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initial inumew i with children who are subjects o f -hi** abuse reports.

Summer)* o f  the Complaint

On February 22. 1993, tho Be tid  field office o f  the Division o f Family and Youth Screces 
(D F Y S ) received a telephone coll ("report o f lunu  *) reporting possible mental and/or sexual abuso o f  a five 
year old child. The ‘'reporter" named U»c child's father as the alleged abuser. The reporter based the 
allegations upon ihe reporter's observations o f  the child and the child's family soma months previously, 
viewed in light o f  a booklet the reporter h id recently received regarding reporting child sexual abuse.

To uivestigate die report two social uorkers interviewed the duld as her preschool. Aa a result o f 
what the child allegedly said us that interview, the social wurfcers stopped the interview, took the du ld into 
emergency custody, and sal in while the du ld was interviewed agam, this time by an Alaska State Trooper. 
During the second inurwew the trooper determined that (he child's father's wnsl had accidentally touched 
tlie duld'5 bottom during play. After having been in emergency custody for approximately (wo hours, the 
child was returned to heT parents' home. The DFYS case wax closed as invalid.

The child’ s father complained to the Ombudsman that the whole expenence was extremely 
upsetting and that the family now lives m fear that DFYS might return on any pretext and take the duld. 
T l*  father alleged that interviewing the child and tolang emergency custody o f her was unreasonable 
because the particular ’report o f harm ’ was uuubstanaal and because utut went ca m the initial interview 
was u irrasorubly shielded from review In response to the fnher'i complaint to them. DFYS said, 
"participating Division personnel acted within full scope o f  the law and in accordance with Division policy 
and procedure."

The father w*aj net Minded with t'us answer and complained to the Ombudsman that i f  social 
wo A ere actually acted within DFYS policy* and procedure m tbs case, then the policy and procrdum i 

. . >hookl be changed. After an cvtcnsive review o f  the circumstances o f the incident, the Ombudiman agreed 
with (he father in scvemJ icrpects.
Summary’ o f Findings

Although the Ombudsman agreed with DFYS that the social workers acted lawfully, die 
Ombudiman found narnallv miti H t d  ujider its own standards the overall allcgattoo. i h e  Division o f  F a m i l y  
i i i i d  Y o u t h  S e r v i c e s  o b i u e J  i/r J n e r e n o n  b y  d e c i d i n g  t o  i n t e r n e *  c o m p l a i n a n t  i  c h i l d  b a t e d  o n  a n  
i n s u b s t a n t i a l  r e p o r t  o f  h o r m  a n d  b y  i h e r c o j l e r  t a k i n g  c o m p l a i n a n t  j  c h i l d  I n t o  e m e r g e n c y  c u v n d y *  
DFYS <bd nut accept the Ombudsman s finding.

The Ombudsman investigation found that, ju m ln f  alone, the initial report c f harm did not provide 
sufficient basis to launch a child support mveiugauon Hie social worker's inuke notes left unanrwered 
fundamental questions afceut the bans for the reporter's conclusions For example, although the reporter 
allegvvl the child's actions were "seductive', the caseworker fadod to support that value judgment with 
examples indicating the "tcducttvt nature o f die behavior In addition, although the social workers had 
available m fomution which wou.'d have lessened the credibility o f  the report, that information was
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apparently not used to iklemiire whcihcr the interview should lake pLacc. Finally, uninvolvtd pro 
from child protective services in Washington and Oregon, as well ai an experienced teacher in d 

.child, protection,., regarded. D FYS-w naen . report* o f  himn*»s-bofderiiw,'VjgTio.-ind ladringoL. 
facnisj observations which would back np thejaigon used on theinuko notes.

However, from a public policy perspective, the Ombudiman found mother issue even more 
compelling: the only penonj prejent dunng the interview wtre the social worker* and the young child. A* 
a result, the Ombudsman «u unable to independently review the social workers’ decision to uke 
emergency custody because (1) DFYS policy does oot require caseworkers to keep their original notes, (2) 
the interview was not audio or video recorded, and (3 ) the child’ s teacher was excluded from witnessing the 
interview without sufficient basis.

Given these circumstances, the Ombudsman was forced to find indeterminate, the allegation that 
the agency abused its discretion bv taking emergency custody based upon tha interview at the preschool. 
The Ombudsman believes an indeterminate finding it unacceptable when it is based on an insufficiency o f 
agency accountability.
Summary o f Rccomuiendanoni

lit the belief that sound public policy supports accountability o f  agency ;..ion , especially in Use 
sensitive area o f  ju te  interference in piivata ftnuly life, tho Ombudsman made the following 
recommendation*:

(1 ) Caseworkers should never dispose o f  their original Dio notes, but should retain them a* pan o f 
the case Die at issue.

(2 ) D R fS  should conduct a feasibility study regarding iudiotapin|Ai<koupi/ig o f initial 
interview* with alleged victims o f  duld abuse and neglect. Tbo study will include a cost analysis, review o f 
appropriate literature, p r o s  and con* related to Child Protocrivo Service* (CPS) investigations, training 
needs 'egal issue* and specified situations that would benefit from  taping. Thl* study should bo completed 
by the start o f  the January 1996 Alaska legislative session.

(3 ) DFYS policy- makers and miners should continue their efforts to improve social worker*' 
jkilts, competence and casework laouledge through comprehensive, consistent and timely training 
opportunities for a ll D R ’ S scarf.

Agency Response: Ombudsman Disposition
The agency ha* acupted final recommendations 2 and 3. The agency has refused to accept final 

recommendation 1. A* a result this complaint waj dosed a* gnrp illv  iurtified and pyrtnJlyjggufied-
The recommendations in this case wore a compromise befwoao the Ombudsman * Office and 

D R ’S. D R ’S continues to support the .icuon* o f its social worker* and the Ombudiman continue* to 
believe the agency made several erron in tin* case. The agency w*S unwilling to mala* a commitment to 
routinely audio or videotape interview* with children based purely on an Ombudsman recommendation. 
However, tha agency recognise* that whether interview* with children should be recorded tn some fashion 
is an important public concern. Therefore, the agency committed to do a omely mncw cf the tsiue prior to 
the upcoming legislative icjsion. HB 3 J I. which would require videotaping o f  ifltcnncwf 'nth ciddren 
wa* introduced at the end o f the firtt session o f the 1993 Nineteenth A luka  Legislature The Ombudsman 
hope* that thi» inve*ngatinn will be helpful ui legislative contidcranon o f the tsjut* that arc the subject 
nu tte ro fl€D  3dS.
A A// public wrrinn «#/ (hr Ombudsman report of this imetPQonon IS jvoiloblt upon request.

T in s r e p o r t i t ava i l ab le to the pub l i c upon icque s t
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(2) DFYS Accountability regarding Initial Interviews with Children who are 
Subjects of Child Abuse Reports. The Legislature has under consideration House Bill 348 that 
would require videotaping of interviews with children who are subjects of child abuse reports In 
an investigation of alleged abuse of discretion by Division of Family &. Youth Services staff in 
interviewing a child and thereafter talcing that child into emergency custody, the Ombudsman 
initially recommended that when children are interviewed with no other persons present but 
DFYS employees and the intcrviewoc(s), the interviews either should be audio recorded, or, when 
possible, video recorded. DFYS proposed a modified recommendation that further research into 
this subject be conducted; the Ombudsman believed that a promise to Vo more research'' would 
not be cofivTTTCTng. in a compromise recommendation, DFYS agreed to coixhict a study anaJvzing 
the effect of audio/video recording on the state's child protective services program by the time the 
Legislature convened its 1996 session: accordingly, the Ombudsman modified its 
recommendation. The Ombudsman still believes the audio/videotaping of DFYS staffs initial 
child interviews has~mcrit. However, uic LeguIaturcTsFiould obtain and car-fully review the 
nrs^uWonKTiHue J" "Mandatory Videotaping in the Investigation of Child Abuse and 

'NVglect: An Impact Study for the State of Alaska," prepared by the National Child Welfare 
Resource Center for Organizational Improvement, Edmund S. Mu side Institute of Public Affairs, 
University of Southern Maine -  as it ftirther considers HB 348. (Ombudsman Complaint 
A093-6593. Division of Family & Youth Services.)

We reaffirm several 1995 legislative recommendations that we believe still merit your 
favorable consideration:

(1) Procurement Practices. As in 1995, we again urge the Legislature to revisit this 
subject. Procurement practices, particularly small procurements, continue to be troubling 
problems the Ombudsman is asked to examine. On the basis of a formal investigation conducted 
By this office, the Ombudsman recommends that a training and certification program for state 
employees performing the procurement function be enacted. Also, that legislation should 
strengthen tne position of Chief Procurement Officer. The Ombudsman believes that position 
should oversee, supervise, monitor, audit, and train stiff in the procurement function, not merely 
provide procurement services or serve as Deputy Director, Division of General Services ( D G S )  in 
the Department of Administration. In short, we believe the Chief Procurement Officer position 
should involve a levd of “separateness" from the DGS; that is not currently the case. 
(Ombudsman Complaint J093-1475, Department of Education.)

(2) Public Records Act (AS 09.25.120). The Legislature should review the subject 
matter of this statute and consider if legislation should be enact'd clarifying whether the public 
will have access to reports of criminal investigations where no prosecution occurs. (Ombudsman 
Complaint J092-I562. Department of Public Safety; see also. Opinion of the Attorney General. 
Public Release of Police Records. File 663*93-0339, Opinion No. 1, Nov. 25, 1994 )

(3) Abatement of Electri al Hazards Legislation should be enacted modifying 
AS 18.60.630 granting inspectors authority to issue orders to abate electrical hazards discovered 
dunng an inspection that pose an immediate danger to life or safety. (Ombudsman Complaint 
A09I-2030, Division of Labor Standards & Safety, Department of Labor.)

(4) Agency Policies and Procedures The Legislature shuukl insist, other by enacting a 
statute or adopting a resolution, that state agencies “unwritten policies" be set out either in 
statute, regulation or in department policy ana procedures manuals so that affected members of 
the public are informed of the policies and procedures that apply to them when dealing with a 
state agency As a veteran state employee recently observed, “An ’unwritten policy’ isn't worth 
the paper it isn't written on." We concur. Perhros this topic usefully might be examined by the 
Legislature's Administrative Regulation Review Committee in a legislative oversight hearing 
(Ombudsman Complaints: J093-2030. Department of Environmental Conservation, A092-0128, 
Anchorage Pioneers Home Division of Senior Services, Department of Administration, 
A093-4506. Division of Oil & Gas, Department of Natural Resources. A094-0668, Alaska Public 
Utilities Commission)

OMBUDSMAN’S 1996 LEGISLATIVE
RECOM M ENDATIONS 1/25/96
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(Finding or* Record and Closure)

(Publicly-released report. Edited to rem ove confidential information per AS 24 .55 .160)
Om budsm an Complaint A093-6593 

June 21, 1995

S U M M A R Y  O F  T O E  C O M P L A I N T

On February 22, 1993, the Bethel field office o f  the Division o f  Family and Youth 
Services (D FY S) received a telephone call (hereafter, "referral" or "report o f  harm") 
reporting possible mental and/or sexual abuse o f  a five year old child. The "reporter" 
named the child's father, "M r X” . as the "alleged a b u s e r " The reporter  based the 
allegations upon the reporter's observations o f  he child and the child's family som e months 
previously, viewed in light o f  a booklet the reporter had recently received regarding 
reporting child sexual abuse.

T w o  social workers interviewed the child at her preschool to  investigate the report 
o f  harm  on February 26, 1993 As a result o f  what the child allegedly said in that 
interview, the social workers stopped the interview, took  the child into emergency 
custody, took  her to  DFYS offices, and sat in while the child was interviewed again, this 
time by an Alaska State T rooper  After approximately 20 minutes in the second interview, 
the trooper  determined Mr. X’s wrist had touched the child's bo ttom  during  play, 
"acc iden ta lly" After having been in emergency custody for approximately tw o  hours, the 
child w as  returned to her parents’ hom e The DFYS case was c lo jed  as "invalid."

M r X  said the whole experience was extremely upse rtng , especially for the  child’s 
m other. Ms. X. He alleged his family now  lives in fear that D FY S might return  on any 
pretext and take  the child. Mr. X complained to the Om budsman's office on  July 16, 
1993, that interviewing the child and taking emergency custody o f  her was unreasonable 
under the circumstances. Assistant Om budsm an Emily Read responded by asking the 
agency to  conduct an internal investigation into its actions. Regional P rogram  Auditor 
G ary N eubauer conducted the review and concluded in a letter to Ms. Read that, 
"participating Division personnel acted within full scope o f  the  law and in accordance  with 
Division policy and procedure."

Mr. X was not satisfied with this answer and returned to  the O m budsm an for 
further review M r X alleged that if  the social w orkers actually acted  within D FY S policy 
and p rocedure  in this case, then the policy and procedures should be changed

Specifically. Mr X  alleged that

• The report o f  harm  the agency received concerning the child did n n  justify 
embarking on an investigation He analogizes to  police procedures, where 
"probable cause" is n e c e s s a ™ t c w } b t a i ^ ^ ^ a r r l ^ w i r r | n L j | ^ M l i ^
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The evidence the social w orkers had in this case d id not ju stify taking the 
child into emereencv custody M r X  believes the

ifftj UUIIlg IU fjl.g I f lW fllim W W B jW W I LUJUJIBJ   mi ifc .r

The Be

In suppon o f  this allegation, M r. X  said he has heard that the 
Bethel D FYS  o ffice  took  emergency custody o f  children numerous times in 
the two and a h a lf years p rio r to  this incident, yet on ly a few court ordered 
custody actions have taken place in the same time period.

D FY S  could not have legitimately taken "emergency" custody o f  the child 
when it waited fo u r days a fter receiving the report o f  harm before it 
interviewed the child

Under AS 47  17 0 27 , the child's preschool teacher should have been 
present during the caseworkers' interview with the child. D FY S  erred 
p ro c ed u ra l

• I f  D F Y S  is not required to audio o r  v ideo record its initial interviews with 
children, the agency actions o f  taking emergency custody based on those 
interviews is unreasonably shielded from  review .

Rephrased to fit within the Ombudsman’s statutory fram ework this office 
investigated the fo llow ing allegation:

The Division of Family and Youth Services abused its discretion by 
deciding to interview complainant's child based on an insubstantial report 
o f harm and by thereafter taking complainant’s  child into emergency 
custody.

Regional D irector, then Assistant Ombudsman, Bea Hagen investigated this 
complaint. She reviewed the D F Y S  case file, applicable statutes, regulations, and policies 
and procedures In addition, she deposed o r interviewed the fo llow ing  persons:

M r. X , complainant

T roope r Terry Asbcrry . .Alaska State T roopers , Bethel 

Elsie Francis, fo rm er D R 'S  caseworker, Bethel 

Mercedes Jewett. D F Y S  caseworker, B e thd  

Georgina Kacyon . D F Y S  Intake Supervisor, Bethel

Gary Neubauer. D F Y S  Northern Regional P rog ram  Auditor, Fairbanks
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• Richard W inters. Program Manager, Child Protective Services, Olympia. 
Washington

• "Susan", Intake Scrcener. Children's Services Division, Department o f  
Human Resources. Portland. O regon

• Vickie Koehler, Acting Intake Supervisor, DFYS, Fairbanks

• David Herringshaw, former Bethel D FY S  Social Services Associate

• R on  Parker, fo rm er D FYS  Northern Regional Administrator

• Eva Kopacz. Assistant Professor, University o f  Alaska, Fairbanks, social 
w ork  faculty

• Steve Emerson, Social W orke r IV , D FYS  S ta ff Training Center, Fairbanks

• Julie Miller, pre-school teacher. Bethel

• Kathy Tibbies, D F Y S  Social Services Program Officer, Juneau

• CathJeen C onno lly , pre-school board member. Bethel

• Barbara Cotting, Aide to Representative Jeannette James 

E D IT I N G  O F  T H IS  R E P O R T

Ombudsman investigators had access to statutorily confidential D FY S  files and 
deposed o r  interviewed D F Y S  personnel about confidential information. AS 24.55.160 
gives the Ombudsman “ access at all limes to records o f  every state agency, including 
confidential records”  and provides that “ the ombudsman may not disclose a confidential 
record obtained from  an agency. Because legislators and numerous complainants have 
raised the public policy issue o f  whether D F Y S  interviews with children should be 
videotaped o r  audiotaped, the Ombudsman decided to release an euited public version o f  
this report

Confidentia l in formation to which the ombudsman investigator had access was 
included in a prelim inary confidential report to the agency. Informauon from  D F Y S  
records and interviews that would identify the child involved o r that is otherw ise 
confidential and not directly relevant to the issues raised by the allegations h r ;  been 
rem oved from  this version o f  the report The child which was the subject o f  the report o f  
harm is referred to  as “ the child "  The complainant is identified as “ Mr. X ”  and his spouse 
as “ M s. X ” . D F Y S  was provided with a draff copy o f  the final public report so that the 
agency cou ld review  it fo r confidentiality prior to release

B A C K G R O U N D

The X  fam ily consists o f  both parents, the child and a sibling. The child was five at 
the tune o f  the incident at issue Both parents had been employed professionals in Bethel 
fo r  several years prio r to  the events at issue

On M onday, February 22 . 1993. at 2 40  p m . social w orker Elsie Francis received 
a telephone call at the Bethel D FY S  office from  a person who wished to remain 
anonymous (hereafter identified as “ reporter” ) The reporter gave his o r her name to Ms
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Francis and stated a non-fam ilial relationship to the child The reporter apparently last had 
contact with the child approximately six months earlier

A handwritten narrative on a standard D FY S  fo rm  entitled. "Fam ily Service Report 
o f  Contact" (R O C ) and signed by Ms Francis, described the allegations The report said 
in pertinent pan

[Reporter] said that a St T rooper gave [rep o rte r] a book le t on reporting 
child SA [sexual abuse] as [portion deleted].

Symptoms the child/family - Father gets rea lly  annoyed by children's 
develop delayes [sic]. He calls them stupid; his anger seems out o f  
proportion to the situation •

- Child is seductive "Don't I lo o k  pretty" R eporte r feels uncom fortable.

- Father always has his daughter w/him when he’s not at w ork

• They've had her thru 5 d if f providers in the last 5 yrs. [portion  deleted],

• Child is interested in sexual things.

- Child hates boys to the pt o f  strange.

• child is a manipulative liar

- mother is very passive - [Reporter] questions whether mother is afraid o f  
father -

- O ther child: [portion deleted] victim o f  fam ily dog  bit[e], . . .

- Child always wants to look  sexy She w ould wear strapless gowns:
“ Don't I look  p re tty " she on ly  wanted to be w/adults; not w/other 
[children]. Child hates her [sibling],

- [R eporte r] feels that parents took  child from  [care provider] when child 
was gening 1 2 2  com fortable.

- Child cannot remember simple things. She tells parents what to do - ro le 
reversal

-[sibling] - unusually passive Displays nervous behavior - neurosis 
[sibling] bites other children

Father would call them stupid • "H ow  are these little brats doing?* 
[Reporte r] started telling him what good kids he had. He just w ould laugh 
it otT M other would say. "H ow  are you doing sugar puss. bear. Big 
[sic] Bear * Everything was puss to her daughter. M other from  (another 
state]

•[R epo rte r] was apologetic • fe lt bad

On the basis o f  this intake information. M s Francis called the A laska State 
T roope rs to set up an investigation plan She spoke with T roope r Rosemary Decker
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Ms Francis next consulted with Intake Supervisor Georgina Kacyon. Ms. Francis later 
wrote on her ROC corm. "She [Trooper Decker] agreed that it might be better for the 
Troopers to handle situation (rather than the Bethel City Police]."

The notes continued. "[Trooper Decker] said to do a further invest, by 
interviewing the child & if it is determined that the child is at risk, to call the Troopers 
Informed her that (the child] attends school at [deleted] & I would conduct interview on 
Wed. or Fri,"

On Friday, February’ 26 at 11 00 a.m., Ms. Francis and another social worker, 
Mercedes Jewett, went to the child's preschool where the child was in class during the day 
Prior to interviewing the child, the social workers interviewed the child's teacher, Julie 
Miller. In pertinent pan, the file notes indicate that Ms. Miller said:

"She’s right about where she needs to be & socially she's fine." Julie stated 
[the child's] father usually picks her up from school. Julie also stated, [the 
child] did not seem to have problems relating to male children and she 
plays w/male and female children.
Mr. and Ms. X were both notified that the child would be interviewed. Both 

parents came to the school Mr X questioned the social workers' qualifications to 
investigate the allegations, but nevertheless agreed that the social workers could interview 
the child.

Ms. Jewett and Ms. Francis interviewed the child alone in a "cloakroom'’ at the
preschool. Each later signed notes to the DFYS file which summarise the interview with
the child at her preschool Ms. Jewett's typewritten notes about the interview stated in 
pertinent part:

During this interview [the child] stated her father "touches" her
"private parts. . sometimes on Saturday or Sunday." The child identified
the areas of her vagina and her bottom on the drawn outline picture of a 
female child’s body. When asked what her reaction to this occurrence was 
[the child] stated. "I said no "
Ms. Jewett’s handwritten notes signed by both workers, and also transcribed at 

some later time from earlier notes, stated in pertinent pan about the interview:
[The child] was informed by worker Elsie Francis that she would be asked 
to answer some questions and she could ask questions if she did not 
understand and stop the interview at anytime.
Child stated she was 5 & her birthday is [deleted] Child stated she 
understood the difference between truth & lies. Child stated she 
understood the difference between good touch, bad touch & secret touch.
Child stated "once" her friend [deleted] touched her "private parts’ at 
school & she told her mother Child also stated "Sometimes my Dad 
touches my private pans on Saturday or Sunday - accidemaly- [sic] 1

1 The word "accidental*" (sic| was crossed out in the notes and initialed by Ms. Francis A separate 
typewnnen note in the file signed by Ms. Jewett and Ms. Francis nates. "Point of Clarification in regard 
to the notes of the interview wiih (the chi!d| on 2/26i93 at 11 25 at the (preschool) with Elsie Francis and 
Mercedes Jewtn. The word "accidently" (s*c| was included on the report as the notes fmm the above 
interview wtre being transferred to an Abuse/Neglect Invesugauon Sheet while (the child] w-as talking to
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Child stated, the last time this happened was "Saturday," while her mother 
was in the kitchen & her [sibling] was sleeping. "I was sitting on my dad's 
lap . he touched me the wrong way & I said no." Child identified the 
areas of her vagina & her bottom on the picture. Child further stated "my 
dad really did it." Child stated "I feel sad when he touches me" and "he 
touched me w/his hand."
On the basis of this alleged interchange Ms Francis stopped the interview and 

called Ms. Kacyon who advised her that assumption of emergency custody was 
appropriate under the circumstances. Ms. Francis called the Alaska State Troopers as she 
had prearranged with Trooper Decker pending the contingency that the interview would 
produce evidence that sexual abuse had taken place.

Ms. Francis also notified Mr. and Ms. X at that point that the results of the 
interview made it necessary to assume emergency custody pending further investigation. 
The social workers then took the child to the DFYS office.

Trooper Terry Asberry came to the DFYS office to conduct another interview 
with the child. The second interview was tape recorded. In the course of the interview, 
the child indicated that it was in play that her father touched her private parts. As a result 
of the trooper interview. DFYS workers returned the child to her parents at home and 
dropped the emergency custody about two hours after it had begun.

Under section 2.214 of the DFYS child protective services policy manual, an 
"invalid" case is one. "where there are no facts to support the allegation that a child has 
suffered abuse or neglect." This type of finding is to be made at the "conclusion of the 
investigation." The final assessment in the child's case was that the allegation was invalid.
IN V ESTIG A T IO N

Was the report of harm substantial enough in this case to justify the decision to 
intcrvieiv the child at her preschool?

Alaska Statute 47 17 030 provides that DFYS must "investigate" each report of 
harm to some degree The law says:

[T]he department shall, for each report received, investigate and take 
action, in accordance with law. that may be necessary to prevent further 
harm of the child or to ensure the proper care and protection of the child.
Gary Neubauer. DFYS Regional Program Auditor in Fairbanks, stated that all 

reports of harm alleging possible physical abuse, sexual abuse or neglect communicated to 
DFYS are "screened" to determine the need for Division intervention. He said that all 
screenings do not result in investigations or resulting interviews. If the intake supervisor 
decides that the report does not justify intervention, it is not assigned to a caseworker for 
investigation, but is kept for future reference to help evaluate other reports which might be 
made about the same child or family

Ti'r. transferred interview notes go on:

the state trooper Dunng the interview uuh th u te trooper (the child) did state. "ray oad touches my 
pnvalc parts accidcntK* |sic| Houc%rr dunng the earlier interview she did not use the word 
‘accidently *|stc|
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DFYS has general policies and procedures for suspected child sexual abuse cases 
which were developed in accord with an 1984 Child Sexual Abuse Agreement signed by 
the governor. This agreement states that the Departments of Health and Social Services. 
Law, Public Safety and Corrections must develop general policies and procedures 
concerning interaction between agencies.

According to Section E-l of the policy, concerning Intra-Family Child Sexual 
Abuse, the order of investigation should proceed as follows: the worker should speak to 
the referring person to obtain as complete information as is available. The worker should 
call any other collateral people that are appropriate to contact, "before first visit with 
child and family," and look(s] at any previous records. [Emphasis added] Then, the 
worker immediately contacts the appropriate law enforcement agency to jointly develop a 
plan of investigation. The procedure states, “in the majority of cases, the child will be 
interviewed first.... This preferably will be accomplished through joint interviews.” The 
procedure also provides that the “worker and/or law enforcement" will "make direct 
contact with (the] child," and “interview the child and secure a statement regarding 
inappropriate sexual activity -  also expected family reaction...."

Mr. Neubauer noted that the credibility of the reporter and history of false reports 
would be considered in the decision about whether to assign the case fcr investigation 
The worker would consider behavioral indicators that sexual abuse had occurred as part of 
the overall analysis. CPS Manual Appendix N-2 contains a “summary chart" of behavioral 
indicators of sexual abuse. Listed are:

Unwilling to Participate in Certain Physical Activities
Withdrawal, Fantasy or Unusually Infantile Behavior
Bizarre, Sophisticated, or Unusual Sexual Behavior or Knowledge
Poor Peer Relationships
Reports of Sexual Assault by Caretaker
The DFYS Child Protective Services policy manual CPS 2.14, Priority Rating 

Scale, states that “Each case accepted for investigation will be assigned a priority rating of 
“Priority 1," “Priority 2" or “Priority 3” contingent on the severity of the reported risk of 
harm to the child.

DFYS assigned the report of harm concerning this child a “priority 3." Section
2.1 4 of the Child Protective Services Manual defines this as follows: “Priority Three will 
be assigned to »nose referrals which indicate that a delay in assessing the situation will not 
result in significant additional harm to the child.”

Mr. Neubauer said a priority rating of 3 for the report about the child was 
appropriate because the information provided by the reporter did not indicate that the 
child was in immediate danger, or subject to imminent danger of physical harm, or had 
suffered serious physical injury as a result of abuse or neglect, or in need of medical 
attention. He emphasized that although the report made allegations that indicated possible 
sexual abuse, “at the time of receipt of the referral, the child in question had not yet 
disclosed sexual abuse." If she had, the report would have been rated as a priority 1.

Under procedures in the CPS manual, an interview with the child must be 
conducted for non emergency priority l's within 24 hours of the report A pnority 2
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DFVS has general policies and procedures for suspected child sexual abuse cases 
which were developed in accord with an 1984 Child Sexual Abuse Agreement signed by 
the governor. This agreement states that the Departments of Hralth and Social Services, 
Law, Public Safety and Corrections must develop general policies and procedures 
concerning interaction between agencies

According to Section E-l of the policy, concerning Intra-Family Child Sexual 
Abuse, the order of investigation should proceed as follows: the worker should speak to 
the referring person to obtain as complete information as is available. The worker should 
call any other collateral people that are appropriate to contact, “before first visit with 
child and family," and look[s] at any previous records. [Emphasis added] Then, the 
worker immediately contacts the appropriate law enforcement agency to jointly develop a 
plan of investigation. The procedure states, "in the majority of cases, the child will be 
interviewed first.... This preferably will be accomplished through joint interviews." The 
procedure also provides that the "worker and/or law enforcement" will "make direct 
contact with [the] child," and "interview the child and secure a statement regarding 
inappropriate sexual activity -  also expected family reaction ..."

Mr. Neubauer noted that the credibility of the reporter and history of false reports 
would be considered in the decision about whether to assign the case for investigation 
The worker would consider behavioral indicators that sexual abuse had occurred as part of 
the overall analysis. CPS Manual Appendix N-2 contains a "summary chart" of behavioral 
indicators of sexual abuse Listed are:

Unwilling to Participate in Certain Physical Activities
Withdrawal, Fantasy or Unusually Infaj tile Behavior
Bizarre, Sophisticated, or Unusual Sexu. I Behavior or Knowledge
Poor Peer Relationships
Reports of Sexual Assault by Caretaker
The DFYS Child Protective Services policy manual CPS 2.14, Priority Rating 

Scale, states that “Each case accepted for investigation will be assigned a priority rating of 
"Priority I," “Priority 2" or “Priority 3" contingent on the severity of the reported risk of 
harm to the child.

DFYS assigned the report of harm conccmmg this child a “priority 3." Section 
2.1.4 of the Chile Protective Services Manual defines this as follows: “Priority Three will 
be assigned to the e referrals which indicate that a delay in assessing the situation will not 
result in significant additional harm to the child."

Mr. Neubauer said a priority rating of 3 for the report about the child was 
appropriate because the information provided by the reporter did not indicate that the 
child was in immediate danger, or subject to imminent danger of physical harm, or had 
suffered senous physical injury as a result of abuse or neglect, or in need of medical 
attention. He emphasized that although the report made allegations that indicated possible 
sexual abuse, “at the time of receipt of the referral, the child in question had not yet 
disclosed sexual abuse " If she had. the report would have been rated as a priority I.

Under procedures in the CPS manual, an interview with the child must be 
conducted for non emergency pnontv l’s within 24 hours of the report. A priority 2
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interview must be within 72 hcu.s and a priority 3 interview should take place within
seven calendar days of the report of harm

Kathy Tibbies. DFYS Social Services Program Officer, said that when a report of 
harm alleges "behavioral indicators" of sexual and emotional abuse, it should be ranked as
a priority 2. However, she said, "The priority system is supposed to be fluid. After the
interview, a case could become a high risk case. Technically, priority doesn’t matter 
[except as a framework for response time] ” She said that the priority system is a method
of handling caseload. When the workload gets too high, the policy is usually to not
investigate priority 3 reports until there are three reports about the same family or child 
But. she cautioned that even this policy would be a fluid one.

Once a local supervisor determines that a referral, or report of harm, is appropriate 
for Division intervention and it is given a priority rating, the intake referral is assigned for 
investigation Under CPS 2.2.3, minimum standards once an investigation is undertaken 
are;

a. One face to face contact with the child.
b One face to face contact with the parent/caretaker.
c .All siblings who live in the same household should be interviewed.
d .Any collateral contacts as necessary to reach a decision on the report A 
collateral contact is any person who is not directly a part of the situation 
but may have significant information which will aid in determining whether 
the report is substantiated, unconfirmed or invalid.
e .Any exceptions to the minimum standards require review and approval 
by the supervisor
In other words, once the report of harm about the child was assigned a priority and 

assigned an investigator, an interview was technically required unless the supervisor, 
Ms. Kacyon in this case, decided otherwise.

To obtain uninvolved professional viewpoints about whether the report about the 
child justified launching an investigation, the ombudsman investigator read the referral 
report in this case to various professionals, excluding names and other identifying material.

Vickie Koehler, Acting Intake Supervisor for the Fairbanks DFYS office said, "I 
would struggle over that one. There appear to be some things of concern, but there is 
nothing clear.“ She continued. “It wouldn't be a priority 1." Ms. Koehler said that the 
Fairbanks office might do some “collateral contact" if it had a reason to be suspicious of 
the report. For example. “Often we call the school to see if they have concerns too.“ She 
said that the existence of prior reports is important to the decision about whether to 
investigate She said a major problem for her is the fact that the report was made so long 
after the reporter's last contact with the child at issue. However, she said that sexual 
abuse gets a lot more attention, even in Fairbanks, than other kinds of repons of harm,

At Mr Vs suggestion, the ombudsman investigator interviewed David 
Herringshaw Mr Herringshaw is Mr .Vs personal friend, but also worked in the Bethel 
DFYS office for four and one half years At the time of the child’s interview, Mr 
Herringshaw was a Social Services .Associate, a position somewhat lower in the hierarchy 
than a Social Worker Mr Hemngshaw stated he has a degree in Health Care
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Administration and six to seven years background working with abused or wayward 
children. He said that to be a good social worker, one has to, "Think like a cop with the 
sensitivity of a pastor."

He said that in general, he believes that, "all repons [of harm] in Bethel (were) 
incompetently handled" by the Bethel office He said, "It is not just the X case. That 
office is out of control." He continued. "You mention sexual abuse in that office (and) it 
is like a whirlwind - an extreme, gross reaction. If you want to destroy someone's life in 
Bethel, you turn them in for child sexual abuse."

Mr. Heningshaw opined that the child, "probably made some innocent comment,"
during the interview which was misinterpreted, and led to the taking of emergency
custody. He added, "These people don't know how to ask non-leading questions."

Mr. Herringshaw said that after Ms. Francis received the report of harm 
concerning the child, but before the interview took place, the report came acr̂ -s his desk 
in the course of his job duties. He told the ombudsman investigator, You gotta 
understand, these people were in my house all the time I intimately knew the [X] family."

He said he went to Ms. Francis and told her. "I know these people - I know the 
situation. I know [the child] She is not a victim. This is a bogus claim. You need to go 
do some research with the reporter" Mr. Herringshaw said he told Ms. Francis that 
contrary to what the reporter said, the child was, "just a little girl that loved to dress up 
and wear makeup." Her sibling was an "aggressive little [child], not a whimpering little 
thing. [Ms. X] was anything but browbeaten."

Mr. Herringshaw said, "Somehow, this got pushed to the point Elsie had to 
investigate." Mr. Herringshaw said that Ms. Francis normally attended to licensing issues 
at DFYS. She, "didn't hardly ever do intakes. She didn't want to do the interview." He 
said, "Elsie is a kind, warm person, but she is not street smart. She would have made a 
phenomenal social worker, but she quit because of this case."

He collateral contacts should have been made with the child's current
caretakers beiore interviewing the child. He said that if he had been the screener, he 
would have taken all the information the reporter offered during the referral call. Then, he 
would have asked questions. He would have "circumspectly" contacted [deleted] day care 
workers, and he would have found out the reporter’s relationship with the family He 
would, he said. "Find out more than what the (reporter] thinks, I would find out what [the 
reporter] has seen "

Finally, he said he didn’t think the report of harm in the child's case had enough 
information in it to justify an interview He said. "Elsie's supervisor (Ms. Kacyon] should 
have recognized a weak report and required some follow up before deciding to pioceed 
with an interview."

Ms. Francis told the ombudsman investigator. "We did this case by the book I 
consulted with my supervisor, Georgina [Kacyon], at every step."

Ms Francis said that in the small Bethel office, every worker "got a turn as 
screener. mixed with their other caseload duties." Ms Francts said, "This one was an 
unusual report" in that the reporter had had no contact with the child for six months. She 
said. "I think that's why I didn't go out right away "
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Ms Francis said she remembers speaking about the intake report with 
Mr Herringshaw and that she knew Mr Herringshaw was Mr. Xs friend. However, she 
said she did not discuss her conversation with Mr. Herringshaw with Ms Kacyon when 
they conferred about the intake Ms Francis said she did not know Mr X, but she was 
aware of his [employment position) in Bethel. She also did not know the reporter.

The ombudsman investigator asked Ms. Francis if, in her opinion, the report of 
harm justified going on the interview She said, "I don't think it was enough to do an 
interview I remember feeling uncomfortable about it. I basically didn't want to do it (the 
interview) Ms. Francis said two things that made her uncomfortable were that Mr. X was 
a former [professional worker) and tiis was a "white family." She said she. "knew from 
talking with Georgina [Kacyon] they could turn around and sue [us)."

She said. "In hindsight, I would have wanted to talk to the reporter some more, 
and I would have wanted to see the book that [the reporter] referred to."

Ms Francis said she wonders now how many intake calls in Bethel were taken to 
the interview stage She suspects that all calls were. Ms. Francis said, "In Bethel, 
interviews come of every allegation of sexual abuse. . . [I] think the practice is excessive 
at times. Any sex abuse allegation in that office is treated as an emergency."

She said that she now believes the screening process in Bethel isn't done properly 
She said. "The problem is how the system is set up. The system is wrong in Bethel - we 
[went] out and intcrview[ed) on anything."

Ms. Francis opined that the screening process should be changed, "because now, it 
results in, people getting back at other people." She said, "Right now the law reads if you 
'suspect' [abuse] you have to report it." But, she said the screening process should better 
screen out false reports. She added that Ms. Kacyon was a ‘relatively new intake 
supervisor at the time of the child’s interview. She was still learning her job." Ms. Francis 
suggested that to improve the system, DFYS should have people who "do only one job " 
She said the screener should be separate from the investigator, and that the screener and a 
supervisor should make the decision to interview a child after they conduct more research 
into the complaint, if necessary

In spite of these problems. Ms Francis said that, "I think I was acting 
professionally at the time." However, she said that the case was "one of the reasons," she 
stopped working at Bethel DFYS. She said, "[It was) seeing how it affected the Xs. They 
were very upset." She continued. "The aftermath was homble. I felt homble."

The investigator asked Ms Francis why she called the Alaska State Troopers 
rather than the Bethel police to set up an investigation plan. She said the call was a "true 
accident." She had only remembered at the time that she had worked before with the 
Alaska State Troopers on such investigations, so she called the Alaska State Troopers.

As intake supervisor, and a Social Worker IV, it was Georgina Karon's job to 
oversee the intake and to review the referrals (reports of harm) and assign them for 
investigation when appropriate Ms Kacyon had been in the child protection field for 10 
years prior to this incident. She had been working in Bethel since October 1989

Ms. Kacyon said that she knew Mr. X only as a professional acquaintance She 
knew his position of employment. She sair she knew Ms. X's professional status and 
had talked with her professionally in situation similar to the one involving Ms. X's ‘..uld 
She said that the allegation about the child was awkward because "I was sensitive to. you
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know, they were both high profile community members and that this would be very 
delicate - in dealing with them " Ms Kacyon said she did not know the reporter

Ms Kacyon went on to say
I remember her [Ms Francis] saying that the reporter was a [job status] 
and that she had . . a presentation on child abuse and had been given a 
bookJet by one of the troopers and she had just picked up on some 
behavior indicators that [the child] was exhibiting that caused her to 
suspect that [the child] may be being sexually abused and she had 
reason to believe it was the father I remember that we did talk about 
that to determine whether there was enough to assign it for investigation, 
and we felt that it did [warrant an investigation]
Ms. Kacyon said that the elapse of time since the reporter observed the behavior 

did not make a difference in her evaluation about whether to assign the report for 
investigation. She said, "We often investigate reports that may have had years gone by 
since someone had observed it and they're just coming forward to report it. .. . We would 
investigate it even if it occurred several years ago

In this child's case. Ms Kacyon said the basis of her screening decision to 
investigate was." [T]he reporter . . suspected on observations that there may be 
some sexual abuse of the child. Based on her behavior . . and . . other factors of how 
the father treated her and her (sibling] There was more than just the sexual abuse. There 
was some mental injury there that needed to be addressed “

The ombudsman investigator also contacted child protection workers in 
Washington and Oregon, who had the following comments after being read, verbatim • 
excluding names or other identifying material - what Ms. Francis wrote on her ROC form 
from the intake interview

Richard Winters. Program Manager. Child Protective Services, in Olympia, 
Washington said. "This report calls for collateral contact prior to an interview" He said, 
"It is one person's opinion and observations They needed a more recent contact and a 
second opinion before calling in the troops This was a vague concern [on the part of the 
reporter] and a vague suspicion doesn't cut it" He added. "In Washington. I would hope 
that [the agency] wouldn't do [an interview] on this report without collateral contact 
supporting it." As an example of the kind of collateral contact which should nave been 
done, he died contacting the present daycare provider or doing a background check on 
the alleged abuser.

The ombudsman investigator also spoke with "Susan," an intake screener with the 
Oregon DFYS equivalent agency, the Children’s Services Division of the Department of 
Human Resources. Susan said that the report about the child was a "borderline case * 
Depending on which office or supervisor might be consulted, the decision to investigate in 
Oregon, "might go either way *

However. Susan said that in her opinion, the report would have called for some 
“follow up " She, "would have needed more information than (the report of harm) to 
decide to go on an interview She said she would have asked more questions of the 
reporter, because, for example. "What one person thinks is seductive, in and of itself, 
might not be enough (to justify an interview] “
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She said she would ask questions regarding the reporter's motive for making the 
report She might contact the child’s recent daycare provider and sec if the provider had 
similar concerns, if the daycare provider had not noticed anything with the child, the 
report might not have been investigated She said that if the report wasn't investigated, 
her agency would probably have written a letter to the family informing them that 
concerns about their child had been reported.

The ombudsman investigator also read the report of harm • excluding confidential 
information - to Eva Kopacz. an assistant professor oil the faculty of the University of 
Alaska, Fairbanks, Behavioral Sciences and Human Services Department. Ms. Kopacz 
teaches ’’applied" classes -  how to be a social worker. She came to the University with 
18 years prior experience as a licensed clinical social worker. She also has 18 years in 
clinical practice as a social worker, including experience as an intake screener in states 
other than Alaska, as well as experience providing inpatient and outpatient psychological 
services to child victims of sexual abuse. The investigator asked Ms. Kopacz to evaluate 
the report as if she were the screener.

She said. "I wouldn’t feel like this [report] was enough for an interview I probably 
wouldn't do an investigation Behaviors have so many possible factors - this behavior 
could be normal" She said that she would have filed the report and waite J to see if there 
were other complaints Or. she might have done some follow up questioning of the 
reporter before deciding to do an interview

She said. "Essentially, based on what's written in the report, there is no distinction 
between observed behavior and the meaning ascribed to the behavior. The report is empty 
of observations and data There are no facts. There is no factual information in it that 
tells you how to come to a reasonable conclusion. I would have a million questions.*

For example, she said that some ot the behaviors mentioned, such as the child's 
tendency to dress up, "could be meaningful," but her age, five, "is a dress up age." She 
said. "We shouldn't attnbute adult attitudes and motives to children." She said she would 
have wanted to know more about the nature of the child's interaction with i.er father 
Ms Kopacz noted. "Yc can find 'warning signals" in almost anything." As ar example, 
she said that if one went down a "checklist" for "warning signs" of codependency, ‘almost 
everyone would be codependent."

Ms. Kopacz said that afler hearing the report of harm from Ms. Francis' notes, her 
recommendation to DFYS would be to advise intake workers that their notes should 
describe behavior rather than the worker's or the reporter's conclusions about the 
behavior. She said, "I have seen reports with a lot more than this that weren’t 
investigated."

Ms Kopacz said. "(The report about the child *s] full of powerfully loaded 
conclusions.. . It is devoid of solid observations, [so] there is no data on which to base 
conclusions." For example. Ms Kopacz said that instead of the word, "manipulative", the 
worker might say. "When Suz, hit Johnny, the following happened.. . ."  She said that in 
this particular report, she would want the reporter to say, "This is why I felt that the 
child’s behavior was seductive."

Ms Kopacz also said that Ms Francis’ report contained. "Lots of jargon but not 
much description What bothers me. the jargon is not descriptive of behavior " She said. 
"Increasingly, the whole message in the field is: don't make conclusions -  describe the 
behavior" A worker should say, "It is my impression that. . . . " and, "the impression is
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based upon * The worker should dearly differentiate the source of the report, such 
as. "Per report of the mother

However. Ms. Kopacz addcJ. "Often, the decision to investigate is based on 
subjective impressions rather than factual data There is a place in [such a] decision for 
judgment calls "

The ombudsman investigator also read the report of harm text to Stephen 
Emerson, Social Worker IV. Staff Training Center. DFYS. Fairbanks. It is Mr. Emersons 
job to train caseworkers on agency policy and procedure. He said, "There's a lot there 
[Based upon that report] I would assign someone to talk to the child because of the 
possible emotional abuse that was alleged ’ He noted, for example, the allegation that 
Mr. X called his children "stupid." In addition, he said the report contained, "a billion red 
flags for sex abuse " He cited, fcr example, that common themes in sexual abuse are that 
the parent always has the child with him. and that care providers are changed frequently 
He said that in his opinion, the report did not sound inordinately vague. He said. "Each 
allega-tn [in this report] alone, out of context, may not have resulted in an [interview] It 
was the number and the overall flavor of the allegations which justifies concern ’

He said that even if an investigation isn’t geared toward sexual abuse but ts the 
result of a neglect report, for instance, he has found it best to ask the child about sexual 
abuse in the initial interview Mr Emerson said that the younger the child at issue, the 
greater the chances that the report would be assigned for investigation. He added that in 
the case of this report. ‘I would want to know if there had been other reports about this 
family " He said. "If [a supervisor] is on the fence, assign It is better to err on the side of 
safety for a child "
Did the interview justify the emergency custody decision ?

The only available evidence about what transpired in the child's interview comes 
from the two social workers who were present and their transcribed notes in the DFYS 
file

CPS Manual Policy and Procedure 2.2.5, Investigation Child/Victim, includes 
guidelines for social workers to follow when interviewing children There are also 
comprehensive interviewing guidelines in Apperdices O-l, Interviewing General 
Guidelines in 0-2, and Interviewing the Young Sex Abuse Victim with the Aid of Dolls 
Upon hire, each caseworker accomplishes a Pre-Service Orientation through division 
policies and procedures in the form of a self-study guide and test

During their first months of hire, all child protective service workers receive what 
is called CORJE training in four increments. Mr Neubauer said the first three increments 
relate to child sexual abuse

The first increment, CORE Training 101, lasts three days (18 hours) and 
consists of a variety of topics including Introduction to Sexual Abuse, The 
Spectrum and Dynamics of Sexual Abuse, and Indicators of Sexual Abuse 
The second increment. CORE 102. lasts five days (30 houu) and consists 
of a variety of topics including Charactenstics of the Casework Interview, 
Interviewing Strategies and Their Utility, Building Trainee Skills in 
Interviewing and The Dynamics of Resistance Implications for the 
Casework Interview The third increment. CORE Training 103, lasts three 
days (18 hours) and consists of topics including The Effects of Abuse and 
Neglect on infants and Toddlers. The Effects of Abuse and Neglect on
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Preschool Children. The Effects of Abuse and Neglect on School Age
Children. The Effects of Abuse and Neglect on the Development of 
Adolescents
Ms Francis told the ombudsman investigator she had conducted sex abuse 

interviews with children prior to the child's She said she had participated in DFYS CORE 
training before the interview, and she had been with DFYS about two and a half years 
pnor to this incident

Ms Francis said she went to the interview, "with a neutral perspective -  (I] didn’t 
know if sexual abuse had happened or not" She said that she was deliberately trying not 
to ask "yes and no" questions or "leading questions" dunng the interview Ms Jewett, the 
other soriaJ worker present in the room with the child, was silent during the interview, ut 
took notes. Ms. Francis did not take any notes.

Ms Francis said that during the interview, the child "showed" where she was 
"touched" by "pointing" at locations on her body She also pointed to parts of an outline 
picture of a little girl Ms Francis said that as soon as the child indicated her father had 
touched her inappropnately, "I stopped the interview nght there." Ms Francis said she 
didn't want to ask the child any more questions because she didn't want the child to have 
to desenbe the incident twice

Ms. Francis said that when Ms. Jewett was rewriting her notes of the preschool 
interview, she mistakenly inserted the word, “accidentally," because the child hadn't said 
that the touching was accidental until the second interview, the one with Trooper Asberry 
Ms Francis said she noticed the error when she read Ms. Jewett's transcription, so she 
crossed out the inaccurate word, initialed the change, and the two social workers made a 
separate memorandum explaining the change.

Ms Francis said she doesn t remember what was done with Ms Jewett’s original 
notes, which she believes were also written on DFYS Report of Contact forms 
Ms Francis said it was not a "general practice" to rewrite notes for the file, but it was not 
uncommon Ms Francis said she did not keep the outline drawing she used during the 
interview in the file because the child had made no marks upon it.

Ms. Jewett said that although she has a bachelor's degree in social work and had 
been working in jobs connected with social services since 1986, the child’s interview was 
her first expenence with child protection because she had only been employed with DFYS 
for about four days previously She had not yet had any of the CORE training, but had 
reviewed the CPS manual. She went with Ms. Francis to ob: irve the interview as pan of 
her on*the*job training Ms Francis asked her to take not*s.

Ms Jewett remembers that the interview took place in. "kind of like a . . cloak 
room. Elsie explained things to her [the child). Like, did she know the difference between 
good touch and bad touch and telling a lie and telling the truth, and that type of thing." 
Ms Jewett said. * (The child] said her father had touched her private pans Actually, 
it seems like she may have said something like, 'My Dad really did it." Or. He really did 
that.’ or something She was not upset through the interview at ail She was really calm 
You know, just talking matter-of-factly, and didn't seem upset at all."

When asked if she remembers tl.e exact words the child used in the interview. 
Ms Jewett said. "The one I do remember is that she said her dad touched her 'private 
pans' That’s the word, that's the way I remember it because I remember I had thought 
about it after and that's what she said In just those words *
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Ms. Jewett remembers taking notes on a ROC form during the interview She 
remembers typing the notes over, "so that they would be readable" She said she is sure 
the original notes were thrown away.

Ms Jewett also remembers writing "accidentally," in error, on other transcribed 
notes which Ms. Francis and she both signed She said. "I remember that, I did that I 
look notes when she [the child] was talking to Elsie (Francis), then I also took notes when 
the child was talking to the trooper You know, when she was talking to the trooper she 
said, "accidentally " And then . I put that in on the wrong sheet, because as it turned 
out I didn't need to take notes when she talked to the trooper at all."

Ms. Jewett said she typed an addendum to the file explaining the enor on the 
ROCS rather than simply rewnting the notes accurately because. "We had already given it 
[the ROC containing the enor) to the troopers."

Ms. Jewett said that the trooper interview was "longer" than Ms. Francis' She 
said, "You know you don't want to grill them [the child) unnecessarily, since it was known 
that after you talk with the child, then somebody else has to talk to them again." She 
noted that compared to the interviews she has done since the one at issue, "(the child] was 
really articulate. Usually, the kids that I’ve dealt u:,h. they're a lot less willing to talk 
about things. A lot of the kids — I guess not all of the * — but now, that kind of stands 
out."

Concerning the interview with Trooper Asberry, Ms Jewett said, "I remember him 
demonstrating, like picking somebody up which is what was determined to have 
happened in this case is that her dad picked her up with his hands on bottom. Picked her 
up in the air And I remember him demonstrating that to her, and she was saying, ’Yeah, 
you know, like that.’"
Is DFYS sufficiently accountable for what transpires in initial interviews with children 
who are the subject of child abuse investigations? Should DFYS tape record or video 
tape its initial intervinvs with children who are interviewed as the result of reports of 
harm?

Ms Kacyon said that there is no office policy about whether to keep a social 
worker's original working notes in the file or to throw them away after they are rewritten 
on ROC forms She said that it is routine to throw them away.

After Mr X consulted an attorney about the incident concerning the child. 
Ms Kacyon forwarded a copy of a letter from that attorney to the Attorney General's 
office in Anchorage by facsimile transmittal on March 10, 1993. She wTOte on the 
transmittal cover sheet. "We are completing our documentation of our investigation and 
will be forwarding a copy to Julie & Gail for Torts Review " When the ombudsman 
investigator asked what documentation was being "completed* at that time, Ms Kacyon 
said. "I think Elsie was completing her investigation Wnting up her investigation *

When the ombudsman investigator pointed out that the facsimile was dated almost 
hree weeks after the incident, Ms Kacyon said she remembers reminding Ms Francis 
several times" that she needed to get her investigation written up. She noted that 

Ms Francis was also the licensing specjlist in the office and had other responsibilities 
then, when the office was also short staffed "That was the reason," she said

CPS Policy and Procedure Manual Section I 5 deals with "case recording" It 
states in pertinent part that the "purpose and intent" of proper record keeping is to provide
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"a clear account of the need for service and the Divisions' response." Proper record 
keeping also "serve(s) to meet the Divisions responsibility to be accountable for services 
delivered H

The manual provides. "The case record is the basic tool required to prepare and 
present a case for court The worker should remember that every case of child abuse 
and/or neglect has the potential of going to court Complete a.*d proper records can also 
be an aid in defense in lawsuits against the agency and/or worker." The policy is for "Case 
recording [to be] maintained on the Report of Contact (ROC) sheets." Nothing in the 
manual addresses whether the case recording notes are to be original notes or notes 
transcribed from original notes Nothing in the manual addresses keeping original notes

CPS 1.5, Case Recording, provides in pertinent part:
d The record should be specific on who. what, when, where, why and

how
Examples

A "John is a very frightened boy " Frightened how7 About
what? In which situation7

B "He was abusive to his child." Abusive how, when, to what
extent7

C "Mrs. N says she can no longer cope." Says to whom7 No
longer cope with what?

D Debbie and her mother have a communication problem " A
Communication problem with whom? Communicating 
what7

• ft •

G. Subjective words such as ‘the house wis filthy" should be
avoided. Use descriptive observations, such as "dirty dishes
were piled all over the counter and table, there were several
piles of dirty clothing on the fioor and there were old scraps 
of food on the floor throughout the kitchen and living room "

Assistant Professor Kopacz said. "One of the purposes of notes is to be able to 
substantiate the reasons for intervention ’ She said it is common for social service 
agencies to destroy original notes because otherwise, such notes can be subpoenaed in
court However, she said she believes it would be appropriate to say that original notes
should be kept until a ca.e is closed Finally, she said, "In my opinion, it would be a good
idea to keep original critical notes in a file, and in a protective setting, if we were not
taping an interview. I would keep my original notes, for reasons of accountability, self­
protection. and for doing a good job I might want to look back at my original notes"

When asked why DFYS does not audio record its interviews with children as do 
the .Alaska State Troopers. Mr Neubauer said, "It has been discussed." within the agency 
However, he said that one reason against such recording is "the interview process is 
intimidating enough "
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Ms Jewett remembers that the tape recorder was located on the desk dunng 
Trooper Asberry's interview and that its presence did not seem to distract the child. She 
said that she does not see how it would be any problem to record social workers' 
interviews similarly She said. "I don't sec how it would be a problem, and it would be a 
lot easier than taking notes"

Ms. Kacyon said that there has been "some discussion" about taping initial 
interviews with children but. M[T]here's been some reluctance to do that because of not 
having the training to do that within the division I know that the police have the training 
to do that." She added that on one occasion, a new Bethel social worker taped an 
interview "She wasn't aware that it wasn't done and she just taped an interview and then 
it was used in the (court) case " Ms. Kacyon said that she's been told that "training" is an 
issue. "You know, we have different attorneys representing us so every time we get a new 
attorney there's a different opinion too . . I've been told that there can be some legal 
problems with (taping) and I've just been given different explanations."

Appendix 0-3 to the CPS manual concerns interviewing techniques for incest cases 
when interviewing the victim Page 8 of that section provides that when the interviewer 
makes a transition in the interview from general questions to more direct questions, like 
"Is someone bothering you." or "Is that person in your family," the interview "(should be 
taped) " (Emphasis added j

In 1994, the second session of the Eighteenth Alaska Legislature failed to consider 
House Bill 350 which would have required that all official interviews with children who 
are alleged to have been abused or neglected be videotaped. The bill’s prime sponsor was 
Representative Jeannette James and was co-sponsored by Representative Gene Theniault. 
both of North Pole The bill was introduced at the request of a group of her constituents. 
Senator Mike Miller of North Pole also introduced a companion bill, Senate Bill 323 
According to Representative James’ aide, Barbara Cotting, HB 350 "died" in the House 
Judiciary Committee, the first committee to which it was referred; SB 323 died in the 
Senate Health, Education & Social Services Committee.

Ms. Cotting told the ombudsman investigator, "I thought this bill would be easy to 
get through, but the agenda were all up in arms [about it)." She continued, Td never 
seen anything like it, it got incredible resistance, mainly on the grounds of expense and 
whai it would do to children who were already afraid." She said it would be fair to say 
that it, "Got complete resistance ffom all state agencies that would have been affected." 
She said the resistance included comments that taping initial interviews would also be an 
invasion of the privacy of the children at issue.

DFYS set out the reasons it opposed HB 350 in its bill analysis for the Office of 
the Governor The bill analysis said in pertinent part:

This bill would require the Department to videotape all interviews with 
children Since the majority of initial interviews do not occur in the office, 
the Department would have to ob’ain cameras and hire additional staff in 
order to comply with the requirement that all interviews be videotaped. In 
FY93 . . 9,323 investigations were completed In many cases, more than 
one interview is conducted with a child before the investigation is 
complete Thus this bill would require that all interviews that comprise 
these investigations would have to be videotaped

•
Interviews with children occur in schools, hospitals, the homes of friends, 
or the children's homes They may be conducted in the same setting as
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other children or adults who may be upset by the proceedings, The 
logistics of arranging to take a videocamera along on these interviews, 
when sometimes they are arranged on short or no notice, would complicate 
investigations considerably In addition, tact, sensitivity and considerable 
skill are required on the part of interviewers in alleged child abuse and 
neglect investigations Therefore, it would be unrealistic for the 
interviewer to simultaneously conduct the interview and tape the 
proceedings An aide would need to be available to operate the cameras, 
as they would need to be able to participate in the process with sensitivity 
and protection to the child's and the family's confidentiality
Social Workers and police officers are intimidating to children when 
investigations are being conducted Cameras will make the process even 
more intimidating, and are likely to cause many children to refuse to 
discuss abuse or neglect which legitimately needs to be investigated. One 
way to mitigate the threatening nature of the videotaping would be to 
remodel offices with one-way mirrors and hidden cameras in each office. 
However, the costs of renovation would also be significant. In addition, to 
remove a child to an office for an interview would require the Division to 
assume emergency custody, which is not advisable in many cases, and is 
another cost to the child welfare and legal systems

Other solutions might better address the concerns raised by the sponsor of 
this bill. Training of police officers and of investigating social workers are 
important elements Interviews that police agencies conduct with 
alleged perpetrators are, to our knowledge, routinely audiotaped ...
This bill could have some negative unintended consequences. One is that 
children could be at risk if interviews were delayed due to lack of, or 
malfunctioning, equipment It is offen essential that children be 
interviewed as quickly as possible to take appropriate action to protect 
them
Another concern is that DFYS would have to maintain a chain of evidence 
on the taped interview if it were to be used by law enforcement agencies 
DFYS does not have the staff, facilites, or expertise to adequately track or 
store tapes for that purpose In addition, there is the possibility of 
equipment failure leading to ‘gaps in tapes* which could lead to genuine 
cases of abuse not being prosecuted because the problems in taping could 
be used by the defense as a reason to drop the case altogether.
Kathy Tibbies. DFYS Social Services Program Officer in Juneau, said that in spite 

of its opposition to HB 350, the division has no policy against tape recording or video 
recording initial interviews with children She said, ‘It is a recommended practice in 
iexual abuse allegations, but there is no policy to do so."

She said that agency workers need room to apply discretion about whether to 
nco.d an interview An important reason the agency opposed HB 350 is because it would 
haw* required videotaping all interviews and the discretion ol professionals would have 
been lost. She said that tn many reports of harm which lead to interviews with children, 
the allegation does not involve sexual abuse However, even reports of neglect are
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capable o f  provoking interviews which might lead to disclosures by the child o f  sexual 
abuse

Other states also have resisted taping interviews at the initial stages. Mr. Winters 
(with CPS in Washington) said that in Washington. "We have avoided video and audio 
taping initial interviews with children like the plague.” He said there were two main 
reasons for the agency position. First, having possession of tapes 'sets up a whole new 
requirement for record keeping." He indicated that this record keeping would be 
administratively burdensome for reasons of cost, space and security Second, he said that 
the Washington attorney general's office decided that the existence of such tapes set the 
stage for defense challenges which "avoid the real issue,’ which is whether or not there 
was abuse He indicated that potential questions by defense attorneys about interviewing 
technique, and phrasing, or eye contact, "open the agency up to additional elements of 
challenge."

However, he said that personally he has aJw-ays been in favor of taping initial 
interviews Not only for reasons of agency accountability, but for the protection of 
children He said. "Not infrequently, a child recants a first disclosure."

Mr. Winters said that Washington caseworkers are not required to keep original 
notes of interviews in their tiles A caseworker usually will transcribe a narrative of the 
interview into their computer and may not necessarily take notes during an interview.

"Susan," the Oregon intake screener consulted by the ombudsman investigator, 
said that Oregon social workers work so closely with law enforcement that a policeperson 
would have been present at the initial interview However, these initial interviews are not 
tape recorded. Susan said that in Oregon, interviews with children are not videotaped 
until after a court decides there is "reasonable cause" to take a child into protective 
custody. She continued, "People have to trust we’re doing our jobs regarding 
accountability for first interviews." She said that caseworkers have no motive to make up 
disclosures of sexual abuse, and that they are "neutral observers"

Susan uses yellow pads on which to record her original notes from interviews. She 
then transfers the notes as a narrative to agency forms, and shreds her original notes.

Ms. Kopacz said that the controversy surrounding whether to tape record or 
videotape initial interviews with children calls into play "a balance between wanting to 
protea the family and providing safety for children."

She said that in a child proteaion case, "the only way to review a case is to tape 
it." She said that more and more, professionals -re saying that the first interview with a 
child is critical and should only be done by the very skilled with that particular age group 
She said, "It is so easy to suggest and reinforce things with children * She noted that false 
reports alleging sexual abuse are becoming common in custody battles between separating 
parents

Ms. Kopacz said that a video tape is a much better source for review than an audio 
tape She said that research indicates that SO to 95 percent of what people respond to is 
visual or non-verbal, and that whenever there is a conflict between verbal and non-verbal 
messages, people will pay more attention to the non-verbal messages She said that 
videotaping of interviews would not require skilled personnel "It is possible to get a wide 
angle lens which will cover the entire room " She concluded, "but audio taping is better 
than nothing *
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Should the child's preschool teacher have been present during the child’s interviesv 
with the social workers?

AS 47 17 027 provides in pertinent pan:
(a) If the department provides written certification to the child's school
officials that (1) there is reasonable cause to suspect that the child has been 
abused or neglected school officials shall permit the child to be 
interviewed before receiving permission from, the child's parent 
A school official shall be present during an interview at the school unless 
the child objects or the department or law enforcement agency determines 
that the presence of the school official will interfere with the investigation. 
[Emphasis added.]
Mr X alleged that the social workers never told his child's preschool teacher that 

she could, or should, be present during the interview The DFYS case file contains a copy 
of a form document signed by Ms Francis which was given to Ms Miller when the 
caseworkers arrived at the preschool. The name of the preschool is handwritten in a blank 
on the form, In addition to other language apparently crafted to comply with the 
"certification” required by AS 47 17 027, it "certifies" that, "[an] interview is necessary to 
determine whether abuse or neglect has occurred " One sentence reads, "In the opinion of 
the Division, the presence of a district representative will/will not be detrimental to the 
interview " [Emphasis added ] That sentence was not modified by Ms Francis to clarify 
whether or not the division made a decision about the propriety of a teacher's presence 
dunng the child’s interview

Ms. Miller told the ombudsman investigator that when the two social workers 
came in the preschool the day of the interview, Ms. Francis, "looked and acted 
uncomfortable." Ms Miller said that she knew Ms. Francis, and later thought Ms. Francis 
was uncomfortable either because she. "wasn’t sure of the complaint," or simply because 
she knew Ms. Miller The social workers told Ms. Miller they, "needed to interview [the 
child]," hut didn't tell Ms Miller what the complaint was Ms. Miller said she remembers 
that the social workers asked her "If the parents had put her [the child] down’ or called 
her dumb " Ms Miller told them that she had not observed behavior like that.

Ms. Miller said she asked the social workers, "if I needed to be with them when 
they talked to the child " She said one of the workers told her, "No, the interview needs 
to be private." Ms Miller said that the social workers did not point out to her that there 
was a statute which said the teacher should be at the interview unless there was a 
determination the teacher's presence would interfere with investigation.

Ms Miller said that the issue of whether a teacher should be present during DFYS 
interviews has been "grappled with" since the child's interview Cathleen Connolly, a 
former preschool board president who is also an attorney with Alaska Legal Services in 
Bethel, told the ombudsman investigator that she understood that "They waved some 
paper at Ms Miller that was an agreement with another school district, and not our 
preschool"

Ms Francis' file notes state that she discussed with the child's teacher the fact that 
the school had no existing protocol about interviewing children The notes reflect that 
because the school did not have a protocol, it requested that the caseworkers contact the 
child’s parents before the interview Both Ms. Francis’ notes and Ms Jewett's notes 
indicate that Mr X gave them permission to interview the child when he arrived at the 
preschool prior to the intenew
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A letter from Assistant Attorney General Julie E, Bryant dated March 24. 1993, to 
Mr. X’s attorney said. ”[T]he department presented the preschool with the proper 
certification to ntcrvicw the child as indicated by AS 47 17 027 However, that statute 
does not mandate a school official to be present during the interview" It went on. 
"Before the interview with the child was conducted, both parents were informed and 
Mr. X gave his permission for the interview to take place. At that point, based on that 
permission, a school official’s presence was not needed to conduct the investigation."
Is the Bethel DFYS office too aggressive in taking emergency custody or conducting 
sexual abuse investigations?

Mr. X alleged that a secretary to Bethel Judge Dale Curda told him that in the 2 
1/2 year period prior to his complaint, the Bethel DFYS office took numerous emergency 
custodies, but only a few custodies were ordered by the court in the same lime period. 
This indicated to Mr. X that DFYS must be taking too many emergency custody actions 
He reasoned that if the emergency custody actions were really necessary, more would go 
further, to the court ordered stage, and the court would support DFYS’s action.

Under CINA statutes at AS 47.10.142 and AS 47.10.010, DFYS may take 
emergency custody of children, "upon discovering" that a child has been sexually abused 
or is in imminent and substantial danger of being sexually abused by the child’s parent. 
However, those emergency custodies may never be scrutinized in a court proceeding. 
Only if the agency decides custody longer than 12 hours is necessary to protect the child, 
must the agency file a petition with the court alleging that the child is a child in need of 
aid. Tie statute provides this must be done within 12 hours after custody is assumed. 
Howe er, if the child is released from emergency custody within 12 hours the agency must 
merei file a "report" with the court within 12 hours of release of custody, explaining why 
the child was taken into emergency custody

In this child's case, a “report” was filed with the court in the form of an affidavit of 
Elsie Francis, dated March 8, 1993. The affidavit said the report of harm was determined 
"invalid" when the child was questioned by the Alaska State Troopers. The affidavit was 
dated March 8, 1993, about 10 days after the emergency custody was terminated.

Mr. Neubauer had an explanation for why DFYS typically might assume 
emergency custody but drop it before formally petitioning the court for continued custody 
He said that in his opinion, the DFYS policy of "family centered services" promotes a 
reluctance of social workers not to take long term custody of children when it can be 
avoided. Instead, social workers attempt to return children to their parents as soon as 
possible, or to place children with close family relations.

Mr. Neubauer said he suspects that most often, emergency custody actions are 
taken then dropped without a court hearirg when social workers perceive children to be at 
risk but parents then voluntarily allow their children to stxy with a relative temporanly 
This situation would not require a court petition. Mr. Neubauer said this scenario would 
likely be particularly true in village areas where there are often many relatives in the 
vicinity. The idea would be that the child would be out of the home only temporarily, for 
a night or a week or two ar.d then would go home when the situation there had improved. 
Social workers would regard this as an "open intake" which would be informally 
monitored and which would not require court participation.

To explore Mr X’s allegation the Bethel DFYS takes too many emergency 
custodies, the ombudsman investigator looked at DFYS statistics DFYS offices record 
their statistics on PROBER, a computerized data base Those statistics indicate for FY93
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that the Bethel district had intakes for 259 families alleging various harms, including 
sexual abuse, neglect, runaways and mental injury Of those families. 50 had children taken 
into emergency custody (approximately 19 percent). Barrow had intakes for 76 families 
with eight families having children taken into emergency custody (approximately 10 
percent) Nome had 111 families with intakes involving their children, and 28 of those 
families had emergency custody taken (approximately 25 percent) In Kotzebue, 102 
families had intakes. 11 families had children taken into emergency custody (approximately 
11 percent) Accordingly, the Bethel office has neither the highest nor the lowest 
percentages of emergency custody actions per intake among the four presumably similarly 
situated areas

DFYS statistics indicate that statewide in FY93, there were 2,249 referrals for 
sexual abuse. These amounted to 15 4 percent of all types of reports of harm. Other 
types include neglect, physical abuse, mental injury and abandonment. Of the 2,249 
referrals for sexual abuse, 1,586, or 70 5 percent were assigned for investigation 
statewide.

In FY93, Bethel investigated 67 of 157 sexual abuse referrals, or 42.5 percent. 
Barrow investigated 55 of 96 sexual abuse referrals, or 57.3 percent. Nome investigated 
21 of 35 sexual abuse referrals, or 60 percent. Kotzebue investigated 21 of 21 sexual 
abuse referrals, or 100 percent These statistics indicate that compared with the three 
other offices. Bethel DFYS investigated the lowest percentage of its sexual abuse 
referrals, and far fewer than the 70 5 percent investigated statewide.

Of the investigated sexual abuse referrals in Bethel, five percent were found 
invalid. 47 5 percent were substantiated, and 47 5 percent were found unconfirmed. In 
Barrow, 10 percent were found invalid, 75 percent were substantiated, and 15 percent 
were unconfirmed. In Nome. 5 3 percent were found invalid, 31.6 percent were 
substantiated and 63.2 percent were unconfirmed. In Kotzebue, 87 percent were found 
substantiated and 12.5 percent were unconfirmed. Statewide, six percent were found 
invalid, 35.8 percent were found unsubstantiated, and 57.9 percent were unconfirmed. 
These statistics indicate that Bethel social workers found second fewest substantiated 
allegations in the four areas.
ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED FINDINGS

Mr. X believes the social workers embarked on their investigation assuming that he 
was guilty of abusing his child. He believes this attitude was unfair and was directed 
personally against him. He stated that it is his understanding that even police need 
"probable cause" to obtain a search warrant. In contrast, he said, practically no evidence 
is apparently needed to launch an investigation for child abuse and so interfere in a family's 
private life.

None of the three social workers involved in this incident knew Mr X more than 
casually. Both Ms. Francis and Ms Kacyon said they were relieved when the interview 
with Trooper Asberry showed that if Mr. X had touched the child in an improper place, it 
had been accidental, and in play Investigation indicated that none of the social workers 
displayed any animosity toward Mr X concerning this event. There is no evidence that 
any social worker treated this report more harshly than others Under AS 47 17 030. 
DFYS is required to investigate each report of harm as much as "necessary’" to protect the 
child.

For the most pan, the workers in this case followed procedure Afler she took the 
telephone call from the reporter. Ms Francis properly consulted her intake supervisor,
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Ms. Kacyon, who decided the allegations warranted an investigation. She assigned the 
investigation tc Ms. Francis. Because the allegations were based on behavioral indicators 
and not observed or disclosed sexual abuse, the report was given a priority 3. Although 
Ms. Tibbies would arguably have assigned the report a priority 2, Mr. Neubauer gave 
reasonable arguments for why a priority 3 was also appropriate. Accordingly, DFYS had 
7 days in which to investigate the allegation Ms Francis interviewed the child four days 
after the report, which is within procedural timelines.

The primary issues from Mr X's perspective are; 1) did the initial report of harm 
justify the interview, and 2) did the interview justify the emergency custody? DFYS 
employees are vested by law with the discretion to make these difficult decisions. In this 
case the Ombudsman must determine whether an abuse of that discretion has occurred. 
The Ombudsman’s policy and procedures manual states that to make a finding of abuse of 
discretion the evidence must show that, in the exercise of its judgment, the agency:

(A) did not proceed according to law;
fB) based its decision on an erroneous choice of standards or principles.
(C) based its decision on considerations not supported by evidence.
(D) based its decision on considerations that arc not relevant; or
(E) made a decision that is clearly contrary to the reasonable inferences or
deductions to be made from the evidence

The Decision to Assign and Inteniew
While the report of harm was primarily ccnclusory in nature rather than factual, it 

did invoke possible "red flags" for child abuse as indicated by the DFYS manual summary 
chan of behavioral indicators of sexual abuse The reporter's allegations in this case could 
arguably be interpreted as touching upon three of five indicators. The reporter indicated 
the child wore strapless gowns and allegedly said, "Don’t I look pretty,* in a seductive 
manner. This could be regarded as either "fantasy" or "sophisticated, unusual sexual 
behavior or knowledge." Granted, other interpretations are quite possible and may even 
be more likely, but the inference drawn by DFYS is plausible and supported by agency 
standards.

Similarly, the fact that the reporter said the child "hates boys to the point of 
strange" could be an indicator of "poor peer relationships," if accurate. In addition, as 
Mr. Emerson said, a trained social worker is taught that a parent's pattern of changing 
caretakers frequently can be a sign of ongoing sexual abuse. Whether the reported five 
caretakers over five years was accurate or if to, constitutes “frequent” changes, are 
separate questions.

As a result, the decision to assign the report of harm and conduct the interview 
was clearly in accordance with law Nor were the standards or principles applied or the 
inferences drawn from the evidence clearly erroneous

However, the most reasonable inferences are only as good as the evidence from 
which they arc drawn. Likewise, correct standards applied to faulty facts will yield 
problematic results. At the extreme, if a reporter simply alleged that he or she “felt" that 
sexual abuse was occurring, or simply slated that “the red flags were all there." without 
offering supporting facts, a conclusion that an abuse investigation was warranted would
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not be supported by the evidence Put another way, the fact that behavioral indicators of 
sexual abuse have been alleged does not mean that the existence of the indicators was 
supported by relevant evidence, or that contrary evidence can be ignored The same can 
be said for red flags of mental injury

As a result, analysis must still determine whether DFYS' conclusion that indicators 
of abuse were present (the "considerations'' referenced in Ombudsman standards) was 
supported by evidence.

Ms. Francis' intake notes memorializing the report of harm do not conform to the 
case recording policy at CPS 1.5 requiring who, what, when, where, why, and how 
specifics in the record. For the most part, Ms. Francis' notes describe the reporter's 
conclusions about the child’s alleged behavior rather than the behavior itself. These 
conclusions were filtered through the reporter's imagination and Ms. Francis' mental 
translation.

The intake notes left unanswered fundamental questions about the basis for the 
reporter’s conclusions. For example

what behavior indicated that the child was "seductive7"
• where did the strapless gown come from and what was the context in 

which it was worn7
what "sexual things" was the child "interested" in?

• why did the reporter think it suggestive that Mr. X "[had] his daughter 
w/him when he's not at work?"
how did the child indicate hatred of boys?

• in what context did Mr. X call his children "stupid?" who else was 
present7
who were the alleged five different day care providers?

If Ms. Francis did elicit more specific facts from the reporter, she could not remember 
them when she spoke with the ombudsman investigator and her case notes were not 
helpful.

Uninvolved professionals from child protective services in Washington and 
Oregon, as well as an experienced teacher in the field, regarded Ms. Francis’ written report 
of harm as borderline, vague, and lacking in specific factual observations which would 
back up the jargon used on the intake notes.

Further, it is disturbing that collateral contacts were not used in the decision 
making process in this case although collateral contacts prior to the initial interview are 
suggested by the 1984 Child Sexual Abuse Agreement and were named as important steps 
in light of this particular report of harm by Washington and Oregon caseworkers as well as 
by an assistant professor of social work

Two “collateral contacts" in fact occurred and could have been considered in 
deciding whether to assign the report of harm or go ahead with the interview
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First, Mr Herringshaw, a DFYS employee, knew the X family on a personal basis 
and told Ms Frjncis that the report should be checked out further because it did not 
match what he knew about the family dynamics, He said that in his observation, the 
children were not timid and that Ms X was not the "browbeaten" person" hinted at by the 
reporter

However, Ms. Kacyon. the agency decision-maker, was not aware of 
Mr Herringshaw’s information because Ms. Francis did not mention it to her The fact 
that the report was assigned a priority 3 shows that Ms. Kacyon did not regard it as an 
emergency; Ms. Francis should have given Ms. Kacyon the opportunity to use Mr 
Herringshaw's information to provoke further inquiry before she made a decision to 
investigate.

Even absent that information, given the borderline nature of the information and 
suggested agency procedure. Ms, Kacyon arguably should have instructed Ms. Francis to 
recontact the reporter as well as other collateral contacts prior to assigning the report for 
investigation.

The second collateral contact was with the child's preschool teacher at the time of 
the interviev' However, she was not contacted until the investigators arrived to conduct 
the interview Nevertheless, the teacher also contradicted the reporter's observations. She 
told caseworkers that the parent did not ‘put down" the children, the child was socially 
"fine," and that she did not seem to have problems relating to male children. Presumably 
she would have provided the same information had she been contacted by phone, prior to 
the decision to investigate. Both collateral contacts lessened the credibility of the intake 
report. Ms. Francis should have convened them to Ms. Kacyon and allowed her to 
reconsider the investigation decision even at that point.

Although CPS 2.2.3 states that an investigation "requires" one face to face contact 
with the child, it also states, "any exceptions to the minimum standards require review and 
approval by the supervisor." This seems to indicate that once a case is assigned for 
investigation, it is not necessarily an irreversible process. Ms. Kacyon could have 
reconsidered her decision to investigate and interview the child in light of Mr. 
Herringshaw's comments about the family and Ms. Miller's comments that the child was 
socially right on target.

It must be remembered that the first question here is whether the agency 
inappropriately launched an in-school interview to determine whether abuse had occurred, 
not whether the agency reached inappropriate conclusions after investigation. Cleirty, an 
investigative agency cannot be required to demonstrate that allegations are *"ue before an 
investigation is undertaken. Yet even investigative efforts resulting in exoneration can 
harm those under investigation. As a result, some minimal threshold of factual support for 
allegations should be required before steps which may cause harm or embarrassment are 
undertaken.

While the reporter's initial allegations did conclusorily invoke possible indicators 
of child abuse, they contained few specific facts supporting the existence of those 
irJicators. Even those few facts were refuted by other observers, including an agency 
staffer and a current day care teacher Ms. Kacyon, the decision-maker, was not given the 
opportunity to consider relevant information in making the decision to interview the child, 
and should herself have ordered further collateral contacts.

Although it is a close call, the considerations (behavioral indicators) cited by the 
agency to defend its decision to interview the child were not sufficiently supported by the
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evidence. While the agency did not base its decision on irrelevancies, it failed to consider 
relevant and material information available to it. As a result, the Ombudsman proposed to 
find the allegation justified, that DFYS abused its discretion when it decided to interview 
Mr X’s child based upon the report of harm
Ihe Decision to Take Custody

Mr X also alleged that the evidence the social workers found upon investigation 
did not justify taking emergency custody of the child and that his case is a prime example 
of how the Bethel office is a "loose cannon" in general, investigating too many sexual 
abuse allegations and taking emergency custody too frequently

The ombudsman investigator compared DFYS statistical information about reports 
of child sexual abuse in four similar population areas. Compared to Nome, Kotzebue, and 
Barrow offices. Bethel DFYS is the most conservative as to the number of sexual abuse 
referrals investigated. Bethel DFYS is in the middle as to percentages of emergency 
custody actions taken per number of intakes Assuming that the other three offices are not 
out of line, the weight of the evidence is that the Bethel office is not "out of control," in 
this respect.

While these statistical manipulations do not account for all variables, they do 
indicate that Bethel is performing comparably to other DFYS districts similarly situated 
This indicates that while there is a perception even among some social work professionals 
that the Bethel DFYS office is not properly screening reports of sexual abuse, DFYS 
statistics refute the allegation.

However, investigation of Mr. X’s allegation raised an additional question: as a 
broad policy matter, is DFYS being held sufficiently accountable for its actions in making 
emergency custody decisions? Mr. X’s complaint illustrates the issues: does the DFYS file 
in the child's case contain enough information so that the caseworker’s actions are fairly 
reviewable9

Mr X believes that because the agency does not routinely tape record its initial 
interviews with children, the emergency custody decisions based on those interviews are 
unreasonably shielded from review

Although the agency might argue that the state interest in protecting children 
overcomes an interest in accountability at the initial interview level, Mr. X raises a good 
point. A point which was supported by the difficulty the ombudsman investigator faced in 
attempting to effectively review the discretionary decision-making in this case.

The child's file did not contain original notes, so nothing but potentially self- 
serving testimony and after-the-fact transcribed notes from the persons whose discretion 
was being questioned were available as a review tool. Though Bethel DFYS’s interest in 
protecting the child would certainly overcome her parents' right to noninterference by 
DFYS. the agency action should not be so shielded from scrutiny

The Department of Health and Social Services’s Bill Analysis for HB 350 gave 
many reasons DFYS did not support videotaping initial interviews. Among these were 
many addressing administrative convenience. For example, the agency does not want to 
worry about tracking chains of custody or storing tapes; it does not want to "train" its 
workers to use video cameras The agency doesn't want the expense of video cameras 
Other reasons included that children might be intimidated by the camera, and that defense 
lawyers would have more to question in court cases if tapes exist On the other hand,
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Ms. Tibbies told the ombudsman investigator that DFYS is not necessarily adverse to 
taping some initial interviews, but simply wants to retain discretion in the matter.

Social workers questioned by the ombudsman investigator, however, either said 
that audio taping would not be a problem and might be easier than note taking, or said that 
a videotape would be the best way to review a case Mr Winter> even sijd that a taped 
initial interview might capture a disclosure which might otherwise be recanted, adding that 
children frequently recant at a second interview Finally, even DFYS's own policy and 
procedure manual provides that interviews concerning incest cases "should be taped."

The Ombudsman finds that, as a policy matter, administrative convenience does 
not justify lack of agency accountability in this sensitive area. From the perspective of 
effective child protection, the arguments for videotaping, or at least audio taping initial 
interviews, are as powerful as those against it. Further, agency argument that "training" 
would be excessively burdensome in either an audio or video scenario is unconvincing in 
this technological age when even three year olds run recording devices and many families 
already own camcorders. Similarly, where video and tape recorders might have 
intimidated children of the 1960's, the same likely cannot be said for children of the 
1990’s. While video cameras are admittedly expensive, audiotape recorders are not.

In this case, if the child's preschool teacher nad been present during the interview, 
at least some accountability would also have been present. There would have been a non­
agency witness to what the child said during the interview

It appears that there is some confusion in the Bethel office about the statutory 
requirement to include a school official in most DFYS interviews of children at schools. 
In this case, Ms. Francis should have required that a school official attend the interview 
unless there was some reason a school official’s presence would have been detrimental 
Instead, the social workers actively excluded the teacher.

Assistant Attorney General Julie Bryant argued that in a technically legal sense 
Ms. Miller's presence was not necessary because Mr. X gave prior permission for the 
interview. The Ombudsman finds that whether or not the assistant attomrr general’s 
interpretation of the statute is correct, the agency's procedures were improper because the 
teacher was told she could not attend without arty apparent basts for the exclusion. If 
Ms Miller had been present, an important check and balance upon the caseworker's 
intervic ving technique would have been in place. While the investigator did not research 
the legislative intent for including the mandatory "shall be present" language in 
AS 47.17.027, the plain language is there and should have been obeyed.

The Ombudsman concludes that Ms. Francis’ failure to include Ms. Miller as a 
witness to the interview was an enor Compounding the error was the fact that the 
caseworkers did not memorialize the interview with their original notes. That transcribed 
notes can be unreliable is clear by the facts of this case: e.g. Ms. Jewett’s insertion and 
later redaction of the word "accidentally" in her transcription

Unfortunately, due to this combination of circumstances, it was impossible in this 
complaint independently to review the critical issue of whether the workers abused their 
discretion by taking the child into emergency custody

Therefore, the Ombudsman proposed to find this portion of Mr. Xs allegation 
indeterminate,
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Proposed Overall Finding
Under Ombudsman regulations, when one allegation or portion thereof is found 

indeterminate and another is found justified, the overall allegation is found partially 
justified. As a result, the Ombudsman proposed to find partially justified the allegation 
that:

The Division of Family and Youth Services abused its discretion by
deciding to interview complainant's child based on an insubstantial report
of harm and by thereafter taking complainant's child into emergency
custody.

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS
The Ombudsman proposed to find part of this allegation indeterminate because 

agency practices made the allegation incapable of adequate investigation. The 
Ombudsman proposed the following recommendations:

(1) Caseworkers should never dispose of their original file notes, but should 
retain them as part of the case file at issue

(2) DFYS should adopt a policy that interviews with children, dunng which no 
other persons are present but agency employees and the intervicweefs), should be audio 
recorded. When possible, such interviews should be videotaped The agency should 
consult with the Alaska State Troopers to learn how similar interviews are recorded as a 
regular practice of that agency

(3) The division should consult with the Department of Law, in particular the 
assistant attorney general assigned to it. and then review with all division social v/orkers 
their obligation under AS 47 17 027 to have a school official present during school 
interviews.

(4) DFYS policy makers and trainers should work toge.her with Bethel 
caseworkers to tighten up existing procedures in the Bethel office so that record keeping 
is accomplished timely and is more fact oriented, affidavits to the court are filed on time, 
screening decisions are made critically, and persons whom the Bethel social workers 
contact are made aware of their rights and responsibilities concerning child protection.
AGENCY RESPONSE TO OMBUDSMAN’S PRELIMINARY REPORT

Under AS 24.55 180, "Before giving an opinion or recommendation that is critical 
of an agency or person, the ombudsman shall consult with that agency or person." This is 
done to give the agency an opportunity to tell the Ombudsman’s Office if the report 
contains erTors of any kind and to provide any response it wishes to be included in the final 
report. The agency responded to this preliminary report by letter dated April 28, 1995.

The Commissioner stated. ‘After reviewing this investigative report, it is the 
general opinion of the Department of Health and Social Services that appropriate 
judgment and discretion were exercised by the DFYS Bethel field office.” In other words, 
the agency did not accept the Ombudsman's finding that the Bethel DFYS office should 
have conducted further research or made collateral contacts before social workers 
interviewed the X’s child
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However, the Commissioner also wrote. "In general, we conclude that a thorough, 
detailed and objective investigation was conducted " In other words, the agency did not 
dispute the facts found in the Ombudsman's investigation.

Regardless of what the Ombudsman and the agency could further argue to justify 
their opposing points of view regarding whether the social workers abused their discretion 
in this case, there is no individualized remedy the Ombudsman is prepared to suggest for 
Mr. X and his family Each discretionary decision made by DFYS social workers in the 
future must be made on its own merits. Even if the agency were to agree with the 
Ombudsman’s finding in this case, the interview with this child already has been 
conducted. The report of harm ultimately was determined invalid. Investigation did not 
find that the soeal workers deliberately abused their discretion.

Therefore, because the agency response offers nothing which changes the 
Ombudsman’s opinion regarding the facts of this particular case, the proposed finding 
stands: the Ombudsman agrees with Mr. X that the decision to interview his child solely 
on the basis of the particular report of harm was an erTor.

Because of the paucity of available objective evidence, the Ombudsman was unable 
to evaluate the social workers’ decision to take emergency custody. As a result, the 
Ombudsman was forced to find indeterminate, the allegation that the agency abused its 
discretion by taking emergency custody based upon the interview at the preschool.

As a public policy matter an indeterminate finding is unacceptable when it is based 
on an insufficiency of agency accountability. Accordingly, two of the Ombudsman’s 
proposed recommendations addressed accountability issues for the future.

The first proposed recommendation was that caseworkers should never dispose of 
their original file notes, but should retain them as part of the case file at issue. The agency 
response requested that the Ombudsman modify the recommendation to read, “DFYS 
should train staff in effective investigative note-taking and record entries so that critical 
information is properly recorded in case files." The agency director wrote, “I believe 
doing a good job and knowing what information should go into notes makes the work 
more accountable."

The agency’s proposed modification is unacceptable because, in the Ombudsman’s 
opinion, it insufficiently addresses the accountability issue. While, of course, further and 
continued staff training is a laudable goal, this does not adequately resolve the point of the 
recommendation which is to assuie that social workers’ original impressions are retained 
in the file. Accordingly, the Ombudsman retains its proposed recommendation as the final 
recommendation on this issue.

The second proposed recommendation was that initial DFYS interviews with 
children t>c either audio or videotaped. The agency agreed that this important issue must 
be addressed. However, rather than make a policy change based on the Ombudsman’s 
recommendation, the agency proposed the recommendation be modified to provide for 
further research on the issue as a "first step" toward reconsideration of its present policy 
allowing discretionary audio recording of child protection interviews. A generalized 
promise to “do more research” would not have been convincing. But, the agency has 
committed to concluding such a study by the time the legislature .onvenes in January 
1996. Because, as the agency states, "no thorough study has been completed to analyze 
the issue and its effects on child protective services in this state," the Ombudsman will 
modify the recommendation as requested by the agency
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The Ombudsman’s third proposed recommendation asked that all social workers 
be specifically retrained in their obligations under AS 47 17 027 to have a school official 
present during school interviews The agency responded, “(W]e believe that the social 
workers (in this case) acted appropriately, due to the fact that the father came to the 
school prior to the interview and had given his permission for the interview to be 
conducted ’’ Stated otherwise, the agency continued to characterize as a deliberate one, 
the social workers’ decision not to have a teacher present at the child’s interview.

The Ombudsman’s investigation indicated, however, that if the social workers 
knew of the statutory requirement to have a school official present unless that presence 
would interfere with the investigation, they did not express that knowledge to either Julie 
Miller, the preschool teacher, or Mr. and Ms. X. Those witnesses said they did not know 
of the requirement and were not informed of it at the scene. In addition, there was no 
evidence the social workers had any basis for believing a teacher's presence might 
interfere with the interview Investigation could not definitively determine whether the 
social workers knew of the requirement, decided not to mention it, or had forgotten it.

However, the Ombudsman's reading of AS 47 17.027 is that DFYS social workers 
should interpret the statute to mean exactly what it says: “a school official shall be present 
during an interview at the school unless the child objects or the Department or law 
enforcement agency determines that the presence of the school official will interfere with 
the investigation.” [Emphasis added ] This was not done in the child’s interview and the 
agency did not satisfactorily explain the omission. Therefore, the Ombudsman continues 
to believe the agency erred in this respect in this case.

The Ombudsman’s proposed recommendation on this issue suggested that the 
requirements of AS 47 17.027 be reviewed with the agency’s attorney and with all social 
workers. The agency responded. “Knowledge and protocol related to statutes and 
regulations should be clearly covered in our CORE training components." In this case, 
however, both social workers had completed the CORE training components.

The agency suggested modifying the proposed recommendation by including it 
within recommendation 4 which addresses further training of social workers. As set out 
below. DFYS has retrained its Bethel social workers in their responsibilities under AS 
47 17.027. Therefore, t' r Ombudsman agreed to modify the recommendation as 
requested.

Finally, the Ombudsman's proposed recommendation number 4 was directed 
specifically at retraining the Bethel DFYS office concerning several other issues which 
arose during investigation of this complaint. The agency responded that in summer 1993 
the Bethel office actually underwent further training as a regular part of agency 
procedures. The agency said, “At the request of then Director, Deborah Wing, a Training 
Plan was established for the Bethel Family Services office last summer following a July 
visit to Bethel by Steve Emerson, Staff Training Center. During this visit Individual 
Training Needs Assessments (ITNA) were completed for each staff* member and a plan 
was established to meet those training needs, as identified. During the past six (6) months 
the Bethel field office has received 69 hours of training including CORE training. .."

In conclusion, while not admitting any errors on the part of the DFYS Bethel staff 
corweming this situation, the agency has in fact retrained its Bethel staff in CORE issues 
(including AS 47 17 027) and the other issues addressed by the Ombudsman's proposed 
recommendation. Accordingly, the Ombudsman will modify its final recommendation 4 as 
requested by the agency
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FINAL FINDING
The Ombudsman finds that DFYS social workers in Bethel abused their discretion 

in this case when deciding to interview the X's child based upon a particularly weak report 
of harm without considering available collateral information. In addition, the Ombudsman 
was unable to reach a conclusion independently regarding the allegation that the workers 
abused their discretion when taking the child into emergency custody because the initial 
interview was not audio or video recorded and original notes of the interview were not 
retained by the agency Therefore, the Ombudsman finds partially justified the overall 
allegation that:

The Division of Family and Youth Services abused its discretion by deciding to 
interview complainant s child based on an insubstantial report of harm and by thereafter 
taking complainant’s child into emergency custody
FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

In the belief that sound public policy supports accountability of agency action, the 
Ombudsman makes the following recommendations:

(1) Caseworkers should never dispose of their onginal file notes, but should
retain them as part of the case file at issue

(2) DFYS should conduct a feasibility study regarding audiotaping/videotaping 
of initial interviews with alleged victims of child abuse and neglect The study will include 
a cost analysis, review of appropriate literature, pros and cons related to CPS 
investigations, training needs, legal issues and specified situations that would benefit from 
taping This study should be completed by the start of the January 1996 Alaska legislative 
session.

(3) DFYS policy makers and trainers should continue their efforts to improve
social workers* skills, competence and casework knowledge through comprehensive, 
consistent and timely training opportunities for all DFYS staff

The agency has accepted final recommendations 2 and 3 The agency has refused 
to accept final recommendation I. As a result this complaint will be dosed as partially 
justified and partially rectified
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Dear Martha1

•1711b responds to your request ror an opinion on whether the 
proposed legislation about alternative dentistry is  consistent 
with the ADA Principles of Ethics and coda of Professional 
conduct. i t  is  impossible to say ror sure without seeing tne 
exact wording of the b il l ,  but ny in itia l impression ia that i t  
may be lnconalatent with the ada coda.
I base this opinion on the prototype from the medical practice 
act which you provided, i t  prohibits the medical board from 
basing a finding of professional incompetence solely on the 
fact that a licensee's practioo is  unconventional or 
experimental in the absence of demonstrable physical h a r m  to a  
patient.
In contrast, the ADA__Cpdfl recoqnizes that dentists may be 
incompetent who recommend certain treatments to their patienta, 
even i f  no physical harm results. C o d a  Section l~K, 
Representation of care, and the two advisory opinions published 
thereunder prohibit dentists from making folr.o or misleading 
representations about the care they render to their patients. 
Generally such representations conoern the treatment's 
therapeutic value.
The pationt is  induced to pay monoy for something that has 
l i t t le  or no valus according to accepted scien tific  knowledge 
or research. The pationt io usually not informed that the 
treatment io unconventional or experimental In nature.
Physical harm 1b not required to establish a violation of 
Section l-K, but i t  often exists. For example, the patient nay 
be induced to forego accepted treatment for a particular 
condition in reliance on the dentist's claims for the 
unconventional treatment, suffering ham sa a result.
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Ha. Reinbold 
October 27, 1995 
Page 2

in summary, I would be concerned that the proposed amendment to 
the dental practice act might u n d e r m i n e  pationt protection 
againat fraud afforded by Section l-K of the A D A  cofle. you may 
also wish to consider whether the proposed legislation would 
limit ainilar protection against deceit, fraud and Intentional 
misrepresentation currently afforded by Section SB.64.326(2) cr 
the Alaska dental practice act.
I hop© this information ic helpful, pioaae call ne at 1-800- 
621-8099, ext. 2914 if  you have any questions or would like to 
discuss.
Sincerely,

K a M j L c o ^ .
Kathleen tt. Todd 
Director
Counoil on Sthics, Bylaws 

end Judicial Allaire
A t

TEL B47b P06

TO 919072742960 P .02
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January 16,1995

Rapraeantativa Cynthia Toohoy 
Alaska Stats Legislature 
Stata Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Toohsy;

Ben Brown has sent ua a copy of SB #212 Introduced on January 11,1996 
and has aaked for our commont

Anticipating this situation, the Alaska Dental Society, in October contacted 
the American Dontal Association fora legal Interpretation. We received a 
response on October 27th from ADA attorney Kathleen Todd, Dlrectorfor 
the Council on Ethics, Bylaws and Judicial Affairs, I have quoted from her 
letter....

"ft la Impoasfbfa to oay for aura without taalng tho exact wording of the bill, but my Initial Impreaalon la that It may be Inconsistent with the ADA Code.
I base thla opinion on the prototype from the medical practice act which you provided, ft prohibits the medical board from basing s finding of professional Incompetence eototy on the fact that e l l c o n s e e ' n  practtca la unconventional or experimental In the absence of demonstrable physical harm to a patient.
In contrast, the ADA Coda recognUas that dentists may be Incompetent who recommend certain treatments to their patients, even tf no physical harm results. Cods Section 1-K, Representation of Care, and the two advisory opinions published thereunder prohibit dontlats from making false or misleading representations about the care they render to their patients.Generally such representations concern the treatment's therapeutic value.
The patient Is Induced to pay money for something that his little or no value according to accepted scientific knowlodge or research. The patient Is usually not Informed that the treatment la unconventional or experimental In nature.I Physical harm Is not required to establish a violation of Section 1-K, but h oftenexists. For example, the patlant may be Induced to forego ecceptsd treatment I for e particular oonditlon In reliance on ths dentist's claims for the unconventionaltreatment, suffering harm as a result
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January 16,1996
Representative Cynthia Toohay

In summary, (would bo conoomed that tho proposed ainsndmant to tho dantal prsctico act might undermine the patient protection against fraud afforded by Section 1-K of tho ADA Code. You may alao wieh to consider whether tbs proposed legislation would limit similar protection against deceit, fraud and Intentional misrepresentation currently afforded by Section 03.38.315 (2) of u.; Alaska dental practice act”
Baaed on Ms. Todd'e concerns, the Alaska Dental Society will stand 
opposed to this proposod legislation. I have attachod the pertinent pages 
from the ADA Principles of Ethics and Code of Professional Conduct 
(January, 199S) and the pertinent pages from tho Alaska dental statute, 
(September, 1996).

We appreciate your Interest In hearing our position.

Martha A. Reinbold 
Executive Director 
Alaska Dental Sooiety

cc: Sam Klto, Lobbyist

Jamoe A. Clark, DMD, President 
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners

Phyllis L Pendergraat, DMD, President 
Alaska Dental Society
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he dcnriac, upon completion of such treatment, ii obliged 
o mum the patient to hit or her tegular cWntiu uni™ 
be patient rxpmsly reveals s different preference.

l-B. CONSULTATION AND REFERRAL. 
> n tim  shall be obliged to icek coniulrttion, if 
XMible, wh«f*vtf the welfare of patirnta will be 
tfeguarded or advanced by utilizing those who have 
poclal skills, knowledge, and experience. When 
Mticnn visit or are referred ro spccialisn or consulting 
lenriscs he comulrarion:
1# The specialises or consulting dentiui upon completion 
( their a n  shall return the parienr, unless the patient 
atpeeaaly Mveela a different preference, to the referring 
lendsc, or if none, to the dentist of record fee future care.
L The specialists shall be obliged when there it no 
•eferring dentist and upon a completion of rbelr 
raatmenc to inform patients when there is a need for 
urther dental can.

Mon
t. A dentist who ho a parienr referred by a third jwrty 
of a ‘aecond opinion’ regarding a diignosu or 
reatmenr plan recommended by the patient's treating 
Ira 11st should render the requested second opinion in 
ccordance with this Code of Ethics.

In the Interest of the patient being afforded quality 
anr, the demur rendering the second opinion should no: 
•re  a meed interest in the ensuing recommendation.

I-F. CHILD ADLSE
Vnrises shall be obliged to boeome fsmitiar with the 
moral sign* of child abuse  and to report suspected casei 
© the proper authorities continent with stare law s.

-G. USE OF AUXILIARY PERSONNEL. 
Vmins shall be obliged ro protect the health of their 

.variant by only assigning to qualified auxiliaries chose 
lurlea which can be legally delegated. Dentists shall be 
unher obliged io prescribe and supervise the patient 
ate provided by ail auxiliary personnel working under 
halt direction

I-H. JUSTIFIABLE CRITICISM.
>ntm t shall be obliged to report to the appropriate 
evifwmg agency as determined by the local cvxnponrm 
>t constituent society instances of grou or continual 
U1I.7  treatment by othsr dentists.

Patients should be informed of their present oral btmlth 
arus widxxit dUpanging comment about prior services.

Dentists issuing a public statement with respect to 
M profession shall have a reasonable basil to believe 

:ltat the commons made are true.

AiMmy Opinion

Advisory Opinion

1. A dentist’s duty ro the public impoaes a 
responsibility ro report instances of gross or continual 
faulty treatment. However, the heading of this section it 
’Justifiable Criticism.'* There fore, when Informing a 
patient of the ttstua of h(a or her oral health, the demist 
should rxerrise rare that the comments made are 
justifiable. Foe example, a difference of opinion aa ro 
preferred treatment should not be communicated to the 
patient in a manner which would Imply mistreatment. 
Tliefr will necessarily be eata where It will be difficult 
to determine whether the comments made are 
lustifisble. Therefore, this section is phrased to address 
the discretion of dcnriin and advises against 
disparaging statements against another dentist. 
However, it should be noted that where comments are 
made which are obviously not supportable and therefore 
unjustified, such comments can be the basis for the 
institution of a disciplinary proceeding against the 
dentist making such statements.

I-I. EXPERT TESTIMONY.
Dcnriin may provide expert testimony whan that 
testimony is essential to a just and fair disposition of a 
judicial or administrative action.

I. ft is unethical (or a denritt ro agree to a fee 
contingent upon the favotable outcome of the litigation 
In exchange for testifying as a denial expert.

l.J. RF.HATF. AND SPLIT FEES.
Onuses dull not accept or tender ’ rebates" Of "split feet."
l-K . REPRESENTATION OF CAKH.
Dentists shall not represent the catr being tendered ro 
their patirnts in a false or misleading manner

Advisory Opinions
I. Btvrd 0 0  available scientific data the ADA has 
decrnnmtd tluough the adoption d  Resolution d2H • 1986 
(Tram. 1986:536) thar rhe removal of amalgam 
ret coon wm from the non-allergic patient for the alleged 
purpose of removing toxic substances from the hod* when 
such mwtnmt is performed solely at the recommendation 
or suggestion of the dentist, is improper and unethical 

Tl*e Council reminds constituent and component 
societies that before a dentist can be found to have 
brvarhtd any ethical obligation the dentist is entitled 
so a fair hosting
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2. A dentist who represents that dental rtcatmrnr 
recommended of performed hy the dentitt hu the 
capacity ro cure oe alleviate diseases. Infccrinnt nr other 
conditions, when such oresenutioro ate not !»wd 
upon accepted scientific Knowledge or research. it 
acting unethically.
I-JL R E P R E S E N T A T I O N  O F  F E E S .

Dantiitt tliall not repretent (he fees being charged for 
providing care in a false or misleading manner.

nioos
1. A drnriac who accepts a third parry* payment under 
a copayment plan as payment in full without disclosing 
to the third party* that the patient t paymrnr pomon 
will nor be collected. Is engaged in ovrrbilling. The 
essence of this ethical Impropriety is deecption and 
misrepresentation; an overbilling dentist makes it 
appeal to the third parry* thee the charge ro rhe ptnenr 
foe service* rendered is higher than it actually u.
2 .  I t  is unethical foe a dentitt to increase • fe e  t o  a 
patient solely because rhe parienr has insurance.
3- Payments accepted by a dentist under a 
guvrmntenully funded program, a component or 
constituent dcnrml society sponsored access pjogtam. or 
a participating agreement entered into under a program 
of a third party* shall not be considered as evidence of 
overbilling in determining whether ■ charge to a 
patient, or to another third party* in behalf of a par mu 
not covered under any of the aforecitad programs 
constirurrt overbilljng under tint section of rhe Code.
4. A ueneut who submits a claim form ro a third party* 
reporting incorrect treatment daces for tb« putpote of 
•stilting a patient in obtaining benefits under a dental 
plan, which benefits would otherwise be disallowed, is 
engaged in making an unethical, false, or rr.itlcaaing 
representation to suoh thitd |>arty.*
5. A dentist who incorrectly decor 1 bn on a third patty* 
claim iorm a dental procedure in on ire ro rtreivr a greater 
payment o. simbunemrtu or incorrectly makes a non* 
covered procedure appear to be a covered procedure on 
uarh a claim form it engaged in making an unethical, 
false, or misleading representation ro such thlra party •
6 . A drntiit who recommends and performs 
unnecessary dental services or procedures is engaged in 
unethical conduct.

•A rhird party 11 any party to • denral prepayment 
ruorract that may roilect premiums, assume financial 
neta, pay elaimi. and'or provide administrative atrsicrt

l-M . P A T I E N T  I N V O L V E M E N T .

The dentin should inform the pauvcnt of the 
proposed trewmcm, and any reasonable alternatives, 
in a manner that allows the parienr to become 
Involved in rrearmant decision*.
l-N. C H E M I C A L  D E P E N D E N C Y .

It is unethical foe a denrtir ro practice while abusing 
controlled aubttancaa, alcohol or other chemical agenrs 
which impair rhe abillry ro practice. All demises have 
an ethical obligation to urge impaired colleague* to 
seek treatment. Dentist* with first-hand knowledge 
char a coileagur is practicing dcntiftry when so 
impaired have an ethical responsibility to report such 
evidence to the professional assistance romminer of a 
dental society.

Principle - Section 2
EDUCATION.
The privilege o f dentists to be accorded profrtiional 
status (cats primarily in the knowledge, skill, and 
experience with which they serve their patients and 
society. All dentitff, therefore, Iwvv the obligation of 
keeping their knowledge and skill current.

Code of Profession! I Ccpdecl
2-A. D I S C L O S U R E  O F  C O N F L I C T  O F  

I N T E R E S T

A dentist who presents educational «  aoerwific 
information in an arrirle, seminar or other jvt^jrem shall 
disclose to the readers or participants any monetary or 
©thet special inrrrear rive dentist may have with a 
company whose products are promoted or endorsed in 
the preaenr tioo. Disclosure shall be mads m any 
promotional material and in the presentation iticlf.

Principle - Section 3
GOVERNMENT o f  a  p r o f e s s io n .
Every profession owes society the responsibility to 
regulate itself. Such regulation It achieved largely 
through (ha Influrncs o f tha professions! monies All 
denture, ihmfore, have (lie dual (Alligation of making 
(lirrnsclvea a pate o f a profrtiional society and of 
observing its rules of ethirs

Principle - Sectloa 4
r e s e a r c h  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t .
Denutre Have ihc obligation o f  making the results and 
benefits of their investigative efTbm available to all 
when they are useful in safeguarding or promoting the 
health of the public
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UNLAWFUL ACTS.

315. Grounds for discipline, suspension or revocation of lk*o*c 320. Summary license awpcnsioa 340. Penalties
See 08J6J15. Grounds for discipline, suspension or revocation of li­cense. The board may revoke or suspend the license of a dentist, may repri­mand, censure, or discipline a dentist, or both, if the board finds after a hearing that (be dentist(1) used or knowingly cooperated in deceit, fraud, or intentional misrep­resentation io obtain a license;(2) engaged in deceit, fraud, or intentional misrepresentation in the coarse of providing or billing for professional dental services or engaging in profes­sional activities;(3) advertised professional dental services in a false or misleading man­ner; (4) received compensation for referring a person to another dentist or denial practice;(3) has been convicted of a fcJony or other crime that affects the dentist's ability to continue to practice dentistry competently and safely:(6) engaged in the performance of patient care, or permitted the perfor­mance of patient care by persons under the dentist's supervision, that does not conform to minimum professional standards of dentistry regardless of whether actual injury to the patient occurred;(7) failed to comply with this chapter, with a regulation adopted under this chapter, or wiih aa order of the board;(8) continued to practice after becoming unfit due to(A) professional incompetence;(B) failure to keep informed of or use current professional theories or practices;(C) addiction or dependence on alcohol or other dhigs that impairs the dentist's cbility to practice safely;(D) physical or mental disability;(9) engaged in lewd or immoral conduct in connection with the delivery of professional service to patieati;(10) permitted a dental hygienist or dental assistant who is employed by the dentist or working under the dentist's supervision to perform a denial procedure in violation of AS 08J2.110 or AS 0336.070(a)(JI};(11) failed to report to the board a death that occurred on the premises used for the practice of dentistry whhia 48 hours.

Sec 0&36J2Q. Sammary license suspension. (a) {Repealed 1987. J(b) {Repealed I9&7.J

Section

18

(c) The board may summarily suspend the license of a licensee who refines to submit to a physical or mental examination under AS 08.36.070(bXl)- A person whose license is suspended under this section is entitled to a bearing by the board within seven days after Che effective dale of the order. If, after a bearing, the board upholds the suspension, the licensee may appeal the sospen- aioo to a court of competent jurisdktico.
(dO [Repealed 1987.1(e) {Repealed I987.J : . ..
Sec. 0836340. Penalties. A person who violates aay provision of this chapter or regulations adopted under (his chapter for which no specific penaltyis provided is guilty of a class B misdemeanor. ,v„-

• I: 
•virrjr

ARTICLE 4. * ,"MGENERAL PROVISIONS.
Section350. Application of chapter 340. Practice of dentistry defined 365. Rights of dentists 370. Definition*

Sec. 0836350. Application of chapter, (a) This chapter applies to a person who practices, or offers or attempts to practice dentistry io the state except(1) a dental surgeon or dentist in the military service in the discharge of official duties;(2) a dentist is the employ of the United Sutes Public Health Service, United States Veterans' Administration, Alaska Native Service, or other agency of the federal government, ki the discharge of official duties;(3) a physician or surgeon;(4) a dentist providing care io an isolated area by authority of a permitissued under AS 0836.271;(5) a dentist licensed in another state who is teaching or demonstrating ctinical techroqnea at a meeting, seminar or limited course of instruction spon­sored by a dental or dental auxiliary society or association or by an accredited dental or dental auxiliary educational institution;(6) a dentist Hceaaed fat another stale who provides emergency care to aa injured or fl] person who reasonably appears to the dentist to be in immetfiste need of emergency aid in order to avoid serious harm or death if the care It provided without remuneration. * ' **' ’,;r'(b) A parson excepted from this chapter under fa) of this recti on shall be
19
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Sen. Lyda Green, Chairman 
Sen. Loren Leman, Vice-Chnirman 
Sen. Mike Miller 
Sen. Johnny Ellia 
Son. Judith Sain

Senate Committee on 
Health, Education and Social Services

SB 212
Disciplinary Sanctions for Dentists 

Sponsor Statement

SB 212 was introduced by request to address two main concerns. First, it insures the 
rights of dentists to practice the safe dentistry method of their choice and secondly, 
by insuring this right, the bill provides dentists the same level of protection against 
board sanctions physicians currently receive under the law.

Fear of state board sanctions is prevalent in Alaska as well as across the country by 
dentists who practice or would like to practice non-traditional means of dentistry. 
The premise behind this bill is that it is not the role of government to restrict new 
ideas and methods, but to insure the safety of its consumers and the quality of its 
professionals. SB 212, by making a minor modification in the Alaska Statutes, will 
create a system where this premise will become practice.

The language of this bill is taken from AS 08.64.326 (State Medical Board-Grounds 
for imposition of disciplinary sanctiors) which was adopted in 1990 as a part of HB 
146. With the passage of this bill, dentists will also be able to advise their patients of 
safe, alternative methods without fear of sanctions.

This bill has a zero fiscal note from the Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development.

Slate Capitol 
Hoorn 123 

Juneuu, Aliuku 90801-1182 
007-163-3702



STA TE O F  ALASKA
1996 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
B IL L  NO . SB 212

Revision Date:  Department: Commerce and Economic Development
Title: An Act relating to the grounds for revoking or  BRU: Occupational Licensing____________
suspending a dental license,...  Component: Operations_____________________
Sponsor Senate HESS_______________________________  _____________________________
Requestor Senator Green_______________________________ COMPONENT SERIAL NO. ___________ 1844

Expenditures/Revenues_____________   (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES F t  07 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0

oooo

0.0 | 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES I 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 General Fund
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other 1091 Designated PR
TOTAL o o o o 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0 0

Estimate of any current year (FY 96) cost: $  0 0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

.

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

SB 212  amends AS 0 8 .3 6 .3 1 5  o f the dental statutes by adding a new subsection to prevent disciplinary 
action against a licensee solely on the basis o f unconventional or experimental practice unless the board finds 
demonstrable physical harm to a patient. New funds are not required to implement this provision.

Phone: 46S-2144______
Date: January 12. 1996

Date: l - n ' - f a

Prepared by:
Division:
Approved by Commissioner 
Agency:

Jennifer Strtckler. Administrative Officer

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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T O N Y  K N O W L E S ,  G O V E R N O R

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  G O V E R N O R
FEB 0 9 1996

O F F I C E  O F  M A N A G E M E N T  A N D  B U D G E T

PO . BOX 110020 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99011 0020 
PRONE: (907)405-4660 
FAX: (907)465-3000

February 0, 1906

The Honorable Sieve Frank 
The Honorable Rick H a lfo rd * ^
Co-Chairs, Senate Financo Committee
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Dear Co-Chairs Frank and Halford:

To support the work of the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority (AMHTA) and provide for a more 
comprehensive review of all programs relating to mental health trust beneficiaries, we think it would be 
helpful to compile all mental health operating, capital and administration budgets Into a single 
appropnations bill. Therefore, please consider the following amendments to SB 214, the mental health 
bill we submitted to you earlier this month.

•An Act making appropriations for tho operating and capital expenses of the state’s Integrated 
comprehensive mental health program; and providing for an offcctivo date.' This change will allow 
inclusion of capital projects relating to montal health to facilitate programmatic review of the Integrated 
mental health packoge.

2:)-&M5NPM£MISTO_s b .^ 4
a.) Amend Section 2. page 1, line 8,‘ Shortfalls*. to read ‘ If either Montal Health Trust Authontv 

Receipts fAS 37.14,036) or Mental HcaHh_Trust Administration Receipts (AS 37.14 036) fall
short of tho estimates appropriated in this A c t * (This amendment has been suggested to clearly
refcronco back to tho mental health trust settlement Income account which is only admmistored by tho 
Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority under AS 37.14 039.)

Also in response to the concerns of the AMHTA (see their attached letter, items 2. 9 and 13), we 
suggest the following amendments:

b ) Amend Section 3. page 2. lines 3 and 4 to read * . . .  Health Funds (andL from (the) Mental 
Health Trust Authontv Authorized Receipts (AS 37 14 036). and from Mental Health Trust Administration 
Receipts (AS 37.14 036) (income account), as set out In the fiscal year 1997 . .  .*

c ) (1) Section 3. page 6. line 5. is amended to read:

1,1 TITLE CHANGE TO SB 214

Allocations
Psychiatric Emergency Services § m is Q

(5.331,100)
(2) Section 3. page 8. lino 8. is amended to read:

Services for Senousty Emotionally Disturbed Youth $.288.500
(8.538.500)



Tho Honorablo Stove Frank February 9, 1996
Tho Honorable R ick Halford

d ) Section 3, following pago 6, lino 20, a new appropriation is added as follows:
• • • • • Department o f R e v e n u e .................

Appropriation Othor Funds

A laska Mental Health Trust Authority 8 9 3 . 5 0 0 893.500

o.) Tho fund sources noted In Section 4, pago 8. line 15. and in Section 5. page 10. line 4 
should be amended as follows:

•Mental Health Trust Authority Authorized Receipts (AS 37.14.036)’
f.) Within Section 4. pago 8. lino 20. insert tho following:
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

MENTAL HEALTH TRUST ADMINISTRATION RECEIPTS (AS 37.14.036) 893.500

•** TOTAL FUNDING ***_____________________________________________ 893.500

3.1 CAPITAL ADDITIONS
New sections should be added to Senate Bill 214 for capital projects supporting mental health trust 
beneficiaries Theso proposed projects were included in the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority 
proposed capital budget on pages 33-34 o f the AMHTA Final Report. These projects will be funded 
through a ''ombinotion o f General Fund/Mental Health. Mental Health Trust Aulhonty Authorized 
Receipts, and State (AHFC) Corporation Receipts. Funding sections should be adjusted for department 
and summary Information. The explanatory notes in parentheses would not be part o f the amendments

General Other 
Appropriation Funds Funds

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

(a) DHSSJ a t a  integration P ro ject
(50%  from General Fund/Mental Health funds (1037) 
and 50%  from MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) for 
linkage of the department's administer, live and program 
data bases at the crient level so boneficiary needs and 
services can be tracked accurately)

(b) A lcoholism  and Drug Abuse Emergency
Service? Mod jflca tjons
(100%  MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) Io allow 
seven detox beds to go *on-line*.)

(c) Moving/Renovation Costs for Anlak Community Mental
Health Center
(100%  MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) under 
AS 37 05 318 Io relocate the Center and renovate 
the new location)

m O Q O  Z&gOQ 75.000

150.000 150.000

USMQ

2



Tho Honorable S ieve  Frank
Tho Honorable Rick Halford

February 9 ,1906

Goneral Other 
Appropriation Funds Funds

(d) Gateway Mental Health Center Clinic Additlon/Ronovation
(Ketchikan) 212.000 212.000
(100% MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) under 
AS 37.05.316 for Gatoway Montal Health Center 
addition and renovation)

(e) Competitive Grants fo r Remodeling/Renovation o f Mental 
Health Facilities
(100% MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) for 
competitive grants for romodeling and renovation 
of facilities serving trust beneficiaries.)

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

(0  DHSS Beneficiary and Special Needs Housing Program
(50%  AHFC Corporation Receipts (1022) and 
50% MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092) for home 
improvements and modifications to improve 
accessibility for beneficiary families)

(g) Pioneer Homes Renovations, Repairs & Modifications
(50%  AHFC Corporation Receipts (1022) and 50% 
MHTA Authorized Receipts (1092). This project 
will completo the ADRD units in Silka and Fairbanks 
Pioneers Homes and new units In tho Palmer and 
Juneau Pioneer Homes.)

(h) Add lapse date Information fo r capital pro jects
The appropriations made bv sections 3 (a) • 3 (q) are for capita! project? and are subject to a s  

3Z.2512Q .

4 .) AMENDMENTS TO SB 213
a ) Delete Section 26. page 37, line 20 (Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority 693 500).

(will now be in tho amended version of SB 214)
b ) Delete Section 27. page 56. line 15 (Mental Health Trust Administration 893,500).

(will now be in tho amended version of SB  214)

c ) Amend Section 27. page 56. line 16 to read 'Total Fundinti________ 124.380.400'.
(to reflect the deletion of (b) above)

d ) Deleto Section 26. page 62. tine 10 (Mental Health Trust Administration 893.500)
(will now be in tho amended version of SB 214)

250.000 250.000

500.000 500.000

543.800 543.800

3



The Honorablo Stevo Frank
The Honorable Rick Halford

Fobruary 9, 1996

e.) Amend Section 28. page 62, line 11 to read “Total Funding 
(to reflect the deletion of (d) above)

Thank you for your consideration of these amendments.

Director
Attachments

3.585J2QM00’ .
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A l a s k a  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  

T r u s t  A u t h o r i t y Anchorage, AK 99503 
Phone: (907) 269-7960 
FAX: (907) 269-7966

3601 C Street, Suite 742
Frontier Building

January 24 ,1996

The Honorable Tony Knowles 
Governor of Alaska 
PO Box A 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Governor Knowles:

Thank you for the December 15. 1995 letter f m Annalee McConnell explaining the differences 
between the Governor's proposed FY97 ope r.ng  budget and the Alaska Mental Health Trust 
AuthonP/'s recommendation^. This letter contains the Authority's response to your explanation.

The Authcnty appreciates the consideration you and your staff gave to our recommendations. We 
thank you. the Office of Management and EudgeL and the offices of the Commissioners of Health and 
Sccial Services. Corrections and Administration for establishing an open and professional dialog with 
the Authcnty and cur staff concerning the financial needs of the State's integrated comprehensive 
mental health program.

The Authcnty recognizes the financial difficulties faced by the State o f Alaska. We knew ycu must 
make overall budget reductions to close the State's fiscal gap. Nonetheless, we believe that the 
reductions made to the funding far the State s integrated comprehensive mental health program fail to 
recognize real needs of the Authcnty's beneffcary population and the fiscal pressures faced by the 
organizations that serve these ber.cficianes. Our specific comments follow.

AH Departments

1. Ycur recommendation changes the funding level of 13 components to reflect salary adjustments and 
changes ;n nsk management and information services chargebacks. While the ALthcnty recognizes 
these changes as necessary, we believe these changes set a double standard —  certain cost 
increases for state agencies are funded, while no cost increases for nonprofit organizations that provide 
direct services are fanded (and in seme cases decrements are taken). The State has for several years 
failed to fund increments related to increased costs of sen/ice. maintenance of effort continuation, or 
similar purposes. We believe the State should recognize that costs of providing services do increase, 
and such costs should te  funded for both state agencies and nonprofit crgantzaccns prcvicir.g direct 
sen/ices.

2. The cperacng budget ycu submitted apcrcpnates funding to state agencies from fond source 1CS2 
—  Mental Health Trust Settlement Income Account Under the terms of the Mental Health Settierrert. 
Mental Health Trust income cannot te  appropriated except for administrative expenses incurred ty the 
Authcnty The Authcnty recognizes that the administration agrees and understands that direct 
apprapraticn of Mental Health I . j s : income is inconsistent with the settlement legislator. The 
Autrcntv recuests that vcu rett’e this ford source ‘Mental Health Tnjst Authont/ Authorized Receipts* 
(MH'TAARi cr a similar tite that recccrzes the Authcnty’s decision-making rale in recards to these
frCft.

3. The fund source used for Authority funding to the Department cf Health and Sooal Services for 
mental health programs (1C92) is inconsistent wch the fund source used for Authority funding to ths



The Honorable Tony Knowles 1/24/S6

Department of Natural Resources to manage trust lands (1007 —  Inter-Agency Receipts). The 
Authonty recommends you use fund source 1092 for both agencies. Moneys for the Authority's 
operations are. under the terms of the settlement, appropriated by the Legislature and should therefore 
be separately coded consistent with your budget request (1094 — Mental Health Trust Administration).

Cecartment of Health and Social Sen/ices

4 You recommend transferring 51,000.0 from the Medicaid Community Health Grant component to the 
Medicaid Services component. The Authcnty concurs with this recommendation.

5. Ycu recommend combining the Medicaid Non-Facility and Medicaid Facility components into a 
single component. The Authority recognizes that decreased funding for State agency operations 
requires simplifying all State procedures, including budgeting. The Authcnty further recognizes that the 
flexibility caused by such a change can be helpful to program management The Authcnty is concerned 
that the balance between facility-based and non-facility based services could be unreasonably changed 
by administrative action dunng the year. The Authority requests that the Department reccrt cercdicallv 
to the Authcntv and accrccnate beneficiary beards dunnp the fiscal year concerning the actual 
excercitures for facility-cased and ron-fac:litv based services

6. Ycu recommend combining all of the Division of Montal Health and Developmental Disapilities 
components into a single Budget Request Unit The Authcnty recognizes that decreased funding for 
State agency operations requires simplifying all State procedures, including budgeting. The Authcnty 
further recognizes that the flexibility caused by such a change can be helpful to program management. 
The Authcnty is concerned that the balance between components could be unreasonably changed by 
administrative action dunng the year. The Authority recuests that the Authcrt/ and accrccrate 
tere ficar/ beards be nccfled prior to arr/ transfers between components with GF.-MH fondirg dunrc 
the fiscal ve3r

7. You recommend i  1% decrement to a senes of BRUs and components. While the Authcnty 
recognizes the State's fiscal proclems require budget changes, wo believe this is net reasonable in light 
of the state's commitment under the settlement to continue to fund core mental health services

8. Ycu recommend transfer of 5220.1 from General Community Mental Health Grants to Psychiatric 
Emergency Services Grants and transfer of SS5.0 from Designated Evaluation and Treatment to 
Psychiatric Emergency Services Grants. The Authonty undersands that this conforms the FY57 
request to actual FY96 funding. The Authcrt/ is concerned with the lack of cubic crccsss in th s 
transfer and reguests that future similar transfers be reviewed ’with the Authority and accrccnate 
berefic.ar; ticards crcr to any action bemc taken

9 Ycu shew a transfer m of S250.0 from Hartcrview for MH Grants Cnsis Rescte Sen/ices under 
Sen/ices for Sencusly Emotionally Disturbed Youth. T ie  Authcrt; after consultation wth Ihe 
Cecsrrrem  of Health and Sccal S e r ie s  -ecuests this transfer 'hsteaa tie placed n ;re  Psvcfatro 
E~ercerc.’ Ser;ices cornccnenr

10 Ycur budget request transfer 5285 0 from Hartootview for placement of the Sourdough Unt 
residents in community programs. The Authcnty supports this transfer, as evidenced by cur agreement 
to prcvde an equal amount of Trust income in the Hartcr/iew budget dunng the transition percd. The 
Authority recognizes this funding is for a partial year, and is not annualized, and requests ycur FYS3 
budge: request include the full amount cf the transfer Under the Hartorvrew dose-cut plan, some of 
the Hartcr.'iew residents wifl te  transferred a  programs operated by the Department cf Administration. 
Division cf Sen«r Servces The Authorty « concerned that there has teen a lack cf communication
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between the DHSS Division of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities and the DOA Division of 
Senior Services regarding necessary community capacity-building within DSS for the transfer of 
responsibility for the Harborview Sourdougn Unit residents. The Authority requests the Commissioner 
of Health and Social Services to facilitate meetings between OHSS/DMHDD DOA/PSS and the 
Authonty to determine the appropriate division of Harton/iew Sourdough Unit funding between the two 
divisions.

11. Your budget request includes a decrement of S585.0 from Harborview. It is our understanding that 
the administration is committed to use Harborview savings to support community-based beneficiary 
programs. The Authonty reouests vou reconsider this decrement, and instead transfer the savinos from 
Harborview clcse-out to acorccnate community-based beneficiar/ programs.

Department of Corrections

12. Your recommended funding base tor the Cepartment of Corrections shifts S241.S from GF/MH to 
GF for Inmate Health Care, and $412.0 from GF/MH to GF for Inmate Programs. The Authonty 
maintains its position that mental health services are needed for Alaska’s pnscn population, and that 
these amounts should continue to be budgeted as GF/MH and used to supper: mental health service 
needs. The Authority is concerned 'with the lack of communication from the Cepartment o f Corrections 
concerning the change in Inmate Programs, and asks the administration to ensure that the Authonty is 
consulted regarding any changes to mental health programs within the Oepartmer.t cf Corrections. The 
Authority reouests that the Authonty and accrccriate beneficiar/ boards be consulted crier to arv 
chances between GF>~MH and GF funding ourrg the fiscal year cr in future budcet •ecuests

Oeoarrment cf Revenue

13. Ycur budget requests funding for the Authcnty's operations in the regular State operating budget 
After seme reconsideration the Authority recommends the accrocnaticns for its ccerascns be placed 
instead m the comprehensive inteorated mental health croqram funding bill. This will ensure that ail 
mental health programs, their support and administration, can be reviewed together.

Governor, once again the Authcnty thanks ycu and ycur staff for the excellent working relationship ycur 
administration has created with the Authcnty and cur staff. We appreciate ycur consideration of the 
needs cf Alaska's mental health trust beneficiaries.

weison ragr
Chair

cc: Representative Marie Hanley. Co-chairman. Hcuse Finance Committee 
Representative Richard Fester. Co-Chairman. Hcuse Finance Committee 
Senator Steve Frank. Co-Chairman. Senate Fnance Committee 
Senator Rick Halford. Co-Chairman. Serate France Committee 
Representative Terry Martin. Chairman. Legislative Budget & Audit Committee

•  Page 3
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MENTAL HEALTH CAPITAL PROJECTS I
Comparison of FY97 Governor’s Request with Alaska Mental Health Trust Aut lority Recommendations

Administering
Department

Project Title Project Description 97 GOV 
GF/MH

97 GOV MHTA 
Auth Rcpts

97 GOV 
Corp Rcpts

97 GOV 
TOTAL

AMHTA
Recommendation

Difference FY97 
Governor and 
FY97 AMHTA

1037 1092 1022

H&SS
(AHFC)

DHSS Beneficiary 
and Special Noeds 
Housing Program

Continuation cf home modifications, including 
barrier removal and accessibility enhancements 
geared to serving special populations of adults and 
youth. Modifications and home Improvements for 
beneficiary families. Jointly administered by DHSS 
and AHFC.

2500 250.0 500.0 500.0 0 0

H&SS
Alcoholism and Drug 
Abuse Emergency 
Services 
Modifications

Funds for seven detox beds to go "on-line" in FY97 
Funds could be used for facility renovation, medical 
equipment, beds, or bedding.

150.0 150.0 150.0 0 0

H&SS
Moving/Renovation ~ 
Aniak Community 
MH Center

Funds a required move of the Kuskokwim Native 
Association Community Counseling Program 
building from FAA site to a site near the 
Community Center. Also renovates building.

125.0 1250 125.0 0 0

H&SS
Clinic Addition/ 
Renovation -  
Ketchikan

Completes unfinished project of remodel of clinic 
waiting area, support staff area, and medical 
records storage area at the Gateway Center for 
Human Services in Ketchikan.

2 120 212.0 2 1 2 0 00

H&SS
Remodel/Renovate 
Facilities" 
Competitive Grants

Competitive grants for remodeling and renovation 
of facilities serving mental health trust beneficiaries.

2 5 0 0 250.0 2500 0 0

Admin
(AHFC)

Pioneer Homes 
Renovations. 
Repairs, and 
Modifications

Facility completion of units in Pioneer homes 
located in Palmer and Juneau and to complete the 
new ADRD units in Sitka and Fairbanks. Jointly 
administered by DOA and AHFC.

271.9 271 9 5438 543 8 0 0

H&SS

H&SS

Data Integration 
Project

ADA Mandated 
Compliance

Provide linkage of the department's administrative 
and program data bases at the client level so 
jeneficiary needs and services can be tracked 
accurately.
3artial funding of large identified need to bring 
mental hcaltti program facilities into compliance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act

75 0 75 0 150 0 150.0

3000

0 0  

(300 0)

29MHCAP XLS  OMa.Mv* Page 1 2/9/96



MENTAL HEALTH CAPITAL PROJECTS
Comparison o f FY97 Governor's Request with Alaska Mental Hoalth Trust Aut rority Recommendations

Administering
Department

Project Title Project Description 97 GOV 
GF/MH

97 GOV MHTA 
Auth Rcpts

97 GOV  
Corp Rcpts

97 GOV 
TOTAL

AMHTA
Recommendation

Difference FY97 
Governor and 
FY97 AMHTA

1037 1092 1022

H&SS ADA Upgrades
Pay for 50%  of the cost of upgrading grantee 
facilities statewide to meet ADA requirements. 
Three-year plan put forth by ABADA to make 
facilities accessible to clients with disabilities.

300 .0 (300 0)

various
Vehicles for 
coordinated client 
services

Acquisition of vehicles that can be used across 
programs that assist mental health trust 
beneficiaries

1 ,000.0 (1,000 0)

H&SS
Program 
modifications - 
agency & state 
facilities

Modifications for agency and state contracted 
facilities.

200 .0 (2000 )

H&SS
Crisis respite and/or 
clinic replacement/ 
renovation

Reconfigures existing facilities into integrated 
facilities that include crisis respite space and/or 
clinic replacement or renovation

500 .0 (5000 )

H&SS
Remodel/ 
rehabilitation of 
existing facilities

Grants to upgrade current facilities to include re- 
roofirig, carpeting and reconfiguration; replace 
vehicles, computers and other office 
equipment/furniture for programs and facilities.

750 .0 (7500 )

H&SS
Construction of new 
and replacement 
facilities

Purchase/construction of facilities for existing 
services. Will be prioritized via RFP process and 
funded based on the merit of the proposals 
submitted

1,000.0 (1,000 0)

Admin

New adult day care 
facilities in Chugiak 
and planning for new 
adult day care facility 
n Palmer

Both facilities h3ve ADA compliance problems. 
Chugiak has 20 to 30 clients in the area that could 
receive services. Palmer needs additional space 
for current clients and has an additional eight clients 
waiting for services

1,930 8

993 2 (9932 )

H&SS Adaptive Equipment
Procurement ol adaptive equipment as 
recommended by the Governor's Council on 
Disabilities and Special Education

GRAND TOTAL 75 0 1.333 91 521 9

3 0 0 0  

7,274 0

(3 000 ) 

(5,343 2)

29MHCAP XLS  omb/cMm Page 2 2/9/96



Comparison of AMHTA Mental Health Funding Recommendations with

Governor's FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97<;i>v
(iK/MII

V7COV 
Ml i t  A

97 COV Total Total Difference
iik h COMPONENT M ill Admin 9 7 IIOV 97 AMIfTA FY97 Omrinor Summary of ( hanjjf

Dl

• 10.17 Aulli Kept Rrptr Mil Menial Health and

PARfMENT OF ADMINI8TRA DON

1092 1094 Recommendation FT'97 AMHTA

Senior Servicer Pionccrr llomcr 420 8 on 0 0 420 8 414 0 68
Salary Riit. Mpnl/ tnformalion 
Servicer adjurtmenU

Senior Servicer
Protection, Community Servicer, and 
Adminirtialion 700.) 00 0 0 209) 210 2 •0.7

Formerly Senior Servicer 
Adminirtralion, Salary/RiiE 
Management/and Information 
Servicer adjurlmentr

Senior Servicer Home and Community.Hared Care 1.871 6 00 0 0 1.8716 2,721 6 •8)00

Formerly Office of ISrblic 
Advocacy MRU. Tramfcr in 
from HASS for 52)0 0 in 
OP/MH war dircurred with the 
AM) ITA Hoard Of the 
$1,100,000 propored by 
AMIfl A. ($8)0.000) war leff 
unfunded.

1 cgal and Advocacy Servicer Office of Public Advocacy 6198 00 0 0 619 8 611 1 87
Salary/Rirl Mgmt/ Information 
Servicer adjuitmentr

DE

D epartm ent o t Admlnlalratlon Totat* 

PARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

3.121.7 00 0 0 3,121 7 3.9569 (RJ5 2)

Statewide Propami Inmate Health Care .7.07) 0 00 0 0 3.07) 0 3.) 17 9 •244 9

Salary/Kiri Mgmt adjuitmentr 
Increment approved for $80 0 in 
C.f M H Switch fund or 
$241,600 (JF/MI1 to OF to 
correct error Of the $110,000 
rcrpaert, $10,000 increment for 
pnron mental health prychiatnc 
rcridency program war not 
funded

Statewide Pmpama Inmate Propamt 169) n o o n )69 ) 7*1 ) •4120

Switch fund of $412.000 C.F/MH 
to OF to reflect erl. *»of Mental 
Health propamming

Departm ent ol C orractloni Tolalr 3.442 ) 0 0 0 0 3.442 3 4.0*79 2 (656 9)
1

t IGFMM &.XLS omivm* f n limn



Comparison of AMHTA Mental Health Funding Recommendations with

Governor's FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97 t ;o v 97 GOV 97 (iOV Tolal Total Differ*!**
HKU COMPONENT CiP/MII M ill A M ill Admin 97 GOV 97 AM irrA FY97 Governor Summary of Change

I0J7 Auth Rtpl Rtpli M il Mrntal llrallh and
1092 1094 Recommendation KY97 AMHTA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION one com ponent only)

DI

leaching and 1 earning Support

:p a r t m e n t  o f  h e a l t h  a n d

Italic Education and Inrtiuctional 
Improvement

SOCIAL SERVICES

227.9 0 0 00 227.9 227.5 04
Formerly Education Program 
Support HRU; Salary Adjustment

- Medical Assistance Medicaid Seivicc* 20.68} 7 00 0 0 20,6*3 7 19,683.7 1,000 0

Neve component include* 
turufert in from the former 
Medicaid Non-Facility, 
Medicaid Facilitie*. and SGFM 
for Medicaid Eligible 
Community Health Ctienta

Family and Youth Service* Fotler Carr 1,547.9 00 0 0 1.3479 1.3479 00
AMIGA bate funding level 

adopted by Governor

Family in 1 milh Services Kctidential Child Care 3.522.U 0 0 0 0 3.322 0 3,5220 00
AMI HA bate funding Icvtl 

adopted by Governor
Family «nd Youth Servicer Northern Region 81 8 0 0 0 0 81 8 804 11 SalaryRisk Mgmt Adjusted

Family end Youth Service* McLaughlin Youth Center 62 1 0 0 0 0 62 1 6? 1 00
AMHTA bate funding level 

adopted by Governor

Family and Youth Service* Fairbanks Youth Facility 81 6 0 0 0 0 816 816 0 0
AMIGA base funding level 

adopted by Governor

Miniilaq Maniilaq Alcohol A Drug Abuse 322.4 0 0 0 0 3224 522 4 0 0
AMIGA base funding level 

adopted by Governor

-

Maniiliq Maniilaq Mental Health DI) Svci 3500 00 00 3)0 0 353 5 (3.3)
Decrement of 1% of FY97 
adjusted base GF in line 700

Norton Sound NS Public Health Services 98 3 0 0 0 0 9*3 993 ?lo>
Decrement u f l%  of FY97 
adjusted bate GF in line 700

Norton Sound NS Alcohol St Drug Abuse Service* 232 2 00 0 0 23 2 2 232.2 0 0
AMI GA bate funding level 

adopted by Governor

Norton Sound NS Mental Health!)!) Services 402 4 00 0 0 402 4 406) (4 H
Decrcmei.t of 1H  of FY97 
adjusted base GF in line 700

SH Alaska Regional Health t'orp
SKARHC Alcohol A Drug Abuse 
Services 1406 00 0 0 140 6 1406 0 0

AMIGA base funding level 
adopted by Governor

SI; Alsska Regional Health t'orp SKARHC Mental Health Service* 12)2 00 0 0 12)2 126 5 (1 3)
Decrement of I S  of FY97 
aJjusted bate GF in lute 700

Tanana Chiefs Conference TCC Alcohol A Drug Abuw Svc* 202 4 0 0 00 702 4 207 4 n o
AMIGA bate funding level 

adopted by Governor

1 aruna Chief* t 'onfetetK* ICC Mental Health S its 329 8 0 0 0 0 329 8 33)2 1*«)

Decrement of I S  of FY97 
a busted bate GF in line 700

I IG fM H  & .XLS OM nn*v Pistfo 2



Comparison of AMHTA Mental Health Funding Recommendations with

Governor's FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97 GOV 97 GOV 97 GOV Total Total Difference
111(11 COMPONENT GF/MH M IGA M ill' Adinln 97 GOV 97 AMIGA KY97 Governor Summary of (.'hinge

■ 1037 Autli Itcpl Rrpli Mil Mental Health and
1092 1094 Recommendation FY97 AMIGA

Tlingil Hilda T-ll Alcohol A Drug Abiue Svc* 6.0 0 0 on 6 0 60 0 0
AMIGA has* funding level 

adopted by Governor

Yukon Kuskolwim Health Corp Y-K Alcohol A lhug Ahu*c Svca 4183 lt.0 0.0 4183 418) 00
AMIGA base funding level 

adopted bv Governor

Yukon-Kuskokwim Health Corp Y-K Mcnlsl Health Servicer 907 4 0.0 0.0 907 4 9166 <9.21
Decrement of Ilk of FY97 
adjusted base GF in line 700

State Health Service* Miiemsl. Child. A Fimily llllh 73 6 2300 0 0 3236 323 6 0 0

1250 0 increase foe 1 fealthy 
Families Progiam funded fiom 
the Truit Income Account in 
accordance with the AMIG A.

Slate Health Service* Infant learning Program Grants 3.303 3 0 0 0 0 3.303.3 4,093.3 (390 0)

1rarnJer m from Harborview 
Development Center of $ 150 0 
GF/MH $3900oflhe AMIGA 
proposed increase of $740 0 
could not be funded

Alcohol and Drug Abuic Svca ADA Administration 7677 0 0 oo 767 7 769 1 (14)

Salary 1titk Mgmt Adjusted 
Decrease o f ( I I )  5)GF>Mllduc 
to elimination of Advisory Board 
costa

Alcohol and Drug Abuie Svc* Alcohol! Hug Abuse Grants 7.943 8 00 0 0 7,943 8 8.3414 (1976)

Of the 1622 6 increments 
requested. $397 6 remains 
unfunded

Alcohol and Drug Alusc Svc* Correctional ADA Grant Component 131 5 00 0 0 331 5 331 3 0 0
AMIGA base funding level 

adopted by Governor

Mil 111) Service* Community DD Grants 20.7)3 4 00 0 0 20.7)3 4 21,487 4 (7340)

Tranafer in $310 0 for 2nd yr 
costa for Haiborvvcw Dis.barge 
of Clients vs 1 Xcvelopmcnla 1 
Disabilities aid $2)0 0 for DD 
Kerpitc Care Srvcs. Decrement 
trplscc*GF with Medicaid 
Waiver fundi Oflhe $925,000 
increment* requested, $.165,000 
remaina unfunded

MIIDD Service* Gen Community Mcntsl llllh Grants 2438 21 0 0 0 0 2.418 2 2,8)8 3 (420 ))

1 ranifet of $220 1 to Psychiatric 
Emergency Service* Grants.
1 nalliNitcJ Giant Reduction of 
$2«0 0 h i ('immunity Menial 
Health

1 1 G F M II & X L S  O M IK M * l * i « i  ■ loan



Comparison of AMHTA Mental Health Funding Recommendations with

Governor’s FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97 c ;o v 97 GOV 97 GOV ToUl Total Dlfrerrnce
IIKU COMPONENT GF/MII MHTA M ill Admin 97 GOV 97 AMHTA FY97 Governor Summary nf Change

• 1037 Aults Kept Hcpti Mil M rnltl llfillh •nd
1092 1094 Recommendation FY97 AMIGA

Mll/l H) Service* Ptychi*lric Emergency Service* 5.381 1 0 0 00 3.511 1 4,999 0 312 1

BHIXJRT AMNDMNT-Tnn*r 
$250 0 Harborview, Trinsf $56 0 
Oerignsled Eval A Treatment, 
$56 0 Chronicilly Mentally III, 
$220 1 ftom General Comm M II 
Grants for criiii respite program 
in Juneau/1 fund an experimental 
emergency service* program in 
Fairbanks.

Ml IDD Service* Service* Io the Chrnmctlly Mentally III 10.9117 0 0 00 10.918 7 10,589 7 329 0

In FY97 this component alio 
includes the former Medicaid 
Community Mental Health 
Grants Transfer out of ($36.0) to 
Psychiatric Fmetgtncy Service* 
and transfer in from Harborview 
fnr $385 0 to (tool Sourdough 
Discharge

Ml 11)1) Service* Designated F.v»l A Treslment 1.046 3 0 0 0 0 1.046 3 1,132.1 1806 0)

Transfer out of ($56 0 )to  
Psychiatric Emergency Service* 
(he proposed increment of 
$7501) could not be funded

Ml t/DD Seme**
Service* for Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Youth 6.218 5 0 0 0 0 6.218 3 7.031 5 (7500)

BUDGET AMENDMENT- 
Transfcr reversed ($250 0 fiom 
lltrhorview for Mil <i»»nU 
Criiii'Ketpite Services is now 
going to Ptychiatric Emergency 
Service*), $730 0 increment 
could not be funded

1IGrMMfc.Xl5 omim. Pagn 4 toon



Comparison of AMHTA Mental Health Fundino Recommendations with

Governor's FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97 (IOV 97 c ;o v 97 GOV Tntil Total Difference
MRU COMPONENT OF/MI 1 M irrA M ill Admin 97 c;d v 97 AMHrA FY97 (inirrnnr Summary of Change

• 1037 Auth Kept Hcpti Mil Mental Health and
1092 109-1 Recommendation FY97 AMHTA

Ml 11)11 Servicea Mental HcalthDD Admin 3.373 0 0 0 00 3,373 0 3,410 0 (370,

Salary Kuk Mgmt/lnfnrmation 
Servicct adjualmenta (*S42 2), 
l/anifcr of ((13 0) to API Io 
provide aupport to Mental 
HeallVDI) Adminiatralion 
pmltiona,Decrement (161 2) to 
reduce adminiatrative cotta 
through
reorgam/aliorv'eflkienciet

MIIDD Service! Alaika Paychiatric Imtitule 5.950 3 0 0 00 5,9303 5.1300 100 3

Salary /Riak Mont Information 
Service* adjualmenta («$85 3), 
tianafcr in $15 0 from Mental 
Hcallh'DD Admin

MIIDD Servicer Hathorview Developmental Center 2.150 8 1.695 0 0 0 3,845 1 4,375 0 (529 2)

SalaryRrtk MgmlInfo Srvca 
adjuat («$55 8). Decrement 
(S585 0) 2nd yt plan Harborview 
cloture, Uantfcr (11695 0) 
GF-MH for Sourdough 
Dttcharge, Keapitc Care. Sr Srvca 
Support, Infant 1 earning. Dually 
Diagrtnaed Srwa.add SI695 0 
Mil Rcpta to replace GF/MH

Medicaid Community Mental 
lealth Granti

Medicaid Community Mental Health 
(itanU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.000 0 (1,0000)

In the Governor*! FY97 budget, 
the SI.000 0 waa tranaferred into 
the Medical Aiiiitancc HRH, 
Medicaid Scrvacea Component, 
to eliminate lire confiaaion of 
federal funda tn one appropriation 
and the atalc matching funda in 
another

Mental 1 leaIth Tiuit tlnaidi Alttka Mental Health llnatd 1129 n o 00 3129 379 0 3 9 Salary Riak Mgmt Adjuatmcnla

Menial Health In a l II.uiJ i
Advraoty Hoard on Alcobolnm and Drug 
Ahwe 334 7 0 0 0 0 334 7 331 8 2 9 Salary Rrak Mgmt Adjuatmenla

Health and Social Satvlcaa Total* l o i . i f i  i 1,945 0 0 0 103.697 I 106,967 3 <3.270 J)

11 Of MU 4 XIS OMIt MM Pago 0 r * i» ( i, tee*



Comparison of AMHTA Montal Health Funding Recommendations with

Governor's FY97 Mental Health Operating Request

97 C.OV 97 GOV 97 GOV Total Total DKTerent#
IIRtl COMPONENT GF/MH MITTA MlfT Admin 97 GOV 

Mil
97 AMHTA 

Mtotal llfaltli
KY97 Goirmor 

•»d
Summary or Change

10.17 Auth Kept Krpu
1092 in - i Recommendation FY97 AMHTA

DEPARTMENT OF LAW ten* com ponent only)

DE

Civil Diviiion

PARTMENT OF REVENUE ton

General l egal Service! 

« com ponent onlyl

67.1 0 0 0 0 67.2 662 10

Formerly l.cgal Service! IIRtl 
( Iperatioiu Component.
SalaryRiik Management 
Adjuttmcnla

Ala*ka Mental Health Truat 
Authority Alaika Mental Health frurt Authonty ao 0 0 B915 D9JS m s 0 0

HllDOBT AMFNDMENT- 
iwitch from general operating 
appropriation! bill to the 
cnmprrhenaivc mental health bill

UNIVEROITY OF ALASKA lo n n e

Dmvcnity of Alaika Anchorage

om ponent onlyl

Anchorage Campui ioo a 0 6 00 200 B 200 ft 09
AMHTA bale funding level 

adopted by Governor

At ASKA COURT SYSTEM Ion* 2 «• 0 1

Alaika Court Syrtem Trial Ccurta J9J 0 0 0 0 J9J J9J 0 0
AM1TTA bate funding level 

adopted by Governor

GRAND TOTAI.S I0*.BSI J I.94S 0 B9JS II 1,6*91 116,450 7 (4.760 9)

I tGf MH ft X15 iiu iim . p«on e I IH I



9-GS2033.A

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE SENATE RULES COMMITTEE BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

Introduced: 1/1196 Referred: Finance
A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

1 "An Act making appropriations for the operating and loan program expenses

2 of state government, for certain programs, and to capitalize funds; making

3 appropriations under art. IX, sec. 17(c), Constitution of the State of Alaska.

4 from the constitutional budget reserve fund; and providing for an cfTcctise

5 dale."
6 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA;

7 • Section 1. ALASKA CLEAN WATER FUND. The sum of S8.815.400 is appropriated
8 to the Alaska clean water fund (AS 46.03.032) for the Alaska clean water loan program from
9 the following sources:

10 General fund SI.469.200
11 Federal receipts 7.346.200
12 • Sec. 2. ALASKA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION, (a) The sum of S50.000.000a
13 from the available unrestricted cash tn the general account of the Alaska housinc finance

SENATE BILL NO. 213

SB02I3A •I*
mu r*«t P iO riiM d  lOMLrno rrx r m r m n ;

vB 213



2

3

4

1

6  ALASKA STUDENT AID CORPORATION

7 PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

0 STUDRNT LOAN OPBPATIONS

9 WICHB STUDENT EXCHANGE PROGRAM

10 WAMI MEDICAL EDUCATION

11 PBDKRAL STUDENT AID

12 CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

11 ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL BQAjJ)

14 MUNICIPAL BOND BANK AUTHORITY

15 PRTHANENT FUND CORPORATION

16 ALASKA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

17 OPERATIONS

IB RURAL HOUSING

19 PUBLIC HOUSING

ALLOCATIONS

DEPARTMENT OP REVENUE

■IO— I I EM/ TO Tm » T w niOIUT l

. ' I  P S V K M J I  O PfiR A TlO H U

^  V ^ | y>

1 .0 4 4 .0 0 0  

6 ,1 0 7 ,9 0 0

1 9 3 ,6 0 0

1 .3 0 9 .0 0 0  

4 5 4 ,5 0 0

1 1 ,6 9 4 ,4 0 0  

2 ,7 0 1 ,8 0 0  

1 6 ,3 0 3 .6 0 0

PAC.B 17

APPROPRIATION APPROPRIATION FUND SuURCBS 

ITEMS GENERAL FUND OTHER RINDS

9 ,1 0 9 .0 0 0

1 4 ,4 6 4 ,1 0 0  

6 4 7 ,2 0 0  

5 6 2 ,0 0 0  

2 9 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 0  

3 0 ,7 0 1 ,8 0 0

-*9^7-500-

1 1 ,0 9 4 ,1 0 0

1 ,8 3 2 ,1 0 0

1 ,9 5 4 ,8 0 0

6 4 7 ,2 0 0

8 . 1 2 1 , 1 0 0

SB 2 1 1

7 ,2 7 6 ,9 0 0

562 ,000  

2 9 .1 1 3 ,2 0 0  

3 0 ,7 0 1 ,8 0 0

10

11

1 2 ,5 0 9 ,3 0 0  1 2

13

14

15

16

17

18 

19

 8T J.SUU ~J 20

2 4 ,7 7 3 ,0 0 0  21



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1 2

n

14

OS-

16

17

18

19

2 0

21

STATE CORPORATION RECEIPTS 4 8 , 5 7 7 , 4 0 0

INTERNATIONA!. AIRPORT REVENUE FUND 24 ,5 0 0

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT FUND 1 4 ,2 4 1 ,3 0 0

TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM FUND 8 , 2 2 8 , 0 0 0

JUDICIAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM 103 ,400

NATIONAL GUARD RETIREMENT SYSTEM 16 ,400

STUDENT RKVOLVINO LOAN FUND ' 2 0 , 8 0 0

UNIVERSITY RECKIPT3 3 0 ,400

PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND FUND 4 , 5 9 5 , 4 0 0

INVESTMENT LOSS TRUST FUND , 16 ,400

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT RECEIPTS 1 , 2 2 2 , 0 0 0

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND 5 7 ,2 0 0

memtmt—tttr’iTTrr TPTTTT nntfTHMTTirmn      --------

DEPARTMENT 0 /  REVENUE (CONT.)

BENEFITS SYSTEMS RECEIPTS 7 5 ,4 0 0

to ta l  FUNDING * •*  1 3 4 ,3 8 0 , 4 -0 0  L25,-27Jt9 W  t

DEPARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

FEDERAL RECEIPTS 94 2 ,6 0 0

GENERAL FUND MATCH 7 5 ,7 0 0

GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS 9 8 , 8 9 4 , 4 0 0

GENERAL FUND/PROGRAM RECEIPTS 3 ,1 * 9 .5 0 0
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MARINE HIGHWAY 3YSTBM FUND 7 9 , 6 0 6 , 0 0 0

1NDV/FOUNDT1N/CORP GIFTS/GRANTS/DEQUESTS 9 2 0 ,3 0 0

STORAGE TANK ASSISTANCE FUND 3 , 2 0 3 , 9 0 0

.INFORMATION SERVICES FUND 2 0 , 4 0 7 , 4 0 0
t

POWER COST EQUALIZATION 1 9 , 9 4 7 , 7 0 0

. GENERAL FUNDS • DESIGNATED 2 6 , 3 6 6 , 6 0 0

CLEAN AIR PROTECTION FUND 1 , 9 4 3 , 9 0 0

 MENTAL HEALTH THUSTTU 1H1NI STRATI UN-------------------------------------------------- 093 r«M)—

.......................TOTAL FUNDING • • ^ D Q

(SECTION 29 OF THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE 63]

STATEWIDE FUNDING SUMMARY (CONT.)

ALASKA CLEAN WATER 1X3AN FUND 4 4 7 , 9 0 0
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SENATE BILL NO. 214

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE RULES COMMITTEE BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

Introduced: 1/12/96 
Referred: STA, HES. FIN

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
a n c i C a p A a L

"An Acl making appropriations for the operating expenses of the state’s 

integrated comprehensive mental health program; and providing for an effective 

date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

• Section 1. PURPOSE. In accordance with AS 37.14.003 and AS 37.14.005. the 

appropriations made by this Act arc for the state’s integrated comprehensive mental health „
■p. 1̂

program. _ A o 1

• Sec. 2. SHORTFALLS. I^mental health trustArcccipts^Tall shorroTITiC climates 

apnropriated in this Act. the affected appropriation is reduced by the amount of shortfall in 

receipts.

(SECTION 3 OF THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE 2)

SB02I4 A •I*
■Vgy r<?x: V n d t r i in r l tCELSTEV TEXT 8PACXETSCJ
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1 • SBC. 3 . THE FOLLOWING APPROPRIATION ITEMS ARE FOR 1

2 OPERATING EXPENDITURES FROM THE GENERAL FUND/MENTAL 2

3 HEALTH FUNDS. Awtf FROM TUtf" MENTAL HEALTH TRUST 0 f ^ c c ^ b  (A S  3 7. N  > I ^ W W  ^

4 rncnME--At?eo«*rr,yAS s e t  o u t  i n  t h e  f i s C a l  y e a r  1 9 9 7  """ 4

5 BUDGET SUMMARY BY FUNDING SOURCE TO THE AGENCIES 5

6  NAMED AND FOR THE PURPOSES EXPRESSED FOR THE FISCAL G

7 YEAR BEGINNING JULY 1 , 1 9 9 6 , AND ENDING JUNE 3 0 , ^

7 1 9 9 7 , UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED. 7

9 APPROPRIATION APPROPRIATION FUND SOURCES 9

10 ALLOCATIONS ITEMS GENERAL FUND OTHER FUNDS 10

11   11

12 * •  • * * DEPARTMENT OP ADMINISTRATION......................  12

13  *   13

14 SENIOR SERVICES 2 ,5 0 1 ,9 0 0  2 ,5 0 1 ,9 0 0  14

15 PIONEERS HOMES 4 2 0 ,6 0 0  15

16 PROTECTION, COMMUNITY SERVICES, AND ADMINISTRATION 2 0 9 ,5 0 0  16

17 HOME AND COMMUNITY - BASED CARE 1 ,8 7 1 ,6 0 0  17

18 LEGAL AND ADVOCACY SERVICES 6 1 9 ,8 0 0  6 1 9 ,8 0 0  18

19 OFFICE OF PUBLIC ADVOCACY 6 1 9 ,8 0 0  19

PAGE 2 SB 214



1 DEPARTMENT OK HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES (C^NT.J

2

3

4 GENERAL COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH GRANTS

5 PSYCHIATRIC EMERGENCY SERVICES

6 SERVICES TO THE CHRONICALLY MENTALLY ILL

7 DESIGNATED EVALUATION AND TREATMENT

8 SERVICES FOR SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED YOUTH

9 MENTAL HEALTH/DEVELOPMENTAL D ISA B IL IT IE S

10 ADMINISTRATION

11 ALASKA PSYCHIATRIC INSTITUTE

12 HARBORVIEW DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER

13 MENTAL HEALTH TRUST BOARDS

14 A LA S K A  MENTAL HEALTH BOARD

15 ADVISORY BOARD OH ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG ABUSE

16 * .....................

17

18

APPROPRIATION

ITEMSALLOCATIONS 

2 ,4 3 8 ,2 0 0

5,S9I, ICO

1 0 ,9 1 8 ,7 0 0

1 .0 4 6 .3 0 0

6^5387500 ( o ^ S ^ O O

3 ,3 7 3 ,0 0 0

5 .9 5 0 .3 0 0  

3 ,8 4 5 ,8 0 0

7 1 7 ,6 0 0

3 8 2 ,9 0 0

3 34 ,7 0 0

DEPARTMENT OP LAW

19 C IV IL  D IV ISION

20 GENERAL LEGAL SERVICES

6 7 ,2 0 0

6 7 ,2 0 0

a  *  * *  «  'O e P A v c T tn e h J T

APPROPRIATION FUND SOURCES 

GENERAL FUND OTHER FUNDS

PAGE 6

W \ S o o

SB

7 1 7 ,6 0 0

6 7 ,2 0 0

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

214



1 * SBC. 4 . THE FOLLOWING SETS OUT THE FUNDING BY

2 AGENCY FOR THE APPROPRIATIONS MADE IN SECTION 3

3 OF THIS ACT.

4 DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATE.

5 GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

6 •**  TOTAL FUNDING * •*

7 DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

8 GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

9 *** TOTAL FUNDING * ♦ '

10 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

11 GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

12 •* *  TOTAL FUNDING ***

13 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

14 GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

15 MENTAL HBAL1H TRUSTH&CEI PTS

16 TOTAL FUNDING

17 DEPARTMENT OP LAW

18 GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

19 •** TOTAL FUNDING • • •

2 0 ' UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA

GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH

3 .1 2 1 .7 0 0

3 .1 2 1 .7 0 0

3 .4 4 2 .3 0 0

3 .4 4 2 .3 0 0

2 2 7 .9 0 0

2 2 7 .9 0 0

1 0 1 .7 5 2 .1 0 0  

1 ,9 4 5 ,0 0 0

1 0 3 .6 9 7 .1 0 0

6 7 .2 0 0

6 7 .2 0 0

2 0 0 ,8 0 0

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21

1

DePKvrrYv\ir*n' e ft RCNJeviiUE
V7-W.03fc) 9 ^3 , ^ 0 0  
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* S E C . 5 . THE FOLLOWING SETS OUT THE PUNDING FOR
THE APPROPRIATIONS MADE IN SECTION? 3„OP THIS ACT.

GENERAL FUND/MENTAL HEALTH 

MENTAL HEALTH TRUST/RBCBIPTS

• • • * * TOTAL FUNDING * * • * *

* SBC. 6 . THIS ACT TAXES HFPBCT JULY 1, 1996,

1 0 8 .0 5 1 .3 0 0  

1 ,9 4 5 ,0 0 0

1 1 0 .7 9 6 .3 0 0

A  a e e h o n  o r  ( l  .

ToVA ( S  ^  a- - ^ E) ^  *

A A l

.sxs
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SENATE BILL NO. 213

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEG IS LA'. JRE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE RILES C O M M I T T E E  BY REQUEST OF THE G O V E R N O R

Introduced; 1/12.96 
Referred: Finance

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

1 "An Act making appropriations Tor the operating and loan program expenses

2 of state government, for certain programs, and to capitalize funds; making

3 appropriations under art. IX, sec. 17(c), Constitution of the State of Alaska.

4 from the constitutional budget reserve fund; and providing for an effective

5 date."

6 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF TTIE STATE OF ALASKA:

7 •  Section 1. ALASKA CLEAN WATER FUND. The sum of S8.815.400 is appropriated
8 to the Alaska clean wzter fund (AS 46.03.032) for the Alaska clean water loan program trum
9 the following sources:
10 General fu. d $1,469,200

11 Federal receipts 7.346.200
12 • Sec. 2. ALASKA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION, (a) The sum of S50.0tH».iMK)

13 from the available unrestricted cash in the general account of the Alaska housing finance

SB02I3A •I*
T#«t t / tu f r l im d  [dklktxd txxt bkackmtkdi

>B 213
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6 ALASKA STUDENT AID CORPORATION

7 PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

d STUDENT DOAN OPERATIONS

9 HICHE STUDENT EXCHANGE PROGRAM

10 WAMI M E D IC A L EDUCATION

11 PBDBRAL STUDENT AID

12 CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

13 ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL BOARD

14 MUNICIPAL BOND BANK AUTHORITY

15 PERMANENT FUND CORPORATION

16 ALASKA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION

17 OPERATIONS

18 RURAL HOUSIN

19 P U B L IC  H O U S IN G

J J O —  A hA S K A -M B N T A L  11KAI/PM - T R W r - * O T H O * U T Y  

21  R EV EN U E O P E R A T IO N S

ALLOCATIONS
D E PA R TM EN T  O F  REVENUE

V { \ j r

1 .0 4 4 .0 0 0  

6 ,1 0 7 ,9 0 0

193 ,600

1 .3 0 9 .0 0 0  

4 5 4 ,5 0 0

1 1 ,6 9 4 ,4 0 0

2 ,7 0 3 ,8 0 0

1 6 ,3 0 3 ,6 0 0

P A G E  3 7

IT E M S

APPROPRIATION

9 ,1 0 9 ,0 0 0

1 4 ,4 6 4 ,1 0 0  

6 4 7 ,2 0 0  

5 6 2 ,0 0 0  

2 9 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 0  

3 0 .7 0 1 ,8 0 0

3 3 ,0 9 4 ,1 0 0

A P P R O P R IA T IO N  FUND SO U R C E S 1 

G E N E R A L  FUND O T H E R  FUNDS 2

3

1 , 8 3 2 , 1 0 0

1 ,9 5 4 ,8 0 0

6 4 7 ,2 0 0

S B  2 1 3

7 ,2 7 6 ,9 0 0  6

7

8 

9

10

11

1 2 ,5 0 9 ,3 0 0  12

13

562 ,000

2 9 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 0

3 0 ,7 0 1 ,8 0 0

14

15

16

17

18

19

—  --------------------------- 09 J , bU V  y 20

8 ,3 2 1 ,1 0 0  2 4 ,7 7 3 ,0 0 0  21



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

10

11

12

13

14

OS-

16

17

IB

19

20

2 I

STATE CORPORATION RECEIPTS 4 8 ,5 7 7 ,4 0 0

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT REVENUE FUND 24 ,5 0 0

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT PUND 1 4 ,2 4 1 ,3 0 0

TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM PUND 8 ,2 2 8 ,0 0 0

JUDICIAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM 103 ,400

NATIONAL GUARD RETIREMENT SYSTEM 16 ,400

STUDENT REVOLVING LOAN PUND 2 0 ,8 0 0

UNIVERSITY RECEIPTS 30 ,4 0 0

PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND FUND 4 ,5 9 5 ,4 0 0

INVESTMENT LOSS TRUST PUND . 16 ,400

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT RECEIPTS 1 ,2 2 2 ,0 0 0

PUBLIC SCHOOL PUND 5 7 ,2 0 0

MBNPfttr-MTM.TH TRUST npm Mrr rppn T ™*------------------------------------------------- ® * 5 r3 0 (r£ y A L tl_

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE (CONT.)BENEFITS SYSTEMS RECEIPTS 7 5 ,4 0 0

■ TOTAL FUNDING ISW, 380, 4 0 0  I25.r-23Jr90ff f

DEPARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

PRDBRAL RECEIPTS 9 4 2 ,6 0 0

GENERAL FUND MATCH 7 5 ,7 0 0

GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS 9 8 ,8 9 4 ,4 0 0

GENERAL FUND/PROGRAM RECEIPTS 3 ,1 1 9 ,5 0 0
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

-ro­

l l

12

i

2

1

4

5

6

7

e

9

10

11

12

ALASKA CLEAN WATER LOAN PUND 

MARINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM FUND 

INDV/FOUNDT'N/CORP GIFTS/GRANTS/BBQUESTS 

STORAGE TANK ASSISTANCE FUND

INFORMATION SERVICES FUND* ♦

POWER COST EQUALIZATION 

GENERAL FUNDS - DESIGNATED 

CLEAN AIR PROTECTION FUND 

■ r a n r n a r ireKLTH t r u st - a d m in is t r a t io n ------------

STATEWIDE FUNDING SUMMARY (CONT.)

TOTAL FUNDING

3 .2 0 3 .9 0 0  

2 0 ,4 0 7 ,4 0 0  

1 9 ,9 4 7 ,7 0 0  

2 b ,366 ,6 0 0

1 .9 4 3 .9 0 0

---------------------------------------6 ^ r * w —

ISBCTION 29 OP THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE 631

44 7 ,9 007 9 , 6 0 6 , 0 0 09 2 0 ,3 00
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A l a s k a  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  T r u s t  A u t h o r i t y  

F Y 9 7  F u n d i n g  S t r a t e g y  

O p e r a t i n g  B u d g e t  R e q u e s t s  

I t e m s  U n f u n d e d  i n  G o v e r n o r ' s  R e q u e s t

D op 't B R U B e n e fic ia ry  S e rv ic e F u n d ed U n fu n d ed
DOA S en io r

S e rv ic e s
C a re  C oo rd ina tion /
P u rch ased  S e rv ic e s  fo r S en io rs

2 5 0 .0 6 5 0  0

DOA S en io r
S e rv ic e s

In c reased  R e sp ite  fo r  S en io rs 0 .0 2 0 0 .0

D H S S S ta te
H ea lth
S e rv ic e s

H ea lthy F am ilie s  P rog ram 2 5 0 .0  MH 0 .0

D H S S H ea lth
G ran ts

In fant Lea rn ing  P rog ram  G ran ts 1 5 0 .0 5 9 0 .0

D H S S Com m . 
M. H. 
G ran ts

Mental H ea lth  C ris is  R esp ite 2 5 0 .0 5 0 0 .0

D H S S Com m . 
D. D. 
G ran ts

D eve lopm en ta l D isab ility R e sp ite  
S e rv ic e s

2 5 0 .0 1 7 5 .0

D H S S Inst. & 
Adm in.

1 2  S ou rd ough  Unit re s id en ts  to 
comm unity p rog ram s

3 8 5 .0  MH 0 .0

D H S S Inst. & 
Adm in.

8  HDC  re s id en ts  to comm unity 
p rog ram s

3 1 0 .0  MH 0 .0

D H S S Inst. & 
Adm in.

H arbo rv iew  C lo s e o u t O ffse t 1 ,0 0 0 .0  MH 0 .0

D H S S A . &
D A
S e rv ic e s

M H /Chron ic A lcoho lism  D ua l D iag n os is  
T reatm en t

1 0 0 .0 2 6 8 .0

D H S S A. & 
D A

Em ergency C a re  fo r  C h ron ic  A lcoho lics 1 2 5 .0 129J5

D H S S Com m .
M .H .
G ran ts

Mental H ea lth  V o lun ta ry /In vo lun ta ry  
Inpatient C a re

0 .0 7 5 0 .0

D H S S Com m
D .D .
G ran ts

D eve lopm en ta l D isab ility V oca tion a l 
S e rv ic e s

0 .0 5 0 0 .0

D O C S W
O p ’s

P rison  M enta l H ea lth  P sych ia tric  
R e s id en cy  P rog ram

0 .0 3 0 .0

D O C S W
O p ’s

P sych ia tric  N u rse  A ss is tan ts  fo r  
W om en  O ffe n d e rs

8 0 .0 0 .0

G en e ra l Fund/M enta l H ea lth  
MHTA A utho rized  R ec e ip ts

1 ,2 0 5 .0
1 .945 .CM H

3 .7 9 2 .6



A l a s k a  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  T r u s t  A u t h o r i t y
G u i d i n g  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  t h e  

c o m p r e h e n s i v e  i n t e g r a t e d  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  

a d o p t e d  2 / 9 / 9 6

CREA T ING  THE C O M PREH EN S IV E  FLAN
• Agent fo r change. The plan is fo r u se  a s  an agent fo r change.
•  Inclusion . The planning needs to be an inclusive p rocess— including inviting many 

p eop le  to participate in the p rocess .
• C om m on princip les. The plan shou ld  u se  princip les sha red  by B oa rd s  and  adm ini­

stration , such a s  providing se rv ices c lo se  to hom e, etc.
•  O utcom e-orien ted . The plan shou ld  be oriented to con sum er functiona l ou tcom es 

ra the r than defined by deta il/p rocess.
• D ata . There  must be accu rate data fo r p lanning use . The pu rp ose  o f this data is to 

ass is t in creating & evaluating the com prehensive p lan.
• M easu rab le . It must have benchm arks and be m easu rab le .
• A b lueprint. It shou ld  be a working docum ent and used a s  a b lueprint to w ork from , 

toward funding, priority, concep ts o f serv ice rather then too m any specifics.

C O M PR EH EN S IV E  PRO G RA M
• Innovative . An integrated Mental Health P rog ram  must be innovative, imaginative, 

forw ard thinking.
• In teg ration . Integrating serv ices and resou rces w here effic iency, e ffe c tiveness , and 

a c c e ss  a re  enhanced  is a priority.
• E arly  intervention and p revention . The com prehensive p rogram  m ay include se rv ­

ices fo r popu lations b roade r than the beneficiary g roups without expand ing beneiici- 
a ry  g roup definitions. It cod ld include prevention o r ea rly  intervention se rv ices fo r 
p e rson s  at risk o f becom ing benpficiaries. The Trust considers p revention  o f these 
conditions, w here possib le , to be part o f its m andate .

• E duca tion . Educate the public and benefic iaries regarding the needs o f the benefici­
a ries , re sou rces  ava ilab le to m eet those  n eeds , and strateg ies fo r p revention .

• Targeted  resou rce  u se . W e shou ld target time-limited re sou rce  u se  at approp riate 
le ve l at time o f need in o rde r to prevent higher leve l long term  u se  o f re sou rce s .

• C ustom er driven se rv ice s . The p rogram  is fo r beneficiaries, not se rv ices , and is o f 
va lu e  to individuals/ fam ilies/ g roups o f beneficiaries.

•  P a rity . P rog ram  ou tcom es add ress  serv ice system  parity.

FUND ING  SYSTEM
• Time-lim ited. W e shou ld  maxim ize am ount o f Trust Incom e fo r time-lim ited short 

term  operating and capital funds, using gene ra l fund-m enta l health  fo r ongoing 
funding.

•  C hange  agent Trust income shou ld  be used  fo r com prehensive integ rated mental 
hea lth  p rogram  change

•  Funding is customer-driven . Funding system  shou ld  p rovide con sum ers  with a 
choice o f se rv ices and providers. P rog ram  funding shou ld fo llow  custom ers .

Benefic iaries shou ld  sha re  the costs  o f se rv ices .


