
 
Site visits are an important part of the annual work load of Alaska’s Citizen Review 
Panel. Panel members consult with staff at an OCS regional or field office and their 
local partner agencies to assess various instrumental practice behaviors and 
institutional relationships. The Panel’s consultations cover a broad range of topics, 
focusing on systemic issues and not on individual strengths and weaknesses. 
Questions are often open-ended, and part of a free-flowing unstructured 
conversation. All information shared with CRP is confidential and will be de-
identified and summarized into a Trip Report. Trip reports are posted on the Panel’s 
website. 
 

Site Visit Report  
 

 
Stakeholders consulted 
 
Alaska Native Entities  
Douglas Indian Community 
Ketchikan Indian Community 
Tlingit & Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska 

 
Public Safety  
Juneau Police Department  
Sitka Police Department 
 
Legal Community 
Juneau: Public Defender Agency; Attorney General’s Office 
Sitka: Public Defender Agency 
 
School System 
Sitka: Baranof Elementary School 
 
Service Providers 
Juneau: Foster Parent 
Ketchikian: WISH Family Services 
Sitka: Youth Advocates of Sitka 
 
 
The Panel reached out to several other partner agencies that either could not be 
reached or were not available for a meeting.  
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1 Key Observations: 

 Workload: High caseloads are on ongoing issue, though this is not always experienced in the 

same way across the region. A worker in one office noted that while caseloads were full, there 

were “peaks of insanity” rather than a daily overload. By contrast, the Juneau field office is 

working to address a reoccuring Initial Assessment backlog that is exacerbated by an 

insufficient number of support staff.  

 Relationships: Stakeholder relationships in the region are generally positive. It appears that 

for  many agencies, their communication and relationships with OCS has improved over the 

past year. Agencies spoke highly about the field office supervisors in Ketchikan and Sitka.  

 Foster Care: There continues to be a need for improved recruitment and retention efforts of 

foster (aka resource) parents. Foster parent recruitment efforts are inconsistent across the 

region, with greater efforts being concentrated in communities where the field offices have a 

foster care licensing specialist. Foster parent retention efforts are hindered by lack of support 

(e.g., respite, training) for foster parents, inadequate or misleading disclosure of children’s 

needs, and rushed placements of children without adequate consideration of the child’s or 

foster family’s needs. Partner agencies stressed the need to work with tribal entities to recruit 

native foster home placements.  

 Climate: As a result of the State’s fiscal crisis, there is a notable climate of concern about how 

OCS will be able to absorb anticipated cuts while fulfilling its mission. This concern was  

noted, either directly or obliquely, by OCS supervisors, workers, and partner agencies. People 

discussed the lack of support for workers (e.g., support staff, technology) and some were 

concerned that outlying communities would feel the ramifications of budget cuts the most.  

2. Categories: 

The Panel examines a specific set of categories on each site visit.  

2.1. Organization structure, leadership, and staff: 

A strength of the Southeast Region is the longevity and positive community perception of many of 

the field office supervisors.  

 Supervision: Staff reported positive working relationships with their direct supervisors 

Workers noted that supervisors are often stretched thin trying to cover multiple communities 

but do their best to be available for consultation. 

 Centralized Intake: There were primarily positive reviews about centralized intake from 

workers and partner agencies. While there is some frustration among partner agencies when 

cases get screened out, there appears to be an appreciation for how centralized intake can 

help reduce the work burden on field offices and increase their responsiveness to referrals. 

The overall support for centralized intake shows some variation depending upon whom is 

completing the intake, with workers and partner agencies from multiple communities all 

identifying one worker as an example of how it can be done successfully.   

 Physical security: There continues to be noticeable disparity in how the safety of workers is 

addressed. While the Juneau field office reports increased safety measures in response to 

threats, similar measures have not been taken elsewhere in the region. For example, Sitka 

still does not have a functional lock on their door, despite this issue being noted in last year’s 



A L A S K A  C I T I Z E N  R E V I E W  P A N E L    Page | 3 
 
 

CRP site visit report, assurances made by administration to the field office that it would be 

addressed, and multiple death threats against the office over the past year. The failure to 

adequately address safety issues outside of the Juneau field office is a liability issue for the 

State and reduces worker morale. 

 Outlying communities: Staff in outlying communities (e.g., Prince of Wales, Petersburg) do 

not have adequate supervision or resources to complete their jobs. Workers do not receive 

regular, in-person supervision, which results in worker burnout and greater likelihood that 

an isolated worker will make poor decisions that will negatively impact a case and OCS’ 

reputation within the community. Supervisors spend excessive time trying to provide 

guidance and training (e.g., trying to explain how to complete a report in ORCA) over the 

telephone, which results in an inefficient use of time and reduced access to supervisors for 

workers located in the field offices. Necessary equipment is often outdated or not replaced 

despite repeated requests.  

2.2. Practice issues 

 As tribal governments take a more active role in child welfare cases, continued training and 

communication is necessary to ensure OCS workers understand how to best partner with the 

tribes. Some workers expressed their concern that tribal disputes over placement within 

native homes often failed to consider OCS’ concerns for children’ safety.  

 Southeast region experiences a high level of placement of foster children from across the 

state. However, efforts to address the cultural needs of Alaska Native children in foster care 

are often limited to the predominant Alaska Native cultures found in the region.    

 There were some concerns that the process of developing case plans resulted in a delay of 

treatment for parents, which has negative implications for parents being able to successfully 

complete treatment in the required timeframe. On a related note, the complexity of case plans 

and delays in updating case plans when substantive changes in a family’s situation occurred 

also reduced the likelihood that parents would successfully complete the recommended 

treatment.   

 Workers continue to experience burnout and overload, resulting in turnover. While the 

regional office now hosts a monthly discussion group on secondary trauma, it is too soon to 

determine if this will have a lasting, positive impact on worker morale and, thus, reduce 

turnover. Staff did note that the greater awareness and more “real conversations” about 

secondary trauma are good to have, though there was also a suggestion to learn from fields 

like law enforcement about how to mitigate the impact of secondary trauma. 

2.3. Relationships 

In general, relationships between OCS and its partner agencies were positive. Many of the community 

partners noted that workers were timely in their communications and that supervisors were 

available to address larger issues. 

 While there are reports of improved, constructive relationships between OCS and tribal 

entities with which is has more formalized relationships (e.g., Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes 

of Alaska) over the past year, there continues to be inadequate, late, and/or missing 

communication with smaller tribal governments about ICWA cases.   
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 Some agencies felt that their concerns regarding agency referrals, or lack thereof, were 

ignored by individual workers. In particular, it was reported that OCS workers did not care 

about the safety of workers at partner agencies and referred clients who were a high safety 

risk without adequate consultation. Agencies indicated they planned to address their 

concerns with the field office supervisors with whom they had a positive working 

relationship. 

 Some partner agencies noted that communication about cases is worse when a child is either 

placed in the region from elsewhere in the state or placed outside of the region, such as in 

another state. Agencies indicate that workers are often underprepared to consult on these 

cases and/or are not able to assist the agencies in locating the child or facilitating 

communication.  

3 Recommendations 

These recommendations are based on observations during this site visit and are limited by the 

information gathered.  

 Additional trainings, in collaboration with tribal governments, about the legalities and 

benefits of tribal intervention in child welfare cases should help foster greater understanding 

and a more positive working relationship between OCS workers and tribal entities. 

 Additional trainings, in collaboration with tribal governments, about diverse Alaska Native 

cultures from across the state, should be provided to OCS workers, group homes, and foster 

parents to better address the cultural backgrounds and needs of Alaska Native children in 

out-of-home placement.  

 Safety improvements (e.g., locking doors, locking windows, and panic buttons) should be 

provided in an expedited timeframe to all OCS offices in the region.  

 In-person supervision and resources should be made a priority for workers in outlying 

communities. The failure to provide adequate support negatively impacts the worker, 

families and children involved in the OCS system, the local community, and the OCS system 

as a whole.  

 OCS should provide necessary support (e.g., meeting place, contact information, trainings) to 

help facilitate the start of a foster parent support group in the region.  

 A strategic plan for foster parent recruitment and retention should be developed and 

implemented for the region. The plan should provide for adequate resources to help develop 

foster home placements in communities without a foster care licensing specialist.  

 As intake becomes even more centralized, evaluate best practices that ensure adequate 

training and follow-through for intake workers to reduce frustration and increase support 

among field office workers and partner agencies. 
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4 Southeast Region – Profile & Demographics 

The Southeast Region covers the cities and 

boroughs of Juneau, Sitka and Wrangell; the 

Haines, Ketchikan, Skagway and Yakutat 

boroughs; and the Prince of Wales-Hyder, 

Hoonah-Angoon, and Petersburg census areas. 

The total population for the region is 74, 395 with 

most in the city and borough of Juneau. Few of the 

communities are connected by road with the 

primary means of travel via plane and boat. The 

region has multiple school districts only those in 

areas covered by the Juneau, Ketchikan, and Sitka 

OCS field offices are included in this report.  

 

Table 1: Demographic details of the Southeast Region 

Field Office Juneau  Ketchikan  Sitka  

Number of communities served 6 
Angoon, Haines, 

Hoonah, Juneau, 

Skagway, Yakutat 

2 
Ketchikan & 

Metlakatla 

1 
Sitka 

Total population (2014) 37,850 9,749 8,929 
Total population under 19 (2010) 9,198 2,563 2,291 
Borough or Census Areas (CA) Juneau,  

Yakutat,  
Haines, 

 Hoonah-Angoon, 
Skagway 

Ketchikan, 
Prince of Wales – 

Hyder  

Sitka 

REAA Chatham SD,  
Haines Borough SD, 

Hoonah City SD,  
Juneau Borough SD, 

Skagway SD,  
Yakutat SD 

Ketchikan Gateway 
Borough SD,  

Annette Island SD 

Sitka School 
District 

Legislative Districts (House) 31, 35 33  34 
Legislative Districts (Senate) P, R  

 
Q Q 

Public Safety Alaska State Troopers 
Juneau PD 

Alaska State 
Troopers 

Sitka PD 

Alaska Native Regional Non-profit Central Council of the 
Tlingit and Haida 

Indian Tribes of 
Alaska; Douglas 

Indian Community  

Ketchikan Indian 
Community 

Sitka Tribe of 
Alaska 

Figure 1: Southeast Region with its five 

field offices 
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4.1 OCS Organizational Profile 

Table 2 shows the number of current budgeted positions in the SERO Field Offices covered in this site 

visit are presented below.  

Table 2: Employment profile of Southeast Region by field office 

Field Office Juneau Ketchikan Sitka 
Protective Services Specialist (PSS) IV  4 1 1 
Protective Services Specialist (PSS) I/II/III 15 5 2 
Social Services Associates (SSA) I/II 3 3 1 

 

Figure 2 shows the turnover rates for Southeast Region as well as statewide for FY 14 and FY 15. 

The blue columns are overall turnover rates; the orange column are turnover rates that excludes 

transfers within the department. It is interesting to note that all turnover among these positions is a 

result of workers leaving the agency or through promotion. None of the workers transfer to other 

offices within the same grade. Table 3 shows the number of cases and children in out-of-home 

placement settings.  

Table 3: Monthly number of out of home (OOH) cases and placements in the southeast region 
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OOH Cases* 121 129 132 133 132 133 130 133 133 135 130 126 

OOH 

Placements** 

183 196 199 204 207 208 205 205 207 211 205 200 

*A case is a household unit included in one or more Initial Assessment. **Placing the child in the physical 
care of someone other than the child’s Caregiver. 

 

 

Figure 2: Turnover rates among Protective Service Workers I, II, III, and IV 
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4.2 Quality Assurance Data 

The OCS Quality Assurance (QA) unit tries to review every field and regional office each year. The 

review follows the federal Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) method consisting of a complex 

set of questions covering distinct functional areas (items) classified into seven broad outcomes – 2 

safety outcomes, 2 permanency outcomes, and 3 wellbeing outcomes.  

Table 4: Quality Assurance outcomes  

Safety Outcome 1 (S 1) Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and 
neglect 

Safety Outcome 2 (S 2) Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever 
possible and appropriate 

Permanency Outcome 1 (P 1) Children have permanency and stability in their living situation 
Permanency Outcome 2 (P 2) The continuity of family relationships and connection is 

preserved for children 
Well Being Outcome 1 (WB 1) Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s 

needs 
Well Being Outcome 2 (WB 2) Children receive appropriate services to meet their educational 

needs 
Well Being Outcome 3 (WB 3) Children receive adequate services to meet their physical and 

mental health needs.  
 

A small sample of cases served by the office under review are examined and rated on each of the 

items. Performance on each outcome area is reported in terms of percentage of the sample of cases 

meeting the expected standard on a subset of items that represent that outcome. Each item is 

assessed using a set of questions pertaining to various decisions and actions in the case. These QA 

reviews are used by senior management to identify areas for improvement. Each regional or field 

office is encouraged to prepare a program improvement plan (PIP) in response to the QA review. 

Given the small sample of cases, these reviews may not always reflect a comprehensive picture, and 

may not be representative of the regions’ performance in general. 

Figure 3: Percentage of cases meeting the standard on various outcomes in each field office in the 

Southest Region 
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Alaska CRP uses QA reviews to better understand the challenges that each office faces, and in some 

regions, to choose offices to visit. Each office in the Southeast Region was reviewed during 2015. 

Figure 3 shows the performance of each field office on all seven outcomes during reviews conducted 

in 2015. All offices have challenges in more than one outcome area. Particularly, Safety 1, Safety 2, 

and Permanency 1 (first three outcomes areas) and the Well Being 1 outcome seem more challenging 

for all offices in the region. Based on these data, the Panel decided to revisit Juneau, Ketchikan, and 

Sitka. Craig and Petersburg offices are small, and have a much lower case loads. Although, each office 

faces unique challenges and the Panel hopes to visit these offices for a closer review in future years.  

Figure 4: Percentage of cases meeting the standard on various outcomes in the Juneau field office 

over 6 most recent reviews 

 
 

Figure 5: Percentage of cases meeting the standard on various outcomes in the Ketchikan field office 

over 6 most recent reviews 
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Figure 6: Percentage of cases meeting the standard on various outcomes in the Sitka field office over 

6 most recent reviews 

 
 

The most recent review (2015) shows that the Juneau office (Figure 4) performed worse than the 

previous year on all outcomes. This is true for Ketchikan field office (Figure 5). Sitka field office 

(Figure 6) fared batter.Well Being 1 seems to be most challenging outcome area across all offices.  

4.2.1 Well Being 1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs  

Figure 7: Performance of each Southeast Region field office on the four items of the Well Being 

outcome 1 

 
 

Each outcome area is measured using multiple items. Well Being 1 outcome is measured using four 

items:  

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

S1 S2 P1 P2 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Petersburg Juneau Ketchikan Sitka Craig

Item 17 Item 18 Item 19 Item 20



A L A S K A  C I T I Z E N  R E V I E W  P A N E L    Page | 10 
 
 

Item 17. Needs and services of child, parents, foster parents: Are the needs assessed regularly, 

and adequate services provided?  

Item 18. Child and family involvement in case planning: Are the family and the child involved 

in case planning, identifying goals, and ways to make behavioral changes? Is input from 

children and families being sought?  

Item 19. Worker visits with child: Are the children being visited as required? And is the quality 

of the visit high to develop relationships? 

Item 20. Worker visits with parents: Are the parents visited frequently and are the visits 

successful in facilitating the required services and behavior changes? 

Figure 7 shows that, with the exception of Petersburg, all offices performed at or less than 40% on 

all four items. It is important to note that the graph shows the percentage of reviewed cases that met 

the threshold according to OCS’ QA division reviewers. These results are based on a small sample of 

cases, and may not represent the entire caseload.  

Despite these limitations, this is useful information. From Figure 7, workers in Southeast Region field 

offices seem to find it challenging to keep up with the visits with children and families, and where 

they successfully visit, they seem to find it challenging to engage children and families in case 

planning or ensure that services are provided to meet the needs of these children and families.  

 


