Statement of Consideration (SOC)

Accessing Violations Of The Kentucky Controlled Substance Act As They Pertain To An Individual Identified In A DCBS Investigation

The following comments were received when drafts were sent for review.  Thanks to those who reviewed and commented.  Comments about typographical and grammatical errors are excluded; these errors have been corrected as appropriate.  

Comment:  One question or clarification that may or may not be included in the policy is how long this process takes for the DEPPB report to be completed and returned to a SSW and their FSOS.
Response:  This process was established in cooperation with Drug Enforcement and Professional Practices Branch (DEPPB) and they are aware of the issues regarding timeliness.  DEPPB can be contacted directly if timeliness is an issue and the investigators can contact the referring worker directly to discuss progress of the investigation.
Comment:  Procedure #1 – Should this also include drug screening for more than x number of Schedule II-V drugs, and pill counts that reflect not enough pills or too many pills?
Response:  This procedure was based upon KRS 218A.202 Electronic system for monitoring controlled substances -- Penalty for illegal use of system -- Pilot project -- Continuing education programs and was developed within the guidelines of DEPPB.  This process is not drug screening.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  Procedure #3 – Should this include someone else or the SRCA’s Designee, in case of absence? 

Response:  The DEPPB investigative report is only one tool that may be utilized in the assessment process and the SRCA or regional attorney are identified as the points of contact for this tool.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  Procedure #4 - I would delete the attorney, in addition to the SRCA.  This is a casework decision that can be brought to the attention of the attorney if Regional Office deems it necessary.  I would suggest using SRA or designee, or at least SRA/SRCA.   
Response:  This process was established in cooperation with DEPPB and the use of this tool requires discretion.  The regional attorney and SRCA have been identified as the points of contact to optimize consistency.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  Procedure #5 – Delete Dave Sallengs.
Response:  Although generally contacts are not named specifically in SOP, DEPPB has asked that Dave Sellengs be included so that the information promptly gets to the right individual for processing.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  I looked over the policy.  It is a great idea, however, can all those steps be completed in our 30 day timeframe.  It just seems such a long drawn out process.  However, it is a great idea. 
Response:  The DEPPB investigative report is only one tool in the assessment process and should not be used as a sole basis to substantiate a referral or remove children.  DEPPB is aware of time considerations for Protection and Permanency cases.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  My only comment about this SOP is that under #6 in the Procedure section the FSOS should receive the copy of the report and distribute to the SSW, Clinical, and Attorney. It is a minor detail but one that could cause some problems in the long run.

Response:  This process was created to ensure that the relevant individuals are aware of the information contained within and that the report is appropriately distributed to these individuals. No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
Comment:  Who is going to tell the judges that they can not order a KASPER report from a civil action.
Response:  This process is established within the guidelines of KRS 218.202.  DEPPB is in the process of providing training to judges.  No changes will be made as a result of this comment.
