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2:30-2:45 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS

2:45-3:10  OVERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. How does the General Fund growth shown in the charbn page 6 compare with
growth other states? Is Colorado number one on spding for Corrections as a
percentage of the General Fund? What about spendjnper inmate?

Answer: According to a Pew report, Colorado spem98 of its total general fund

expenditures on corrections in fiscal year 200mkiag it fourth in the country behind

Oregon (10.9%), Florida (9.3%), and Vermont (9.3%d)he national average was 6.8%.
In an unrelated more current report, the NationadsAciation of State Budget Officers
(NASBO) listed Colorado’s correctional expendituee®.5% of its general fund for fiscal
year 2011 (when the average was 7.4%h daily costs per incarcerated offender,
Colorado ranked 13 (of 33 states responding) in a May 2011 survethbyAssociation of

State Correctional Administrators, spending $88f&9incarceration costs (compared to
an average of $76.23).

It is difficult to draw meaningful conclusions frothese studies due to the different
structures and reporting systems of state correetialepartments. Oregon was quick to
denounce the Pew data because, unlike many othtsstts corrections budget includes
parole and probatiofl.In Colorado, the Department of Corrections (DO€)résponsible
for parole supervision but not probation supervisiavhich is located in the Judicial
Branch. In other states, parole and probation mathlbe in the corrections department or
both in the judicial department. Additionally, inoldrado community corrections is
partially funded in the Department of Correctionadapartially in the Department of
Public Safety, in contrast with states that fullpd community corrections beds in their
correctional systems. According to NASBO, 23 stataspletely or partially excluded
juvenile delinquency counseling; 19 states comiylete partially excluded spending on
juvenile facilities; 20 states excluded (wholly partially) spending on drug abuse
rehabilitation centers; 41 states excluded (whaolhypartially) spending on institutions for
the criminally insane; and 18 states excluded (What partially) aid to local governments
for jails. Colorado excludes juvenile delinquencgurseling and partially excludes

LWarren, J. (20080ne in 100: Behind bars in America 2008ashington, DC: Pew Charitable Trusts.
Retrieved fromhttp://www.pewtrusts.org/news_room_detail.aspx?BBH

2 National Association of State Budget Officers. 2 2010 state expenditure repow/ashington, DC: Author.
Retrieved from
http://www.nasbo.org/Publications/State Expendit@edtt/State%20ExpenditureReportArchives/tabid/1
07/Default.aspx

3 Association of State Correctional Administratd2011, May). ASCA responses: Inmate cost per day.

* Crime Victims United. (2011Pew report sparks debate on corrections (CrimeilistUnited Op Ed; the
Oregonian, March 9, 2008Retrieved from
http://www.crimevictimsunited.org/issues/correcsfpewreport.htm
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juvenile institutions and facilities for the crinailly insane from correctional expenditures.
In short, it is difficult to obtain a true compana¢ spending analysis.

Pew noted that policy differences also play a réler example, Kentucky’s indeterminate
sentencing structure, along with other policiessHaeled a 12% offender population
increase in that state. In addition, employee waged benefits, offender-to-staff ratios,
medical care, and the growth in offenders over %@ &actors driving up costs. In

Colorado, the number of offenders aged 50 and aveneased by 836% from 1991 to
2011; 38% of those offenders have significant na&dieeeds, compared to 12% of
offenders under 50.The Bureau of Justice Statistics also pointedh® wide range of

factors affecting state prison expenses, manyeshttoutside the influence of correctional
officials: differences in the cost of living, vati@n in prevailing wage rates, climate, and
other factors” (p. 5\

2. What impact have the recent changes in Earned Timkad on the prison population?
How close to the Fiscal Note projections are the a@l population changes? What
groups of inmates are ineligible for Earned Time? For what reasons are they
ineligible? If this was changed so that they areligible for Earned Time, what would
the impact be on the population? Can the General #gsembly change the law so that
they are now eligible?

What impact have the recent changes in Earned Timbad on the prison population? How close to the
Fiscal Note projections are the actual populationtftanges?

Answer: House Bill 09-1351 (Concerning An Incres@he Amount Of Time An Inmate
May Have Deducted From The Inmate’s Sentence) aseck the maximum amount of
monthly earned time from 10 days to 12 days fatageioffenders serving a class 4, 5, or 6
felony who have no code of penal discipline (CO®DIations and are program compliant

while incarcerated. In addition, offenders witlag$ 4 or 5 felonies can earn a one-time
award of up to 60 days, and offenders with a c&s$slony can earn a one-time award of
up to 30 days.

House Bill 10-1374 (Concerning Parole) modifie@ game statute slightly, primarily the
requirement that offenders could have no COPD tiotes during their entire
incarceration to allow offenders who have had rassl1 COPD within the last 24 months
or class 2 COPD violations within the last 12 mantb qualify for the additional earned
time. This law was signed and immediately werd gffect upon passage on May 25,
2010. The table below compares the projected amgbhceduced bed days as a result of
this legislation; the data indicate that actual tedions were only about half of the
projected reductions.

® Office of Planning and Analysis, Colorado Depaminef Corrections. (2011, SeptembdExamining offender
data using the risk-need-responsivity princigiRowerPoint slides]. Presented at the Colorado
Symposium on Offender Reentry, Denver, CO.

® Stephan, J. J. (2004tate prison expenditures, 2008CJ 202949). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. Retrieverthfnttp://cacs.unlv.edu/pdf/spe01.pdf
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Reduced Bed Days
Projected Actual Difference

Fiscal Year 2010

HB09-1351 53,363 23,761 29,602
Fiscal Year 2011

HB 09-1351 93,112 - -

HB10-1374 8,636 - -
FY 2011 Subtotal 101,748 54,966 46,782

The Department investigated possible reasons fer discrepancy between actual and
projected reductions. DOC implemented procedurangjes in December 2005 affecting
offenders scheduled for parole release during tlee=kend. Releases on the mandatory
release date or mandatory re-parole date falling @nveekend day were released a few
days earlier, resulting in offenders being repori&sl discretionary parole instead of the
mandatory parole or re-parole categories. Beginnindoecember 2008, weekend releases
(mandatory and re-parole) were reported separafetyn discretionary parole releases.
Projections for HB09-1351 were made in early 2088sentially based on only a couple
complete months of corrected release data. Thasiigal because offenders releasing on
their mandatory parole date were the ones who wdeldefit from this change. The data
support this explanation as well. The large numbgrffenders who released in fiscal
years 2010 and 2011 and earned the additional tagsdoer month (3,232 and 10,687,
respectively) is substantially larger than only timandatory parole releases who received
earned time under this law (505 and 1,030 for efistal year). As such, more offenders
than anticipated who were eligible for the additdbrearned time had a discretionary
parole release, which negated the savings direattyibutable to this law. However, a
discretionary release should be considered a savagwell in that offenders are releasing
from prison prior to their mandatory release datdich can reduce prison time by months
or even years.

Until recently, offenders were not eligible to re@eearned time on their sentences while
in administrative segregation. Concerning Apprapei Use Of Restrictive Confinement,
SB 11-176 passed, allowing offenders in administeategregation to become eligible for
earned time if he or she meets criteria developgdBC. In accordance with DOC
policy, offenders classified in administrative ssgation become eligible for earned time
after 90 days in administrative segregation. Theystmalso be at Quality of Life Incentive
Level Il or above (e.g., maintain good behaviagptty group living skills, participate in
the programs, adhere to case management plansgdeive earned time. This law went
into effect July 1, 2011. Savings from earned tane only realized when an offender
releases from prison. From July 1 through Noven8ier2011, 26 offenders were released
from the DOC who accumulated earned time whilesilesl in administrative segregation.
These offenders released a total of 204 days etrdy/fiscal note projects a total of 2,244
fewer bed days in fiscal year 2012. Although theyea large discrepancy between
projected and actual bed savings, it should be dhtitat actual data is only for five months
of fiscal year 2012.
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What groups of inmates are ineligible for Earned Tine? For what reasons are they ineligible?

Answer: By statute, the following identifies offersdwho are ineligible for earned time:

1.

Offenders who committed their crime on or afteryJi) 1993 and who have
been revoked from a mandatory period of parole aralincarcerated for the
revocation are ineligible for earned time while @ag the revocation.

Offenders who are serving a 10-, 20-, 40-year ksiéatence or Life Without
Parole are ineligible for earned time.

Offenders who have been paroled on a 10-, 20-,e4d-yife sentence are
ineligible for earned time while they are servirgeit five calendar years of
parole.

Sex offenders who are serving an indeterminatedafgence and are past their
Parole Eligibility Date are ineligible for earnednte (there is no value in
reducing the "Life" portion of their sentence).

Sex offenders with a 1 day to life sentence arejibée.

Administrative Segregation offenders must have beenadministrative
segregation for at least 90 days, AND must haaaragtl a Quality Level of Life
Incentive Level Il AND have not harassed theitiwicto be eligible for earned
time. Those who do not meet these criteria arkgihde.

Offenders who have been convicted of certain crifpes Section 17-22.5-403,
C.R.S.), committed prior to July 1, 2004 AND hawe tor more previous
convictions for what would have been violent crimeder Section 18-1.3-406,
C.R.S., are ineligible for earned time.

Offenders with a class 2 or 3 felony conviction fore of the crimes in
Section 17-22.5-403, C.R.S., committed after Jul2004 AND have one or
more previous convictions for a violent crime un8ection 18-1.3-406, C.R.S.,
are ineligible for earned time.

Offenders with a class 4 or 5 felony conviction doe of the Section 17-22.5-
403,C.R.S., crimes, committed after July 1, 200D Aave two or more

previous violent convictions under Section 18-108;4C.R.S., are ineligible for

earned time.

10. Offenders who have already reached the maximumuatdor earned time in

proportion to their sentence (30%) cannot earn amore earned time.

11.Offenders on escape or abscond status are inedigibl
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12.0ffenders who have been sentenced to DOC are iileligf they are
unavailable because of:

o0 Pending charges in another jurisdiction
o Being held in the custody of another jurisdiction
o The custodial agency has alternate reasons foryaegacustody to DOC

13.Offenders who are serving a consecutive misdemesgimence at the county
jail prior to being delivered to DOC or returned BOC to resume serving their
felony sentence are ineligible during the time thage serving their
misdemeanor sentence. In addition, they do nativeccredit for their felony
time while their felony sentence(s) are suspendethat they can serve their
misdemeanor.

14. Code Of Penal Discipline (COPD) convictions makeaddiender ineligible to
earn time for one, two, or three months dependimghe class of the COPD --
the month of conviction for a class Il COPD, thenth of and one month
following the month of conviction for a class Il D, and the month of and
two months following the month of conviction fariass | COPD.

15. Offenders sentenced to Youthful Offender Syster8)(&@ ineligible.

If this was changed so that they are eligible for &ned Time, what would the impact be on the
population? Can the General Assembly change thevaso that they are now eligible?

Answer: As indicated by recent statute changesGireeral Assembly has the authority to
change earned time laws, including the eligibibfyoffenders who are currently ineligible.

However, under certain sentencing structures sughifa without parole or lifetime sex

offender statute, enabling earned time may notrhetggal. A specific proposal regarding

earned time is necessary to project its impact loa dffender population; a number of
factors are considered in the projection, includingmber of offenders who will be
affected, days that they may be eligible to accané, during which year the earlier release
might occur.

Is the Division of Criminal Justice the best placdo locate community corrections? Is
that the best place to locate the appropriations? Should it alternately be in the
Department of Corrections or in the Judicial Branch?

Answer: The policy decision to fund communityrections in the department of Public
Safety was made by the General Assembly. This beutthanged with a statutory change
by the General Assembly. Division of Criminal estDCJ) currently has the role of
“oversight” for the Community Corrections facilisgprograms for both DOC and Judicial
(Probation). DCJ also audits all Community Coriieas programs in the State. There is a
mixed population in Community Corrections faciktiand programs. The transitional
clients are DOC offenders which are supervised byn@unity Parole Officers. Diversion
clients, sentenced directly to community correidsy the courts, are supervised by
probation officers in the judicial department. Astcurrent clients are a mix of clients
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between DOC and DCJ, so are the appropriations.COddes manage the referral process
that transitions offenders to Community Correctibesls.

. How many DOC FTE deal with offenders as compared tthe number of FTE that are
in administration? What are the ratios of correctional officers to inmaes in the
different facilities?

Answer: All staff other than those working at heaaidgers, the training academy, payroll,
and the business office including accounting, pasohg, and contracting work with

offenders. This equates to 5,902 DOC staff who wéhloffenders out of the total of 6,373
DOC positions.

When an offender is assigned to programs, educati@mntal health, or substance abuse,
he/she is supervised by that staff during the paogtime. These positions are classified
outside of the normal uniformed officer classifioas that tend to be thought of when
considering offender supervision.

Facility # Of #CO | — | Ratio of Custody
Offenders | CO IV Offender To Level
(capacity) Staff

Rifle Correctional Center 192 28 6.9 I
Delta Correctional Center 484 70 6.9 I
Colorado Correctional Center 150 23 6.5
Buena Vista Correctional Facility 1,224 203 6.0 I,
Canon Minimum Centers (1) 1,298 224 5.8 land )l (L
Fremont Correctional Center 1,661 310 5.4 1]
Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility 1007 194 5.2 [
Trinidad Correctional Facility 484 93 5.2 Il
Sterling Correctional Facility 2,545 558 4.6 -V
Limon Correctional Facility 898 219 4.1 \Y
Colorado Territorial Correctional
Facility 928 232 4.0 1]
LaVista Correctional Facility 589 130 4.5 [l
Denver Complex (2) 1,518 461 3.3 V (2)
Ft Lyon Correctional Facility 194 76 2.6 [l
Colorado State Penitentiary 756 331 2.3 V
San Carlos Correction Facility 255 133 1.9 V
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Facility # Of # CO | — | Ratio of Custody
Offenders | CO IV Offender To Level
(capacity) Staff
Centennial Correctional Facility 652 292 2.2 V
Youthful Offender System 273 127 2.1 1

(1) Canon Minimum Centers (CMC) includes: Fourmile @ational Center (Level Il), Arrowhead Correctior@énter (Level 2), and
Skyline Correctional Center (Level ).

(2) Denver Complex includes: Denver Reception and Diatio Center (Level V) and Denver Women'’s Coroecti Facility (Level
V).

Sectionl17-1-104.3 C.R.S. Correctional facilities - locati® - security level.

(1) (a) Each facility operated by or under contragith the department shall have
designated security level. Designation of secuetls shall be as follows:

() Level | facilities shall have designated bounds, but neednot have perimet
fencing. Inmates classified as minimum may be cerated in level | facilities, b
generally inmates of higher classifications shalt be incarcerated in level | facilities.

(I1) Level II facilities shall have designated balamies with a single or double perime
fencing. The perimeter of level Il facilities shdlé patrolled periodically. Inmat
classified as minimum restrictive and minimum meyrizarcerated in level Hacilities,
but generally inmates of higher classifications IEhreot be incarcerated in level
facilities.

(1) Level Il facilities generally shall have taws, a wall or double perimeter fenc
with razor wire, and detectiomlevices. The perimeter of level Il facilities dhbE
continuously patrolled. Appropriately designatedosd classified inmates, medi
classified inmates, and inmates of lower clasdiificalevels may be incarcerated in le
[l facilities, but generly inmates of higher classifications shall not inearcerated i
level Il facilities.

(IV) Level IV facilities shall generally have tower wall or double perimeter fencing v
razor wire, and detection devices. The perimetdewd! |V facilities shall be continuou:
patrolled. Close classified inmates and inmatesloofer classification levels may

incarcerated in level IV facilities, but generaltymates of higher classifications shall

be incarcerated in level IV facilities on a long#tebasis.

(V) Level V facilities comprise the highest segulgtvel and are capable of incarcerat
all classification levels. The facilities shall leadouble perimeter fencing with razor v
and detectiordevices or equivalent security architecture. Thizexlities generally sha
use towers or stutethal fencing as well as controlled sally porthieTperimeter of level
facilities shall be continuously patrolled.
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5. How does the Department define FTE? Is the Departent using more FTE than are
appropriated to the Department in the Long Bill and other legislation? How many
vacant FTE did the Department have in FY 2009-10 ahFY 2010-117

Answer: The Office of State Planning and Budgetind Department of Personnel and
Administration are working with all departments poovide quarterly reports on FTE
usage to the JBC. These reports will ensure tHadepartments are employing the same
definition of FTE. This definition comprises a kaard-looking assessment of total hours
worked by department employees to determine théftdl-time equivalent staffing over a
specific period. It is intended for these repasprovide the JBC with a more clear
linkage between employee head-count and FTE corisarmpAs it concerns FTE usage in
excess of Long Bill 'authorizations," departmenil sontinue to manage hiring practices
in order to provide the most efficient and effextpervice to Colorado's citizens within the
appropriations given by the General Assembly.

An FTE is a position scheduled and budgeted forO2B8urs per fiscal year (State
Personnel Board Rule 1-48). The Department haii%t@acant FTE ending FY 2009-10,
and 335.2 vacant FTE ending FY 2010-11. Each ybkarDRepartment reverts FTE for
positions that are unfilled. These positions anéilled due to a variety of factors: vacancy
savings to manage to the appropriation; normal iitin and staff turnover; the time it
takes to post, test and fill positions including tthallenges of hard to fill positions such as
clinical positions or the challenges of hard td fibcations such as some of the rural
locations. The 335.2 vacant positions the Depantmecorded at the end of FY 2010-11
are not necessarily the same vacant positions #galment noted in FY 2009-10 with the
460.9 vacancies.

6. How is the Department adjusting to the lower levelof FTE in the FY 11-12
appropriation?

Answer: The Department is operating within our agpration as outlined by the
Governor in his May 6, 2011 letter to the Generasémbly. The Department is managing
the operations within the scope of the personalises funds appropriated in Senate Bill
(SB) 11-209. The Department is managing withiragpropriations, but there may be a
need to adjust FTE in various subprograms in thargi

7. Does the state handle all transportation between mons whether they be state or
private?

Answer: By contract, the privates are contractuakgponsible to transport offenders to
medical appointments and any emergency medical iapppents that do not require
ambulance. Additionally, the Kit Carson Correctibfacility transports from Burlington
to Limon. All other transports are normally handleg DOC.

8. Please report on the progress the department has ma in determining the correct
amount of time that offenders should remain in admiistrative segregation.

Answer: This past year during the legislative segsthere was significant debate
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regarding offenders in administrative segregatiomvieonments or 23-hour lockdown.
Administrative segregation is an important toobgsist the state in operating correctional
institutions safely. Review of DOC administratsegregation operations in Colorado
indicated that the Department has a basically sosygtem, but over time an over reliance
on administrative segregation has emerged.

Independent Analysis

1.

In April 2011, the Department of Corrections (DO@Gade a formal request to the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC), U.S. Depaent of Justice, to have an
objective analysis of our administrative segregatiperations.

Dr. James Austin, a national expert in offendersslfication systems, and Emmitt
Sparkman, Deputy Commissioner of the Mississippaiement of Corrections,
conducted this important work.

The independent analysis report was received byD@€ in November, 2011 and
the department currently has a team working on @m@nting recommendations.
The average length of stay in administrative segtieg is about 24 months with a
median length of stay of 14 months.

An offender remains in Administrative Segregationilut is believed he can be
safely returned to the general population withontl@hgering offenders, staff, and
public safety. To make this determination, an ss®ent is made of his
incarceration history and current behavior to indki what has changed that
resulted in his placement in Administrative Segtega In speaking with the
consultants there is no "national data" on thisuiss But in the states that they have
worked with (Ohio, lllinois, Washington state aWiississippi) the policies allow
most inmates to be returned within a year, abdgarther misconduct and the
severity of the offense that sent them to Admatigé Segregation to begin with.
The Department is in the process of reviewing amdriting the DOC policy on
Administrative Segregation and have included Recemdation #6 which
recommends the department to incorporate a 4 lsystem that would have, in
general, 90 day periods which would allow an offemtb be returned to General
Population within 9 months if compliant with theogram.

DOC Administrative Segregation Individual Case Bexd

1.

2.

While awaiting the NIC review, on August 30, 201¥edutive Director Tom
Clements issued Executive Directive 28-11.

This Executive Directive requires the two Deputyebtiors of Prisons to perform
an individual case review of all administrative ssgation offenders who have been
at that classification for more than one year.

45% of the 870 cases reviewed were identified fovement out of administrative
segregation.

The DOC has begun movement of identified offenderts of administrative
segregation. Due to the number of offenders ifledtifor progressive movement,
this process will take time to complete, and theM®@ currently making
adjustments to its system to accommodate thesespiogkiding the establishment
of a Protective Custody unit.
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3:05 - 3:40 DECISION I TEMS

(Decision Item 3, Consolidate appropriations fon &arlos Correctional Facility with other
DOC facilities)

9. Please explain why this facility has not been comied previously. What was the
reason that San Carlos was appropriated separateiy the Long Bill in the first place?
What has changed to now make it more appropriateda combine San Carlos with the
other programs?

Answer: The request to consolidate the San Caladsprogram into the functional Long
Bill Subprograms is intended to simplify the budayed create consistency in how the adult
correctional facilities in the Department are furdde The request does not represent a
programmatic or operational change to the Departtfeenommitment to provide services
to Offenders with Mental lliness (OMI). San Carfasding will move to the appropriate
functional subprograms: housing staff and expensistransfer to the Housing and
Security Subprogram, Case Management staff andneggeto the Case Management
Subprogram, etc.

The San Carlos Correctional Facility (SCCF) was ioge in the latter part of FY 1994-95
and was partially funded through the Supplementaicgess. SCCF became a regular
standalone Long Bill subprogram during FY 1995-86SB 95-214. In accordance with
the directive for a Zero Based Budget (ZBB) subomnssthe DOC reorganized the
Department’s FY 1996-97 budget request into funeticubprograms that are generally
reflective of the current Long Bill structure: Hsng, Security, Food Service, Inmate Pay,
etc. (Joint Budget Committee FY 1996-97 Figureirl@gtMarch 12, 1996, page 37). The
last facility opened under the previous Long Biltmhat, SCCF was left as a standalone
subprogram for future facility expansion(s). Admented in the FY 1996-97 JBC Figure
Setting Document (March 12, 1996, page 73), the Sarlos Correctional Facility
Subprogram was “designed as a ‘catch all’ for cappaexpansion projects”. Although
this was the intent for the subprogram appropriatat the time, subsequent new facilities:
Sterling Correctional Facility, Fort Lyon Correctial Facility, Denver Women’'s
Correctional Facility, Centennial Correctional Fdity, as well as numerous capacity
expansions where funded through appropriations ntadée functional subprograms and
not the SCCF Subprogram.

Line item consolidation will allow the Departmehetgreatest flexibility to direct limited
resources to the greatest need. A program for @#enwith Mental Illness (OMI) was
funded starting July 1, 2010 at the Colorado SRg¢aitentiary, marking a shift in the way
the Department delivers mental health services éwerely mentally ill, high-custody
offenders. This program serves the offender pojulain administration segregation
assisting with the transition to general populati@ilities. This program was funded in
the mental health subprogram further outlining importance of line item consolidation.
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(Decision Item 4, External Capacity Caseload)

10.JBC staff calculates that the appropriation is 724offenders too low. Is that an
unusually large adjustment given that the populatio is falling?

Answer: When establishing the budget for the Dipant of Corrections each year, the
Joint Budget Committee bases its funding on thenattd number of offenders in the
upcoming fiscal year. The JBC relies on two pripopulation projections in making this
determination — the annual December prison popafatiorecast from the Division of
Criminal Justice (DCJ) and the annual December gmispopulation forecast from
Legislative Council Staff (LCS).

Forecasting the prison population has always befficdlt. There are a number of factors
that can change from year to year that have an chpa the number of offenders in the
DOC system: criminal sentencing laws, crime rate$fectiveness of local law
enforcement, prosecutorial discretion, judicial aistion, release decisions by the parole
board, revocation decisions made by the parole 8ptw name a few. The difficulty in
forecasting is evidenced by the disparity betwden ttvo forecasts this year. For the
upcoming fiscal year, the forecasts differ by aerage daily population of 820 offenders:
550 offenders at the beginning of the year (June&2B@2) and 1,090 offenders at the end of
the year (June 30, 2013) as shown in the tablevinelo

December 2011 Prison Population Projections
Period Ending: DCJ LCS| Difference between DCJ & Liz§ections
June 30, 2012 (FY 2011-12) 21,438 21,988 550
June 30, 2013 (FY 2012-13) 20,687 21,727 1,090

Historically, when funding has been more readilyaitable, tradition has been to fund
External Capacity caseload using the “worst casenseio” so that large mid-year funding
increases can be mitigated. When actual prisorufans are less than then funded level,
the Department provides negative supplemental Qudggiests. The most recent fiscal years
are shown in the table and graph below:

Populations: Funded Compared to Actual (FY’s 2002012)

FY 2008-09| FY 2009-10| FY 2010-11| FY 2011-12
Figure Setting Funded Population 24,327 24,204 21,900 21,425
Actual Population 23,186 22,860 22,610 22,064*
Difference 1,141 1,344 (710) (639)

*FY 2011-12 is 11/30/11 Actual
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Figure Setting Funded Compared to Actual Population
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As illustrated in the graph above, FY 2010-11 re=ilin a substantial External Capacity
increase of $16,817,209. The FY 2012-13 basermgation funding is at the FY 2011-12
level of 21,425 offenders which already appearddotoo low for current year funding
needs. In fact, a FY 2011-12 supplemental reduastbeen submitted for an increase of
$15,106,180. The FY 2012-13 increase is for $I&@ 29, or $1,190,051 less than the FY
2011-12 amount. Due to timing of budget submissicequest year submissions are due
in November and updated prison population projetiare released in December. JBC
staff typically makes a recommendation to apply B€J or LCS projection and
recalculates the caseload request just prior taifeggsetting.

The following graphs display the changing populatfrojections from year to year for
both DCJ and LCS. This illustrates that five ygaojections adjust annually due to
dynamic population variances. For example, the RQI1 projection was estimated to be
27,000 in 2006, and about 25,000 in 2008, whendatikeial population was less than
23,000.
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Division of Criminal Justice (DCJ) Projections ¥stual DOC Population.
30,000
29,000
28,000
27.000 A jecti
/ =@— DCJ Projection
2006
= 26, ..
2 6,000 /- —&— DCJProjection
= 25,000 2007
= —— DCJ Projection
£ 24.000 - 2008 _
—t— A ctual Population
23.000 | e
‘:ﬁ ~ & = DCJProjection
22,000 = >~ 2009
~A - _\‘
21.000 e
20.000 T T T T T T 1
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Fiscal Year
Legislative Council Staff (LCS) Projections vs. Aat DOC Population.
30,000
29.000 //
28,000 / /‘
27,000 .
/ —8— LCS Projection 2006
§ 26,000 —— LCS Projection 2007
T 25.000 / // —8— LCS Projection 2008
=
g 24,000 +— Actual Population
23.000 - = & = LCS Projection 2009
22,000 =~ - = ® = LCS Projection 2010
- had ‘ -
21,000 =0
20.000 T T T T T T 1
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Fiscal Year

Page 14




Projection DCJ LCS Projection| Dt Actual Actual | Projected Minus Actual
Released Projection Projection Difference| Pop Cnt PopCnt DCJ LCS
Dec-02 20,562 20,270 292 6/30/2004 19,569 993 701
Dec-03 21,131 20,881 250 6/30/2005 20,704 427 177
Dec-04 20,843 21,850 -1007 6/30/2006 22,012 -1,169 -162
Dec-05 22,827 23,159 -332 6/30/2007 22,519 308 640
Dec-06 23,880 24,448 -568 6/30/2008 22,989 891 a1,45
Dec-07 24,327 24,327 0 6/30/2009 23,186 1,141 1,141
Dec-08 24,114 24,203 -89 6/30/2010 22,860 1,254 1,343
Dec-09 21,669 22,148 -479 6/30/2011 22,610 -941 -462
Dec-10 21,425 21,662 -237 6/30/2012 N/A N/A N/A
Average 363 605

Note.Projections are made in December of every yeajepred numbers in this table are for the
end of the following fiscal year (i.e., projectiom® made 1.5 years out).

11.How does Colorado’s percentage of private prisonompare with other states? How
much would be saved by sending offenders to privaj@isons as opposed to state
prisons? Please discuss how you calculated the éifénce in cost between a private
and a state facility is computed. Please give apjales to apples comparison that
definitively answers the question of how private pisons costs compare to state
facilities.

How does Colorado’s percentage of private prisonompare with other states?

Answer: Colorado ranks™in the country for both the total number of offersin
contract facilities and the percentage of the jdigsional population in contract facilities.

47 states reported:

Aritan Correctional Association

2011 Ditery
Septembey 3010
# of
Offenders
In Out-of-
# of Offenders In State % in
% # Jurisdictional | In-State Contract| Contract Total Contracted
State Rank | Rank Population Facilities Facilities | Contract| Facilities

NM 1 13 5,377 2,839 90 2,929 54.47%
HI 2 18 3,803 28 1,908 1,936 50.91%
MS 3 4 19,501 8,143 0 8,143 41.76%
MT 4 20 3,684 1,487 26 1,513 41.07%
VT 5 22 1,251 0 513 513 41.01%
TN 6 5 20,076 7,236 0 7,236 36.04%
ID 7 17 7,587 2,055 89 2,144 28.26%
OK 8 6 24,943 6,705 93 6,798 27.25%
CO 9 9 23,036 4,538 0 4,538 19.70%
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Antan Correctional Association

2011 Ditery
Septembey 3010
# of
Offenders
In Out-of-
# of Offenders In State % in
% # Jurisdictional | In-State Contract| Contract Total Contracted
State Rank | Rank Population Facilities Facilities | Contract | Facilities
ND 10 23 1,442 249 23 272 18.86%
AZ 11 7 41,756 6,367 72 6,439 15.42%
NJ 12 12 25,382 2,950 87 3,037 11.97%
WY 13 24 2,145 234 20 254 11.84%
KY 14 15 20,356 2,215 15 2,230 10.96%
GA 15 8 51,527 5,199 0 5,199 10.09%
LA 16 10 40,159 4,047 0 4,047 10.08%
TX 17 2 155,022 15,267 0 15,267 9.85%
FL 18 3 100,206 9,866 0 9,866 9.85%
IN 19 14 27,371 2,621 0 2,621 9.58%
CA 20 1 166,969 6,128 9,744 15,872 9.51%
PA 21 11 46,344 1,095 2,192 3,287 7.09%
NH 22 28 2,891 0 137 137 4.74%
VA 23 19 38,699 1,579 151 1,730 4.47%
OH 24 16 50,944 2,169 26 2,195 4.31%
AL 25 31 30,886 537 255 792 2.56%
RI 26 21 2,120 0 48 48 2.26%
KS 27 34 8,871 115 79 194 2.19%
ME 28 26 2,240 34 10 44 1.96%
NV 29 36 12,702 76 154 230 1.81%
MA 30 25 9,754 11 66 77 0.79%
uT 31 30 6,795 0 47 47 0.69%
NC 32 35 35,165 192 0 192 0.55%
NE 33 27 4,276 0 22 22 0.51%
WA 24 40 16,992 0 73 73 0.43%
1A 35 37 8,464 0 35 35 0.41%
MD 36 29 21,985 80 0 80 0.36%
MN 37 39 10,029 0 28 28 0.28%
SC 38 32 23,608 10 53 63 0.27%
AR 39 38 14,192 29 29 0.20%
MO 40 33 30,678 0 50 50 0.16%
IL 41 41 48,195 0 17 17 0.04%
CT N/A N/A 13,343 0 0 0 0.00%
Ml N/A N/A 44,113 0 0 0 0.00%
NY N/A N/A 56,911 0 0 0 0.00%
SD N/A N/A 3,471 0 0 0 0.00%
WV N/A N/A 6,479 0 0 0 0.00%
Wi N/A N/A 21,604 0 0 0 0.00%
DE DID NOT REPORT 21 21 N/A
AK DID NOT REPORT
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Antan Correctional Association

2011 Ditery
Septembey 3010
# of
Offenders
In Out-of-
# of Offenders In State % in
% # Jurisdictional | In-State Contract| Contract Total Contracted
State Rank | Rank Population Facilities Facilities | Contract| Facilities
OR DID NOT REPORT
TOTALS | * | 1,313,344 94,072] 16,173] 110,245] 8.39%

*Source: American Correctional Association (E011)2011 Directory: Adult and Juvenile Correctional
Departments, Institutions, Agencies, and Proba#ind Parole Authoritie$72nd ed). Croton, MD: Author.

As of December 31, 2011, Colorado had an additioh@03 offenders in contract
Community Corrections beds.

How much would be saved by sending offenders to pate prisons as opposed to state prisons? Please
discuss how you calculated the difference in costetween a private and a state facility is computed.
Please give an apples to apples comparison that oefively answers the question of how private
prisons costs compare to state facilities.

Answer:

Executive Summary.Housing offenders at state-owned prison facilitms

private prison facilities is an operational safetys well as a financial, decision. The
comparison most similar to an “apples to apples’stanalysis is provided in comparing
state Level Il facility costs to those of privapeisons, as private prisons currently
operating in Colorado are constructed and operatédievel Il standards.

This analysis provides operational and cost detlafsprivate and state prisons. When the
cost per day of state-owned beds at the same Liéweistody level as a private facility is
examined with the costs of items not provided byape facilities removed, the state prison
cost per day is $66.26 versus a direct billed pievprison rate of $52.69. An additional
$11.09 per offender per day, while typically in@ddn DOC cost summaries, is the cost of
providing central services to all offenders, and&tailed on this document.

Background ~ Private Prison ProvidersDue to sustained offender population growth
and shortages in state beds, the Department of &&tions (DOC) has contracted with
private prisons to house and supervise offendersesi993. The private prison partners
provide a service to the DOC and the State of Gmlorand invested resources to create
additional beds when there was a shortage of chpibastruction funds to build state-
owned prison beds.

Contractually, the DOC requires private prison pigers to operate prison facilities

according

to American Correctional
Administrative Regulations.

Association gstards and Departmental
These measures affordontinuity of basic operations

between state and private prisons. Despite thdagitres, there are key differences. For
example, the Department has statutory responséslitor maintaining certain specialized
prisons which include functions such as the managemwf offenders with special medical
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and mental health needs and housing offenders whmselassified at higher custody
levels due to their institutional behavior.

State vs. Private Prison Cost$n recent years, there have been ongoing questabosit
the costs of operating state beds in comparisothéocosts of private prison beds. It is
challenging to provide a clear cost analysis bemvpavate prisons and state facilities for
the following reasons: (a) certain expenses for affenders have been attributed
exclusively to state facilities; (b) the Departméntresponsible for specialized mission-
specific prisons; (c) the state supervises offemdeith higher needs (e.g., those with
higher medical needs, mental health needs, andoffexder treatment needs); and the
state is responsible for supervising offendersighér custody levels who have proven to
be management problems because of their institaitiomehavior. As such, cost
comparisons between state facilities and privateilifees are “apples and oranges”
comparison. There are clear differences betweé@raa prisons and state prisons, which
tie directly to the cost per day figures.

Higher Needs Offenders.The DOC typically supervises offenders who haeehilghest
needs: medical, mental health, developmental ditaki self-destructive or dangerous
and disruptive behavior, and sex offenders in tremtt. For example, 88.25% of the
offenders with high medical needs in Level lll lites (Medical M4 or M5 code
classifications,) are housed in state facilitie®f the offenders with high mental health
needs (Mental Health P4 or P5 code classificatip89) 1% are housed in state facilities.
Of the offenders who are severely developmentahbted, 96.72% are housed in a state
prison bed. All sex offender treatment is donst@te prison beds.

High-Custody Offenders.Private prisons were constructed to Level Il sfieations; this
matches their staffing model and design of prograffered to offenders. To safely house
offenders who are classified as Close Custody oniAtrative Segregation Level IV and
Level V, (Section 17-1-104.9, C.R.S.) higher sigffevels as well as additional services
and higher designated security levels requirememsld need to be provided. (Section 17-
1-104.3, C.R.S))

Other Considerations. The state needs to consider a wide range of sssueomparing
state versus private prisons.

Staffing Levels. An April 2005 audit conducted by the State Autiit@ffice found that
staffing levels at privately-operated facilitiesr@e80 percent of the staffing ratios at state-
operated facilities (page 43).Given that higher need offenders are housedaite girisons,
the higher staffing levels necessary for the ségwifi these facilities impact costs per day.

Staff Stability. The April 2005 audit also found that salariestite operated prisons were
approximately 50 percent higher than those of gavarisons. This allows the state to
recruit highly qualified staff and maintain loweuarhover rates. The resulting stability
helps to ensure that prison staff has the expeeeacespond to problems and situations as
they arise, which is essential given the make-wgiaié prison populations.

"#1$ %"%% $ &'() **+%, - +%, +%, +% +% %%
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Expenses attributed to state prisonsDepartment of Correction’s cost allocation model
historically has attributed expenses for certaindtions (on a per offender basis) to state
operated facilities. In FY 2010-11, these expgnsere approximately $59.6 million.

Such expenses include the following and the assotc@alculated cost per day (CPD):

apop

SQ ™o

—

l.
m.
n. Executive Director’'s Office (Executive Managemeeatspnal services and operating

Medical care and offenders with high-cost pharmaicais, CPD is $6.80

Private Prison Monitoring Unit, CPD is $0.32

Payments to district attorneys for prosecuting @mn prisons, CPD is $0.05

Offender Services (time computation, offender diaation system, and permanent
offender records), CPD is $0.55

Planning and Analysis Unit responsible for crimipastice research, CPD is $0.13
Inspector General’s Office, CPD is $0.83

Initial issuance of offender clothing ($100 pettimli offender), CPD is $0.19

Dress out (gate money, transportation, and clothiog offenders who are released),
CPD is $0.13

Offender banking, CPD is $0.04

Transportation of offenders (used 98% of costsnimvements of offenders; private
facilities complete 2% of all offender movemer@HD is $0.47

Offender-specific information technology system€Il® and PCDCIS, 25% of total
cost), CPD is $0.31

Sex Offender Treatment, CPD is $0.59

Parole Board, CPD is $0.31

expenses), CPD is $0.37

Mission-specific PrisonsBy statute, the state is responsible for certaission driven
prisons. Because of the unique program considematfor these facilities, they are higher
cost than an average prison bed. The following sitgcprisons cost $169.8 million in FY
2010-11.

a. Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center. This fgcii uniquely staff intensive
because of the responsibilities of diagnosing, ssisg, classifying, and
screening the offender population upon intake (8ect7-40-101, C.R.S.). It
contains a medical infirmary, including dialysis darcancer treatment. This
facility cost $30.7 million to operate in FY 2010-{$175.94 per offender per
day for an average daily attendance of 478 offesder

b. San Carlos Correctional Facility. This facility grides staff intensive services,
in a secure/high custody environment to the Depamta most severely
mentally ill and developmentally disabled offenderbhis facility cost $16.9
million to operate in FY 2010-11 ($189.31 per offenper day for an average
daily attendance of 245 offenders).

c. Colorado Territorial Correctional Facility. Thisatility houses an infirmary
and hospice care unit and provides services tondées with high medical and
mental health needs. It includes the Central Transpnit, responsible for
offender moves throughout a major geographic teryit This facility cost $32.8
million to operate in FY 2010-11 ($98.38 per offenger day for an average
daily attendance of 913 offenders).
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d. Colorado State Penitentiary. This facility provsdgtaff intensive supervision to
high-custody offenders that are housed in seculls 28-hours per day, with
double escorts when out of cells. This facilitgtc®31.9 million to operate in
FY 2010-11 ($118.53 per offender per day for arraye daily attendance of
739 offenders).

e. Centennial Correctional Facility. This facility pvides staff intensive
supervision to administrative segregation custodyermlers in a secure
environment. This facility cost $29.2 million toeogte in FY 2010-11 ($151.06
per offender per day for an average daily attendaot530 offenders).

f. Arrowhead Correctional Center. This facility is igne because of the
Therapeutic Communities that are offered at thedlitst. This facility cost $14.8
million to operate in FY 2010-11 ($82.65 per offenger day for an average
daily attendance of 489 offenders).

g. Youthful Offender System. YOS was originally desigior violent youthful
offenders between the ages of 14 and 18 at thedfrtigeir offense and direct
filed or transferred as adults in accordance wittRGS. 19-2-517 & C.R.S. 18-
1.3-407. Effective October 1, 2009, the eligibittiteria for sentencing to YOS
was expanded to include offenders who are betweeades of 14 and 20 at the
time of their offense, sentenced prior to theirt2ighday, who commit class Il
through class VI felony offenses in accordance Biistion 18-1.3-407, C.R.S.
and Section 18-1.3-407.5, C.R.S.. This facilityt &1.3.4 million to operate in
FY 2010-11 ($169.51 per offender per day for arraye daily attendance of
217 offenders).

How Cost Per Day Analysis is Completectach year, as a part of DOC’s November
budget request, the DOC reports the cost per dagpefating each of the DOC'’s state

facilities. This analysis uses a cost allocatioodel that includes facility-specific expenses
plus a pro-rated share of overhead costs. Thikides costs of Department-wide services
provided to offenders who are housed in privatsqns.

This analysis compares private prisons, which alassified as Level Il (medium)
facilities, with direct costs of $52.69 per offengeer day, to state Level Il facilities.
Denver Women'’s Correctional Facility is not inclaudie this analysis in order to provide a
more accurate cost comparison; private prisons @b mouse female offenders and their
unique expenses. Fort Lyon Correctional Facility swaot included as it will be
decommissioned in March 2012.

The average cost of state Level lll facilities &785 per offender per day ($28,233 per
offender per year). Services listed under the esgee attributed to state prisons above
provided by DOC exclusively for all offenders (irdihg private prisons) total $11.09 per
day. The state’s cost of providing services edqoaahose provided by private prisons is
$66.26 per day, with higher staffing patterns, cetitye compensation, and more stability
in the workforce than private prisons.

While the state has benefited significantly fronvate prison partners, it is important to
recognize that the DOC is ultimately responsibledib offenders. DOC has responsibility
for supervising the offenders and keeping the pudaie while the offenders are in custody.
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Accordingly, some DOC costs for offenders housegrivate prisons are not reflected in
the private prison reimbursement rate. A mix akgle prison beds and state-operated
beds allows DOC to cost-effectively meet its pusdiety mission.

Conclusion: This document analyzed the costs and operatiosp¢ets of operating Level
lll state-owned prison facilities, which are the shgimilar to private prisons based on the
classification of offenders housed. Cost compassganerated by examining DOC costs
per offender per day versus direct payments toapeiyprison companies per offender per
day provide an incomplete picture, as numerousscosfated to all private and state-
housed offenders are included in DOC cost figures.

If these expenses were to be excluded from theastl DOC average cost, the cost of a
similar Level Il facility would be reduced by $09. per offender per day to $66.26 per
offender per day compared to the direct privatesgni rate of $52.69.

12.What is the unused capacity available at private ah state prisons in the state,
including closed facilities? What is the capacityboth used and unused in state
prisons?

Answer:
Total 12/30/11 12/30/11

DECEMBER 30, 2011 Capacity | Occupancy | Vacant Beds
Facility:

Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center 542 511 31
Colorado State Penitentiary 756 740 16
Sterling Correctional Facility 2,545 2,425 120
San Carlos Correctional Facility 255 246 9
Centennial Correctional Facility 652 567 85
Limon Correctional Facility 898 897 1
Buena Vista Correctional Complex 1,24 1,224 0
Fremont Correctional Facility 1,661 1,647 14
Colorado Territorial Correctional Facility 928 927 1
Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility 1,007 996 11
Ft. Lyon Correctional Facility 194 196 -2
Arrowhead Correctional Center 524 515 9
Four Mile Correctional Complex 525 522 3
Trinidad Correctional Facility 484 466 18
Skyline Correctional Center 249 246 3
Delta Correctional Center 484 401 83
Rifle Correctional Center 19p 191 1
Colorado Correctional Center 150 127 23
Denver Women's Correctional Facility 976 968 8
La Vista Correctional Facility 589 562 27
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Total 12/30/11 12/30/11
DECEMBER 30, 2011 Capacity Occupancy | Vacant Beds
Sub-Total Active State Beds* 14,83% 14,374 461
% Vacant State Beds 3.11%
Bent County Correctional Facility 1,466 1,306 160
Crowley County Correctional Facility 1,720 1,608 112
Kit Carson Correctional Center 1,562 800 762
Cheyenne Mountain Re-Entry Center 776 589 187
Sub-Total Active Private Beds 5,524 4,303 1,221
% Vacant Private Beds 22.10%
Total All Active Beds 20,359 18,677 1,682
% All Vacant Active Beds 8.26%
Additional Bed Capacity
State Beds:
Boot Camp 100
Ft. Lyon Correctional Facility 306
Centennial Correctional Facility 632
Total State Unused: 1,038
Private Beds:
Huerfano Correctional Center 778
High Plains Correctional Facility 250
Total Private Unused: 1,028
Total Unused Capacity 2,066

Hudson is a private prison facility not includedinis table; it has 1,312 Capacity, and is occupied
solely by Alaska inmates

13.1s there a wait list to step inmates down from Admiistrative Segregation to less
restrictive facilities? If there is unused capacy, why is this happening?

Answer: Since July, 2011, in compliance with ExgeuDirective 28-11 signed by
Executive Director Clements, the Deputy Directassigned to Prison Operations, have
reviewed 870 offenders that have been assignedirturgstrative Segregation for longer
than 12 months at CSP, CCF, SCF, DWCF, and SCCB.was done to determine their
eligibility for placement in General Population, &jpal Management (protective custody)
or continued placement in Administrative Segregatand the Offenders with Mental
lliness (OMI program). Of those 870 reviews the &épent identified 321 offenders for
progressive movement out of Administrative Segraegal o date 289 offenders have been
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transferred to a General Population environmente Temaining 32 offenders are waiting
to be reviewed by Offender Services for movemeahpkated in the appropriate facility.

(Decision Item 5, Per Offender Per Month Medicap&mnses)

14.1f population projections are going down, why are nedical costs going up? Is it due to
aging inmates? Is it due to inflation? Is it du¢o something else?

Answer: DOC has a rigorous system to maintain lealire costs. The use of the
medication formulary is one of those tools. Addiélly, all specialist health care is
reviewed jointly by DOC and the third party admirasor using nationally recognized
standards. The care is paid based on negotiatéesrirom specialists and all claims are
reviewed for accuracy of charges and rates. Thedtparty administrator monitors
hospitalizations and works to discharge as quiedyappropriate. All care and claims are
scrutinized and can be denied if necessary. Th#sets have controlled the increasing
inflation costs of health below the community maldiaflation rate.

The DOC population is aging with approximately 5Sfifenders over the age of 50. The
offender population begins to show an increaseeialth care needs after the age of 50. In
Colorado from 1991 to June 2011, the number ofmoiées aged 50+ increased by 836%
compared to the total population that grew 203%hil&/aging offenders contribute to the
cost of health care; chronic conditions such asnkig disease, cancer, and circulation
problems, as well as orthopedic and injuries are lighest cost areas.

There are several reasons that pharmaceuticalsicoatto increase in cost. Inflation
increases contribute to the cost increase; howehertop 21 most expensive medications
account for 50% of the cost. The top 21 include thllowing: seven antipsychotic
medications, four respiratory medications, four HImedications, three diabetic
medications, one migraine headache medication,ar@Multiple Sclerosis medication.

POPM Rates Estimated
by JBC POPM Rates Need for EY Projected
FY 2010-11 by JBC 2011-12 POPM
Supplemental| FY 2011-12 Subplemental Rates FY
Figure Figure Setting bp 2012-13
. Request
Setting
Purchase of Pharmaceuticals $57.9/7 $56.50 $72.09 $72.09
Purchase of Medical Services
from Other Medical Facilities $87.84 $88.28 $87.46 $87.89
Catastrophic Medical Expenses $51.2)7 $34.56 $51.27 $51.27

15.How does the cost of drugs in DOC compare to thatfdedicaid? How do their
formularies differ? What is driving the increase n medical costs? Break it down
into all the factors that are causing the projectedncreases.
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Answer: Medicaid reimburses the cost of medicatibased on “Medicaid best pricing”
which is negotiated by CMS (Center for Medicaid &nedicare Systems) at the federal
level. DOC and Health Care Policy and Finance (H{Rave studied the system to see if
DOC could obtain this pricing structure. The argements are made with drug
companies at the federal level and not accesstl®OC to utilize.

DOC maintains their participation in a multi-stateurchasing agreement to obtain
medications. This agreement has pricing structudiscounted rates and rebates on
certain medications. Generic medications are z#ii as much as possible and account for
approximately 85% of all prescriptions issued by gharmacy. The cost for medications
through the contract is not as low as Medicaid hegting.

The DOC formulary is slightly more conservativenuimber of medications in each drug
class than the Medicaid formulary. The Medicaidnfolary must include more
medications because they cover both adults andireml The Chief Medical Officer for
DOC participates on the committee which governs Meglicaid formulary. Pharmacy
staff from HCPF and DOC recently started a meetienery other month. Both
departments are committed to identifying opporiasitor additional efficiencies.

The increase in aging offenders contributes toitlteeasing cost of health care; however
chronic conditions such as kidney disease, canaed, circulation problems, as well as
orthopedic and injuries are the highest cost area¥here are several reasons that
pharmaceuticals continue to increase in cost. alidh increases contribute to the cost
increase; however the top 21 most expensive mealhsaaccount for 50% of the cost. The
top 21 include the following: seven antipsychoticedmations, four respiratory
medications, four HIV medications, three diabetiedmations, one migraine headache
medication, and one Multiple Sclerosis medication.

16.When was the last time the medical program in DOC was audited? What was the
result of that audit?

Answer: The last performance audit of the medicadgmm in the Department of
Corrections was conducted in 2005. Both the irdbamd external systems were reviewed.
The last financial audit of the medical programthe Department of Corrections was
conducted in 2010.

In April 2005, the external health care system wasewed and the results of that audit
allowed the Department to change contractors far #xternal specialty services. The
major areas of concern were the rate negotiationthy contractor for outside specialty
services; duplication of costs for security sersiet¢ hospitals when the negotiated rate for
the hospital also included security; poor prior hatization practices; improve
concurrent reviews and discharge planning; condwgtiisk based retrospective reviews of
emergency health care claims submitted by outsidiéies for both DOC offenders and
offenders housed in private prisons; ensure that Brepartment paid accurate claims
submitted by outside providers; improve the ovértsaf the contractor, and evaluate the
costs and benefits of using a capitation rathenthdee for service payment system.
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In response to the audit recommendations, DOC predwa Request For Proposal (RFP)
to ensure any selected vendor would be able to theeaiutlined requirements in the audit.
As a result of that process, the third party adstiaitor was selected and the contract with
Colorado Access was terminated. The new vendor @asectional Health Partners
(CHP) which still holds the contract. The Departihéas a monthly joint operations
meeting with CHP that tracks many types of datdumling authorizations, discharge
planning, and monitoring hospital bed days.

In September 2005, the internal health care syste® reviewed and the results of that
audit included the department meeting intake stahgla The Department was to ensure
the consistent application of standards of carepriove medication management policies
and practices; ensure offender medical records ewenplete and current by reviewing
such periodically. The DOC was also to develop anglement a proactive quality
management program; improve use and management riitat decision-making
information by periodically reviewing key operatidgta. The DOC will ensure clinic
staffing levels are appropriate and provide effntieeffective, quality health care and
ensure that co-payment policies and practices cgiwih statutory intent.

DOC reviewed the existing systems outlined in tditeand implemented changes in the
guality management program. An RFP was issuedssistwith updating and reviewing

all pharmacy practices. The RFP resulted in a caxtt that improved pharmacy

operations, began inventory management systems, iemgfoved the delivery of

medications to facilities.

In 2007, the Department provided an update to thgidlative Audit Committee regarding

the implementation of the recommendations of th@b28udit. Section 17-1-113 C.R.S.
was revised to allow the Department to more effiitye assess co-payment fees from
offenders for offender-initiated requests for hleattare from primary care providers,

dentist, optometrists, and mental health.

17.Does this expense pertain to parole inmates, as Wwa$, inmates in prison?

Answer: Once an offender is paroled, the costshfsror her medical care are met in the
community to which he or she paroles, and the Diepamt is not responsible for the cost.

18.Can parolees qualify for Medicaid? If they can, dowe have difficulty getting
parolees onto Medicaid? If they can't qualify forMedicaid, why not?

Answer: Yes, parolees may qualify for Medicaithdy meet the eligibility criteria in the
State Medicaid plan. Currently HCFP utilize theldaling criteria:

1. 65 years of age, but with incomes at the Suppleah&gcurity Income (SSI)
limit (once someone is over age 65, they are autiocally assumed to pass the
Social Security Administration (SSA) disabilitytena)

Receiving SSI
Determined disabled (SSA disability criteria) by t&tate’s Disability Vendor
and eligible to receive SSI

w N
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In 2007, C.R.S. 17-1-113.5 was amended to alloandérs who prior to incarceration had

gualified for Medicaid assistance to re-apply fanefits upon release from prison. The
offender applies within 120 days of his or her aske date and the application is
coordinated through Clinical Services and the ofet's case manager in accordance with
the Department’s Administrative Regulation 550-@&sisting Offenders Applying for

Disability Benefits. Since 2007, case managersimelyt assist offenders in completing and
submitting disability applications. Case managemand clinical services staff have

participated in training regarding the disabilitypalication process.

Once the offender has paroled, he or she can aquésiec benefits in the same manner as
a person who is not incarcerated. The Departmemsdnot keep statistics as to whether
any offender applicant was approved for the Medicdisability benefits and the
Department does not receive information as to wiwgplicant was denied benefits. This
information is sent directly to the applicant by t8ocial Security Administration.

To increase the number of offenders overall who @megess disability resources, the
Department has partnered with Jefferson Countyde tlhe SSI/Social Security Disability
Insurance (SSDI) Outreach, Access, and RecovenAR3@nodel that Jefferson County
was awarded through the Governor's office on Pddiog Initiatives. This grant is to assist
any offender with a disability (mental health or diwal) with benefit acquisition
(SSI/SSDI) using SOAR model. This model has bemmnsto increase the number of
acceptances and decrease the amount of time toveebenefits. The project has been
implemented and work continues.

(NP-1, Fleet Replacement)

19.What percentage of the DOC fleet does this represtéh How does this compare to
other departments?

Answer: The Department’s budget request is to @pla9% of the total overall DOC fleet
inventory. Overall replacement (statewide) is 10.2%bgeneral, the State Fleet
Management program through Department of PersoandlAdministration (DPA) first
assesses a vehicle for replacement once it hasiadct00,000 miles, with the exception of
the Colorado State Patrol, which has historicaltygeted its vehicles for replacement at
80,000 miles. On average, non-patrol vehicles am@aced between 130,000 and 140,000
miles. Other replacements may include: a vehich will be 16 years old or older at the
time that the proposed replacement would occuwedricles with major recent repairs
(new engine, transmission, etc.)

State Fleet Management also uses agency inputep kehicles on the replacement list

that are in exceptionally poor condition, create anacceptable safety risk, or are not

meeting the functional requirements of the agepegn in some cases when the vehicle
does not meet typical replacement criteria.

Although 175 vehicles were recommended by the JByst for DPA for replacement in
FY 2010-11, none of the vehicles were for DOC. Diepartment has not received
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replacement vehicles since FY 2008-09. Source:2BM0-11 DPA Figure Setting, pg. 12

and 13

(Decision Item 2, Colorado Correctional Industrie€CCi)

Program Expansion)

20.Shouldn't this save some General Fund? Will this &m private sector businesses?
What impact does the catering operation at Sterlinghave on catering businesses in

and around Sterling?

Answer: This request is expected to save $529/9Bkneral Fund (GF) in FY 2012-13

and $473,903 GF in FY 2013-14.

Conservation Camp Program Savings FY 2012-13

Line Item GF FTE
Total Request ($529,974 155
(1)(A) Management, Executive Director’s Office, Healife, and Dental $68,896 0
(2)(A) Management, Executive Director’s Office, i$tierm Disability $1,134 0
(1)(A) Management, Executive Director’s Office, . R48-257 Amortizatior] $18,721 0
Equalization Disbursement
(1)(A) Management, Executive Director’s Office, 28235 $16,047 0
Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbursement
(1)(B) Management, External Capacity, Paymentsdadé State ($1,923,185 0
Prisoners, Payments to in-state private prisons
(2)(C) Management, Inspector General, Operating 512
(2)(A) Institutions, Utilities $98,604
(2)(B) Institutions, Maintenance, Personal Services $44,279 0.9
(2)(B) Institutions, Maintenance, Operating $10,4200 O
(2)(B) Institutions, Maintenance, Start Up $215 0
(2) (C) Institutions, Housing and Security, PersloBarvices $490,35p 11
(2) (C) Institutions, Housing and Security, Openagti $6,000 0
(2) (C) Institutions, Housing and Security, Stapt-u $2,580 0
(2)(D) Institutions, Food Service, Personal Sersice $44,279 0.9
(2)(D) Institutions, Food Service, Operating $2354 0
(2)(D) Institutions, Food Service, Start Up $215 0
(2)(E) Institutions, Medical Services, Operating 15%,383 0
(2)(F) Institutions, Laundry, Operating $19,662 0
(2)(G) Institutions, Superintendent’s, Start-Up B850 0
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Conservation Camp Program Savings FY 2012-13
(2)() Institutions, Case Management, Personal Besy $48,821 0.9
(2)(1) Institutions, Case Management, Operating &50 0
(2)(K) Institutions, Inmate Pay $9,360 0
(3)(D) Support Services, Communications, Operating $7,650 0
(3)(F) Support Services, Training, Operating $425 O
(3)(G) Support Services, Information Systems, Gpeya $3,400 0
(4)(A) Inmate Programs, Labor, Personal Services 8,589 1.8
(4)(A) Inmate Programs, Labor, Operating $1,Jo0 O
(4)(A) Inmate Programs, Labor, Start-up $430 0

The Buena Vista Correctional Facility (BVCF) is &ed near U.S. Forest Service land
and land managed by the Bureau of Land Manageniri¥l]. The State Wildland Inmate
Fire Team (SWIFT) crews and Trail crews that warktime doing trail construction and
fuel reduction projects would be located in a gequrically appropriate and operationally
effective site at BVCF. The conservation camp loeaysed to further the missions of these
programs and potentially to engage in business dppdies such as mitigation of beetle
kill forests and the creation of products using wdoom beetle kill forests. CCi has a
contract with BLM and the Forest Service to provitefighters when requested. While
firefighting is the primary mission of the SWIFTogram, project work done locally is
what makes the program financially and operatiopaliable. Without enough forest
improvement projects to keep crew members engagadrgund, the program will not
generate enough revenue to keep them operatiordlidleness will negatively impact
crew cohesion. All DOC facilities were discussedmaking the decision to place this
program at BVCC. Since the Fire Fighting prograsmonly located in Canon City, BVCF
and Rifle Correctional Center (RCC), the Departmdatermined that the facility with a
suitable existing and unoccupied building was thestmappropriate. The Boot Camp
building at BVCF was not “stripped”, but rather werized, and can be brought back to
operation with minimal maintenance.

The revenue generated by Colorado Correctional stdes (CCi) stays within CCi to
cover costs of FTE associated with programs, rawteneds, and assist in building
maintenance, capital equipment replacement, anérmesipn of programs. The proceeds
from CI are contributed to cash funds pursuant t® S. 17-24-102. As an attachment to
this document please see page A-31to A34 of the0RZ-13 JBC Staff Budget Briefing,
Department of Corrections (excerpts below).

CCi has an advisory board, made up of legislatorspn members, and affected business
owners. A review of each new program business lapproved by the advisory board
before going forward. Should an issue arise basedusiness input, CCi reviews the
program and searches for means to either incluae Ibisiness as a Joint Venture Partner,
or the business is re-evaluated to determine if tinoation is warranted.
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Pursuant to Section 17-24-104,C.R.S., this bosuabmprised of the following:

The State Treasurer for the duration of his termftite

Four members of the general assembly, two of whuoal be appointed by the

speaker of the House of Representatives and twuhofm shall be appointed by the
president of the Senate. Of the legislative membemointed, one shall be a
member of the minority party of the House of Regmtadives and one shall be a
member of the minority party of the Senate. ThéslEgve members shall be
appointed in January at the beginning of the regskession held in odd-numbered
years and shall serve through the legislative biemm)

The Director of the Office of State Planning andigeting;

The Executive Director of the Department of Pergbnn

Two members from affected industries in the busimesnmunity, who shall be
appointed by the governor for terms of three yessh;

Two members from organized labor, who shall be appd by the governor for

terms of three years each;

The Executive Director of the Department of Conatt; and

A County Sheriff appointed by the Governor.

CCi makes a concerted effort to be a good neighimir only with their joint venture
partners, but with the businesses and suppliers pinavide raw materials and supplies.
CCi purchases most of their materials within that&tand much of their business supports
local enterprises in the areas in which CCi factsrand businesses are located.

CCi future plans call for an expansion into a WaRarffalo Dairy that replaces product
that was previously imported from India, a vegetgiocessing operation that will create
a new market for locally grown produce, a sewingragion, and television assembly
program that will return manufacturing from out-obuntry operations.

In adherence with Colorado Revised Statute, C@nisouraged to work with and create
business opportunities by way of distributorshisnt venture partners, and private
business/enterprise.

Culinary Arts Program

There is a food prep Culinary Arts program undeg thepartments Division of Education
located at the Sterling Correctional Facility. TBeilinary Arts program is instrumental in
preparing offenders for release with a marketabt# jskill. The Department’s
Administration Regulation (AR)1050-06, Live Workojects for Career and Technical
Education Programs, only allows for projects withet following: DOC Employees,
Contract Workers, Volunteers, State Elected and oigped Officials, non-profit

organizations, and Government Agencies. The Culidats program prepares cookies,
pastries, cakes, and food to those outside entitiasfall within the above definition and
according to the Department’s policy on “educatibmalue meeting course objectives”.

The CCi funding is reflected in the Long Bill, whis reflected in the JBC staff numbers
pages (excerpts from pages A-31 through A34 indddeinformational purposes).
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Attachment for Question 20
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21.When was the last time CCIl was audited? What weréhe results of that audit?

Answer: A Performance Audit was conducted by tlficé of the State Auditor on
“Correctional Industries: Surplus Property and Future Production” during the period
of August 2002 through April 2003. The followirgy the recommendation summary
contained in the published report dated June 2003:

1. Through regulation require all state agencies t@ate and maintain an electronic
inventory of all state surplus property, and reguisurplus property to be made
available to state agencies for a reasonable penbtime prior to sale to the general
public.

2. Develop an interagency agreement covering the eélstate fleet vehicles and the
purchase of federal fleet vehicles or seek a writtaiver.

3. Establish and document a cost basis for fees ferstie of vehicles on behalf of State
Fleet Management. Ensure that sales of cars tte$ieet Management meet statutory
requirements.

4. Seek specific approval from the Correctional Indest Advisory Committee and
statutory authority to operate a used-car busines®gislative consideration should
include whether or not a used-car business operhted governmental entity needs to
be licensed or is exempt from licensing requiresent

5. Work with state agencies to develop a statewideyaletailing acceptable methods
for purging confidential information from surplusraputer equipment.

6. Establish a policy to send surplus computer equim® Computer Services
Manufacturing, Refurbishing, and Recycling facilitySell refurbished computers
through Computer services and Surplus Property.

7. Assist state agencies in finding legitimate reagclend establish guidelines for the
proper disposal of computer equipment.

8. Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of daily warehsases, and if determined viable, seek
statutory authority for this option.

9. Evaluate the costs and benefits of allowing statgpleyees to purchase surplus
property, and if deemed appropriate, seek statudompority.

10. Ensure adequate controls over the collection, sahel disposal of surplus property.

11. Seek statutory authority to assess fees againsdiher or disposer of surplus property.

12.Establish procedures to ensure that fees are baseddocumented, reasonable
administrative costs.

13.Track statewide office furniture and office sysfamchases, and analyze the resulting
data to better meet the needs of the State anag#scies and to ensure compliance
with statutory purchasing requirements.

14.Develop a written delegation agreement and spegifidelines for the waiver process.

15. Improve marketing practices and increase marketgon-state agencies.

The Department of Corrections agreed with and imm@eted all 15 recommendations,
dependent on appropriate measures: through legsta{Section 17-24-106.6 C.R.S.),
administration regulation AR 450-03, an interagenagreement with State Fleet
Management, website documentation for informationppses, or creating accounting
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sub-object code for tracking purposes. The compuignufacturing facility is closed, but
CCi continues to recycle computers through Surpliioperty.

In the FY 2010 financial audit, CCi had one contrdeficiency finding related

to security access for a software program. A aanteficiency is the least serious level of
internal control weakness. Actions have alreadgniken to correct this deficiency.
CCi is included in the DOC’s annual financial aydior FY 2010-11, the fieldwork was
completed in September 2011. This audit conclugedindings for both the DOC and
CCi. However, State Agency audit reports are raatally released until Spring (2012),
after the annual audit hearing process. The DOGrimal Audit Department recently
conducted its annual Procurement Card compliancditator CCI, with very minimal

errors found.
(Base Reduction Item, 1, Conservation Camp Program)

22.Why doesn't the department do this in Ft. Lyon ratker than in the boot-camp
program? Please explain what process was used toggest this as opposed to
utilizing Ft. Lyon. Please explain how the cost gicture for this BR is going to
work, especially how the costs are offset by saviagvhen a closed building has to
be reopened

Answer: Fort Lyon Correctional FacilityIn February after the announcement to
decommission the Fort Lyon Correctional Facilitypv@rnor Hickenlooper’s chief of staff
with the Executive Management Team for the Depantrparticipated in a Town Hall

Meeting with the citizens of Las Animas and Benirf®o Governor Hickenlooper also
traveled to the region to meet with community leadend facility staff in the month

following the announcement.

The Fort Lyon Repurposing Team, established tHro@gvernor Hickenlooper's office,
in partnership with Bent County and Las Animas &radcontinues to work vigilantly to
develop a viable repurposing opportunity for thertFbyon Complex. The Fort Lyon
Repurposing Committee began meeting in early Martie. team is working diligently to
develop a vital sustainable future use for Fort iyo

The repurposing of the Fort Lyon property is a pity in the Governor’'s economic
development plan for the State.

Buena Vista ComplexXhe Buena Vista Correctional Facility (BVCF) schted near U.S.
Forest Service land and land managed by the Budduand Management (BLM). The
State Wildland Inmate Fire Team (SWIFT) crews aral Trews that work full-time doing
trail construction and fuel reduction projects wdube located in a geographically
appropriate and operationally effective site at BVCColorado Correctional Industries
has a contract with the BLM and U.S. Forest Serincthis region. Additionally, the trail
crews could be deployed in this area for mitigatadrbeetle kill forests and the creation of
products using wood from beetle kill forests. Wlitefighting is the primary mission of
the SWIFT program, project work done locally is witeakes the program financially and
operationally viable. Without enough forest imprment projects to keep crew members
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engaged year round, the program will not generat®ough revenue to keep them
operational and idleness will negatively impactwreohesion.

The Boot Camp building at BVCF was not “strippetiyt rather winterized, and can be
brought back to operation with minimal maintenancé@lthough the request incorporates
opening a closed building on the BVCF grounds,Qkpartment projects a cost savings.

The reduction of General Funds is calculated ugion $52.69 per offender per day rate
for the 100 offenders to be housed at the conservatamp, for a total savings of
$1,923,185. Operating expense, start-up and 19.6 will total $1,393,211 for the first
year, for a net savings of $529,97fhe Department has the opportunity to utilize the
vacant state beds and potentially allow the Departtrio realize $1,003,877 savings over
two years from moving private prison offenders tates facilities. Part of this request
includes General Fund dollars. During the day, ®&/IFT teams will be supervised by
Correctional Industries cash-funded personnel wtliihe crews are working. In the
evenings and off hours, trained correctional sta# needed to provide security and case
management support.

23.Please explain why the JBC should not see this ape creep.

Answer:As responsible administrators this decision refemtir efforts to be good stewards
of state resources. The Boot Camp proposal is tabéfficiently and effectively utilizing the
physical plant in such a way that it results inaviegs to the StateTo that end, DOC is
requesting to use the vacant Boot Camp beds at@BMeia Correctional Facility (BVCF)
for this purpos. The request is for a decrease of $529,974 Geranatls and an increase of
15.5 FTE. As the Department noted earlier, theraféers assigned to this program during
their work hours will be supervised by Correctiodabustries employees who are paid
through cash funds. Evenings and off-hours, tlygiested 15.5 FTE are needed to provide
trained correctional supervision and case managemaren the offenders are at the facility.
Overall, the request saves general funds and @fedgtuses state assets.

The DOC has a history of identifying opportuniti|s use existing facilities to meet the
strategic needs of the Department in a cost effechanner.

The Department has the opportunity to utilize theant state beds at the former Boot Camp
and potentially allow the State to realize $1,003,&avings over two years from moving
private prison offenders to state facilit.

17-24-106. General powers of the division.

(1) In addition to any other powers granted to theision by this article, the division shall h:
the following powers:

(a) To provide programs which are profariented, which generate revenue for their operat
and capital investment, and which partly reimburgiee general fund for the use of inme
labor for the expense of adult correctional servi;e

(b) To develop, to the extent possible, programet fhrovide forty hours of work activity ea
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week for all able-bodied offenders;

(c) To develop programs that assume responsibifay training offenders in general wor
habits, general work skills, and specific training skills Wich increase the offender
employment prospects when released,;

(d) To acquire or purchase equipment, raw materialspplies, office space, insurance,
services and to engage tkapervisory personnel necessary to establish ankiteia for the
state programs at the state's correctional instita$ pursuant to law;

(e) To utilize the labor services of prisoners inet manufacture or production of goods a
services that are needed for the construction, @igm, or maintenance of any offic
department, institution, or agency supported in wlaoor in part by the state, any politic
subdivision of the state, or the federal governni

3:40 - 3:50 NUMBERS PAGES OVERVIEW

24.What is the status of the closure of Ft. Lyon? Whawould it cost to delay the
closure for six months? Please explain the 10 enoykee option that they are
thinking about proposing as compared to what they @ planning to do now?
What is the status of repurposing the facility?

Answer: The Fort Lyon Repurposing Team, establishemigh Governor Hickenlooper’s

office, in partnership with Bent County and Las mas leaders, continues to work
vigilantly to develop a viable and sustainable ngmmsing opportunity for the Fort Lyon

Complex. The Fort Lyon Repurposing Committee begaeting in early March. Members
of the repurposing team have met with numerousigsrto explore interest in the
property. Member of the Colorado Congressionaléhavovided strong support for the
repurposing efforts. The repurposing of the Foyioh property is a priority in the

Governor’'s economic development plan for the Statee Department remains optimistic
that a viable purpose will be identified.

During the 2011 legislative session, the Generadefisbly approved decommissioning of
Fort Lyon Correctional Facility (FLCF) effective Meh 1, 2012. In addition to reducing
the Department’s budget, the Joint Budget Commifi&€) also sponsored Senate Bill
(SB) 11-214, which repealed the statutory provisitimat authorized the Department to
operate this facility as a prison effective MargH2012.

Pursuant to SB 11-214, the Fort Lyon Correctionatifity is required to close March 1,
2012. The Department is on track with the decomiongng efforts, and will complete
offender moves and staff transfers by March 1, 2012

FLCF is a 500-bed capacity facility, and prior tbet decision to close, had 208.0 FTE
assigned to it. As of October 31, 2011, the o#fermbpulation at FLCF was reduced to
194, and the staffing level was reduced to 102.8.FTf the state were to operate FLCF
for an additional six months (through August 3112pat its current offender and current
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staffing level, the following actions would be reqd:

1. Legislation would be necessary to amend Sectioh-1@4.3, C.R.S., authorize the
Department to operate FLCF as a prison after Maict2012.
2. Additional General Funds would be required.

Costs to keep FLCF Operatbnal for 6 months
102.0 FTE and 194 Offenders

FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13
March -June 2012 July-August 2012

General Fund 3 months P/S, 4 months OP| FTHE 3 months P/S*, 2 months OP| FTE
Personal Services $1,391,48£5.5 $1,468,468 17.0
Operating Expenses $301,243 $314,936
Subtotal $1,692,727 25.5 $1,783,404 17.0
Private Prison Savings (194

offenders x $52.69 per day ) ($1,243,660) ($621,830)

Total $449,067| 25.5 $1,161,574 17.0

*Includes the June 2012 paydate shift

Please explain the 10 employee option that they atlinking about proposing as compared to what thewre

planning to do now? What is the status of repurpdag the facility?

Answer: Pursuant to SB 11-214, the Fort Lyon Catiomal Facility is required to close
March 1, 2012. The Department is on track with tlegommissioning efforts, and will
complete offender moves and staff transfers by Mar@2012. The DOC has submitted a
supplemental request for 10 FTE to provide utsiti& maintenance through December,

2012.

The DOC requests funds for utilities, grounds nemance, and two critical 24/7 posts
(10.2 FTE). Although there are promising leads g@adentially interested parties in the
facility, the Department does not anticipate thatew tenant will be able to occupy and
maintain this facility on March®L Without utilities and light maintenance, the Depsent

will be required to shut down facility systems (@vatlectricity, heat, ventilation, etc.).
Without security services, the facility cannot benitored and protected from vandalism
and other events (e.g., fire) that could jeopardiee facility. These services are critical to
the repurposing efforts. The Department submittesljpplemental request for FTE and
funding through June 30, 2012, and a correspondingget amendment for FTE and
funding through December 31, 2012.
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Costs to keep FLCF Maintained for Repurposing

FY 2011-12
March -June 2012

FY 2012-13
July-December 2012

General Fund 3 months P/S, 4 months OP| FTHE 7 months P/S*, 6 months OP| FTE
Personal Services $80,682 1.3 $384,248 6.0
Operating Expenses $329,888 $549,841

Total $410,570, 1.3 $934,089| 6.0

*Includes the June 2012 roll forward

25.Should DOC have to take care of this facility? Whywouldn't it revert to the
Department of Personnel and Administration for dispsal? Isn't there a division
in the Department of Personnel and Administration d decommission state
properties?

Answer: The Department of Corrections acquired Hugt Lyon facility from the U.S.
Veterans Administration (VA) in 2001. The Quit i@ladeed included a provision that
requires the facility to revert to federal ownenshif it ceases to be operated as a
correctional facility. To keep Fort Lyon Correatial Facility (FLCF) maintained and
secure through December 2012, the Department, mjucation with the Governor’s office,
is working with the VA to determine how best tooagglish this.

FLCF will not revert to the Department of Personraid Administration (DPA) for
disposal. However, the DPA does have a divisioffic® of State Architect, which is
responsible for managing state properties.

3:50-4:00 Break

4:00 — 4:15 PERFORMANCE-BASEDGOALS AND THE DEPARTMENT'S FY 2012-
13BUDGET REQUEST ISSUE

26.Please describe the process the Department usedd@velop its strategic plan.

Answer: The strategic plan provides a structured aoordinated approach to address
long-term Departmental goals and objectives. Theddenent of Corrections (DOC) plan
is outcome-based and serves as a roadmap for arde@s$ion items and budget requests
with performance-based measures to justify resoualtecations consistent with the
Colorado General Assembly passed House Bill (HR)1D9 Concerning the Process by
which the State Annually Allocates Moneys for iteldet, et seq., and the “Smart Act”
signed into law by Governor Ritter.

In February 2011, the DOC Executive Staff establish steering committee to oversee the
strategic planning process. Staff from acrossDiepartment provided initial input to the
planning process through an online survey whichpéeélto focus strategic planning
priorities. In April 2011, DOC senior managers, apresentative from the employee
partnership group, and representatives from thedRaBoard met to engage in a strategic

Page 40



planning process at the Federal Bureau of Pris@asing facility in Florence, CO.

From the April strategic planning session, the DE8&ecutive Staff identified 24 strategic
recommendations to move forward for further develept. Twelve teams were established
to draft implementation plans. Representatives femoh work group made presentations
to Executive Staff clarifying the preliminary reaoendations. The Executive Staff then
distilled the recommendations into 12 individualagtgic projects with implementation
plans to be developed by September 1, 2011.

In September 2011, in collaboration with the Depwahts of Public Safety, Labor and
Employment and Human Services, the DOC hostedewstie Re-Entry Symposium aimed
at improving successful outcomes for offendersrngtg to Colorado communities. The
symposium was well attended by a wide range ofebtdélers from the four hosting

agencies, treatment providers, law enforcementPele Board, community corrections
board members and offender advocate groups. Thigcipating Department Executive

Directors, committed to advancing collaborativeeoifier re-entry recommendations from
the symposium, established an inter-departmentaEiiRey Steering Team to guide the
inter-agency effort.

Closely linked with the Department’s strategic pke key performance indicators (KPIs)
that are quantifiable processes and outcome measwlated to our mission. KPIs assist
the Department leadership to monitor progress asduae we achieve our mission of
protecting the public through the provision of saéecure and humane correctional
institutions, providing evidence-based self-improgat program opportunities and
effectively supervising offenders in community ections and on parole. KPIs are linked
to our strategic plan and strategic objectives.

The DOC FY 2011-12 strategic plan and related siyat objectives represent the valuable
efforts of Department’s internal and external staidelers who are committed to the
successful achievement of the Department’s missidrvision. Together we are building a
safer Colorado for today and tomorrow.

KEY PROJECTS

The Department identified seven critical projects gursue in conjunction with the
strategic planning process. These seven projgetessential to the core operations of the
Department and will directly improve the efficierayd effectiveness of the services we
deliver.

1. Independent Review of Administrative Segregation

Administrative Segregation is the Department’'s bgjhcustody classification level. It is
used to manage offenders who, through their owralaeh have shown that they cannot
be managed effectively in General Population, a lestrictive environment.

Concerns were raised by outside interest groupsgesting Colorado has too many
offenders in administrative segregation. The Dépant commissioned an analysis of
administrative segregation with the support of Megtional Institute of Corrections (NIC).
Jim Austin, founder of the JFA Institute and a oa#lly recognized expert in Correctional
Classification Systems, and Emmitt Sparkman, areréxp Administrative Segregation
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practices from the Mississippi Department of Coti@ts, will perform the review. They
will evaluate all relevant Department policies, pealures and practices.

Objective The Department of Corrections will use this amsaédy to ensure that
Administrative Segregation beds are used to hobsentost dangerous and disruptive
inmates in Colorado’s prison system. The end restilthis work will ensure that the
Department is:
- Appropriately placing inmates in Administrative Ssgation.

Consistent with the current correctional standarfis use of Administrative

Segregation.

Appropriately transitioning Administrative Segreigat inmates to the community

and to lower custody levels.

Using appropriate programs, philosophies and preesi.

Receives the NIC report on or about November 19120

Reviews and assesses the recommendations on dr@&éocember 31, 2011.

Implements approved recommendations; timeline basetbmplexity and resource

requirements; anticipate approximately twelve merthcomplete.

Conduct internal analysis of the Offenders with Meénliness, and implement

recommendations.

Target Date: December 31, 2012 Responsibilityidhon of Prison Operations

2. Revalidation of Inmate Classification System

The offender classification tool is an objectivestitment used within Prison

Operations to assess offender risk and identifyreyppate prison custody level and
facility placement. It is essential to maintain \alid and reliable offender

classification tool so offenders are supervisedhi& appropriate custody level, and to
ensure the safety of the public, our staff andaffender population.

The Colorado Department of Corrections previoushlidated the male inmate

classification system in 1996. However, revalidatiof the classification tool is

appropriate, as our inmate profile has changed datioally over the past 15 years.
The female classification instrument was implentmeDecember 2006 based upon
an in depth study conducted through NIC with theistance of Dr. Patricia Van

Voorhis of the University of Cincinnati. Validatiai our female classification system
is also appropriate to ensure our female classtf@a instruments and policies are
performing as designed.

Objective In a cooperative agreement with the National il$¢ of Corrections, Dr.
James Austin, founder of the JFA Institute, a matily recognized expert in
Correctional Classification Systems, will conduct thorough analysis of the
Department’s entire inmate classification system.

Receive NIC report on or about January, 2012.

Review and assess recommendations on or about &ghi2012.

Implement approved recommendations; timeline basedcomplexity and

resource requirements; anticipate approximatelylenonths to complete.

Target Date: December 31, 2012 Responsibilityvi€don of Prison Operations
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3. Implementation of the Colorado Violation Dec1 Making Process for Parole,
Community Corrections and Youthful Offender SystenMm®lations

The Colorado Violation Decision Making Process (QWB) is part of an overall
strategy designed to reduce the risk of recidivisnhance success on parole and use
resources in the most effective manner. The CVD#&liesr on principles of evidence-
based risk assessment and effective interventidimss tool identifies the appropriate
response to each violation based on the offendisls level and the severity of the
violation. Through the use of the CVDMP, the Dons of Adult Parole and
Community Corrections will improve consistency atahdard responses for offender
behavior. As a part of Colorado’s coordinated pubsiafety strategy, CVDMP will
promote transparency by enabling Community Pardiec@s, Parole Board members,
offenders and the public to understand the ratierfalr violation responses. CVDMP
represents mission-focused supervision—holdingndéfies accountable and engaging
them in positive behavior changes.

Objective Implement the Colorado Violation Decision MakiRgocess to include
violations for community corrections inmates.
- Train community parole officers on proper applicetiof the CVDMP.
Program CVDMP into Division information system (CG3E). Updates ongoing.
Establish a data collection system to assess thbiliy of the CVMDP to
reduce the risk of recidivism.
Integrate CVDMP with community corrections programs
Report results of the CVDMP implementation to tlep&rtment Executive Staff
no later than December 31, 2012.

Target Date: December 31, 2012 Responsibilityighon of APCCYOS

4. Reduction of Red Tape and Overall Number of Rkgions

The Department codifies its operating procedureAdministrative Regulations (ARS).

The Department solicits comment from all staff rdgag the content of these

regulations and incorporates the comments into sifeedocumented practices. The
process of obtaining staff input on ARs can be awpd to reduce duplication of effort
and delays in promulgating needed regulation. Thieserovements will assist the

Department to reduce the volume of ARs and impaoeess to needed information.

Objective Streamline and centralize the Administrative Ragion review and creation
processes while simultaneously reducing the tatatlmer of regulations.
Reduced the total number of days in each revieleayed revised review cycle
dates to reduce bottleneck effect and to ensurala&gns are only handled one
time during a calendar year (absent emergent need).
Maintain a tracking system identifying relationshipetween ARs to determine
when an update to one AR will impact another AR.
Maintain a tracking system to provide reportabldommation on timeliness of
review process.
Centralize policy creation to provide oversight amiminate redundant or
unnecessary policy creation.
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Systematic review of all ARs for content. Thosé wimilar content need to be
combined into one AR or abolished as needed.

Target Date: December 31, 2012 Responsibility: i¥donm of Finance &
Administration

Objective Effectively use technology to improve the ARCPsS.
Implement use of technology to facilitate the dgpeview portion of the AR cycle.
Implement use of technology to speed the sighanaeess.
Research available web based software productsduige a centralized location
for providing comment on pending regulation.

Target Date: June 30, 2013 Responsibility: Diwisad Finance & Administration

5. Increase Inmate Participation in the Pre-Releasedgram Prior to Release from
Prison

The Pre-Release Program structure was developeedoass evidence based principals

in re-entry programming that maintain program fidgland avoid adverse outcomes.

These principals include:

A comprehensive ten module curriculum that coueeskhown predictors of
recidivism

A program dosage minimum of 100 contact hours

A class size of 10-13

Voluntary participation

Staff skill set that includes cognitive behaviardérventions

The Pre-Release Program curriculum addresses cogenic needs through the use of
assessments, action plans and cognitive basedverigons to identify not only the
offender’s needs and barriers, but also their sgtbis in a framework that allows for
the offender to take ownership of their own goalsd aransition plan. These
individualized Pre-Release Transitional Plans tdrgee specific challenges and needs
that each individual will face upon release whilevdloping and expanding their
networks of support. This program assists offendersdentify critical barriers to
successful re-entry, and identifies internal stttisgand external resources to assist in
the transition process. The ten curriculum modales

1. Identification

2. Housing

3. Employment

4. Transportation

5. Money management
6. Education

7. Health and Life Skills

8. Family and Relationships

9. Victim Awareness and Restorative Justice
10.Living Under Supervision
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Objective Increase by 10% the number of offenders recgivine Pre-release
Program. Reviewing two years of data indicatest thuia average of 866 offenders
successfully completed the full Pre-Release Progfiaaymeet target population:

- Increase the number of computers/class by two {Zha sixteen (16) facilities
where the Pre-Release program is currently offeradticipate an increase in
program participation by 192 offenders annually.

Currently, offenders participating in Pre-Releas®grams are subject to facility
moves or re-assignments. These moves impact programpletions and
participation rates. A “Facility Hold” will be plaed on these offenders, without
compromising security, to enable completions.

Implement the Pre-Release program in private faedi(4) and YOS. If one Pre-
Release program is offered in three annual blo&X) additional offenders will
have access to the program.

Target Date: June 30, 2012 Responsibility: DivissSlAPCCYOS

6. Reduce Energy Use and Water Consumption

This strategic project will reduce energy use aeduce the consumption of water as
an integral part of the Department’'s energy efingg plan and alignment with
Governor Hickenlooper’s initiative for efficienay government. The focus of this effort
will have ongoing impacts beyond FY 12.

It is vital for the department to implement an aeefficiency plan due to rising utility

costs. This plan will aid in the effective stewdiigsof state resources. Currently, the
DOC, state-wide, uses approximately 117,000,008att hours (kWh) of electricity,

867,000 dekatherms (DkThrms) of natural gas, an8,000 kilo-gallons (kGals) of

water annually.

Objective Reduce energy use by replacing inefficient egeipt and systems.
Implementation of the Energy Performance ContracBaena Vista Correctional
Facility (BVCF).

Implementation of the Energy Performance ContrattCalorado Territorial
Correctional Facility (CTCF).

Target Date: June 30, 2012 Responsibility: Diusad Finance and Administration

Objective Reduce water consumption by 10% in five yeaegjirtning with 2% in
FY 12.

Implementation of Energy Performance Contracts BCE.
Repurpose FLCF.

Target Date: June 30, 2012 Responsibility: Divisioh Finance & Administration

Objective Educate DOC personnel on best practices, en@ffigiency and each
individual's personal investment through the impbatation a one hour energy
efficiency class offered at each facility or onelin
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Coordinate curriculum development with the trainirgademy by
January 2012.

Facility Management Services (FMS) staff will traon-site personnel
for class presentation/instruction beginning FY &Bd/or course made
available on-line.

FMS annual curriculum update/training.

Target Date: June 30, 2012 Responsibility: DivisafrFinance & Administration

7. Obtain Medicaid Reimbursement for Catastropiitedical Cases.

The DOC is responsible to provide healthcare terders including specialty care
which cannot be provided within the prison faci#i In FY09/10, the budget for this
care was approximately $28 million. The budgeséparated into two lines in the
clinical services budget: inpatient/outpatient acatastrophic care. Catastrophic care
is defined as care for an offender that exceedsORROover the course of the fiscal
year. During the last fiscal year, the DOC speipp@ximately $7.7 million for
catastrophic hospitalization for 54 offenders. tHese offenders had been in a
community setting, most likely, they would havdified for Medicaid. The impact to
the state budget would have been reduced by 50%3 @& million in federal dollars.
The Colorado Department of Corrections will colladte with the Department of
Health Care Policy and Finance (HCPF) to developsystem that will identify
offenders whose catastrophic hospitalizations mekgibility requirements for
Medicaid, reducing the cost of offender hospitdlmas through Medicaid funds. As
defined by Center for Medicaid/Medicare System (CM@en offenders are
hospitalized for more than 23 hours and Medicaigjible, hospitalizations may be
billed to Medicaid.

Objective ~ Obtain Medicaid reimbursement for hospitalizago on eligible

catastrophic offender medical cases resultingsodl savings to the state.
Establish an interagency team to formulate proceduor the state of Colorado.
Include such considerations as: electronic systean fransmission of
information—Medical Assistance Site; claims progggsestablish a process for
rebilling and tracking of eligible offenders andaches; discussion of individual
hospital systems and their current systems.
Assess Medicaid eligibility criteria in relation tthe DOC offender population
with considerations such as: approval of eligilyilior offenders with disability
not receiving SSI; inclusion of offender populatiam the adults without
dependent children; eligibility would be approvest bne year at a time and
suspended, not terminated, when incarcerated; design of state staff as
contact for DOC and CHP perhaps through Eligibiliyendor; approval of
billing proposal resulting in interagency transfef funds instead of providers
billing Medicaid directly; and, obtain necessarypapvals from federal level.
Designate of team of DOC staff to participate ims thnitiative and to: identify
potentially eligible offenders; develop a systentrémk future eligible offenders;
and create a tracking system for payments for Madieligible offenders.
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Identify healthcare providers who are currently Medd approved providers.
Educate existing healthcare contract providersnswe they understand any new
processes that would impact their operations.

Target Date: July 1, 2012 Responsibility: Diwgisiof Prison Operations

27. (Parole/Transition category) DOC proposes targetsbased on community-
corrections progression and regression rates for ténders but these are not DOC-
run programs, so how can DOC be responsible for tme? How can DOC affect
the community-corrections regression and progressiorates?

Answer: DOC’s Community Corrections beds are funiiedugh DCJ but the referral and
supervision of offenders in these beds are theorespility of DOC.

The Department’s Community Parole Officers (CP@s0ordination with 34 Community
Corrections facilities, have the responsibilityddfect supervision and risk management of
DOC offender’s while they are in Community Correst programs. The officers are also
responsible for release planning in preparing offers to transition to Community
Intensive Supervision (ISP), parole release, ocliigge of sentence, and coordination
with local law enforcement departments on mattésublic safety.

CPOs administer the Level of Supervision InventeyisedLSI-R), an instrument that
assesses the offender’s risk level and assist<C#® in identifying the offender’s top
criminogenic needs. Officers prioritize superws@nd treatment resources based on the
LSI-R. CPOs target interventions based on thend#gs criminogenic needs. CPOs are
trained in Motivational Interviewing, the Coloraddiolation Decision Making Process
(CVDMP), and Thinking for a Change.

CVDMP, developed specifically for the Division afu Parole, Community Corrections
and YOS, relies upon the principles of evidencethadsk assessment and effective
interventions. The process identifies the appieriresponse to each violation based
upon the offender’s risk level and the severityth@d violation. By implementing the
CVDMP or a similar decision making process for camity correction offenders the
department will achieve consistency and appropsiatsanctions for technical violations
for offenders in residential Community Correctigamegrams across the state.

28.(Parole/Transition category) What is the departmentdoing to implement more
evidence based programs to advance the goals of gharea? Why isn't the
Cheyenne Mountain Reentry Center being utilized moe if the goal is to increase
success in transition?

Answer: The Department’s Strategic Plan reflects ¢tbmmitment to improving successful
offender outcomes. To that end, the Departmentsonue-based strategic plan establishes
guantifiable process measures and objective outcomeasures related to DOC’s mission
and operations. DOC cannot determine which programork opportunity, teacher,
chaplain or correctional professional will open thmeind and heart of an offender to
influence a change in behavior and attitude. Eadfender will respond to different
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stimuli. Cheyenne Mountain Re-Entry Center (CMRCR mission driven facility to

support DOC'’s goal to improve successful outcomes.that end, the Division of Adult
Parole, Community Corrections and YOS is explopgortunities to maximize beds at
CMRC.

CMRC Pilot Proposal - Community Corrections TechhRegressions:

The Department has analyzed the current programmain@MRC and has developed a
pilot aimed at increasing the effectiveness andieffcy of the CMRC program. The intent
of the program is to create an opportunity for taaéfenders who had a technical violation
to return to Community Corrections (after 6 mongtthisntensive programming at CMRC)
instead of being returned to a prison facility wiaéney would remain until granted parole
or until they reach their Mandatory Release DateR[®). Facility Case Managers are not
required nor do they typically put offenders baokfor Community placement after a
regression. As a result of this process, the diéenwill be given a 2nd opportunity which
could lead to successful community placement, tolpato discharge, and to living as a
productive contributing law abiding member of sogieThe primary goal of the pilot
proposal would be to hold the offender accountdbieheir violation while protecting the
citizens of Colorado which the Department is aptting will begin in February 2012.

The pilot proposal would be a collaboration betwdaba Department and the following
Community Corrections Boards; Larimer, ArapahoePko (ComCor), and Mesa.

The Division of Adult Parole is expanding evidebaesed and promising practices such as
Thinking for a Change (T4C), Level of Supervisiovehtory (LSI), pre-release modules,
motivational interviewing, increased offender intbees, and evidence-based responses to
technical violations.

29.Do the measures of inmate-on-inmate and inmate-om®loyee violence include
private prisons?

Answer: The Department of Corrections statistiosvalence do include private prisons
but do not include community corrections. The 3%dareduction in the Department’s
strategic plan refers to assaults in both state pridate prisons.

4:15 — 4:25 &X OFFENDER TREATMENT |SSUE

30. Are sex offenders moved among facilities more or $8 frequently than the rest of
the population? Differentiate sex offenders who a undergoing treatment from
those who are not if the answers are different. Ag these moves from more secure
to less secure, less to more, or lateral? If movemt is different than the normal
population, why? Why in general do inmates move heeen facilities?

Answer: Movement of offenders is necessary foisétie and secure management of the
system. DOC moves offenders for a variety ofamssincluding but not limited to

protective custody issues, gang affiliation, ADA/ges, medical treatment needs, changes
in security classification, program needs, progressnoves, etc. Once sex offenders start
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treatment, they typically remain at the same facilintil they complete that phase of
treatment unless there are overriding needs sucmedical treatment needs or security
needs.

All offender movements in 2011 were analyzed terdebe if sex offenders change
facilities more frequently than the rest of the plagion. It was found that sex offenders
comprised 21% of all offender movements, while cigéanders make up 25% of the
offender population. Thus sex offenders are m@aedewhat less frequently than other
offenders.

31.Where does DOC get the people to staff the sex affier treatment program now?
Does DOC have a problem getting qualified people?

Answer: There is a current shortage of behavioraehlth professionals in Colorado,
particularly outside the metro Denver and metro &atlo Springs areas where most DOC
prisons are located. In fact, a 2011 stidyf Colorado behavioral healthcare services
concluded that there are too few providers in Callo and the need is growing. Further,
many clinicians are not interested in working wiffender populations, let alone sex
offender populationsAs a result, DOC continues concerted efforts to mat qualified
staff. The SOTMP has been intentionally located in aredl greater staff recruitment
and retention capabilities. For example, SOTMPfatagruitment and retention at Sterling
Correctional Facility was problematic. As a resuROC relocated that portion of the
SOTMP to Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility (ARCSince AVCF only houses a small
component of the SOTMP, a sufficient number of stai be recruited from the Pueblo
area. The majority of the SOTMP is located in Cafaty since staff can be recruited from
Colorado Springs, Pueblo and Canon City. In additiDOC recently obtained permission
from DPA to recruit out of state.

Sex Offender Treatment positions are difficultéoruit based on the statutory obligations.
Section 16-11.7-106 (1) C.R.S states the departwfeabrrections “shall not employ or

contract with and shall not allow a sex offendeetoploy or contact with any individual or
entity to provide sex offender evaluation or treattnservices pursuant to this article
unless the sex offender evaluation or treatmentices to be provided by such individual
or entity conforms with the standards developedspant to Section 16-11.7-103 C.R.S.”
The standards require full operating level sex e treatment providers to meet the
following qualifications:

Licensed mental health professional

Completed 1,000 hours of clinical experience speif in the areas of sex offense
specific evaluation and treatment, at least 50@hef hours shall have been direct
fact-to-face clinical contact with adult sex offensl

100 hours of professional training with a minimurh @ hours in sex offense
specific training, 15 hours in victim issues traigj and 20 hours specific to adult
sex offenders.

$Advancing Colorado’s Mental Healthcare. (2011). $tetus of behavioral health care in Colorado: Axtiag Colorado’s mental health
care 2011 update. Denver, CO: Author
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Mental health professionals who have attained SEen@er Management Board (SOMB)
standards to be a Full Operating Treatment Provides able to treat adult sex offenders
without supervision and may supervise AssociatelLleroviders.

Mental health professionals who have not attain@d &P Full Operating Provider status
must apply for Associate Level Provider status aedsupervised by a Full Operating
Provider. Associate Level Providers must conduttismum of 100 hours of co-facilitated
treatment in the same room as a Full Operating Rfex This is one of the reasons why
DOC is requesting FTE resources in the first bahthe decision item. Since DOC already
has Full Operating Level Providers, new cliniciaoan be paired with Full Operating
Providers to quickly expand treatment capacity.

32.1s sex offender treatment more analogous to a medittreatment?

Answer: The SOTMP is a cognitive behavioral mehtdlth treatment program. The
program is housed within DOC Clinical Services aldtreatment is documented in the
offender’s confidential health record. The programust comply with Colorado Sex
Offender Management Board (SOMB) Standards and e¢Hog@ for the Assessment,
Evaluation, Treatment and Behavioral MonitoringAdfult Sex Offenders. In addition, the
SOMB clinicians must comply with the Mental Hedltactice Act, Section 12-43-101,
C.R.S. through Section 12-43-805, C.R.S., andatkiandards for their profession.

33.How many offenders are eligible for sex offender gatment in DOC? How much
would it cost to serve them all? What would be thdunding impact if these
inmates could be released from prison? How much mey would that save?

Answer: The Department of Corrections as of June2®11 has 5,476 of offenders who
are in need of sex offender treatment. In 2008 BOC Sex Offender Treatment
Management Program (SOTMP) was evaluated by ther&bd Division of Criminal
Justice Office or Research and Statistics with ddei Institute of Justice funding. The
study found the program significantly improved paroutcomes and decreased recidivism
throughout the length of the community releaseqokstudied -- up to eight years post
release. The study found offenders who were na&sted for any crime following prison
release had approximately 3.5 years of SOTMP. Basethis finding, it is beneficial to
offer offenders the opportunity to participate redtment when they are approximately 4
years to their Parole Eligibility Date (PED). Apptimately 1,300 new court commitments
are sentenced to DOC each year, and a substantialber of them will be within four
years of their PED, and will become treatment ready
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Summary of DOC Sex Offenders

Total Offenders Required to Participate in Sex @dfer Treatment as
of June 30, 2011

5,476

Sex Offenders Beyond 4 Years of PED

(1,517)

Sex Offenders Lifetime and Traditional Within 4 Yeaf PED

3,959

Sex Offenders Within 4 Years of PED that Need Tesit
Assessment Completed and/or Have Completed Program

(747)

Remaining Sex Offenders Treatment-Ready and Refugieatment
Within 4 Years of PED

3,212

Current Program Capacity Included

(6]

75)

Total Sex Offenders used for Funding Request ~ Trément-

Ready and Refusing Treatment

2,537

Lifetime supervision does not allow for mandataglease; however, they are less likely to
parole without treatment. Some of the sex offenaeirrently refusing treatment will
become treatment-ready after initially refusinggtiraent

As with other programs and treatment, the offendast be willing to actively participate.
The calculations are based first on the offendehns are willing to accept treatment and
then all of the offenders who are either past othimi four years of their first parole
eligibility date. However, all sex offenders waia included in the calculations because
of the DCJ research supporting treatment withinrfgears of PED and their current
sentence prevents them from meeting the paroledboar

The following table defines the staffing needgdattthe population of sex offenders that
are within four years of their PED. In an effod tefine the FTE requirements, all
offenders were included in the table. This include$65 offenders who are currently
refusing to participate in treatment.
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FTE Required for Sex Offenders Within 4 Years of &in PED
. FTE Total Combined
Offenders  \eeded Costs*

Decision Item Request Band | an 564 37.9 $2,496,259
Band Il Reque: 296 15.0 $1,030,362
Year 3 & 4 PED Treatment Ready Offenders212 11.0 $763,134
Total Treatment Ready Offenders and Cost
within 4 Years of PED 3’072 63.9 $4,289,755
Refusing Treatment with Zars PED 1,465 75.6 $5,183,003
Total Costs for All Sex Offenders Within 4
vears of the PED 2,537 139.5 $9,472,758

* Total Costs include personal services, benefipgrating, start-up costs, and polygraph testing

It is difficult to predict the savings if sex offlems were released after receiving treatment.
Each offender must write and get approval for thedividual parole plans. Transition to
community setting is not easy given the restrigtitmat many community have regarding
sex offenders. It is unknown how many offenderddame approved for parole so the cost
savings cannot be calculated.

The division of parole/community and YOS has resmsiravailable for sex offender
treatment in the community. The following is a suary of the usage.

FY 9-10: 1,097 offenders received SO treatmet@4F 55 or $441.89/offender)
FY 10-11: 1,150 offenders received SO treatn®sR1,664 or $541.49/offender)

FY 11-12: (through October) 624 offenders recei®@ treatment ($225,838 or
$361.92/offender)

34.Can the model used for treating sex offenders at & Grand Junction regional
center for the developmentally disabled populatiorbe translated to DOC?

Answer: DOC is always interested in successfubtinent models. The SOTMP
administrators stay up-to-date on current reseaficiding continually updating the DOC
program based on new information. Currently, DOOTMP offers a program for

developmentally disabled offenders. DOC SOTMP adimators will contact and discuss
the Regional Center program with Grand Junctioratreent staff.

35.1f the strategic plan goal is to increase the numbieof offenders participating in sex

offender treatment services by 5 percent per yeahow long will it take to catch up

with sex offender inmates who are beyond their paie eligibility dates? Is the
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strategic plan goal of a 5 percent per year increasin sex offenders participating
in sex offender treatment in sync with Decision Iten 1?

Answer: The strategic plan addresses our goals @lnjdctives for Fiscal Year 2011-12.
The decision item is focused on expanding plankiwal Year 2012-13 and beyond.

The 5% does not relate to the decision item requéke strategic goal of a 5% increase
in sex offenders’ participation applies to the ant fiscal year. This objective involves
on-going efforts to maximize existing resourcelis Will be accomplished by continuously
monitoring program delivery for consistency; inase training for case managers and
parole board members regarding offender succegsfogiress in meeting Sex Offender
Management Board (SOMB) treatment criteria; maxamieatment availability through
continuous monitoring of assignment criteria, pregg toward treatment goals and
movement of offenders who have reached SOMB traaghgibility yet are not on parole
or in community corrections; continue evaluatioracfivities to assure program maintains
evidence based practices/best practices; and reflree database to track treatment
completions.

4:25 — 4:35 'HE STRUCTURE OF SALARIES AT THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS | SSUE

36. What are the effects of the department’s salary sicture on employee safety,
morale, and turnover?

Answer: The Department is funded for positionshatrhinimum of the salary range for all
classifications. Due to the budget challengeshef past several years, state employees
have not received a cost of living increase butehlaeen presented with increases in PERA
and health/dental premiums. The Department is ihgldnore positions vacant than
previously to meet base budget reductions implesdeihirough common policy initiatives.
The Department is challenged by an overall 12% duven rate and a 14% turnover rate
among Correctional Officer I. Additionally, theig a significant number of veteran staff
who are now retirement eligible.

An inadequate monetary incentive to continue dEd& employment presents the
strongest challenge to retention. A seasoned staffiber (hired within the past 10 years)
will have a salary equivalent to newly hired staffthe same job classification. This
provides very little incentive for continued emplm@nt.

Correctional work by its nature is a stressful rorment then it compounded the factors
identified.

As a DOC employee leaves state service, the DepatBSnHuman Resources office
requests each individual complete an Exit SurWégt every employee chooses to complete
the short survey or to answer all questions. Dadewed from over the past eight (8)
months, 498 staff, leaving DOC employment, comgpkbie Exit Survey:
214 staff or 43% identified salary and lack of miamg advancement as a factor or
cause for separating from state service.
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Turnover data also indicates 298 staff that |lefttstservice had less thdive years
of service.

In the first state-wide Employee Engagement Suoenducted by the Department of
Personnel and Administration:

DOC employees indicated a 43% unfavorable respoaigeto question regarding
satisfaction with opportunities for career growttdvancement,

53% unfavorable response to act on innovative ideagh has an impact on the
department’s turnover and morale concerns.

In 2010, the Department published an online climstwevey for all DOC employees to
complete. The internal survey conducted in 208cated several areas of concern which
affect morale and turnover within the department:

- Climate/Work Conditions staff identified low staffing levels, outdategugment,
declining physical plants, and loss of educatiomald training opportunities
through tuition assistance as areas of concern.

Performing Meaningful Work staff identified the following as hindrancesthe
work environment -

o inthe lack of salary increases and benefits

0 no incentives for additional duty (forced doubles),

o lack of options or flexibility with the 28 day sduée or shift scheduling.
Stress/Work Pressure/Burnouwgtaff responses indicated being understaffed (too
many double shifts), inability to fill vacancies.

The items measured from both survey instrumentsrdhHowever, the overall responses
indicate employee dissatisfaction with career opmaoities and salary benefits offered by
state employment.

Mandatory overtime due to lack of staffing resosroesults in burn out and also adds to a
feeling of loss of control of one’s personal tinmelaegatively impacts staff members’ time
with their family members. A younger workforcethwdemands for a work-life balance,
finds mandatory overtime and shift work burdensamd in direct conflict with their
immediate and long-term plans. This generatiostaff does not respond well to a lack of
salary increase, a high demand to adjust persomaé toff and an increase in assigned
duties without some form of recognition.

37.Please provide a chart on turnover rates over timeHow does this affect training
costs?

Answer: For your information, the Department hasnpied a table of turnover rates, by
classification, for the previous five fiscal years

Training costs are impacted by turnover. New erygrs fill vacant position and these new
hires must be trained to maintain safe operatioBmch month, the Corrections Training
Academy conducts a Basic Training Academy for newl@yees, which is 20 days of
instruction. On the turn-over table provided, thigrition rate for Correctional Officer |
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(COl) for FY 11 was 14%; the loaded cost per C@Mdsnt including the student’s salary
while in basic training is between $6,000 to $7,000is essential that the Department has
an educated and trained workforce to supervise madage the offender population. The
health care industry remains competitive, evenulgitoa slow economy. The Department
is challenged in clinical services to fill and retecritical positions when private industry
can pay more and offer better benefit packages.
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FY Number of
Class Tite oo 20082009 | 20092010 | 20102011 i

Parole Board Chairman 0% 0% 100 % 0% 1
Parole Board Member 67 % 14 % 0% 1009 3
Dept Executive Director 0% 0% 0% 100 % 1
Case Mgr | 4% 4% 8 % 3% 5
Case Mgr I 13 % 7% 30 % 0% 0
Case Mgr 1l 23 % 15 % 8 % 7% 1
COl 14 % 12 % 12 % 14 % 335
Ccoll 7% 5% 6 % 7% 52
CO Il Spec 5% 3% 5% 6 % 5
CO Il Supv 5% 5% 6 % 5% 11
CO v 2% 4% 10 % 7% 7
Ccov 6 % 6 % 11 % 9% 3
CSLTS| 5% 4% 0% 27 % 7
CSLSTS I 7% 0% 3% 9% 3
CSLTS I 13 % 0% 0% 6 % 1
CSTS | 10 % 5% 11 % 11 % 56
CSTS I 7% 4% 6 % 6 % 6
CSTS 1l 3% 9% 10 % 3% 1
CSTS IV 100 % 0% 0% 100 % 1
Criminal Investigator | 0% 0% 0% 0% 1
Criminal Investigator Il 0% 4 % 8 % 6 % 2
Criminal Investigator 11l 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Community Parole Officer 4% 6 % 4% 7% 16
Community Parole Team Leader 0% 0% 0% 8 % 2
Community Parole Supv 0% 0% 5% 0% 0
Community Parole Mgr 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Accountant | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Accountant Il 0% 0% 0% 100 % 1
Accounting Technician I 25 % 50 % 13 % 40 % 2
Accounting Technician Il 10 % 11% 4% 7% 2
Accounting Technician IV 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Controller 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Auditor Il 100 % 0% 0% 0% 0
Auditor 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
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Budget & Policy Anlst IlI 25 % 0% 0% 20 % 1
Budget & Policy Anlst IV 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Social Work/Counselor llI 36 % 5% 7% 20 % 8
Social Work/Counselor IV 13% 14 % 7% 20 % 4
Psychologist Candidate 20 % 100 % 0% 0% 0
Psychologist | 25 % 0% 18 % 38 % 3
Client Care Aide Il 0 % 0% 13 % 67 % 4
Dental Care 9% 0% 0% 0% 0
Dental Care IV 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Health Care Tech | 23 % 23 % 12 % 10 % 4
Nurse | 29 % 16 % 21% 13 % 18
Nurse I 0% 7% 0% 8% 1
Nurse 111 0% 17 % 8 % 4% 1
Mid-Level Provider 18 % 19 % 21 % 32% 9
Mental Health Clin III 0% 100 % 0 % 0% 0
Clinical Team Leader 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Health Professional | 0% 0% 25 % 0% 0
Health Professional Il 5% 2% 7% 11 % 8
Health Professional I1I N/A 0% 0% 0% 1
Health Professional IV 0% 0 % 0% 17 % 1
Health Professional VI 0% 19 % 0 % 0% 0
Health Professional VII 100 % 100 % 0% 0 % 0
HCS Trainee | 0% 0 % 50 % 167 % 5
HCS Trainee I N/A 0% 67 % 67 % 2
HCS Trainee Il N/A 11% 0% 36 % 4
Diag Proced Technol Il 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Diag Proced Technol 11l 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Pharmacy Il 0% 50 % 0% 0% 0
Pharmacy IlI N/A 0% 0% 0% 0
Pharmacy Technician Il 0% 17 % 0% 25 % 1
Pipe/Mech Trades I 33% 0% 0% 0% 0
Structural Trades Il 0% 0% N/A N/A

Utility Plant Operator | N/A N/A N/A N/A

Utility Plant Operator Il 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Equipment Operator IV 17 % 17 % 0% 0% 0
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LTC Trainee VI 0% 0% 100 % 0% 0
Materials Handler Il 0% 17 % 0% 0% 0
Materials Handler 11l 33 % 0% 0% 17 % 1
Correctional Ind Supv | 0% N/A N/A N/A 0
Correctional Ind Supv Il 0% 6 % 0% 0% 0
Correctional Ind Supv I 0% 0% 8 % 8 % 0
Dentist | 13 % 14 % 7% 8 % 1
Dentist Il 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Dentist 11l 0% 0% 0% 0% 1
Physician Il 33 % 33% 10 % 30 % 3
Data Specialist 8 % 19 % 0% 27 % 5
Admin Assistant | 0 % N/A N/A N/A 0
Admin Assistant || 15% 7% 6 % 14 % 7
Admin Assistant IlI 7% 4% 5% 11 % 21
Office Manager | 0% 0% 14 % 15 % 2
Library Technician | 0% N/A N/A N/A 0
Library Technician Il 0% 27 % 3% 4% 1
Library Technician Ill 0% 0% 25 % 25 % 1
Medical Record Tech | 20 % 6 % 21 % 7% 1
Medical Record Tech Il 0% 0 % 0% 0 % 0
Medical Record Tech I 50 % 100 % 0 % 0% 0
Media Specialist IV 0% 0% 0% 0% 0
Technician Il 0% 0 % 7% 43 % 3
Technician Il - CFA N/A N/A N/A 0 %

Technician Il - CFC N/A N/A N/A 50 %

Technician Il 0% 0% 8% 0% 0
Technician Ill - CFC N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
Technician IV 0% 0 % 29 % 0 % 0
Technician IV — CFA N/A N/A N/A 0%

Technician V 0% 0 % 50 % 0% 0
Technician V — CFC N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
Program Assistant | 10 % 4% 10 % 0% 0
Program Assistant Il 0% 0% 33 % 0% 0
State Serv Prof Train | N/A 4% 0% N/A

State Serv Prof Train Il 23 % 17 % 33% N/A
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Legal Assistant | 14 % 8% 7% 10 % 1
Legal Assistant Il 0% 0% 25 % 0% 0
General Professional | 0% 0% 0% 50 % 1
General Professional Il 18 % 20 % 0 % 17 % 1
General Professional 1l 8 % 9 % 7% 10 % 10
General Professional Il - CFA N/A N/A N/A 0 % 0
General Professional lll - CFC N/A N/A N/A 20 % 1
General Professional IV 4% 12 % 7% 8% 2
General Professional IV - CFC N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
General Professional V 9 % 0% 6 % 10 % 3
General Professional V — CFC N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
General Professional VI 13% 0% 0 % 15% 2
General Professional VI - CFA N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
General Professional VI - CFC N/A N/A N/A 0 % 0
General Professional VII 7% 13 % 14 % 6 % 1
General Professional VII - CFA N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
General Professional VII - CFC N/A N/A N/A 0% 0
Management 13 % 25% 20 % 10 % 3
Corrl Account Sales Rep 0% 50 % 0% 0% 0
Records Administrator | 0% 0 % 0% 0 % 0
Youth Serv Counselor | 0 % 0% 0 % 0% 0
Electronics Spec I 0% 17 % 0% 0% 0
Electronics Spec I 0% 25 % 29 % 29 % 0
Teacher | 8% 13 % 5% 10 % 17
Teacher I 0% 0% 0% 9% 1
Teacher IV N/A 0% 0% N/A 0
Teacher Aide N/A 0% 100 % 0% 0
Department Wide — Annual 11 % 9% 10 % 12 % 692

Turnover
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38.How does this compare with private prisons? Do pviate prisons have a similar
rank structure? Is there a morale problem in private prisons as well?

Answer: DOC's private prison partners historicaliyave struggled with higher turnover
rates and challenges in filling positions largelyedto rural locations of facilities. Each
facility is unique as are state operated facilitesd our private prison partners work to
meet the challenges of attracting a qualified worké. Yes, the private prison providers
have a comparable rank structure to the DOC. Cdioms work instills teamwork and a
shared mission, and Private Prison Monitoring Urstaff observe that among the
workforce for the private prison providers.

4:35—4:45REIMBURSEMENT OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY PROSECUTION COSTS

39.What is the status of FY 2011-12 reimbursements ©0A’'s? From where will it be
paid if there is no supplemental? Should the JBCrdicipate another supplemental
request on this issue?

Answer: As of 12/23/2011 DOC has posted $82,858.98 for [Bagrto District Attorney
(DA).

At this time, the department does not anticipateiriga sufficient funding in the existing
budget to compensate DA'’s beyond what is contaméte FY 2011-12 Long Bill.

The Department requested an Emergency Suppleméealeral Fund increase in
September of 2011, which was denied. The Departhes submitted a Supplemental
General Fund request on January 3, 2012, for $424 ,GF to cover the anticipated DA
expenses for FY 2011-12 primarily for the first e@gmurder case appeal costs and the
death penalty murder case expenses involving tathag a DOC employee. It is unknown
if DOC will have any additional funds availablélie request is not funded.

40.Does DOC expect the 13judicial district DA to seek the death penalty forany of
the murder cases in Sterling Correctional Facility?

Answer: At this time, the decision to seek theldpanalty is at the discretion of the DA in
the 13" Judicial District. They have not advised the Déypeent of their intent; however,

the DOC is cooperating fully with the DA’s offiae grovide them with the information to
assist in the prosecution of these cases.

41.In general, what is the value to DOC of prosecutinghese inmate crimes. What is
the deterrent effect of prosecuting an offender whalready has a long sentence?

Answer: The DOC has an obligation to maintain safe its system with respect to staff
and inmates. Prosecuting criminal actions withis@rectional institution does serve as a
deterrent to crime in the institution, and is a cial element of achieving this goal.
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When an individual is sentenced to an Coloradoqorjsthey do not lose all the rights

afforded citizens in this country. The courts hantervened on many occasions to
delineate specifically which rights are intact. @e other side of the continuum are the
responsibilities that the individuals do not fotfei One of these responsibilities is to
conduct themselves in prison within the rules & #$ystem as well as the laws of the
country/state. If an offender is allowed to commitcrime against a staff member,

volunteer, and other offenders with no consequenbesfear is that this type of behavior

will escalate. There is some evidence of this ¥éaen looking at the effect of the change
in the law that allowed assault to apply for instas of offenders throwing body fluids on
staff. Prior to this change in practice, staff hemwear rain coats in the Administrative

Segregation Units at Centennial Correctional Fagil{CCF). The effect of this change in
law curtailed this behavior dramatically. Assauwtsth body fluids do continue to occur,

however the frequency is substantially lower.

The length of the sentence that an offender isrspishould not be used to determine the
need to file charges. All offenders are servingeatence that can be overturned by some
level of judicial oversight. If an offender withlang sentence is continuing to commit
crimes, but is not prosecuted, and then is reledseh that sentence, they could be a
serious risk to the community. Another concemters on risk analysis. If an offender is
willing to commit a crime in an environment whehe tikelihood of getting caught is very
high, i.e. prison, then what are they likely toatothe streets?

The mission statement for the Department of Cawestincludes “...holding offenders

accountable...” This speaks very clearly to the nieekold offenders accountable to their
actions both in society and within prisons. Thesisient enforcement of the law is critical
to role modeling expected behavior. It is alsoicait to the mission of public safety. When
an offender is released to the community, an adeurgpresentation of their past behavior
is key to the prevention of future criminal behavio

If the offenders that committed murder were notspooited, the value of the life that they
took could be judged as not the same as someohedhll be killed on the streets. The
value of prosecuting inmate crimes in general isadue to the public, the staff, other
offenders and ultimately to the offender.

The following is a list of typical types of crinthsit are referred to DA’s for prosecution.
This list is not comprehensive and in no particuwdader. Crimes: Assault, sexual crimes,
forgery and fraud, theft, drugs, contraband, andnimde.

4:45—-5:00 PAROLE BOARD QUESTIONS- PRESENTED BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE PAROLE
BOARD, DR. ANTHONY P.YOUNG

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

PAROLE BOARD QUESTIONS
1. Please update the committee on the status of chamsge parole policy presumptions

that were contained in H.B. 11-1064 (Parole Presunipn for Certain Drug
Offenders) and on the changes in S.B. 11-241 (PaedBoard Changes). How are these

bills working? Are they meeting the estimates thatvere laid out in the Fiscal Notes?
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Answer: HB 11-1064 created a pilot program estdbhg a presumption in favor of
granting parole for an offender who is parole-efitgg and serving a sentence for a drug
use or drug possession crime that was committeat poi August 11, 2010. If the offender
meets all eligibility criteria related to previousiminal and institutional behavior, he or
she must have a parole hearing within 90 days.

SB 11-241 created a presumption, subject to tha firscretion of the Parole Board, in
favor of granting parole to an offender who hasalead his or her parole eligibility date,
is medium-risk or below, and has an active Immigraiand Customs Enforcement (ICE)
detainer. An eligible offender may only be releagethe custody of the U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement Agency or other authoriaed enforcement agency. If the
detainer is withdrawn or custody is declined, thardbe Board shall hold a rescission
hearing to reconsider granting parole to the offend

Table. Presumptive Parole Outcomes

HB 11-1064 SB 11-241

(Drug (ICE

Offenses) Detainers)
Reviewed by Parole 143 190
Board
Granted 91 161
Ordered* 16 11
Deferred 24 18
Pending 12 0
Releases as of 11/30/2011 67 120

*Qrdered indicates that the Parole Board has ordktke offender be released on his/her
mandatory release date.

HB 11-1064:

Drug Offenses From July through November, the Parole Boardieexd 143 cases for
release consideration who meet the eligibility riegnents under HB11-1064 (see table).
Of the decided cases, the Parole Board grantedreli®mary parole to 76%. The fiscal
note projected that nine offenders would receieeptesumption of parole each year, with
a reduction of 123 bed days each in fiscal year228ad 245 bed days each in fiscal year
2013. The large gap between the fiscal note prigect9) and the cases granted parole
(91) cannot entirely be attributed to the legiskatichange. In the fiscal note, it was
anticipated that 58% of eligible drug offenders Wbhiave received a discretionary parole
release without this statute change. However, threeat discretionary release rate of 76%
is substantially higher than the anticipated raiéis difference is the result of the statute
change as well as Parole Board practices.
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An issue that has arisen under HB 11-1064 is thmatgpect of parole eligibility (prior
felony convictions including crimes against childrehomicide, kidnapping, robbery,
sexual assault, domestic violence, weapons possesaid others) is not automated and
must be determined by a manual review of offendaigiinal history. As a result, the
Parole Board must sift through a longer list ofesfflers than are truly eligible, creating a
drain on resources.

SB 11-241:

ICE Detainees The Parole Board has reviewed 190 eligible ICEtathees for
presumption of parole from July through Novembes.shown in the table, the Parole
Board granted discretionary parole to 84% of deddmses. Although the fiscal note for
SB11-241 did not project bed savings, DOC anti@dahat 53% of eligible ICE detainees
would have received discretionary parole withowd #statute change. Operating under this
assumption, 101 ICE detainees (190 x 53%) woula een granted parole without the
bill. The actual number released thus far (120 hvilie rest pending) is higher than this
assumption, suggesting that the statute is regpitirsome prison bed savings.

Of the 120 detainees released, 84 have been dejpantk27 are currently being held in an
ICE facility, leaving 9 offenders who have not beeported. These undeported offenders
may represent a financial burden and risk of rewdieg to Colorado communities due to
their undocumented status that result in unemploymack of housing, and inability to
access publicly funded medical and behavioral lealire services, thus creating an
unintended consequence of SB 11-241.

Parole Board Changes

An aggressive, innovative training program wasiatéd July 1, 2011, in accordance with
SB11-241 to assure that Parole Board members, Astrative Hearing Officers, and
Release Hearing Officers exceed the hours of mangataining or continuing education
in order to maintain proficiency and to remain ceint on changes in Parole laws and
developments in the field. To date, Parole Boardanbers have received 39 hours of
training to enhance proficiency. It is anticipatédat most training expenses will be
incurred between January and June of FY 2012-13.

The process of updating the Parole Board Operatidasual has been initiated. Projected
completion date is November 1, 2012.

. What is the status of parole eligibility of offendes who are terminally ill? Is the
parole board looking at any of these offenders foparole? Has the number changed
since the implementation of the bill? If so, by he much? If not, why not?

Answer:_Special Needs ParoleSenate Bill 11-241 made changes to the operaifahe
Parole Board regarding “special needs” offendera. special needs offender is defined as
an offender who is:
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60 years of age or older and has been diagnosed ligensed health care provider,

who is employed by or under contract with the Dépant, as suffering from a chronic
infirmity, illness, condition, disease, or mentaieéss and the Department or the Parole
Board determines that the person is incapacitatedhte extent that he or she is not
likely to pose a risk to public safety; OR

who, as determined by a licensed health care pssyics employed by or under
contract with the Department, suffers from a chepnpermanent, terminal, or

irreversible physical or mental illness, conditiodisease, or mental illness that
requires costly care or treatment, and who is deiaed by the Department or the
Parole Board to be incapacitated to the extent tabr she is not likely to pose a risk
to public safety.

An offender is ineligible if he or she was conwctéd a class 1 felony, unless the offense
was committed before July 1, 1990, and the offehdsrserved at least 20 years in a DOC
facility for the offense, or was convicted of assl@ felony crime of violence, as described
in section 18-1.3-406 C.R.S., and the offender $&xved fewer than 10 years in a
Department of Corrections facility for the offense.

In regards to CRS 17-22.5-403.5, Special Needs|Pattwe operations of the DOC and the
State Board of Parole are in compliance with thististe in practice. The DOC is in the
process of implementing an administrative regulatioat details the procedures currently
being used by the DOC to be in compliance withgstasute. The administrative regulation
will be signed and in effect in January 2012.

In fiscal year 2011, DOC identified nine offendevbo met the special needs offender
criteria and referred these cases to the Parole r@dar release consideration. Of these,
one died prior to a release hearing, one never gt a special needs parole hearing (this
offender had previously been deferred until 201ahe was tabled but released to
probation through a court action, one received ded@l decision, and one was granted
release. The remaining four offenders referredsodl year 2011 were not given a release
hearing until fiscal year 2012; three of these wgranted parole and one was tabled.

In fiscal year 2012 to date, DOC has referred difernders to the Parole Board who met

the special needs parole eligibility criteria. Qfese, three were granted parole and have
already released. One offender died 4 days afténgoeeferred to the Board, one was

deferred, and one has been tabled but will be ayguopending completion of a parole

plan.

It is difficult to evaluate the impact of this Islgition because it has not even been in effect
for a full year. However, it appears that there niseyan increase in the number of eligible
offenders referred, cases reviewed and acted othéyParole Board, and special needs
offenders released. These early statistics indieatencreased number of releases under
the revised special needs statute.

Table. Special Needs Parole Referrals and Decisions
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FY 2011 FYTD 2012

Referred to Parole Board 9* 6
Deceased Before Parole Board Review 1 1
Reviewed by Parole Board

Deferred 1 1

Granted 1 6

Tabled 1%* 2
Subtotal 3 9
Released by the Parole Board as of 1 6
12/30/11

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES A RE REQUESTED
(QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS)

1. What is the Department’s entire Information Technobgy (IT) budget for FY 2011-12
and FY 2012-13? Does the Office of Information Tectology (OIT) manage the
Department’s entire IT budget? If not, what IT activities is the Department
managing separate from OIT and what percentage ishat of the entire IT budget for
the Department for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13? Ofhe IT activities the
Department still manages outside of OIT, what couldbe moved to OIT?

Answer: Nearly all IT-related personnel approprtats have been consolidated into the

Governor's Office of Information Technology. ITated professional services and
operating expense budgets continue to reside iartd@ents' individual appropriations,

and have not been consolidated into OIT. At time} it is expected that budgets for IT

professional services and operating expenses witiain in the departments’ individual
appropriations. However, during this fiscal yeatl IT procurements will be centralized
through the Office of Information Technology (thE Gtorefront). For FY 2012-13, the
Executive Branch believes this represents the nedigtient division of IT-related
appropriations to ensure that departments maintappropriate discretion in making
technology and program decisions. The Executivané&r will consider further
consolidation of IT appropriations in future fiscgars.

2. What hardware/software systems, if any, is the Depanent purchasing
independently of the Office of Information Technolay (OIT)? If the Department is
making such purchases, explain why these purchasase being made outside of OIT?

Answer: Pursuant to 24-37.5-105 C.R.S as well &CDpolicy and procedure, the
department requires all purchases of hardware amdtware systems go through
Governor’s Office of Information Technology.

3. Please list and briefly describe any programs thathe Department administers or
services that the Department provides that directlybenefit public schools (e.g., school
based health clinics, educator preparation programsinterest-free cash flow loan
program, etc.).
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Answer: The DOC does not have any programs olicesthat directly benefit any
public schools.
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