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GRAPHIC OVERVIEW
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DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW

Key Responsibilities

a Manage, supervise, and control the correctional facilities operated and supported by the
State.

a Oversee privately operated prison facilities to monitor compliance with contracts.

a Provide programsto the inmate population in an effort to provide them with treatment and

servicesthat will improvethelikelihood of successfully reintegrating into society following

release.

a Supervise and counsel inmatesin community corrections programs and offenderswho have
been placed on parole.

a Develop and operate correctional industries within the institutions which have a

rehabilitative or therapeutic value for inmates and which also supply products for state
ingtitutions and the private sector.

a Operate the Y outhful Offender System (Y OS), which serves as a middle tier sentencing
option (between thejuvenile system and the adult system) for violent youthful offenderswho
would otherwise be sentenced to the adult prison system.

Factors Driving the Budget

Significant Growth in Appropriationsto the Department of Corrections

Background. General Fund Appropriations to the Department of Corrections (DOC) have grown
more than 12 fold since FY 1984-85, a period during which Colorado's population grew by 57
percent. During this 27 year interval, DOC General Fund appropriations grew from $51.0 million
to $634.9 million, an increase of $512.6 million, which equates to a compound annual growth rate
of 9.2 percent.

Historical Growth. The following graph depicts annual General Fund appropriations to the
Department of Corrections since FY 1984-85 as well as the percentage change of these
appropriations from the prior year. To enhance year-to-year comparisons, the dotted linesin the
chartinclude FY 2008-09 and 2009-10 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding
that the state received. This temporary funding, which equaled $24.6 million in FY 2008-09 and
$89.0millionin FY 2009-10, displaced DOC General Fund appropriations, freeing the money to be
used el sewhereinthebudget. Without thisARRA funding, DOC Genera Fund appropriationswould
have undoubtedly been higher, though perhaps not as high as the dotted line in the graph.
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Focusing on the graph linesthat include the ARRA funding, it is apparent that appropriation growth
rates have generally been trending downward. From the mid 1980's until FY 2001-02, the growth
rate consistently exceeded the 6 percent limit that constrained the growth of statewide General Fund
appropriations. The growth rate averaged nearly 18 percent in the latter half of the 1980's, declined
to an average of 12.8 percent in the 1990's, and further declined to an average of 5.6 percent in the
first decade of this century. Average growth has equaled -1.6 percent annually since FY 2009-10,
as combined General Fund and ARRA appropriations have declined from a peak of $666.9 million
in FY 2008-09.

Department of Corrections- Annual General Fund
AppropriationsSince FY 1984-85
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The General Fund growth surgein the latter 1980swasin part due to passage of H.B. 1320in 1985,
which doubled the maximum penalties of the presumptive sentencing ranges for all felony classes
and to other changes in sentencing laws, but the surge al'so had a substantial inflation component.
The following chart removes the effects of inflation by showing appropriations in "constant”
inflation-adjusted dollars, comparing it with the growth of "current” dollar appropriations.
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DOC General Fund appropriationssince FY 1984-85in current
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Removingtheeffectsof inflation revealslower appropriation growth ratesin all decades, though the
genera downward trend of growth ratesis still apparent. Overall growth of constant dollar DOC
appropriations since the mid 1980's is dlightly less than half the growth of current dollar
appropriations. The peak 27.1 percent growth that occurred between FY 1987-88 and FY 1988-89
in current dollarsdeclinesto 16.3 percent when measured in constant dollars. Thedipingrowth that
occurred in FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 brought appropriation growth nearly to a halt in constant
dollars and the declines since the GF + ARRA peak in FY 2008-09 are more apparent: in constant
dollar terms, combined GF and ARRA appropriations declined 11.0 percent between FY 2008-09
and FY 2011-12.

Asthe Department of Corrections grew, it consumed agrowing portion of the state's General Fund
appropriations. Thefollowing graph, which excludes ARRA funding, illustratesthisgrowth. In FY
1984-85 General Fund appropriations to the Department accounted for 2.8 percent of the state
operating budget. By FY 2007-08 this share had reached 8.6 percent and would havegrownto nearly
10 percent during depths of the recession had ARRA funding not reduced the need for General Fund
appropriations to the Department. The expiration of ARRA funding in FY 2010-11, required
restoration of General Fund appropriationscreating abrief spiketo 9.6 percent, followed by adecline
in FY 2011-12 to 9.1 percent.

DOC General Fund appropriationsasa%of total state General
Fund operating appropriationssince FY 1984-85
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nmate Population

After inflation, the primary factor driving General Fund appropriations is growth of the inmate
population, which includes inmates housed in private prisons and in community corrections
facilities. Asshowninthefollowing graph, the DOC inmate population has grown more than 6 fold
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since the mid 1980's, rising from 3,637 in 1985 to a peak of 23,186 in 2009, after which it began a
modest decline.

Department of CorrectionsPopulation, end of June
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Colorado'sgeneral population growthwasanimportant contributor to thisprison popul ation growth,
but the 57 percent increase of the general population over thisinterval cannot explainthe 637 percent
increase in the number incarcerated. A much more important factor behind the rise has been the
dramatic increase in Colorado's incarceration rate, the number of inmates per 100,000 Colorado
residents, whichisillustrated by the following chart, a ong with the " Sentencing Rate," the number
of offenders sentenced to prison (i.e., court commitments) during afiscal year per 100,000 Colorado
residents.
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Thischart highlightsthe key factorsthat determine the prison population: the number of peoplewho
go to prison (the sentence rate) and, implicitly, the amount of time that they remain there. The
Sentence rate can change for a number of reasons, including

changesof theproclivity of Colorado residentsto commit crime, which may belinked to changes
in the relative size of the "at risk" population (those aged 19 to 39, who are more likely to
commit crime) and to the effects of numerous other factors, such as the effectiveness of the
education system, the effectiveness of the criminal justice system in deterring crime, and the
ability of the criminal justice system to ater the crimina proclivity of those who previously
committed crimes and aready have been through the justice system.

legislative changes that define new crimes punishable with DOC incarceration or alter the
definitions of existing crimes punishable with DOC incarceration.

changesin the rate at which law enforcement arrests those who commit crimes,

changesin therate at which prosecutors obtain convictionsthat lead directly to periods of DOC
incarceration,

changesin the rate at which those who are convicted of crimes but receive probation or another
alterative to DOC incarceration are "revoked" and sent to DOC.

By itself, the 112 percent increase of the sentence rate between 1987 and 2007 would have
approximately doubled Colorado's prison population, after a period of adjustment. Since the
incarceration rate rose by 248 percent over this same period, the other key factor, the duration of
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incarcerationfollowing asentence, wasal so clearly at work. Duration of incarceration dependsupon
anumber of factors, including

» the presumptive range for sentences as prescribed in law,

» the ability and willingness of offenders to reduce the length of their prison stay with good
behavior,

» thewillingness of the parole board to rel ease offenderswho are past their parole eligibility date
but before their mandatory release date, and

» the ability of those paroled to avoid technical violations that result in areturn to prison for a
portion of their parole.

Par ole Population Increase
The parole population also has an impact on the Department of Corrections budget. The following
graph illustrates parole population growth since FY 1986-87.
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Parole costs, like prison costs, are casel oad driven. Thekey factors driving casel oad are the number
of releasesto parole and the length of stay on parole, possibly astay that is punctuated by temporary
reincarceration for aviolation of the offender's conditions of parole.

Jail Backlog
Jail backlog occurs when inmates are sentenced to the Department of Corrections but state prisons

and private contract prisons lack the facilities to hold them. In these instances, counties hold the
inmates in county jails until the DOC has the capacity to take them. Pursuant to Section 17-1-112,
C.R.S,, the Department, subject to avail able appropriations, isrequired to reimburse the countiesfor
holding these inmates. The following information highlights the recent jail backlog history.

Fiscal Year 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11

Avg. Daily Population 723 801 635 443 413 569 639
Annual cost of jail backlog ($ million) $12.3  $139 $11.3 $3.0 $76  $105  $11.8
Daily reimbursement rate to jails $46.49 $4742  $4896 $49.69 $50.44 $50.44 $50.44
Reimbursement rate change n/a 2.0% 3.2% 1.5% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Private Prisons

In the early 1990's, the DOC began contracting with private prisons to house DOC offenders. As
of June 30, 2011, the DOC had 4,399 inmates in these contract facilities. Combined with the 110
inmates held in the jail backlog on this date, this represented 19.9 percent of the June 30, 2011
population.! The following information highlights the private contracts of recent years.

Fiscal Year* 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Average Daily Population in private prisons 2,812 3,797 4,440 4,583 5,425 5,088 4,460
Annual Cost ($million) $50.9 $69.7 $34.1  $834 $104.3 $97.8 $85.8
Daily rate paid to private prisons $4956 $50.28 $51.91 $52.69 $52.69 $52.69 $52.69
Rate Change na _ 15% 320  15%  00% _ 0.0% _ 0.0%

* Note: Offenderswho were placed in contract facilitiesin Mississippi in FY 2004-05 and in Oklahomain FY 2006-07
are not included in thistable. In FY 2008-09, the daily rate was reduced from $54.93 to $52.69 during the mid-year
supplemental process. The rate shown isthe final rate approved for the fiscal year.

Population and Parole Impact on Community Services

Community corrections allows an inmate to transition to the community while still classified asa
DOC inmate. Inmates assigned to community corrections are either placed in a halfway house or
in an intensive supervision program (ISP). Inmates are released to parole based on the discretion of
the Parole Board, or are paroled because they have reached their mandatory parole date. There are

Y Includi ng 2,249 community corrections placements, 29.8 percent of the inmate population wasin privately
operated placements as of June 30, 2011.
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two types of parole, regular and intensive supervision. Many of the appropriations for community
corrections programs are presented in the Division of Criminal Justice portion of the Long Bill, but
the costs of supervising offenders on parole and in community correctionsis contained in the DOC
portion of the Long Bill.

Fiscal Year 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 1011
DOC Community Corrections Expenditures
($ million) $86  $10.1 $9.7  $112  $11.0 $11.9  $11.0
| PercentChange _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ na 169% (39% _154% (16% 7.8% (7%
Parole Expenditures ($ million) $109  $128  $147  $184  $208 211 $222
Percent Change na__ 180% 146% 249% 134% 14%  52%]

Distribution of Total Appropriations Among Fund Sour ces

Thefollowing chart showsthe percentage distribution of the Department'sfunding sources. TheFY
2009-10 temporary spike in federal funds and the offsetting effect on General Fund appropriations
isreadily apparent. Also note that cash and reappropriated funds have remained relatively constant
in recent years but are now relatively lower than they were in the early 1990's.
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The Growth of Department of Corrections FTE

Thefollowing chart showsthe growth of Department of Corrections FTE in recent years. Notethat
the percentage gap between actual and appropriated FTE peaked during the FY 2001-03 recession
and peaked again during the current period of slow economic growth.
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Appropriated and Actual FTE
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

DECISION ITEM PRIORITY LIST

Decision Item GF CF RF FF Total FTE

1 $1,923,692 $0 $0 $0  $1,923,692 249
Sex Offender Treatment Expansion

Inmate ProgramsDivision and other divisions. DOC requestsa FY 2012-13 appropriation of $1,923,692
General Fund and 24.9 FTE for personal services, operating, polygraph testing, and start-up costs to begin
expansion of the Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoring Program during FY 2012-13. The proposed
expansion will slightly more than double treatment capacity and will reduce the backlog of sex offenderswho
requiretreatment under Colorado'ssex offender laws. The cost of the proposed expansion risesto $2,525,430
General Fund and 37.9 FTE in FY 2012-13. Satutory authority: Sections 16-11.7-101 and 18-1.3-1001,
C.RS, and following sections.

2 0 1,358,474 0 0 1,358,474 19.0

Colorado Correctional Industries (CCi) Program
Expansion

Correctional Industries Division and other divisions. DOC requests a FY 2012-13 appropriation of
$1,358,474 cash funds and 19.0 FTE to expand Correctional Industries programsto further offender training
and rehabilitation. Proposed new ventures include awater buffalo milking station, vegetable processing for
elementary schools, television assembly, and clothing manufacture. The revenue for this cash spending
authority will come from the sale of goods and services produced by the new ventures. The extra FTE are
needed to supervisethe estimated 190 offenderswho will performthe new work. InFY 2013-14 expenditures
are projected to rise by another $8,000 cash funds but FTE will remain unchanged. Statutory authority:
Sections 17-24-102 and 17-24-121, C.RS.

3 0 0 0 0 0 00

Line ltem Consolidation

Institutions Division. DOC requests that the stand-alone appropriations for the San Carlos Correctional
Facility be combined with the appropriations for most other DOC correctional facilities, which are already
combined. The appropriations for these other facilities are separated into functional categories, such asfood
services, medical services, and laundry; the $13.4 million appropriation for San Carlos would be allocated
among these functional areas. After this consolidation, only one DOC facility, Y OS (the Y outhful Offender
System) would be separately appropriated. Statutory authority: none required.

4 13,916,129 0 0 0 13,916,129 0.0

External Capacity Caseload

M anagement division. The Department requeststhat the appropriation for external capacity beincreased by
$13,916,129 Genera Fund for FY 2012-13 to meet the funding needs associated with an offender population
that is larger than the population projection on which the FY 2011-12 appropriation is based. This equates
to afunding deficiency of 724 offenders (= $13,916,129 / $19,232 cost of housing an offender in a private
facility for one year). Satutory authority: Sections 17-1-105, 112, and 206.5, C.R.S.
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Decision Item GF CF RF FF Total FTE

5 4,722,804 0 0 0 4,722,804 0.0
POPM - Per Offender Per Day Medical Expenses

Institutions Division. The Department requests a $4,722,804 increase in FY 2012-13 General Fund
appropriationsto pay for expected increasesin offender medical costs. Most of thisincreaseisdueto Satutory
authority: Sections 17-2-102 and 17-27.5-101, C.R.S.

NP-1 241,864 130,145 0 0 372,009 0.0
Fleet Replacement

Management Division. In addition to statewide changes in vehicle lease rates, the Department requests
replacement for 93 vehicles.

Total $20,804,489  $1,488,619 $0 $0 $22,293108 43.9
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BASE REDUCTION PRIORITY LIST

Base Reduction GF CF RF FF Total FTE

1

($529,974) $0 $0 $0 ($529,974) 155
Conservation Camp Program

M anagement Division, Institutions Division, and other divisions. The Department requests a $529,974
General Fund decreaseand a15.5 FTE increasefor FY 2012-13 so it can create anew " Conservation Camp"
in the building that formerly housed the Department's (now discontinued) boot-camp program. This building
is located next to the Buena Vista Minimum Center. The beds in this building are in four large rooms,
approximately 25 to aroom, in a unique arrangement that is poorly suited for security reasonsto al but the
lowest risk inmates. DOC would then move 100 offenders out of the Minimum Center into the new
Conservation Camp. Of these 100 offenders, 60 are members of the Correctiona Industries "Swift" and
"Trails" teamsthat fight wildfires, perform forest management work, and build trails. Another 40 aretrainees
who will join these teams as current members parol e and openings arise. DOC will then move 100 offenders
who are currently housed in private prisons into the 100 now-empty beds in the Minimum Center, reducing
paymentsto private prisons by $19,232 * 100 = $1,923,200. The staffing level for the Minimum Center will
remain unchanged, but DOC will only need to expand the overall Buena Vista staff by 17 individuals (15.5
FTE inthefirst year due to the payday shift) in order to provide adequate security and supervision within the
conservation camp. Because of the low security risk of the Swift and Trails team members and the fact that
they arefrequently off groundsunder the supervision of Correctional | ndustriespersonnel, staffing and support
levelsfor the Conservation camp arelower than similarly sized DOC operation el sewhere. Satutory authority:
Sections 17-1-103, 17-1-105 and 17-24-124, C.R.S.

(994,460) 0 0 0 (994,460) (11.2)
Par ole/Par ole I ntensive Supervision Program Caseload

Community Services Division. The Department requests a $994,460 General Fund, 11.2 FTE decrease to
align staffing levels, operating expenses, and contract services in the Parole and Parole Intensive programs
with the declining number of offenderson parole. Thisrequest annualizesto a$1,052,717 General Fund and
12.1 FTE reductionin FY 2013-14. Satutory authority: Sections 17-2-102 and 17-27.5-101, C.R.S.

(22,101) 0 0 0 (22,101) 0.0
Community Corrections Caseload

Community ServicesDivision. TheDepartment requestsa$22,101 General Fund decreaseto align contract
servicesinitscommunity supervision programswiththemodestly declining number of offendersin community
corrections programs. Theimpact in FY 2013-14 isthe same. Satutory authority: Sections 17-2-102 and
17-27.5-101, CRS

Total ($1,546,535) $0 $0 $0  ($1,546535) 4.3
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

OVERVIEW OF NUMBERS PAGES

The following table summarizes the total change, in dollars and as a percentage, between the
Department's FY 2011-12 appropriation and its FY 2012-13 request.

Total Requested Change, FY 2011-12 to FY 2012-13 (millions of dollars)

Category GF CF RF FF Total FTE

FY 2011-12 Appropriation $634.9 $40.6 $44.1 $0.7 $720.4 6,270.4
FY 2012-13 Request 658.6 42.0 44.3 0.7 745.6 6,179.7
Increase / (Decrease) $23.7 $1.4 $0.1 $0.0 $25.2 (90.7)
Percentage Change 3.7% 3.3% 0.3% 0.0% 3.5% (1.9%

The following table highlights the individual changes contained in the Department's FY 2012-13
budget request, as compared with the FY 2011-12 appropriation. For additional detail, see the
numbers pagesin Appendix A.

Requested Changes, FY 2010-11 to FY 2011-12

Category GF CE RE FF Total FTE
Department Base Request
Total Comp Common
Palicy Adjustment 9,500,572 285,324 0 0 $9,785,896 0.0
Restore prior year PERA
adjustment 7,846,706 99,856 132,218 0 8,078,780 0.0
Restore prior temporary
operating and therapeutic
community cuts 1,525,164 0 0 0 1,525,164 22.0
Indirect cost assessment 6,740 (20,708) 0 0 (13,968) 0.0
Annualize prior year
legislation (8,262,910) (493,619) 0 0 (8,756,529) 0.0
Annualize prior year
decision items (7,244,757) (19,963) 0 0 (7,264,720) | (112.7)
DPA and OIT common
policy adjustments 1,299,963 18,109 0 0 1,318,072 0.0
Subtotal - Base Reguest $4,671,478 ($131,001) $132,218 $0 $4,672,695 | (90.7)
21-Dec-11 16 COR-brf



Category. GF CF RF FFE Total FTE
Caseload Requests

External capacity (R-5) 13,916,129 0 0 0 13,916,129 0.0

Medical per offender per

month (R-6) 4,722,804 0 0 0 4,722,804 0.0

Parole/Parole ISP (R-7) (994,460) 0 0 0 (994,460) | (11.2)

Leap year adjustment (230,109) 0 0 0 (230,109) 0.0

Community Corrections

(R-8) (22,101) 0 0 0 (22,101) 0.0
Subtotal - Caseload $17,392,263 $0 $0 $0 $17,392,263 | (11.2)
Other Requests

Sex Offender Treatment

(R 1,923,692 0 0 0 1,923,692 24.9

CCi Program Expansion

(R-2) 0 1,358,474 0 0 1,358,474 19.0

Conservation Camp

Program (R-3) (529,974) 0 0 0 (529,974) 155

Fleet vehicle replacements

(NP-1) 241,864 130,145 0 0 372,009 0.0
Subtotal - Non-Prioritized $1,635,582 $1,488,619 $0 $0 $3,124,201 59.4
Total Change $23,699,323 $1,357,618 $132,218 $0 $25,189,159 | (42.5)
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: Performance-based Goalsand the Department's FY 2012-13 Budget Request

Thisissue brief summarizesthe Department of Correction'sreport on its performancerelativeto its
strategic plan and discusses how the FY 2012-13 budget request advances the Department's
performance-based goals. Pursuant to the State Measurement for Accountable, Responsive, and
Transparent (SMART) Government Act (H.B. 10-1119), the full strategic plan for the Department
of Natural Resources can be accessed from the Office of State Planning and Budgeting web site.

This issue brief assumes that the performance-based goals are appropriate for the Department.
Pursuant to the SMART Government Act legidative committees of reference are responsible for
reviewing the strategic plans and recommending changes to the departments. The issue brief aso
assumes that the performance measures are reasonabl e for the performance-based goals. Pursuant
to the SMART Government Act the State Auditor periodically assesses the integrity, accuracy, and
validity of the reported performance measures.

DISCUSSION:

The Department of Correction's strategic plan does not fit easily into the five-or-six-objective
framework established for this briefing issue. The Key Performance Indicators section of the
Department's plan lists 24 separate performance measures which are accompanied by numerous
"strategic actions' that the Department will take to reach the many targets. Taken collectively, the
strategic actionswill engage and direct the Department's personnel for aminimum of several years
to come.

JBC staff believesthat the numerousindividual performance measures can be grouped into 4 broad
categorieswithimplicit objectivesthat are consistent with theframework established for thisbriefing
issue. The Department does not present past year benchmarksfor determining whether targets have
been met in recent years, but, staff does not consider this to be a deficiency since a benchmark
established after outcomes are known is easily manipulated. Astime progresses, the Department's
FY 2011-12 targets will become realistic measures of past success or failure.

Perfor mance-based Goals and M easures
The Department's objectives can be grouped under the following four broad objectives:
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1. Safety.
Broad Objective: Increase safety within the DOC.
Corresponding to this broad objective are the following objectives listed by DOC:

.05% reduction in the number of positive random urinalysis results.
3% reduction in the rate of inmate on staff assaults

3% reduction in the rate of inmate on inmate assaults

0 escapes from secure DOC facilities

7% decrease in walkaway escapes from community correction centers
5% reduction in staff work related injuries

2% reduction in grievances

Rate of inmate on staff violence FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12
Actual 1.4% 1.3%
Benchmark 1.3%

a. How isthe Department measuring the specific goal/obj ective?

JBC staff choose inmate on staff violence as a high profile measure of the safety of DOC facilities.
Inmate on staff violence is measured by the rate of inmate on staff assaults per 100 inmates, stated
as a percentage.

b. Isthe Department meeting its objective, and if not, why?
The department has not provided benchmarks for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. As noted above,
staff does not consider this a deficiency.

c. How does the budget request advance the performance-based goal ?
The budget request does not advance this goal.

2. Parole/Transition.
Broad Objective: Improve parole and transition outcomes.
Corresponding to this broad objective are the following objectives listed by DOC:

36% increase in the portion of offenders who progress to parole from
Community Corrections.
3% reduction in the rate of offenders who regress from community corrections to prison
3.1% decrease in the total recidivism rate
2% increase in number of parolees employed
3% increase in sex offenders participating in sex offender treatment services
10% increase in the number of moderate-high risk offenders completing the prerelease

program.
Progress to parole from Community Corrections FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FYy 11-12
Actual 30.0% 29.0%
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Progress to parole from Community Corrections FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12
Benchmark 65%

a. How isthe Department measuring the specific goal/objective?

JBC staff decided to focus on progressto parolefrom Community Corrections because the objective
to more than double the parole rate is surprisingly aggressive and because parole is a high-profile
measure of success.

b. Isthe Department meeting its objective, and if not, why?
The department has not provided benchmarks for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. As noted above,
staff does not consider this a deficiency.

c. How does the budget request advance the per for mance-based goal ?
The casel oad-driven contraction of parole, parole | SP, and community correctionswill keep staffing
ratios at current levels.

3. Education and training.
Broad Objective: Increasethe number of offenders participating in education and training.
Corresponding to this broad objective are the following objectives listed by DOC:

3% increase in GED test batteries passed
3% increase in career/technical certificates approved/awarded

Number of individual GED test batteries passed FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12
Actual 6,265 6,464
Benchmark 6,657

a. How isthe Department measuring the specific goal/obj ective?
JBC staff decided to focus on the number of individual GED test batteries passed because the GED
is another high-profile outcome.

b. Isthe Department meeting its objective, and if not, why?
The department has not provided benchmarks for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. As noted above,
staff does not consider this a deficiency.

c. How does the budget request advance the performance-based goal ?
Thereguested expansion of Correctional Industrieswill increasetrai ning opportunitiesfor offenders.

4. Operations
Broad Objective: Increase the efficiency/reduce the cost of operations.
Corresponding to this broad objective are the following objectives listed by DOC:

Decrease energy and water use up to 2%.
Increase to 25% the portion of parole hearings conducted by video conference.
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Reduce staff turnover rate to 10%.
Reduce percentage of offenders classified as Administrative Segregation by 5%.
Maintain level of state procurement cards (P-card) violations at 0.7%.

Percentage of parole video conferences FY 09-10 FY 10-11 Fy 11-12
Actual n/a n/a
Benchmark 25%

a. How isthe Department measuring the specific goal/objective?
JBC staff choose to focus on the percentage of Parole video conferences because they so clearly
increase efficiency. The lack of past measuresisaminor concern since thisis a new program.

b. Isthe Department meeting its objective, and if not, why?
The department has not provided benchmarks for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. Asnoted above,
staff does not consider this a deficiency.

c. How does the budget request advance the performance-based goal ?

The Department has requested that appropriations for the San Carlos Correctional Facility be
consolidated with theappropriationsfor other correctional facilities. Theadded budgetingflexibility
could reduce costs. The requested Conservation Camp Program may also increase efficiency.
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BRIEFING I SSUE
ISSUE: Population Projections

Legidative Council Staff (LCS) and the Division of Criminal Justice (DCJ) both project that the
prison population will decrease through FY 2013-14. DCJ projectsalarger decline than doesLCS.
The LCS December 2011 parole projection forecasts a steady decreases of the parole population.
The DCJ forecast foresees a parole increase in FY 2011-12 followed by decline.

SUMMARY:

a Boththe LCSandthe DCJDecember 2011 inmate popul ation projectionsforecast adecrease
of the prison population. The DCJ population projection is lower than the LCS projection
in each year, with the difference widening from 551 at the end of June 2012 to 1,327 by June
of 2014.

a The LCS December 2011 parole projection forecasts a steady decreases of the parole
population. The DCJforecast foresees an increasein FY 2011-12 followed by decline.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Committee wait until closer to supplementals and figure setting to
determine which projections to use to fund the required level of prison beds. Waiting will allow
more time to determine which monthly growth looks more reasonable. This recommendation is
consistent with the approach taken by the JBC in prior years.

DISCUSSION:
Comparison of 2012 LCS and DCJ Prison and Parole Population Projections. Legislative
Council Staff and the Division of Criminal Justice are responsible for developing population

projections for the adult inmate population and the adult parole population. The following tableis
a comparison of the December 2011 projections for each of these agencies:
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Comparison of Adult Population Proj ections
Proj ected June 30, 2014 Populations
populaion __June0 o1y | LCSPrajestion ™ “FRIP O | by Projestion " SR O
Total Inmates 22,610 21,583 -4.5% 20,256 -10.4%
Male 20,512 19,641 -4.2% 18,347 -10.6%
| Female 2.098 1,942 -1.4% 1.909 -9.0% |
Parole 8,181 9,390 14.8% 8,508 4.0%

A comparison of the projected annual growth ratesover thethreeyearsfrom June 2011 to June 2014
(based on the population figures from the previous table) are delineated in the following table.

Compound Annual Growth Rate
LCS Projection DCJ Projection
Total Inmates -1.5% -3.6%
Male -1.4% -3.6%
Female -2.5% -3.1%
Parole -3.6% -2.0%

Comparison to Previous Year's Projections. The LCS December 2011 total inmate population
projections are slightly higher than the December 2010 projections(see Appendix D).

Setting the Appropriation. Because the inmate change varies by month and because of the
differences between the two projections, staff recommends waiting until closer to the supplemental
and figure setting process to decide which projection to use when setting appropriations for private
prisons and jail backlog for the remainder of FY 2011-12 and for FY 2012-13.

Staff has prepared graphs to illustrate the differences between the LCS and DCJ projections (see

Appendix D). The tables on the next four pages contain the data used to prepare the graphs in
Appendix D.
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LCSand DCJ Total |nmate Population Proj ections
FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16

Legidative Council Staff Forecast
Beginning of FY Population 22,860 22,610 21,988 21,727 n/a n‘a
Growth (250) (622) (261) (144) n/a n/a
End of FY Population 22,610 21,988 21,727 21,583 n/a n/a
Avg. Monthly Change (21) (52) (22 (12 n/a n/a
Annual Change -1.1% -2.8% -1.2% -0.7% n/a na
Division of Criminal Justice Forecast
Beginning of FY Population 22,860 22,610 21,438 20,637 20,256 19,896
Growth (250) (1,172) (801) (381) (360) (292)
End of FY Population 22,610 21,438 20,637 20,256 19,896 19,604
Avg. Monthly Change (21) (98) (67) (32 (30 (24)
Annual Change -1.1% -5.2% -3.7% -1.8% -1.8% -1.5%
Difference Between Projections

| LCSvs. DCJ (year end pop.) 0 550 1,090 1,327 n/a n/a

Total Inmate Growth. During FY 2010-11, the number of inmates declined by an average of 21
per month. In addition, the inmate population has decreased by an astonishing average of 109 per
month for the first five months of FY 2011-12.

Historical Average Monthly Population Growth — Total | nmates
FY 01 EY 02 FYO03 | Fyo4 | FYO05 | FY06 | FYO7 | FYO08 | FY09 | FY 10 | FY 11 |
70 101 67 60 95 109 42 39 16 (27) (21) |

Comparison of Male Population Projections. The following table summarizes the male
population for the two projections.

LCSand DCJ Male | nmate Population Pr ojections

FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16
Legislative Council Staff
Beginning Population 20,766 20,512 20,020 19,779 n/‘a n/a
Growth (254) (492) (241) (238) n/a n/a
Ending Population 20,512 20,020 19,779 19,641 n/a n/a
Avg. Monthly Change (21 (41) (20 (12) n/a n/‘a
Annual Change -1.2% -2.4% -1.2% -0.7% n‘a n/a
Division of Criminal Justice
Beginning Population 20,766 20,512 19,405 18,671 18,347 18,020
Growth (254) (1,107) (734) (329) (327) (242)
Ending Population 20,512 19,405 18,671 18,347 18,020 17,778
Avg. Monthly Change 2y (92) (61) ) ) (20)
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L CSand DCJ Male | nmate Population Projections
Annual Change -1.2% -5.4% -3.8% -1.7% -1.8% -1.3%

Difference Between Projections
| LCSvs. DCJ (year end pop.) 0 615 1108 1,294 n/a n/a

—— —— —

Male Inmate Growth. During FY 2010-11, the number of male inmates declined by an average of
21 per month (the same asthetotal population decline). In addition, the maleinmate popul ation has
decreased by an average of 103 inmates per month for the first five months of FY 2011-12.

Historical Monthly Population Growth —Male Inmates
FYOl | FY02 | FYO03 | FY04 | FYO05 FY 06 | FYO7 EY 08 FY 09 | FY 10 EY 11
63 87 57 49 68 97 32 42 18 (11) (21) |

Comparison of Female Population Projections. The table below summarizes the female
population for the two projections.

L CSand DCJ Female | nmate Population Projections
FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16

Legidative Council Staff
Beginning Population 2,094 2,098 1,969 1,948 n/a na
Growth 4 (129) (21) (6) n/a n/a
Ending Population 2,098 1,969 1,948 1,942 n/a na
Avg. Monthly Change 0 (1) ()] (D] n‘a n/a
Annual Change 0.2% -6.1% -1.1% -0.3% n/a n/a
Division of Criminal Justice
Beginning Population 2,004 2,098 2,033 1,966 1,909 1,876
Growth 4 (65) (67) (57) (33) (50)
Ending Population 2,098 2,033 1,966 1,909 1,876 1,826
Avg. Monthly Change 0 (5) (6) (5) (©)] 4
Annual Change 0.2% -3.1% -3.3% -2.9% -1.7% -2.7%
Difference Between Projections

| LCSvs. DCJ (year end pop.) 0 (64) (18) 33 n/a n/a

Female Inmate Growth. During FY 2010-11, the number of female inmates remained constant.
However, the femal e inmate popul ation has decreased by an average of 6 inmates per month for the
first five months of FY 2011-12.

Historical Monthly Population Growth — Female | nmates
FYol| FYo02| FYO3 | FYO4 | FYO05 FY 06 | FYO7 FY 08 FY 09 | FY 10 FY 11|
6 14 10 11 27 12 10 (3) @] (16) 0
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Comparison of ParoleProjections. Thetablebelow summarizesthe parole population for thetwo

projections.
L CSand DCJ Parole Population Projections
FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16

Legidative Council Staff
Beginning Population 8,535 8,181 7,840 7,590 n/a na
Growth (354) (341) (250) (257) n/a n/a
Ending Population 8,181 7,840 7,590 7,333 n/a na
Avg. Monthly Change (30) (28) (21) (21) n/a n/a
Annual Change -4.1% -4.2% -3.2% -3.4% n/a na
Division of Criminal Justice
Beginning Population 8,535 8,181 8,288 8,076 7,695 7,446
Growth (359) 107 (212) (381) (249) (239)
Ending Population 8,181 8,288 8,076 7,695 7,446 7,207
Avg. Monthly Change (30 9 (18) 32 (21 (20
Annual Change -4.1% 1.3% -2.6% -4.7% -3.2% -3.2%
Difference Between Projections

[ LCSvs. DCJ 0 (448) (486) (362) n/a n/a

Parole Population Growth. During FY 2010-11, the number of parolees declined by an average of
26 per month. Inaddition, the parole population hasremained very closeto constant for thefirst five
months of FY 2010-11.

Historical Monthly Population Growth — Parole Population

FYol| Fyo2| Fyo3| Fyo4| Fyos| Fyoe| Fyor| FYyos8| FYo09| FY10| Fyi1
42| (13) 68 2 39 70 116 70 19 |  (40) (26)
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: Sex Offender Treatment

TheDepartment of Correctionshasrequested a$1.9 million FY 2012-13 General Fund appropriation
to expand its Sex Offender Treatment and M onitoring Program in order to reduce the backlog of sex
offenderswho need treatment. The JBC asked the Department to consider private-sector alternatives
to this proposal. The Department responded with a memorandum discussing difficulties with this
approach. Thisissue discusses these difficulties.

SUMMARY:

d The Department of Corrections has requested a $1.9 million Genera Fund, 24.9 FTE
appropriation for FY 2012-13 to expand the Department's Sex Offender Treatment and
Monitoring Program. The cost rises to $2.5 million General Fund and 37.9 FTE in FY
2013-14.

a The JBC asked the Department to consider private-sector alternativesto this proposal. The
Department responded with a memo that questions whether private sector alternatives are
practicable, given the legal obstaclesinvolving state personnel rules and the lack of trained
sex offender therapists near Colorado private prisons.

4 Thelegal obstaclesto providing thisservicein aprivate prison may be significant, especially
inlight of afederal classaction lawsuit relating to sex offender treatment that islikely to be
filed in the next few months.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

a Staff recommends that the Committee ask the Department about the various private sector
alternatives that it considered. Did it contact a private prison provider and ask whether it
could operate sex offender treatment and monitoring programsinitsfacilities? What did the
private prisons provider say about cost and about its ability to hire qualified staff?

4 Staff recommendsthat the Committee ask the Department to provide moreinformation about
the possibility, mentioned in the Department's memorandum on this topic, that the
Department could contract with private-sector therapists to provide sex offender treatment
and management services. Would the services be provided at state facilities? Would the
therapistsservefor longer than six months? Would thetherapi stsbeindependent contractors
asrequired by Section 24-50-503, C.R.S.? Would the other requirements of this section be
satisfied?

DISCUSSION:
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The Department’'s Budget Request. The Department of Corrections hasrequested aFY 2012-13
appropriation of $1,923,692 General Fund and 24.9 FTE for personal services, operating, polygraph
testing, and start-up costs to begin expansion of the Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoring
Program during FY 2012-13. The cost of the proposed expansion risesto $2,525,430 General Fund
and 37.9FTEInFY 2013-14. The proposed expansionwill reducethe backlog of sex offenderswho
require treatment under Colorado's sex-offender laws.

Thedeferred September interim supplemental. In September 2011, the Joint Budget Committee
considered an identical DOC interim supplemental request for expansion of the Department's Sex
Offender Treatment and Monitoring Program that differed from the current request only inthetiming
of implementation. During the presentation of the September request tothe JBC, staff acknowledged
that the supplemental addressed an important problem but recommended that the Committee defer
action because

1. TheDepartment of Correctionsdid not consider the possibility that private prisonscould provide
some or al of the sex offender treatment and monitoring services

2. An interim supplemental is not an ideal vehicle for considering a proposal that is essentially a
decision item and deserves the scrutiny that decision items normally receive.

3. Given the current budgetary situation, the Committee should wait to see the Governor's entire
portfolio of FY 2012-13 requests before deciding on this one.

The Committee agreed with the staff analysis and sent the Department a letter stating, "If the
Department decides to resubmit the request, either as aregular FY 2011-12 supplemental or as a
decisionitem for FY 2012-13, the Committee requests that you al so submit information concerning
the feasibility and cost of private-sector alternatives to the Department's proposal. Please aso
consider the possibility that the proposed program expansion could partially occur at privatefacilities
and partialy occur at state facilities.”

The Department's response to this request. The Department responded with an undated
memorandum that was posted on the OSPB web site. Thismemorandum is attached as an appendix
to this Budget Issue.

In the memorandum, the Department states that it has reviewed "a number of alternatives' for
program expansion and continues to believe that its request is the best option. However, the
Department would "consider modifying” what it callsthe Band 11 portion of the FY 2012-13 request,
which would begin on March 1, 2013 and would require 14.9 FTE. The Department would request
thesamedollar amount for Band |1 but it would hire external therapiststo deliver servicesand would
not require an FTE appropriation. The memorandum does not say where these contractors would
deliver services, but staff assumes it would be in state owned facilities.

The next part of the memorandum discusses the legal difficulties that the State could encounter if
it decides to utilize private-sector alternatives. These difficulties are discussed at length below in
thisissue.

The memorandum then presentsthe advantages of aDOC based program expansion, whichinclude
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Continuity of care for sex offenders who frequently move between DOC facilities,

2. Flexibility inreallocating FTE resourcesin responseto changing needswhen thoseresourcesare
concentrated in DOC,

3. Consistency of gathering data for statutorily required sex-offender reports to the General
Assembly, and

4. Assured program effectiveness, which would result from expanding a DOC program that has

previously been evaluated and shown to reduce recidivism.

The final two pages of the memorandum discuss the difficulties that private prisons will confront
if they try to hire qualified staff to run sex offender treatment and monitoring programs in their
facilities. DOC notes that it tried to run a sex offender treatment program at the Sterling
Correctiona Facility but gave up because of staffing difficulties: few qualified providers are
availableinrural areas. Thethree private prisonsthat are alternativesto DOC for expansion (Bent,
Kit Carson, and Crowley) are each located in counties with few or no licensed sex offender
therapists. Nor arethere many providersin counties closeto Bent and Kit Carson. Crowley County,
which adjoinsthe urban El Paso and Pueblo counties, has the most therapi stsin adjoining counties.

Class action lawsuit update. During the presentation of the interim supplemental request to the
JBC, staff noted that a relevant federal class-action lawsuit was being organized. Staff recently
learned more about this lawsuit, which will probably be filed in the United States District Court in
Denver within the next three months. The lawsuit will seek injunctive relief and request that the
Court order the Department of Corrections to provide inmates with statutorily required treatment.
The lawsuit will probably refer to the legidlative history of the Lifetime Supervision Act (whichis
contained in Section 18-1.3-1001, C.R.S.) and will claim that the bill's sponsors represented to the
General Assembly that sex offenders sentenced to indeterminate sentences would have the option
of treatment followed by released on parolewith lifetime supervision or could decline treatment and
remain in prison for therest of their lives. Itisunlikely that approval of thisdecision item will deal
with al of the issues that will be raised in this lawsuit.

Potential legal difficultiesassociated with providing sex offender treatment in privateprisons

Relevant sections of the State Constitution and relevant case law. Article XlI, Sections 13 and
14 of the Colorado Constitution, which were added by initiative in 1918 and 1944, establish a
framework for a state personnel system based upon merit and competitive tests of competence. In
thelatter 1980's, agroup of Colorado employees sued the Department of Highways, seeking aruling
that contracts with private vendorsfor services previously performed by state employeeswithin the
state personnel system violated these sections of the constitution. The Department of Highways
action would have eliminated 35 classified positions and employees of private companies would
have performed work previously accomplished by state employees bel onging to the state personnel
system. The state personnel board rejected this contention but its ruling was overturned by a 1991
Colorado Supreme Court decision, Colorado Association of Public Employees v. Department of
Highways.

In this decision, the Supreme Court pointed to Section 14 of Article X1I, which establishesthe state
personnel board and states that the board "shall adopt, and may from time to time amend or repeal
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rules to implement the provisions of this section." The Court noted that this directive requires the
personnel board to elaborate on the personnel -system framework established by the constitution, and
contemplates the possibility that the General Assembly will enact supporting statutes.

The Supreme Court noted that, at that time, no laws or rules had been adopted governing the
privatization of state employee jobs but that such rules are necessary to ensure that privatization
efforts will not subvert the constitutional principles on which the state personnel system is based.

Privatization must be guided by laws and rules because privatization can contravene the
constitution's personnel-system principles. In the words of the Court, privatization "implicates’ the
personnel system. If the General Assembly has not enacted privatization laws and the personnel
board has not issued privatization rules, state agencies lack necessary guidance and cannot contract
out for personal services. Asaconsequence, the Court held, the Department of Highways' contract
for private sector personal serviceswasinvalid.

The Court's opinion aso noted that the primary goal of privatization is cost savings, but it did not
elaborate.

Statutory rules governing contracts for personal services. In 1993 the General Assembly
responded to thisdecision by enacting Sections 24-50-501 through 514, C.R.S,, titled " Contractsfor
Personal Services." Thelegidativedeclarationin Section 24-50-501 notesthat thethen-new TABOR
amendment imposes "strict new constraints on state government” and declaresthat it is "the policy
of this state to encourage the use of private contractors for personal services to achieve increased
efficiency in the delivery of government services, without undermining the principles of the state
personnel system requiring competence in state government and the avoidance of political
patronage." It further declares that the purpose of the new sections "is to balance the benefits of
privatization of personal servicesagainst itsimpact upon the state personnel system asawhole" and
notesthat "it istheintent of the general assembly that privatization of government servicesnot result
in diminished quality in order to save money." Thefollowing sections contain definitionsand rules
that balance the constitutional requirements of the state personnel system against the TABOR
amendment's increased incentive to reduce costs through privatization. The state personnel board
subsequently adopted supporting rules that flesh out the statute and are now found in Personnel
Board Rules, chapter 10.

The two key sections that affect the outsourcing of sex offender treatment and monitoring jobs are
Section 24-50-503 and 504, C.R.S. Section 24-50-504 enumeratesvarioustypesof personal services
contracts that do not "implicate" the state personnel system, i.e. personal services contracts that do
not have the potential to conflict with the constitutional principles that underlie the state personnel
system and hence are acceptable. A review of this section indicates that none of its cases apply to
the proposed expansion of sex offender treatment and monitoring. For example, paragraph (2) (g)
of the section statesthat contracts for servicesthat are "urgent, temporary, or occasional in nature"
do not implicatethe state personnel system and thusare acceptable. Ongoing sex offender treatment
of an incarcerated offender is not inherently urgent, temporary, or occasional and thus would not
meet this criteria.
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Section 24-50-503, C.R.S., deals with personal services contracts that do "implicate” the state
personal system but are none-the-less acceptable because cost saving considerations outweigh
personnel system considerations. Such contracts must be with independent contractors and must
satisfy all of the following conditions:

1. The contracting agency must clearly demonstrates that the proposed contract will result in
overall cost savings to the state.

2. The contracting agency clearly demonstrates that the proposed contract will provide at | east
the same quality of services as that offered by the contracting agency.

3. The contract prescribes qualifications for the outside staff who will perform the services.

4, The potential economic advantagesof contracting are not outweighed by the public'sinterest
in having a particular function performed by a state agency.

5. Other less relevant conditions.

Such personal services contracts must be approved by the State Personnel Director, who isalso the
head of DPA.

Options open to the General Assembly.

The Department of Corrections indicates in its memorandum that it would consider substituting
private contractors for the 14.9 FTE that it would hirein"Band 11" of its proposal. Therewould be
no reduction in cost, however.

It appearsthat the Department will belesswilling if the General Assembly wantsto expand the Sex
Offender Treatment and Monitoring Program at a private prison. If the General Assembly wantsto
do so, it could proceed in two ways, both of which present difficulties.

A. If the General Assembly includesfunding for Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoringinthe
Long Bill and directsthe Department of Correctionsto contract for these servicesat aprivate
prison, Section 24-50-503, C.R.S., will requirethe Director of the Department of Corrections
to make the case to the state personnel board that the proposed contract with a private prison
provider would satisfy conditions 1 through 4 above. However, the DOC memorandum
discusses at |length the difficultiesthat private providerswill face asthey try to hire qualified
sex-offender therapists to work at their Colorado facilities. For thisreason, the Director of
the Department of Corrections may find himself unableto "clearly demonstrate” to the state
personnel board that the proposed contract would "provide at least the same quality of
services as that offered by the contracting agency"” asrequired by item 2 above. Evenif the
Executive Director makes a good case, the state personnel board could decide that the
contract does not satisfy the requirements of Section 24-50-503, C.R.S., meaning that the
funded expansion would not occur.

B. The General Assembly could enact legislation that requires DOC to contract for these
services and declare in the legidation that this approach balances the personnel-system
considerations and the TABOR considerations found in the constitution or that the state
personnel system isnot implicated because no state employeeswill be displaced. However,
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by doing this, the General Assembly would be bypassingitsown statutes and state personnel
board rules, which were established in the early 1990'sin response to the Colorado Supreme
Court'sdeclaration that such rulesmust becreated. A lawsuit from agroup representing state
employees could result, potentially delaying the proposed expansion of the sex offender
treatment and monitoring program.

Further complicating mattersisthelikelihood that aclass-action lawsuit will befiled within the next
few monthsthat will seek to force DOC to expand its sex offender treatment program. If approaches
A or B delay Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoring Program expansion, it could strengthen the
plaintiff's argument for an injunction.
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 10“"’0«3?%

2862 South Circle Drive
Colorado Springs, CO 80906-4195
Telephone: (719) 226-4774

Facsimile: (719)226-4775 John W. Hickenlooper
Governor

Tom Clements
Executive Director

SUMMARY: The Department of Corrections (DOC) was requested by JBC to provide information
concerning the feasibility and cost of private-sector alternatives for the Sex Offender Treatment and
Monitoring Program (SOTMP) Decision Item for FY 2012-13. Additionally, the DOC was requested to
consider that the proposed SOTMP program expansion could partially occur at private facilities.

RISKS: The primary risks and underlying issues facing DOC in contracting/outsourcing a portion of the
current program with private sector contracts are past state legal cases and rulings, C.R.S. statutes, and State
Personnel Board Rules. These governing documents clearly outline the liability DOC and the State of
Colorado might face concerning issues related to the state personnel system and maintaining the
classification of contractors as non-employees. Associated with these risks is the shortage of sex offender
licensed counselors, technical hiring issues, and limited oversight of contractors.

The Department’s FY 2012-13 decision item requested funding for the SOTMP expansion is implemented
over three Bands, with different timeframes and the numbers of offenders treated. Band |, starting on July 1,
2012, would treat 420 offenders in Phase | of their treatment; Band I, beginning on March 1, 2013, would
treat 144 offenders in Phase II; Band I1, beginning on July 1, 2013, would treat the remaining 296 of the 860
backlogged sex offenders. (420 + 144 + 296 = 860 offenders treated within 2 years of their parole eligibility
date). The request does not include funding Band Ill, as this funding will be requested in the normal FY
2013-14 budget cycle.

DOC has reviewed a number of alternatives for the program expansion. In reviewing options, DOC initially
determined that the original request is still the recommended and preferred option. However, as an
alternative to the decision item, DOC could consider modifying the Band Il request by requesting the same
funding dollars without requesting FTE; under this alternative DOC would contract with external providers
to provide treatment required as part of the SOTMP.

COLORADO LEGAL PRECEDENTS: A relevant case is Colorado Association of Public Employees v.
Department of Highways, 809 P.2d 988, 992 (Colo. 1991) (referred to as “Highways”). The Highways case
addresses the issue of privatization of services previously performed by classified state employees and
constitutional protections provided by the state personnel system. The Colorado Supreme Court ruled that
the agency’s plan violated the constitutional protections provided by the state personnel system, because it
eliminated positions held by state employees currently performing the services being outsourced.

In 1993, the Colorado General Assembly enacted HB 93-1212 to provide the statutory framework for
personal services contracts. HB 93-1212 added statute C.R.S. 24-50-501, et seg, including C.R.S. 24-50-503
(2), which states, “The state per the director shall not approve a personal services contract ... if the contract



would result directly or indirectly in the separation of certified employees from state services.”

In response to HB 93-1212, The Personnel Board Rules established conditions in which privatization of
services could be considered; the parameters for personal contracts in Department of Personnel, 4 CCR 801
Personnel Board Rules, Chapter 10, Personal Services Agreements 10-3 D references temporary, occasional,
and urgent state needs that may be met through contracting with outside providers, and states:

A contract for personal services does not implicate the state personnel system if the department head
determines that it is necessary to retain outside contracts to meet a labor demand that is for:

1. Atemporary need for a specific task or result for a finite period of time. Such a contract must state
an ending date:

2. An occasional need that is seasonal, irregular, or fluctuating in nature; or,

3. Anurgent need for immediate action to protect the health, welfare, or safety or people or property, or
to meet an externally imposed deadline beyond the department’s control.

DOC INTERPRETATION AND INTERNAL PROCESS CONSIDERATIONS: The DOC’s interpretation
is that the three criteria’s above are not met in the need for personal service contract in the SOTMP
expansion. Specifically, this program’s expansion is anticipated to lead to a long term, stable, and
predictable need for additional manpower. Personnel Board Rules, Chapter 10, Directives 10-1 to 10-4,
outlines the procedures which further require the determination of a business case, (10-2), evaluation of
potential impact on certified employee’s (10-3), and other contract processes and requirements (10-4).

In order to meet the SOTMP therapy requirements through a personal services contract, DOC would first
make a business case showing that lower costs were expected under contracting than under a direct-hire
approach and address the potential impact on the state personnel system. Next, the Director would review
the business case to determine if any one of the eight specific conditions of C.R.S. 24-50-502 (1) and (2)
personal service contracts not implicating state personnel system, are met. Finally, the Director would
review the arrangement to ensure that it does not appear to create an employee/employer relationship. This
review is essential to comply with federal labor and tax law related to appropriately distinguishing between
employees and independent contractors.

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS: The DOC would like to accentuate potential risks of providing sex offender
treatment through an extended contract with private sector contractors or facilities, as this may be a violation
of statutes and State Personnel Board Rules. The DOC SOTMP program has been provided by DOC FTE
since 1985. There was a short period of time that DOC contracted a portion of the personal services
providing treatment, but due to the personal service contract issues, a conversion of contract service
providers to DOC FTE’s was required in FY 2008-09.

The rationale for requiring that any contract program comply with the DOC SOTMP includes:

e Continuity of care in programming -- offenders frequently move between facilities and programs
would need to allow for this movement.

e Consistency in treatment to avoid additional offender complaints and lawsuits.

e Flexibility to allow overall SOTMP resources to be responsive to the current and future offender
population requirements (e.g., higher demands for specific types of treatment based on the number of
offenders with different sentence types, minimum sentence lengths, ADA requirements, or special
needs).



e Measurability to permit the DOC to report standard treatment participation and outcome data to the
legislature on an annual basis.

e Continued effectiveness, as the current DOC SOTMP has been evaluated and found to reduce
recidivism.

STAFFING CONSIDERATIONS — CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS AND SEX OFFENDER
MANAGEMENT BOARD (SOMB) REQUIREMENTS: SOMB standards require therapists to either be:

e Full Operating Level Treatment Providers (Licensed mental health professional, 1000 hours SOMB
Full Operating Level Treatment Provider supervised clinical experience in sex offender evaluation
and treatment, 65 hours training in sex offender specific treatment, 15 hours training in victim issues,
20 hours training specific to adult sex offender treatment, satisfactory references, pass a background
check and be approved by the SOMB). or

e Associate Level Treatment Providers (Mental health professional, 100 hours direct adult sex offender
face-to-face clinical contact in co-therapy with a Full Operating Level Treatment Provider, face to
face clinical supervision by a Full Operating Level Treatment Provider, 32 hours sex offense specific
training hours, 8 hours victim training hours, 10 hours adult sex offender treatment training,
satisfactory references, pass a background check and be approved by the SOMB).

e Therapy should be co-led by a male and female counselor.

e Ratio for therapist to offender is 1:7 per program.

An issue DOC has repeatedly experienced is hiring qualified providers for the program, especially in remote
locations. DOC has explored program expansion at other state facilities and determined the challenge was
finding the appropriate staffing in some of the lower populated counties. Sterling Correctional Facility
attempted to provide the SOTMP, but it was moved to another facility as the rural location made it difficult
to hire and retain staff. Because of past experience in attempting to expand the program to other state
facilities and the issues of limited qualified treatment providers, DOC chose to place the SOTMP at state
facilities in more populated areas. All three of the private prisons that appear the logical test locations for
privatizing aspects of offender treatment are located in remote areas. The number of current qualified
treatment providers in the counties of each of the private prisons would appear to limit the DOC’s flexibility
to rapidly provide these services on a contract basis; Bent County and Kit Carson County have no providers
in their respective counties, and Crowley County has only two, both of whom are currently employed by
DOC. Table 1 shows the number of current approved SOMB treatment providers in the surrounding
counties of DOC’s current private prisons. Cheyenne Mountain Re-entry Center does not allow sex
offenders at the facility per the current contract and is not included in the table. This underlines the limits to
enhancing flexibility by contracting out for these services; qualified providers simply are not currently
available where DOC needs the services.

In April, 2005 the State Auditor’s Office conducted an audit of state versus private prisons and found that
salaries at state operated prisons were approximately 50 percent higher than those of private prisons.! Due
to lower private prison staff compensation and the scarcity of qualified providers, the privates could have
significant issues with obtaining the required staffing with experience similar to that of personnel that DOC
has successfully recruited and retained.

Ywww. leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditorl.nsf/All/FC4A43C259BADCA498725701B00755584/$F1LE/1676%20Private%20Prison
s%20Perf%/20April%202005.pdf



Table 1 outlines the current SOMB Licensed Sex Offender Treatment providers in each of the counties
surrounding current private prison facilities which indicate the pool of qualified providers in total.

Table |
Current Licensed Sex Offender Treatment Provider Pool

SOMB Approved
Current Private Facility Surrounding Counties Providers

Bent Facility Bent County
Otero County

Las Animas County

Baca County

Prowers County

Kiowa County

N O |O (O |N |- (O

Crowley County*
Total Licensed Sex Offender Providers Surrounding
Bent Facility

[¢;]

Kit Carson Facility Kit Carson County
Cheyenne County

Lincoln County

Washington County

o |k |O O |O

Yuma County
Total Licensed Sex Offender Providers Surrounding
Kit Carson Facility 1

Crowley Facility Crowley County* 2
El Paso County 32
Lincoln County

Otero County
Pueblo County 13

Kiowa County 0
Total Licensed Sex Offender Providers Surrounding
Crowley Facility 49

* Currently DOC FTE's
Note: There is a duplication of counties listed in the table

DOC has carefully evaluated how to most consistently and reliably meet offender needs for this program,
and has concerns related to contracting or outsourcing a portion of the current program. As outlined above,
past state legal cases and rulings, C.R.S. statutes, and State Personnel Board Rules all indicate and clearly
outline risks that DOC and the state could face relative to the classification of employees and the state
personnel system. Compounding these risks is the consistent shortage of sex offender licensed counselors in
general throughout the state, and particularly in the more remote areas in which many DOC facilities are
located such as the attempt to place the program at Sterling Correctional Facility. This has created issues
with filling open positions, and decreases the likelihood of meeting DOC and offender needs more cost
effectively through contracting out for these services.



FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: The Structure of Salaries at the Department of Corrections

The salary structure at the Department of Corrections still reflects the step/anniversary system that
guided state employee wage increases before 2002. Employees in many job classifications are
increasingly concentrated at the bottom of the range for their salaries with possible adverse effects
on turnover, morale, and motivation.

SUMMARY:

a Salariesat the Department of Correctionsareincreasingly concentrated at thelow end of job
class salary ranges.

d This may detrimentally effect turnover, morale, and morale.
RECOMMENDATIONS:

a Staff recommends that the Committee ask the Department to discuss the various effects of
its salary structure.

DISCUSSION:

Over the course of thelast decade asalary structure has devel oped at the Department of Corrections
that may be detrimental to employee morale and to the effective operation of the organization. The
salary structure seems to have developed as a result of factors that are largely beyond the
Department's control.

Background on the step and anniversary systems. Prior to 1998 a step increase system existed
that provided annual 5 percent salary increasesto state empl oyees, moving them upward in 5 annual
steps through the salary range until they neared the top of the range and progress slowed. In 1998
this system was replaced with an anniversary increase system that lasted until July 2002. The
anniversary system provided similar annual 5 percent increases on an employee's employment
anniversary date, with slower salary growth as one approached the top of the salary scale.

In July 2002 anniversary increaseswere replaced with performance-based pay increases, which, due
in substantial part to the two recessions that the state has experienced during the last decade, have
often not been funded.

The step/anniversary system, though now nearly 10 years past, continues to leave a strong imprint

on salaries at the Department of Corrections, effectively dividing the workers in many job classes
into two categories:
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1. Thosewho arrived prior to July 2002, benefitted from anniversary increases until they ended
and continue to benefit relatively from them nearly a decade later, and

2. Those who arrived after July 2002 and have for the most part remained at the bottom of the
salary range for their job classification.

In July 2002, the anniversary system was replaced with a performance based pay system. The
following table summarizes the average percentage salary increases that have been funded under
salary survey and under performance-based pay since that time. This table indicates that a new
Department of Corrections employee who arrived before July 1, 2002 would have experienced
cumulative salary survey increases of 19.3 percent over the succeeding decade but would only have
experienced performance based pay increases of 4.6 percent.

Salary Survey Average Salary Performance-based Aver age performance
Fiscal Year Funded? Survey % increase pay funded? based pay % increase
FY02-03 Yes 4.7% Yes 0.8%
FY03-04 No - No -
FY 04-05 Yes 2.0% Yes 1.0%
FY 05-06 Yes 3.0% No
FY 06-07 Yes 2.6% No -
FY 07-08 Yes 3.7% Yes 1.4%
FY 08-09 Yes 3.3% Yes 1.4%
FY(09-10 No - No
FY10-11 No - No
FY11-12 No - No
Cumulative
increase 19.3% 4.6%

A salary survey increase raisesthe salaries of all employeeswithin agiven job category by the same
percentage, keeping relative positions unchanged, and rai ses the upper and lower salary boundsfor
the job category by the same percentage. Thusan employee hired at the bottom of the pay rangefor
hisjob classificationin FY 2004-05 who received the average salary survey increase of 3.0 percent
and 2.6 percentin FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07, would have remained at the bottom of the pay range
because he received no performance pay increases during that year. In FY 2007-08 he would have
received both a 3.7 percent salary survey boost and a 1.4 percent performance based pay boost, the
latter moving him 1.4 percent off thefloor for hisjob classification. If hissalary before considering
the 1.4 percent performance pay boost was $30,000 annually, hissalary with performance pay would
have equaled (1 +.014) * 30,000 = $30,420 — he has moved $420 off the floor for his salary range.

Corrections officers are by far the most numerous class of employees at the Department of
Corrections, making up more than half of total employees. These uniformed officersfall into five
ranks classified as Corrections Officers|, I, 111, 1V, and V but are better known by the associated
ranks of Officer, Sargent, Lieutenant, Captain and Major. Collectively this is knows as the
corrections officer "series’.
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Salary

The following diagram shows the distribution of annual salaries of Corrections Officer I, the entry
level corrections officer, as of June FY 2011-12.

Corrections Officers
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Each triangle on this diagram represents an Officer I. If you look at the diagram carefully you can
see thehistory of the state's compensation system writteninitsdata. Recent hireswho arrived after
thelast performance pay increase, which occurred in FY 2008-09, areto theleft, with 3yearsor less
service, resting on the salary floor of $39,276. To their right, between the 3 and 4 year marks of the
diagram arethose who received the 1.4 percent performance pay hikein FY 2008-09 and areearning
$39,504. Next, starting at the 5 year mark, are the Officers who received the FY 2007-08 and the
FY 2008-09 performance pay booststhat give them asalary of $39,888. Starting at the 8 year point
are the officers who benefitted from the one percent performance pay hikein FY 2004-05. There
isaparallel group beneath them that for unknown reasons did not receive this pay boost.

At the 10 year mark we begin to see those who worked under the anniversary increase system that
was replaced by performance pay in July 2002. Note that there are 5 distinct clumps of workersin
thisupward sloping section of the data, reflecting the five years of automatic increasesthat Officers
and other state workers received as they worked under the old system. These clusters slope upward
reflecting annualization based on the month in which the worker was hired — earlier hiresreceiving
larger adjustments than those hired later. Fifteen years after hire, the salary clumps persist. Only
when we reach the fifth clump does the cluster of officers begin to spread out, reflecting the longer
service period that one needed to get to the top of the pay range.

Thissalary structure has persisted among the Officer | job classification for adecade. Officerswho
arrived 12 years ago are making approximately $7,764 more annually than their coworkers who
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arrived 9 yearsago. The samerelative differential was present 9 years ago will probably persist for
anumber of yearsin thefuture. It may only disappear in the late 2020'swhen the | ast of those hired
under the old anniversary system retire. Init's place would be arelatively meaningless salary range
with everyone bunched at the bottom.

Note that the number of outliersin the above diagram appears larger than it truly is. At the left end
of this diagram, triangle is stacked on triangle giving the illusion that there are far fewer Officers
there receiving the minimum pay than there truly are. There are perhaps 25 outliers with service of
lessthat 10 years out of atotal of 2,365 officers.

Over the last decade, the upward sloping portion of this salary distribution chart has marched
rightward. Officerswith high salariestoward the right of the distribution have left the Department
of Corrections and been replaced by officers with lower salaries that have not risen relative to the
bottom of the pay range. Thefollowing diagram showsthat the average salary over the period from
June 2004 to June 2011 rose in dollar terms, but fell relative to the Officer | pay range.

The June 2011 collective salaries of Corrections Officers|'swere, onan annual basis, equal to $97.2
million. Had performance-based pay between June 2004 and June 2011 been sufficient to keep these
officers at the same average point in the salary range (i.e. had it produced results equivalent to the
anniversary increase system that it replaced), their collective annual salaries would have been $7.1
million higher.

Officer

60,000

55,000

50,000 Range Max

45,000 x/_/ e Range Midpoint
40,000 -O-Avg Salary

=jil=Range Min
35,000 -

30,000 T 1
June 2004 June 2011

The same patterns can be seen with a number of other classes of employees at the Department of
Corrections, such astrade supervisors and case managers. For other categories of workers, such as
genera professionals and health care workers the pattern is much less distinct or is non existent.
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At the end of thisissueisasimilar chart that simultaneously shows the distribution of salaries for
all ranks of corrections officers.

The following diagram shows the overall effect on the distribution of salaries at the Department.
Salaries are increasingly concentrated at the lower end of salary ranges. In June 2004, 30 percent
of those at DOC werein the bottom 30 percent of the salary range. By June 2011, this had risen to
50 percent.
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Percentage of CDOC employees with salaries 0-10%, 10-20%, ... through
the range for their salary classification, comparison of 2004 and 2011
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The next diagram, produced by DOC, suggests a possible consequence of this salary structure. It
shows that a disproportionately large number of the employees who separate from DOC are at the
bottom or very close to the bottom of their salary range. Thusit is possible that the Department's
salary structure contributes to staff turnover. Based on anecdotal evidence, JBC staff suspectsthat

this salary structure may also undermine employee morale.
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Corrections

BRIEFING I SSUE
| SSUE: Reimbursement of District Attorney Prosecution Costs

In September the Department of Corrections requested a $385,502 FY 2011-12 Genera Fund
supplemental so it could reimburse District Attorneys for the costs of prosecuting offenders who
commit crimeswhileinthe custody of the Department. The supplemental request waslargely driven
by the high cost of prosecuting several death penalty cases against DOC offenders. This briefing
issue proposes statutory changes that would reduce the need for similar supplementals in future
years.

SUMMARY:

d In September the Department of Correctionsrequested a$385,502 FY 2011-12 General Fund
supplemental so it could reimburse District Attorneysfor the costs of prosecuting offenders
who commit crimes while in the custody of the Department.

a The supplemental request is largely the result of death penalty cases.

d Staff recommends that a provision be added to statute allowing the Department of
Corrections to optionally limit reimbursements when the death penalty is sought by a
District Attorney.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

4 Staff recommends that the Committee introduce a bill that allows the Department of
Corrections to optionally limit reimbursements when the death penalty is sought by a
District Attorney.

4 Staff recommends that the committee ask the Department to provide information on the
prosecution of offenders who commit crimes whilein the custody of the Department. How
many of these crimes are prosecuted annually? What types of crimes are prosecuted? What
are the results of these prosecutions?

4 Staff recommends that the committee ask the Department to respond to the following
guestions:

d What in general is the value of prosecuting a crime committed by an offender in

DOC custody? What isthe value of prosecuting a crime committed by an offender
who already has along sentence?
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d If aDistrict Attorney chooses not to prosecute an incarcerated offender for acrime,
can DOC take action against that offender?

a Please comment on the merits of the JBC staff legislative proposals. Isthereabetter
solution?

DISCUSSION:

The Department's September Supplemental Request. When acrime occursin a Department of
Correctionsfacility, thelocal district attorney (DA) prosecutesthe case, and, pursuant to statute, the
Department of Corrections reimburses the DA for costsincurred. The relevant statute reads:

16-18-101. Costsin criminal cases. (3) The department of corrections, from
annual appropriations made by the general assembly, shall reimburse the county or
countiesin ajudicial district for the costs of prosecuting any crime alleged to have
been committed by apersoninthe custody of the department. The county or counties
shall certify these costs to the department, and upon approval of the executive
director of the department, the costs shall be paid. The provisions of this subsection
(3) shall apply to costs that are not otherwise paid by the state.

In September 2011, the Department requested that its FY 2011-12 Genera Fund appropriation for
Payments to District Attorneys, which equals $144,108, be increased by $385,502 in order to
reimburse countiesin variousjudicial districtsfor the coststhat their District Attorneysincurredin
prosecuting offenders who commit crimes while confined in Department of Corrections facilities
within the district. The most costly of these cases, and the cases that drove the September
supplemental request, involvethe 2002 killing of acorrectionsofficer, the 2004 killing of aninmate
at the Limon Correctional facility, and the decision by the District Attorney for the 18th Judicial
District to seek the death penalty in each of these cases. These death penalty cases have proved
extremely expensive.

Recent payments have disproportionately gone to the 18" Judicial District. Asthefollowing
table shows, payments to counties in the 18" Judicial District have accounted for half or more of
total paymentsto district attorneysin recent years, a pattern that will continuein FY 2011-12.2

Judicial District FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
2" - Denver 42,556 0 748 1,826
3" - Huerfano, Las Animas 0 0 0 1,188
7" - Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Montrose, Ouray, San Miguel 0 0 372 0
10" - Pueblo 0 0 700 213

2 The 18" DA has often submitted her office's certified reimbursement requestsin a
subsequent year. For example, as of September no certified requests from the 18th DA had been
received for FY 2010-11. To enhance comparability with the other DAs, who submit their
certified requests more promptly, this table presents payments to the 18" Judicial District on an
accrual basis.
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Judicial District FY 07-08  FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11

11™ - Fremont, Chaffee, Park, Custer 70,899 44,749 59,452 30,524
13" - Kit Carson, Logan, Morgan, Phillips, Sedgewick,

Washington, Yuma 18,382 29,308 21,316 19,776

16" - Bent, Crowley, Otero 32,107 50,475 43,018 46,334

18" - Arapahoe, Douglas, Elbert, Lincoln 368,904 123,356 167,740 183,269

Total 532,847 247,888 293,346 283,130

18" District's Percentage of Total 69.2% 49.8% 57.2% 64.7%

Other Districts Percentage of Total 30.8% 50.2% 42.8% 35.3%

As staff noted during the September presentation, DOC payments to district attorneys have
consistently exceeded by a factor of at least two the expectations upon which Long Bill
appropriations have been based, averaging $292,384 over the period from FY 2005-06 to FY 2010-
11. The Department estimates that reimbursement requests from DA's will total $529,610 in FY
2011-12, with the 18" Judicial District again claiming the bulk of reimbursements.

Staff recommends statutory change. When the JBC heard this request in September, it took no
action. Staff does not know whether the Department will resubmit this supplemental request in
January, but staff recommends that the JBC consider statutory change that will reduce what has
proved to be along-standing and continuing budget problem.

Background information. Staff has spoken with the Department of Corrections and with District
Attorneysin several districtsthat have large concentrations of incarcerated DOC offenders. Based
on these conversations, staff observes that:

» Some DAsdon't chargethe DOC as much asthey could. In the recent past there seems to
have been an informal understanding among many DAs that the costs of DOC prosecutions
would be shared by the loca judicial district and the Department of Corrections. This
understanding has held down DOC reimbursement costs. One former DA stated that his office
would customarily absorb theentire cost of prosecutingaDOC casewhen prosecution costswere
low. Two other DAs stated that they commonly did not seek reimbursement for all expenses
associated with a DOC prosecution.

In recent years, the DA for 18" Judicial District has apparently been more aggressively billing
the Department of Correctionsfor reimbursement, asking for reimbursement of prosecution costs
that other districts would have absorbed. As word about these reimbursement requests has
spread, at least one district attorney has openly wondered if he should mimic the 18" and seek
torecoup most or al of hisprosecution costs. The Colorado District Attorney's Council hasbeen
reminding members that DOC will reimburse DAs for DOC prosecutions. If other DASs start
following the lead of the 18", DOC reimbursement expenditures will rise.

* DOC hasalwaysfound away toreimburse DASs. In past years, the Department of Corrections
has, through a combination of supplementals, governor-approved transfers among DOC line
items, and over-expenditures (with subsequent appropriation restrictionsasrequired by statute),
seemingly done everything that it could to reimburse DAsfor their DOC prosecution costs. As
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far as staff can tell, the DOC has not, in recent memory, failed to pay a DA who submits a
request for reimbursement, though it has delayed payment when funds were tight. DOC has
apparently in the past interpreted Section 16-18-101, C.R.S,, to require full reimbursement. It
is not clear whether DOC will continue to interpret statute in this fashion in the future.

DOC fundingisan important source of support for smaller judicial districtsthat contain
prisons. The11™and 16" Judicial Districts both have assistant district attorneyswho specialize
in DOC crime. The DA for the 16" stated that he would have to lay off one of his assistantsiif
he lost DOC funding or had it restricted substantially.

DOC reimbursement cutswill probably lead tofewer prosecutions. When staff asked district
attorneys how they would react if DOC cut reimbursements, the DA for the 11™ suggested that
hewouldlimit prosecutionsto inmate on corrections-officer violence and woul d stop prosecuting
lesser cases. The DA for the 16" pulled out alist of 22 pending cases covering such things as
prison drug use, other prison contraband, and assault. He stated that he would probably have to
stop prosecuting these cases. The DA for the 13", which includes Sterling Correctional Facility
where four inmate-on-inmate murders were recently committed by 5 suspects, speculated that
he might have to delay murder prosecutions in order to minimize the amount of extra staff he
must hire; perhaps he could take some of the murder casesto trial several years from now. He
added that delayed prosecution is undesirable; withesses |eave or die, memories fade, evidence

disappears.

Theproposed statutory change. Staff believesthat the central problemisthe cost of death penalty
prosecutions. Without these prosecutionstherewould belittle or no need for related supplementals.
To addressthis problem, staff recommendsthat the Committeeintroduce abill that amends Section
16-18-101, C.R.S,, asfollows:

16-18-101. Costs in criminal cases. (3) The department of corrections, from
annual appropriations made by the general assembly, shall reimburse the county or
countiesin ajudicial district for the costs of prosecuting any crime alleged to have
been committed by apersoninthe custody of the department. The county or counties
shall certify these costs to the department, and upon approval of the executive
director of the department, the REASONABLEAND NECESSARY costsshall bepaid. THE
DEPARTMENT MAY LIMIT REIMBURSEMENT IN CASES IN WHICH THE PROSECUTOR
SEEKSTHEDEATH PENALTY. Theprovisions of thissubsection (3) shall apply to costs
that are not otherwise paid by the state. THE DEPARTMENT MAY PROMULGATE RULES
REQUIRING TIMELY SUBMISSION OF REIMBURSEMENT REQUESTS.

The"reasonableand necessary" provision echosterminol ogy found in Section 20-1-302 and 303,
C.R.S., which requires county commissioners to provide funding to their district attorneys; the
provision would give more teeth to the executive director's required review of reimbursement
requests.

Therulemakingauthority will limit casesin which requests are submitted months (or more) late.
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* The provision allowing the Department to optionally limit reimbursements when the death
penalty is sought is, or course, the most important of the proposed changes. It is designed to
generally limit death-penalty caseswhileleaving open the possibility that the death penal ty could
still be sought in egregious crimes, such as the murder of a corrections officer. Staff imagines
that a prosecutor who wishes to pursue the death penalty would first talk it over with the
Department and find out if the Department will fund a death penalty case. The Department
might bewilling to do so if one of itsemployees had been murdered, for example. In other cases
the Department might not be willing to pay the extra cost of such a prosecution, but the
prosecutor would still befreeto pursuethe death penalty at the expense of the countiesthat make
up thejudicial district. If the offense was a high profile crime, such as the murder of acitizen
by an DOC escapee, the counties might willingly fund the prosecution.

It isimpossible to know what impact this provision might have had if it had been enacted 10
years ago, but one reasonable scenario is that it would have resulted in a single capital murder
charge against the incarcerated offender who killed acorrections officer in 2002, rather than the
three capital murder charges that were actually filed against DOC inmates in the 18" Judicial
District over thisinterval.

While some might arguethat this change would weaken the deterrent effect of the death penalty,
offenders contemplating murder would still know that the death penalty isan option. Also note
that, under current law, acostly death penalty prosecution by adistrict attorney could consume
so much of the Department of Correctionslimited pool of reimbursement dollarsthat lesswould
be availablefor other types of prosecutions. If inmatesthen observe that offender crimewithin
a corrections facility is less frequently prosecuted, the overall effect of a death penalty
prosecution could actually be areduction in the deterrent effect of the criminal justice system.

Alternative. In arriving at this recommendation, staff considered several aternatives that were
deemed less desirable.

1. A team that prosecutes murders by DOC inmates could be established in the Attorney
General's office. Such an option would be expensive (an estimated $177,000 for an office
comprised of one prosecutor and a legal assistant, which is areasonably sized team to prosecute a
singlemurder casefor whichthelnspector General at DOC suppliesan investigator) and therewould
also be extensive travel costs as the Attorney General's staff repeatedly traveled to DOC facilities
that are often located far from Denver. A local district attorney would not incur such costs.

2. The appropriation for reimbursement could be allocated among judicial districts
proportionatetothe DOC offender population in thosedistricts. If somepart of adistrict'sshare
isnot used, it isreallocated to the other districts. The problem with this arrangement is the lack of
flexibility, evenwith thereallocations. Consider the 13" Judicial District, which must now prosecute
5 murders suspects in the Sterling Correctiona Facility, which would reasonably be expected to
require 10 new DA staff members. The 13" needs an allocation far out of proportion to its offender
popul ation.
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3. Reimbur sementscould beexpressly limited totheamount appropriated in theL ong Bill for
this purpose. Section 16-18-101, C.R.S,, states that reimbursement must be made from "annual
appropriations made by the general assembly." Isthisareferenceto the Long Bill appropriation for
reimbursement or to the Department's entire appropriation? A limitation to the amount expressly
appropriated in the Long Bill for DA reimbursements would leave DAs free to request
reimbursement for death penalty prosecutions. This could lead to death-penalty years in which
reimbursements abruptly stop when the available pool of money is exhausted, which could lead to
areduction in prosecutions for other DOC crimes.

4. A group of DAsrepresenting districts with DOC facilities could meet and decide how to
allocatetheavailablefunds. Thissolutionissimilar to thetreatment of Judicial-branch mandated
costs. It could be combined with a statutory change that limits reimbursements to the amount
appropriated in the Long Bill for this purpose. Staff felt that this was a potentially viable solution
that was less attractive than the recommendation because the recommendation more directly deals
with the underlying problem that isdriving supplemental requests and the recommendation iscloser
to the status quo.
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FY 2012-13 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing

Department of Corrections

APPENDIX A: NUMBERS PAGES

FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Executive Director: Tom Clements
(1) MANAGEMENT
(A) Executive Director's Office Subprogram
Primary Function: Responsible for providing oversight and developing policies for all operations throughout the Department.
Personal Services 1,520,960 1,402,690 1,497,594 1,554,256 R-1
FTE 18.2 194 171 18.0
Genera Fund 1,361,073 1,222,777 1,288,043 1,344,705
FTE 16.5 154 131 14.0
Reappropriated Funds 97,970 179,913 209,551 209,551
FTE 17 4.0 4.0 4.0
Federal Funds 61,917 0 0 0
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Health, Life, and Dental 36,092,498 36,047,560 37,398,347 39,064,588 R-1,2,3,7
Genera Fund 34,892,285 35,048,806 36,323,985 37,833,524
Cash Funds 1,200,213 998,754 1,074,362 1,231,064
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Short-term Disability 455,965 511,077 563,116 573,272 R-1,2,3,7
General Fund 443,411 498,278 547,299 554,884
Cash Funds 12,554 12,799 15,817 18,388
S.B. 04-257 Amortization Equalization Disbursement 6,203,010 7,617,487 8,852,868 10,360,855 R-1,2,3,7
General Fund 6,031,275 7,418,488 8,602,662 10,028,421
Cash Funds 171,735 198,999 250,206 332,434
S.B. 06-235 Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbh 3,809,532 5,501,239 7,067,007 8,890,020 R-1,2,3,7
General Fund 3,702,324 5,356,795 6,865,949 8,604,334
Cash Funds 107,208 144,444 201,058 285,686
Salary Survey and Senior Executive Service 0 0 0 0
General Fund 0 0 0
Cash Funds 0 0 0
Performance-based Pay Awards 0 0 0 0
General Fund 0 0 0
Cash Funds 0 0 0
Shift Differential 5,944,232 6,163,173 4,572,613 6,188,480
General Fund 5,931,240 6,155,996 4,566,169 6,175,025
Cash Funds 12,992 7,177 6,444 13,455
Workers Compensation 5,978,850 6,065,207 6,165,344 8,456,946
General Fund 5,790,615 5,871,120 5,970,392 8,189,532
Cash Funds 188,235 194,087 194,952 267,414
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Operating Expenses 268,722 283,075 304,960 315,033 R-1
General Fund 182,433 181,881 181,882 191,955
Reappropriated Funds 0 19,794 47,478 47,478
Federal Funds 86,289 81,400 75,600 75,600
Legal Services 1,234,909 1,158,309 1,239,958 1,239,958
General Fund 1,192,522 1,117,368 1,200,579 1,200,579
Cash Funds 42,387 40,941 39,379 39,379
Payment to Risk Management and Property Funds 4,246,414 1,299,105 2,823,339 3,061,463
Genera Fund 4,078,798 1,247,141 2,710,406 2,939,005
Cash Funds 167,616 51,964 112,933 122,458
Leased Space 3,406,111 3,437,154 3,410,708 3,344,158 R-7
Genera Fund 3,216,964 3,226,949 3,200,503 3,133,953
Cash Funds 189,147 210,205 210,205 210,205
Capitol Complex Leased Space 175,242 166,586 126,730 171,142
Genera Fund 106,094 92,481 98,626 135,508
Cash Funds 69,148 74,105 28,104 35,634
Planning and Analysis Contracts - GF 49,620 56,160 56,160 82,410
Payments to District Attorneys - GF 144,108 282,406 144,108 144,108
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 4,978
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - Executive Director's Office 69,530,173 69,991,228 74,222,852 83,451,667 12.4%
FTE 182 194 171 180 0.9

General Fund 67,122,762 67,776,646 71,756,763 80,562,921 12.3%
Cash Funds 2,161,235 1,933,475 2,133,460 2,556,117 19.8%
Reappropriated Funds 97,970 199,707 257,029 257,029 0.0%
Federal Funds 148,206 81,400 75,600 75,600 0.0%

(B) External Capacity Subprogram
(1) Private Prison Monitoring Unit
Primary Function: Monitor private prison operations pursuant to Section 17-1-202 (1) (g), C.R.S.

Personal Services - GF 1,434,401 1,354,516 1,031,078 1,065,095
FTE 18.8 175 133 133

Operating Expenses - GF 226,239 224,316 172,170 183,976

Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL - Private Prison Monitoring Unit - GF 1,660,640 1,578,832 1,203,248 1,249,071 3.8%
FTE 18.8 175 13.3 13.3 0.0

(2) Paymentsto House State Prisoners
Primary Function: To reimburse county jails and private prisons for state inmates housed in these facilities.
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change

Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Payments to in-state private prisons at a rate of $54.93 per
inmate per Day 84,561,358 72,481,021 60,161,219 65,664,113 R-3,5
General Fund 80,511,736 70,735,797 57,802,512 63,305,406
Cash Funds 4,049,622 1,745,224 2,358,707 2,358,707
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Payments to Pre-rel ease Parole Revocation Facilities at a
Rate of $54.93 per Inmate Per Day - GF 13,283,421 13,118,883 12,245,683 12,731,933 R-5
Community Corrections Programs - GF 3,912,275 4,035,869 3,517,114 3,682,879 R-5
SUBTOTAL - Paymentsto House State Prisoners 112,231,071 101,408,567 83,843,802 89,977,501 7.3%
Genera Fund 108,181,449 99,663,343 81,485,095 87,618,794 7.5%
Cash Funds 4,049,622 1,745,224 2,358,707 2,358,707 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n‘a
SUBTOTAL - External Capacity Subprogram 113,891,711 102,987,399 85,047,050 91,226,572 7.3%
FTE 18.8 175 133 133 0.0
Genera Fund 109,842,089 101,242,175 82,688,343 88,867,865 7.5%
Cash Funds 4,049,622 1,745,224 2,358,707 2,358,707 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n‘a

(C) Inspector General Subprogram
Primary Function: Investigate crimes within the state prison system.
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Personal Services 3,871,588 3,839,507 3,583,965 3,673,016
FTE 49.2 48.0 45.2 45.2
General Fund 3,798,984 3,744,811 3,482,546 3,571,597
FTE 49.2 48.0 45.2 45.2
Cash Funds 72,604 94,696 101,419 101,419
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses 410,085 370,124 338,611 349,046 R-1,2,3,7
General Fund 315,125 286,936 255,424 265,859
Cash Funds 94,960 83,188 83,187 83,187
Inspector General Grants 168,187 85,778 40,301 40,301
FTE 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
Reappropriated Funds 0 83,820 20,301 20,301
FTE 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
Federal Funds 168,187 1,958 20,000 20,000
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Ingpector General Subprogram 4,449,860 4,295,409 3,962,877 4,062,363 2.5%
FTE 50.2 48.0 46.2 46.2 0.0
Genera Fund 4,114,109 4,031,747 3,737,970 3,837,456 2.7%
Cash Funds 167,564 177,884 184,606 184,606 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 83,820 20,301 20,301 0.0%
Federal Funds 168,187 1,958 20,000 20,000 0.0%
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - MANAGEMENT 187,871,744 177,274,036 163,232,779 178,740,602 9.5%
FTE 871.2 84.9 76.6 71.5 0.9
General Fund 181,078,960 173,050,568 158,183,076 173,268,242 9.5%
Cash Funds 6,378,421 3,856,583 4,676,773 5,099,430 9.0%
Reappropriated Funds 97,970 283,527 277,330 277,330 0.0%
Federal Funds 316,393 83,358 95,600 95,600 0.0%
(2) INSTITUTIONS
(A) Utilities Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide heat, power, water, and sanitation at all facilities.
Energy Management Program - GF 313,249 320,211 296,099 300,792
FTE 30 2.4 2.6 2.6
Utilities 18442,169 19,581,181 18,964,769 18,301,445 R-3
General Fund 17,571,672 5,468,517 17,994,888 17,331,564
Cash Funds 870,497 14,112,664 969,881 969,881
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Utilities Subprogram 18,755,418 19,901,392 19,260,868 18,602,237 -3.4%
FTE 3.0 24 2.6 2.6 0.0
Genera Fund 17,884,921 5,788,728 18,290,987 17,632,356 -3.6%
Cash Funds 870,497 14,112,664 969,881 969,881 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n/a
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Actual

Actual

FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Appropriation

FY 2012-13

Request

Change
Requests

(B) Maintenance Subprogram

Primary Function: Includes grounds maintenance, and maintenance of facilities, which includes the boiler house, janitorial, and life safety.

Personal Services - GF 17,478,337 18,672,802 18,271,027 18,188,216 R-3,4
FTE 295.3 314.2 313.2 303.6
Operating Expenses - GF 5,176,376 5,082,314 6,620,053 5,071,149 R-3,4
Purchase of Services- GF 1,088,323 1,111,424 1,111,424 1,467,820 R-4
Maintenance Grants - RF 0 67,347 0 0
Start-up Costs - GF 0 117,000 0 215 R-3
SUBTOTAL - Maintenance Subprogram 23,743,036 25,050,887 26,002,504 24,727,400 -4.9%
FTE 295.3 314.2 313.2 303.6 (9.6)
Genera Fund 23,743,036 24,983,540 26,002,504 24,727,400 -4.9%
Reappropriated Funds 0 67,347 0 0 n/a
(C) Housing and Security Subprogram
Primary Function: Responsible for ongoing inmate supervision, including the implementation and management of security operations.
Personal Services 152,385,904 158,329,809 156,778,769 163,981,430 R-3,4
FTE 2,857.0 3,122.0 3,057.9 3,116.0
Genera Fund 65,179,630 158,326,862 156,282,203 163,978,483
Cash Funds 0 2,947 496,566 2,947
Federal Funds 87,206,274 0 0 0
Operating Expenses - GF 1,739,841 1,947,883 1,919,483 1,854,511 R-3,4
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 2,580 R-3
SUBTOTAL - Housing & Security Subprogram 154,125,745 160,277,692 158,698,252 165,838,521 4.5%
FTE 2,857.0 3,122.0 3,057.9 3,116.0 58.1
Genera Fund 66,919,471 160,274,745 158,201,686 165,835,574 4.8%
Cash Funds 0 2,947 496,566 2,947 -99.4%
Federal Funds 87,206,274 0 0 0 n/a
(D) Food Service Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide three meals daily to all inmates.
Personal Services - GF 14,378,839 15,130,075 14,926,745 15,030,999 R-3,4
FTE 241.8 265.4 261.1 257.5
Operating Expenses 15,723,999 16,025,292 15,984,566 15,980,599 R-3
General Fund 15,723,999 15,880,464 15,904,566 15,900,599
Federal Funds 0 144,828 80,000 80,000
Purchase of Services - GF 857,828 831,367 859,098 1,228,011 R-4
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 215 R-3
SUBTOTAL - Food Service Subprogram 30,960,666 31,986,734 31,770,409 32,239,824 1.5%
FTE 241.8 265.4 261.1 257.5 (3.6)
Genera Fund 30,960,666 31,841,906 31,690,409 32,159,824 1.5%
Federal Funds 0 144,828 80,000 80,000 0.0%
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Actual

Actual

FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Appropriation

FY 2012-13

Request

Change
Requests

(E) Medical Services Subprogram

Primary Function: Provide acute and long-term health care services to all inmates, using both state employees and contracted health care providers.

Personal Services
FTE
General Fund
FTE
Cash Funds
FTE
Operating Expenses - GF

Purchase of Pharmaceuticals - GF

Purchase of Medical Services from Other Medical
Facilities - GF

Purchase of Medical Services from State Hospital - GF
Catastrophic Medical Expenses - GF

Service Contracts - GF

Indirect Cost Recoveries - CF

Start-up Costs - GF

21-Dec-11

27,836,986
3532
27,680,233
350.2
156,753
3.0
2,747,730

9,733,410

21,979,398

16,050

7,948,051

2,401,631

4,723

0

27,872,112
364.3
27,715,291
362.3
156,821
2.0
2,609,418

10,421,518

20,435,719

0

11,992,258

2,469,255

0

A-10

27,658,959
371.9
27,433,762
368.9
225,197
3.0
2,673,259

9,680,484

20,479,959

0

7,906,222

2,452,396

49,288

0

30,658,207
404.1
30,433,010
401.1
225,197
3.0
2,751,758

10,612,565

20,355,600

0

11,640,956

2,389,886

56,516
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R-3

R-5

R-5

COR-brf



FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
SUBTOTAL - Medical Services Subprogram 72,667,979 75,800,280 70,900,567 78,465,488 10.7%
FTE 353.2 364.3 371.9 404.1 32.2
Genera Fund 72,506,503 75,643,459 70,626,082 78,183,775 10.7%
FTE 350.2 362.3 368.9 401.1 32.2
Cash Funds 161,476 156,821 274,485 281,713 2.6%
FTE 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 0.0
(F) Laundry Subprogram
Primary Function: Issue and maintains all clothing, bedding, jackets, and footwear for inmates.
Personal Services - GF 2,161,658 2,303,995 2,175,148 2,238,193 R-4
FTE 34.9 36.8 35.8 36.1
Operating Expenses - GF 2,222,217 2,206,751 2,143,923 2,146,175 R-3,4
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Laundry Subprogram - GF 4,383,875 4,510,746 4,319,071 4,384,368 1.5%
FTE 34.9 36.8 35.8 36.1 0.3
(G) Superintendents Subprogram
Primary Function: Develop facility policy, procedures, and practices that conform with applicable laws, consent decrees,
court orders, legislative mandates, and executive orders.
Personal Services - GF 9,869,648 9,989,742 9,669,571 9,998,563 R-4
FTE 158.9 166.5 153.9 153.9
Operating Expenses - GF 2,979,124 3,364,780 3,944,006 3,962,124 R-4
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Dress out - GF 810,337 719,027 675,433 675,433
Start-up Costs - GF 0 580,470 0 79,605 R-1,3
SUBTOTAL - Superintendents Subprogram - GF 13,659,109 14,654,019 14,289,010 14,715,725 3.0%
FTE 158.9 166.5 153.9 153.9 0.0
(Formerly H) Boot Camp Subprogram (Decommissioned)
Primary Function: Operate a 90-day minimum security military discipline training program with 100 beds.
Personal Services - GF 1,731,685 143,696 0
FTE 28.3 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses - GF 52,413 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Boot Camp Subprogram - GF 1,784,098 143,696 0 0 n/a
FTE 28.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(H) Youthful Offender System Subprogram

Primary Function: Target offenders aged 14 to 18 years at the time of offense who have committed violent class 3 to 6

felonies. All sentences are determinate of 2-6 years.

Personal Services - GF 9,985,377

FTE 162.5
Operating Expenses - GF 197,670
Contract Services - GF 23,716
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9,825,657 9,730,406 9,941,970
161.8 162.7 162.7
333,350 469,028 604,705
28,800 28,820 28,820
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Purchase of Services- GF 620,218 624,451 624,589 624,589
SUBTOTAL - Y.O.S. Subprogram - GF 10,826,981 10,812,258 10,852,843 11,200,084 3.2%
FTE 162.5 161.8 162.7 162.7 0.0
(1) Case M anagement Subprogram
Primary Function: Responsible for case analysis, classification reviews, performance assessment, earned time evaluations,
sentence computation, and parole preparations.
Personal Services - GF 15,002,633 15,448,653 15,255,973 15,447,560 R-3,4
FTE 212.0 223.1 218.8 217.5
Operating Expenses - GF 150,874 160,578 158,803 162,156 R-3,4
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Case Managemt Subprogram - GF 15,153,507 15,609,231 15,414,776 15,609,716 1.3%
FTE 212.0 223.1 218.8 2175 (1.3)

(J) Mental Health Subprogram

Primary Function: Provide afull range of professional psychiatric, psychological, social work and other mental health services to inmates.

Personal Services - GF 7,255,423

FTE 83.2
Operating Expenses - GF 91,904
Medical Contract Services - GF 526,030
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544,023
96.1

266,162

560,790

9,008,822
120.6

268,508

616,894

10,769,600
132.6

261,045

1,034,762
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Mental Health Grants - RF 0 251,294 200,100 200,100
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Mental Health Subprogram 7,873,357 9,622,269 10,094,324 12,265,507 21.5%
FTE 83.2 96.1 120.6 132.6 12.0
General Fund 7,873,357 9,370,975 9,894,224 12,065,407 21.9%
Reappropriated Funds 0 251,294 200,100 200,100 0.0%
(K) Inmate Pay Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide pay between $0.23 and $0.60 per day to inmates for labor positions such as janitorial services,
facility maintenance, food services, laundry, grounds keeping, etc.
Inmate Pay - GF 1,457,836 1,527,421 1,533,490 1,507,722 R-3
|SUBTOTAL - Inmate Pay Subprogram - GF 1,457,836 1,527,421 1,533,490 1,507,722 -1.7% |

(L) San Carlos Subprogram

Primary Function: Operate a 250-bed specialized facility designed to provide mental health treatment services to high needs mentally ill inmates.

Personal Services - GF 12,483,933 12,352,827 12,231,847 0 R-4
FTE 177.1 175.2 178.2 0.0
Operating Expenses - GF 193,024 199,092 199,092 0 R-4
Service Contracts - GF 708,746 725,306 725,309 0 R-4
SUBTOTAL - San Carlos Subprogram - GF 13,385,703 13,277,225 13,156,248 0 -100.0%
FTE 177.1 175.2 178.2 0.0 (178.2)
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
(M) Legal Access Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide inmates with resources to research and file claims with the courts.
Personal Services - GF 1,377,292 1,359,467 1,237,412 1,321,783 R-4
FTE 215 23.0 20.5 215
Operating Expenses - GF 294,090 284,622 284,622 299,602
Contract Services - GF 70,905 70,905 70,905 70,905
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Legal Access Subprogram - GF 1,742,287 1,714,994 1,592,939 1,692,290 6.2%
FTE 215 23.0 20.5 215 1.0
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - INSTITUTIONS 370,519,597 384,888,844 377,885,301 381,248,882 0.9%
FTE 4,628.7 4,950.8 4,897.2 4,808.1 (89.1)
Genera Fund 282,281,350 370,152,943 375,864,269 379,714,241 1.0%
Cash Funds 1,031,973 14,272,432 1,740,932 1,254,541 -27.9%
Reappropriated Funds 0 318,641 200,100 200,100 0.0%
Federal Funds 87,206,274 144,828 80,000 80,000 0.0%

(3) SUPPORT SERVICES

(A) Business Oper ations Subprogram

Primary Function: Provide all fiscal management and budgeting services for the Department.
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Personal Services 6,172,208 6,151,292 5,913,209 6,060,556
FTE 94.8 106.9 92.3 91.8
General Fund 5,714,564 5,734,158 5,472,762 5,627,977
FTE 86.2 96.3 81.7 81.2
Cash Funds 457,644 417,134 432,425 424,557
FTE 8.6 10.6 10.6 10.6
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 8,022 8,022
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses - GF 230,733 224,245 223,630 234,201
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Business Operations Subprogram 6,402,941 6,375,537 6,136,839 6,294,757 2.6%
FTE 9438 106.9 92.3 91.8 05)
Genera Fund 5,945,297 5,958,403 5,696,392 5,862,178 2.9%
FTE 86.2 96.3 81.7 81.2 (0.5)
Cash Funds 457,644 417,134 432,425 424,557 -1.8%
FTE 8.6 10.6 10.6 10.6 0.0
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 8,022 8,022 0.0%
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(B) Personnel Subprogram

Primary Function: Provide services, including recruitment, examination, position classification, personnel records, affirmative
action, appeals, grievance, benefits administration, etc.

Personal Services - GF
FTE
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Operating Expenses - GF 93,296 89,259 82,259 86,931
Start-up Costs - GF 0 4,795 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Personnel Subprogram - GF 1,270,315 1,315,082 1,302,273 1,328,565 2.0%
FTE 15.7 21.6 17.0 17.0 0.0
(C) Offender Services Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide offender population management, offender classification, offender case management, sentence
computation, release operations, jail backlog monitoring, etc.
Personal Services - GF 2,880,983 2,894,246 2,839,945 3,006,400 R-7
FTE 42.0 42.8 42.1 441
Operating Expenses - GF 58,182 55,332 55,332 60,144 R-7
Start-up Costs - GF 31,368 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Offender Services Subprogram - GF 2,970,533 2,949,578 2,895,277 3,066,544 5.9%
FTE 42.0 42.8 42.1 44.1 2.0
(D) Communications Subprogram
Primary Function: Manage staff voice communication, radio systems and equipment, cellular telephones, pagers, and video
conferences.
Personal Services - GF 611,670 0 0 0
FTE 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses - GF 1,522,718 1,538,605 1,478,755 1,536,800 R-1,2,3,7
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Multiuse Network Payments 1,242,017 2,305,758 2,303,077 2,903,075
Genera Fund 1,174,948 2,235,601 2,233,566 2,815,455
Cash Funds 67,069 70,157 69,511 87,620
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Dispatch Services - GF 129,836 108,781 230,270 230,270
Communications Services Payments - GF 1,687,070 1,624,537 1,736,517 1,964,120
SUBTOTAL - Communications Subprogram 5,193,311 5,577,681 5,748,619 6,634,265 15.4%
FTE 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
General Fund 5,126,242 5,507,524 5,679,108 6,546,645 15.3%
Cash Funds 67,069 70,157 69,511 87,620 26.1%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n‘a
(E) Transportation Subprogram
Primary Function: Manage the Department's vehicle fleet as well as the Central Transportation Unit.
Personal Services - GF 1,971,441 1,914,558 1,889,649 1,932,495
FTE 35.9 35.3 35.9 35.9
Operating Expenses - GF 291,079 277,550 269,888 284,794
Vehicle Lease Payments 2,586,001 2,649,554 2,459,054 2,799,293 R-7, NP-1
General Fund 2,507,693 2,389,884 2,204,858 2,414,952
Cash Funds 78,308 259,670 254,196 384,341
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
21-Dec-11 A-18

COR-brf




FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Transportation Subprogram 4,848,521 4,841,662 4,618,591 5,016,582 8.6%
FTE 35.9 35.3 35.9 35.9 0.0
General Fund 4,770,213 4,581,992 4,364,395 4,632,241 6.1%
Cash Funds 78,308 259,670 254,196 384,341 51.2%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n‘a
(F) Training Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide basic, extended, in-service and advanced training to DOC employees.
Personal Services - GF 1,972,439 1,969,325 1,887,788 1,874,998
FTE 27.0 27.6 25.7 25.0
Operating Expenses - GF 273,333 270,432 267,146 280,497 R-1,2,3,7
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Training Subprogram - GF 2,245,772 2,239,757 2,154,934 2,155,495 0.0%
FTE 27.0 27.6 25.7 25.0 (0.7)
(G) Information Systems Subprogram
Primary Function: Responsible for the development and maintenance of automated information systems within the DOC.
Personal Services - GF 3,822,764 0 0 0
FTE 445 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses 1,582,629 1,565,322 1,538,722 1,613,208 R-1,2,3,7
Genera Fund 1,582,629 1,565,322 1,538,722 1,613,208
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Purchase of Services From Computer Center - GF 194,860 4,574,840 5,516,687 6,026,485
Management and Administration of OIT - GF 128,028 434,410 439,320 430,870
Start-up Costs - GF 0 27,928 0
SUBTOTAL - Information Systems Subprogram 5,728,281 6,602,500 7,494,729 8,070,563 7.7%
FTE 445 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
General Fund 5,728,281 6,602,500 7,494,729 8,070,563 7.7%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 na
(H) Facility Services Subprogram
Primary Function: Duties include contractor/design team selection, design review, contract administration, and fiscal
management of the DOC's capital construction projects.
Personal Services - GF 967,123 963,340 942,136 956,936
FTE 9.5 105 94 94
Operating Expenses - GF 80,820 78,941 78,941 83,096
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Facility Services Subprogram - GF 1,047,943 1,042,281 1,021,077 1,040,032 1.9%
FTE 9.5 10.5 9.4 9.4 0.0
Approp v Request
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
SUBTOTAL - SUPPORT SERVICES 29,707,617 30,944,078 31,372,339 33,606,803 7.1%
FTE 277.0 244.7 2224 2232 0.8
General Fund 29,104,596 30,197,117 30,608,185 32,702,263 6.8%
Cash Funds 603,021 746,961 756,132 896,518 18.6%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 8,022 8,022 0.0%

(4) INMATE PROGRAMS

(A) Labor Subprogram
Primary Function: Supervise inmate work assignments involving physical labor to assist the DOC and outside agencies with
reclamation, landscaping, construction, etc.

Personal Services - GF 5,405,607 5,341,465 5,280,225 5,374,726 R-3
FTE 91.3 89.4 90.9 90.5
Operating Expenses - GF 81,117 91,420 90,297 89,052 R-3
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 430 R-3
SUBTOTAL - Labor Subprogram - GF 5,486,724 5,432,885 5,370,522 5,464,208 1.7%
FTE 91.3 89.4 90.9 90.5 (0.9

(B) Education Subprogram
Primary Function: Assist inmates in improving basic skills such as English, reading, writing, spelling, and math.
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Personal Services 14,343,937 14,592,214 11,712,202 11,631,729
FTE 218.1 2254 1834 175.9
Genera Fund 10,943,992 10,390,502 10,797,941 10,717,468
FTE 218.1 2254 183.4 175.9
Cash Funds 3,399,945 4,201,712 914,261 914,261
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Expenses 1,582,173 1,353,025 2,470,367 2,453,237
Genera Fund 17,903 0 0 0
Cash Funds 1,185,653 963,882 1,859,352 1,842,222
Reappropriated Funds 378,617 389,143 611,015 611,015
Contract Services 67,715 71,704 73,276 73,276
General Fund 67,715 71,704 73,276 73,276
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Education Grants 356,128 633,469 498,000 498,000
FTE 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
Cash Funds 76 59 10,000 10,000
Reappropriated Funds 0 202,446 238,000 238,000
FTE 2.0 0.0 20 20
Federal Funds 356,052 430,964 250,000 250,000
Indirect Cost Recoveries - FF 0 0 5,476 5,476
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
SUBTOTAL - Education Subprogram 16,349,953 16,650,412 14,759,321 14,661,718 -0.7%
FTE 220.1 2254 185.4 177.9 (7.5)
Genera Fund 11,029,610 10,462,206 10,871,217 10,790,744 -0.7%
Cash Funds 4,585,674 5,165,653 2,783,613 2,766,483 -0.6%
Reappropriated Funds 378,617 591,589 849,015 849,015 0.0%
Federal Funds 356,052 430,964 255,476 255,476 0.0%
(C) Recreation Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide standardized, staff supervised recreational programs to inmates.
Personal Services - GF 6,308,619 6,274,379 6,149,951 6,394,753 R-4
FTE 115.7 118.3 114.8 115.8
Operating Expenses - CF 73,864 73,132 74,033 71,200
SUBTOTAL - Recreation Subprogram 6,382,483 6,347,511 6,223,984 6,465,953 3.9%
FTE 115.7 118.3 114.8 115.8 1.0
General Fund 6,308,619 6,274,379 6,149,951 6,394,753 4.0%
Cash Funds 73,864 73,132 74,033 71,200 -3.8%
(D) Drug and Alcohol Treatment Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide drug and alcohol treatment services to inmates.
Personal Services - GF 4,281,165 3,421,132 3,911,133 4,986,150
FTE 57.0 60.9 42.8 64.8
Operating Expenses - GF 117,580 117,580 117,316 110,932
Drug Offender Surcharge Program - CF 995,127 845,858 995,127 995,127
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Contract Services 2,309,908 2,322,581 2,307,816 2,226,170 R-7,8
General Fund 2,059,908 2,110,081 2,057,816 1,976,170
Cash Funds 250,000 212,500 250,000 250,000
Treatment Grants 218,023 211,652 125,000 125,000
Reappropriated Funds 0 169,173 125,000 125,000
Federal Funds 218,023 42,479 0 0
Start-up Costs - GF 265,586 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Drug/Alcohol Treatment Subprogram 8,187,389 6,918,803 7,456,392 8,443,379 13.2%
FTE 57.0 60.9 42.8 64.8 22.0
Genera Fund 6,724,239 5,648,793 6,086,265 7,073,252 16.2%
Cash Funds 1,245,127 1,058,358 1,245,127 1,245,127 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 169,173 125,000 125,000 0.0%
Federal Funds 218,023 42,479 0 0 n/a
(E) Sex Offender Treatment Subprogram
Primary Function: Provide treatment to sex offenders who are motivated to eliminate such behavior.
Personal Services 2,366,527 2,700,462 2,685,839 4,027,303
FTE 39.8 39.8 40.8 64.8
Genera Fund 2,345,044 2,672,206 2,657,460 3,998,924
FTE 38.8 38.8 39.8 63.8
Cash Funds 21,483 28,256 28,379 28,379
FTE 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Operating Expenses 84,776 84,776 84,776 98,261
General Fund 84,276 84,276 84,276 97,761
Cash Funds 500 500 500 500
Polygraph Testing - GF 99,569 99,500 99,569 240,569
Sex Offender Treatment Grants - FF 0 171,330 248,513 248,513
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 183,689
SUBTOTAL - Sex Offender Treatment Subprogram 2,550,872 3,056,068 3,118,697 4,798,335 53.9%
FTE 39.8 39.8 40.8 64.8 24.0
Genera Fund 2,528,889 2,855,982 2,841,305 4,520,943 59.1%
Cash Funds 21,983 28,756 28,879 28,879 0.0%
Federal Funds 0 171,330 248,513 248,513 0.0%
(F) Volunteers Subprogram
Primary Function: Manage volunteer programs including volunteer chaplain services to inmates.
Personal Services - CF 520,521 501,308 547,280 555,345
FTE 7.2 7.0 7.4 7.4
Operating Expenses - CF 17,518 16,577 17,912 17,912
SUBTOTAL - Volunteers Subprogram - CF 538,039 517,885 565,192 573,257 1.4%
FTE 7.2 7.0 7.4 7.4 0.0
Approp v Request
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
SUBTOTAL - INMATE PROGRAMS 39,495,460 38,923,564 37,494,108 40,406,850 7.8%
FTE 5311 540.8 482.1 521.2 39.1
Genera Fund 32,078,081 30,674,245 31,319,260 34,243,900 9.3%
Cash Funds 6,464,687 6,843,784 4,696,844 4,684,946 -0.3%
Reappropriated Funds 378,617 760,762 974,015 974,015 0.0%
Federal Funds 574,075 644,773 503,989 503,989 0.0%
(5) COMMUNITY SERVICES
(A) Parole Subprogram
Primary Function: Supervise offenders who have been placed on parole by the Parole Board.
Personal Services - GF 10,724,211 10,163,591 10,180,707 10,005,215 R-7
FTE 165.4 165.8 162.4 153.1
Operating Expenses - GF 1,116,326 1,087,337 1,120,865 1,088,665 R-7
Administrative Law Judge Services - GF 3,841 4,461 4,189 4,458
Contract Services 980,027 1,631,373 3,230,247 3,186,690 R-7
Genera Fund 980,027 1,621,440 1,755,247 1,711,690
Reappropriated Funds 0 9,933 1,475,000 1,475,000
Wrap-Around Services Program - GF 0 1,108,764 1,207,225 1,207,225
Parole Grants 32,301 0 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 32,301 0 0 0
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Start-up Costs - GF 58,257 116,294 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Parole Subprogram 12,914,963 14,111,820 15,743,233 15,492,253 -1.6%
FTE 165.4 165.8 162.4 153.1 (9.3)
General Fund 12,882,662 14,101,887 14,268,233 14,017,253 -1.8%
Reappropriated Funds 0 9,933 1,475,000 1,475,000 0.0%
Federal Funds 32,301 0 0 0 n/a
(B) Parole I ntensive Supervision Subprogram (1 SP)
Primary Function: Manage high-risk offenders who are placed on parole by the Parole Board.
Personal Services - GF 5,180,138 4,784,519 4,690,703 4,634,776 R-7
FTE 80.5 87.1 74.3 70.4
Operating Expenses - GF 508,384 476,428 470,102 454,254 R-7
Contract Services - GF 1,451,178 1,598,972 1,575,551 1,494,499 R-7
Non-residential Services- GF 1,006,856 1,188,017 1,178,055 1,115,575 R-7
Home Detention - GF 35,647 59,927 69,383 69,383
Start-up Costs - GF 30,660 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Parole | SP Subprogram - GF 8,212,863 8,107,863 7,983,794 7,768,487 -2.7%
FTE 80.5 87.1 74.3 70.4 (3.9)
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FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
(C) Community Intensive Supervision Subprogram (I SP)
Primary Function: Monitor and supervises offendersin who are in non-residential, transition community corrections programs.
Personal Services - GF 3,440,743 3,185,694 3,146,345 3,223,670
FTE 50.8 48.0 45.6 45.6
Operating Expenses - GF 519,823 515,731 515,113 517,792
Contract Services - GF 3,775,111 3,169,618 3,174,885 3,157,198 R-8
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Community | SP Subprogram - GF 7,735,677 6,871,043 6,836,343 6,898,660 0.9%
FTE 50.8 48.0 45.6 45.6 0.0
(D) Community Supervision Subprogram
(1) Community Supervision
Primary Function: Supervise transition offenders who are placed in residential community corrections facilities.
Personal Services - GF 3,017,184 2,887,164 2,770,847 2,833,644
FTE 394 414 355 355
Operating Expenses - GF 171,323 151,099 138,366 139,269
Community Mental Health Services - GF 471,702 525,245 457,083 431,511 R-7,8
Psychotropic Medication - GF 119,975 177,947 131,760 131,400
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Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Contract Services for High Risk Offenders - GF 285,996 280,355 243,162 242,214 R-8
Contract Services for Fugitive Returns 66,956 70,027 74,524 74,524
General Fund 42,049 42,049 42,049 42,049
Reappropriated Funds 24,907 27,978 32,475 32,475
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Community Supervision 4,133,136 4,091,837 3,815,742 3,852,562 1.0%
FTE 394 414 35.5 35.5 0.0
General Fund 4,108,229 4,063,859 3,783,267 3,820,087 1.0%
Reappropriated Funds 24,907 27,978 32,475 32,475 0.0%
(2) Youthful Offender System Aftercare
Primary Function: Assist Y OS offenders as they return to their communities after confinement in Y OS.
Personal Services - GF 628,307 626,918 624,163 636,789
FTE 7.8 7.6 8.0 8.0
Operating Expenses - GF 130,903 140,362 140,362 141,067
Contract Services - GF 1,031,196 1,060,770 1,062,396 1,062,396
SUBTOTAL - Y.O.S. Aftercare- GF 1,790,406 1,828,050 1,826,921 1,840,252 0.7%
FTE 7.8 7.6 8.0 8.0 0.0

(E) Community Re-entry Subprogram

Primary Function: Provide emergency assistance to inmates who require temporary shelter, work clothes, bus tokens, small
work tools, or other short-term emergency assistance upon release from custody.

21-Dec-11

A-29

COR-brf




FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Personal Services - GF 1,961,539 1,959,152 1,950,504 1,995,144
FTE 35.3 35.7 35.6 35.6
Operating Expenses - GF 120,501 122,586 122,586 123,202
Offender Emergency Assistance - GF 85,458 96,768 96,768 96,768
Contract Services - GF 186,590 172,282 190,000 190,000
Offender Re-employment Center 363,618 364,000 374,000 374,000
General Fund 363,618 364,000 364,000 364,000
Cash Funds 0 0 10,000 10,000
Community Reintegration Grants 135,077 23,176 124,098 124,098
FTE 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
Cash Funds 25,045 749 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 0 2,250 85,000 85,000
Federal Funds 110,032 20,177 39,098 39,098
FTE 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL - Community Re-entry Subprogram 2,852,783 2,737,964 2,857,956 2,903,212 1.6%
FTE 36.3 35.7 36.6 36.6 0.0
General Fund 2,717,706 2,714,788 2,723,858 2,769,114 1.7%
Cash Funds 25,045 749 10,000 10,000 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 2,250 85,000 85,000 0.0%
Federal Funds 110,032 20,177 39,098 39,098 0.0%
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Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - COMMUNITY SERVICES 37,639,828 37,748,577 39,063,989 38,755,426 -0.8%
FTE 380.2 385.6 362.4 349.2 (13.2)
General Fund 37,447,543 37,687,490 37,422,416 37,113,853 -0.8%
Cash Funds 25,045 749 10,000 10,000 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 24,907 40,161 1,592,475 1,592,475 0.0%
Federal Funds 142,333 20,177 39,098 39,098 0.0%

(6) PAROLE BOARD
Primary Function: Conduct all parole hearings and parole revocation hearings statewide.

Personal Services - GF 1,361,506 1,174,391 1,164,841 1,197,526
FTE 16.4 16.8 12.5 12.5

Operating Expenses - GF 227,838 101,545 99,545 104,890

Contract Services - GF 152,000 70,071 272,437 288,437

Start-up Costs - GF 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL - PAROLE BOARD - GF 1,741,344 1,346,007 1,536,823 1,590,853 3.5%
FTE 16.4 16.8 125 125 0.0

(7) CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES
Primary Function: Employ inmates in profit-oriented industries, usually within DOC facilities.
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Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Personal Services 8,223,700 9,204,427 9,974,587 11,132,251 R-2
FTE 139.5 134.3 1421 161.1
Cash Funds 1,657,118 2,067,109 2,935,802 3,961,248
FTE 139.5 134.3 39.2 58.2
Reappropriated Funds 6,566,582 7,137,318 7,038,785 7,171,003
FTE 0.0 102.9 102.9
Operating Expenses 5,429,374 5,572,585 5,928,190 5,937,690 R-2
Cash Funds 1,667,706 1,704,437 1,817,327 1,826,827
Reappropriated Funds 3,761,668 3,868,148 4,110,863 4,110,863
Raw Materials 19,834,608 25,115,021 35,823,826 35,823,826
Cash Funds 4,609,638 5,528,887 8,441,080 8,441,080
Reappropriated Funds 15,224,970 19,586,134 27,382,746 27,382,746
Inmate Pay 1,491,700 1,591,311 1,649,702 1,877,702 R-2
Cash Funds 468,453 453,345 468,453 696,453
Reappropriated Funds 1,023,247 1,137,966 1,181,249 1,181,249
Capital Outlay 447,392 370,702 1,406,200 1,406,200
Cash Funds 69,904 55,222 337,094 337,094
Reappropriated Funds 377,488 315,480 1,069,106 1,069,106
Indirect Cost Assessment 354,981 330,462 347,654 341,462 R-2
Cash Funds 71,447 46,928 64,120 57,928
Reappropriated Funds 283,534 283,534 283,534 283,534
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Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES 35,781,755 42,184,508 55,130,159 56,519,131 2.5%
FTE 139.5 134.3 1421 161.1 19.0
Cash Funds 8,544,266 9,855,928 14,063,876 15,320,630 8.9%
Reappropriated Funds 27,237,489 32,328,580 41,066,283 41,198,501 0.3%
(8) CANTEEN OPERATION
Primary Function: Provide variousitemsfor sale to DOC inmates at all DOC facilities.
Personal Services 1,661,975 1,670,510 1,732,307 1,770,093
FTE 26.6 29.0 26.9 26.9
Cash Funds 1,661,975 1,670,510 1,732,307 1,770,093
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Operating Expenses 11,558,167 12,480,086 12,851,987 12,851,987
Cash Funds 11,558,167 12,480,086 12,851,987 12,851,987
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Inmate Pay 40,386 40,386 40,386 40,386
Cash Funds 40,386 40,386 40,386 40,386
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Indirect Cost Assessment 64,171 49,837 51,127 49,451
Cash Funds 64,171 49,837 51,127 49,451
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
21-Dec-11 A-33 COR-brf



FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 Change
Actual Actual  Appropriation Request Requests
Start-up Costs 356,317 0 0 0
General Fund 0 0 0
Cash Funds 356,317 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0
Approp v Request
SUBTOTAL - CANTEEN OPERATION 13,681,016 14,240,819 14,675,807 14,711,917 0.2%
FTE 26.6 29.0 26.9 26.9 0.0
General Fund 0 0 0 0 n/a
Cash Funds 13,681,016 14,240,819 14,675,807 14,711,917 0.2%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n/a
GRAND TOTAL - DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS 716,438,361 727,550,433 720,391,305 745,580,464 3.5%
FTE 6.086.7 6.386.9 6,222.2 6.179.7 (42.5)
General Fund 563,731,874 643,108,370 634,934,029 658,633,352 3.7%
Cash Funds 36,728,429 49,817,256 40,620,364 41,977,982 3.3%
Reappropriated Funds 27,738,983 33,731,671 44,118,225 44,250,443 0.3%
Federal Funds 88,239,075 893,136 718,687 718,687 0.0%
R = Change Request (Decision Item or Base Reduction Item)
NP = Non-Prioritized Decision Item
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF MAJOR LEGISLATION

S.B. 11-076 (Steadman/Becker): PERA Contribution Rates. For the2011-12 statefiscal
year only, reduces the employer contribution rate for the State and Judicial divisions of the
Public Employees Retirement Association (PERA) by 2.5 percent and increasesthe member
contribution rate for these divisions by the same amount. In effect, continues the FY
2010-11 PERA contribution adjustments authorized through S.B. 10-146 for one additional
year. Reduces the Department's appropriation by $8,100,294 total funds, of which
$7,868,220 is General Fund, $99,856 is cash funds, and $132,218 is reappropriated funds.

S.B.11-134(Kopp/Murray and Vigil): Prohibit Synthetic CannabinoidsSalvia. Defines
the terms salvia divinorum and synthetic cannabinoids and specifies that synthetic
cannabinoids are not to be considered medical marijuana under Colorado law. Createsthe
following new criminal offenses:

» class2 misdemeanor of unlawfully using or possessing synthetic cannabinoids or salvia
divinorum;

* class 5 felony of knowingly distributing, manufacturing, dispensing, selling, or
cultivating synthetic cannabinoids or salvia divinorum; or

» class4felony of knowingly distributing, dispensing, or selling synthetic cannabinoids or
salviadivinorum when the person distributes, dispenses, or sellsto aminor under the age
of 18 andthepersonisat least 18 years of ageand at | east two years older than the minor.

Has a five-year fiscal impact of $1,267,387, but includes a provision making an exception
to the five-year appropriation requirement and therefore does not make any appropriations.

S.B.11-136 (Hodge/Gerou): Supplemental for theDepartment of Corrections. Modifies
appropriations for FY 2010-11.

SB. 11-176 (Carroll/Levy): Solitary Confinement Specific Population. Permits the
accrual of earned time for inmates who have been housed in administrative segregation for
at least 90 days, provided they meet the statutory criteriafor doing so. Makesthefollowing
appropriations and adjustments for FY 2011-12:

o appropriates $26,250 General Fund to the Department of Corrections, Executive
Director's Office Subprogram, for annual reporting requirements,

e appropriates $49,933 Genera Fund to the Department of Corrections, Mental Health
Subprogram, for behavior-modification programs, incentive programs, mental health
services or programs, or similar efforts designed as viable aternatives to administrative
segregation,

e appropriates $122,613 General Fund to the Department of Corrections, Information
Systems Subprogram, for computer system programming modifications and ongoing
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maintenance related to changes to earned time accrual eligibility for inmates in
administrative segregation;

o appropriates $122,613 reappropriated funds and 2.0 FTE to the Governor - Lieutenant
Governor - State Planning and Budgeting, Office of Information Technology, for the
provision of programming services to the Department of Corrections; and

» decreases General Fund appropriations to the Department of Corrections for payments
to house state prisoners by $198,796.

S.B. 11-209 (Hodge/Gerou): General appropriationsact for FY 2011-12.

S.B. 11-241 (King S. and Carroll/Gardner B. and Kagan): Parole Board Changes.
Expands the definition of a special needs offender to include individuals who:

» are 60 years of age or older, have been diagnosed with a chronic infirmity, illness,
condition, disease, or mental illness, and have been determined to beincapacitated to the
extent that they are not likely to pose a public safety risk; or

» suffer from a chronic, permanent, terminal, or irreversible physical or mental illness,
condition, or disease that requires costly care or treatment and have been determined to
be incapacitated to the extent that they are not likely to pose a public safety risk.

Within the definition of a special needs offender, permits the inclusion of class 2 felony
crimes of violence (when the offender has served fewer than 10 years in prison), sex
offenses, and class 1 felonies (when the class 1 felony was committed before July 1, 1990,
and the offender has served at least 20 yearsin prison). Creates a presumption in favor of
granting parole for aninmate with adetainer on file from the United States Immigration and
Customs Enforcement Agency (ICE) who:

» hasreached hisor her parole eligibility date;
* isnot serving a sentence for aviolent crime; and
* has been assessed as medium risk or below.

Makes a FY 2011-12 appropriation of $43,800 General Fund to the Department of
Corrections, Parole Board, for training and contract administrative and release hearing
officers. Specifiesthat the act shall only take effect if H.B. 11-1064 is enacted and has a net
reduction in General Fund appropriationsfor FY 2011-12 that isequal to or greater than the
$43,800 General Fund appropriation required by S.B. 11-241.

H.B. 11-1064 (Waller/Steadman): Parole Presumption for Certain Drug Offenders.
Creates a presumption, subject to the discretion of the State Board of Parole, in favor of
granting parole to an inmate who has reached his or her parole eligibility date and who:

» isserving asentence for afelony drug possession or drug use offense (as described in
Sections 18-18-404 or 18-18-405, C.R.S,, asthose offenses existed prior to August 11,
2010);

» hasdisplayed satisfactory institutional behavior;

* isprogram compliant;
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* has never been convicted of a specified list of crimes that include offenses against
children and illegal possession of firearms, among others; and
* doesnot have an active felony or immigration detainer.

Decreasesthe FY 2011-12 Genera Fund appropriation to the Department of Correctionsfor
payments to house state prisoners by $45,243.

S.B. 10-128 (Hudak/Rice): Invasion of Privacy. Movestheoffenseof invasion of privacy
for sexual gratification from the unlawful sexual contact statute to its own statute. Raises
the penalty for invasion of privacy for sexual gratification from aclass 1 misdemeanor to a
class 6 felony when it is the second or subsequent offense or the person observed or
photographed is under the age of 15. Expands the definition of a "photograph” for the
purpose of invasion of privacy for sexual gratification and criminal invasion of privacy to
include a live feed. Lowers the penalty for the offense of eavesdropping from a class 6
felony to aclass 1 misdemeanor. Makes the sections of the bill pertaining to invasion of
privacy for sexual gratification effective July 1, 2012, and the remaining portions of the bill
effective July 1, 2010. Asrequired by Section 2-2-703, C.R.S., makes afive-year statutory
appropriation as follows:

o for FY 2012-13, transfers $83,861 from the General Fund to the Capital Construction
Fund, and appropriates $83,861 from the Capital Construction Fund to the Corrections
Expansion Reserve Fund; and

« for FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15, appropriates a total of $32,496 Genera Fund to the
Department of Corrections for operating expenses.

H.B. 10-1081 (Priola/Steadman): Money Laundering Criminal Fraud. Relocatesand
amends provisionsconcerning money laundering, thereby allowing defendantsto be charged
with money laundering for activities other than those pertaining to drugs. As required by
Section 2-2-703, C.R.S., makes afive-year statutory appropriation as follows:

o for FY 2010-11, transfers $91,370 from the General Fund to the Capital Construction
Fund, and appropriates $91,370 from the Capital Construction Fund to the Corrections
Expansion Reserve Fund; and

o forfiscal years2011-12 through 2014-15, appropriatesatotal of $115,200 Genera Fund
($28,800 for each fiscal year) to the Department of Corrections for operating expenses.

Specifiesthat the act shall only takeeffect if H.B. 10-1338 isenacted and has anet reduction
in General Fund appropriations for FY 2010-11 that is equal to or greater than the $91,370
Genera Fund transfer required in H.B. 10-1081.

H.B. 10-1083 (Gardner B./Steadman): DOC Surgery Unit L ease Purchase. Authorizes
the Department of Correctionsto enter into alease-purchase agreement, for up to 12 years,
to purchase a day surgery center to be located at the Denver Reception and Diagnostic
Center. Allowsthe Department to execute alease-purchase agreement of up to $2.8 million
in principal. Assumes the annua savings of approximately $600,000 from performing
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surgeriesat the surgery facility rather than contracting with hospitalswill be used to fund the
|ease-purchase agreement.

H.B.10-1277 (DelGrosso/Steadman): Sexual Conduct in Correctional Facility. Extends
the prohibition on an employee, contractor, or volunteer of a correctional facility engaging
in sexual conduct with anindividual in the custody of thefacility to employees, contractors,
or volunteers of juvenile detention or commitment centers and community corrections
facilities. Asrequired by Section 2-2-703, C.R.S., makesafive-year statutory appropriation
asfollows:

o for FY 2010-11, transfers $83,861 from the General Fund to the Capital Construction
Fund, and appropriates $83,861 from the Capital Construction Fund to the Corrections
Expansion Reserve Fund; and

o for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, appropriates a total of $32,496 General Fund to the
Department of Corrections for operating expenses.

H.B. 10-1338 (M cCann/Steadman): Probation Eligible Two Prior Felony. Allows a
person who hastwo or more prior felony convictionsto beeligiblefor probation, with certain
exceptions. For theimplementation of H.B. 10-1338, appropriates $308,628 Genera Fund
and 5.2 FTE to the Judicial Department for probation services, and decreases the General
Fund appropriation to the Department of Corrections for payments to house state prisoners
by $2,541,810. Alsoincludesthefollowingappropriationsand adjustmentsfor FY 2010-11:

e appropriates $336,057 General Fund to the Department of Revenue for FY 2010-11 for
the implementation of H.B. 09-1137;

* increases the appropriation to the Department of Human Services for FY 2010-11 for
child welfare servicesby $1,719,794 to mitigate thereduction in funding for county staff
salaries and benefits, community provider rates, and Medicaid treatment rates (the
appropriation includes $991,919 Genera Fund, $343,959 local cash funds, $75,209
reappropriated funds transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and
Financing (DHCPF), and $308,707 federa Title IV-E funds); and

* increases the appropriation to the DHCPF for child welfare services by $75,209
(including $28,887 General Fund and $46,322 federal Medicaid funds).

H.B. 10-1352 (Waller/Steadman): Controlled Substance Crime Changes. Makes a
number of changes to offenses related to controlled substances. Directs the Generd
Assembly to annually appropriatethe General Fund savingsgenerated by thisbill tothe Drug
Offender Surcharge Fund, and requires that such moneys be allocated to cover the costs
associ ated with the treatment of substance abuse or co-occurring disordersof adult offenders
who are assessed to be in need of treatment and who are on diversion, on probation, on
parole, in community corrections, or in jail. Makes the following appropriations and
adjustments for FY 2010-11:

e appropriates $1,468,196 General Fund to the Judicial Department, to be credited to the
Drug Offender Surcharge Fund pursuant to Section 18-19-103 (3.5). C.R.S;;

21-Dec-11 B-4 COR-brf



e appropriates $263,377 General Fund and 4.8 FTE to the Judicial Department for
probation services,

o appropriates $36,528 Genera Fund and 0.5 FTE to the Department of Public Safety,
Division of Criminal Justice, for analyzing and reporting on the annual fiscal savings
generated by H.B. 10-1352;

» decreasesthe General Fund appropriation to the Department of Correctionsfor payments
to house state prisoners by $1,523,589; and

e decreases Genera Fund appropriations to the Judicial Department for the Public
Defender by $244,512 and 5.6 FTE.

d H.B. 10-1360 (Pace/Steadman): Parole Placement for Technical Violation. Allows
certain parolees to be placed in a community return-to-custody facility rather than a state
correctional facility, including those who:

e commit atechnical violation that does not involve the commission of acrime;

» haveno activefelony warrants, felony detainers, or pending felony criminal charges; and

» areon parole for aclass 4 nonviolent felony (except menacing, stalking, any unlawful
sexual behavior, or acrime against an at-risk adult or at-risk juvenile).

Makes the following appropriations and adjustments for FY 2010-11:

o appropriates $1,285,409 General Fund and 0.8 FTE to the Department of Public Safety,
Division of Criminal Justice, for community corrections residential treatment beds;

» appropriates $260,000 General Fund to the Department of Public Safety, Division of
Crimina Justice, for ten transition community corrections beds specificaly for sex
offenders,

o appropriates $1,807,225 Genera Fund to the Department of Corrections, Parole
Subprogram, for parole wrap-around services;

o appropriates $500,000 General Fund to the Department of Corrections, Parole
Subprogram, for employment and job training services for parolees,

o agppropriates $250,000 General Fund to the Department of Corrections, Parole
Subprogram, for outpatient mental health treatment for transition parol ees;

o appropriates $174,107 General Fund and 2.1 FTE to the Department of Corrections,
Parole Subprogram, for community parole officers;

» gppropriates$80,774 General Fund and 2.0 FTE to the Department of Corrections, Parole
Subprogram, for administrative support;

» appropriates $65,553 General Fund and 1.0 FTE to the Department of Corrections,
Business Operations Subprogram, for information technology support; and

» decreases General Fund appropriations to the Department of Corrections for payments
to house state prisoners by $4,738,823.

d H.B. 10-1374 (Ferrandino/Penry): Parole Changes Evidence-based Practices. Directs
the Sex Offender Management Board (in consultation with the Department of Corrections,
the Judicial Branch, the Division of Criminal Justiceinthe Department of Public Safety, and
the Parole Board) to develop specific sex offender release guidelines for use by the Parole
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Board in determining when to release a sex offender on parole. Directs the Division of
Criminal Justice and the Parole Board to devel op an administrative release guidelinefor use
by the Parole Board in evaluating all applications for parole. Requires the Department of
Corrections and the Parole Board to devel op administrative revocation guidelinesfor use by
the Board in making decisions about parole revocation. Repealsthe statutory provision that
requires a parole officer to arrest a parolee if he or she does not have lawful permission to
be in a particular place (e.g., a county other than the one to which the individual was
paroled). Allows up to 12 days of earned time each month be deducted from an offender's
sentence provided he or she:

» isserving asentencefor aclass4, class 5, or class 6 felony;

* has not incurred a class | code of pena discipline violation within the 24 months
immediately preceding the time of crediting or during his or her entire period of
incarceration if such period isless than 24 months;

* has not incurred a class Il code of pena discipline violation within the 12 months
immediately preceding the time of crediting or during his or her entire period of
incarceration if such period isless than 12 months;

* isprogram compliant; and

» was not convicted of certain specified felony offenses (four new offenses have been
added to the existing list of disqualifying crimes).

Makes the following appropriations and adjustments for FY 2010-11:

o appropriates $114,127 General Fund to the Department of Public Safety, Division of
Criminal Justice, for costs associated with the Colorado Criminal and Juvenile Justice
Commission;

» appropriates $80,154 General Fund and 0.7 FTE to the Department of Public Safety,
Division of Criminal Justice, for parole guideline duties and actuarial consultation;

e appropriates $234,247 General Fund and 6.0 FTE to the Department of Corrections,
Parole Subprogram, for parole services,

e appropriates $119,539 General Fund and 1.9 FTE to the Department of Corrections,
Executive Director's Office Subprogram, for research functions; and

» decreases General Fund appropriations to the Department of Corrections for payments
to house state prisoners by $548,067.

H.B. 10-1413 (Levy/Newell): Limitation on Juvenile Direct File. Raisesthe minimum
ageto 16 from 14 for adistrict attorney to file criminal charges against ajuvenilein district
court, a process known as direct filing of charges, except in cases of:

o first degree murder;
» second degree murder; or
» asex offense combined with one of the following:
» thealleged crimeisacrime of violence;
» thejuvenileused or threatened the use of adeadly weapon during the commission of
the crime;
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» the juvenile has, within the previous two years, been adjudicated as a juvenile
delinquent for committing a class 3 felony;

» thejuvenile has previously had charges direct filed or transferred, unless he or she
was found not guilty of such charges; or

* thejuvenileis determined to be a habitual juvenile offender.

Allows judges the discretion to sentence juveniles who were convicted of class 2 felonies
(excluding sex offenses) to the Youthful Offender System (Y OS) in the Department of
Corrections (DOC) except in the case of asecond or subsequent sentence to the DOC or the
YOS.

Makes the following appropriations and adjustments for FY 2010-11:

» appropriates $371,880 Genera Fund to the Department of Human Services, Division of
Y outh Corrections, for the purchase of contract placements;

e appropriates $135,678 General Fund to the Department of Corrections for the youthful
offender system subprogram; and

» decreases General Fund appropriations to the Department of Corrections for payments
to house state prisoners by $266,803.

Specifiesthat the act shall only take effect if H.B. 10-1360 isenacted and has anet reduction

in General Fund appropriationsfor FY 2010-11 that isequal to or greater than the $240,755
General Fund appropriation required in H.B. 10-1413.
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APPENDIX C: UPDATE OF FY 2010-11
LONG BILL FOOTNOTESAND REQUESTSFOR INFORMATION

L ong Bill Footnotes

laDepartment of Corrections, Management, Executive Director's Office Subprogram;
Department of Human Services, Mental Health and Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services,
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division; and Division of Youth Corrections;, Judicial
Department, Probation and Related Services, and Department of Public Safety,
Division of Criminal Justice; and Colorado Bureau of Investigation -- State agencies
involved in multi-agency programs requiring separate appropriations to each agency are
requested to designate one lead agency to be responsible for submitting a comprehensive
annual budget request for such programs to the Joint Budget Committee, including prior
year, request year, and three year forecastsfor revenuesinto the fund and expendituresfrom
the fund by agency. The requests should be sustainable for the length of the forecast based
on anticipated revenues. Each agency is still requested to submit its portion of such request
with its own budget document. This applies to requests for appropriation from the Drug
Offender Surcharge Fund, the Offender Identification Fund, the Sex Offender Surcharge
Fund, the Persistent Drunk Driver Cash Fund, and the Alcohol and Drug Driving Safety
Program Fund, among other programs.

Comment: Of the funds listed, the Department of Corrections shares two with other state
agencies. the Sex Offender Surcharge Fund, and the Drug Offender Surcharge Fund. Both
are tracked by the Judicial Department.

The Sex Offender Management Board (SOM B) determined thefollowing allocation for state
agenciesin FY 2012-13:

a $28,879 to the Department of Corrections for sex offender data collection and risk
assessment tests.

a $302,029 to the Judicial Department for direct services;

a $163,591 to the Division of Criminal Justicein the Department of Public Safety for
training, and

a $38,250 to the Department of Human Services to be used for training and technical
assistanceto county departments, the Division of Y outh Correctionsand theDivision
of Child Welfare.

The Drug Offender Surcharge Fund isadministered by the Judicial Department. Surcharges
range from $200 to $4,500 for each drug conviction or deferred sentence. The Judicial,
Corrections, Human Services, and Public Safety departments cooperatively develop aplan
for the alocation of moneys deposited in the Fund. The Judicial Department estimates the
following allocation from the Drug Offender Surcharge Fund in FY 2012-13:

21-Dec-11 C-1 COR-brf



$1,245,127 to the Department of Corrections;

$1,396,383 to the Judicial Department;

$1,270,627 to the Department of Human Services; and

$1,107,813 to the Division of Criminal Justice in the Department of Public Safety.

ooodd

Department of Corrections, Management, Exter nal Capacity Subprogram, Payments
to House State Prisoners-- It istheintent of the General Assembly that the Department of
Corrections be authorized to transfer 5.0 percent of the total appropriation for externa
capacity subprogram between line items in the external capacity subprogram for purposes
of reimbursing local jails, private prison providers, and community corrections providers.

Comment: This footnote authorizes the transfers. Request for Information #3, discussed
below, details transfers that occurred during FY 2010-11.

Department of Corrections, Management, Exter nal Capacity Subprogram, Payments
to House State Prisoners-- It istheintent of the General Assembly that the appropriations
made for payments to private facilities housing state inmates be used exclusively for the
purpose of per diem payments. It isthe intent of the General Assembly that the department
not withhold funds from the per diem payments to cover major medical expenses incurred
by state inmates assigned to private facilities. It isthe intent of the General Assembly that
appropriations made in the medical services subprogram are sufficient to cover maor
medical expensesincurred by state inmates held in both state and private facilities.

Comment: The Department states that it is not the Department's policy to withhold funds
from the per diem payments to cover mgjor medical expenses incurred by state inmates
assigned to private facilities.

Department of Corrections, Management, External Capacity Subprogram, Payments
to House State Prisoners, Paymentsto in-state private prisons at a rate of $54.93 per
inmate per day, and Paymentsto pre-release parole revocation facilities at a rate of
$54.93 per inmate per day -- Dueto current fiscal restraints, it istheintent of the General
Assembly not to fund any supplemental requestsfrom the Department of Correctionsthat are
requested as a result of the Department of Corrections paying a higher per diem rate to
private prisons than $52.69. If caseload changes would result in a negative supplemental
from the Department of Corrections given a private prison per diem rate of $52.69, it is
further the intent of the General Assembly to reduce the appropriation to the Department of
Corrections accordingly.

Comment: The Department indicates that it will comply with this request. Staff will
evaluate the need for a supplemental appropriation reduction as mentioned in the footnote
when FY 2011-12 supplemental requests are received.

Department of Corrections, Institutions, Mental Health Subprogram -- It is the intent
of the General Assembly that the funds being appropriated to convert beds at Colorado State
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Penitentiary (CSP) for use by offenders with mental illness (OMIs) are being appropriated
to create an appropriate, secure, therapeutic environment for OMIswithin CSP and that the
beds shall not be occupied or managed solely for disciplinary purposes.

Comment: The Department states that it is complying with this request.

Department of Corrections, Institutions, Mental Health Subprogram -- It is the intent
of the General Assembly that the Department of Corrections work with the Mentaly Il
Offender Task Forceto develop aplan for theimplementation and ongoing evaluation of the
mental health unit at Colorado State Penitentiary (CSP).

Comment: The Department states that it will comply with this footnote request.

Reguests for Information

1

All Departments, Totals -- Every department is requested to submit to the Joint Budget
Committee, by November 1, 2011 information on the number of additional federal and cash
funds FTE associated with any federal grants or private donations that were received in FY
2010-11 The Departments are also requested to identify the number of additional federal
and cash funds FTE associated with any federal grants or private donations that are
anticipated to be received during FY 2011-12.

Comment: The Department indicates that the following federal grants have been received
that were not included inthe FY 2010-11 Long Bill (as adjusted by supplementals) or in the
FY 2011-12 Long Bill. Grants without asterisks were entirely expended in FY 2010-11.
Grants with an asterisk can be partially expended in FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12.

Federal grantsthat can be expended in FY 2010-11 or FY 2011-12 Amount FTE

ARRA Mountain Re-Entry* 243,806 10
Colorado Information Analysis (ends 01/31/12)* 39,365 1.0
Residential Substance Abuse (ends 12/31/11)* 171,855 20
Sex Offender Community Reintegration* 577,184 1.0
C-SCHARP Second Chance Housing & Re-Entry Program 82,684 1.0
International Correctional Management Training Center 1,503,050 15.0

Total

2,622,944 21.0

* Award can be expended in FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12.

1

Department of Corrections, I nstitutions, Mental Health Subprogram -- It is requested
that the Department of Corrections submit areport to the House Judiciary Committee and
the Senate Judiciary Committee by January 31, 2012, detailing the progress related to the
mental health unit at CSP.

Comment: TheDepartment statesthat it will providetherequested report to the Joint Budget
Committee by January 31, 2012.
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2 Department of Corrections, Community Services, Community Supervision
Subprogram, Community Supervision, Psychotropic Medication -- The Department is
requested to submit areport to the Joint Budget Committee on or before February 1, 2012,
summarizing the outcomes of offenders who were provided psychotropic medication from
thisline item. The report is requested to include the number of mentally ill offenders who
receive medication from thisline item, the regression rate of the offenders, and the number
of offenders who commit new crimes. The report is requested to compare these outcomes
with the population of mentally ill offenders in community corrections programs in FY
2005-06.

Comment: TheDepartment statesthat it will providetherequested report to the Joint Budget
Committee by February 1, 2012.

3 Department of Corrections, Executive Director's Office, External Capacity
Subprogram, Payments to House State Prisoners -- The Department is requested to
provide a report to the Joint Budget Committee on or before November 1, 2011,
summarizing transfers that were made within this subprogram pursuant to the flexibility
authorized by footnote.

Comment: Thedepartment has provided thefollowing information on FY 2010-11 transfers

made pursuant to the flexibility authorized by Footnote #2.

Amount transferred
Transferred Line ltem in (out)
Paymentsto Local Jails (858,892)
Payments to In-State Private Prisons 1,130,000
Payments to Pre-Release Parole Revocation Facilities (59,544)
Community Corrections Programs (324,943)
Net transfers (sum of preceding 4 items) (113,379)
Total dollarstransferred 1,243,379
Total Appropriation, External Capacity Subprogram, Payments to House State Prisoners 82,195,504
5.0 percent of the total appropriation for external capacity subprogram 4,109,775
Amount Transferred in FY 2010-11 1,243,379
Amount Transferred as a percentage of Appropriated Total 1.5%
4 Department of Corrections, I nstitutions, Y outhful Offender System Subprogram-- The

Department of Correctionsisrequested to submit areport to the Joint Budget Committee by
November 1, 2011, justifying the ongoing need for the Y outhful Offender System. The
report isregquested to summarizethe cost effectiveness of the program, including the cost per
offender, taking into consideration drop-out rates and recidivism rates for the program.

The Department provided a report with its budget request on November 1, 2011. The
following table illustrates the costs of the Y OS program in FY 2010-10:
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Y outhful Offender System
FY 2010-11 Costs
Annual Cost per Daily Cost per

Type of Service Offender Offender
YOS $61,872 $169.51
Y OS Aftercare (Phase I11) 60,320 165.26
YOS Backlog 20,849 57.12
Adult Prison 32,344 88.61
Adult Parole 4,566 1251
Adult Parole ISP 8,401 23.02 |

The report aso compared the cumulative cost of running the YOS program since its
inception in 1993 with the hypothetical costs that would have been incurred if offendersin
Y OS had served their suspended adult sentencesin DOC correctional facilities rather than
serving their Y OS sentences.

Cost Comparison since YOS Inception (N = 1,006)

Estimated Costs had YOS offender sinstead
served their Adult Suspended Sentences

YOS Actual Sentence Cost

Phase | and Il Cost $162,483,855 | Prison Cost $190,976,388
Phase |11 Cost 36,170,578 | Parole Cost 19,132,415
Total YOS Cost $198,654,433 | Total Adult Cost $210,108,803

The resulting savings from the YOS system is thus $210,108,803 - $198,654,433 =
$11,454,370. On aper offender basisthissavingsequals$11,454,370/ 1,006 = $11,386 less
per offender than putting a' Y OS offender through the DOC adult system.

Of course this analysis does not take recidivism into account. Y OS offenders have athree
year recidivism rate of 21 percent, which is much lower than the 53 percent three-year
recidivism rate of adult offenders. (Recidivism is defined as returning to DOC.) Since the
Y OS program'sinception, 779 offenders have either completed their Y OS sentence or have
had a court-ordered discharge. This means that there are approximately
779* (1-0.21) =615 "good" outcomes among these 779 offenders (with "good" defined as
not returning to DOC) but there would only have been only 779 * (1 - 0.53) = 366 good
outcomes had these same offenders gone through the adult system. Computing the cost per
"good" outcome yields:

Cost per good Y OS outcome
= $198,654,433 / 615 = $323,015.

Cost per good outcome had these offenders been in the adult system
= $210,108,803 / 366 = $574,068

Thisimpliesthat the Y OS system produces good outcomes at a cost to the state that equals
$323,015/ $574,068 = 56 percent of the cost of producing a good outcome with the adult-
system. Note that this analysis ignores the fact that the crimes committed by those who
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recidivate are costly to victims. The advantage of the Y OS system would be even larger if
victim cost was included.

5 Department of Corrections, Management, External Capacity Subprogram, Payments
to House State Prisoner s -- The Department of Correctionsis requested to require private
prison providers to break-out their respective operating expenses and capital construction
costsin the invoices that they submit to the Department for housing Colorado inmates. The
Department of Corrections is further requested to submit a report to the Joint Budget
Committee by November 1, 2011, summarizing this information for each of the private
prison providers reimbursed from the External Capacity Subprogram.

Comment: TheDepartment statesthat it will comply to the extent feasible. The Department
hasrequested thisinformation from private prison providersand as of November 1, 2011 has
not yet received any responses. The report will be promptly provided under separate cover
if responses are received. Note that an identical information request for information was
submitted to the Governor with the FY 2010-11 Long Bill. The Department submitted the
same requests to private prison providers at that time but it received no responses.
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December 2011 L CS Inmate Population Projections
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December 2011 L CS M ale | nmate Population Projections
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December 2011 L CS Female | nmate Population Projections
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Comparison of Dec. 2011 Inmate Population Projections- LCSvs. DCJ
Chart #4
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Comparison of LCS Inmate Population Projections - Dec. 2011 vs. Dec. 2010

Chart #5

25,000
24,000
Total 23,000
Inmate
Population \ Dec. 2011 Projection
22,000 \
Dec. 2010 Projection
21,000
20,000
19,000 Actual June 2011 Jun-12 Jun-13
—+—LCS-- Dec. 2011 22,610 21,989 21,727
—— L.CS-- Dec. 2010 22,319 21,663 21,058
Increase/ (Decrease) 291 326 669

22-Dec-11

COR-Dbrf



L CS Parole Population Projections - December 2010
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Comparison of December 2011 Parole Population Projections, LCSvs. DCJ

Chart #7
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Comparison of L CS Parole Population Projections - Dec. 2011 vs. Dec. 2010

Chart #8
13,000
12,000
11,000
10,000 —
Parole Dec. 2010 LCS Parole Projection R
/ N
Population 9,000 S
8,000 T
Dec. 2011 LCS Parole Projection
7,000
6,000
5,000 Actua June 2011 Jun-12 Jun-13 Jun-14
—e—LCS-- Dec. 2010 8,851 9,232 9,390
——LCS-- Dec. 2011 8,181 7,840 7,590 7,333
Increase/ (Decrease) (670) (1,392) (1,800)
22-Dec-11 D-8

COR-Dbrf



APPENDIX E
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Appendix E
Capital Construction Request History for Additional Prison Beds in the Department of Corrections

Amount Amount Requested | Built| Security
Year |Project Requested Funded Beds Beds| Level | Legislation Status
FY 1999-00
TCF Phaselll $77,889,123 $0 710 0 \Y, - Withdrawn
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Design $1,019,047 $0 0 0 \% - Withdrawn
SCCF Phase Il Design $2,084,226 $0 0 0 \Y - Withdrawn
FY 2000-01
SCCF Phase Il Design $2,088,700 $2,088,700 0 0 \% HB-00-1451 Complete
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Design $1,092,594 $1,092,594 0 0 Y HB-00-1451 Complete
CWCF Expansion/Renovation Planning $410,887 $0 0 0 v - -
FY 2001-02
SCCF Phase I Construction (70%) $18,804,814 $105,065 250 0 \Y SB-01-212 Negative Appropriation
AV CF High Custody Expansion (50%) $19,790,603 $17,139 384 0 \% SB-01-212 Negative Appropriation
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Construction $15,394,593 $746,783 62 0 \% SB-01-212 Negative Appropriation
CWCF Renovation Design $2,449,981 $0[ 285 new 0 v - Not Approved
Fort Lyon Phases | and I $12,312,239 $12,312,239 500 500 1 SB-01-212 Complete
FY 2002-03
AV CF High Custody Expansion (50%) $18,912,027 $0 384 0 \Y - Not Approved
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Construction $12,912,465 $0 62 0 \Y - Not Approved
SCCF Phase Il Construction (70%) $18,371,304 $0 250 0 \ - Not Approved
CCF High Custody Expansion (40%) $18,241,573 $0 384 0 \% - Not Approved
FY 2003-04
CSPII/CCF High Custody Expansion $102,800,000( $102,800,000 948| n/a \% HB 03-1256 Funded with COPs
Lawsuit Delayed Project
FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06
None $0 $0 0 0| na n/a None Submitted
FY 2006-07
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Phase 1 $18,542,111 $9,000,000 62| 62 \Y HB 06-1385 Approved in Phases
FY 2007-08
DRDC Renovation/Expansion Phase Il $14,966,051 $14,966,051 62 62 \% SB 07-239 Complete
CSP 11/CCF High Custody Expansion $36,911,874 $36,911,874 948( 948 \% SB 07-239 Complete
CSP I1/CCF High Custody Expansion $1,249,500 $1,249,500 n/a] n/a \% SB 07-239 Inmate In-Cell Services
FY 2008-09
CSP 11/CCF High Custody Expansion $2,000,000 $2,000,000 nal n/a \% HB 08-1375 Equipment and Furnishings
FY 2009-10
CSP II/CCF High Custoday Expansion $2,000,000 $2,000,000 nal n/a \Y SB 09-259 Equipment and Furnishings
CSP 11/CCF High Custoday Expansion $1,249,500 $1,249,500 n/al n/a V SB 09-259 Inmate In-Cell Services
21-Dec-11 E-2
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App

endix F

Sentenced Inmates Inmate Change 1992 to 2009 Incar ceration rate per 100,000 Incar ceration Rate Change 1992 to 2009
population
Rank
Inmate Total %  Avgannual % CY 1992 CY 2009 Changein Total %  AvgAnnual Incarceration Rate
CY 1992 CY 2009 Change Change change Rate  Rank Rate  Rank Rate Change % Change Growth
Northeast 138,144 167,344 29,200 21.1% 1.1% 261 4 302 4 41 15.7% 0.9%
Connecticut 11,403 13,466 2,063 18.1% 1.0% 268 25 382 28 114 42.5% 2.1% 31
Maine 1,519 1,980 461 30.3% 1.6% 121 47 150 53 29 24.0% 1.3% 42
M assachusetts 10,053 10,070 17 0.2% 0.0% 161 41 213 49 52 32.3% 1.7% 35
New Hampshire 1,777 2,731 954 53.7% 2.6% 160 42 206 51 46 28.8% 1.5% 37
New Jersey 22,653 25,382 2,729 12.0% 0.7% 290 21 291 43 1 0.3% 0.0% 48
New York 61,736 58,455 (3,.281) -5.3% 03%|| 340 14| 208 a1 (42) -12.4% -0.8% 50
Pennsylvania 24,974 51,316 26,342 105.5% 4.3% 207 33 406 26 199 96.1% 4.0% 10
Rhode |sland 2,775 2,220 (555) -20.0% -1.3% 170 39 211 50 41 24.1% 1.3% 41
\Vermont 1,254 1,724 470 37.5% 19%|| 151 | a2 44 126 83.4% 3.6% 14
Midwest 167,023 259,252 92,229 55.2% 2.6% 273 3 387 3 114 41.8% 2.1%
Ilinois 31,640 45,161 13,521 42.7% 2.1% 271 24 349 36 78 28.8% 1.5% 36
Indiana 13,945 28,788 14,843 106.4% 4.4% 242 27 447 20 205 84.7% 3.7% 13
lowa 4,518 8,813 4,295 95.1% 4.0% 160 42 292 42 132 82.5% 3.6% 15
Kansas 6,028 8,641 2,613 43.3% 2.1% 238 28 305 40 67 28.2% 1.5% 39
Michigan 39,113 45,478 6,365 16.3% 0.9% 413 5 457 18 44 10.7% 0.6% 44
Minnesota 3,822 9,986 6,164 161.3% 5.8% 85 49 189 52 104 122.4% 4.8% 4
Missouri 16,189 30,554 14,365 88.7% 3.8% 311 20 509 12 198 63.7% 2.9% 21
Nebraska 2,514 4,392 1,878 74.7% 3.3% 151 44 243 46 92 60.9% 2.8% 22
North Dakota 477 1,486 1,009 211.5% 6.9% 67 50 228 48 161 240.3% 7.5% 2
Ohio 38,378 51,606 13,228 34.5% 1.8% 347 12 446 22 99 28.5% 1.5% 38
South Dakota 1,487 3,430 1,943 130.7% 5.0% 208 32 420 25 212 101.9% 4.2% 9
\Wisconsin 8,912 20,917 12,005 134.7% 5.1% 176 37 369 32 193 109.7% 4.5% 7
South 313,216 625,121 311,905 99.6% 4.1% 355 1 551 1 196 55.2% 2.6%
Alabama 17,453 30,723 13,270 76.0% 3.4% 407 7 650 4 243 59.7% 2.8% 24
[Arkansas 8,285 15,144 6,859 82.8% 3.6% 340 14 522 10 182 53.5% 2.6% 27
Delaware 4,051 3971 (80) -2.0% -0.1% 390 8 447 20 57 14.6% 0.8% 43
Florida 48,302 103,915 55,613 115.1% 4.6% 355 11 559 7 204 57.5% 2.7% 26
Georgia 25,290 52,012 26,722 105.7% 4.3% 365 10 526 9 161 44.1% 2.2% 29
Kentucky 10,364 20,672 10,308 99.5% 4.1% 274 23 478 14 204 74.5% 3.3% 19
Louisiana 20,896 39,780 18,884 90.4% 3.9% 484 2 881 1 397 82.0% 3.6% 17
Maryland 19,977 21,868 1,891 9.5% 0.5% 381 9 382 28 1 0.3% 0.0% 49
Mississippi 8,780 20,768 11,988 136.5% 5.2% 327 17 702 2 375 114.7% 4.6% 5
North Carolina 20,454 34,863 14,409 70.4% 3.2% 290 21 369 32 79 27.2% 1.4% 40
Oklahoma 14,821 24,396 9,575 64.6% 3.0% 459 3 657 3 198 43.1% 2.1% 30
South Carolina 18,643 23,486 4,843 26.0% 1.4% 486 1 512 11 26 5.3% 0.3% 46
Tennessee 11,849 26,965 15,116 127.6% 5.0% 234 29 426 24 192 82.1% 3.6% 16
Texas 61,178 162,186 101,008 165.1% 5.9% 344 13 648 5 304 88.4% 3.8% 12
Virginia 21,199 38,059 16,860 79.5% 3.5% 327 17 480 13 153 46.8% 2.3% 28
[West Virginia 1,674 6,313 4,639 277.1% 8.1% 92 48 346 37 254 276.1% 8.1% 1
(West 174,139 309,118 134,979 77.5% 3.4% 299 2 429 2 130 43.5% 2.1%
Alaska 2,865 2,508 (357) -12.5% -0.8% 327 17 357 35 30 9.2% 0.5% 45
Arizona 16,477 38,529 22,052 133.8% 5.1% 409 6 580 6 171 41.8% 2.1% 32
California 109,496 170,131 60,635 55.4% 2.6% 339 16 458 17 119 35.1% 1.8% 34
Colorado 8,997 22,795 13,798 153.4% 5.6%| 256 26| 450 | 19 194 75.8% 3.4% 18
Hawaii 2,926 4,119 1,193 40.8% 2.0% 164 40 317 38 153 93.3% 4.0% 11
Idaho 2,256 7,400 5,144 228.0% 7.2% 209 31 476 15 267 127.8% 5.0% 3
Montana 1,498 3,605 2,107 140.7% 5.3% 180 36 368 34 188 104.4% 4.3% 8
Nevada 6,049 12,482 6,433 106.3% 4.4% 448 4 470 16 22 4.9% 0.3% 47
New Mexico 3,271 6,391 3,120 95.4% 4.0% 197 34 316 39 119 60.4% 2.8% 23
Oregon 6,583 14,365 7,782 118.2% 4.7% 174 38 373 31 199 114.4% 4.6% 6
Utah 2,699 6,519 3,820 141.5% 5.3% 146 46 232 47 86 58.9% 2.8% 25
Washington 9,959 18,199 8,240 82.7% 3.6% 192 35 271 45 9 41.1% 2.0% 33
[Wyoming 1,063 2,075 1,012 95.2% 4.0% 226 30 377 30 151 66.8% 3.1% 20
Total States 792,522 1,360,835 568,313 71.7% 3.2% 305 442 137 44.9% 2.2%
* Incarceration rate is calculated as the number of inmates per 100,000 residents.
Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin Annual Prison Reports.
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Appendix G

Murder and Property M otor
Index Violent nonnegligent Forcible Robbery Aggravated || crime [Burglary Larceny- vehicle

Year |foffenserate| Crimerate| mansaughter rate raperate rate assaultrate| rate rate  theft rate theft rate]
1960 2,172.4 137.3 42 131 7.7 424 20351 [ 5699 12514 2138
1961 2,404.0 149.3 47 12.9 91.7 40.0 22547 | 6559 13223 2765
1962 2,667.1 156.8 5.0 14.8 85.2 51.8 25103 | 6811 15071 3222
1963 2,660.8 130.3 4.8 145 68.3 426 25305 | 6705 15535 3065
1964 2,728.7 158.6 4.2 171 67.3 70.1 2,570.1 679.9 1,619.0 271.2
1965 2,704.5 152.7 3.5 16.2 54.5 78.6 2,551.8 650.9 1,652.2 248.7
1966 3,009.6 168.9 4.0 17.3 53.8 93.8 2,840.7 | 7110 11,8313 2983
1967 3,309.1 191.8 41 20.9 67.9 98.9 3,117.2 789.4 2,0195 308.4
1968 3,862.6 263.0 5.4 26.1 96.5 135.0 3599.6 | 917.0 22620 4206
1969 4,498.2 298.8 53 28.8 110.7 154.0 41994 | 1,1332 2,559.2 507.0
1970 5,318.2 356.7 6.2 36.0 129.1 185.4 49614 | 1,380.9 29921 5884
1971 5,517.0 3736 6.5 384 134.9 193.8 51433 | 14500 31285 564.8
1972 5,593.6 405.4 8.3 384 141.4 217.3 51882 | 1,580.1 3,0188  589.3
1973 5,495.8 414.0 7.9 38.7 162.9 204.4 50819 [ 15988 29106 5725
1974 6,165.8 429.8 6.0 36.5 165.7 221.6 5736.0 | 1,843.1 33542 5386
1975 6,675.5 463.1 74 41.5 174.1 240.1 6,212.4 | 2,001.2 3,744.0 467.2
1976 6,782.4 417.0 6.8 33.8 139.7 236.7 6,3654 | 1,879.9 4,0435 4420
1977 6,827.5 5119 6.3 42.0 170.7 292.9 6,315.6 | 1,935.2 3,903.2 477.1
1978 6,832.4 498.0 7.3 49.6 159.2 281.9 6,3345 | 1,869.6 39770 4879
1979 7,051.1 522.1 5.8 53.1 157.0 306.1 6,529.0 | 1,794.4 4,253.2 481.4
1980 7,333.5 528.6 6.9 52.5 160.1 309.2 6,804.9 | 2,030.8 4,325.8  448.3
1981 7,353.2 531.7 81 456 159.5 3185 6,821.4 | 2,031.6 4,3759 4139
1982 7,079.9 504.2 6.0 445 150.6 303.1 6,575.7 | 1,749.1 44293  397.3
1983 6,627.1 476.4 6.4 419 126.4 301.7 6,150.7 | 1,5324 4,245.7 372.7
1984 6,471.1 457.8 5.8 39.0 114.0 299.0 6,013.3 | 1561.3 4,054.7 397.3
1985 6,919.1 471.0 5.8 40.9 124.2 300.1 6,4480 | 1,748.1 4,267.0 4329
1986 7,031.9 523.6 7.0 423 144.8 329.4 6,508.3 | 1,791.6 4,230.8  486.0
1987 6,451.3 467.5 5.8 40.8 118.8 302.1 59838 | 15346 4,0129  436.3
1988 6,178.3 472.6 5.7 38.6 98.8 329.5 57057 | 1,383.1 39006 4220
1989 6,039.4 4714 44 36.2 90.0 340.8 5568.0 | 1,2504 3,8648 4529
1990 6,053.7 526.0 4.2 46.2 90.6 385.0 55278 | 12088 3,8906 4284
1991 6,074.1 559.3 5.9 47.0 107.4 398.9 55148 | 1,1583 39300 4264
1992 5,958.8 578.8 6.2 47.3 120.5 404.9 5379.9 | 1,090.9 3,780.1  509.0
1993 5,526.8 567.3 5.8 458 116.7 399.0 49595 | 1,009.8 34994  450.3
1994 5,318.4 509.6 5.4 432 106.9 354.0 48088 | 9257 34902 3929
1995 5,396.3 440.2 5.8 39.5 96.2 298.7 49561 | 9341 36345 3875
1996 5,118.5 404.5 47 46.2 98.2 255.4 4,7140 | 9008 34155 397.8
1997 4,650.4 363.2 4.0 431 83.3 232.8 42872 | 79%.1 30773 4137
1998 4,487.5 377.9 4.6 47.4 815 244.4 41095 | 7865 29179 4051
1999 4,063.4 340.5 46 414 75.3 219.2 3,7229 | 6652 2,6930 364.8
2000 3,982.6 334.0 3.1 41.2 70.5 219.1 36486 | 630.8 26235 394.3
2001 4,218.9 350.7 3.6 43.7 80.5 222.9 3,868.2 645.9 2,747.1 475.2
2002 4,353.2 352.9 4.0 459 79.5 2235 4,000.3 703.8 2,781.4 515.1
2003 4,298.1 346.5 4.1 42.1 82.2 218.2 3,951.6 712.3 2,737.6 501.7
2004 4,292.8 3735 44 425 815 2451 3,919.3 717.3 2,679.0 522.9
2005 4,436.0 396.5 3.7 434 84.6 264.7 40395 | 7448 2,7352 5595
2006 3,842.9 391.6 33 43.7 80.7 264.0 34513 | 6821 2,331.8 4375
2007 3,353.9 347.8 31 41.1 71.0 2325 30061 | 5914  2,069.3 3454
2008 3,206.3 347.1 32 424 68.3 233.2 2,859.2 | 571.8 2,055 2719
2009 3,004.0 337.8 3.5 44.6 67.4 222.3 2,666.2 | 5304 18879 2479

Notes: When data are unavailable, the cells are blank or the year is not presented.

State offense totals are based on data from all reporting agencies and estimates for unreported areas.
Sources. FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, prepared by the National Archive of Criminal Justice Data
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Appendix H

Inmate Population Most Serious Offenses
asof June 30 each Year

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Change 1997 to 2010
VIOLENT:
1st Degree Murder 469 678 712 748 788 817 859 894 n/a 971 1,015 1,100 1,227 1,271 802 171.0%
2nd Degree Murder 391 506 527 567 592 629 653 678 n/a 750 770 822 767 794 403  103.1%
Manslaughter 119 118 113 108 101 100 98 87 n/a 87 84 82 222 208 89 74.8%
Homicide 92 103 111 119 125 137 163 168 n/a 196 203 227 94 100 8 8.7%
Negligent Homicide 15 12 18 22 25 18 12 10 n/a 13 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Aggravated Robbery 522 607 632 671 702 740 775 829 n/a 891 924 983 595 572 50 9.6%
Simple Robbery 292 321 346 372 393 411 411 468 n/a 483 443 549 1,009 1,034 742 254.1%
Kidnaping 245 270 258 287 301 330 334 353 n/a 373 473 500 551 548 303  123.7%
Assault 869 1,079 1,120 1,224 1,254 1,331 1411 1,495 n/a 1,604 1,685 2,078 2,150 2,260 1,391 160.1%
Menacing 314 340 384 414 493 565 616 618 n/a 658 720 697 750 707 393  125.2%
Sexual Assault 481 629 739 796 794 762 736 671 n/a 624 432 839 905 926 445 92.5%
Sexual Assault/ Exploit of Child 851 968 946 1,010 1,031 933 886 816 n/a 704 860 1,646 1,638 1,660 809 95.1%
Incest 68 72 2 s 78 70 56 55 n/a 49 44 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Vehicular Assault 51 63 89 87 105 122 123 139 n/a 133 151 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Att/Consp/Acc to Violent Crimes 629 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Arson 40 48 60 64 60 63 61 58 n/a 69 57 71 62 65 25 62.5%
Weapons/Explosives 65 68 53 65 75 74 7 87 n/a 143 142 170 148 146 81 124.6%
Child Abuse 119 179 205 236 287 316 368 406 n/a 496 313 666 741 801 682 573.1%
Sex Offender Act 40 36 45 70 180 315 494 658 n/a 910 1,053 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SUBTOTAL 5,672 6,097 6,430 6,937 7,384 7,733 8,133 8,490 n/a 9,154 9,384 10430 10,859 11,092 5420  95.6%
NON-VIOLENT:
Drug Offenses 1,812 2,441 2,800 3,130 3,291 3,691 3,771 3,932 n/a 4,165 4,196 4,502 4,373 4,064 2,252  124.3%
Att/Consp/Acc to Non-violent Crime: 628 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a na n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Theft 816 1,087 1,058 1,169 1,191 1,322 1,392 1,459 n/a 1,754 1,771 2,144 1,832 1,609 793 97.2%
Escape/Contraband 990 975 1,015 1,183 1,234 1,309 1,295 1,334 n/a 2,021 2,559 1,073 1,074 1,094 n/a n/a
Burglary 1,046 1,234 1,256 1,346 1,378 1,398 1,436 1,436 n/a 1,519 1,542 1,818 1,800 1,772 726 69.4%
Traffic 166 214 265 228 185 180 191 191 n/a 172 170 206 220 199 33 19.9%
Trespassing 272 367 396 400 416 452 500 460 n/a 524 509 719 689 643 371 136.4%
Forgery 181 212 223 233 223 266 257 250 n/a 383 354 380 374 319 138 76.2%
M. V. Theft 191 268 308 313 334 376 455 473 n/a 565 572 725 665 606 415  217.3%
Fraud/Embezzlement 81 88 71 83 83 102 98 93 n/a 94 115 63 388 454 373 460.5%
Habitual 373 400 425 460 483 554 562 596 n/a 574 583 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Miscellaneous 89 308 338 364 452 484 551 633 n/a 832 537 698 684 764 675  758.4%
SUBTOTAL 6,645 7,594 8,155 8,909 9,270 10,134 10,508 10,857 nfa 12,603 12,908 12,328 12,099 11,524 4879  73.4%
TOTAL 12,317 13,691 14,585 15846 16,654 17,867 18,641 19,347 nfa 21,757 22,292 22,758 22,958 22,616 10,299  83.6%
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Appendix H

Inmate Population Most Serious Offenses
Per cent Increase Over Prior Year

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
VIOLENT:
1st Degree Murder n/a 44.6% 5.0% 5.1% 5.3% 3.7% 5.1% 4.1% n/a n/a 4.5% 8.4% 11.5% 3.6%
2nd Degree Murder n/a 29.4% 4.2% 7.6% 4.4% 6.3% 3.8% 3.8% n/a n/a 2.7% 6.8% -6.7% 3.5%
Manslaughter n/a -0.8% -4.2% -4.4% -6.5% -1.0% -2.0%  -11.2% n/a n/a -3.4% -2.4%  170.7% -6.3%
Vehicular Homicide n/a 12.0% 7.8% 7.2% 5.0% 9.6%  19.0% 3.1% n/a n/a 3.6% 11.8%  -58.6% 6.4%
Negligent Homicide n/a -20.0% 50.0%  22.2% 13.6% -280% -33.3% -16.7% n/a n/a 15.4% n/a n/a n/a
Aggravated Robbery n/a 16.3% 4.1% 6.2% 4.6% 5.4% 4.7% 7.0% n/a n/a 3.7% 6.4% -39.5% -3.9%
Simple Robbery n/a 9.9% 7.8% 7.5% 5.6% 4.6% 0.0%  13.9% n/a n/a -8.3% 23.9% 83.8% 2.5%
Kidnaping n/a 10.2% 44%  11.2% 4.9% 9.6% 1.2% 5.7% n/a na  26.8% 5.7% 10.2% -0.5%
Assault n/a 24.2% 3.8% 9.3% 2.5% 6.1% 6.0% 6.0% n/a n/a 5.0% 23.3% 3.5% 5.1%
Menacing n/a 8.3% 12.9% 78% 19.1%  14.6% 9.0% 0.3% n/a n/a 9.4% -3.2% 7.6% -5.7%
Sexual Assault n/a 30.8% 17.5% 7.7% -0.3% -4.0% -3.4% -8.8% n/a na -30.8% 94.2% 7.9% 2.3%
Sexual Assault/ Exploit of Child n/a 13.7% -2.3% 6.8% 2.1% -9.5% -5.0% -7.9% n/a na  22.2% 91.4% -0.5% 1.3%
Incest n/a 5.9% 0.0% 6.9% 13% -10.3% -20.0% -1.8% n/a nfa -10.2% n/a n/a n/a
Vehicular Assault n/a 23.5% 41.3% -22%  20.7% 16.2% 0.8% 13.0% n/a n/a 13.5% n/a n/a n/a
Att/Consp/Acc to Violent Crimes n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Arson n/a 20.0% 25.0% 6.7% -6.3% 5.0% -3.2% -4.9% n/a na -17.4% 246% -12.7% 4.8%
Weapons/Explosives n/a 4.6% -221%  22.6%  154% -1.3% 41%  13.0% n/a n/a -0.7% 19.7% -12.9% -1.4%
Child Abuse n/a 50.4% 145% 151% 21.6% 101% 165%  10.3% n/a na -369% 112.8% 11.3% 8.1%
Sex Offender Act n/a -10.0% 25.0%  55.6% 157.1%  75.0% 56.8%  33.2% n/a na  15.7% n/a n/a n/a
SUBTOTAL n/a 7.5% 5.5% 7.9% 6.4% 4.7% 5.2% 4.4% n/a n/a 2.5% 13.9% 15.7% 6.3%
NON-VIOLENT:
Drug Offenses n/a 34.7% 14.7%  11.8% 51% 12.2% 2.2% 4.3% n/a n/a 0.7% 7.3% -2.9% -7.1%
Att/Consp/Acc to Non-violent Crime: n/a n/a n/a n/a na n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Theft n/a 33.2% -27%  10.5% 19% 11.0% 5.3% 4.8% n/a n/a 1.0% 21.1% -146% -12.2%
Escape/Contraband n/a -1.5% 41%  16.6% 4.3% 6.1% -1.1% 3.0% n/a na 266% -58.1% 0.1% 1.9%
Burglary n/a 18.0% 1.8% 7.2% 2.4% 1.5% 2.7% 0.0% n/a n/a 1.5% 17.9% -1.0% -1.6%
Traffic n/a 28.9% 23.8% -14.0% -18.9% -2.7% 6.1% 0.0% n/a n/a -1.2% 21.2% 6.8% -9.5%
Trespassing n/a 34.9% 7.9% 1.0% 4.0% 87%  10.6% -8.0% n/a n/a -2.9% 41.3% -4.2% -6.7%
Forgery n/a 17.1% 5.2% 4.5% -43%  19.3% -3.4% -2.7% n/a n/a -7.6% 7.3% -1.6%  -14.7%
M. V. Theft n/a 40.3% 14.9% 1.6% 6.7%  12.6%  21.0% 4.0% n/a n/a 1.2% 26.7% -8.3% -8.9%
Fraud/Embezzlement n/a 8.6% -19.3%  16.9% 0.0%  22.9% -3.9% -5.1% n/a na 223% -452% 515.9% 17.0%
Habitual n/a 7.2% 6.3% 8.2% 5.0% 14.7% 1.4% 6.0% n/a n/a 1.6% n/a n/a n/a
Miscellaneous na  246.1% 9.7% 77%  24.2% 71%  13.8%  14.9% n/a na  -355% 30.0% -2.0% 11.7%
SUBTOTAL n/a 14.3% 7.4% 9.2% 4.1% 9.3% 3.7% 3.3% n/a n/a 2.4% -2.2% -6.3% -6.5%
TOTAL n/a 11.2% 6.5% 8.6% 5.1% 7.3% 4.3% 3.8% n/a n/a 2.5% 4.6% 3.0% -0.6%
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Appendix H

Inmate Population Most Serious Offenses
Per cent of Total Population

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
VIOLENT:
1st Degree Murder 3.8% 5.0% 4.9% 4.7% 4.7% 4.6% 4.6% 4.6% n/a 4.5% 4.6% 4.8% 5.3% 5.6%
2nd Degree Murder 3.2% 3.7% 3.6% 3.6% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% n/a 3.4% 3.5% 3.6% 3.3% 3.5%
Manslaughter 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% n/a 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.0% 0.9%
Vehicular Homicide 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% n/a 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 0.4% 0.4%
Negligent Homicide 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% n/a 0.1% 0.1% n/a n/a n/a
Aggravated Robbery 4.2% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 4.2% 4.1% 4.2% 4.3% n/a 4.1% 4.1% 4.3% 2.6% 2.5%
Simple Robbery 2.4% 2.3% 2.4% 2.3% 2.4% 2.3% 2.2% 2.4% n/a 2.2% 2.0% 2.4% 4.4% 4.6%
Kidnaping 2.0% 2.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% n/a 1.7% 2.1% 2.2% 2.4% 2.4%
Assault 7.1% 7.9% 7.7% 7.7% 7.5% 7.4% 7.6% 7.7% n/a 7.4% 7.6% 9.1% 9.4% 10.0%
Menacing 2.5% 2.5% 2.6% 2.6% 3.0% 3.2% 3.3% 3.2% n/a 3.0% 3.2% 3.1% 3.3% 3.1%
Sexual Assault 3.9% 4.6% 5.1% 5.0% 4.8% 4.3% 3.9% 3.5% n/a 2.9% 1.9% 3.7% 3.9% 4.1%
Sexual Assault/ Exploit of Child 6.9% 7.1% 6.5% 6.4% 6.2% 5.2% 4.8% 4.2% n/a 3.2% 3.9% 7.2% 7.1% 7.3%
Incest 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% n/a 0.2% 0.2% n/a n/a n/a
Vehicular Assault 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% n/a 0.6% 0.7% n/a n/a n/a
Att/Consp/Acc to Violent Crimes 5.1% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Arson 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% n/a 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Weapons/Explosives 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% n/a 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6%
Child Abuse 1.0% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.7% 1.8% 2.0% 2.1% n/a 2.3% 1.4% 2.9% 3.2% 3.5%
Sex Offender Act 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 1.1% 1.8% 2.7% 3.4% n/a 4.2% 4.7% n/a n/a n/a
SUBTOTAL 46.1% 44.5% 441%  438%  443% 433% 436%  43.9% nfa  42.1% 42.1% 45.8% 473%  49.0%
NON-VIOLENT:
Drug Offenses 14.7% 17.8% 19.2%  19.8%  19.8% 20.7% 20.2%  20.3% na  19.1% 18.8% 19.8% 19.0% 18.0%
Att/Consp/Acc to Non-violent Crime: 5.1% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Theft 6.6% 7.9% 7.3% 7.4% 7.2% 7.4% 7.5% 7.5% n/a 8.1% 7.9% 9.4% 8.0% 7.1%
Escape/Contraband 8.0% 7.1% 7.0% 7.5% 7.4% 7.3% 6.9% 6.9% n/a 9.3% 11.5% 4.7% 4.7% 4.8%
Burglary 8.5% 9.0% 8.6% 8.5% 8.3% 7.8% 7.7% 7.4% n/a 7.0% 6.9% 8.0% 7.8% 7.8%
Traffic 1.3% 1.6% 1.8% 1.4% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% n/a 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 0.9%
Trespassing 2.2% 2.7% 2.7% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.7% 2.4% n/a 2.4% 2.3% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8%
Forgery 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% n/a 1.8% 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4%
M. V. Theft 1.6% 2.0% 2.1% 2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.4% 2.4% n/a 2.6% 2.6% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7%
Fraud/Embezzlement 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% n/a 0.4% 0.5% 0.3% 1.7% 2.0%
Habitual 3.0% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 3.1% 3.0% 3.1% n/a 2.6% 2.6% n/a n/a n/a
Miscellaneous 0.7% 2.2% 2.3% 2.3% 2.7% 2.7% 3.0% 3.3% n/a 3.8% 2.4% 3.1% 3.0% 3.4%
SUBTOTAL 53.9% 55.5% 55.9% 56.2% 55.7% 56.7% 56.4%  56.1% nfa  57.9% 57.9% 54.2% 52.7% 51.0%
TOTAL 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% n/a_100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

21-Dec-11 H-4 COR-brf



APPENDIX I

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FACILITY COST
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Appendix |

Department of Corrections
Summary of Average Bed Cost
1-Nov-2011
(based on report prepared by the DOC)

FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

Annual Costs:

Level | Facilities 22,531 20,644 21,217 21,747 22,579 24,028 26,225 25,930 24,878
Level Il Facilities 24,729 22,867 22,685 22,995 23,397 24,532 26,875 26,703 26,101
Level Il Fecilities 25,988 24,721 25,203 26,076 27,302 28,463 30,324 30,631 29,934
Level IV Facilities 28,835 27,109 28,707 28,419 28,576 31,394 32,197 32,788 37,471
Level V Facilities 31,912 30,153 30,682 31,930 33,544 35,679 37,913 37,332 37,044
All Facilities 27,824 26,247 26,813 27,587 28,758 30,386 32,339 32,335 32,343
Daily Costs:

Level | 61.73 56.56 58.13 59.58 61.86 65.83 71.85 71.04 68.16
Level Il 67.75 62.65 62.15 63.00 64.10 67.21 73.63 73.16 7151
Level 11 71.20 67.73 69.05 71.44 74.80 77.98 83.08 83.92 82.01
Level IV 79.00 74.27 78.65 77.86 78.29 86.01 88.21 89.83 102.66
Level V 87.43 82.61 84.06 87.48 91.90 97.75 103.87 102.28 101.49
All Facilities 76.23 7191 73.46 75.58 78.79 83.25 88.60 88.59 88.61

Community Services:

Parole 3,311 3,343 3,154 3,318 3,402 3,562 3,975 4,314 12.51
Parole ISP 6,946 6,873 6,333 6,344 8,318 9,162 9,198 7,822 23.02
YOS Aftercare 58,123 66,985 55,097 63,568 66,456 70,741 67,098 69,292 165.26
Community Return-to-

Custody (S.B. 03-252) na 21,269 18,524 Moved to Ext. Capacity

Community 3,442 3,449 3,770 4,077 4,114 4,581 4,628 4,088 11.05
Community ISP 9,946 10,333 9,877 9,910 9,600 10,180 10,716 11,446 33.99

External Capacity:

Private Prisons
Daily Rate 52.47 50.37 49.56 50.28 51.91 52.69 52.69 52.69 52.69
Annual Cost 19,152 18,385 18,089 18,352 18,999 19,232 19,232 19,232 19,232

Out-of-State Contract

Daily Rate na na 51.00 na 54.00 54.00 na na na

Annual Cost n/a n/a 18,615 n/a 19,710 19,710 n/a n/a n/a
Jail Backlog

Daily Rate 51.65 46.49 46.49 47.42 48.96 49.69 50.44 50.44 50.44

Annual Cost 18,852 16,969 16,969 17,308 17,919 18,137 18,411 18,411 18,411

Average Daily Cost

(including DOC

overhead) for all

external capacity. n/a 54.37 55.25 56.44 57.82 59.28 61.19 59.10 59.96
(including DOC

overhead) for all

externa capacity

programs n/a 19,845 20,166 20,601 21,104 21,637 22,334 21,572 21,885
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MAP OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES IN COLORADO
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Colorado Department of Corrections: Facility Locations

STERLING CF: V

DENVER WOMEN'S CF: V
RIFLE CC: | COLORADO CC: | ® .<
DENVER RECEPTION AND DIAGNOSTIC CENTER: V

Kit Carson CF: Il

Facility Type:

CC:
CF:
Security: |

o STATE
A Contract

Correctional Center
Correctional Facility
Minimum
Minimum-Restrictive
Medium

Close

Multi-Custody

LIMON CF: IV @ A
BUENA VISTA
CORRECTIONAL-COMPLEX: IlI
DELTA CC: | o A Cheyenne Mountain Re-Entry Center: Il
SAN CARLOS CF: V
COLORADO TERRITORIAL CF: 11l YOUTHFUL OFFENDER SYSTEM: Il|
CENTENNIAL CF: V LA VISTA CF: 11l
. COLORADO STATE PENITENTIARY: V o ARKANSAS VALLEY CF:Hi
FREMONT CF: Il A. FORT LYON CF: IlI
FOUR MILE CC: I Crowley County CF: IlI
ARROWHEAD CC: I Bent County CF: Il|
SKYLINE CC: |
TRINIDAD CF: I
Administrative Segregation Source: Ryan Hollamby, OPA. County Data: U.S. Census Bureau TIGER. December 15th, 2011 0-:10-:20_40:6=0M“e5
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