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Members of the Legislative Audit Committee:

This report contains the results of the performance audit of the Department of Corrections
Transportation of Inmates. This audit was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S., which
authorizes the State Auditor to conduct audits of all departments, institutions, and agencies of state
government.

This report presents our findings, conclusions, and recommendations, and the responses of
the Department of Corrections and the Office of the State Court Administrator.
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Authority, Purpose, and Scope

This audit of Department of Corrections transportation of inmates was conducted pursuant to Section
2-3-103 et.seq., C.R.S., which authorizes the State Auditor to conduct audits of all departments,
institutions, and agencies of state government. Our audit focused on why the Department transports
inmates outside of correctional facilities and whether the number of such transports can be reduced.
To accomplish our audit objectives, we interviewed representatives from the Department, Colorado
Access (the Department’s managed care provider) and health care providers, reviewed inmate and
transportation records, surveyed judicial system representatives, and analyzed data provided by the
Department. The audit work, performed from May to October 2000, was conducted according to
generally accepted governmental auditing standards.

We gratefully acknowledge the assistance and cooperation extended by management and staff at the
Department of Corrections and representatives of the Denver Health Medical Center, the University
of Colorado Health Sciences Center, the Multi-Use Network, and the State's judicial system.

Department Should Consider Further Consolidation of Transportation

Each day the Department transports hundreds of inmates between correctional facilities and to other
locations throughout the State. Movement between facilities represents the largest number of
transports. Scheduled court appearances and medical appointments are the other two major reasons
why the Department moves inmates. Inmate transportation is expensive, costing an estimated $3.4
million in Fiscal Year 2000. Therefore the Department needs to ensure that it is using the most cost-
effective methods available. Inrecent years, the Department centralized its transportation of inmates
to reduce the number of vehicles on the road at any given time and to also lower the public safety
risk. Department officials note that every time an inmate leaves a correctional facility there is a risk
the inmate may escape. Priorto 1992, each individual correctional facility handled the transportation
of its own inmates. This represented a waste of resources because several half-empty vehicles took
inmates to the same location at the same time. In addition, the facilities did not provide specialized
training to the correctional officers responsible for transporting the inmates, increasing the risk to
both the officers and the public. To address these concerns the Department created the specially
trained Central Transportation Unit (CTU). The CTU now has the main responsibility for
transporting inmates between facilities, to specific court appearances, and to scheduled medical

For information on this report, contact the Office of the State Auditor at (303) 866-2051.
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appointments in the Canon City/Pueblo area. The Unit also transports most of the Department's
high-risk inmates. To reduce the number of vehicles moving inmates on the road at any one time,
the CTU makes scheduled trips to most of the correctional facilities on at least a weekly basis. The
Department's Office of Offender Services which oversees the CTU, schedules the movement of
inmates between facilities and coordinates inmate court appearances in an attempt to move inmates
using the CTU's regular transport schedule.

Although the Department has centralized a large amount of its transportation resources within the
CTU, further consolidation is still possible specifically in the area of medical transports in the
Department's northern region. Individual correctional facilities retain the responsibility for taking
their inmates to local court and medical appointments. Currently, the Department faces the scenario
of having multiple facilities transporting inmates to the same medical providers in Denver on the
same day. The Department faced the same issue in the Canon City/Pueblo area and solved it by
placing medical transports in those areas under the authority of the CTU. This allows the
Department to move inmates on regularly scheduled transports. The Department uses transition beds
atthe Colorado Territorial Correctional Facility (CTCF) to temporarily house these inmates and then
the CTU takes them to their scheduled medical appointments. The Department should consider
enacting the same process in its northern region by expanding its Central Transportation Unit's
northern hub and developing transition beds to temporarily house inmates at the Denver Reception
and Diagnostic Center (DRDC). The expansion and development of transition beds would allow for
more regularly scheduled transports between the Department's northern region facilities while also
providing overnight accommodations for inmates who have court or medical appointments in
Denver. We recommend that the Department expand its Central Transportation Unit's
northern hub and consolidate the transportation of inmates going to Denver and other
northern region facilities.

Standardize Training for All Transportation Officers

One reason for the creation of the CTU was to ensure that the transportation of inmates was handled
by properly trained staff. The CTU uses hand-picked experienced staff and provides them with
extensive initial and ongoing training in area such as armed transport, weapons training, self-defense,
and handgun retention. To ensure the safety of the public and its officers when inmates are
transported, the Unit also follows specific operational procedures over and above the Department's
standard regulations for moving inmates. During the course of our audit, we found that the
Department has a total of 36.5 FTE assigned to transporting inmates at individual correctional
facilities. These FTE are not part of the CTU and report to the individual facility wardens. These
facility correctional officers receive the same initial training as members of the CTU, but do not
receive the same level of ongoing training. In addition, these officers are not required to follow the
same operational procedures used by the CTU. Facilities also have the option to use non-transport
trained officers to transport inmates if regular transport officers are not available. These differences
in training and operational procedures raise concerns because the same public safety issues exist
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regardless of who transports the inmates. Therefore, we recommend that the Department require
that correctional officers who regularly transport inmates receive the same initial training as
the Central Transportation Unit members as well as an appropriate level of ongoing training.

Multi-Level Facilities Can Reduce the Need for Inmate Movement Between
Facilities

Each of the Department's correctional facilities receives a designated security level based upon the
physical security of the facility. The designated security levels correspond to the custody categories
of inmates. By statute, inmates with lower custody classifications can be placed at facilities with a
higher security level, but inmates with a higher custody classification cannot be incarcerated at a
facility with a lower security level. Under the Department's administrative rules, the inmate must
be placed at the lowest custody classification necessary to meet his/her needs and assure the safety
of others. As aresult, the Department reviews the custody classification of every inmate every six
months. The reclassification of inmates to either a higher or lower custody level generally means
that the inmate must be moved to another facility. The development of multi-level correctional
facilities could be a long-term solution for decreasing the number of inmates moving from facility-
to-facility due to progressive or regressive reclassifications. Recently the Department has begun to
move in this direction by seeking budgetary authority to build additional high-custody beds at
existing correctional facilities. This will allow these facilities to incarcerate inmates at all five
custody levels and therefore may lead to a reduction in the number of inmates transported from those
facilities. In addition, the Department recently opened it first "mega-facility" encompassing all five
custody levels. The Department plans to move inmates within this facility in response to custody
level reclassifications rather than move the inmates to another facility. Since the Department's
development of multi-level facilities is relatively new or in some cases still under development it
remains unclear if these facilities currently have an impact on inmate movement. As a result, we
recommend that the Department initiate a long-term study of its multi-level correctional
facilities to determine if such facilities reduce the need to transport inmates between facilities.

Implementation of Multi-Use Network Will Provide More Access for Video
Conferencing

Video conferencing serves as an alternative to transporting inmates for court and medical
appointments. The Department has recognized the potential value of this technology by establishing
video conferencing capabilities at eight of its correctional facilities and planning for implementation
at three more facilities in the next few months. The Department would like to expand its use of
video conferencing technology and that goal should be aided by the creation of the State's Multi-Use
Network (MNT). The State is in the process of implementing the MNT which is a high-speed fiber-
optic network with a telecommunications infrastructure that will enhance existing services while also
providing service to lesser developed areas of the State. As part of the development of the MNT,
the State will pay for each of the Department's correctional facilities to receive the fiber-optic
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infrastructure. Since the Multi-Use Network is a State-sponsored telecommunications network, the
State's judicial system including the trial courts will also participate. This represents a significant
improvement in the ability of the Department to conduct inmate court appearances using video
conferencing. The implementation of the MNT may also give the Department the ability to expand
its current telemedicine program because the hospital at the Colorado Mental Health Institute at
Pueblo (CMHIP) and other non-profit hospitals have the opportunity to participate in the MNT.
While the creation of the Multi-Use Network will greatly enhance the Department's ability to
conduct video conferences, the Department will need to assess whether its internal infrastructure can
handle the increased capacity. The Department also needs to access the ongoing budgetary costs
associated with the MNT. The increased use of video conferencing should allow the Department
to reduce its inmate transportation costs and increase public safety because fewer inmates will have
to leave correctional facilities. We recommend that the Department evaluate the impact of the
Multi-Use Network and ensure that it has the capability to utilize this network to its full
potential.

Agencies Should Work Together to Implement Video Conferencing in the
State Courts

Inmates remanded to the custody of the Department continue to interact with the State's judicial
system for both civil and criminal proceedings. Each year the Department transports thousands of
inmates to court appearances throughout the State. This transportation is costly and also presents
arisk to public safety. Video conferencing allows certain court proceedings to be conducted without
parties or witnesses being physically present in a courtroom. Video technology can effectively
transmit body language and voice inflection, thus making it a useful alternative to a personal
appearance. In addition, Section 13-1-132 (1), C.R.S., states that except for trials, an appearance
may be made in court by the use of an interactive audiovisual device. Our audit work indicates that
the use of video conferencing for some court appearances may be a cost-effective alternative to
physically taking the inmate to court. More importantly it reduces the need to have inmates removed
from the secure confines of the correctional facility. We also found that the State's judicial system
is willing to use the technology for some court proceedings involving inmates. Our survey of
judicial representatives including chief judges, district administrators, district attorneys, public
defenders, and private defense attorneys in the State's 22 judicial districts found support for the use
of video conferencing for advisements/arraignment, pre-trial matters, and non-evidentiary or non-
testimonial proceedings. Therefore, the Department and the Office of the State Court
Administrator need to work together with district attorneys, defense counsel, and county
representatives to advance the use of video conferencing in civil and criminal matters involving
inmates.
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Department Needs to Expand Its Use of Telemedicine

Court rulings have demonstrated that inmates have a constitutional right to health care. Department
representatives also note that inmates need more medical care than the average population. Although
all of the Department's facilities provide at least a minimal level of in-house medical care, the
Department consistently needs to obtain outside specialty care for inmates. Telemedicine utilizes
video conferencing technology to allow a doctor at an outside facility to examine an inmate within
a correctional facility. Several of the Department's correctional facilities have the capability to
conduct telemedicine encounters and the Department has established relationships with the Denver
Health Medical Center and the University of Colorado Health Sciences Center (University Hospital)
to provide specialty care via telemedicine. Despite the fact that telemedicine provides quality
medical care and offers a viable alternative to transporting some inmates outside of correctional
facilities, the Department underutilizes its telemedicine capability. For example, while the
Department transported 826 inmates to outside medical appointments during April 2000, only one
telemedicine consultation took place during that month. One reason that the technology is currently
under utilized by the Department is the belief that telemedicine encounters result in the inmate being
transported for additional medical care. We reviewed the medical files for a sample of inmates who
participated in at least one telemedicine encounter and found that in 36 of the 55 (65 percent) files
reviewed, the telemedicine encounter was successful and the inmate did not have to be transported
outside the correctional facility. Even in those cases where an inmate was referred for outside
medical treatment, the inmate was transported outside the facility one less time than would have
occurred without telemedicine. Overall, we found that telemedicine provided quality health care
while saving the cost of transporting inmates and reducing the security risk to the general public.
We recommend that the Department work with its individual correctional facility medical
personnel, private specialists and its managed care provider, Colorado Access, to increase the
use of telemedicine technology.

Summary of Agency Responses

The Department of Corrections and the Office of the State Court Administrator generally agreed with
our recommendations. Their responses are located in the audit report.



RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Addressed Response Date

1 22 The Department of Corrections should expand its Central Department of Agree 07/01/2001
Transportation Unit's northern hub and consolidate the Corrections Strategic Plan
transportation of inmates going to Denver and correctional
facilities in the northern region. This could be accomplished by
transferring some transportation FTE from the facilities to the 07/01/2004
CTU, centralizing the transportation of inmates for medical NTU Consolidation
treatment, and expanding the regularly scheduled transports Complete
between facilities.

2 24 The Department of Corrections should require that correctional Department of Agree 07/01/2002
officers who regularly transport inmates receive the same initial Corrections
training as the Central Transportation Unit members. These
officers should also be required to obtain an appropriate level of
ongoing training and whenever possible follow the same
operational procedures.

3 26 The Department of Corrections needs to implement cost- Department of Agree 07/01/2003
effective procedures to better track the overall budgetary cost of Corrections
transporting inmates. This would include costs for both the
Central Transportation Unit and the transports conducted by
facility correctional officers.

4 31 The Department of Corrections should initiate a long-term study Department of Agree 07/01/2005

of its multi-level correctional facilities to determine if such
facilities reduce the need to transport inmates between facilities.

Corrections
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Rec.
No.

Page
No.

Recommendation
Summary

Agency
Addressed

Agency
Response

Implementation
Date

33

The Department of Corrections should:

a.

Modify its computer reporting mechanisms to obtain and
produce better information on the number of inmates
moved in a specific time period (i.e., day, month, year) and
the reasons for the move.

Use this information to develop strategies for managing and
reducing moves.

Establish benchmarks for current transports and set goals
for reducing the per capita cost of inmate transports.
Capture costs of transport and set per capita cost reduction
goals.

Department of
Corrections

Agree

07/01/2003

41

The Department of Corrections should evaluate the impact of
the Multi-Use Network and ensure that it has the capability to
utilize this network to its full potential. This evaluation needs
to include the budgetary implications of using the Multi-Use
Network for video conferencing and expansion of its current
video network infrastructure.

Department of
Corrections

Agree

07/01/2002

45

The Department of Corrections and the Office of the State Court
Administrator in conjunction with district attorneys, defense
counsel, and county representatives should expand the use of
video conferencing by:

a.

b.

Working together to identify court proceedings that would
be appropriate for video conferencing.

Determining how the purchase of new or upgraded video
conference equipment for the courts could be
accomplished.

Department of
Corrections

Office of the State
Court Administrator

Agree

Agree

11/01/2001

11/01/2001




RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Addressed Response Date
8 46 The Department of Corrections should actively publicize the Department of Agree 11/01/2001
availability of video conferencing to the State's judicial system. Corrections
9 54 The Department of Corrections should work with its individual Department of Agree 11/01/2001
correctional facility medical personnel, private specialists, and Corrections
Colorado Access to increase the use of telemedicine technology.
This should include an examination of additional medical
specialties that can be provided via telemedicine.
10 56 The Department of Corrections should actively seek to expand Department of Agree 11/01/2001

the number of providers it accesses through telemedicine. The
Department should specifically study the possibility of using the
hospital at the Colorado Mental Health Institute at Pueblo and
local hospitals in Canon City and Pueblo as telemedicine
providers. One aspect of the study should be the ability of the
Department to obtain additional providers through its current
infrastructure.

Corrections
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Overview

The Department of Corrections oversees the management of inmates incarcerated in
correctional facilities, community-based facilities, and parole programs throughout
the State. As part of its mission the Department attempts to provide inmates with
meaningful work and self-improvement opportunities while also ensuring the safety
of the general public, department employees, and inmates. The State's inmate
population comprises primarily adults. However, the Department also has the
responsibility of oversight of the Youthful Offender System (YOS), which serves
violent youth felons. The following chart details the Department's inmate population

as of June 30, 2000.
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
INMATE POPULATION
(As of June 30, 2000)

DOC Facilities 12,065
Contract Facilities 1,690
Off-Grounds' 178
Jail Backlog/Contracts 398
Fugitive’ 154
Community/ISP Inmate* 1,496
Parole Revocations® 18
Youthful Offender System 290
TOTAL INMATE POPULATION 16,289
Source: Department of Corrections Web site.
1. Inmates who are physically out to court and housed at a county jail or who are receiving

medical treatment at a hospital.
2. Inmates who are waiting for bed space at a Department of Corrections facility.
3. Inmates who are on escape status from a prison or community corrections facility.
4. Inmates who are under community corrections residential supervision, electronic

monitoring, Global Position Satellite monitoring, or pager system reporting.
5. Inmates who are assigned to county jails for parole revocations in lieu of going back to a

correctional facility.
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Inmate Population Is Increasing

Commitments to the Department of Corrections have steadily increased over the past
few years. The Department reports that the increase in the population results from
a variety of factors. The main factors cited are an increase in parole returns to prison
and fewer releases to parole. Other factors include the State's overall population
growth, crime rates, felony filings, and mandatory parole. To address the growing
inmate population, the Department has expanded its correctional facility capacity by
building additional state-funded beds and also contracting for private prison beds.
The following chart details increases in the Department's offender population and
expenditures for the past five years.

Department of Corrections Average Daily Population and Expenditures
Fiscal Years 1996 - 2000

Percent
Fiscal Increase
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Year 2000 | Fiscal Years
Year 1996 | Year 1997 | Year 1998 | Year 1999 (est.) 1996-2000
Average
Daily 11,019 12,205 13,242 14,139 15,441 40%
Population
DOC
Expenditures | ¢y63 125047 | $292.031.731 | $335.051.973 | $382.468.713 | $429.855.160 63%

Source: Department of Corrections Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Request.

Information provided by the Department of Corrections.

Facilities Are Located Throughout the State

The Department has 25 facilities located across a wide geographic area throughout
the State. Four of the twenty five facilities are contract facilities operated by for-
profit prison companies. The contract facilities operate under the direction of the
Department and follow the same administrative regulations and American
Correctional Association standards as Department of Corrections facilities. Each
correctional facility receives a designated security level classification on a scale of
I'to V based upon the physical security of the facility. A Level I facility is the lowest
security classification and generally serves those inmates with a low custody
(minimum) classification. A Level V facility is the highest security classification.
A Level V facility can incarcerate inmates of any custody level but generally serves
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those inmates with the highest custody classifications. The following chart shows
the name of each correctional facility, its security classification, and its location in

the State.
Department of Corrections Facilities
Rifle Correctional Facility Level I Rifle
Delta Correctional Facility Level I Delta
Buena Vista Correctional Level III Buena Vista
Facility
Colorado Correctional Center Level I Golden

Denver Reception and
Diagnostic Center Level V Denver

Denver Women’s Correctional

Facility Level V Denver
Colorado Territorial

Correctional Facility Level Il Canon City
Colorado Women'’s Correctional

Facility Level IV Canon City
Arrowhead Correctional Facility | Level II Canon City
Centennial Correctional Facility | Level IV Canon City
Colorado State Penitentiary Level V Canon City
Four Mile Correctional Center Level II Canon City
Fremont Correctional Facility Level Il Canon City
Pre-Release Correctional Center | Level 11 Canon City
Skyline Correctional Center Level Canon City
Pueblo Minimum Center Level II Pueblo
San Carlos Correctional Facility | Level V Pueblo

Youthful Offender System Level V Pueblo
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Department of Corrections Facilities

Arkansas Valley Correctional

Facility Level Il Ordway
Limon Correctional Facility Level IV Limon
Sterling Correctional Facility Level V Sterling

Bent County Correctional
Facility (Private) Level III Las Animas

Huerfano County Correctional
Facility (Private) Level III Walsenburg

Kit Carson Correctional Facility
(Private) Level 11 Burlington

Crowley County Correctional
Facility (Private) Level III Olney Springs

Source: Department of Corrections Budget Document, Colorado Revised
Statutes, 17-1-104.3.

Inmate Transports Are Increasing

The Department of Corrections transports inmates between facilities and to other
locations throughout the State for medical and court appointments. As the inmate
population in the Department of Corrections increases, so does the number of
inmates transported outside of the correctional facilities. In addition, as the number
of facilities increases, so does the amount of miles traveled when transporting
inmates. The Department created the Central Transportation Unit (CTU) in an
attempt to centralize transportation, reduce the number of DOC vehicles on the road,
and increase public safety. The CTU transports most but not all of the inmates.
Despite the development of the CTU, individual facilities still transport inmates in
certain situations.

The Department reports that it moves approximately 15 percent of the total inmate
population each month. Statistics provided by the CTU show that it transported
approximately 33,000 inmates during Fiscal Year 2000. With an inmate population
of just over 16,000, this means that last year the CTU moved an equivalent of each
inmate about 2.1 times. Based on statistics provided by the Department, the number
of inmates transported by the CTU has increased 64 percent over the past five years.
In addition, the number of miles traveled for inmate transportation has increased 100
percent over the past five years. For example, during Fiscal Year 2000 the CTU
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traveled 411,836 miles while transporting inmates. At the same time, the individual
facilities transported inmates a total 0of 480,691 miles. The following charts illustrate
the increases in the number of inmates and mileage transported by the CTU.

Central Transportation Unit
Total Inmates Transported

Fiscal Year Inmates Transported
Fiscal Year 1996 20,139
Fiscal Year 1997 20,346
Fiscal Year 1998 24,295
Fiscal Year 1999 27,538
Fiscal Year 2000 33,049

Source: Department of Corrections, Central Transportation Unit.

Central Transportation Unit

Total Miles Traveled
Fiscal Year Total Miles
Fiscal Year 1996 205,493
Fiscal Year 1997 222,407
Fiscal Year 1998 237,708
Fiscal Year 1999 303,365
Fiscal Year 2000 411,836

Source: Department of Corrections, Central Transportation Unit.

Costs of Inmate Transportation

As the number of inmates transported increases, so do the costs associated with
transport. In Fiscal Year 2000 the Department spent $1.7 million for its Central
Transportation Unit and an additional $1.7 million on individual facility transports.
In addition, the unquantifiable risk to the safety of the correctional officers and
general public increases whenever inmates are removed from the secure confines of
correctional facilities. The fact that inmate transportation is expensive leads us to
make suggestions on how to reduce such transports.
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Reductions in the Transportation of Inmates Are
Possible

Our audit work focused on an examination of how and why the Department of
Corrections transports inmates. Chapter 1 discusses the reasons why the Department
moves inmates and its attempts to centralize that transportation. We make
recommendations on how the Department can further centralize inmate movement
and better track the costs of such movement. In Chapter 2 we note that through the
use of video conferencing technology the Department may in fact be able to
significantly reduce the number of inmates it transports for medical and court
appointments.
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Transportation of Inmates
Chapter 1

The Department Transports Inmates for
a Variety of Reasons

In Fiscal Year 2000 the Department of Corrections reported a total adult inmate
population of approximately 16,000. Another 290 inmates are in the Department's
Youthful Offender System (YOS). Every day the Department transports hundreds
of inmates between facilities and to other locations throughout the State. According
to Department representatives, the Department moves inmates for three main reasons.
These include:

* Facility to Facility. These transports represent the largest number of inmate
movements. According to Department representatives, inmates move
between facilities due to security considerations. For example, an inmate
who commits a crime within a facility may need to be moved to another
facility with a higher security level. Similarly, inmates who are progressing
to a lower custody level may be moved to facilities with less stringent
security. Inmates also move between facilities for treatment needs like sex
offender treatment and because of concerns about relationships between
specific inmates such as to reduce the number of gang members at a facility.

* Court Hearings. Numerous inmates within the correctional system continue
to interact with the judicial system. Courts require the appearance of inmates
for adjudication related to crimes committed prior to their incarceration and
for appeals related to their convictions. Inmates also tend to commit
additional crimes within correctional facilities that require further contact
with the judicial system. In addition, inmates may be involved in civil court
actions such as lawsuits or divorce or child custody proceedings. Depending
on the reason for the court hearing, either the Department or the local sheriff
is responsible for transporting the inmate to the courthouse.

* Medical Appointments. As a result of court rulings, inmates are the only
population in the United States that have a constitutional right to health care.
Department representatives also report that inmates tend to be sicker with
more medical needs than the average population. Although all of the
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Department's correctional facilities provide some level of in-house medical
care, there is a consistent need to transport inmates outside of the facilities to
receive specialty care.

Department statistics show the inmate population increasing each year. This means
the Department transports a greater number of inmates each year. More transports
lead to higher transportation costs for the Department as well as an increased risk to
public safety, since more inmates are traveling outside of correctional facilities. As
a result, the Department needs to actively seek alternatives that can reduce the need
to transport inmates.

The Department Initiated Centralized
Transportation

In recent years the Department centralized its transportation of inmates in an effort
to reduce the number of vehicles on the road at any given time and to also lower the
public safety risk. Department officials note that every time an inmate leaves a
correctional facility, there is a risk to the public that the inmate may escape. Prior to
1992 each correctional facility handled the transportation of its own inmates between
facilities as well as to all court appearances and medical appointments. This
represented a waste of resources because several half-empty vehicles took inmates
to the same location at the same time. In addition, although the transportation of
inmates represents a risk to both the public and the correctional officers, the facilities
did not provide officers with specialized training to ensure the safe movement of the
inmates. To address these concerns, the Department created the Central
Transportation Unit (CTU) in 1992. The Unit utilizes three centralized hubs in
Denver, Canon City, and Delta, and 34 specially trained full-time equivalent (FTE)
employees to transport inmates. Through its creation of the Unit, the Department
sought to better use its resources and increase public safety by reducing the number
of vehicles carrying inmates and by using better-trained personnel. The Department
spends a large amount of money on its Central Transportation Unit. Representatives
report that the Department spent $1.7 million in Fiscal Year 2000. We estimate that
the Department spent another $1.7 million for personnel and vehicle costs associated
with transportation at individual facilities. As a result, it appears that overall it cost
the Department $3.4 million to transport inmates in Fiscal Year 2000. The
Department has an incentive to ensure that these trips are cost-effective by ensuring
that it transports as many inmates as possible per trip.
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The Department Attempts to Move Inmates on
Scheduled Transports

The Central Transportation Unit (CTU) has the main responsibility for transporting
inmates. It moves inmates between facilities, to specific court appearances, and to
scheduled medical appointments in the Canon City/Pueblo area. The Unit also
transports most of the Department's high-risk inmates. In an effort to reduce the
number of vehicles moving inmates on the road at any one time, the CTU created a
weekly transportation schedule. As a result, the Unit makes scheduled trips to most
of the correctional facilities on at least a weekly basis. We have included the CTU's
weekly transportation schedule as Appendix A. The CTU representatives report that
onregularly scheduled transports, each 44-passenger bus averages 28 inmates round-
trip, while each 10-passenger van averages seven inmates round-trip. In addition, the
Department maintains transition beds at the Colorado Territorial Correctional Facility
(CTCF) for inmates who must be moved on more than one regularly scheduled
transport to reach their final destination. The Central Transportation Unit reports that
it transported 33,049 inmates in Fiscal Year 2000. This number is somewhat
misleading because the Department tracks the transportation of inmates by the leg of
a trip rather than by inmate. For example, an inmate traveling from Arkansas Valley
Correctional Facility to a court appearance in Denver and back would travel on four
separate CTU legs. The CTU would transport the inmate from Arkansas Valley to
Canon City and then from Canon City to Denver. As a result, the inmate would be
counted four times, once for each leg of the round-trip.

We did find that the Department is continually working to centralize the
transportation of inmates and reduce the need for the individual facilities to do
transports. For example, the Department's Office of Offender Services, which
determines facility placement for all inmates, also oversees the CTU. The Office
schedules the movement of inmates among facilities, coordinates inmate court
appearances, and is notified of all medical appointments. It uses this information to
try to transport inmates via the CTU's regular transport schedule. In addition, the
CTU recently took over the transportation of inmates to scheduled medical
appointments to private doctors and hospitals in the Canon City/Pueblo area. This
means that rather than having facilities transport these inmates as was done in the
past, the CTU transports them.
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The Department Should Consider
Further Consolidation of Its
Transportation Officers

The Department of Corrections has centralized a large amount of its transportation
resources within the CTU. The Unit focuses its resources in terms of both personnel
and equipment in the Canon City area but also maintains small hubs in Denver and
Delta. During the course of our audit we determined that although the Department
maintains the Central Transportation Unit, it also has an additional 36.5 FTE
responsible for transporting inmates at the individual facilities. The facility
transportation officers handle inmate transportation for scheduled local medical and
court appointments, and make emergency medical transports. Facility transportation
officers may also be used to cover other duties within the facility such as covering
for other officers who are on annual or sick leave. Despite the Department's attempt
to centralize the transportation of inmates, our audit work indicates that further
consolidation is still possible.

The Central Transportation Unit (CTU) moves most inmates by using regularly
scheduled transports among facilities, including those inmates scheduled for medical
appointments and clinics in the Canon City/Pueblo area. Department representatives
noted that by having the CTU handle these medical transports, it has reduced the
number of vehicles carrying inmates traveling to the same medical facility on the
same day. However, our audit work indicates that a lack of consolidation continues
to exist for medical transports to Denver. As a result, the possibility remains that on
any given day several facilities may be transporting inmates to Denver for medical
treatment. This is a waste of resources that also impacts facility staffing.

Information provided by the Department shows that four facilities located in the
Department's northern region, the Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center (DRDC),
the Denver Women's Correctional Facility (DWCF), the Sterling Correctional
Facility (SCF), and the Limon Correctional Facility (LCF) have a total of 22 of the
36.5 transportation FTE located at individual facilities. In addition, the Central
Transportation Unit maintains a six-person Northern Transportation Unit (NTU) at
DRDC. Currently the NTU's main responsibilities are regularly scheduled transports
between Denver and the Sterling Correctional Facility, and Denver and the
Department's boot camp at Buena Vista. The NTU officers will also provide
assistance in transporting inmates to medical and court appearances in Denver as well
as unscheduled trips to other correctional facilities. Overall, we found a total of 28
transportation FTE in the Department's northern region, which includes the 6 FTE
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assigned to the NTU. Our audit work indicates that the Department is not properly
coordinating the use of these FTE to ensure the best utilization of its resources.

Information provided by the Department indicates that in April 2000, 285 inmates
received medical treatment in Denver. Our review shows that the four facilities in
the Department's northern region transported 261 of those inmates. We determined
that on 11 days all four facilities transported inmates for medical treatment and on
another 9 days, three of the facilities made transports. As a result, the Department
faces the scenario of having multiple facilities transporting inmates to the same
medical providers on the same day. This negatively impacts facilities who have to
use their facility correctional officers to transport the inmates. Having multiple
facilities transport inmates to the same location also increases the Department's
operating costs, since it is paying for several vans to take the inmates to Denver.

The Department faced this same issue in the Canon City/Pueblo area. It solved the
problem by placing medical transports in those areas under the authority of the CTU.
The centralized medical appointment schedule allows the Office of Offender Services
to move inmates to Canon City on the CTU's regularly scheduled transports. The
Department uses transition beds at CTCF to temporarily house these inmates. The
CTU then takes the inmates to their scheduled medical appointments. Department
representatives believe that this centralization has saved the Department money and
reduced the number of Department vehicles on the road. However, the Department
has not quantified either the cost savings or the reduction in vehicles on the road.
The Department should consider enacting the same process in its northern region by
expanding the Northern Transportation Unit (NTU) and developing transition beds
to temporarily house inmates at DRDC. As a result, the Department could broaden
its centralized scheduling of medical appointments to its northern region. The
combination of an expanded NTU and centralized scheduling of medical
appointments could save money for the Department by moving inmates on regularly
scheduled transports and thereby reducing the need and the cost of the facility
transporting them. For example, in April 2000 the Sterling Correctional Facility
transported inmates to Denver for medical appointments on 15 days. The cost per
transport is at least $369, or $5,540 per month. Ifthe facility took inmates to Denver
on 15 days each month, the yearly cost would be $66,497. The CTU's northern hub
already makes regularly scheduled trips between the Sterling Correctional Facility
and Denver twice a week. This raises the possibility that these inmates could have
been placed on the regular trips for their medical appointments at no additional cost,
thereby saving $66,497.

The expansion of the NTU could be accomplished by transferring some facility
transportation FTE to the NTU. This additional FTE would allow for more regularly
scheduled transports between the Department's northern region facilities and Denver.
In addition, the Department already plans to expand DRDC, including the creation
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of 100 transition beds that can be used to temporarily house inmates. According to
Department representatives, these transition beds will be available beginning in 2004.
These transition beds make the consolidation of transports in the northern region
feasible by providing overnight accommodations for inmates who have court or
medical appointments in Denver or who are being moved to correctional facilities in
the northern region. Consolidation of transports in the northern region will not
totally eliminate the need for the facilities to transport some inmates, especially for
medical purposes. It should, however, reduce the number of situations where
multiple facilities take inmates to the same medical provider.

Recommendation No. 1:

The Department of Corrections should expand its Central Transportation Unit's
northern hub and consolidate the transportation of inmates going to Denver and
correctional facilities in the northern region. This could be accomplished by
transferring some transportation FTE from the facilities to the CTU, centralizing the
transportation of inmates for medical treatment, and expanding the regularly
scheduled transports between facilities.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. Although the primary mission of both the current CTU and an
expanded Northern Transportation Unit would be the same, it will not be as
easy to replicate the Central Transportation Unit (CTU) operations in the
Northern part of the state. The number of state and private correctional
facilities in the Northern part of the state has grown dramatically in the last
few years with the addition of the Burlington, Denver Women’s and Sterling.
The facilities served by an NTU are greater distances apart than the facilities
which are served by the CTU in the south. Further, the CTU in Canon has a
dedicated cellhouse at CTCF to hold offenders moving between facilities. A
similar unit is being requested in a capital construction request for DRDC to
serve the NTU. The Northern Transportation Unit (NTU) has been in
operation for approximately a year and has not had a normal year of
operation. We see this full consolidation occurring no later than 2004 when
construction at DRDC should be completed.

The Department will develop a transportation strategic plan by July 1, 2001
which will address statewide operational and FTE issues. The result of this
strategic plan will address this further consolidation of the transportation of
inmates as recommended by this audit.
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The Department Should Standardize
Training for All Transportation Officers

Department representatives stated that one reason for the creation of the Central
Transportation Unit was to ensure that the transportation of inmates was handled by
properly trained staff. The correctional officers assigned to the CTU are handpicked
experienced staff whose focus is solely on the safe transportation of inmates. The
CTU members receive extensive initial and ongoing training in areas such as armed
transport including defensive driving and courtroom security, weapons training, self-
defense, and handgun retention. The Unit also has access to state-of-the-art
equipment including a high-security transport van. The CTU is responsible for
transporting the majority of inmates between facilities and for scheduled medical
appointments in the Canon City and Pueblo areas. It is solely responsible, except in
the case of medical emergencies, for the transport of high-risk inmates whenever they
leave a correctional facility. To ensure the safety of the public and its officers when
inmates are transported, the Unit follows specific operational procedures over and
above the Department's standard rules for moving inmates. For example, the Unit's
procedures require that if more than two inmates who are classified as medium
security or above are transported to either a court appearance or a medical
appointment in the same vehicle, a third armed officer must follow in another car.
This officer provides armed security while the prisoner is at either the court or
medical appointment. In addition, the Unit always uses three staff as courtroom
security when it transports inmates to court appearances. Finally, the Unit rarely uses
fewer than two of its officers when transporting an inmate. The Unit follows these
procedures to ensure the safety of both the officers and the general public.

Although the CTU transports most inmates, our audit work indicates that a
substantial number of inmates continue to be transported by individual correctional
facility staff. Facilities outside of the Canon City/Pueblo area transport inmates to
scheduled local medical appointments. Facilities also take inmates facing charges
for crimes committed within the Department of Corrections to the local court. For
example, we estimate that facilities transported 628 inmates for medical
appointments during April 2000. During the same month, facility personnel also
transported 37 inmates to local court appearances. Eighteen correctional facilities
have a total of 36.5 FTE dedicated to transporting inmates. These FTE are not part
of the Central Transportation Unit and report to the individual facility wardens. We
also found that some facilities do not have FTE assigned to transportation, yet they
are transporting inmates. For example, Department representatives report that in
Fiscal Year 2000 the Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility (AVCF) transported
inmates a total of 42,254 miles. However, there are no FTE assigned to
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transportation at AVCF. Similarly, the Department reports that the Colorado State
Penitentiary transported inmates a total of 3,144 miles, yet there are no FTE assigned
to transportation at the facility.

Facility correctional officers receive the same initial armed transport training as
members of the CTU, but do not receive all of the same ongoing training. Facility
transportation officers follow the same administrative rules for transporting inmates
but not the operational procedures enacted by the CTU. For example, when facility
personnel transport medium security and above inmates, they use two officers, but
only one must have received the armed-transport training. In addition, the facilities
do not necessarily utilize the armed officer in a chase car. Another difference in
procedures is that the facilities can choose to transport inmates classified as
minimum or minimum restricted using only one correctional officer, while the CTU
always tries to use two officers. Finally, unlike members of the CTU, facility
transportation officers perform transport duties on a part-time basis and therefore also
carry out other facility duties. Facilities also have the option to use non-transport
trained officers to transport inmates if regular transport officers are not available.

We have concerns about facility correctional officers who regularly transport inmates
not receiving the same level of ongoing training as the CTU members even though
they are performing some of the same duties. Additionally, facilities utilize officers
who only transport inmates as one part of their duties. As a result, facility
transportation officers may not consistently use their transport training and may,
therefore, inadvertently fail to follow proper procedures. Also, the CTU follows
more stringent operational procedures because the Unit believes they are necessary
to safely transport inmates. The facilities are not required to follow the same
procedures, although the same public safety issues exist regardless of who transports
the inmates. Therefore, we believe the Department should require that all
correctional officers who regularly transport inmates receive the same initial training
as the CTU members. Facility transportation officers should also receive an
appropriate level of ongoing training to ensure they maintain the skills necessary to
safely transport inmates. Whenever possible facility transportation officers should
follow the same operational procedures as the CTU.

Recommendation No. 2:

The Department of Corrections should require that correctional officers who
regularly transport inmates receive the same initial training as the Central
Transportation Unit members. These officers should also be required to obtain an
appropriate level of ongoing training and whenever possible follow the same
operational procedures.
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Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. Initially, all new staff receive the same training. The auditors have
raised some valid points in this recommendation and the Department will
revisit the on-going training curriculum provided to the dedicated facility
transportation staff. We do not believe major changes requiring more hours
of training are required, as these staff are already adequately trained and
certified in the use of their weapons in conjunction with armed transports.
However, some topics could be added to the refresher training each year to
ensure all of these areas are revisited regularly. The current differences in the
training are illustrated by the chart.

Comparison of Training/Operational Procedures

Type of
Training/Operational
Procedures CTU Facility
Initial Training in conjunction
with CDL License - Plan to
expand this training to include
Defensive Driving the vans None
Trained - CTU does 99% of
courtroom trips in Canon.
Outlying areas handle their own
Courtroom Security court trips. None
CTU staff receive

approximately 4 hours of

training monthly in addition to All correctional series

Weapons Training

quarterly qualifications

staff qualify quarterly

Self Defense

Annually - PPCT

Annually - PPCT

Handgun Retention

Quarterly in conjunction with
PPCT

Annually - PPCT

Transport of 2
medium inmates

2 officers in the van and a third
armed officer in a chase vehicle

2 officers in the van -
the facility will try to
have the chase vehicle
but sometimes there are
not enough staff
available to assist with
transport
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The Department does not believe that the training of facility transportation
staff or facility security staff who occasionally transport inmates needs to be
identical to the on-going training the CTU staff receive. These facility staff
typically are transporting smaller numbers of inmates compared to CTU.

The Department Cannot Readily Identify
All Transportation Costs

During the course of our audit we requested that the Department tell us how much
it spends to transport inmates. It is important for the Department to understand its
costs related to inmate transportation so that it can ensure that the most cost-effective
methods are being used. Department representatives commented that they could
provide the amount spent on the Central Transportation Unit as well as the costs
associated with transporting inmates to medical appointments in the Canon
City/Pueblo area. However, as we have already noted, the facilities also continue to
transport a large number of inmates. Department representatives acknowledged that
it is much more difficult and time-consuming to track the costs related to facility
transportation because they are tracked at the individual facility level. Facility
transportation officers perform other duties, and the facilities may not track the
number of transports made each year. The Department reported that in Fiscal Year
2000 it spent approximately $1.7 million for the Central Transportation Unit to
move inmates. However, this is not a true reflection of the actual costs. For
example, this amount does not include the costs for the facility transportation
officers. These 36.5 FTE would represent at least another $1.7 million. As a result,
we estimate the Department spent at least $3.4 million to transport inmates during
Fiscal Year 2000. We believe that the Department should know the amount of
money it spends to move inmates. Therefore, it should enact budget procedures to
help it determine the full cost of transporting inmates.

Recommendation No. 3:

The Department of Corrections needs to implement cost-effective procedures to
better track the overall budgetary cost of transporting inmates. This would include
costs for both the Central Transportation Unit and the transports conducted by facility
correctional officers.
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Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. The Department would like to better track the overall budgetary cost
of transporting inmates, but the facility costs are much harder to identify. In
order to capture the cost of transports, a tracking system\computer program
would have to be developed which would include the number of inmates on
the trip, the number of officers used to transport the inmates, the
classification of the officer, the specific amount of the shift spent transporting
inmates, the number of miles traveled, etc. The costs attributable to CTU are
easy to identify because they are in a separate subprogram where all the costs
are related to transportation. The Department will examine cost-effective
ways to capture this information as a part of the transportation strategic plan
that will be developed next year.

Facility-to-Facility Movement Represents
the Most Transports

In Fiscal Year 2000 the Central Transportation Unit reported that it transported
approximately 33,000 inmates. Aswe have noted, the Department transports inmates
for three main reasons: medical appointments, court appearances, and facility to
facility. Our audit work indicates that facility-to-facility movement by far represents
the largest reason for the transportation of inmates.

Several Factors Impact Facility-to-Facility
Movement

Currently the Department oversees 21 state-owned correctional facilities and 4
private-owned facilities with an overall bed capacity of 16,273. With an average
daily population of 15,441 in Fiscal Year 2000, this means that on an average day
only 832 beds, or about 5 percent, are vacant. At the time of our audit the
Department reported a total of 511 vacant beds, or a vacancy rate of 3 percent. The
correctional facility population is in a state of constant fluctuation with new inmates
entering the system daily while other inmates are leaving the system. This influx and
outflow also impacts the placement of other inmates who move to either fill vacated
beds or make space at a particular facility for new inmates. This ever-changing
population requires the Department's Office of Offender Services to practice strict
bed management.
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The Department's administrative rules require that each inmate, when remanded to
the custody of the Department, receive an objective classification. The classification
is meant to place the inmate at the lowest custody level possible consistent with an
assessment of the inmate's treatment needs, security needs, and the safety and
security of correctional staff, other inmates, and the general public. The Office of
Offender Services uses the inmate's classification to determine correctional facility
placement. Under its administrative rules, an inmate's classification will be reviewed
every six months to ensure that the inmate remains at the lowest custody level
necessary to meet his/her needs and ensure the safety of others. The Office also has
the discretion to review the inmate's classification prior to the six-month time frame
for bed management purposes. As a result, the Office of Offender Services, on a
daily basis, must move inmates and manage available beds to abide by this rule. This
can result in hundreds of inmates moving between facilities on a daily basis.

We found that inmates move between facilities for the following reasons:

* New Inmates. All inmates remanded to the custody of the Department begin
their incarceration at the Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center (DRDC).
They undergo their initial classification and are then moved by the CTU on
a regularly scheduled transport to their permanent facility.

* Progressive Moves. This is defined as a move from a higher custody level
(such as medium) to a lower custody level (such as minimum). A progressive
move results from either a regular six-month classification or a discretionary
reclassification due to departmental bed management needs.

* Regressive Moves. This is defined as a move from a lower custody level
(such as medium) to a higher custody level (such as close). A regressive
move usually results from a formal conviction under the Code of Penal
Discipline, the Department's internal disciplinary system. It may also result
from an inmate who violates conditions of parole or a community corrections
program.

* Lateral Moves. Inmates can also move between facilities but remain at the
same custody level. Some lateral moves result from inmates’ entering
specific treatment programs or being moved because they fail to participate
in treatment. For example, the Department operates a treatment program for
sex offenders at the Fremont Correctional Facility. When an opening occurs
in the program, an inmate on the waiting list may be moved from another
medium security facility. Other lateral moves take place to fill specialty
positions within Correctional Industries. Lateral movement may also occur
for compassionate reasons such as moving an inmate to a facility closer to
his/her family.
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* Custody Issues. These occur when an inmate has an identified conflict or
previous relationship with another inmate(s) and/or correctional facility staff.
For example, the inmate could have snitched on another inmate or might have
a rival gang affiliation. The Department documents and tracks all custody
issues and uses this information when deciding on placements for inmates.

As part of our audit work, we selected one day and then calculated the number of
inmates transported outside of correctional facilities on that day and the reason for the
moves. Department officials confirmed that the day we picked provided a good
example of inmate movement. The following table details inmate movement on
August 29, 2000.

Inmate Movement by Type
Tuesday, August 29, 2000
Medical 76
Court Hearings 61
New Inmates 55
Regressive 34
Jail Backlog to DRDC! 34
Progressive 21
Lateral 12
Parole 12
Community Regression 10
Other? 6
TOTAL 321

Source:  Office of the State Auditor Analysis of Documents
Provided by the Department of Corrections, Office of
Offender Services.

1. Jail backlog to DRDC represents those inmates who have been
remanded to the custody of the Department of Corrections but are
awaiting initial intake at DRDC. These inmates remain in the
county jail until a bed is available. The county sheriff takes the
inmate to DRDC.

2. Other includes custody issues, community regression by sheriff,
return from parole board hearing, medical regression, and
technical parole violation.
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Of the 321 inmates who moved on August 29, 2000, 124 (39 percent) represented
inmates moving between facilities for the reasons identified above. Another 76 (24
percent) were transported to scheduled medical appointments while 61 (19 percent)
were moved because of court hearings. Facility-to-facility movements represent
the single largest reason for transporting inmates.

Multi-Level Facilities Can Reduce the
Need for Facility-to-Facility Movement

As we have already noted, every year the Department transports thousands of inmates
between and outside of its correctional facilities. Under the Department's
administrative rules, the inmate must be placed at the lowest custody classification
necessary to meet his/her needs and ensure the safety of others. The Department
reports that it has a shortage of beds at the higher-custody classification. Department
representatives also note the need to keep lower-custody beds full because inmates in
these facilities serve on crews that perform work in the local communities. Many of
the Department's correctional facilities serve only one or two custody levels.
Therefore, the reclassification of inmates to either a higher or lower custody level
generally means that the inmate must be moved to another facility.

Each of the Department's correctional facilities receives a designated security level
based upon the physical security of the facility. A Level I facility is the lowest
security classification and a Level V is the highest. The designated security levels
correspond to the custody categories of inmates. By statute, inmates with lower
custody levels can be placed at facilities with a higher security level. However,
inmates with a higher custody classification cannot be incarcerated at a facility with
a lower security level. This means that a Level V facility can incarcerate all custody
classification levels, while a Level I can only have minimum custody inmates. At the
same time, the Department's administrative rules require the Department to place
inmates at the lowest custody level necessary to ensure safety. In addition, the
Department has fewer beds at higher security levels (medium and above) than at lower
security levels (minimum and minimum restricted). Department officials report that
there is an increasing need for additional higher-security beds because more inmates
are entering the Department with higher custody classifications. All of this
contributes to the need to move inmates between facilities and increases the
transportation of inmates.

The development of multi-level correctional facilities could be a long-term solution
for decreasing the number of inmates moving from facility to facility due to
progressive or regressive reclassifications. Recently the Department has begun to
move in this direction. Under its current classification system, Level IV and V
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facilities, which generally serve high-custody inmates, can also have a limited number
of inmates who are classified at lower levels such as minimum and minimum
restricted. These lower-custody inmates serve on work crews that operate outside of
the facilities' fences. In theory, if these work crew inmates are reclassified at a higher
custody level, they could still remain at the Level IV or Level V facility rather than
being transported to another facility. Conversely, inmates classified to a lower
custody level could also stay at the same facility. The Department is also seeking
budgetary authority and appropriations to build an additional 1,000 high-custody beds
(close and administrative segregation) at existing correctional facilities. The first
phase of the expansion creates 384 beds at the Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility
while the sites for Phase II and III have yet to be chosen. In addition, the Denver
Women's Correctional Facility is also undergoing a major renovation that will add
high-custody-level beds. Upon completion both Arkansas Valley and Denver
Women's will have the ability to incarcerate inmates at all five custody levels, which
could lead to a reduction in the number of inmates transported from those facilities.
Finally, the Department recently opened its first "mega-facility" in Sterling. The
Sterling Correctional Facility serves approximately 2,445 inmates encompassing all
five departmental custody levels. The design of the facility allows the Department to
keep the different custody levels separate. The Department plans to move inmates
within this facility in response to custody-level reclassifications rather than move the
inmates to another facility. This could greatly impact the number of inmates that need
to be moved to or from Sterling because of reclassification.

Multi-level correctional facilities have the potential to significantly reduce the number
of inmates moving between facilities. Department representatives also indicate that
multi-level facilities may also be less costly to build and operate than single-custody
facilities. However, the Department's development of these types of facilities is
relatively new and is still in many cases under development. As a result, it remains
unclear whether multi-level facilities currently have an impact on inmate movement.
In addition, to be successful at reducing the transportation of inmates, the Department
will have to make the conscious decision to, if at all possible, move an inmate within
custody levels at an individual facility rather than transport the inmate to another
facility.

Recommendation No. 4:

The Department of Corrections should initiate a long-term study of its multi-level
correctional facilities to determine if such facilities reduce the need to transport
inmates between facilities.
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Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. The Department will develop a system to track the number of inmates
and reason transported from Sterling to other facilities to determine if a
reduction in transport has been effected because of the multi-level facility.

The Department Cannot Easily Track the
Number of Inmates Moved

The Department moves hundreds of inmates on a daily basis and tens of thousands
each year. Itis important that the Office of Offender Services as well as the individual
facilities knows the number of inmates being transported as well as the location of
those inmates. However, we found that the Department's current reporting
mechanisms make it difficult to determine the actual number of inmates moved and
the reasons for those moves during a specific time period

As part of our audit work we attempted to determine the actual number of inmates that
the Department moved on a specific day and the reason for the move. Although the
Department tracks the "real time" location (i.e., the actual location of an inmate at a
particular time) of each inmate, we found it difficult to quantify the actual number of
inmates being moved. We determined that there are several reasons why the
Department cannot readily identify the number of inmates moved in a specific time
period or the reason for the move. These include:

* Different lists are used to track movement. On a daily basis, the
Department uses several lists to detail movement of inmates. One list,
compiled by the Office of Offender Services, shows all inmates being moved
on the CTU's regularly scheduled transports as well as those inmates going to
court appearances. Separate lists compiled by the Clinical Services staff at
CTCEF and the individual facilities detail those inmates who are making day
trips for a scheduled medical appointment. The Department's current
reporting mechanisms are unable to consolidate the separate lists into one
overall master list detailing all inmates that are being transported. As a result,
the Department cannot readily determine the actual number of inmates being
moved without going through a time-consuming process of individually
counting the number of inmates on each list.

* Duplication exists on individual transportation lists. The Office of
Offender Services tracks the movement of inmates being transported by legs,
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not by inmate. Therefore, inmates traveling on more than one leg on the same
day are counted twice. For example, if the CTU transports an inmate to
DRDC and then the county sheriff takes the inmate to court, the inmate would
be counted twice, although only one inmate moved. This inflates the number
of inmates being transported. Our review of the lists of inmates moved on a
specific day showed several instances of an inmate being counted more than
once. The only way to determine if duplication exists is to compare the names
of inmates on each list.

* Transportation lists do not necessarily provide the reason for the inmate's
movement. Most inmates are transported by the CTU. Our review of the
master list of the CTU transports indicates that in most cases the list does not
provide any information about the reason for the movement. For us to
determine the reason for movement, Department personnel had to use the
computer system to pull up the individual inmate files. In a few cases the
Department had to look at the inmate's paper file to determine the reason.
This is a time-consuming process. Knowing the reason for the move could be
beneficial in developing strategies for reducing the number of inmate moves.

Overall, it took us several days to determine the actual number of inmates moved by
the Department on a specific day and the reason for the movement. Department
personnel acknowledged that their computer system is currently unable to produce
such basic information. We believe that the Department needs to know how many
inmates it moves and the reasons for those moves. This information would allow the
Department to analyze and track inmate movement and then use the information to
develop strategies for managing and reducing the overall per capita cost of inmate
transportation. We believe that reducing the per capita cost of transportation is an
important goal since growing inmate populations might make it difficult to reduce
overall inmate transportation costs.

Recommendation No. 5:
The Department of Corrections should:
a. Modify its computer reporting mechanisms to obtain and produce better
information on the number of inmates moved in a specific time period (i.e.,
day, month, year) and the reasons for the move.

b. Use this information to develop strategies for managing and reducing moves.

c. Establish benchmarks for current transports and set goals for reducing the per
capita cost of inmate transports.
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d. Capture costs of transport and set per capita cost reduction goals.
Department of Corrections Response:

Agree.

a.

The Department agrees there should be a modification of its computer
reporting mechanisms to obtain and produce better information on the
number of inmates moved in a specific time period. The Department
estimates the changes required would result in additional user data entry
into the system. There will be additional computer programming
required to accomplish this task.

The Department will try to use the information to develop strategies for
reducing the overall number of moves on a per capita basis.

An attempt will be made to set bench marks for the current transports and
set goals for reducing transports on a per capita basis in this growing
system. As previously discussed, our transportation strategic plan will be
developed next year and these benchmarks and goals will be an important
part of this process.

As stated previously, in order to capture the cost of transports, a system
will have to be developed which would include the number of inmates on
the trip, the number of officers used to transport the inmates, the
classification of the officer, the number of miles traveled, etc.

Finally, frequent movement within our correctional system is viewed as a
necessity by the Department’s correctional professionals. Inmate moves
are an integral part of good security within the total state correctional
system. The funds expended (overall less than 1% of our budget) to
transport inmates from facility to facility for security reasons is
comparatively small if an inmate disturbance or other serious incident can
be avoided through movement.

The Department continually strives to operate more efficiently. Despite
its growth, the Department has been able to offer base budget reductions
in each of the last five years. The Department will consider the
programming changes necessary to track the number of inmates moved in
addition to the reason they are moved from one facility to another in our
cost tracking system to be developed.
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Video Conferencing Can Reduce
Transports

Chapter 2

Overview

Departments of Corrections throughout the nation use video conferencing technology as
an dternatiive to trangporting inmates. The American Correctiond Association
acknowledged that video technology improves security at correctiond facilitieswhiledso
reducing costs. The Association believes that technology should be used to promote
efficiency and to enhance safety. Departments of Corrections in Massachusetts, New
Jarsey, Texas, lowa, and Virginia use video conferencing as an dternative to removing
inmates from the secure perimeter of a prison for things such as court appearances and
medical appointments.

The Department Hasthe Ability to
Conduct Video Conferences

In 1997 the Department recognized the potentia vaue of video conferencing for reducing
inmatetransports and began implementing the video technology initscorrectiond facilities.
Eight of its facilities now have video conference capability, with another three scheduled
for implementation over the next few months. Currently the Department uses the
technology to provide telemedicine to some inmates, to hold immigration hearingswith the
Immigrationand Naturdization Service (INS), and to conduct somecivil proceedingswith
the U.S. Didtrict Court in Denver. The Parole Board adso employs video conferencing to
conduct some of its hearing so that Parole Board members do not have to travel long
distances around the State. Department representatives informed us that they would like
to expand the telemedicine program and aso begin using video conferencing for inmate
appearances in the state courts.
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Many Inmates Are Transported to Court
Each Day

Inmates remanded to the custody of the Department of Corrections continue to interact
with the State's judicid system for both civil and crimina proceedings. As aresult, each
year the Department transports thousands of inmates to court appearances throughout the
State. For example, in April 2000, 689 inmates traveled to court appearances. In some
cases the same inmate had to be transported severa times to make multiple court
appearances. On oneday, August 29, 2000, 61 inmates were transported to or returned
from court. The Department takes inmates to court on charges semming from crimes
committed within correctiond facilities. County sheriffs trangport inmates to court on
charges filed prior to an inmate's incarceration, for civil matters, or for an gpped of a
conviction. The Department and the local sheriffs employ ahigh degree of cooperation to
try to reduce the number and distance of inmate trangports. Asaresult, if gpaceexistson
one of the CTU's regular trangports, the Department will take the inmate to the closest
correctional facility where the sheriff can pick up the inmate and take hinvher to court.
This cooperation canresult in lower trangport costs for both the Department and the local
sheriffs, since the cost is split between them.

Depatment officids indicate that taking inmates to court is costly. However, the
Department could not provide uswith the cogt to transport an inmateto court, becausethe
trangport configuration can vary gregtly depending on the number of inmates and
correctional officersin avehicle, the number of legsinvolved in atrangport, and the number
of milestraveled. We attempted to quantify the cost to transport an inmateto court using
two current inmates as examples.

Inmate 1

Inmate 1 is assigned to the Arkansas Vdley Correctiond Facility (AV CF), Ordway,
and appeared in the Jefferson County Combined Court, Golden, on a Rule 35
reconsideration hearing. Theinmate spent atota of eight hoursin court over aperiod
of two days. The Centrd Transportation Unit (CTU) transported the inmate on a
regular trangport from AVCF to the Trangtion Unit a the Colorado Territorid
Correctiona Facility (CTCF) in Canon City and then from CTCF to the Denver
Receptionand Diagnostic Center (DRDC), dso on aregular transport. The Jefferson
County Sheriff’s Office trangported the inmate from DRDC to court and back. The
inmate was housed overnight at the Jefferson County Jail. The return trip to AVCF
was organized in the same way as the initid trip to court. We edimate that the
Department’ s trangport cost for thisinmate was $265.46 while the Jefferson County
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Sheriff's Office spent $84.48. Overdl, taking this one inmate to court cost the
Department and the county $361.32.

|[nmate 2

Inmate 2 is assigned to the Rifle Correctional Center (RCC) and appeared in the
Denver Digrict Court for an advisement, plea, and sentencing, which lasted under an
hour. Inmate 2 was origindly scheduled for an advisement only. The RCC
transported the inmate to the Delta Correctional Center (DCC). The CTU then
transported the inmate on a regular trangport from DCC to the Buena Vida
Correctiond Fecility (BVCF). The Denver Sheriff’s Office took the inmate from
BV CF to court in Denver. Theinmate returned to RCC in the sameway astheinitid
trip to court. We estimate that the Department’ stransport for thisinmate was $99.89
whilethe Denver's Sheriff's Office spent $117.56.  Thisinmate court appearance cost
the Department and the county atotal of $217.45.

The price to take an inmate to court jumps dramatically when the gppearance involves a
high-risk inmate. The CTU trangportsdl high-risk inmatesto court. During the course of
our audit the CTU transported two high-risk inmatesfrom the Colorado State Penitentiary
(CSP) to court. One inmate appeared in the Fremont County Combined Court and the
other in the Arapahoe County Digtrict Court. A high-risk transport requires a great dedl

of planning and significant personnel and equipment resources. For example, agpecia van
with agted interior cage must be used. The trangport aso requires an armed officer ina
chase car that follows immediately behind the van. Specid restraints are used to secure
the inmate, incdluding a REACT (Remote Electronicaly Activated Control Technology)

belt, which isworn by an inmate throughout a court proceeding. Thebelt is controlled by
a correctional officer and if the inmate acts ups, the belt is activated, which sends an
electric shock to the inmate. The inmate transported to the Fremont Combined Court
required four correctiond officers and two vehicles. The hearing lasted just over an hour,

but the entire trangport took three hours to complete. The total personnel and vehicle
costs reported by the CTU for trangport of this inmate to court totaled $246.10. The
CTU transported the second inmate to the Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center
(DRDC). Hewas then taken from DRDC to Aragpahoe County District Court each day
over afive-day period. Upon his return to CSP, the CTU took the inmate back to
Arapahoe County one more time the following week. For each day theinmate appeared
in court, the CTU used four to five officers to transport him and provide court room
security. The personnd and vehicle costsreported by the CTU for trangport of thisinmate
to court totaled $6,930.50. As evidenced by these examples, it costs hundreds, if not
thousands, of dallars to take each inmate to a court appearance. Thousands of inmates
go to court each year resulting in significant trangportation cogts for both the Department

and the counties.
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Video Conferencing IsUsed asan
Alternativeto Transporting Inmatesto
Court

For civil and crimina proceedings involving inmates, transportation is costly and aso
presents arisk to public safety. Video conferencing alows certain court proceedings to
be conducted without parties or withesses being physically present in acourtroom. Video
technology can effectively tranamit body language and voice inflection, thus meking it a
ussful aternative to a personal gppearance. Therefore, it is a viable dternative to
trangporting inmates to court. Section 13-1-132 (1), C.R.S,, statesthat, except for trials,
an appearance may be made in court by the use of an interactive audiovisud device. In
addition, Rule 43 of the Colorado Rules of Crimina Procedure further clarifies that a
defendant may be present by interactive audiovisud device for first appearances for the
purpose of advisement and setting of bail, further gppearances for the filing of charges or
for setting of the prdiminary hearing, or for hearings to modify bal.  Although the
technology exists, the Depatment and the State's judicia system underutilize video
conferences for inmate court appearances.

As part of our audit we looked at other state corrections departments who participate in
video conferencing with the courts. In New Jersey, the Department of Corrections
initiated video conferencing with the state courtsin an effort to reduce the number and cost
of transports. There was initid reluctance from judges and public defenders, so the
trangtion to video conferencing has been gradual. Current use of the system includes
parole board hearings, witnesstestimony in civil proceedings, first gopearancesin crimind
cases, and inmate interviews. To help public defenders become accustomed to the
technology, the New Jersey Department of Corrections purchased a PC-based video
conference system for each of theregiond public defender officesinthe sate. Rather than
traveling to correctiond facilities to interview clients, public defenders can now conduct
interviews from their own offices. The current video conference system in New Jersey
involves 17 state prisons, the federd prisons, 15 regiond public defender offices, and 15
crimind courthouses. Court officiasin New Jersey estimate that gpproximately 200 video
conferences are conducted each month. Although New Jersey officidswould not quantify
their cost savings, the officids commented that significant savings have been achieved
through reductions in the number of inmates transported for court appearances.



Report of The Colorado State Auditor 39

The Multi-Use Network Will ProvideMore
Accessfor Video Conferencing

The State of Colorado isin the process of implementing a new statewide network caled
the Multi-Use Network (MNT). The MNT isa high-speed fiber-optic network with a
telecommunications infrasiructure that will enhance existing services while aso providing
service to lesser developed aress of the State.  Participants on the network will include
schoals, public libraries, higher education inditutions, and state agencies. The MNT will
consist of 70 Aggregated Network Access Points (ANAPS), each with 20 megabits of
bandwidth, located in al of Colorado’s counties. The MNT will run on an Asynchronous
Trandfer Mode (ATM) backbone, which allows voice, data, and video to be carried over
the same fiber-optic line. This dlows agencies to have thelr telecommunications services
bundled together through a single provider. The State plans to implement the MNT over
three years with find completion scheduled for April 2003. During development of the
MNT the State will pay for each of the Department’ s correctiond facilitiesto receive the
fiber-optic infrastructure. It is our understanding that the Department’s existing video
conferencing equipment may need to be upgraded to be compatible with the ATM based
goplications on the MNT. The Department has requested funding to accomplish the
required upgrades. With the upgrades, the Department’s ability to conduct video
conferences will be greetly enhanced. Under the current development plan, most of the
Department’s facilities will begin to use the MNT by April 2001. Currently the
Department does not plan to include the four private correctiond facilities it uses as part
of theMNT. However, either the Department or the private facilities could pay thefor the
cost of thefiber-optic lineand for the video equipment needed to bring the private facilities
online.

Since the Multi-Use Network (MNT) is a state-sponsored tel ecommuni cations network,
the State’sjudicid system including the trid courts will dso participate. This represents
a dgnificant improvement in the ability of the Department to conduct inmate court
appearances using video conferencing. Currently individua courtswould haveto purchase
and ingd| separate telecommunicetion lines to be able to do video conferencing with the
Department. Only alimited number of courts now havethe capability. Withthe MNT the
video capability will dready be a part of the new telecommunications infrastructure.
However, MNT representatives informed us that the State' s judicia system will have to
upgrade their current network to conduct video conferences using the MNT. The MNT
may aso give the Department the ability to expand its telemedicine program. As we
discusslater inthischapter, the Department usestwo hospitas, the Denver Health Medica
Center and the Univergity of Colorado Hedlth Sciences Center (University Hospitd), to
obtain specidty care via telemedicine. The Department also plans to develop a
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telemedicine agreement with the hospita at the Colorado Menta Hedlth Indtitute at Pueblo
(CMHIP). Under the MNT plan each of these hospitals will be a part of the MNT. In
addition, MNT representatives commented that nonprofit entities such as hospitals can
aso become a part of the network. This could dlow the Department to develop
telemedicine agreements with other hospita's throughout the State.

The Department Needsto Evaluate the
| mpact of the Multi-Use Network on Its
Video Conferencing Infrastructure

The Digital Data Network (DDN) that provides the Department of Corrections with its
current video conferencing capability will be migrated to the Multi-Use Network (MNT).
However, Department representatives have expressed uncertainty about how or whenthis
will occur and what impact it will have on their current video conferencing infrastructure.
As we have dready noted, the implementation of the MNT will greaily enhance the
Department’ s capability to conduct video conferences. The Department needs to assess
whether its internd infrastructure can handle this increased capability. In addition, the
Department needs to assess the budgetary costs associated with the Multi-Use Network
to determineif their video conferencing costs will incresse,

Currently the Department uses two methods to make the connection for video
conferences. The first method utilizes the Department’s 20-port bridge. A bridge isa
product that connects one participant to another using a designated port. This alows an
outsde agency or another facility to did directly into the bridge in order to connect to a
particular correctiona facility. The Department uses its bridge to make connections
between facilities as well as to perform its telemedicine consultations with  University
Hospitd and Denver Hedlth. The use of the Department’ s bridge alows scheduling to be
done directly between the two participants. Even with the implementation of the MNT,
the Department will ill need to use a bridge to make the connection. However,
Department representatives informed us that their existing bridge is full, making it very
difficult to conduct alarger number of video conferences. Asaresult, the Department may
need to consider purchasing another bridge at an estimated cost of $60,000 to increase
itsability to perform video conferences. A second bridgewill allow the Department to add
new correctiond facilitiestoitsinterna network aswell asadditiond medicd providersand
state courts. The second connection method requires an outside agency such asthe U.S.
Didrict Court to did-in to the Cooperative Interactive Video in Colorado State
government network (CIVICYS) in order to connect to the Department’ s video network
bridge. The connection through CIVICS costs $62.50 per hour, per site. 1t also requires
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both the agency and the Department to be flexible in scheduling, which may not dwaysbe
feasble.

In addition to the costs associated with connecting the two participants, the Department
will also have to pay the ongoing costs of the MNT. These ongoing costs include local
loop and cloud fees for each of the correctiond facilities. The loca loop feeis smilar to
a phone line service fee and is assessed by aloca tdecommunications vendor such as
Qwest. Theloca loop fee per facility has been estimated at $329 per month. The cloud
fee coversthe cost of the backbone to connect lines between different area codes. The
amount of the cloud fee will be established between the Department and the Multi-Use
Network, but it is estimated to be $75 per line for atotal of $225 per month for the three
lines per facility (voice, video, and data). The Department’s total estimated MNT line
costs for 22 sites (including Department headquarters) is about $146,256 per year.

The Department needs to fully evaluate how the MNT will affect its ability to conduct
video conferences with participants ingde and outside of the Department’ s current video
network. Thiswill enable the Department to more effectively plan for increasesin use.
Although initidly the MNT may appear to be more expensve than the Department’s
current video conferencing expenses, in the long term it should be cost-effective. In
addition, the increased use of video conferencing will dlow the Department to reduce its
inmate trangportation costs and increase public safety because fewer inmateswill haveto
leave a correctiond facility.

Recommendation No. 6:

The Department of Corrections should evd uate theimpact of the Multi-Use Network and
ensure that it has the cgpability to utilize this network to its full potentid. This evauation
needs to include the budgetary implications of using the Multi-Use Network for video
conferencing and expansion of its current video network infrastructure.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. The Department agreesthat athorough evauation of the proposed Multi-
UseNetwork (MNT) and associated cogtsisessentia to future plansfor migration
of current data, video and eventudly, voice goplications, however, many of the
costs associated with MNT are not available at thistime. It isthe Department’s
understanding that actual MNT usage fees have not beenfindized and therefore,
no adequate comparisons can bemade. 1n addition, voice gpplicationswill bethe
last to migrate to the MNT. Sincethe MNT is not an FCC licensed carrier, the
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locd loops will only function for internal connections between facilities, not long
distance service and the resulting charges.

The Department of Corrections' current video equipment is not compatible with
ether the newer units nor the ATM based gpplications. The DOC has submitted
a Decison Item for Fiscd Year 2001-02 that, if funded, will upgrade current
equipment, including the bridge, so full use of the Multi-Use Network can be
achieved. Therearedifferent typesof video equipment which could be purchased
which would dlow point-to-point conferences for courtroom interactions, and it
may not be necessary for DOC to purchase afull bridge. DOC would need to
have completed a full evauation of the functions and proposed usage of video
conferencing before arecommendation for the type of equipment needed could be
completed. At the current time, DOC does not have did-in cgpabilities. This
function will be available when the upgrade to the existing DOC bridge aswell as
the ingtallation of the appropriate linesfor INS applications have been completed.

Video Conferencing May Bea
Cost-Effective Alternativeto Transporting
Inmatesto Court

In some cases video conferencing may be a cost-effective dternative to transporting an
inmate to court. For example, if video conferencing had been used to do the advisement
inDenver Digtrict Court for Inmate 2 referenced above, it would have cost the Department
and the court each $62.50 for an hour of video conferencing. Thisislessthan the cost of
transport, which was $99.89 to the Department and $117.56 to the Denver County
Sheriff. More importantly, the inmate would not have been removed from the secure
confines of the correctiond facility. Since the current structure requires a court to go
through CIVICSto connect to the Department for video conferencing, brief appearances
by video conference will likely result in cost savings over the cost to trangport inmates.
Because of the $62.50 per hour per sitefeefor CIVICS, lengthy proceedings such asthe
eight-hour hearing for Inmate 1 referenced above would cost more by video conference
than by trangporting the inmate to court. However, we should point out that the safety of
correctiond officers and the generd public isinvauable and in some cases outweighs an
opportunity to save money. In addition, we believe that the Department can save the cost
of connecting through CIVICS by purchasing another bridge. Thiswould result in a per
conference cost savings for both the Department and the individual courts.
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As we have dready mentioned, the implementation of the State's Multi-Use Network
should also make video conferencing more cost-effective because the State pays the cost
of providing the fiber-optic infrastructure while the monthly costs associated with the
network include voice, data, and video are paid by the Department. Network
representativesinformed us, however, that the Staté'sjudicia system will need to upgrade
their network to be compatible with video over the MNT. In addition, individua courts
may need to upgrade or purchase new video conferencing equipment. However, our audit
work indicates that it is relatively inexpengve to purchase industry standard equipment.
For example, the Department'smost recent video conference unit purchasetotaed $6,790
for amonitor, camera, equipment cart, and al of the necessary cables, microphones, and
speakers.

Survey Results Indicate a Willingness to Use Video
Conferencing for Court Proceedings

Asthe availahility of video conferencing technology increasesin the State, we found that
the State's judicia system is willing to use the technology for some court proceedings
invalving inmates. As part of our audit work we surveyed chief judges, district
adminigtrators, digtrict attorneys, public defenders, and private defense attorneysfrom the
22 judicid digtricts to get their perspective on the use of video conferencing for court
proceedings. We sent atota of 112 surveysand received 60 completed surveys, for a53
percent response rate.  The survey responses provided us with several important
indicators. Firgt, we found that video conferencing is being used with some frequency in
the locd jurisdictions. Of the district administrators who responded to the survey, 75
percent reported some current use of video conferencing technology intheir digtricts. The
useislimited primarily to video advisements and arraignments between the courtsand local
jals. Second, there appears to be a willingness among court personnel and digtrict
attorneys to use video conferencing with inmates for some limited court proceedings.
Survey responses from chief judges and ditrict atorneys indicated they would be willing
to conduct video conference proceedings involving inmates for the following proceedings:

o AdvissmentgArragnments.

* Pretrid matters.

* Non-evidentiary or non-testimonial proceedings.

»  Pogt-conviction matters (Rule 35 reconsideration and regtitution).

Public defenders and private defense attorneys expressed an overal objection to the use
of video conferencing with inmates. However, responsesto our survey indicate that they
would not object to a client’s gppearing via video conference in limited matters such as.
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»  Settings and non-substantive procedural matters.

* Arragnments and pre-trial conferences.

*  Proceedings alowed under Rule 43 of the Colorado Rules of Crimina Procedure,
whichincludesfirst gppearancesfor purposesof advisement and setting of bail and
further gppearances for the filing of charges or the setting of preliminary hearings.

Aswe have dready noted, public defenders and private defense attorneys expressed an
overdl objection to the use of video conferencing for court proceedingsinvolving inmates.
Their concerns include the inability:

» To privatdy spesk and consult with their clientsbefore, during, and after the court
proceedings.

*  To conduct meaningful direct or cross-examination viavideo.

* Todearly digplay the withesssfacid reactions and body movements over video.

* Todirectly communicate with their clients.

Inaddition, survey responsesfrom al respondentsindicated concernsthat the use of video
conferencing could violate the inmate's due process rights such as the sixth amendment
right to confront witnesses. Specificaly, some respondents stated that this right could be
violated if an inmate is not physicaly present in the courtroom. Judicia system
representatives should address whether these are legitimate legd issues as part of an
overdl plantoincreassethe use of video conferencingwithinmates. Nearly al respondents
indicated they would be opposad to inmate testimony being given via video conference.
However, someof these concernsmight be allayed as court personnd and defense counsel
become more familiar with video technology. We aso believe that even if video is only
used for limited court proceedings, it will reduce trangportation costs and increase public
sfety.

Agencies Should Work Together to
| mplement Video Conferencingin the
State Courts

On the badis of the survey responses we received, we bdievethereis support for the use
of video conferencing for limited court proceedingsinvolving inmates. We understand that
some opposition exists, particularly among defense counsel.  However, this may be
attributed to alack of experience with the current technology as well as uncertainty about
how inmate rights and confidentidity can be safeguarded if video technology isused in lieu
of apersond appearancein court. Video conferencing can be a cost-effectivetool for the
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Department, courts, and counties while dso increasing public safety. Therefore, the
Department of Corrections and the Office of the State Court Administrator need to work
together to advance the use of video conferencing in civil and crimind matters involving
inmates. Any discussions should aso include didtrict attorneys, defense counsel, and
county representatives to ensure that dl viewpoints are included.

Recommendation No. 7:

The Department of Corrections and the Office of the State Court Administrator in
conjunction with digtrict attorneys, defense counsel, and county representatives should
expand the use of video conferencing by:

a. Working together to identify court proceedings that would be appropriate for
video conferencing.

b. Deemining how the purchase of new or upgraded video conference equipment
for the courts could be accomplished.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. The Department is willing to work with the Court Adminigirators to
establish policies and procedures for the use of video conferencing in all
appropriate gpplications. It is uncertain though whether the courts have the
technica cgpability to perform video conferencing. The Department isadsowilling
to assig in the planning, development, and implementation of compatible video
conferencing capabiilities.

Office of the State Court Administrator Response;

Agree. The Branch is willing to work with the Department of Corrections to
establish policies and procedures for the use of video conferencing in al
appropriate gpplications.  The Branch is dso willing to assg in the planning,
development, and implementation of compatible video conferencing capabilities.
There are many possible applications for this technology that can benefit the
Branch and the people who use the courts. These include attorneys, loca law
enforcement, internd gaff training, court-to-court communications, detention
facilities for juveniles, probation officer meeting needs, as well as connecting the
Didricts with the State Court Adminigrators office. Thismatter wasexamined in
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May of 1996 but the avail able technology haschanged grestly. If properly funded,
there can be cost savingsto al of those userslisted above aswell asothersnot yet
developed.

The Department Should Actively Publicize
the Availability of Video Conferencing

Aswe have dready noted, the Department has an extensive video conferencing capability.
Eight of the Department’s correctiond facilities aready have the capability to conduct
video conferences with three additiond facilities due to have the capability by the end of
the year. Our audit work found, however, that the Department has not adequately
publicized the existence of thiscapability. Thisisparticularly trueinthe case of the State's
judicid system. Although Department representatives told us that they had informed
members of thejudicid system about the availability of video conferencing, we found that
not to bethe case. Aspart of our audit work we surveyed membersof thejudicid system
to determine if they were aware the Department had the capability to conduct court
appearances using video technology. Our survey indicated that 78 percent of those who
responded were unaware of the Department’s ability to have inmates gppear via video
conferencing. Thislack of awareness means the courts did not even have the opportunity
to congder using video technology asan dternativeto having theinmate trangported to the
court gppearance. Asaresult, webelievealack of publicity about the Department’ svideo
capatiilities has prevented further evol ution of video conferencing within the State’ sjudicia
sysem.

Recommendation No. 8:

The Depatment of Corrections should actively publicize the avalability of video
conferencing to the State's judicia system.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. TheDepartment agreesthat actively publicizing current video conferencing
cgpabilities should enhance utilization. The DOC will explorethe possibility of an
informationa page related to video conferencing as part of the DOC' s web site.
It would o be possbleto utilize the State’ se-mail system and publicize current
cgpahiilities and contact points. It should be noted that DOC will aso need to
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interface and obtain the assstance of the Colorado Information Technology
System to achieve the desired results.

Consolidation of Adjudication IsNot
Feasibleat ThisTime

Numerous inmatestend to commit additiona felony crimeswithin correctiond facilitiesthat
require them to have further contact with the judicia sysem. The Department's Office of
the Inspector Genera (OIG) investigates crimes committed within correctiond facilities.
Dispositionof Code Of Pend Discipline (COPD) violaionsare handled interndly by each
fadlity. Thiscaninclude violationsequa to misdemeanor or felony “dreet” charges. OIG
presents felony charges to the locd didtrict attorney, who decides whether tofilecrimina
charges. Department records show that during caendar year 1999 the OIG presented
297 dleged felonies to didtrict atorneys for crimina prosecution.

Department representatives indicated support for a proposal to transfer the adjudication
of fdony crimes committed within correctiond facilities to the jurisdiction of Fremont
County. Representatives noted that inmates who perpetrate these crimes are likely to be
moved to higher-security correctiond facilities usudly in Fremont County. Therefore,
consolidation would reduce the distance the inmate would travel, since the court
appearance would be in Fremont County rather than in the county where the crime
occurred. Asaresult, the Department believes consolidation could lower transportation
costs. Department representatives also note that it would increase public safety by
decreasing the number of inmates traveling long distances to appear in county courts.

|nmates Are Not Necessarily Moved to Fremont
County

Depatment representatives believe that inmates who perpetrate fony crimes in
correctional facilitiestend to be moved to higher-security facilitiesin Fremont County. Our
audit work indicates that this may not be the case. We reviewed asample of 50 crimina
cases involving 57 inmates that the Office of the Ingpector Genera referred to didtrict
attorneys during 1999. Inmates in our sample did not necessarily end up in facilities in
Fremont County. We found that only 12 inmates (21 percent) who committed a felony
were moved from another jurisdiction to aFremont County facility. Another 9inmeates (16
percent) remained in Fremont County facilities. Threeinmates (5 percent) actualy moved
from Fremont County to correctiond facilities in other jurisdictions after committing the
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fdony. The largest number of inmates in our sample, 14 (25 percent), remained a the
fadility where they committed the crime. Overall, 36 (63 percent) of the 57 inmates ended
up in facilities outsde of Fremont County. In the case of our sample, consolidation of
adjudicationin Fremont County would actually increase the number of inmateswho would
need to be transported longer distances because many of the inmates who committed the
crimesareat facilitiesoutsde of Fremont County. Asaresult, the possibility existsthat the
Department’ s transportation costs would aso increase.

Opposition to Consolidation Existsin the Judicial
System

Through asurvey, we sought the opinion of court personnd, district attorneys, and defense
counsel about the consolidation of adjudication in Fremont County. Wefound opposition
to consolideation of adjudication exigswithin thejudicia sysem. One reason consstently
cited by dl respondents was increased codts to have witnesses including other inmates,
correctiond officers, and OIG investigators travel to Fremont County to testify in court.
Consolidation could increase trangportation costs because the inmate withesses would
have to be brought to Fremont County. Other survey responses noted that local
communities expect that the crimes will be prosecuted in their counties. The most serious
opposition came from public defenders and private defense counsd. These respondents
stated that the only reason atrid should be moved from the jurisdiction where the crime
occurred isif the defendant cannot receiveafair trid. Representatives of Fremont County,
while agreeing with other respondents, also noted that the increased workload costs of
additiond judges and support staff may be greater than current transportation costs.

Consolidation would require that both the origind jurisdiction and Fremont County agree
to achange of venue. Aspart of our survey we asked respondents whether consolidation
of adjudications in Fremont County requires a satutory change. Almost dl of our
respondents indicated that a statutory change would be needed. One respondent
suggested that a condtitutional amendment might be required. For consolidation to work,
the Department needs the support and cooperation of the State's judicial system. Our
survey responses indicate that support for this idea does not currently exist. Therefore,
consolidation does not appear to be feasible at thistime.
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Video Conferencing Could Make Consolidation
Viable

We understand the Department's support for consolidation of adjudications in Fremont
County. However, our work indicates that it is not feasible a thistime. Since alarge
number of inmates committing crimes are not relocated to Fremont County, consolidation
would ill require that inmates be transported greater distances for their court
appearances. Inaddition, consolidation might lead to even moreinmatesbeing transported
longer distances since inmates who witness the crime are likely to be called to tegtify in
court. Asaresult, the Department'sgod of reducing costs and increasing public safety by
lessening the distanceinmates are trangported cannot currently beachieved. Increased use
of video conferencing for court appearances offers amore viable dternative. The use of
video technology for advisement, pre-trid appearances, and inmate witness testimony
could reduce the number of inmates traveling to court. The use of video technology for
other witnesstestimony could also addressjudicia concerns about the increased time and
cost of having witnesses trave to Fremont County.

Concluson:

Consolidationof adjudication of inmatesin Fremont County does not appear to beaviable
optiona thistime. An dternative may be obtaining the agreement of the Department and
the date courts to more extensve use of video conferencing technology for inmate
appearances.

The Department Needsto Expand ItsUse
of Telemedicine

Court rulings have demondrated that inmates have acondtitutiond right to hedth care. The
main question is how to provide the required care at a reasonable cost. According to
Department representatives, inmates need moremedica carethan the average population.
All of the Department's facilities provide at lesst aminima leve of in-house medical care.
However, the Department consstently needs to obtain specidty care for inmates.
Although the Department has the capability to secure specidity care through telemedicine,
it gill physicdly trangports hundreds of inmates to medica appointments each year.
Tdemedicine utilizes video conferencing technology that alows a doctor a an outsde
fadility to examine an inmate within a correctiond facility. Specidity equipment such as
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stethoscopes and microscopes can be attached to the video equipment to alow adoctor
to fully examine a patient. Our audit work indicates that telemedicine provides qudity
medicd care and offers a viable dternative to transporting some inmates outside of
correctional facilities. Therefore, we believe the Department needs to expand its use of
telemedicine.

The Department Transports Hundreds of |nmates
to Medical Facilities

The Department operates a managed care medical system to provide the required hedlth
caretoinmates. Each of the Department's correctiona facilitiesprovidessomeleve of on-

gte medical care. When the inmate needs specidity care, the Department's first priority
is to have the inmate seen during an on-site clinic. However, the frequency of on-site
clinics depends upon having enough of aworkload to encourage a doctor to cometo the
facility. If on-gte gpecidity careis not available, the Department either usestdemedicine
or trangports the inmate to an outside medica facility. Our audit work indicates that most
inmates who do not receive care through the on-site specidty clinics are transported to
medicd fedilities.

InFisca Y ear 2000 the Department reported 8,607 off-site patient visits. Theserepresent
vigtsto private doctors offices and hospitas. The number does not include inmates who
were taken to medica gppointments at other Department medical facilities such as CTCF
or the Colorado Mentd Hedlth Indtitute at Pueblo (CMHIP). According to Department
records, the Centra Transportation Unit (CTU) and individud facilities made 1,027 trips
invalving 826 inmates for scheduled medica appointments during April 2000. This
represents al scheduled medica appointments including whenan inmate was transported
from one correctional facility to another to see a doctor. The CTU transported those
inmates who visited medicd facilities in the Canon City/Pueblo area, while individua
correctiona facilities took inmates to appointments in other areas of the State.
Trangporting inmates to medical gppointments costs a Sgnificant amount of money. For
example, the CTU spent about $335 to take two inmates to medica appointments in
Canon City and Pueblo. To transport a high-risk inmate is even more expensve. The
Department recently spent dmost $1,500 to take one inmate to a hospital in Canon City
for medica tests. These trangport costs do not include the cost of the medical servicesor
the impact on correctiond facilities, because saff must remain with the inmate throughout
the medica gppointment. A cost that cannot be caculated isthe risk to the genera public
when inmates are taken to hospitals or private doctors offices. The Department has not
quantified how much it spends transporting inmates to medica facilities, but we believe it
to be significant. During Fiscal Year 2000, the CTU took over the responsibility for
medica transports in the Canon City/Pueblo area. The Department reported that the
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personnel costsfor thisduty totaled over $300,000. Thisfiguredoesnot include operating
costs or the cost incurred when theindividua facilitiestaketheinmatesto medicd feacilities.

Telemedicine s Under utilized

Severad of the Depatment's correctiond facilities have the capability to conduct
telemedicine encounters. The Department has established relationships with the Denver
HedthMedica Center and the University of Colorado Hedlth Sciences Center to provide
specidty hedth care via tedlemedicine. While the Department transported 826 inmatesto
outside medica gppointments during April 2000, only one telemedicine consultation took
place during that month. From January 2000 to June 2000, Denver Hedth officids
reported performing 145 telemedicine encountersin 13 specidties. InFisca Year 2000,
Universty Hedth reported 376 encounters, but only 28 involved medica care. The
remaning 348 encounters were telepsychiatry sessons. Considering the fact that the
Depatment reported over 8,000 off-ste medica vists during Fisca Year 2000, we
bdlieve thet tdemedicine is Sgnificantly underutilized.

Although telemedicine consultations are a specific part of the Department’s hedlth care
protocol, we found that severd reasons exist that lead to the underutilization of this
technology. First, Colorado Access, the Department’s managed care health provider,
encourages the use of telemedicine on a limited bass only. Colorado Access must
authorize dl off-gte specidity care including the use of telemedicine. Representatives of
Colorado Accessinformed usthat they only encourage the use of telemedicine by thefour
correctional facilities in the Department’s northern region.  This is because Colorado
Access officidsbdieve that telemedicine consultationsadmost dways result in the need for
theinmateto be seenin person by the specidist. Sincethe Department’ stwo telemedicine
providers are in Denver, Colorado Access only encourages the use of the technology in
fadilities that would tend to use Denver for other medical care. Colorado Accessbelieves
it is more cogt-effective to trangport an inmate to a loca provider rather than use
telemedicine and risk having to trangport theinmate to Denver later. Thisassessment may
not be vaid. The cogt to transport an inmate from Canon City to a medicd facility in
Pueblo can cost about $335 per trip compared with $368 for atrip to Denver. Second,
assuming that the inmate would need to be seen asecond timeto recelve further treatment,
the use of telemedicine would eiminate the need to take the inmate outside of the facility
a least once. Our audit work aso indicates that telemedicine consultations do not
necessarily lead to additiond trestment in Denver. Colorado Access decision to only
encourage the use of tedlemedicine by 4 of the Department’s 25 correctiond fecilities
contributes to the underutilization of the technology. Oneway to dramétically incressethe
use of tedemedicine is for the Department and Colorado Access to actively seek
telemedicine providersin the Canon City/Pueblo area where the Department operates a
ggnificant number of correctiond fadilities. It is our understanding that Colorado Access



52 Department of Corrections Transportation of Inmates Performance Audit - December 2000

is working with the Department to try to develop a tdemedicine agreement with the
Colorado Menta Hesdlth Indtitute a Pueblo (CMHIP). We bdieve that thiswould be an
excdlent solution because CMHIP dready provides a sgnificant amount of medica care
to inmates.

Second, the Department does not require its primary care physiciansto use telemedicine.
Facility primary care physicians make the decision to request specidty care and can
actudly request specific providers. We found that only six correctiond facilities regularly
use telemedicine to provide specidity care.  Department officids commented that many
physicians are uncomfortable with telemedicine technology and therefore do not want to
useit. Inaddition, tdemedicine crestesmorework for thefacility physcian than an off-ste
trangport because the physician must participate in the telemedicine encounter. At the
sametime, tdlemedicine providesfacility doctorsthe opportunity to consult with specidigts.
Since doctors a six facilities regularly use telemedicing, it is apparent that the technology
works. The Department could aso provide additiond training to doctors to help them
better understand the benefits of telemedicine.

Fndly, the Depatment’'s primary care providers are not using telemedicine for
conaultations in al possible specidties. Our review indicates that Denver Hedlth and
University Hospital sprovided telemedicineencountersin 14 specidties. Themost frequent
encounters occur in the specidties of dermatology, orthopaedics, rheumatology, and
otolaryngology (ENT). However, representatives of both hospitals informed us that
telemedicine could regularly be used for many other specidties. Those suggested include
gynecology, urology, and pre- and post-operative examinations. We found that other
states that use telemedicine provide speciaist consultations in up to 30 specidties.
Hospita officids expressed a willingness to expand telemedicine to other specidties.
However, thiswould require facility providers to make the referral and Colorado Access
to approve the use of telemedicine.

The Department has the capacity to perform more telemedicine encounters and it needs
to take active stepsto do so. Telemedicine provides qudity hedth care to inmates while
reducing the number of inmates that need to be transported to off-ste medica facilities.

Tdemedicine Can Bea Viable Alternative
to Transporting Inmates

Wefound that at least three other states, Virginia, lowa, and Texas, are currently utilizing
telemedicine as andternative to trangporting inmatesto off-dte medicd facilities. Virginia
performed over 800 consultations in 20 medica specidties. lowa reported 274
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encountersin 8 specidties. Texas, by far, has the most extendve telemedicine program.
The gtate contracts with two university hospitalsto provide dl hedth care services to its
185,000 inmates. The hospitals use telemedicine to offer specidity care in 30 medical
gpecidties. One of the hospitals estimated that it conducted over 2,400 telemedicine
encountersduring Fiscal Y ear 2000 whilethe other performed 30,000 consultationsduring
thelast fiveyears. The State paysthe hospitals over $100 million for al inmate hedth care.
One of the hospitas alocates approximately $850,000 for its telemedicine services, with
about haf of the money going for technology costs. Each of these states has reported that
the use of telemedicine has sgnificantly reduced the number of inmates transported for
medica care. One Texas provider estimated that the use of telemedicine eliminated about
60 percent of inmate transports.

Telemedicine Eliminatesthe Need to Transport
|nmates

As part of our audit work we attempted to determine if the Department’s use of
tdemedicine could significantly reduce the need to transport inmates to off-site medica
fecilities. One reason that the technology is currently underutilized by the Department is
the belief that telemedicine encountersresult intheinmate sbeing trangported for additiona
medical care. We reviewed the medicd files of a sample of inmates who participated in
a leest one telemedicine encounter. We examined medica files for 53 inmates
representing 55 telemedicine consultations. Our evaluation indicated thet al of theinmates
had previoudy been treated for the same medical condition at the correctiond facility and
insome cases had a so received outside medical care. The telemedicine encounters were
used to provide an initid diagnos's, offer asecond opinion, or follow up on previous care.
Overdl we found:

a 23 (42 percent) of the telemedicine encounters resulted in no additiona follow-up
being required.

b. 13 (24 percent) of the telemedicine encounters resulted in arecommendation for
additiond follow-up viatdemedicine.

C. 19 (34 percent) of thetedlemedicine encounters resulted in theinmate having to go
off-gte for medical tests that could not be done at the correctiond facility. In at
least three of these cases, the medica tests were performed at ahospita near the
correctiona facility and the results forwarded to the telemedicine provider in
Denver.
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Our work showsthat in 36 of the 55 (65 percent) telemedicine encounterstheinmatesdid
not have to be trangported from the correctiond facility. Even in those cases where an
inmatewas referred for outside medica treatment, the inmate was transported outsde the
fadlity one less time than would have occurred without telemedicine. The use of
telemedicine saved the Department the cost of trangporting the inmates and reduced the
security risk to the generd public becausetheinmate received medica trestment within the
correctiond facility. At the same time, the inmate recaeived qudity hedth care.

Recommendation No. 9:

The Department of Correctionsshould work withitsindividua correctiond facility medica
personnd, private specidists, and Colorado Access to increase the use of telemedicine
technology. This should include an examination of additional medical specidtiesthat can
be provided via telemedicine.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. Expanson of Departmenta Telemedicine Servicesis agod of Clinicd
Services. Equipment and funding to meet this goad have become available
gradudly over the last year. Our present provider network, as stated in the audit,
is centered on Denver. This was initidly necessary for several reasons. The
Universty Hospita and Denver Hedlth Medica Center had the necessary
televideo equipment, and more importantly, the necessary physcian specidiststo
provide the rlevant services. Equipment (peripherds) was not initidly avallable
in the southern area of the state, and the northern area of service subsequently
continued to be developed and utilized. As southern area use increased, a
gonificant correctiond issue became apparent.  An inmate patient seen via
telemedicine in the southern regionwould require trangport to Denver for surgery
and follow-up care. This increased risk to the public, as well as, increasing
daffing and trangportation requirements. Clinica Services adminidration, at this
point, made a decison to temporarily decrease use in the southern area until a
southern network could be developed. To this end we have notified Colorado
Access of the need to establish a provider network in the south. As aresult of
this Colorado Access has begun meeting with the adminigtrator from Colorado
Mental Hedth Indtitute of Pueblo who has agreed to purchase tdemedicine
equipment and devel op agreementswith providersto providethose services. This
processis ongoing and is recognized as a Sgnificant priority.
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Multi-Use Network Can Aid Expansion of
Telemedicine

Currently the Department uses two hospitds, both located in Denver, for telemedicine
sarvices. Teemedicine provides qudity hedth careto inmates while reducing the need to
trangport inmates outside of correctiona facilities. The Department needs to expand its
capacity to use telemedicine by accessing providersoutside of the Denver area. A specific
focus of the Department should be obtaining specidists in the Pueblo and Canon City
aress. The State's development of the Multi-Use Network can assist the Department in
expanding its telemedicine network.

The State is developing a Multi-Use Network that over a three-year period will bring a
fiber-optic network to al aress of the State. The State has hired acontractor to install the
fiber-optic cable to al of the counties and specific facilities in each county. Each of the
state-owned correctiond facilitieswill recaive this network infrastructure. The hospital a
the Colorado Mental Hedlth Indtitute at Pueblo (CMHIP) will also become part of the
Multi-Use Network. This provides the opportunity for the Department to establish a
tdemedicine relationship with CMHIP. The Department aready uses CMHIP as a
medical services provider. On the basis of a review of Department records, we
determined that the Department transported 142 inmates to scheduled medical
appointments at CMHIP during April 2000. Establishing atelemedicine relationship with
CMHIP should alow the Department to greetly reduce the number of inmatestransported
to the facility. Both the Department and its managed hedth care provider Colorado
Access agree that CMHIP is a viable tdemedicine option. Colorado Access
representatives informed usthat they have hired a consultant to help bring CMHIP online.
The Multi-Use Network will provide the capability, but the Department and Colorado
Access will ill have to obtain the video equipment and convince the doctors to use the
technology.

The Department a so transportslarge numbersof inmatesto medicd facilitiesin Pueblo and
Canon City. Department records show it transported 124 inmates to Canon City and 93
to Pueblo during April 2000. The volume of medica gppointments indicates that medica
fadlitiesin these citiesmight also be good optionsfor telemedicine. A representative of the
Multi-Use Network informed usthat private nonprofit entities have the opportunity to join
the MNT. The entities would have to pay for the infrastructure but would then have the
ability to use the network. This could alow the Department to use private nonprofit
medicd facilitiesin Canon City and Pueblo as telemedicine providers.
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The Multi-Use Network provides the Department with an opportunity to expand its
telemedicine network. Although the creation of the network providesthefiber-optic cable
that can be used to carry the telemedicine transmission, expansion of its telemedicine
program may require the Department to augment its current infrastructure. Evenwiththe
MNT, the Department will need to connect various entities through a port on its video
network bridge. The Department currently operates one bridge with 20 ports. Using its
own bridge saves the Department money by eiminating the need to make connections
through the State's CIVICS network, which costs $62.50 per hour for each participant.
However, the Department's existing bridge is dready full making it difficult to add more
telemedicine providers such as CMHIP and hospitals in Canon City and Pueblo.
Department representatives acknowledge that as its use of telemedicine and other video
conferencing increases, it might be more cost-effective to update its direct connection
capability rather than having to use CIVICS. One solution might be for the Department
to purchase another 24-port bridge. Although this is a significant expenditure, estimated
to be about $60,000, it could provide long-term cost savings by alowing the Department
to directly connect with more entities on the Multi-Use Network.

Recommendation No. 10:

The Department of Corrections should actively seek to expand the number of providers
it accesses through telemedicine. The Department should specificaly study the possibility
of uang the hogpitd at the Colorado Mentd Hedlth Ingtitute at Pueblo and loca hospitds
in Canon City and Pueblo as telemedicine providers. One aspect of the study should be
the adility of the Depatment to obtain additiond providers through its current
infrastructure.

Department of Corrections Response:

Agree. Recommendation #9 and #10 are very smilar in that they both Satethe
need to develop Telemedicine as a high quaity aternative to transportation of
inmate patients. Clinica Servicesis committed to developing such a network.
Education of FTE gaff particularly of our Physcians is under way. We have
ingtructed Colorado Accessthat where Telemedicineisclinicaly gppropriateit will
not be considered optiona except as related to network problems in the south.
Colorado Mental Hedth Inditute in Pueblo isthe most likely telemedicine partner
for the southern region. Parkview Hospital of Pueblo and St Thomas Moore
Hospitd in Canon City are dso possible dternatives.




Appendix A
Central Transportation Unit
Weekly Transport Schedule

Monday

Round-trip Canon City to Denver Facilities

Round-trip Canon City to Crowley County Correctional Facility, Arkansas
Valley Correctional Facility, and Bent County Correctional Facility
Round-trip between facilities in Canon City and Pueblo

Court Transports

Scheduled Medical Appointments in Canon City and Pueblo

Walkovers between adjacent facilities

Tuesday

Round-trip Canon City to Denver Facilities

Round-trip Canon City to Buena Vista Correctional Facility

Round-trip Delta Correctional Facility to Buena Vista Correctional Facility
Round-trip Canon City to Limon Correctional Facility

Round-trip Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center to Sterling Correctional
Facility

Round-trip between facilities in Canon City and Pueblo

Court Transports

Scheduled Medical Appointments in Canon City and Pueblo

Walkovers between adjacent facilities

Wednesday

Round-trip Canon City to Denver Facilities

Round-trip Canon City to Huerfano County Correctional Facility
Round-trip between facilities in Canon City and Pueblo

Court Transports

Scheduled Medical Appointments in Canon City and Pueblo
Walkovers between adjacent facilities

First Wednesday of month to Boot Camp

Thursday

Round-trip Canon City to Denver Facilities

Round-trip Canon City to Buena Vista Correctional Facility
Round-trip Canon City to Crowley County, Arkansas Valley and Bent
County Correctional Facilities

Round-trip Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center and Sterling
Correctional Facility

Round-trip between facilities in Canon City and Pueblo

Court Transports

Scheduled Medical Appointments in Canon City and Pueblo
Walkovers between adjacent facilities

Friday

Round-trip Canon City to Denver Facilities

Round-trip between facilities in Canon City and Pueblo
Court Transports

Scheduled Medical Appointments in Canon City and Pueblo
Walkovers between adjacent facilities

Source: Department of Corrections, Central Transportation Unit.
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