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JUDICIAL BRANCH 

FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 

1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

COMMON QUESTIONS 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental 
(HLD) decrease in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please 
include dollar and percentage share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all 
divisions and programs within the Department. Please describe the use of vacancy 
savings, delayed hiring, and the implementation of one-time or ongoing operating 
savings. Please describe the urgency of the Department's need to engage in a furlough 
in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings in other ways. 

[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the 
Department’s strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower 
staffing levels to begin with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your 
approach?  

In late March 2020, at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Judicial Department was asked 
by Joint Budget Committee staff to reduce expenditures in anticipation of a significant General 
Fund shortfall.  The Department immediately implemented a hiring freeze and eliminated non-
essential expenditures.  These actions allowed the Department to submit a late negative 
supplemental request that provided $6.9 million in General Fund savings at the end of FY20.   

During Figure Setting for the FY21 Budget, the Joint Budget Committee staff sought budget 
reductions for all state agencies and the Judicial Department. Unlike many Executive Branch 
Departments, the Judicial Department’s primary programs budgets (Appellate, General Courts 
Administration, Trial Courts, and Probation Programs) are over 90% personal services.  As a 
result, even relatively minimal budget reductions have potentially negative consequences for 
staffing levels.  The Department worked collaboratively with Judicial Department leaders from 
around the state to identify a plan to reduce the overall General Fund appropriation.  These 
included a combination of substantial cash fund refinancing totaling $12 million and an additional 
$22 million in other General Fund reductions. Consequently, the FY21 Judicial Department’s 
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General Fund appropriation was reduced by $34 million, including the 5.0% H/L/D reduction 
($10.6 million).   

The Governor’s Office of State Planning and Budgeting (OSPB) issued revised budget instruction 
targets for the FY22 Budget to all state agencies (the Judicial Department was not bound to this 
guidance but did meet OSPB requirements) asking for 10% reductions from the final FY20 
appropriations.  This resulted in a Judicial Department FY22 Budget Request that nearly equals 
the final FY21 appropriation. 

Therefore, the FY21 reductions coupled with the FY22 budget targets required the Judicial 
Department to make a difficult decision about how to manage its budget reduction.   As mentioned 
previously, the Judicial Department’s primary programs budgets are over 90% personal services 
thereby necessitating either a permanent reduction in FTE or the implementation of substantial 
furloughs Department wide to meet JBC mandated budget reductions.   

The Department initially calculated that staff would need to take approximately 12 furlough days 
in both FY21 and FY22 to meet the reduced appropriated budgets.  The Department assessed the 
operational disruptions with requiring 12 furlough days for all personnel compared with other 
options.  In order to more closely align authorized FTE with the reduced General Fund 
appropriation, the Department made the difficult decision to make permanent FTE reductions 
(196.7 positions of which 111.4 were occupied) at the start of FY21, thereby eliminating the need 
for furloughs to meet the reduced General Fund appropriation.  A key consideration was the 
volatility of state revenue.  Given the potential for further revenue declines, the number of furlough 
days could balloon beyond 12 days and create an untenable compensation level for the majority of 
employees.  The Department’s budget reductions were incredibly difficult but allowed the 
Department to promote job stability and predictability for the staff that remained.   

The FY22 Budget Reduction #1 (BR#1) takes the $10.6 million H/L/D reduction in FY21 and 
permanently apportions the reductions in program lines.  These reductions have already been 
accounted for in FY21 as the reduced H/L/D allocation has forced the programs to use base 
personal services dollars to pay a portion of the insurance premiums.   Further, there are other 
reductions included in BR#1 that were necessary to meet the OSPB budget reduction targets.   
Ultimately BR#1 is a technical true-up, in that it is making the reductions taken in FY21 through 
the reduced H/L/D appropriation permanent in the program budgets. 

Some of the members of the Joint Budget Committee expressed concern at the departmental 
briefing about the impact of these reductions on court and probation operations.   Given that the 
Department was not funded to be fully staffed to meet caseload demands prior to the pandemic, 
the budget cuts had an immediate impact as detailed below.  If budgetary circumstances improve, 
the Department is prepared to submit a budget amendment modifying the reductions of BR#1 
which would enable the Department to reinstate some of the critical FTE positions that were 
eliminated at the start of this fiscal year.   
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Trial Courts: 

The trial courts utilize weighted caseload models to determine staffing levels and resource need.  
The Judicial Department calculates staffing levels every spring to provide the most current data 
possible to inform budget and staffing decisions for the upcoming fiscal year.  The below table 
outlines the statewide staffing levels as calculated in May of 2020. 

FY21 Trial Court Statewide Staffing Overview1 

Pre-budget Cut Staffing Levels 

(May 2020) 

District Court Judicial Officers 86.3% 

Class B County Court (Full-time) Judicial 
Officers 

81.9% 

Trial Court Staff 85.3% 

1Staffing need is calculated using actual filings between April 1, 2019 and March 31, 
2020.  Staffing levels are reflected as a percentage of full staffing (100%).  Judicial 

Officers includes judges, magistrates and water referees.  Staff includes all non-

judicial officer trial court staff positions. 

Although the statewide staffing levels prior to budget reductions averaged in the low-to-mid 80 
percent range across the three models, staffing levels by district varied, with some locations as low 
as 76 percent of full staffing in some categories and others closer to 100 percent staffing.  Relative 
staffing percentages across locations served as the basis for determining the distribution of the 
reductions across positions in the most equitable way possible.  The Judicial Department 
implemented the reductions with the target of bringing all locations to approximately 80 percent 
of full staffing.  Locations that were at or below 80 percent staffing prior to the reductions were 
not required to make further reductions.  Equalizing staffing levels across judicial districts meant 
that the staff reductions were not the same in every judicial district. The FY21 statewide staffing 
levels after implementing the necessary reductions are outlined in the table below. 
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FY21 Trial Court Statewide Staffing Overview1 

Post-budget Cut Staffing Levels 

(July 2020) 

District Judicial Officer 82.6% 

Class B County Judicial Officer 81.4% 

Trial Court Staff 80.4% 

1Staffing need is calculated using actual filings between April 1, 2019 and March 31, 
2020.  Staffing levels are reflected as a percentage of full staffing (100%).  Judicial 
Officers includes judges, magistrates and water referees.  Staff includes all non-
judicial officer trial court staff positions. Magistrate and trial court staff positions 
were subject to reductions. Final percentages may vary slightly as position 

reductions are finalized. 

The Judicial Department will re-assess staffing levels in the Spring of 2021.  

Public health measures implemented as a result of the pandemic have significantly impacted the 
trial courts in ways that affect workload measurement and staffing calculations.  Since mid-March 
of 2020, various public health measures have restricted the ability of litigants to file cases with 
the courts.  Although some fluctuation in filings in targeted areas is normal year to year, the trial 
court workload models rely on filing data in a preceding year to be generally stable in order to 
adequately assess and project the resource need for the next year. Additionally, the adaptations 
the courts have made during this time are not reflected in the workload models.  For example, the 
use of virtual hearings was likely occurring in a very limited fashion if at all when the workload 
models were last updated.  Therefore, the impact on judge and staff time to conduct virtual 
hearings would not be captured accurately. However, in the past year, the use of virtual court 
proceedings statewide has expanded significantly both in scale and scope.   Virtual hearings, while 
valuable, are slower than in-person proceedings, requiring more time for judicial officers and 
staff.  Additionally, social distancing requirements have increased the time needed to meet  in-
person customer service requirements.  Given these unique circumstances in 2020, the Judicial 
Department is carefully evaluating how these significant shifts in doing business will impact the 
traditional process for staffing level calculation.   

Probation: 

Like the trial courts, probation utilized a staffing model to determine staffing levels and resources 
needs for each judicial district. The model is based on the previous fiscal year’s data and statistics 
and the model calculates staffing levels every spring to provide the most current data possible to 
inform budget and staffing decisions for the upcoming fiscal year. As with the trial courts model, 
relative staffing levels were used for budget reductions. Locations that were at or below 80 percent 
staffing prior to the reductions were not required to make further reductions.  Equalizing staffing 
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levels across judicial districts meant staff reductions were not evenly distributed across judicial 
districts. While some locations were not required to make any cuts, other locations made 
significant cuts.   
 
Pre-pandemic, probation was staffed at 83% statewide.  After budget reductions, probation’s 
overall staffing level reduced to 79% statewide. A variety of positions were permanently reduced 
including managers, supervisors, probation officers, and support staff.  A combination of 
vacancies, reorganization efforts, and layoffs were used by districts to accommodate permanent 
budget reductions. 
 

Probation Staffing Level 
Staffing Level before 
budget reductions 

Staffing Level after 
budget reductions 

Overall 83% 79% 

 
  

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic 
have changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, 
budgetary, and office space impacts.  
 

Trial Courts: 

Court operations during the COVID-19 pandemic required shifts in the way people, space, 
technology and financial resources are utilized in the trial courts, with changes in one area 
often driving challenges in others.  To continue serving  the public and processing cases, 
while keeping both staff and members of public safe, courts are deploying every available 
strategy, including staggering hearing and reporting times, utilizing virtual platforms and 
remote work when possible, restructuring physical spaces to accommodate social 
distancing, outfitting facilities with plexiglass and other protective barriers, increasing 
virtual resources and information, and encouraging individuals to correspond via 
telephone, e-mail, or mail whenever possible.  Most courts have been forced to reduce the 
front counter staff by at least 50 percent in order to comply with social distancing 
requirements.  The courts have also had to implement rigorous cleaning protocols which 
is an added duty court staff must address with fewer people to do the work, resulting in 
even more delays for court users and the public. 

Due to the public health guidelines for trial court operations, jury trials in particular have 
experienced unprecedented disruption.  Criminal jury trials involve constitutional 
protections for the accused and tight statutory timeframes, and these trials continue to be 
one of the top priorities for courts around the state. Between January and November of 
2019, there were approximately 1,900 jury trials held statewide. However, in 2020 there 
have been just 742 jury trials held in this same time period, or 38% of what is typical for 
this time.  A moratorium on jury trials was first issued by the Chief Justice on March 16, 
2020 and was continued until July 24, 2020, at which point courts could request permission 
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from the Chief Justice to conduct jury trials it could be done safely.  Most trial courts 
resumed jury trials in late July and August only to again face heightened safety protocols 
and community spread of the virus.    Given the current surge in cases and increased public 
health restrictions implemented in the past six weeks, judicial districts have suspended jury 
trials into January and February 2021 with few exceptions.   

Courthouses across the state have limited spaces that can accommodate all the necessary 
participants for a jury trial in compliance with public health guidelines, and some do not 
have any courtrooms that are large enough.  In fact, some districts rented large spaces to 
accommodate jury calls with appropriate physical distancing.  Furthermore, the ability to 
summons the appropriate number of potential jurors and to process them with strict 
adherence to social distancing and cleaning protocols requires significantly more time and 
staff.  Prior to the pandemic, prospective jurors reported to the courthouse at the same time 
and went through the jury screening process as a single cohort.  Social distancing 
requirements require juror reporting times to be staggered.  This means court staff process 
waves of potential jurors throughout the day as opposed to a single process.  Feedback 
from jury commissioners indicate the jury selection requires double the amount of time it 
took pre-pandemic, and for cases requiring a larger pool of potential jurors, the time has 
increased even more.  For individuals summonsed to jury service, this also results in a 
greater disruption to work and family obligations.  Even once social distancing guidelines 
lessen and courts can return to more efficient practices, the growing backlog of jury trials 
is of great concern.  This backlog will impact the courts’ ability to process other cases, 
such as divorces, juvenile matters, and civil disputes.  

The trial courts have adopted and are using virtual proceedings to the extent possible.    
Providing for virtual participation and access for some court proceedings allows continued 
progress in cases while adhering to public health orders.  Optimizing the use of technology 
and virtual platforms is a key strategy in managing the potential backlog and delays created 
by other aspects of the work.  But this approach is not without challenges and increased 
costs for the trial courts.  Virtual court proceedings require more time than in-person.  
Proceedings often involve multiple participants with varying levels of technology access 
and competence resulting in the routine need to troubleshoot and resolve technical issues 
prior to and throughout virtual proceedings.  The accumulation of time spent on managing 
and resolving technical difficulties can be significant and places additional demands on an 
already reduced workforce. Also, judicial officers indicate that complex proceedings 
involving extensive evidence and exhibits take longer in a virtual environment.  Matters 
requiring the use of an interpreter require double or triple the amount of time in virtual 
proceedings as simultaneous interpretation is not possible with existing tools.  

The limitations of the existing tools also create challenges for maintaining the integrity of 
the court record, which is a critical foundation to the work of the courts.  Court reporters 
and court staff responsible for maintaining the court record indicate significant challenges 
to accurately recording events when parties are appearing virtually.  Connections can be 
unstable, leading to unclear or missed audio, and the sound quality in a virtual environment 
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is inherently worse than pre-pandemic in-person proceedings.  Even with in person 
proceedings, capturing content when parties are speaking through masks or disposable 
microphone covers, utilizing larger spaces with different acoustics and recording 
equipment, and parties speaking across larger than usual distances can all create difficulties 
in ensuring an accurate, clear and complete record is maintained.  These factors all 
contribute to proceedings requiring more time as parties are frequently having to slow 
down and repeat themselves over the course of the proceeding.   

Probation: 
 
Probation officers are state employees, but they work out of space provided by the county.  
Office space complications vary at the local level based on the infrastructure and resources 
available in each county.   Local health department requirements impacting probations 
operations vary, but many restrictions do not allow for safe and distanced in-person 
appointments and group supervision, or educational and treatment interventions for clients.  
Probation departments have adapted operations to ensure probationers receive supervision, 
while avoiding face-to-face interactions. 
 
Budgetarily, local probation departments are spending more on PPE, telehealth, basic client 
needs (e.g. housing, food, clothing, transportation, disposable cell phones), and other 
accommodations for the pandemic while spending less on drug testing and other operational 
needs.   Technology platforms for verified and legally accepted signatures on court and 
programmatic documents (e.g. Docusign) are expensive and, thus, not universally available 
statewide.   While constrained, the districts are managing reduced operational budgets 
effectively and shifting expenditures wisely.   
 
Programmatically, districts are limiting home visits, in-person psycho-educational services, 
and working to extend community service hour requirements where possible.   Probation 
officers have increased work to locate clients who have absconded to get them reconnected 
and re-engaged in supervision and treatment services.  Probation officers must coordinate 
more complex telehealth services for clients who struggle with connecting to services.   
Probation and courts are increasing their use of summons instead of arrest warrants to avoid 
the health risks of incarceration.  While virtual appointments are an effective technical proxy 
to keep connected among clients and staff, they do not compare equally to the interpersonal 
aspect of in-person work and are not a full surrogate for building an effective working alliance 
with probationers. 
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[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and 
which would you anticipate sustaining over the long term?  

Trial Courts: 

The Judicial Department anticipates courts will continue to utilize virtual hearings on a targeted 
basis after the public health crisis is resolved. Recently, the Judicial Department formed a Virtual 
Proceedings Committee, comprised of appellate and trial court judicial officers, court reporters, 
jury commissioners, clerks of courts, legal counsel, and State Court Administrator’s Office staff 
to identify procedures for language access, court operations, dispute resolution, access to justice, 
and information and technology.  The Committee developed a best practices and recommendations 
document based on both local and national research and experience with holding court proceedings 
virtually.  The Committee continues to meet to further several projects related to virtual trial court 
proceedings and to troubleshoot issues that arise as courts across the state  

Probation: 

For long-term and sustainable strategies after the pandemic, virtual appointments, virtual court 
proceedings, and telehealth options have been very promising to augment in-person appointments, 
especially for lower and medium risk clients.   These innovations have been helpful; especially in 
rural areas where treatment and public transportation are in limited supply.  It is also plausible that 
more conservative use of sobriety monitoring and use of summons (rather than arrest warrants) 
could be promising, especially for lower risk cases and when clients have demonstrated behavior 
change.  The Department envisions these options being viable and sustainable practices to 
diversify methods for supervision and treatment.  Finally, rural areas have long struggled with 
training and development for staff due to travel obligations and high caseloads.    Virtual training 
and meetings for probation staff have been promising to supplement in-person professional 
development and especially helpful for rural areas.  Some of these will demand operational fiscal 
resources to sustain and scale to statewide levels. 

3  [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court 
operations in 2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when 
normal court operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? 
Please explain.   

Since March of 2020, the COVID-19 virus and the resulting public health restrictions, emergency 
orders and orders of the Chief Justice have substantially impacted trial court operations and filings.  
As noted in our response to Question 2, the impacts are multifaceted and have required significant 
changes to court operations to remain available to the public on essential matters and to continue 
the progress of existing cases whenever possible.   

Evictions have been a focus throughout the pandemic as the economic conditions have led to 
greater housing instability.  According to the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment, the 
unemployment rate in Colorado in October 2020 was 6.4%, significantly higher than just over 2% 
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prior to the pandemic1.  Multiple moratoriums on evictions have limited the filings of these cases 
since April 2020.  When compared to 2019, eviction filings are down approximately 56%.  As 
public assistance programs reduce targeted emergency relief benefits and moratoriums on filing 
evictions expire, matters related to economic distress such as evictions and debt collection will 
undoubtedly increase and are likely to have been accumulating during this time period where 
pursuing court remedies was prohibited.   

Filings in nearly all case classes have decreased in 2020 compared to the same time period in 2019, 
with county civil (-34%), juvenile delinquency (-25%), traffic infractions (-24%) and felony 
criminal (-22%) showing the most significant declines.  All of these case types are expected to 
return and exceed previous filing levels as public health concerns resolve and restrictions are lifted, 
and all government and community systems are able to move beyond prioritizing only the most 
urgent matters.  

One area of great concern is accumulation of jury trials and the ripple effect of delays in other case 
types as criminal cases specifically must meet statutory timelines in case processing and uphold 
due process rights.   It is important to note the number of cases scheduled for trial has not changed; 
only the capacity of the court to hold these proceedings. Given the statutory timeframes criminal 
cases must follow, the tremendous backlog in these cases ultimately translates to significant delays 
in processing important proceedings such as divorces, certain juvenile matters, civil disputes and 
other matters that greatly impact the lives of individuals involved.    

Because of the statutory timeframes and need to protect individuals due process rights, criminal 
jury trials will be prioritized. The strain created by the backlog of jury trials will result in case 
management practices that negatively impact the parties in other case types and the public out of 
necessity to prioritize this work.  This results in increased docket size and more continuances in 
other cases to accommodate those with the most pressing timelines.  Multiple continuances not 
only delay the resolution of a case, they create a significant hardship on victims, witnesses, and 
the families of parties to a case as these individuals often must make work and childcare 
arrangements to be present for each court date.  For victims, this process can result in re-
victimizing these individuals as the proceedings prolong a traumatic event over extended periods 
of time and repeatedly interrupts the victim’s life before the case is resolved and restitution or 
other reparations can be ordered.  

This intense focus on jury trials will mean other cases not under the same time pressures will face 
significant delays. This means children may remain in out-of-home placements or foster care 
beyond what is otherwise necessary as dockets become more crowded.  Divorce proceedings, 
which often include child custody decisions and asset division, are delayed.  Individuals engaged 
in civil disputes may have to wait longer to have their cases heard in court.  One measure the 
Judicial Department utilizes to monitor workload and the ability to effectively process trial court 
matters before the courts is to assess timeliness of proceedings.  Performance goals for trial courts 

 

1 Press Release: Colorado Employment Situation-October 2020, Colorado Department of Labor and Employment: 
https://www.colmigateway.com/admin/gsipub/htmlarea/uploads/Oct20PR.pdf 
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have been established through various means, including Chief Justice Directive (CJD) 08-05 which 
outlines case management standards.  This directive was developed with input from judges and 
establishes aspirational time processing goals for each case class.  The strain the courts are 
presently experiencing in current conditions is readily apparent in the statewide timeliness data.  
The tables below reflect the percentage of active cases that have been open longer than the 
organizational time standard defined in CJD 08-05 and compares the court performance in this 
area in Quarter One of FY20 and FY21. 

TABLE 1 

District Court Case Management Time Standards Established Pursuant CJD 08-05 

 

Case Class 

% of Pending Cases 
Exceeding Target 

Target 1st Quarter                
FY20 

1st Quarter   
FY21 

Civil 10.93% 16.96% 
No more than 10% of cases open more than 
one year. 

Criminal 5.45% 9.19% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than one 
year. 

Domestic Relations 4.20% 6.55% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than one 
year. 

Juvenile Delinquency 4.28% 7.14% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than one 
year. 

Dependency and Neglect (over 6 years old)* 3.76% 3.92% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than 18 
months. 

Dependency and Neglect (under 6 years old)* 4.90% 6.07% 
No more than 10% of cases open more than 
one year. 

 
* The standards in dependency and neglect are under review.  This measure shows time to first permanency hearing. 
    A more optimal measure would be time to true permanent placement or termination of court jurisdiction. 

 
 
TABLE 2 

County Court Case Management Time Standards Established Pursuant CJD 08-05 

Case Class 

% of Pending Cases  
Exceeding Target 

Target 
1st Quarter  
FY20 

   1st Quarter  
FY21 

Civil 6.23% 14.73% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than six 
months. 

Misdemeanor 13.44% 31.82% 
No more than 10% of cases open more than 
six months. 

Small Claims 9.02% 17.53% 
No more than 1% of cases open more than six 
months. 

Traffic 7.42% 28.69% 
No more than 5% of cases open more than six 
months. 

DUI/DWAI 12.42% 31.82% 
No more than 20% of cases open more than 
seven months. 

 
The areas seeing the greatest increase in delayed processing times are county court cases, which 
involve a greater number of parties without attorneys. These delays are expected to growth further 
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as case volume returns which will only exacerbate the negative impacts to public safety, disruption 
of families and the business community, and increase costs for other agencies as well. When courts 
face backlogs of this magnitude and heightened workload demands at a time when trial court staff 
and resources have been reduced, members of the public are ultimately burdened with delays in 
case resolution resulting in significant negative impacts to individual lives and the concept of 
justice. 

In an effort to mitigate the anticipated strain created by the backlog of jury trials and flood of 
eviction cases, trial courts have used all available means to continue to process and resolve cases 
during this time.  These strategies include staggering hearing and reporting times, restructuring 
physical spaces to accommodate social distancing and outfitting facilities with plexiglass and other 
protective barriers, increasing virtual resources and information and encouraging individuals to 
correspond via telephone, e-mail or mail whenever possible.  The use of virtual platforms to 
conduct proceedings has been essential to continuing the progress of cases in 2020. Many 
courthouses have not allowed public access except for emergency cases or greatly restricted in-
person access due to the public health emergency.  Prior to the pandemic, contract mediators met 
with the parties in the courthouse.  Mediation has shifted almost entirely to a virtual environment.   
Virtual dispute resolution has been a helpful tool to allow parties to continue to make progress in 
their cases even while the courts experience delays and limitations on what matters can be heard.  
Although, as noted in Question 2, the use of technology to hold hearings and other proceedings 
virtually has resulted in challenges and increased time demands for staff as opposed to creating 
efficiencies in the current context.  Despite these challenges, virtual proceedings, even if more 
cumbersome, have allowed the work to move forward in many respects and the Judicial 
Department is committed to continuing the use of virtual platforms and refining both our process 
and available technologies to one day realize efficiencies.   

Probation: 
 
Due to fiscal note timeframes and the design of the bill, the Department was not resourced with 
new FTE for FY 2021-22 to accommodate new court reports, assessments and other statewide 
operational changes required under SB 19-108 (Juvenile Justice Reform).  While the timing, pace, 
and scale of backlogged cases is incalculable, it is certain that probation will be contending with 
requirements to implement SB 19-108 which will coincide (Summer 2021) with courts clearing 
backlogged cases.  This will invariably impact new intakes to probation; a problem compounded 
by permanent FTE reductions that were required due to the state fiscal climate.  It is estimated that 
SB 19-108 implementation will require 15.40 new FTE to accommodate the workload (11 
probation officers; 4.40 support staff and supervisors). 
 
While there may be opportunities to recruit volunteer/intern help and temporary contract staff to 
assist with intakes and other operations, those are in limited supply and not universally available.  
The Department envisions a possibility of group intakes to accommodate the backlog.  However, 
this is only practical to the degree that local health department requirements and the availability of 
the vaccine allow for safe execution of group interactions to accommodate the backlog.   Early 
termination and abbreviated pre-sentence reports, where appropriate, may also help.   Probation 

Combined 11



 

17-Dec-2020 12 JUD-hearing 

will also have to continue suspension of current internal programming (e.g. cognitive restructuring 
programs), staff training, and discretionary program development in order to execute core services 
(e.g.  direct supervision, court-ordered reports and victim services.   Probation staff have raised 
concerns that some clients will face housing challenges once eviction prohibitions are lifted.  Chief 
Probation Officers are also highly concerned about the health, well-being, and retention of staff 
who are working under high pressure and high-volume conditions and limited staffing levels while 
also expecting the inevitable increase in work to accommodate the backlog as well as SB 19-108 
requirements. 

 
 

4 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across 
the court system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to 
access the courts or your services during the pandemic? What technology investments 
would assist the courts or your agency in managing the current pandemic situation in 
the short term, as well as into the future?  

The pandemic required an extremely rapid change in how business of the courts and probation 
were conducted.  The Department was well prepared on a technological front to handle continuing 
operations of these business functions.  However, several gaps and challenges remain as a result 
of the pandemic that must be addressed going forward.  Below is a list of identified gaps that need 
to be addressed to ensure that the citizens of Colorado can fully access the courts and effectively 
participate in services provided by the courts and probation.  The Department is currently assessing 
the financial impact of the initiatives listed below.  Once planning is complete, the Department 
may require additional resources for implementation.   

 
1. Internet/Broadband Access – The dramatic shift to virtual court proceedings and increased 

remote workforce has created a strain on available network capacity due to the usage of video 
conferencing for court and administrative functions.  In several court locations throughout the 
state, network usage exceeds available capacity, which results in poor audio and video or 
dropped video proceedings.  This has negatively impacted overall Department operations and 
the involvement of the public in court proceedings.   
 
The Department has worked with service providers in an effort to increase bandwidth, however 
this is not always possible.  The Department has begun the process of developing a solution to 
address the broadband capacity limitations around the state.  A key component of this strategy 
is to implement a technology known as Software Defined Network (SDWAN), which relies on 
a secondary internet provider where secure web traffic such as web conferencing and virtual 
hearings can be offloaded directly to the internet instead of utilizing the same network circuit 
Department applications must use to connect to its datacenter.  This improvement is critical to 
the overall capacity of the network and to provide the high level of service expected by the 
public.   
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2. Court record and Audio Visual – In order for virtual proceedings to be successful, the court
record needs to be clear and complete.  During the pandemic, the Department was required to
implement new methods of capturing the electronic court record during virtual court hearings.
Outdated systems do not have the ability to fully capture all participants that may be connecting
to the court remotely.  As a result, the Department has been actively updating this equipment
around the state.

These components are closely integrated with the courtroom’s audio-visual systems.  Many
courtrooms throughout the state do not have adequate audio/visual systems capable of
recording multiple input (i.e., voice) channels, record a phone line directly, or connect to a
computer. These limitations prevent the Department from providing an accurate and audible
court record.  To address the gap in achieving more virtual court proceedings and their
effectiveness, the Department is procuring additional audio-visual components, web cameras,
microphones, video conferencing equipment, and services through one or more vendors to help
with an expedited deployment and configuration of the equipment

3. Remote Simultaneous Interpreting – As court and probation business functions continue to
move to virtual court proceedings, a viable solution to provide remote simultaneous
interpreting for non-English speaking court participants continues to be a challenge. The
Department has made every effort to establish technology solutions that provide the best
experience possible for non-English speaking citizens. However, in many cases an
asynchronous approach is used and can severely delay court proceedings, especially in large
dockets.

The issue of remote simultaneous interpreting remains a significant gap in providing adequate
access to justice and continues to be a topic of discussion and focus with internal working
committees.  The solutions noted above will also result in improvements in remote interpreting.
Any investment in technology to help facilitate remote simultaneously interpretation would
continue to ensure non-English speaking participants in the courts are equally represented. This
investment will be important beyond the current need to provide more capability in a remote
environment as this technology can be used to ensure access to limited proficient English

speakers in rural areas and for languages where finding an interpreter is difficult.

4. Limited Availability of Analog Phone Lines – To record a virtual proceeding in most
courtrooms using the Department’s standard court reporting software, the courtroom
audio/visual system or conference phone must dial into the web conference meeting. In many
court locations, particularly rural court locations, the number of courtrooms dialing-in utilizes
all or most available phone lines (maximum allowable simultaneous calls) leaving little to no
lines available for the public or Department personnel to connect into.

The long-term solution is a shift from traditional phone lines to digital phone technology which
can be scaled up and down quickly to meet business needs. Centralizing this technology into a
statewide system would also allow all court locations to hold any number of court proceedings
necessary to support the business, as well as any number of participants that need to be
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involved. This technology is dependent on a secondary internet provider in each court location, 
which Is not yet available everywhere. 

COURTS AND PROBATION (JUD) 

GENERAL COURTS QUESTIONS 

5. [Rep. Ransom] How does the speedy trial requirement apply to the trials that have been
delayed or stopped due to COVID restrictions? Under what circumstances would charges be
dropped?

Both the United States and Colorado Constitution guarantee defendants the right to a speedy trial.  
In addition to these constitutional guarantees, Colorado has enacted statutory speedy trial 
protection for defendants in criminal cases.  Pursuant to section 18-1-405(1), C.R.S., if a defendant 
is not brought to trial within six months of the date the defendant enters a plea of not guilty, “the 
pending charges shall be dismissed, and the defendant shall not again be indicted, informed 
against, or committed for the same offense, or for another offense based upon the same act or series 
of acts arising out of the same criminal episode.” There are, however, a number of situations that 
extend  the speedy trial deadline, such as when the court declares a mistrial, when the defendant 
consents to extending the speedy trial deadline, when a witness or other evidence is unavailable, 
and when the delay is the result of the defendant’s conduct.   

There is no statutory exception to the speedy trial statute that specifically addresses the inability 
of courts to hold trials as a result of a state of emergency or a public health crisis.  However, as 
amended by the Colorado Supreme Court on July 22, 2020, Crim. P. Rule 24(c)(4) provides:  

At any time before trial, upon motion by a party or on its own motion, the court 
may declare a mistrial in a case on the ground that a fair jury pool cannot be safely 
assembled in that particular case due to a public health crisis or limitations brought 
about by such crisis. A declaration of a mistrial under this paragraph must be 
supported by specific findings.  

Therefore, although the statute does not specifically address the impact of a public health crisis on 
a defendant’s right to a speedy trial, Rule 24 allows a trial court to declare a mistrial if a jury pool 
cannot be safely assembled, thereby triggering an extension of the speedy trial deadline for up to 
three months.  §18-1-405(6)(e), C.R.S. Importantly, any declaration of a mistrial must be supported 
by specific findings, and those findings could be challenged by a party on appeal.  

In 2019, trial courts held roughly 1,700 jury trials in criminal cases (felony and misdemeanor) 
statewide between January 1st and November 24th.  During this same timeframe in 2020, only 661 
jury trials have been held, or approximately 39 percent of the typical volume.   
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6. [Rep. Herod] How have Specialty Courts been impacted by COVID-19? How does the
Department plan to ensure equal access to these types of courts? (Please see Denver Gazette
article dated Dec. 7, 2020)

Similar to general trial court operations, Problem Solving Courts (PSC) have seen significant 
disruption.  The response to the public health crisis caused a decrease in arrests and unprecedented 
delays in court processing.  This led to a decrease in the number of referrals and admissions into 
PSCs.  Other programmatic impacts involve the effects on participants, especially those without 
homes or access to technology. More so than ever before, participants are in a state of crisis and 
struggling to participate in program activities such as virtual hearings and critical treatment 
services.  This has left PSCs scrambling for resources to support technological access such as cell 
phones for participants and providing technological support to ensure access to court hearings.  In 
some cases, courts are also seeing greater engagement in and attendance at court hearings and 
greater engagement in treatment for those that have access to technology.  

The Problem-Solving Court budget was reduced by $359,000 for this fiscal year.  This removed 
funding historically used for training, technical assistance, and program evaluation.  Impact to 
PSCs across the state varied by district.  Five districts report not being able to provide the same 
level of PSC participant support related to treatment and incentives.  Two courts report reducing 
program capacity.  One district closed a problem-solving court.  The overall impact is participants 
may not be as successful in programs or their recovery if they are not receiving the same level of 
treatment or incentive support, and access to these programs is more restricted resulting in fewer 
participants being served.  The alternative for many participants, if they are unsuccessful in a PSC, 
may be prison.   

Ensuring equal access to problem-solving courts is crucial to the integrity of these programs and 
is a top priority for the Judicial Department.  The problem-solving court team at the State Court 
Administrator’s Office, with the support of a federal Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) grant, is 
offering technical assistance and support to courts statewide to ensure fidelity to the National 
Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) (including best practice standard II, Equity and 
Inclusion) and to Colorado Best Practices and Minimum Standards. More specifically, problem-
solving court eligibility criteria, entry processes, and services are a primary focus.  This is 
consistent with the recommendation listed in the statewide evaluation conducted by NPC research 
and in national and state best practice standards.  The PSC team is actively working with national 
training and technical assistance providers through NADCP and the National Drug Court Institute 
(NDCI) regarding their equity and inclusion toolkit, assessment, and training opportunities.  
Training related to equity, inclusion and implicit bias is also being provided to judges and staff. 

Certain charges and sentences may impact program eligibility for entry into a problem-solving 
court.  The PSC team is also providing support to programs to examine the types of charges that 
problem-solving courts can and are willing to take.  NADCP best practice standard II refers to not 
only equivalent access but also retention, treatment, incentives and sanctions, and sentences.     

Data are an important part of understanding where inequities exist and informs potential solutions.  
There remains a need for a robust data collections tool and data integrity.  A data collection tool is 
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currently under development and is funded through a Federal Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) 
grant.  The database will enhance data collection and analysis to support local programs in using 
data to determine how they align with the best practice standards, including standard II, Equity 
and Inclusion.  It will also allow each court to look at their community and criminal justice 
demographics to see how it does or does not align with their program and practices.  Teams will 
be able to produce their own reports and utilize data in real time to make decisions and program 
changes to improve access.   

7. [Sen. Moreno] How does the Department plan to use the additional $1.0 million General
Fund that was made available for the Eviction Legal Defense Fund through SB 20B-002
within the required time frame?

Senate Bill 20B-002 requires the State Court Administrator’s Office (SCAO) to award an 
additional $1.0 million to the existing grant recipients of the Eviction Legal Defense Fund by 
January 1, 2021.  Upon passage of the bill and receipt of the supplemental appropriation, SCAO 
began the process of determining award amounts, drafting contract amendments, and 
communicating with the existing awardees.  The $1.0 million will be distributed in accordance 
with the formula used to make initial awards.  The grant distribution formula is defined in statute 
and is based on the proportion of forcible entry and detainer (eviction) petitions filed in each county 
served by qualifying organizations and number of clients served in the preceding year [§§ 13-40-
127(4)(b)(I) and (II), C.R.S.].  Although SCAO is waiting for updated project budgets from each 
of the six current awardees to finalize contract amendments, the preliminary award amounts have 
been determined based on the grant distribution formula outlined above.  The table below outlines 
the awards by grant recipient for FY21. 

FY 2021 Eviction Legal Defense Fund Awards 

Award Recipient 
Initial FY 
2021 Award 

SB20B-002 
Award1 

Total FY 2021 
Award (General 
Fund) 

Alpine Legal Services $3,201.45 $5,335.74 $8,537.19 
Bridge to Justice $25,793.73 $42,989.54 $68,783.27 
Colorado Legal Services $491,628.99 $819,381.65 $1,311,010.65 
Uncompahgre Volunteer Legal Aid $4,276.88 $7,128.13 $11,405.01 
9to5 Colorado $48,879.62 $81,466.04 $130,345.66 
Colorado Poverty Law Project $26,219.33 $43,698.89 $69,918.22 
Total Allocated Statewide2 $600,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,600,000.00 

1. The SB20B-002 are preliminary and pending final execution of contract amendments for each grant

recipient.
2. This total does not reflect any federal CARES Act funding made available to or utilized by grantees.

Each grant recipient is required to submit financial and narrative reports to SCAO on a semi-annual 
basis.  The first reporting period for FY 2021 will cover July 1, 2020 - December 31, 2020 and 
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will be due on January 14, 2021.  These reports will contain detailed information regarding the use 
of grant funds during the reporting period. 

8. [Sen. Moreno] The Office of the State Auditor recently released a performance audit on
the State Court Administrator’s Office (dated December 2020). Please provide an update on
the Department’s progress in addressing the audit recommendations.

The Office of the State Auditor conducted a performance audit of operations at the State Court 
Administrator’s Office (SCAO) during the period of Fiscal Years 2017 through 2020.  The audit 
focused on the administrative operations associated with the human resources, finance, and legal 
functions within SCAO.  Some of the issues identified had implications for the broader trial courts 
and probation departments, however most were limited to the operations and actions within SCAO. 

The audit made six recommendations related to the following areas of operation: 

1. The use of voluntary separation incentives;
2. The use of paid administrative leave;
3. Human resources records retention;
4. Sole source procurements;
5. The use of procurement cards; and
6. SCAO administrative framework.

In each of these areas, the audit recommended development and clarification of internal controls 
over various aspects of the Judicial System Personnel Rules and Fiscal Rules. SCAO agreed with 
all of the audit recommendations.  In fact, SCAO had undertaken the process to improve the 
internal control guidance in two of the areas before the Office of the State Auditor began the audit.  
The additional recommendations are all scheduled to be fully implemented by July 2021.  In 
implementing the audit recommendations, SCAO will look at policies in the Executive Branch and 
other areas of state government for guidance to ensure that updated policies and procedures satisfy 
the audit recommendations. 

The final audit recommendation related to the overall administrative framework in place at the 
Office during the audit period of Fiscal Years 2017 through 2020.  The audit identified several 
examples of inadequate internal controls and questionable use of public funds.  It is important to 
note that over 60 percent of the former leadership team at the Office has changed or been 
eliminated.  The current leadership team possesses a strong commitment to the appropriate and 
ethical uses of public funds.  SCAO has also worked with the Supreme Court to revise and enhance 
the administrative relationship between the two entities to ensure a better and more transparent 
flow of operational information.  SCAO is committed to making the necessary improvements in 
the overall internal control environment and has demonstrated a willingness to accept this 
responsibility. 
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FY 2021-22 REQUESTS 

9. [Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of each of the budget reductions
proposed in the FY 2021-22 budget request.

The budget reductions outlined in (R1) were implemented at the beginning of the fiscal year.  
Please see the Judicial Department’s response to Question 10 for an expanded discussion on the 
impacts of these budget reductions on trial court operations.  The response for Question 2 also 
includes information on how the budget reductions along with COVID-19 disruptions have 
impacted the operations of trial courts statewide. 

In addition to traditional trial court operations impacts, several program budgets saw significant 
reductions.  Adult Pre-Trial Diversion (AD) was established by HB13-1156 and enabled the 
creation diversion programs across the state, overseen by the Adult Diversion Funding Committee. 
AD funding was reduced from $400,000 to $100,000 in FY21, which resulted in a 79% award 
reduction for each diversion program funded. Foreseeable consequences include denial of 
diversion to otherwise eligible candidates, reduced capacity to provide interventions that target 
criminal conduct and its underlying causes, cost-shifting to participants regardless of need, and 
reduced district attorney diversion coordinator staffing. Other foreseeable consequences include 
increases in county jail, prison, and probation sentences and shifting expenses to these areas.  The 
decreased or even lack of adult diversion programs to otherwise eligible diversion candidates will 
likely increase collateral consequences for individuals such as disruption of employment, income 
generation, housing, family stability and access to medical and/or mental health treatment and 
increased criminogenic risk. 

The Mental Health Diversion Program (MHDP) was established by SB18-249 and created a post-
arrest, pre-plea program for diversion of individuals with unmet mental health needs.  The program 
focused on individuals arrested for low level, non-Victim Rights Act (non-VRA) offenses with the 
goal of keeping participants out of jail and engaged in mental health treatment for four pilot judicial 
districts.  The program derives from a model created the Colorado Commission on Criminal and 
Juvenile Justice and strives to interrupt criminal justice involvement driven by unmet mental health 
needs.  In FY21, MHDP funding was reduced from $1,192,543 to $100,000.  Three of four pilot 
judicial districts ended operations as of July 1, 2020, due to these budget reductions.  The same 
foreseeable consequences apply to those served through mental health diversion as those served 
through adult pre-trial diversion.  

The Bridges Program was established by SB18-251 (Behavioral Health Court Liaison Program) 
and places 29 court liaisons across all 22 judicial districts to facilitate collaboration between the 
criminal justice and mental health systems.  Court liaisons serve defendants in the criminal justice 
system with mental health needs and SB18-251 established priority of service for those who are 
engaged in the competency process.  Court liaisons are appointed to approximately 1,200-1,300 
competency cases annually.  There are approximately 4,300 competency cases annually in the 
state.  The Bridges Program received a 10% reduction in funding for FY21, and contracts with 
agencies for the services of liaisons were subsequently reduced by 10%.   
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The Problem-Solving Court budget was reduced by $359,000, which was taken from the State 
Court Administrators Office operating budget.  This removed funding historically used for training 
and technical assistance, as well as travel and program evaluation.  The impact of this reduction to 
Problem-Solving Court programs across the state were varied by district.  Five districts report not 
being able to provide the same level of PSC participant support related to treatment and incentives.  
Two courts report reducing program capacity.  One district closed a problem-solving court.  The 
alternative for many participants is prison.   

10. [Rep. McCluskie] Specifically for trial courts, how the proposed reduction (R1) would
impact courts across the state. What will be the ongoing impact once courts resume normal
operations and begin to address backlogs?

The budget reductions outlined in (R1) were implemented at the beginning of the current fiscal 
year.  The negative impact on both staff’s ability to do this necessary work and most importantly 
the public’s ability to access justice and essential services is already significant as described in the 
Department’s response to (R2).  As filings begin to increase to pre-pandemic levels, and in some 
cases exceed those levels, short of an influx of resources, the courts anticipate a lengthy recovery 
process to address the case backlog while also attempting to address new, incoming cases.  While 
the Judicial Department recognizes that budget reductions were necessary, trial courts are now 
operating at approximately 80 percent of needed staffing levels. Staffing levels prior to budget 
reductions were already low enough that these additional cuts have required local court leadership 
to sacrifice efficiency to ensure critical tasks are completed correctly and accurately. Trial courts 
have had to completely restructure workloads and are facing significant backlog as a result issues 
like the suspensions of jury trials and the constraints of conducting business with safety protocols 
in place, all compounded by fewer staff to manage cases. Remaining staff are performing multiple 
roles to meet business needs.  The workload strain created by staff reductions also makes routine 
sick and paid time off coverage nearly impossible without disrupting the service and accessibility 
of the courts. The workload impact is not sustainable long term without additional staff, 
particularly as the workload returns to previous levels.   

As a result of the budget reductions, remaining staff must perform multiple roles.  In many 
instances the work itself takes longer as a result of changes implemented during the pandemic, an 
impact that is anticipated to continue for some time after the pandemic.     For example, where 
courtroom staff previously could assist in supporting certain components of the jury selection and 
trial process, jury commissioners in some locations must also serve as bailiff for the proceedings 
which impacts their ability to prepare for and call the jury for other cases set for jury trial.  In some 
instances, districts must share personnel across the state in order to meet critical business needs. 
Judicial districts that eliminated court reporter positions in response to budget reductions now must 
coordinate with other judicial districts statewide when a court reporter is necessary for a case.  For 
urban locations with high volumes of people accessing the courts daily, budget cuts have forced 
them to reduce entry security screening stations and front counter staff.  As volume returns to pre-
pandemic levels, this will translate to long wait times and less access to customer service support 
as members of the public attempt to access these critical services.     
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The continuation of virtual proceedings even after the public health crisis resolves is another factor 
that will continue to place greater time demands on a reduced workforce.  Optimizing the use of 
technology and virtual platforms is integral to managing the potential backlog, but this approach 
is not without challenges for the trial courts. Conducting court proceedings virtually requires more 
time for court officials and staff as opposed to less.  Proceedings often involve multiple participants 
with varying levels of access to technology and competence and resources, resulting in the routine 
need to troubleshoot and resolve technical issues prior to and throughout virtual proceedings.  The 
accumulation of time spent on managing and resolving technical difficulties can be significant. 
Also, judicial officers indicate that complex proceedings involving extensive evidence and exhibits 
take longer in a virtual environment.  Matters requiring the use of an interpreter require double or 
triple the amount of time in virtual proceedings as simultaneous interpretation is not possible with 
existing tools.  

The limitations of the existing tools also create challenges for maintaining the integrity of the court 
record, which is a critical foundation to the work of the courts.  Court reporters and court staff 
responsible for maintaining the court record indicate significant challenges to accurately recording 
events when parties are appearing.  Connections can be unstable, leading to unclear or missed 
audio, and the sound quality in a virtual environment is inherently worse than pre-pandemic in-
person proceedings.  These factors all contribute to proceedings requiring more time as parties are 
frequently having to slow down and repeat themselves over the course of the proceeding.   

As the courts return to a more normal operations, criminal jury trials with the most urgent time 
pressures will be prioritized due to statutorily defined timelines.  Beyond working through these 
cases, civil jury trials and all other case types will be addressed as quickly as possible. However, 
with the reduced workforce and strained resources, the delays to individuals and businesses trying 
to resolve issues with the courts will likely be severe.   

11. [Sen. Moreno] Describe how the proposed changes in R2 (Appropriation Consolidation)
would achieve programmatic efficiency, provide budgetary flexibility, and make budgets
better align with actual operating practices.

Consolidation of appropriations and individual Long Bill line items results in numerous 
operational and administrative efficiencies.  Programs that have the unnecessary administrative 
burden of managing multiple appropriations limits operational and budgetary flexibility and 
increases the administrative functions for overall management and coordination.   The benefits for 
three of the requested consolidations stem primarily from the small amount of FTE appropriated 
in individual lines.  Furthermore, for the Child Support Enforcement and Underfunded Courthouse 
items, single FTE appropriations require a disproportionate amount of administrative effort to 
manage.  If a single FTE line incurs an unexpected cost, often the only way to manage it is by 
pursuing a supplemental request.  Larger appropriations can better absorb unanticipated 
expenditures without the need for a supplemental.  None of these changes include any additional 
costs and are an effort by the Department to better align the Long Bill and budget process with the 
actual organizational structure and operations. 
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Law Library into Appellate Court Programs 

Consolidating the Law Library line item into the Appellate Court Programs appropriation reflects 
the actual organizational structure.    The Law Library is managed as a part of the Appellate Court 
Programs, both organizationally and budgetarily.  The combined authorized FTE of the two lines 
is 150.5 and the Law Library accounts for only 6% of the total, thereby creating a disproportionate 
level of administrative effort.  Appellate Court management oversee the Law Library operations 
which includes making staffing and budget decisions.  The two entities are an integrated operation 
that would benefit from a combination into a single appropriation by eliminating separate budgets, 
duplicative administrative tasks, and reduced accounting codes, while simplifying budget 
allocations.   

Child Support Enforcement FTE into General Court Administration 

The Child Support Enforcement program is currently listed in the Centrally Administered 
Programs section of the Long Bill and includes both General and Reappropriated Funds with 1.0 
FTE.  However, the position resides in the State Court Administrator’s Office (SCAO) and 
provides statewide support for the federal child support enforcement program.  The staff report to 
management in the SCAO and work with trial court personnel around the State.  The Child Support 
Enforcement line has one FTE and moving the FTE (and dollars) into the General Courts 
Administration line will ease that administrative inefficiency by not having single FTE 
appropriations.  As noted above, moving the FTE into the larger Courts Administration line will 
reduce the risk associated with a limited, discrete appropriation.  Programmatically, the General 
Courts Administration line has several FTE that oversee specific programs and are not separately 
appropriated.  This consolidation is consistent with existing practice. 

Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grant FTE into General Courts Administration 

The Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grant program is currently listed in the Centrally 
Administered Programs section of the Long Bill and includes a General Fund appropriation into 
the Cash Fund with 1.0 FTE.  However, the position resides in and reports to management in the 
SCAO regarding the statewide implementation of the Underfunded Courthouse Facilities grant 
program.  Consolidating the FTE of the Program into General Courts Administration will provide 
better clarity for the Grant Program line as the expenditures will be exclusively grant awards 
without mixing in personal services costs.    

Collections Investigators into the Trial Courts Programs 

The Collections Investigator program has historically utilized separate cash funds as the funding 
source to cover the statewide operations. This structure was necessary when the program was 
originally created.  However, over time the program has become more integrated in the overall 
service delivery and management of the courts and probation departments.  The need for a separate 
Long Bill line item has diminished and this request seeks to consolidate the Collections 
Investigators program appropriation into the Trial Courts Program.   
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In the Judicial Districts, the Collections Investigator staff are integrated within the Trial Courts 
staff, yet they are budgetarily segregated creating unnecessary administrative burdens and 
obstacles within the overall management of the district. The Department has other specific job 
classes with unique funding sources that are contained within the major program lines.   
Consolidating the Collections Investigator program FTE into the Trial Courts Programs will 
include these FTE into the Department’s overall staffing model process to ensure the efficient and 
appropriate staffing levels throughout the State.      

Collections Investigators are supervised by the Court Executives in the judicial districts.  However, 
due to the budgetary structure described above, this daily management of Collections Investigators 
becomes complicated.  For example, a Court Executive wanted their staff of three Collections 
Investigators to work overtime on some administrative projects.  The Court Executive had a 
surplus in their Trial Courts Program budget but not in the Collections Investigator budget. They 
wanted to use the Trial Courts surplus to pay the overtime of the Collections Investigators but due 
to their separate appropriations was not able to pay the overtime.   

In some smaller districts, a person may be split between a Collection Investigator and Court 
Judicial Assistant.  Currently they would have two positions, paid from separate appropriations 
which requires tracking two separate budget to get the total FTE costs.  Simplifying the Trial 
Courts operations by eliminating separate appropriations will ease the workload of Court 
Executives, accounting, and budget staffs. 

Coupled with this request to consolidate the Collections Investigators appropriation into the Trial 
Courts Program, the Department is asking the Committee to sponsor legislation to eliminate two 
cash funds:  The Fines Collection Cash Fund and the Collections Enhancement Cash Fund.  The 
revenues from these funds would be directed to the Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund, which is used 
as a primary fund source for the Trial Court Programs.  As noted in the Department’s Decision 
Item #2 and as result of the overall budget reduction strategy needed to meet the Joint Budget 
Committee direction, the Department refinanced several appropriations in FY21.  Current 
projections show the Collections Enhancement and Judicial Stabilization cash funds to potentially 
be in a negative position in the near future.  By consolidating these funds, the overall liabilities 
and expenditures have a larger fund balance to draw on, thereby reducing risks.   

The Department currently tracks 26 separate cash funds which imposes unnecessary administrative 
cost.  If the Joint Budget Committee supports consolidation of the Collections Investigators into 
the Trial Courts Program line, then this legislation would support that consolidation by having 
revenues covering the Courts’ operations collected in one cash fund.  This would leave the Judicial 
Stabilization Cash Fund as the primary cash fund to support a portion of the Trial Court Program 
appropriation. 

The proposed language changes are provided below: 
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Collections Enhancement Cash Fund: 

16-11-101.6   Collection of fines and fees—methods—charges—judicial collection enhancement
fund—definitions

(2)(a) All time payment fees and late penalty fees collected shall be credited to the judicial collection 
enhancement stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101(6), which fund is hereby created in 
the state treasury. In addition, reasonable costs incurred and collected by the state shall be credited to 
the fund. The general assembly shall make annual appropriations from the fund to the judicial 
department for administrative and personnel costs incurred in collecting restitution, fines, costs, fees, 
and other monetary assessments. At the end of any fiscal year, all unexpended and unencumbered 
moneys and any interest shall remain in the fund for appropriation to the judicial department for 
ongoing enforcement and collection of restitution, fines, fees, costs, surcharges, and other monetary 
assessments. 

(b)(1) On the effective date of this subsection (b), the state treasurer shall transfer the unexpended and 
unencumbered balance from the judicial collections enhancement fund to the judicial stabilization cash 
fund created in section 13-32-101(6). 

(2) This subsection (b) is repealed, effective June 30, 2021.

16-18.5-104

(2) The time payment fee established in section 16-11-101.6 shall be assessed, and the associated
provisions of section 16-11-101.6 shall apply to cases in which restitution is not paid in full on the date
that it is imposed. The fee shall be collected from the defendant after the defendant has satisfied all
orders for restitution. All payments for the time payment fee shall be credited to the judicial collection
enhancement stabilization cash fund created in section 16-11-101.6(2)13-32-101(6). In addition,
reasonable costs incurred and collected by the state for restitution shall be credited to the fund.

16-18.5-105

(2) In addition to any other costs that may accrue, for each payment of restitution that a defendant fails
to make within seven days after the date that the payment is due pursuant to any payment schedule
established pursuant to this article, the late penalty fee established in section 16-11-101.6 shall be
assessed, and the associated provisions of section 16-11-101.6 may apply. The late fees shall be
collected from the defendant after the defendant has satisfied all orders for restitution. All payments for
late fees shall be credited to the judicial collection enhancement stabilization cash fund created in
section 16-11-101.6(2)13-32-101(6).

Fines Collections: 

18-1.3-401 Felonies classified…

(1)(a)(III)(D) All fines collected pursuant to this subparagraph (III) shall be deposited in the fines 
collection judicial stabilization cash fund, which fund is hereby created in section 13-32-101(6). The 
general assembly shall make annual appropriations out of such fund for administrative and personnel 
costs incurred in the collection and administration of said fines. All unexpended balances shall revert 
to the general fund at the end of each fiscal year. 
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COURTHOUSE FURNISHINGS AND INFRASTRUCTURE

12. [Sen. Moreno] Is the build-out and maintenance of information technology systems in
courthouses a state or county responsibility?

The installation and maintenance of information technology systems has evolved from a county-
provided to a State-developed and maintained network.  Historically, Section 13-3-108, C.R.S.,
has guided the construction and maintenance of courthouses.  The counties are responsible for
providing and maintaining adequate court facilities, while the Department is responsible for the
costs of judicial operations in the facilities.  This now includes the information technology systems
and infrastructure for the courts and probation. The implementation of centralized case
management systems, statewide network capacity demands, audio-visual courtroom presentations
and network phone systems have required the Department to initiate the development, installation,
and management of a centralized IT system as many county networks lack the capacity to handle
these system requirements.  It is the Department’s experience that IT systems supported by
counties are more likely to cause challenges for customers and the public due to interoperability
issues with other systems provided by the state and lack of features due to obsolescence.  There
are also potential information security issues associated with the variety of equipment and
networks.    The Department’s IT network development, management, and upgrades are paid for
with funds from the Information Technology Infrastructure line, which is funded with money from
the Judicial Information Technology Cash Fund.

13. [Rep. McCluskie] Please provide a history of funding for county-initiated courthouse
projects. Specifically, please identify any smaller, rural counties that have initiated one or
more projects and requested state funding and indicate whether they received state funding.

There are three “programs” or appropriations that impact county courthouse projects and funding.

1. Courthouse Furnishings and Infrastructure Maintenance.  Per section 13-3-108, C.R.S.,
the counties are responsible for “providing and maintaining adequate courtrooms and other
court facilities…”  This has come to mean that the county provides the building while the
state funds the furnishings, IT network, and AV for the courts and probation. Counties
work with the Department on courthouse facility needs, which culminates in the budget
request for the Department-provided aspects noted above. The funding request for this
appropriation depends entirely on the project status, schedule and needs for the counties
undertaking courthouse construction or renovation projects.

2. Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grant Program. Created by section 13-1-301, C.R.S.,
this program “is to provide supplemental funding (to counties) for courthouse facility
projects in the counties with the most limited financial resources.” Qualifying counties
may request a grant award to assist in the planning, design, or construction of new court
and probation facilities.  Prior to this fiscal year, this grant program received an annual
appropriation of $2.0 to $3.0 million. As a result of the budget reductions, the
appropriation was reduced to $500,000 for this fiscal year. 
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3. Courthouse Security Grants - 13-1-201 C.R.S.  This program “provides supplemental
funding (to counties) for ongoing security staffing in counties with the most limited
financial resources and provide moneys to counties for court security equipment costs,
training of local security teams on issues of state court security, and emergency needs
related to court security”.  Expenditures from the Courthouse Security cash fund are based
on revenues.  Grants from the program have averaged about $2.9 million per year over the
last three year.

Appendix A lists the projects funded (requested) from the Courthouse Furnishings and 
Infrastructure Maintenance appropriation for FY18-FY22. 

Appendix B lists the Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grant Program awards for the past six 
years FY15-FY21.  Appendix C lists the appropriations to the Underfunded Courthouse Facility 
Cash Fund FY16 through the FY22 request. 

Appendix D lists the Courthouse Security Grants by county from 2018-2022.  

OFFICE OF THE CHILD’S REPRESENTATIVE (OCR) 

[Rep. Hansen] How have the assumptions (including fiscal and population) for House Bill 19-1316 played 
out? Please describe any impacts related to these assumptions.  

[Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of the budget reduction proposed in the FY 2021-
22 budget request.  

OFFICE OF THE ALTERNATE DEFENSE COUNSEL (OADC) 
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[Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of the budget reduction proposed in the FY 2021-
22 budget request.  

OFFICE OF THE CHILD PROTECTION OMBUDSMAN (OCPO) 

[Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of each of the budget reductions proposed in the 
FY 2021-22 budget request.  

Combined 26



FY22 Projects
District County Projects FY22 Project Area Budget

17PB Adams

Relocation of the 17th JB Probation 

office in Westminster Audio Visual $4,000

17PB Adams

Relocation of the 17th JB Probation 

office in Westminster Furnishing $78,000

17PB Adams

Relocation of the 17th JB Probation 

office in Westminster Technology $2,000

17PB Adams

Relocation of the 17th JB Probation 

office in Westminster Network $16,000

06TC Archuleta

New courthouse construction in 

Pagosa Springs. Architect $2,750

06TC Archuleta

New courthouse construction in 

Pagosa Springs. Audio Visual $243,200

06TC Archuleta

New courthouse construction in 

Pagosa Springs. Furnishing $431,525

06TC Archuleta

New courthouse construction in 

Pagosa Springs. Technology $8,078

06TC Archuleta

New courthouse construction in 

Pagosa Springs. Network $84,300

06TC San Juan

Restoration of courtrooms and 

furniture replacement. Furnishing $114,650

06TC San Juan

Restoration of courtrooms and 

furniture replacement. Network $35,000

19PB Weld Remodel office space. Architect $200

19PB Weld Remodel office space. Audio Visual $4,000

19PB Weld Remodel office space. Furnishing $60,700

19PB Weld Remodel office space. Technology $650

19PB Weld Remodel office space. Network $15,670

$1,100,723

FY21 Projects
District Loc Projects FY21 Project Area Budget

03TC Huerfano New courthouse. Architect $1,500

03TC Huerfano New courthouse. Audio Visual $271,200

03TC Huerfano New courthouse. Furnishing $378,900

03TC Huerfano New courthouse. Technology $25,000

03TC Huerfano New courthouse. Network $298,667

19TC Weld Adding two additional courtrooms. Audio Visual $1,000

19TC Weld Adding two additional courtrooms. Furnishing $227,100

19TC Weld Adding two additional courtrooms. Technology $24,800

19TC Weld Adding two additional courtrooms. Network $23,140

20TC Boulder

The Boulder County Jail Courtroom

reconfiguration. Audio Visual $16,000

20TC Boulder

The Boulder County Jail Courtroom

reconfiguration. Furnishing $85,800

20TC Boulder

The Boulder County Jail Courtroom

reconfiguration. Network $15,605

02TC Denver 

Buildout of 2 new Courtrooms for 

District Court Judges. Audio Visual $180,762

02TC Denver 

Buildout of 2 new Courtrooms for 

District Court Judges. Furnishing $97,000

02TC Denver 

Buildout of 2 new Courtrooms for 

District Court Judges. Technology $33,410

11TC Fremont Canon City courtroom buildout. Audio Visual $30,000

11TC Fremont Canon City courtroom buildout. Furnishing $78,500

11TC Fremont Canon City courtroom buildout. Technology $6,500

11TC Fremont Canon City courtroom buildout. Network $0

$1,794,884

Courthouse Furnishing and Infrastructure Maintenance FY18-FY22

Appendix A

Total FY22 Request

Total FY21 Appropriation
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FY20 Projects
District County Projects FY20 Project Area Budget

01TC Jefferson Audio/visual upgrades in courtrooms. Audio Visual $138,000

01TC Jefferson Audio/visual upgrades in courtrooms. Furnishings $0

01TC Jefferson Audio/visual upgrades in courtrooms. Network $1,200

04TC El Paso Audio/visual upgrades in courtrooms. Audio Visual $225,000

06TC San Juan Audio/visual upgrades in courtrooms. Audio Visual $68,000

06TC La Plata Furniture replacement clerk's office and probation.Furnishings $0

07TC Ouray 

Complete courthouse remodel and 

other additions. Architect $2,100

07TC Ouray 

Complete courthouse remodel and 

other additions. Audio Visual $56,000

07TC Ouray 

Complete courthouse remodel and 

other additions. Furnishings $129,350

07TC Ouray 

Complete courthouse remodel and 

other additions. Network $20,000

07TC San Miguel Reconfigure clerk's office. Furnishings $0

08TC/PB Larimer Courthouse and probation offices 

remodel

Architect $600

08TC/PB Larimer Courthouse and probation offices 

remodel

Audio Visual $122,000

08TC/PB Larimer Courthouse and probation offices 

remodel

Furnishings $816,460

08TC/PB Larimer Courthouse and probation offices 

remodel

Technology $1,000

08TC/PB Larimer Courthouse and probation offices 

remodel

Network $241,798

09TC Pitkin Courthouse remodel. Architect $1,200

09TC Pitkin Courthouse remodel. Audio Visual $46,800

09TC Pitkin Courthouse remodel. Furnishings $125,860

09TC Pitkin Courthouse remodel. Technology $0

09TC Pitkin Courthouse remodel. Network $50,000

12TC Mineral Courthouse remodel. Furnishings $0

14TC Routt

Video evidence presentation 

equipment. Audio Visual $68,000

14TC Routt Office furnishings for court liaisons. Furnishings $0

16TC Otero Replace courtroom AV systems Audio Visual $28,000

17TC Broomfield Replace courtroom AV systems Audio Visual $66,000

N/A SCAO Office furnishings for distance learning specialistsFurnishings $0

07PB Delta Temporary relocation of probation offices.Furnishings $0

02TC Denver Relocation of court reporter's office. Furnishings $0

$2,207,368

FY19 Projects
District County Projects FY19 Project Area Budget

02PA DENV Remodel office space F025 $35,550

04PB TELL Network upgrade Woodland Park locationNetwork $0

05TC SUMM Replace seating in courtroom Audio Visual $300

05TC SUMM Replace seating in courtroom Furnishings $24,000

06TC LAPL Furniture replacement Furnishings $0

08TC LARI Network upgrade Network $0

11TC FREM Convert storage room to courtroom Audio Visual $45,000

11TC FREM Convert storage room to courtroom Furnishings $33,500

11TC FREM Convert storage room to courtroom Technology $35,430

12TC ALAM New courthouse Audio Visual $474,464

12TC ALAM New courthouse Furnishings $712,100

12TC ALAM New courthouse Network $367,900

12TC ALAM New courthouse Technology $0

12TC MINE Courthouse addition and renovation Audio Visual $63,000

12TC MINE Courthouse addition and renovation Furnishings $104,700

12TC MINE Courthouse addition and renovation Network $23,200

18TC DOUG Phone/network upgrade Network $37,780

18TC CENT Phone/network upgrade Network $0

20TC BOUL Network upgrade Network $0

SCAO Capital project management system Technology $0

$1,956,924

Final FY2020 Appropriation 

Final FY2019 Appropriation 

Courthouse Furnishing and Infrastructure Maintenance FY18-FY22 (continued)
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FY18 Projects
District County Projects FY18 Project Area Budget

01TC Jefferson Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $138,000

02PB Denver Phone/network upgrade Network $250,000

04PB El Paso New office space and reconfiguration Audio Visual $13,000

04PB El Paso Addition of new office space Furnishing $66,900

04TC El Paso Addition of new office space Audio Visual $250,000

04TC El Paso Addition of new office space Furnishing $134,750

04TC El Paso Addition of new office space Technology $60,000

05TC Clear Creek Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $79,000

05TC Clear Creek Courtroom audio visual updates Furnishing $170,000

05TC Clear Creek Courtroom audio visual updates Network $44,114

05TC Summit Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $69,000

07TC Delta Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $23,000

07TC Delta Phone/network upgrade Network $147,000

07TC Montrose Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $26,000

07TC Montrose Phone/network upgrade Network $22,000

09TC Garfield Phone/network upgrade Network $80,000

09TC Pitken Phone/network upgrade Network $67,000

09TC Rio Blanco Remodel Rangley courthouse Audio Visual $10,000

09TC Rio Blanco Remodel Rangley courthouse Furnishing $70,000

09TC Rio Blanco Remodel Rangley courthouse Network $28,000

11TC Fremont Courtroom audio visual updates Audio Visual $46,000

13PB Phillips Phone/network upgrade Furnishing $3,500

13TC Kit Carson Phone/network upgrade Network $44,000

13TC Phillips Office space additions Network $28,000

14TC Grand Phone/network upgrade Network $43,991

14TC Moffat Phone/network upgrade Network $48,283

14TC Routt Phone/network upgrade Network $77,044

16TC Bent Phone/network upgrade Network $38,000

16TC Crowley Phone/network upgrade Network $35,000

17TC Adams Furniture replacement Furnishing $0

18TC Douglas Clerk's office remodel Furnishing $181,650

18TC Douglas Clerk's office remodel Network $10,000

22TC Montezuma New courthouse Audio Visual $314,824

22TC Montezuma New courthouse Furnishing $550,000

22TC Montezuma New courthouse Technology $280,000

22TC Montezuma New courthouse Network $0

N/A SCAO Capital project management system Technology $0

$3,448,056Final FY2018 Appropriation 

Courthouse Furnishing and Infrastructure Maintenance FY18-FY22 (continued)
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Apps Year Type County Project Cost Request Award Project Type

$88,083,182 $24,563,553 $13,863,508

1 2015 P Alamosa $66,541 $66,541 $66,541 New Courthouse

2 2015 M Alamosa $13,800,000 $2,000,000 $0 New Courthouse

3 2015 P Archuleta $60,000 $50,000 $60,000 Renovation

4 2015 M Dolores $7,615 $7,615 $7,615 Renovation

5 2015 P Fremont $3,943 $25,000 $25,000 Renovation

6 2015 P Huerfano $60,000 $125,000 $60,000 New Courthouse

7 2015 P Lake $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 New Courthouse

8 2015 P Montezuma $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 New Courthouse

9 2015 P Ouray $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 Renovation

10 2016 M Alamosa $2,000,000 $1,143,358 New Courthouse

11 2016 P Custer $34,988 $25,000 $40,000 Addition

12 2016 M Huerfano $159,000 $75,000 $75,000 New Courthouse

13 2016 P Lake $63,822 $86,272 $86,272 New Courthouse

14 2016 M Montezuma $9,666,292 $586,300 $586,300 New Courthouse

15 2016 M Otero $21,375 $14,963 $17,000 Renovation

16 2016 M Prowers $147,032 $100,250 $100,250 Renovation

17 2016 P Rio Grande $45,000 $30,000 $45,000 New Courthouse

18 2016 M Rio Grande $4,600 $4,220 $4,220 Renovation

19 2016 M Saguache $0 $75,000 $95,000 Renovation

20 2017 M Alamosa $1,600,000 $0 New Courthouse

21 2017 M Archuleta $300,000 $300,000 $200,000 New Courthouse

22 2017 M Custer $1,944 $7,742 $7,742 Renovation

23 2017 P Custer $126,239 $145,000 $145,000 New Courthouse

24 2017 P Delta $14,500 $14,500 $14,500 Renovation

25 2017 M Gilpin $1,112,100 $556,050 $0 Renovation

26 2017 M Hinsdale $333,000 $38,000 $38,000 Renovation

27 2017 P Hinsdale $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 New Courthouse

28 2017 M Huerfano $609,450 $365,612 $325,000 New Courthouse

29 2017 P Huerfano $614,388 $614,388 $325,000 New Courthouse

30 2017 P Mineral $26,233 $30,000 $30,000 Addition

31 2017 M Montezuma $9,666,292 $513,137 $513,137 New Courthouse

32 2017 M Phillips $9,750 $4,875 $4,875 Renovation

33 2017 M Prowers $116,027 $100,000 $100,000 Renovation

34 2017 M Yuma $1,196,727 $897,545 $219,546 Renovation

35 2018 M Alamosa $97,594 $90,594 $73,196 New Courthouse

36 2018 M Fremont $545,000 $272,500 $0 Renovation

37 2018 P Huerfano $50,000 $12,500 $25,000 New Courthouse

38 2018 M Kit Carson $1,920,000 $200,000 $200,000 Renovation

39 2018 M Las Animas $938,250 $209,000 $309,000 Renovation

40 2018 M Mineral $2,070,259 $695,925 $845,925 Addition

41 2018 M Ouray $9,173,193 $1,500,000 $832,075 Renovation

42 2019 P Archuleta $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 New Courthouse

43 2019 M Baca $75,000 $70,000 $37,500 Renovation

44 2019 M Baca $155,600 $150,600 $150,600 Renovation

45 2019 P Conejos $45,000 $45,000 $60,000 Addition

46 2019 P Custer $75,000 $40,000 $40,000 New Courthouse

47 2019 M Fremont $555,000 $272,500 $200,000 Renovation

48 2019 M Huerfano $10,589,000 $2,000,000 $1,580,518 New Courthouse

49 2019 P Kiowa $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 Renovation

50 2019 M Ouray $959,882 $609,882 Renovation

51 2019 M San Juan $911,500 $401,500 $401,500 Renovation

52 2020 M Archuleta $6,750,000 $2,500,000 $1,910,431 New Courthouse

53 2020 P Custer $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 New Courthouse

54 2020 P Delta $75,000 $37,500 $37,500 Renovation

55 2020 M Huerfano $0 $200,000 $200,000 New Courthouse

56 2020 M Kiowa $72,000 $67,000 $67,000 Renovation

57 2020 M Lake $475,694 $455,584 $60,000 New Courthouse

58 2020 M Las Animas $1,210,000 $500,000 $500,000 Renovation

59 2020 P Moffat $145,000 $145,000 $80,000 New Courthouse

60 2020 P Otero $120,700 $60,700 $60,700 Renovation

61 2020 M Prowers $84,000 $42,000 $42,000 Renovation

62 2020 M San Juan $101,325 $66,325 $66,325 Renovation

63 2021 M Archuleta $6,750,000 $850,000 $0 New Courthouse

64 2021 P Custer $45,000 $40,000 $40,000 New Courthouse

65 2021 M Delta $570,000 $250,000 $250,000 Renovation

66 2021 P Jackson $120,000 $80,000 $30,000 New Courthouse

67 2021 M Kiowa $750,260 $730,260 $18,827 Renovation

68 2021 P Lake $170,000 $160,000 $0 New Courthouse

69 2021 M Las Animas $3,700,000 $200,000 $0 Renovation

70 2021 P Moffat $336,000 $134,400 $134,400 New Courthouse

71 2021 M Otero $604,949 $151,273 $151,273 Renovation

72 2021 M Prowers $41,000 $20,500 $20,500 Renovation

P Planning Request (can be 100% covered by State Underfunded Dollars)

M Matching Funds for construction 

Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grants FY15-21

Appendix B
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Fiscal Year Approp to Cash Fund

FY15 $700,000

FY16 $2,000,000

FY17 $2,000,000

FY18 $2,000,000

FY19 $3,000,000

FY20 $3,000,000

FY21 $500,000

FY22 Request $500,000

Appropriation to the Underfunded Courthouse Facility 

Cash Fund

Appendix C

Combined 31



County Equipment Personnel Equipment Personnel Equipment Personnel Equipment Personnel

ADAMS 55,711     - - - 9,041       50,000       - 50,000       

ALAMOSA 30,591     105,667     - 52,833       - 105,667     - 105,667     

ARAPAHOE 15,125     - - - 13,626     - - - 

ARCHULETA - 130,266     - 69,035       12,995     133,768     22,160     133,768     

BACA 5,667       74,327       - 30,030       6,623       60,061       - 60,061       

BENT 23,501     58,756       - 29,000       - 58,756       - 58,756       

BOULDER 13,000     - - - 16,500     - - - 

CHAFFEE 1,800       76,911       - 50,000       1,500       100,000     - 100,000     

CHEYENNE 20,260     10,000       - 10,000       6,225       10,000       - 6,500         

CLEAR CREEK - - - - 16,462     - - - 

CONEJOS 4,000       47,500       - 29,000       1,900       48,000       - 48,000       

COSTILLA - 42,970       - 23,248       5,937       47,525       - 47,525       

CROWLEY - 42,409       - 26,597       2,651       53,194       - 50,029       

CUSTER 5,950       68,776       - 35,500       2,170       71,000       - 71,000       

DELTA 7,825       54,936       - 29,018       49,525     58,037       - 58,037       

DENVER 27,441     - - - 23,943     - - - 

DOLORES 29,260     38,574       - Security 10,863     19,705       - 19,705       

EL PASO 25,635     25,000       - - 32,861     - - - 

ELBERT 650          - - - 9,968       - - - 

FREMONT 13,788     - - - 14,000     - - - 

GARFIELD 24,667     - - - - - - - 

GILPIN - 99,600       - 51,294       - 102,588     - 102,588     

GUNNISON - - - 42,057       3,397       84,114       - 84,114       

HINSDALE - 1,512         - 972 - 1,944         - 1,620         

HUERFANO - 42,400       - 24,136       - 40,786       30,000     40,786       

JACKSON - 8,390         - 4,195         3,624       8,390         - 8,390         

JEFFERSON - 27,306       - - - - - - 

KIOWA 42,717     70,220       - 35,110       34,299     70,220       - 70,220       

KIT CARSON - 102,229     - 53,709       - 107,418     - 107,418     

LA PLATA 21,964     - - - - - - - 

LAKE 22,748     106,603     - 60,792       42,820     120,584     68,161     105,276     

LARIMER - - - - 12,860     - - - 

LAS ANIMAS 21,200     31,641       - 15,609       - 30,790       - 28,018       

LINCOLN - 36,000       - 18,000       - 36,000       - 36,000       

LOGAN 5,700       - - - - - - - 

MINERAL - 5,940         - 2,880         10,137     5,760         - 5,760         

MOFFAT 13,844     127,800     - 63,900       - 127,800     - 127,800     

MONTEZUMA - 116,574     - 57,932       29,699     115,864     - 115,864     

MONTROSE 14,241     - - - 38,364     - - - 

MORGAN 12,500     65,000       - - 19,246     - - - 

OTERO 49,713     58,758       29,690       22,867     64,599       59,379       

OURAY - 50,882       - 26,155       43,399     52,311       - 52,311       

PARK - - - - 6,582       - - - 

PHILLIPS - 43,708       - 20,739       - 41,478       - 41,478       

PITKIN - - - - 19,500     - - - 

PROWERS 4,017       93,956       - 48,572       4,926       97,143       - 97,143       

PUEBLO 5,227       107,220     - 55,000       5,060       110,000     - 110,000     

RIO BLANCO - - - 10,426       - 13,426       - 13,426       

RIO GRANDE 25,226     96,784       - 54,245       13,676     108,490     - 108,490     

SAGUACHE - 76,793       - 40,206       - 89,400       - 89,400       

SEDGWICK 2,000       40,000       - 15,001       6,251       34,621       - 40,871       

SUMMIT 27,350     - - - 17,978     - - - 

TELLER - - - - - 35,517       - - 

WASHINGTON 5,287       8,640         - 4,320         - 8,640         - 8,640         

WELD 21,047     - - - 17,004     - - - 

YUMA 1,191       86,501       - 45,000       23,870     90,000       - 90,000       

Grand Total 600,843   2,280,549  - 1,183,907  612,348   2,413,595  120,321   2,354,039  

Courthouse Security Grant Awards

Appendix D

CY 2018 CY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021
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OSPD Page 1 

JUDICIAL BRANCH 

FY 2021‐22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 

2:30-2:50 OFFICE OF THE STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER (OSPD) 

Main Presenters:  

 Megan A. Ring, Colorado State Public Defender

 Karen Taylor, First Assistant Public Defender

Supporting Presenters: 

 Maureen Cain, Director of Legislative Policy and Organizational Communication

 Karen Porter, Chief Financial Officer

Topics: 

INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS  

COMMON QUESTIONS  OSPD Pages 1 through 4, Questions 1 through 4 in the packet 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) decrease in lieu of a 

5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and percentage share data on planned 

"allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs within the Department. Please describe the use of 

vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the implementation of one‐time or ongoing operating savings. Please 

describe the urgency of the Department's need to engage in a furlough in FY 2020‐21 due to the inability to 

achieve savings in other ways. 

The 5.0 percent reduction in the HLD funding had a huge impact, reducing our budget by an additional 

$3,908,564.  To manage this, we have taken several measures, while minimizing the impact on the quality of 

service provided to our clients.  Initial measures included vacancy savings, delayed hiring, a reduction in various 

operating expenditures and the delay or elimination in the replacement of IT equipment and software.   

Once we determined the savings generated from these initial measures were not enough, we instituted 

additional measures including furloughs and a salary freeze.   

Planned Actions: Amount %

Hiring Delay $1,264,144 32%

Operational Savings (one‐time) $1,257,971 32%

Vacancy Savings $487,830 12%

Salary Freeze $508,599 13%

Furloughs $390,020 10%
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[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the Department’s strategies for 

managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing levels to begin with and didn’t have 

available vacancy savings, what was your approach?  

An enduring goal of the OSPD is to achieve full staffing and we have structured our most recent requests to 

maintain, at minimum, an 85% level.  Last year, however, we found ourselves operating even lower at 80%.  As a 

result of the pandemic and the state’s economic condition, we decreased our request for FY 2020‐21 to simply 

maintain this level.   

As a result of the HLD decrease, we re‐assessed our most critical needs along with the impact of COVID‐19 within 

our operations.  Starting in April 2020, we experienced a decline in the number of our new cases and, although 

we knew it would be a temporary reduction until filings returned to pre‐COVID‐19 levels, decided we could delay 

the hiring of our new FTE, hold vacant positions open, and use voluntary furloughs during the first six months of 

this year to manage this reduction.  However, this level is not sustainable once we return to pre‐COVID‐19 levels 

and must address the significant, statewide backlog of cases.  

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID‐19 pandemic have changed the 

nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and office space impacts.  

This year has brought numerous and significant challenges to our mandate of providing the poor and 

marginalized with effective and zealous representation. Since 1970, the OSPD has witnessed the effects of 

systemic and institutional racism in the criminal legal system. Many of the persons that OSPD serves are 

members of communities of color and poverty – the very communities most impacted by COVID‐19. Justice has 

always been an illusory concept for the poor and disenfranchised. While COVID‐19 has diminished the quality of 

life for most Coloradans, it has diminished the quality of justice for many. Recent events highlighting the racism 

and classism in our criminal legal system have decreased even further client confidence in law enforcement and 

the court system. Our ability to convince clients that there is a path forward and that the system will treat them 

fairly has been compromised. As one experienced OSPD lawyer aptly noted, “I am working 3 times harder and 

accomplishing less for my clients.” 

Adding to these challenges, budget cuts have necessitated several drastic measures for the OSPD. The agency 

has instituted salary freezes, voluntary furloughs, delays in hiring and reduction in operational budgets to cover 

salaries. 

COVID‐19 has also changed the way attorneys do business. As we strive to provide zealous and safe 

representation for our clients, we also are trying to protect OSPD employees. Many lawyers and staff are 

working almost entirely virtually as we have had positive COVID‐19 cases throughout many of our offices. Jails 

and detention facilities are locations of highest COVID‐19 risk and we are trying to keep staff safe from infection 

at these facilities or bringing the virus into them. We have a large population of not simply indigent clients but 

clients who have no home and no access to phones or computers and the economic crisis caused by COVID‐19 

puts more people in similar circumstances. Thus, while the virtual system has some benefits, nearly every activity 

from getting signed paperwork to sharing discovery (including multiple body‐cam videos) to resolving cases has 

become more difficult and time‐consuming. 

Closures of courts and docket postponements due to COVID‐19 infections have forced additional court hearings 

and delays in resolving cases, which impacts attorney caseloads. Cases are more difficult to resolve when clients 

are afraid they will be infected if even a short jail sentence is required. Lawyers are working diligently to file 

additional bond reduction motions to try to get persons released from jails who do not present a public safety 
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risk. While jury trials have resumed in many jurisdictions, limited capacity due to COVID‐19 and changes to 

speedy trial rules have caused some cases to get set over multiple times without resolution.  Witnesses can be 

harder to find and some people are afraid or simply unable to come to court due to health risks, even to support 

family members. 

In this environment, OSPD office heads and supervisors are constantly working with judges, sheriffs, district 

attorneys and others to organize client contact, Webex hearings for court, safety protocols and more. This has 

been challenging because no statewide COVID‐19 courthouse protocols have been established, so courthouse 

pandemic procedures vary not just from district to district but sometimes from courtroom to courtroom. 

Additional detail can be seen at Appendix A, OSPD Pages 5 through 10.  

[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and which would you 

anticipate sustaining over the long term?  

We have employed an ever‐changing series of options in an attempt to uphold our mission.  Some of the 

changes we have employed are video conferencing, online applications, electronic processes, virtual 

committees, modified work locations, and mental health resources. 

At this time, we are unsure how many of these changes we will continue but we do anticipate further 

modifications as we come out of the COVID‐19 pandemic and focus on dealing with the increasing number of 

outstanding cases, primarily the growing backlog of cases that will need to be managed with the courts.   

3 [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations in 2020, what 

impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court operations resume? Are there 

actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

Since March, our outstanding and backlog of cases has continued to grow.  This along with a return in the 

number of new cases to pre‐COVID‐19 levels will present significant challenges for our agency.  We can no longer 

delay the hiring of our new FTE and have filled these positions starting in January 2021.  Since we hire nearly all 

positions at entry level (and are funded at this level), we must invest a considerable amount of time in training 

so they are ready when we are faced with this surge of cases.   

To successfully deal with this unprecedented challenge, it is absolutely critical for all agencies involved (Courts, 

District Attorneys, Public Defenders, Alternate Defense Counsel, etc.) to collaborate and ensure the actions 

taken work together and do not create additional obstacles.   

4 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court system and/or 

your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or your services during the 

pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your agency in managing the current 

pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

Inconsistencies across judicial districts have always required different and consequently additional efforts from 

our staff.  These variations include access to IT within courthouses, access to IT for hearings (both for those in 

custody and out of custody), IT infrastructure in courthouses, and equality of access for litigants in those 

facilities, specifically internet access and reliability.  All of these hinder our ability to provide services and for our 

clients to access the courts. 
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In the short‐term we have tried to coordinate our efforts to where we could be of most benefit. 

It is somewhat difficult to provide a comprehensive response to this question give the inconsistencies across  

courts.  Because there is no coordinated effort to provide a standard solution across all courts, the Office of the 

State Public Defender has to adapt and provide multiple solutions across its various trial offices and sometimes 

even within a trial office.  Some courts have video conferencing available, some do not; some provide guest wifi, 

some do not; some have audio/visual technology in the courtroom, some do not; some have measures in place 

to maintain safe social distancing, some do not.  Even for those courts that do have a certain technology such as 

video conferencing, there is inconsistency as the specific solutions include Webex, Zoom, Microsoft Teams, 

Lifesize, and Polycom.  Who provides the technology varies as well and is often a mix between the courts, 

prosecutors, and counties. 

Future IT solutions need to include improvements in the electronic submission process, representation in court, 

video conferencing, and access to our clients. 

The first step to overcoming the gap is a true electronic submission process for requesting a Public Defender.  

The State Court Administrator’s Office  recently redesigned the ‘Request for a State Paid Professional’ (JDF208) 

to make the application easier to fill out, but it still requires clients to be able to navigate a 5 page, fillable pdf 

form (often using only a smart phone) and to figure out how to sign, save and then email or print the application.  

This form must be revised so that it can be completely filled out, signed, and submitted online without the need 

for clients to save/print it and figure out how to submit it to the appropriate office. 

In terms of our representation in court, all courtrooms need a standardized solution that provides video 

conferencing functionality for all participants including clients (in custody or out), judges, attorneys, and jury 

members.  This solution needs to also provide for secure, private conversations between attorneys and clients 

and provide full functionality so court can be conducted outside of the physical courtroom with all participants 

being remote.  Whichever video conferencing solution is chosen, it needs to be licensed so that those 

participating do not need a license or enough licenses are budgeted for and purchased up front so that everyone 

has a license that needs one.  Defense attorneys should not be not required to purchase their own licenses as is 

the case with VideoLink. 

When court does return to inperson participation (or for those courts requiring in‐person even during the 

COVID‐19 pandemic), video conferencing still needs to be a standard part of the process so that clients, 

attorneys, or court staff who are sick or experiencing COVID‐19 symptoms can safely participate without risking 

infection to those in court.  This should include separate microphones for attorneys, judges, clients, and jury 

members, and speakers in the courtroom so that everyone involved can easily hear and be heard.  In addition, 

technology should be in place so that social distancing can be maintained while doing tasks such as submitting 

documents to the court, holding bench conferences, presenting exhibits, and having secure, private 

communication between defense attorneys and clients.  A big part of all of these solutions is stable, high speed 

wifi in every courtroom dedicated for defense attorneys and other visiting professionals so that connections and 

bandwidth are not affected by general public use.    

Lastly, there needs to be a standard solution in detention facilities so that attorneys can meet with their clients, 

review discovery, and obtain client signatures.  Again, this currently varies widely among facilities and there are 

various solutions involving Zoom, Webex, USB drives, dedicated laptops, iPads, wifi, cellular phones, and hot 

spots.  Many of the existing solutions have been provided by OSPD.  
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APPENDIX A 

The COVID‐19 pandemic and the Stay‐At‐Home orders forced the Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) 
to quickly react to a world where much of the work of representing clients became virtual. In a very short 
period of time, the agency took several steps to adapt, including: 

 Providing all employees with laptops to be able to conduct work from home, as many of our

administrative staff previously had desk‐top computers;

 Increasing VPN capability from approximately 50 employees per day to nearly 900 users per day;

 Reconfiguring phone systems to allow for remote access and usage;

 Implementing the different remote court solutions such as Webex and Lifesize for our

employees;

 Implementing capabilities for remote client applications;

 Providing laptops and iPads for our in‐custody clients to review discovery;

 Acquiring Webex licenses to allow in‐custody clients to communicate via video; and

 Acquiring Zoom licenses to enable remote staff meetings and trainings, including conducting

our annual training conference in an entirely virtual format.

As the pandemic accelerated, the number of new OSPD cases dropped significantly in the spring. By the fourth 
quarter of FY 2019‐20, the decline had reached approximately 50 percent. The number of cases has started to 
rebound, however.  This change is shown in Chart A below. 

Chart A 

Our staff have observed several reasons for the initial decline and subsequent rebound in new cases. 

 Initially, some courts granted a significant number of personal recognizance bonds. Because

more people were on these bonds at first advisement, our numbers dipped.  Now, many of

these cases which were set out for a few months are starting to move forward again. As people

have court dates scheduled, they apply for our services so our numbers are going back up.

 While there was a temporary lull in filings when COVID hit, they are picking back as agencies have

adapted to new filing, summons and arrest procedures.
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 While Denver Police were initially not arresting people for certain low‐level felonies and

misdemeanors early in the pandemic, they have resumed this practice.

In addition to the number of cases currently increasing from the lowest pandemic levels, some offices have 

experienced a substantial increase in their higher level felony cases (violent crime). A comparison of these cases 

in the first quarter of FY 2020‐21 to the first quarter of last year is in Chart B below. While caseloads are down in 

other categories, class one and two felonies have increased by 8 percent and 50 percent, respectively. These 

serious felonies require the greatest attorney effort, time and resources. As our Denver Office, reported, “[o]ur 

office has a record number of active homicide cases and our COV [crime of violence] cases have increased. We 

are all carrying more life‐in‐prison cases than ever before and these types of cases require substantially more 

work and time.” 

Chart B 

New Cases 

Case 

Type 

1st Qtr 

FY20 

1st Qtr 

FY21  % Chg 

F1  48  52  8% 

F2  80  120  50% 

New Cases, F1 and F2 
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Since the pandemic, the number of closed cases has declined and cases are taking substantially longer to 
resolve. Although our new and closed case numbers dropped in FY 2019‐20, Chart C shows we have 
experienced a dramatic 43 percent increase in the average days it takes to close a case when compared to FY 
2018‐19. This percentage is even more significant because COVID‐19 only began affecting our averages during 
the last few months of the fiscal year. 

Chart C 

As a direct result of the pandemic, cases take longer to resolve, as many tasks take additional time. Our 
attorneys have shared many challenges they face related to COVID‐19: 

 We spend a lot of time telling people how to apply and how to attend court electronically.

 The applications process has proven especially difficult. We have a large population of not simply

indigent clients but clients with no home and no access to phones or computers – making virtual

applications almost impossible for this clientele. We have had to shift our administrative

workloads to try and accommodate the number of potential clients calling in to try and apply.

 The legwork required for a normal docket has increased because everything has to be reviewed

and signed by clients ahead of time.

 Virtual interviews, meetings and dockets are frequently beset by technological delays and

glitches from all sides, which causes time to slide unproductively away. Additionally, the very

nature of these communications is less productive and more time consuming – it just takes

longer to get things done in this format.

 While some jails have been very cooperative, others have made it very difficult for us to have

adequate, confidential communication with our clients.

 When we have clients in other facilities, such as the DOC, it can be extremely difficult to talk to

them, if we are able to talk to them at all. We spend a great amount of time trying to figure out

these meetings and often still do not get to speak with them.

 We currently spend a lot more time trying to track down clients to speak with them and figure

out how to get them discovery to review. This is especially complicated with large electronic files

like body‐cam video.

 In rural and poor jurisdictions it is work just being able to contact our clients. Most don’t have

access to email (believe it or not). A majority have lost their phones because of a loss of work.

And there has definitely been an increase in the homeless population due to COVID. Mail is often

the only way to make contact with clients.

 When we were all in court there were many things that got hammered out in the courtroom. It

was a time when client, victim, DA and we were all present. Client’s sticking point may be “x”
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and we could go to the DA right there and discuss it. DA could then talk to victim and we could 

get the case hammered out in 20 minutes. Now, those 20 minutes can take up to 4 weeks of 

back and forth and trying to find people. 

In addition, while jury trials have resumed in many jurisdictions, the number of trials that can proceed while 

operating with requirements of physical distancing and rising case counts has been significantly reduced. Thus, 

while new cases overall are lower than pre‐pandemic, outstanding cases are rising as is the number of more 

serious cases. This is having a tremendous impact on the workload our attorneys face. 

Chart D illustrates the effect statewide of the increase in outstanding felony cases, 26 percent in just the first 
three months of FY 2020‐21, while Chart E includes all case types. 

Chart D 

(Trial and Pretrial cases, not including drug) 

Outstanding Felony  Percentage Increase 

Felony 

FY19 

(June 

2019) 

FY20 

(June 

2020) 

FY21 

(Sept 

2020) 

% Inc 

FY19 to 

FY20 

% inc 

FY20 to 

FY21 

% inc 

FY19 to 

FY21 

Trial & Pretrial 

F1  179  190  211  6%  11%  18% 

F2  188  237  271  26%  14%  44% 

F2‐F6 Sex  1,130  1,110  1,183  ‐2%  7%  5% 

F3‐F4 COV  1,719  1,832  2,116  7%  16%  23% 

F3‐F4 Non COV  3,461  3,844  4,299  11%  12%  24% 

F5‐F6  4,658  5,127  6,203  10%  21%  33% 

DUI Felony 4  412  453  503  10%  11%  22% 

Total  11,747  12,793  14,786  9%  16%  26% 

(Trial and Pretrial, not including drug) 
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Chart E 

Total Monthly Outstanding Cases ‐ ALL data  Percentage Increase 

FY19 

(June 2019) 

FY20 

(June 2020) 

FY21 

(Sept 2020) 

% Inc 

FY19 to 
FY20 

% inc 

FY20 to 
FY21 

% inc 

FY19 to 
FY21 

Felony 

F1  179  190  211 6%  11%  18%

F2  188  237  271 26%  14%  44% 

F2‐F6 Sex  1130  1110  1183 ‐2%  7%  5% 

F3‐F4 COV  1719  1832  2116 7%  16%  23% 

F3‐F4 Non COV  3461  3844  4299 11%  12%  24% 

F5‐F6  4658  5127  6203 10%  21%  33% 

DUI Felony 4  412  453  503 10%  11%  22% 

Drug Felony 1,2,3,4  3734  2865  2584 ‐23%  ‐10%  ‐31% 

Trial & Pretrial Total  15481  15658  17370 1%  11%  12% 

Misc Proceeding  1517  1297  1380 ‐15%  6%  ‐9% 

Felony Revocation  4060  4440  5052 9%  14%  24% 

Appeal  30  27  33 ‐10%  22%  10% 

Other Proceedings Total  5607  5764  6465 3%  12%  15% 

Felony Total  21088  21422  23835 2%  11%  13% 

Misdemeanor 

Misd Sex 

M1 M2‐

M3 

Misd DUI 
Traffic/Other 

362 

5174 

3685 

2675 
3990 

389  411

6031  7486

4116  5081

2971  3155
3825  4158

7% 

17% 

12% 

11% 
‐4% 

6% 

24% 

23% 

6% 
9% 

14% 

45% 

38% 

18% 
4% 

Trial & Pretrial Total  15886  17332  20291 9%  17%  28% 

Misc Proceeding 

Misd Revocation 

Appeal 

797 

3053 
213 

689  601

3305  3795
183  147 

‐14% 

8% 
‐14% 

‐13% 

15% 
‐20% 

‐25% 

24% 
‐31% 

Other Proceedings Total  4063  4177  4543 3%  9%  12% 

Misdemeanor Total  19949  21509  24834 8%  15%  24% 

Juvenile 

Juv Sex  239  249  248 4%  0%  4% 

Felony  868  993  974 14%  ‐2%  12% 

Misdemeanor  1001  1046  1054 4%  1%  5% 

Trial & Pretrial Total  2108  2288  2276 9%  ‐1%  8%

Other Proceedings 

Misc Proceeding  210  96  111 ‐54%  16%  ‐47% 

Juv Revocation  534  481  532 ‐10%  11%  0% 

Appeal  8  4  6 ‐50%  50%  ‐25% 

Juvenile Total  2860  2869  2925 0%  2%  2% 

Grand Total  43897  45800  51594 4%  13%  18%
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For almost a quarter of a century, the OSPD has relied on workload standards derived from independently‐
developed workload studies to determine our staffing and resource needs. In the current, unprecedented 
pandemic, these metrics do not accurately capture the current workload of Public Defenders. 

For example, carrying a larger number of more serious cases for a longer period of time contributes to the 
already existing high stress levels and time demands being made of our staff. Our staff are concerned for the 
health and safety of themselves, their co‐workers, their families, and their clients and their families. Many of 
those suffering the most during the pandemic reflect our client base: poor communities and especially 
communities of color.  As the pandemic has progressed, we have seen this toll impact our attorney attrition rate. 
Attorney attrition rates are up, which is not how attrition rates typically operate during an economic downturn 
when people do not leave stable employment. As we have reported in previous budget cycles, an increase in 
attrition rates compounds demands on remaining staff because the workload is redistributed to the remaining 
attorneys many of whom are less experienced. 

To date, the Public Defender estimates that the costs directly associated with COVID‐19 are approximately 
$200,000. This amount includes $160,000 for IT and communication‐related costs, $50,000 for workplace 
cleanings after employees tested positive or were diagnosed with COVID‐19, and for PPE and miscellaneous 
supplies. This $50,000 number might have been significantly higher if, early in the pandemic, adequate supplies of 
PPE had been more available to non‐medical workers in the U.S.  In the end, this amount reflects what our 
current budget was able to bear. 

Indirect costs are unquantifiable. They include staff personally paying to upgrade their wireless systems so they 
are able to efficiently work from home, purchases of secondary cell phones for client communication, purchases 
of necessary PPE and general supplies. 
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
OFFICE OF THE ALTERNATE DEFENSE COUNSEL 

FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 
1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

COMMON QUESTIONS 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) 
decrease in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and 
percentage share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs 
within the Department. Please describe the use of vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the 
implementation of one-time or ongoing operating savings. Please describe the urgency of the 
Department's need to engage in a furlough in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings 
in other ways. 

The OADC implemented mandatory furloughs for its 16 FTE to accommodate 
the 5.0% HLD cut totaling $92,036 for FY21.  Due to the Agency’s limited 
vacancy savings amount of $47,590 for FY21 each FTE is taking 5.5 days of 
furlough, which equates to $44,446, or a reduction of 3% to OADC staff’s 
FY20-21 income. 

[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the Department’s 
strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing levels to begin 
with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your approach? 

The OADC was 100% staffed prior to the HLD decrease so mandatory 
furloughs as detailed above were implemented. 

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic have 
changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and 
office space impacts. 

The OADC’s physical office has been closed since March 13th of 2020.  Except 
for individual staff members occasionally working from the office, everyone 
has been working remotely. 

The COVID pandemic has had an impact on OADC’s overall caseload and 
expenditures.  During the last quarter of FY20 and continuing today, many jails 
and prisons only allowed remote meetings between OADC contractors and 
clients, which cut contractor travel time.  Many judges also postponed cases 
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and reduced the number of cases being heard on any given day.  Many 
hearings and cases were also pushed out to FY(21).   Our data shows that 
attorney hours on cases for FY20 were 14,157 less than they were in FY19. 

[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and which 
would you anticipate sustaining over the long term? 

The Agency assumes that once the pandemic is controlled a majority of its 
staff will return to the physical office.  We also anticipate a surge in caseload 
and expenditures. 

3 [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations 
in 2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court 
operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

The Agency assumes that contractor work will, at a minimum, resume to pre-
pandemic levels, and there will likely be a surge in activity due to backlogs 
and case postponements.  This will include all contractor types:  Attorneys, 
Paralegals, Investigators, Social Workers, Legal Researchers, Case 
Assistants and Experts.  The Agency is working to assist its contractors in 
preparing for this eventuality and to provide whatever resources it can.  

4 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court 
system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or 
your services during the pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your 
agency in managing the current pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

The Agency’s contractors have run into situations, especially in rural parts of 
the state, where technology is limited, making remote visits difficult, if not 
impossible between legal teams and clients.  Some of the largest jails in the 
state have also been the most problematic for securing safe visitation 
between clients and their defense teams. Where possible the OADC has 
purchased iPads and sent them to jails so that contractors can visit with 
clients remotely to work on their cases.  It is unclear when visits will return to 
‘normal’ so it is likely that this will be a continuing expenditure for the Agency 
into the foreseeable future.   
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OFFICE OF THE ALTERNATE DEFENSE COUNSEL (OADC) 

[Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of the budget reduction proposed in the FY 
2021-22 budget request.  

As mentioned in the Agency’s response to question #2, the COVID pandemic 
did impact the OADC’s overall caseload for FY20. It is likely this impact will 
continue through FY21. 

Given recent vaccine announcements/schedules from the Governor it is likely 
that the State’s court system will not return to ‘normal’ activity until sometime 
in FY22.  The Agency anticipates that the $4,520,835 reduction will better 
align with the programmatic needs for FY22 but does not rule out the 
possibility of a mid-year Supplemental if our caseload drastically increases 
beyond current estimates. 
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Judicial Branch

Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Budget Presentation
Lindy Frolich, Director
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• R-1 Change Request – OADC Caseload GF Decrease of $4,520,835
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Case Count by District FY20
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Case Expenditures by District FY20 
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Interactive map ( Average Cost by District FY20 )
https://10ay.online.tableau.com/t/officeofthealternatedefensecounsel/views/MapofAverageCaseCostFY20byDistrict/DistrictMapofCase
AveragesFY20?:showAppBanner=false&:display_count=n&:showVizHome=n&:origin=viz_share_link
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COVID 10
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Questions ?
• Contact Information

• Lindy Frolich – Director – (303) 515-6925
lindy@coloradoadc.com

• Darren Cantor – Deputy Director – (303) 515-6935
darren@coloradoadc.com

• Daniel R. Nunez – Chief Financial Officer – (303) 515-6924
daniel@coloradoadc.com
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 
1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

COMMON QUESTIONS 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) 

decrease in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and 

percentage share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs 

within the Department. Please describe the use of vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the 

implementation of one-time or ongoing operating savings. Please describe the urgency of the 

Department's need to engage in a furlough in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings 

in other ways. 

OCR response:  The OCR has used vacancy savings and delayed hiring to address the five 

percent reduction in FY 2020-21.  Due to the savings generated by these actions, furloughs 

were not necessary.  The OCR has held the following positions vacant:  Administrative 

Specialist (Denver office); Case-Carrying Attorney (El Paso office); Case Coordinator (El 

Paso office).  The OCR will begin the process to fill the Attorney position in January and the 

Administrative Specialist as soon as feasible; the Case Coordinator positions will remain 

vacant for the foreseeable future. 

[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the Department’s 

strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing levels to begin 

with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your approach? 

OCR response:  There were two vacancies when the HLD decrease was approved for FY 

2020-21, and the OCR determined those positions would remain vacant to address the 

decrease.  When the third position became vacant in August 2020, the OCR chose to keep it 

vacant until more information was available regarding the state’s revenue forecast.  Since 

the forecast has improved and the OCR has been able to generate sufficient savings in FY 

2020-21, the OCR is now in a position to fill the Case-Carrying Attorney vacancy after the 

new year.   

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic have 

changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and 

office space impacts.  

OCR response:  Since March 2020, OCR staff have been working primarily from home, due 

to stay-at-home orders and restrictions on occupancy at the Ralph Carr Judicial Center.   In 
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this remote environment, OCR staff have remained productive, keeping up with day-to-day 

operations and activities, continuing to provide oversight and support to attorneys 

throughout Colorado, and achieving OCR’s programmatic goals.  Additionally, the OCR 

has taken on several new initiatives, including but not limited to the launching of a Diversity, 

Equity, and Inclusion initiative, planning to implement key recommendations of its Engaging 

and Empowering Youth Paper (https://coloradochildrep.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/11/Executive-Summary.pdf), piloting contracts with three case 

consultants to support attorneys throughout Colorado, creating a COVID-19 resource page, 

and hosting town halls to maintain contact with attorneys during the pandemic.  OCR staff 

have also assumed the responsibilities of vacant positions to ensure the ongoing operations 

of the OCR.   

GALs’ responsibilities and practice requirements have remained in effect during COVID-

19. The OCR has issued guidance and posted resources to assist attorneys in fulfilling their

professional obligations.  GALs have been able to maintain contact with children and youth

using innovative methods and have engaged in in-person visits when feasible and safe.

However, stay-at-home and safer-at-home orders have impacted their ability to appear in-

person in court and to conduct many of their investigative activities in-person.  The OCR

attributes much of the reduction in its FY 2019-20 CAC workload/caseload to decreased

travel time resulting from these restrictions and a temporary reduction in new appointments.

[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and which 

would you anticipate sustaining over the long term?  

OCR response:  While the OCR appreciates the initiative and dedication of staff during these 

unprecedented times, the OCR does not believe that the current workload of its staff is 

sustainable in the long-run and plans to fulfill vacancies as soon as it believes it is fiscally 

responsible to do so.  The OCR does not anticipate that staff will return to the Ralph Carr 

Center until late FY 2020-21 and believes that even after this transition, it will be positioned 

to support a part-time remote work environment for many of its staff.  This shift will allow it 

to maximize use of existing office space to accommodate all staff members’ needs. 

3 [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations 

in 2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court 

operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

OCR response:  The OCR expects that as Colorado emerges from the pandemic and normal 

court operations resume, attorney workload and caseload will reach at least FY 2018-19 

levels.   
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The OCR projects that D&N appointments will increase slightly in Fiscal Years 2020-21 and 

2021-22, resulting in a slightly higher appointment count than FY 2019-20 actuals.  The OCR 

bases this increase on a projected increase in case filings and case length.  The OCR 

attributes its decline in FY 2019-20 D&N appointments to social isolation rather than a 

decrease in child abuse and neglect and expects that as schools and services reopen, more 

families will come to the attention of departments of social services.  Additionally, the OCR 

believes that delays in court proceedings and services will extend the length of cases, 

compounding OCR’s caseload in the upcoming fiscal years. 

The economic downturn and the societal stressors caused by COVID-19 will also impact the 

OCR’s workload.  The same factors and pressures that require cases to stay open longer also 

require increased vigilance and advocacy by GALs.  Because GALs’ sole responsibility and 

loyalty is to the best interests of the children they represent, GALs cannot accept delays and 

denial of services for children and their families, inappropriate or unsafe placements, or 

premature case closure.  GALs will need to engage in heightened investigation and advocacy 

to ensure that children’s interests do not succumb to other pressures or demands.  

Additionally, while OCR attorneys have done their best to provide effective representation 

while minimizing contact, a long-term web-based legal practice will not fulfill the OCR’s 

statutory mandates of giving children effective legal representation and a voice in the court 

system. The face-to-face contact Chief Justice Directive 04-06 requires GALs to have with 

children, families, and placements is not only key to this unique legal practice but also matters 

to children and youth.  In a recent survey of nearly 200 youth conducted by the OCR as part 

of its Engaging and Empowering Youth program, 81% of youth identified “talked with me in 

person” as one of the best ways their GAL got to know them.  GALs’ investment in face-to-

face time also helps GALs obtain critical information from parents, caregivers, school 

personnel, and other individuals essential to assessing the child’s needs and supports.  As 

courts reopen, GALs will also resume their travel to court, as effective representation depends 

on these court appearances. 

Through ongoing review of billing and expenditures, analysis of filing trends, and contact 

with courts and attorneys in each of Colorado’s 22 judicial districts, the OCR will continue 

to closely monitor its caseload and workload trends and assess the need for budget 

amendments or supplementals.  Each OCR staff attorney is an assigned liaison for up to 6 

Judicial Districts and will stay in contact with contract attorneys and judicial officers 

throughout the year to ensure each district has the appropriate number of contractors to 

handle the case load. This will allow the OCR to respond quickly if there is a sharp increase 

in filings.  
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4 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court 

system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or 

your services during the pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your 

agency in managing the current pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

OCR response:  The OCR has not experienced gaps within the agency; however, each of 

OCR’s contract attorneys is responsible for maintaining his/her own sufficient technology 

infrastructure.  Accessibility continues to be a significant issue for court-involved children 

and families, impeding their access to courts, visits, education, services, and other contacts 

and supports essential to their success.  The OCR has been successful in engaging staff and 

contract attorneys by use of its current technology and does not anticipate further 

investments; however, the OCR supports efforts by the State to increase accessibility for 

Colorado’s children and families.   

OFFICE OF THE CHILD’S REPRESENTATIVE (OCR) 

5 [Rep. Hansen] How have the assumptions (including fiscal and population) for House Bill 19-

1316 played out? Please describe any impacts related to these assumptions.  

OCR Response: For HB19-1316 CDPHE reported a yearly average of 80 marriages licenses 

issued to 16 and 17-year-old youth between 2012 and 2018 (with between 0-5 licenses being 

issued to youth under 16 in the same time period). Since the bill was implemented the 

following Underage Marriage cases have been filed (according to OCR CARES data):  

County 2019 2020 Total 

Adams 0 1 1 

Arapahoe 2 2 4 

Broomfield 0 1 1 

Custer 0 1 1 

Denver 0 3 3 

El Paso 1 2 3 

Garfield 4 2 6 

Jefferson 0 5 5 

Logan 1 0 1 

Montezuma 0 1 1 

Prowers 0 1 1 

Pueblo 0 2 2 

Weld 0 5 5 

Grand Totals 8 26 34 

This data illustrates that the number of youth age 16 and 17 seeking a marriage license has 

decreased significantly since the legislation was implemented.  Of the cases filed, the vast 

majority are approved after a targeted investigation by the GAL which culminates in a written 
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report to the Court addressing the statutory factors and the GAL’s position regarding whether 

issuing the marriage license is in the best interests of the youth.   OCR notes that all 6 cases 

in Garfield county dealt with the same two juveniles who were seeking to marry.  Initially, 

both of the youth withdrew their petitions after the birth of their child.  The youth then refiled 

their petitions later that year.  The Court denied those petitions but subsequently granted new 

petitions they filed the following year, as it determined the youth were in better circumstances.  

In at least 5 other instances, both parties to the marriage were underage.  At least one of the 

cases involved a couple with one person joining the military and one was dismissed as the 

youth turned 18 prior to the petition being granted.  

The OCR did provide training on this new case type via webinar, which is recorded and 

available on its website to attorneys state-wide.  In addition, the OCR added a sample GAL 

report to the online Litigation Toolkit for attorney use across the state.  Overall, the OCR 

believes this legislation has been successful and had the effect intended. 

6 [Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of the budget reduction proposed in the 

FY 2021-22 budget request.  

OCR response:  The OCR has based its requested reduction on a CAC workload and caseload 

decrease and does not anticipate that any programmatic impacts will result from this 

reduction.  The OCR recognizes the unique circumstances of FY 2019-20 resulted in 

unprecedented fluxes in workload and caseload.  The OCR will continue to monitor its 

caseload and workload trends and assess the need for budget amendments or supplemental 

appropriations to ensure the legal representation it provides is not compromised. 
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Office of  the Child’s Representative 
Mission, Vision and Values

OCR Mission 
OCR gives children and youth a voice in Colorado legal proceedings through high-quality legal representation that 

protects and promotes their safety, interests, and rights. 

OCR Vision 
Justice, opportunity, and healthy families for all court-involved children and youth. 

OCR Values 
Accountability: Colorado’s children, attorneys, families, and communities can count on OCR to ensure that each
decision we make and action we take advances our mission in a fair, inclusive and transparent manner.
Efficiency: OCR strives to accomplish its mission and conserve resources by streamlining efforts, adhering to
deadlines, resolving conflict constructively, and honoring well-defined projects, processes, and roles. We balance
our drive to achieve with thoughtful planning and implementation.
Empowerment: OCR cultivates an environment of respect and honesty. We value the diverse experiences and
expertise of the children we serve, our attorneys, and our staff. We invest time to reflect and connect, focus on
strengths, value feedback, and recognize success. We stand for justice and support each other in our mission to
empower children.
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Child’s Legal 
Representative

Domestic 
Relations

Dependency 
and Neglect

Juvenile 
Delinquency

OCR contracts with approximately 275 attorneys, spanning all 22 judicial districts, who 
act as Guardians ad Litem (attorneys who advocate for the best interests of a child) for 
every child involved in a dependency and neglect case and each minor applying for a 
marriage application,  as well as these other case types, at the discretion of the court.  

Guardian
ad LitemProbate

Mental 
Health

Truancy

Victim/
Witness

Appeals

Paternity

Adoptions

Underage 

Marriage

B
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OCR Expenses

CCombined 69



OCR Expenses

D
Combined 70



FY2022 Budget Request
Reduction of  $1,984,079 General Fund 

Impact of COVID-19 on case 
filings

Projections and complications 

Fulfillment of OCR’s statutory 
mandates 
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COVID impacts

 Youth in facilities and placement issues
 Isolation of children, many not even in their own homes or

with their siblings (increased mental health issues, running
away, suicidal ideation, etc.) – GALs need to be more present
than ever.

 GALs and COVID exposure
 Other professionals and COVID
 Visitation stopped by Courts/GALs fighting blanket orders
 Court delays and impact on permanency
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OCR Resource Guide 
in Response to COVID-19

OCR Communications and 
Guidance

Colorado Dept of Human 
Services (Child Welfare and 

Youth Services)

Federal and Interstate 
Guidance

Court Appearances, 
Orders, and 

Announcements

Attorney Visits/Contact 
with Children and Youth

GAL Investigation & 
Advocacy Ideas

Statewide Policies 
Regarding Family Time 

& Sibling Contact

Educational Resources

Reasonable Efforts

Return Home and 
Placement Advocacy 
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OCR Resource Guide 
in Response to COVID-19 continued 

Transition Age -Youth

Talking to Children about 
COVID-19

Other Resources on 
COVID-19 (in Colorado 

and Nationally)

Technology Resources

Self-Care Resources
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Looking Forward 

• Monitoring closely to ensure timely response to filing fluctuations

• Continue to evaluate multidisciplinary models of representation

• Implement recommendations from the OCR Engaging and
Empowering Youth Program 
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Contact Us:  
Chris Henderson, Executive Director

(720) 351-4345
chrishenderson@coloradochildrep.org

Ashley Chase, Legislative Liaison
(720) 351-4346
ashleychase@coloradochildrep.org

“She was really good at finding the bright side 
in anything, especially with my case. She was 

great at joking around but still remaining 
serious. She was great at making sure we always 
had what we needed and that we were happy. I 
can’t think of a specific instance right now, but 
looking back at the experience, having her there 

for me and my sister was probably the best 
thing that could have happened for us.”

“He was the only one to take [what I wanted to 
see happen] in consideration.”

“[My GAL is] one of the few stable things in my 
life that has stayed there.” 

- Quotes from youth about their GAL
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 
1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

COMMON QUESTIONS 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) 

decrease in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and 

percentage share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs 

within the Department. Please describe the use of vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the 

implementation of one-time or ongoing operating savings. Please describe the urgency of the 

Department's need to engage in a furlough in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings 

in other ways. 

Please see the question response provided under 1(a). 

1.(a) [Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the 

Department’s strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing 

levels to begin with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your approach?  

To implement the HLD decrease in lieu of the 5% General Fund salary base reduction, the Office 

of Respondent Parents’ Counsel (ORPC) has delayed hiring staff members to fill two vacant 

positions, or 15% of the ORPC’s 13 General Fund FTE. Significant portions of the essential 

duties of these two positions have been assumed by remaining staff and the remainder of the 

essential duties are being completed by outside contractors at a significant savings. However, the 

workload assumed by remaining staff is not sustainable long-term.   

Because these two staff members chose to end their employment when they did, the ORPC did 

not have to terminate or furlough existing staff members, which would have been the only 

options available to the Agency to implement the HLD decrease.  The ORPC could not have 

found enough savings in its Operating and Training budget lines to cover the General Fund HLD 

reduction.  The costs in the two largest ORPC appropriations, Court-Appointed Counsel and 

Mandated Costs, are largely outside the control of the ORPC and are increasing because of the 

pandemic (please see agency response to Question 2(a)(II.) Budgetary Impacts).   

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic have 

changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and 

office space impacts. 

Please see the question response provided under 2(a). 
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2(a).  [Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and 

which would you anticipate sustaining over the long term?  

I. Programmatic Impacts: Although the pandemic has impacted the practice of child

welfare and especially respondent parents in a myriad of ways, the agency will highlight

three main programmatic impacts: the lack of in-person visitation between children

separated from their parents; a lack of access to necessary services for respondent parents

statewide; and the toll that the pandemic is taking on the attorneys representing indigent

parents.

i. Lack of In-Person Visitation: In most counties across the state, parents whose

children had been removed did not see their children in-person for three to four

months, from March through May or June. As counties struggled with

implementation of the statewide executive health orders, parents were left

wondering how their children were doing in an extraordinarily stressful time of

uncertainty and children were deprived of the ability to have meaningful contact

with their parents.

Virtual visitation has not been an adequate substitute for in-person visitation and 

has been complicated by many indigent parents’ lack of access to technology. At 

the beginning of the lockdown, many parents were unable to access in-home 

WiFi to attend virtual visits. In some counties, parents were reduced to a reality 

in which participating in virtual visits constituted an “essential activity” as an 

exception to the general order to lockdown. This meant that some parents were 

forced to carry in their pocket a court order deeming visits to be an exception to 

the statewide stay at home orders, just in case of interaction with law 

enforcement, as they sat in parking lots outside businesses offering free WiFi to 

have brief virtual visits with their children. 

[Sen Hansen Q] The ORPC is hopeful that suspension of in-person visitation 

will not be the policy once the vaccine is distributed, but the emotional impacts 

of lack of visitation are lifelong. 

ii. Lack of Access to Services: In a recent survey of ORPC contractors,

Respondent Parent Counsel attorneys (RPC) universally responded that a lack of

access to services has been the most major and detrimental impact to parents

and families during the pandemic. One-third of RPC responded that COVID-19

led to a lack of access to services in every case, while half responded that the

pandemic led to a lack of access to services in most cases.

Combined 78



17-Dec-2020 3 JUD-hearing - ORPC

This lack of services compounded the problem faced by parents of young 

children under the Colorado Children’s Code Expedited Permanency Planning 

(EPP) requirement that they complete their treatment plan within a year or face 

a motion to lose their children permanently through legal termination of parental 

rights. Most courts have not stopped the clock, despite the dearth of service 

availability created by the pandemic, preventing many parents from effectively 

beginning or staying on the path to rehabilitation required to gain their children 

back.  

[Sen. Hansen] The ORPC is hopeful that the lack of access to services will be 

alleviated by vaccine distribution and that more service providers will expand to 

incorporate a virtual provision of services (such as therapy). Long-term, however, 

this lack of services has not stopped the clock for many parents still facing 

termination of parental rights. 

iii. Respondent Parent Attorney Burnout: Just as many other working parents

experienced, RPC attorneys often had their own children in their homes

without childcare, juggling homeschooling their children with virtual court

appearances and phone calls calming panicked clients. In the same RPC survey,

just under half of RPC responded that there was a high to moderate impact on

their practice by family responsibilities for childcare and remote learning.

These impacts were compounded by a decrease in earnings caused by courts 

not holding hearings for up to two months and the competition for time due to 

increased family responsibilities. Over half of RPC who responded to the 

survey reported that the decrease in earnings had a moderate to high impact on 

them. Because RPC are independent contractors with ORPC, they typically do 

not have paid time off or other benefits, so losses in earnings are not easily 

absorbed. Losses in earnings may also be passed down to attorneys’ employees, 

such as paralegals or associates, in the form of layoffs, furloughs, or reduced 

hours. 

[Sen. Hansen] The ORPC is hopeful that the lives of the RPC will return to a 

balance again soon. The ORPC has seen an increase in contractor billing as the 

number of RPC appointments and workload have increased in recent months. 

In the short term, however, the agency is witnessing an alarming rate of 

attorney turnover and burnout. 

II. Budgetary Impacts: 91% of the ORPC’s FY 2020-21 General Fund appropriation and

FY 2021-22 General Fund request is for Court-appointed Counsel and Mandated Costs.

The two most important drivers in the costs of these appropriations are the number of
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appointments and the complexity and cost of individual appointments. Both of these 

factors have been profoundly impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, which led to the 

shutdown and the severe economic downturn.  

The shutdown caused many organizations, including schools, medical offices, and courts, 

to close or severely limit operations, which meant that fewer children were in the 

presence of mandatory reporters. This initially dramatically limited the number of new 

appointments at the start of the pandemic.  However, the severe and unprecedented 

economic downturn, which caused many parents to lose their jobs, their homes, and 

their ability to adequately feed, clothe, and care for their children, meant that more cases 

would be filed as soon as the shutdown began to ease, which is exactly what has 

happened.   

Dependency and neglect case filings, which are different than the number of ORPC 

appointments where multiple RPC can be appointed to represent each parent on a single 

case, dropped significantly at the beginning of the pandemic and then began to rebound 

in the fall as children returned to school (please see agency response to Question 3).  For 

July through November 2020, there were 1.4% fewer cases filed than the same period in 

2019. A 1.4% drop in case filings represents only 16 fewer cases filed in 2020 as 

compared to the same period in 2019.  While this is a year-to-date comparison of the 

dependency case filing numbers, it is helpful to look at the percentage change by month. 

September 2020 filings were 11.2% greater than in September 2019 and November 2020 

filings were 5.4% greater than November 2019. These numbers show that while the total 

dependency case filings have dropped slightly when you compare July through 

November of the current year (1.4% decrease), a month-by-month comparison over the 

same two years reveals an increase in the percentage of filings during September and 

November 2020 as compared to the prior year.  

In addition to the increased number of families experiencing poverty related issues, the 

problems of many families are more severe and may be longer-lasting, which will increase 

the complexity and cost of representation in cases. Many children who had already 

endured the trauma of being removed from their home were further traumatized when 

their parents were unable to have meaningful visits with them for three to four months 

as counties implemented shutdown and public health orders.  As a result of these factors, 

families will need stronger representation as parents work through the fallout of what 

the pandemic has done to them and their children.  The ORPC has already seen an 

increase in the cost per closed appointment. 

[Sen. Hansen] The ORPC expects that the number of appointments and the cost per 

appointment will continue to increase in FY 2020-21 and will remain elevated in FY 

2021-22.  The resulting increase in costs in the two largest appropriations of the agency 
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mean that the ORPC will need to request a supplemental request for the current fiscal 

year and a budget amendment for the new fiscal year. 

III. Office Space Impacts: The ORPC leases a small office suite in the Ralph L. Carr

Colorado Judicial Center.  Prior to the pandemic and resulting shutdowns, the staff of

the ORPC had grown and many staff members had been required to share offices.  They

did so willingly, but there was some loss of productivity and staff satisfaction.  Agency

management had discussed the need to find and request funding for a larger office space.

However, the shutdown proved that working effectively from a home office was possible

and even desirable for many staff.

[Sen. Hansen] As a result, the agency no longer expects that a larger office space will be 

needed in the foreseeable future.  

3 [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations 

in 2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court 

operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

The ORPC expects and is already experiencing a large increase in RPC appointments.  The chart 

below shows a steep drop in dependency case filings over the summer months but an increase in 

appointments, which could in part be due to more families falling below the poverty line and 

qualifying for court appointed RPC attorneys.  It could also be due, in part, to the need to appoint 

new attorneys to replace the number of attorneys who burned out or resigned their appointments 

due to pandemic related personal challenges (please see agency response to Question 2).  When 

almost all children returned to school in September, both filings and appointments increased 

dramatically: there were 194 more ORPC appointments in the first five months of FY 2020-21 

than in same period of the prior year, an increase of 7.5% in the ORPC’s appointments. 
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The effect of the pandemic on the major expenses of the ORPC is illustrated in the chart below.  

While costs decreased during the shutdown, they surged as the shutdown eased and are now 

higher than in the pre-pandemic period.  Parents and families have more severe problems which 

require additional time and money.  As a result, the average cost of ORPC appointments is 

increasing.  The average cost of a closed appointment has already increased by 2.9% in FY 2020-

21 and that is probably just a fraction of the increases to come as very few COVID-related cases 

could have closed at this time. The ORPC expects an even larger increase in per appointment 

costs after courts fully reopen and attorneys and other contractors work to deal with the myriad 

of problems so many indigent families now have. 
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The ORPC has compared the details of how ORPC contractors spent their time before and during 

the pandemic.  In addition to the decreases in the proportion of travel time for all contractors, the 

analysis clearly shows a marked increase in the proportion of time spent in out-of-court activities 

for all contractors.  The analysis also shows that paralegals, social workers, family advocates, and 

other contractor types are spending a greater proportion of their time in communicating with 

clients and others. 

The ORPC has also reviewed the statutory reasons and factual bases for appointments for each 

of the past four Septembers and found that the average number of statutory reasons per case and 

the average number of factual bases per appointment has increased during the pandemic as 

families struggle with more problems due to the pandemic and the economic downturn. 

The steep increases in the number of appointments, in tandem with the increase in attorney 

turnover (which increases costs because of the time and resources required to recruit, onboard, 

and orient new attorneys to this area of practice), and the average cost per appointment will 

make it necessary for the ORPC to request a FY 2020-21 supplemental appropriation and a FY 

2021-22 budget amendment.   

Actions that can be taken to mitigate these impacts include working with the state of Colorado 

and county departments of human services to encourage intensive safety planning for families 

and in-home services.  Such services should prevent the removal of children by supporting 

parents and caregivers to safely parent at home. Parents whose children are still at home may be 

more willing to wait to have their cases heard until the courts are able to clear some of the 

backlog.  In cases where children have been removed from their parents, supporting county 

departments of human services to prioritize and maintain in-person visits for parents and 

children could help reduce ongoing court litigation around suspension of in-person visitation.  

Another step that would mitigate these impacts would be to at least temporarily extend the 

Expedited Permanency Planning deadlines, which would give the courts more time in which to 

schedule and hold the required hearings.   

4 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court 

system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or 

your services during the pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your 

agency in managing the current pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

Virtual hearings, in the manner in which they are currently conducted, present serious gaps in 

justice for indigent parents. This happens in two ways: the technical challenges of the court’s 

Webex system and most parents’ lack of physical access to technology that they can use to 

participate in virtual hearings.   
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a) Technical Issues Present a Barrier: The ORPC has noted that the virtual hearings have

rolled out in a patchwork statewide. In some jurisdictions, hearings quickly returned to in-

person and have remained in-person.  In other jurisdictions, no in-person hearings have

occurred since mid-March. In most jurisdictions, dockets remain virtual but some

contested hearings have occurred in person.  In almost all jurisdictions, the emergency

hearing that occurs within seventy-two hours of removal of a child is occurring

virtually.  Parents are therefore having to deal with the trauma of having been separated

from their children while also navigating a virtual court system without an attorney sitting

next to them and able to answer their questions in-person.

In the dockets and hearings that ORPC has observed, the WebEx platform rarely appears 

to work well.  The video function often causes the speaker to freeze or stops working 

altogether and judges then end up not appearing on camera at all, or only being on camera 

for a portion of the hearings.  Such IT issues can appear to indigent parents that their cases 

do not matter, which could make them less likely to appear at future virtual hearings.    

All of these technical difficulties occurring over the WebEx platform lead to poor records, 

which make appellate courts less able to review trial court’s errors.  Transcriptionists have 

reported concerns that records made by WebEx are taking far greater time to reconstruct, 

which also leads to delays in appeals and permanency for children.  If two people talk at 

the same time, WebEx records nothing, so the court reporter cannot even attempt to make 

out what was said.  When transcripts are not accurate or complete, appellate courts may 

be unable to recognize and remedy injustices at a time when many more families are 

experiencing scarcity and separation.  

b) Lack of Access to Technology Presents a Barrier: Courts frequently do not determine

whether a hearing will be virtual or in-person until very close in time to the hearing.  If a

hearing is occurring virtually because a parent has been exposed to COVID-19 or because

it is not safe for the hearing to occur in-person, RPC attorneys frequently decide that it is

also not safe for them to be in the same small office space as a client due to COVID-

19. Many RPC either work from home or have very small, shared office spaces in order

to keep their overhead low so that they can afford to continue to represent indigent

parents.

In these circumstances, RPC may have to rent an office space for a client by the hour to 

ensure the client has a safe and quiet place to participate in the hearing, and one that has 

consistent and reliable internet access.  Many RPC also struggle to find technology that 

will stay charged and allow their clients to access the hearing while also communicating 

with their RPC.   

Combined 84



17-Dec-2020 9 JUD-hearing - ORPC

Indigent parents frequently use phones to access hearings and holding a phone for a four-

day termination hearing while also trying to text with the RPC attorney amounts to a denial 

of constitutional guarantees.  When RPC have requested computers from the court for 

clients to access virtual hearings, courts usually are not able to provide them.  The ORPC 

also does not have a budget to provide computers for these purposes currently.  Providing 

funding or computers for the court system or the ORPC to provide to RPC for clients 

unable to access virtual hearings would be one step towards bridging the gap of accessing 

services. 
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DEPENDENCY & NEGLECT APPOINTMENTS
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DISPROPORTIONALITY OF CHILDREN OF COLOR IN STATE CARE

Race Census 
Estimate of 

Colorado Child 
Population

Children 
Screened in for 
Investigations

Children in 
State Care

Children in care 
for 2+ years

White Alone 56% 49% 46% 41%

Black 4% 10% 9% 14%

Latinx/Hispanic 31% 36% 37% 38%
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DISPROPORTIONALITY OF DISABLED PARENTS
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FACTUAL BASIS FOR FILING
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CHILD PLACEMENT AFTER SHELTER HEARING
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COMMON QUESTION 1(A) – HLD DECREASE

17-DEC-2020 18  JUD-HEARING-ORPC
Combined 94



COMMON QUESTION 2(A) – COVID-19 IMPACTS
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COMMON QUESTION 3 – LIMITED COURT OPERATIONS
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COMMON QUESTION 3 – LIMITED COURT OPERATIONS
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COMMON QUESTION 4 – IT GAPS & COURT ACCESS
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CONTACT THE ORPC
MELISSA MICHAELIS THOMPSON, ESQ.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

MTHOMPSON@COLORADOORPC.ORG

303-731-8744
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 

FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 

1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

COMMON QUESTIONS 

Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) decrease 
in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and percentage 
share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs within the 
Department. Please describe the use of vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the implementation of 
one-time or ongoing operating savings. Please describe the urgency of the Department's need to 
engage in a furlough in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings in other ways. 

OCPO Response: The OCPO does not receive a separate appropriation for HLD. The OCPO has 
one program line that covers all the agency’s costs. Joint Budget Committee staff action reduced 
the OCPO’s line appropriation for FY 2020-21 by approximately 2.5%. The OCPO is managing this 
reduction by reducing operating expenditures and by hiring its eighth FTE as a .8 FTE.  

[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the Department’s 
strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing levels to begin 
with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your approach?  

OCPO Response: The OCPO does not receive a separate appropriation for HLD. The OCPO has 
one program line that covers all the agency’s costs. Joint Budget Committee staff action reduced 
the OCPO’s line appropriation for FY 2020-21 by approximately 2.5%. The OCPO is managing this 
reduction by reducing operating expenditures and by hiring its eighth FTE as a .8 FTE.  

1 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic have 
changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and office 
space impacts.  

OCPO Response: OCPO services and operations have remained largely consistent since the 
onset of the pandemic. Staff were able to quickly adjust to working from home. Most staff 
continue to work from home. The CPO has continued to offer timely services to citizens who 
contact the agency, despite a 34% increase in the number of cases during the past six months. 
This increase in caseload has required all staff to take on additional work, particularly agency 
analysts, most of whom are carrying caseloads double their normal amounts.   

Combined 100



 

17-Dec-2020 2 JUD-hearing 

[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and which 
would you anticipate sustaining over the long term?  
 

OCPO Response: To ensure there was no interruption in the delivery of services, the CPO 
acquired call transfer services through Verizon Wireless. This service seamlessly routes calls 
from staff member’s desk phones to their personal cell phones, while also protecting staff’s 
personal information. These services were acquired for 5 of the agency’s 8 employees and cost 
approximately $100 per month. The OCPO does not anticipate requiring these services once the 
entire staff is able to return to working in the Ralph Carr Judicial Center.   

 
2 [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations in 

2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court 
operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

 
OCPO Response: The OCPO is an independent state agency housed in the Colorado State 
Judicial Department. As such, the OCPO’s operations have not been impacted by the limited 
court operations that took place during 2020. However, in response to delays caused by limited 
court operations, the OCPO received an increase in calls from citizens and stakeholders 
concerned about impacts on child welfare-related proceedings. When court operations return to 
normal the OCPO anticipates that – due to increased litigation – the agency’s call volume will 
remain at elevated levels.  

 
3 [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court 

system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or 
your services during the pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your 
agency in managing the current pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

 
OCPO Response: The OCPO is an independent state agency housed in the Colorado State 
Judicial Department. The agency’s operations are largely independent of State Judicial’s IT 
systems, and the OCPO’s services are not reliant on State Judicial’s IT systems. As such, the 
OCPO’s services and operations have not been impacted by information technology gaps in the 
court system.  

OFFICE OF THE CHILD PROTECTION OMBUDSMAN (OCPO) 

[Sen. Moreno] Please describe the programmatic impact of each of the budget reductions proposed in 
the FY 2021-22 budget request.  

OCPO Response: The programmatic impact of the OCPO’s proposed budget reductions in FY 
2021-22 would be substantial. On November 1, 2020, the OCPO submitted its budget proposal, 
which included an $18,000 general fund reduction in an effort to comply with the Office of State 
Planning and Budgeting’s recommendations. At the time of the submission the OCPO had 
experienced an increase in cases during the months of March, May and April. The agency largely 
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attributed this increase to cases related to COVID-19 impacts and anticipated the caseloads 
would level off.  

However, current data is showing that cases not only continue to rise, but the majority of cases 
are not related to COVID-19 impacts. For example, caseload data over the past six months show 
an increase of approximately 34% compared to the same six months during the prior year. A 
review by the OCPO found that an overwhelming majority of these cases are related to child 
protection and juvenile justice issues not associated with COVID-19. As such, the OCPO does not 
anticipate the cases will decrease to rates experienced during previous fiscal years. 

As a result of this increase, four of the OCPO’s case analysts are carrying caseloads nearly double 
their average. The increased caseloads are also creating additional workloads for the OCPO’s 
other employees, including administrative staff. The proposed furloughs would likely result in 
the delay of services to some of the citizens who contact the OCPO, as well as delays in the 
development of some of the OCPO’s systemic work.  

Due to this significant increase in cases, the CPO will be submitting a budget amendment for 
approximately $108,000.  This request will essentially eliminate the $18,000 reduction and allow 
the CPO to hire 1.0 FTE to assist with the caseload increase that is becoming unsustainable at 
the current staffing levels.  The budget amendment will also allow the CPO to move a part-time 
analyst to full time.  The CPO hired a new analyst at the beginning of FY 2020-21; however, due 
to a general fund reduction of about 2.5% in FY21 and further reductions anticipated for FY 
2021-22, the CPO felt that underfilling one of its FTE at .80 was the only sustainable 
option.  Again, the rising caseloads justify increasing this position to full-time.  
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HOW WE WORK FOR COLORADO

We…
• Listen
• Research
• Resolve
• Identify Trends
• Create Lasting Change
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CLIENT SERVICES
Listen, Research & Resolve
We support curiosity and diversity of opinions 
and strive for inclusivity in our communications.

We help clients by providing:
• Information and/or Resource Referrals
• Assists
• Letters of CPO Concern
• Investigation
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SPECIAL INITIATIVES
Identify Trends &            
Create Lasting Change
We are committed to informing and reforming 
the child protection system.

Past projects include:
• Colorado Division of Youth Services Issue 

Brief
• Colorado Adoption Assistance Program 

Investigation
• Montezuma County Department of Social 

Services Investigation
• El Pueblo Boys & Girls Ranch Investigation
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IMPACTS OF COVID-19
What we have learned…
• Inconsistent Responses by Child Welfare 

Agencies
• Delayed Court Proceedings
• Service Delays
• Distrust of Virtual Visits
• Impact on Caregivers (foster parents, parents)
• Child Safety Implications
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Budgetary Considerations
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ENACTED BUDGET REDUCTIONS

FY 2020-21
The CPO is a small agency with a corresponding budget. The agency employs 8 individuals. 
The agency budget in FY 2019-20 was $990,918.

However, like many state agencies, for FY 2020-21 the CPO worked to find budgetary savings 
in response to the pandemic.

• $19k was saved by reducing the Division of Youth Services Client Services Analyst from 1 FTE 
to .8 FTE

• $10k was saved by streamlining operating expenses
• Total savings: $29,286

Final FY 2020-21 budget: $961,637
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PROPOSED BUDGET REDUCTION 

FY 2021-22
In further response to the pandemic, the CPO submitted a budget scenario to the JBC 
proposing further reductions to the CPO’s budget. 

• $18k in savings was proposed based on employee furloughs (2% additional cut) 
• 8 employees/6 furlough days
• Reduction is in addition to the 3% cut in FY 2020-21
• Total budget cuts 5% or $47,632
• Budget reduction:

FY 2019-20 ($990,918)
FY 2020-21 ($961,637)
FY 2021-22 ($943,632) (Final agency allocation if granted)
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PROPOSED BUDGET AMENDMENT

FY 2021-22
The CPO has experienced a nearly 48 percent 
increase in cases this past six months and 
anticipates that case levels will remain consistent 
during FY 2021-22. This sharp rise in cases 
necessitates preserving current staffing levels 
and seeking additional resources.

A budgetary increase will allow the CPO to serve 
and protect citizens who are impacted by 
Colorado’s child protection system. 
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Questions?
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 

4:20-4:40 INDEPENDENT ETHICS COMMISSION (IEC)
REMOTE/WEBEX 

Main Presenters: 
• Dino Ioannides, Executive Director
• Elizabeth Espinosa Krupa, Commission Chair

Topics: 
• Introduction and Opening Comments
• Common Questions

COMMON QUESTIONS 

1 Please describe the Department's actions to implement the Health, Life, and Dental (HLD) 
decrease in lieu of a 5.0 percent General Fund salary base reduction. Please include dollar and 
percentage share data on planned "allocations" of the decrease to all divisions and programs 
within the Department. Please describe the use of vacancy savings, delayed hiring, and the 
implementation of one-time or ongoing operating savings. Please describe the urgency of the 
Department's need to engage in a furlough in FY 2020-21 due to the inability to achieve savings 
in other ways. 

The Independent Ethics Commission (the “IEC”) has only one employee whose HLD is 
managed directly by the Judicial Department.  The IEC is taking no action independent of the 
Department with respect to HLD.  As for vacancy savings and delayed hiring, these options 
do not apply to the IEC, which is authorized to employ only one FTE.  With the bulk of the 
IEC’s budget paying for one staff member, the IEC has limited options for operating savings. 
Nonetheless, the COVID-19 pandemic is requiring the IEC to conduct its meetings remotely, 
which is expected to continue offering marginal operating savings until public health orders 
have adequately eased.  The IEC is not aware of the Department’s plans for furloughs, but 
will work with the Department as necessary to implement any such plans. 

[Sen. Moreno] How did your staffing levels prior to the HLD decrease inform the Department’s 
strategies for managing this reduction? For example, if you were at lower staffing levels to begin 
with and didn’t have available vacancy savings, what was your approach?  

IEC 1
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Staffing levels for the IEC—one employee—have remained static for years.  As such, the 
IEC’s staffing levels would not have impacted the Department’s strategies for managing 
reductions. 

2 Please describe how the changes implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic have 
changed the nature of the Department’s work. Please address programmatic, budgetary, and 
office space impacts.  

The IEC has implemented three significant changes in response to the pandemic:  (1) staff 
works nearly entirely outside the office; (2) IEC hearings and meetings are held by online 
WebEx conferencing; and (3) the IEC has postponed technology expenses related to keeping 
computer hardware current.  There are no savings related to working from home, as office 
space continues to be maintained at the Ralph Carr Judicial Center.  Online meetings save 
approximately $1,800.00/yr. over in-person meeting expenses.  Postponing technology 
expenses has delayed the expenditure of approximately $8,000.00. 

[Sen. Hansen] Which changes will only be in place under the current circumstances, and which 
would you anticipate sustaining over the long term?  

All changes listed above are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 

3  [Sen. Hansen] Given the backlogs and delays that have occurred due to limited court operations 
in 2020, what impacts to caseload, workload, and services do you expect when normal court 
operations resume? Are there actions that can be taken to mitigate this impact? Please explain.   

To the extent this question is limited to “court” operations, it is inapplicable to the IEC.  On 
the other hand, and to the extent this question is intended to cover the IEC’s operations after 
the pandemic has eased, the caseload, workload, and services of the IEC are not expected to 
be impacted by resuming normal operations. 

4  [Sen. Moreno and Rep. Herod] Please identify information technology (IT) gaps across the court 
system and/or your agency. How have these gaps affected people’s ability to access the courts or 
your services during the pandemic? What technology investments would assist the courts or your 
agency in managing the current pandemic situation in the short term, as well as into the future?  

Technology gaps for the IEC have primarily impacted two areas:  (1) postponing expenses to 
keep technology hardware current; and (2) using the online WebEx platform for hearings and 
meetings. 

IEC 2
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Postponing technology hardware expenses has delayed the expenditure of approximately 
$8,000.00.  However, these deferred expenses have not adversely impacted the services 
provided by the IEC. 

The IEC’s remote, online hearings and meetings have affected the public’s access both 
positively and negatively.  Positive impacts include the elimination of the public’s need to 
travel to the Ralph Carr Judicial Center for hearings and meetings.  Negative impacts result 
because online platforms such as WebEx, which serve as reasonable substitutes for in-person 
meetings during the pandemic, are nonetheless no panacea:  connectivity and other issues, for 
both the host and the participants, have been problematic at times.  From the IEC’s 
perspective, it is uncertain that there are any specific technology investments that could assist 
in managing the current situation. 

IEC 3
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
FY 2021-22 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

Thursday, December 17, 2020 
1:30 pm – 5:00 pm 

4:40-5:00 OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP (OPG) 

Main Presenters: 
• Sophia M. Alvarez, Executive Director

Supporting Presenters: 
• Kelsey Lesco, Chair, Colorado Office of Public Guardianship Commission

Topics: 
• Introduction and Opening Comments: Page 1, Slide 1
• Purpose and Importance of the OPG Pilot Program: Page 1, Slides 2-3
• Update of the OPG Pilot Program: Page 1-4, Slides 4-10
• Legislative Requests: Page 5, Slide 11
• Budget Request: Page 5, Slide 12
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JUDICIAL BRANCH 
FY 2020-2021 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING 

DECEMBER 13, 2019 
Office of Public Guardianship Pilot Program Remarks 

I. Introduction and Opening Comments, Slide 1.

II. Purpose and Importance of the Colorado Office of Public
Guardianship, Slides 2-3.
a. Eligibility C.R.S. 13-94-102
b. Complex and difficult cases and emergency petitions
c. Ethical considerations
d. 24/7 availability

III. Update on the Colorado Office of Public Guardianship (OPG) Pilot
Program, Slides 4-10.

a. Office infrastructure, Slide 4. A Staff Assistant and four Public Guardians
joined the OPG at the end of January 2020.

i. Internal training related to the National Guardianship Association’s
Standards for Agencies and Programs Providing Guardianship
Services, Ethical Principles, and Standards of Practice

1. Training specifically related for Center for Guardianship
Certification for National Guardianship Certification for
Public Guardians and Director

ii. Public Guardian projects for community resources and outreach
iii. Contracted training related to successful communication with

different clientele populations, trauma-informed services and self-
care, etc.

iv. CAPS legislation authorized the OPG as an employer to complete
CAPS for Public Guardians and the Director. The Public
Guardians and the Director are approved to continue working with
the OPG
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v. Director oversight of Public Guardians and staff includes weekly
individual case conferences and weekly group conferences as well
as weekly administrative meetings

vi. Public Guardian caseloads will be an average of 20 clients,
depending on complexity and difficulty

b. Web site went live in April 2020, Slide 5.  Prior to that, the Commission
web site was active. The web site provides information about the OPG
and houses the referral process. The web site was designed to coordinate
with the Case Management System: https://colorado-opg.org/

c. The Case Management System (CMS) was completed in April 2020, Slide
6. The cost of the Case Management System (CMS) came in right above
the budgeted cost of the 2017 budget request, about $300,425.11, at the
end of the FY20. There are ongoing maintenance and licensing expenses.

i. The CMS serves many purposes, as outlined in C.R.S. 13-94-105:
1. Housing the referral process, referral, and client data
2. Maintaining client data to serve clients
3. Creation of court documents for various court proceedings

and processes
4. Data gathering abilities for the 2023 Director Report
5. Tracking Complaints against the OPG, of which there have

not been any formal complaints following the OPG process

d. The OPG contracted with Colorado Fund for People with Disabilities to
serve as SSA Representative Payee for certain clients, Slide 6.

e. The OPG started accepting referrals on April 30, 2020, Slides 4 and 9.  In
last year’s JBC remarks I indicated that March 2020 was the anticipated
date to begin accepting referrals

i. The one-month delay was due to the referral process and serving
clients requiring that the Case Management System be completed.

ii. Additionally, the delay was due to the COVID-19 pandemic
starting in March 2020. This led to emergency discussions at OPG
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Commission meetings about whether to start accepting referrals 
amid a pandemic 

iii. A further delay in the OPG’s first court-appointment as Guardian
was due to barriers faced by referring parties in obtaining legal
representation

f. Current OPG caseload as of December 8, 2020, Slide 7.
i. The OPG is appointed Guardian for 20 clients
ii. Two appointments were terminated due to the client deaths (not

due to COVID-19
iii. Breakdown of populations served

Dementia related 
diagnoses 

Intellectual/Developmental 
disability 

Cognitive/Traumatic 
Brain Injury or 
Neurological disorder 

Severe Mental Health 
Illness (schizophrenia 
and/or bipolar) 

5 3 10 2 

iv. The OPG receives referrals from many sources, Slide 8:
1. Hospitals
2. Attorneys
3. Guardians ad Litem
4. Facility Social Workers
5. Adult Protective Services
6. Rocky Mountain Human Services
7. CDHS – Ft. Logan
8. CDHS - Pueblo
9. Denver Forensic Collaborative members

v. The OPG has accepted 19 referrals that are in pending court
proceedings

vi. The Colorado OPG has 9 incomplete referrals. These referrals
require more information provided to the Colorado OPG to
determine acceptance or declination
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vii. The Colorado OPG declined 20 referrals due to the alleged
incapacitated person living outside of the 2nd Judicial District and
therefore, not statutorily eligible. The breakdown of the 20
referrals: 6 – Arapahoe County, 2 – El Paso County, 1 – Gunnison
County, 2 – Jefferson County, 3 – Larimer County, 1 – Montrose
County, 1 – Washington County, and 4 – Weld County

viii. The Colorado OPG declined 4 referrals: two referrals were
inappropriate for CO OPG services and two referrals were
incomplete and did not provide additional information to for the
Colorado OPG to make a determination

ix. Three referrals were withdrawn due to the referring party indicating
the CO OPG services were no longer needed

x. Three referrals were withdrawn due to the alleged incapacitated
person passing away prior to the appointment of a guardian

g. Impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and Steps to Address, Slides 9-10.
i. Delay of first OPG court appointment as Guardian due to Supreme

Court and Denver Probate Court Administrative Orders Regarding
Court Operations under COVID-19

ii. Hospitals not seeking a guardianship due to COVID-19 pandemic
delays

iii. Facilities not accepting new patients due to the COVID-19
pandemic

iv. Though not due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the OPG is
considering contracting with attorneys and the Colorado Barr
Association Metro Volunteer Lawyer Program to file OPG
petitions to address the barriers referring parties face to obtaining
legal representation

h. The OPG hired a Research Assistant (RA) to assist with data gathering
for the 2023 Director Report to the General Assembly.

i. The RA is a Ph.D. graduate student at University of Colorado,
Denver Campus. The RA has experience in applied research, health
and social science research and with various types of data. He has
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also assisted with design study and experience with community-
based research 

IV. Legislative Requests, Slide 11.
a. House Bill 19-1045 (May 2019) extended the potential wind-up date if the

Pilot Program is not continued/expanded to 12.31.2023

b. Technical correction requests to match the extension date of 12.31.2023
as identified in C.R.S. 13-94-111:

i. C.R.S. 13-94-108(2): this change is required so that the OPG Cash
Fund does not revert to the General Fund at the end of FY21,
leaving the OPG without funds. The exact request is to change the
end date to 06.30.2024, the end of the fiscal year after the potential
wind-up date of 12.31.2023

ii. C.R.S. 13-94-102(2) (II) (b): this change is required so that the OPG
can be fully evaluated by the General Assembly in 2023. The exact
request is to change the year to 2023, instead of 2021

V. FY22 Budget Request, Slide 12.
a. Request is a budget continuation of the prior year
b. Request for an appropriation of $738,268.00, fully funded by the OPG

Cash Fund and Probate court fees
c. Personal Services for 6 FTE
d. Operating Expenditures for office rent, Information Technology services,

travel and mileage reimbursement, cell phone reimbursement, CMS
ongoing management, ongoing website management, training and CGC
certification, supplies, etc.
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Colorado Office of  
Public Guardianship 

Pilot Program
12.17.2020
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Purpose 
and 

Importance 
of  OPG

Eligibility C.R.S. 13-94-102

• Resident of  Denver County

• Adult

• Indigent

• Incapacitated

• Intellectual Disability/Developmental Disability

• Cognitive impairment

• Significant mental health issue

• Substance abuse issue

• No responsible family or friends who are available and
appropriate to serve as guardian

• Not subject to an APS guardianship petition
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Purpose 
and 

Importance 
of  OPG

• Legal decision-making authority depends on court
determination that can include:

• Housing/placement

• State and Federal Benefits

• Medical, other care and treatments

• Emergency petitions

• Difficult and complex client needs

• Ethical considerations and least restrictive and person-
centered planning

• On-Call 24/7 availability
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CO OPG Updates

OPG began accepting referrals on April 30, 2020

Events leading up to acceptance of  referrals:

• 1 Staff  Assistant and 4 Public Guardians (PG)

• Goal: Caseload of  approximately 20 clients per PG
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CO OPG Updates

• Majority of  Case Management System completed in April 2020 in compliance with C.R.S. 13-
94-105

• Contract with Colorado Fund for People with Disabilities to serve as SSA Representative
Payee for certain clients

• COVID-19 Pandemic began in March 2020 and required consideration of  accepting referrals
amid a pandemic

• Barriers for referring parties in obtaining legal representation
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OPG Current Caseload

• OPG is appointed Guardian for 20 clients

• 2 OPG appointments were terminated due to the client deaths (not due to COVID-19)

• Breakdown of  populations served

Dementia 
related 
diagnoses

Intellectual/Developmental 
disability

Cognitive/Traumatic 
Brain Injury or 
Neurological disorder

Severe Mental Health 
Illness (schizophrenia 
and/or bipolar)

5 3 10 2
Combined 129



Referral sources

• Hospitals
• Attorneys
• Guardians ad Litem
• Facility Social Workers
• Adult Protective Services
• Rocky Mountain Human Services
:

• Colorado Fund for People with
Disabilities

• CDHS – Ft. Logan
• CDHS – Pueblo
• Denver Forensic Collaborative

members
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Impact of  COVID-19 Pandemic

• Delay of  first court-appointment as Guardian
• Supreme Court and Denver Probate Court Administrative Orders Regarding

Court Operations under COVID-19

• Hospitals not seeking a guardianship due to COVID-19 pandemic delays,

• Facilities not accepting new patients due to the COVID-19 pandemic

• Delay of  ability to discharge clients from hospitals to less restrictive
placements
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Colorado 
Office of

Public 
Guardianship 

Pilot 
Program

Plan to address delays and impact of
COVID-19 Pandemic

• Director continues outreach and
presentations

• Webinar for Judges and Court staff
• Statewide data gathering and outreach
• CBA Metro Volunteer Lawyer

partnership
• Potential contracting with attorneys to

file OPG petitions
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Legislative Requests

• House Bill 19-1045 (May 2019) extended the potential wind-up date of  the
Pilot Program to 12.31.2023

• Requesting a technical legislative correction to match the extended date of
the Pilot Program so that the Cash Fund does not revert to the General
Fund at the end of  the current fiscal year, leaving the OPG without funds
• C.R.S. § 13-94-108(2)

• Requesting a technical legislative correction to match the extended date of
the Pilot Program to the year 2023
• C.R.S. § 13-94-102(2) (II) (b)

Combined 133



FY22 Budget Requests

• FY22 Budget Request is a budget continuation of  the prior year

• Request for an appropriation of  $738,268.00

• No additional requests but for the standard State Common Policy and
PERA adjustments

• The revenue from Probate court filings fees fully funds the OPG
Cash Fund (C.R.S. 13-32-102)
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Document: C.R.S. 13-94-102

C.R.S. 13-94-102

Current through all laws passed during the 2020 Legislative Session

CO - Colorado Revised Statutes Annotated TITLE 13. COURTS AND COURT PROCEDURE ADVOCATES ARTICLE 94. OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP

13-94-102. Legislative declaration

(1) The general assembly finds and declares that:

(a) Due to incapacity, some adults in Colorado are unable to meet essential requirements for their health or personal care;

(b) Private guardianship is not an option for such an adult when:

(I) No responsible family members or friends are available and appropriate to serve as a guardian; and

(II) He or she lacks adequate resources to compensate a private guardian and pay the costs associated with an appointment proceeding;

(c) Volunteer and public service programs are currently inadequate to provide legal guardianship services to indigent and incapacitated adults in Colorado;

(d) Colorado courts struggle to address the needs of indigent and incapacitated adults who lack the resources to provide for their own guardianship needs; and

(e) Without a system providing legal guardianship services to indigent and incapacitated adults, the courts are left with few options for addressing these adults' needs.

(2) In establishing the office of public guardianship, the general assembly intends:

(a) That the office will:

(I) Provide guardianship services to indigent and incapacitated adults who:

(A) Have no responsible family members or friends who are available and appropriate to serve as a guardian;

(B) Lack adequate resources to compensate a private guardian and pay the costs associated with an appointment proceeding; and

(C) Are not subject to a petition for appointment of guardian filed by a county adult protective services unit or otherwise authorized by section 26-3.1-104; and

(II) Gather data to help the general assembly determine the need for, and the feasibility of, a statewide office of public guardianship; and

(b) That the office is a pilot program, to be evaluated and then continued, discontinued, or expanded at the discretion of the general assembly in 2021.

(3) In creating the office of public guardianship, it is also the intention of the general assembly to:

(a) Treat liberty and autonomy as paramount values for all state residents;

(b) Authorize public guardianship only to the extent necessary to provide for health or safety when the legal conditions for appointment of a guardian are met;

(c) Permit incapacitated adults to participate as fully as possible in all decisions that affect them;

(d) Assist incapacitated adults to regain or develop their capacities to the maximum extent possible;

(e) Promote the availability of guardianship services for adults who need them and for whom adequate services may otherwise be unavailable;

(f) Maintain and not alter or expand judicial authority to determine that any adult is incapacitated; and

(g) Maintain and not alter or expand any authority vested in the state department of human services and county departments of human or social services.

History

Source: L. 2017: Entire article added, (HB 17-1087), ch. 319, p. 1714, § 1, effective June 5.
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Document: C.R.S. 13-94-105

C.R.S. 13-94-105

Current through all laws passed during the 2020 Legislative Session

CO - Colorado Revised Statutes Annotated TITLE 13. COURTS AND COURT PROCEDURE ADVOCATES ARTICLE 94. OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP

13-94-105. Office of public guardianship - duties - report

(1) The director shall establish, develop, and administer the office to serve indigent and incapacitated adults in need of guardianship in the second, seventh, and sixteenth judicial

districts and shall coordinate its efforts with county departments of human services and county departments of social services within those districts. The director shall administer the

office in accordance with the memorandum of understanding described in section 13-94-104 (4). Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, upon receiving funding sufficient to

begin operations in the second judicial district, the office must begin operations in that judicial district prior to operating in any other district.

(2) In addition to carrying out any duties assigned by the commission, the director shall ensure that the office provides, at a minimum, the following services to the designated judicial

districts:

(a) A review of referrals to the office;

(b) Adoption of eligibility criteria and prioritization to enable the office to serve individuals with the greatest needs when the number of cases in which services have been requested

exceeds the number of cases in which public guardianship services can be provided;

(c) Appointment and post-appointment public guardianship services of a guardian-designee for each indigent and incapacitated adult in need of public guardianship;

(d) Support for modification or termination of public guardianship services;

(e) Recruitment, training, and oversight of guardian-designees;

(f) Development of a process for receipt and consideration of, and response to, complaints against the office, to include investigation in cases in which investigation appears warranted in

the judgment of the director;

(g) Implementation and maintenance of a public guardianship data management system;

(h) Office management, financial planning, and budgeting for the office to ensure compliance with this article 94;

(i) Identification and establishment of relationships with stakeholder agencies, nonprofit organizations, companies, individual care managers, and direct-care providers to provide services

within the financial constraints established for the office;

(j) Identification and establishment of relationships with local, state, and federal governmental agencies so that guardians and guardian-designees may apply for public benefits on behalf

of wards to obtain funding and service support, if needed; and

(k) Public education and outreach regarding the role of the office and guardian-designees.

(3) The director shall adopt professional standards of practice and a code of ethics for guardians and guardian-designees, including a policy concerning conflicts of interest.

(4) On or before January 1, 2023, the director shall submit to the judiciary committees of the senate and the house of representatives, or to any successor committees, a report

concerning the activities of the office. The report, at a minimum, must:

(a) Quantify, to the extent possible, Colorado's unmet need for public guardianship services for indigent and incapacitated adults;

(b) Quantify, to the extent possible, the average annual cost of providing guardianship services to indigent and incapacitated adults;

(c) Quantify, to the extent possible, the net cost or benefit, if any, to the state that may result from the provision of guardianship services to each indigent and incapacitated adult in each

judicial district of the state;

(d) Identify any notable efficiencies and obstacles that the office incurred in providing public guardianship services pursuant to this article 94;

(e) Assess whether an independent statewide office of public guardianship or a nonprofit agency is preferable and feasible;

(f) Analyze costs and off-setting savings to the state from the delivery of public guardianship services;

(g) Provide uniform and consistent data elements regarding service delivery in an aggregate format that does not include any personal identifying information of any adult; and

(h) Assess funding models and viable funding sources for an independent office of public guardianship or a nonprofit agency, including the possibility of funding with a statewide increase

in probate court filing fees.

(5) In addition to performing the duties described in this section, the director, in consultation with the commission, shall develop a strategy for the discontinuation of the office in the

event that the general assembly declines to continue or expand the office after 2023. The strategy must include consideration of how to meet the guardianship needs of adults who will no

longer be able to receive guardianship services from the office.

(6) Prior to employment, the office of public guardianship, pursuant to section 25-1.5-103 (1)(a)(I)(A), shall submit the name of a person hired as a guardian or guardian's designee, as

well as any other required identifying information, to the department of human services for a check of the Colorado adult protective services data system pursuant to section 26-3.1-111

to determine if the person is substantiated in a case of mistreatment of an at-risk adult.

History

Source: L. 2017: Entire article added, (HB 17-1087), ch. 319, p. 1717, § 1, effective June 5. L. 2019: (1), IP(4), and (5) amended, (HB 19-1045), ch. 366, p. 3362, § 2, effective July

1. L. 2020: (6) added, (HB 20-1302), ch. 265, p. 1274, § 8, effective September 14.
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HOUSE BILL 19-1045 

BY REPRESENTATIVE(S) Snyder and Soper, Bird, Buentello, Cutter, 
Duran, Exum, Galindo, Gonzales-Gutierrez, Hooton, Kennedy, Kipp, 
Kraft-Tharp, McCluskie, Michaelson Jenet, Singer, Tipper, Valdez A., 
Becker, Titone; 
also SENATOR(S) Ginal, Crowder, Danielson, Moreno. 

CONCERNING FUNDING FOR CARRYING OUT DUTIES RELATED TO THE OFFICE 
OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP, AND, IN CONNECTION THEREWITH, MAKING 
AN APPROPRIATION. 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado: 

SECTION 1. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 13-94-104, amend (3) 
as follows: 

13-94-104. Public guardianship commission created - office of 
public guardianship created - appointment of director - memorandum 
of understanding. (3) Not more than one month after r c iving at icast one  
million seventhousand 1 in gifts, grants, and onations to the 
Uffice ofpubl1cguardranship cash funda in s ction 13-94-108, The 
commission shall appoint a director to establish, develop, and administer the 
office of public guardianship, which office is hereby created within the 

Capital letters or bold & italic numbers indicate new material added to existing law; dashes 
through words or numbers indicate deletions from existing law and such material is not part of 
the act. Combined 138



judicial department. The director serves at the pleasure of the commission. 

SECTION 2. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 13-94-105, amend (1), 
(4) introductory portion, and (5) as follows: 

13-94-105. Office of public guardianship - duties - report. 
(1) The director shall establish, develop, and administer the office to serve 
indigent and incapacitated adults in need of guardianship in the second, 
seventh, and sixteenth judicial districts and shall coordinate its efforts with 
county departments of human services and county departments of social 
services within those districts. Not morc than fivc months aftcr rccciving at  

donations to the officc of public guardianship cash fund cleated-in-section 
13-94-108, The director shall administer the office in accordance with the 
memorandum of understanding described in section 13-94-104 (4). 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS SECTION, UPON 
RECEIVING FUNDING SUFFICIENT TO BEGIN OPERATIONS IN THE SECOND 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT, THE OFFICE MUST BEGIN OPERATIONS IN THAT JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT PRIOR TO OPERATING IN ANY OTHER DISTRICT. 

(4) On or before January 1, 212023, the director shall submit to 
the judiciary committees of the senate and the house of representatives, or 
to any successor committees, a report concerning the activities of the office. 
The report, at a minimum, must: 

(5) In addition to performing the duties described in this section, the 
director, in consultation with the commission, shall develop a strategy for 
the discontinuation of the office in the event that the general assembly 
declines to continue or expand the office after X12023. The strategy must 
include consideration of how to meet the guardianship needs of adults who 
will no longer be able to receive guardianship services from the office. 

SECTION 3. In Colorado Revised Statutes, amend 13-94-111 as 
follows: 

13-94-111. Repeal - wind-up. (1) This article 94 is repealed, 
effective Junc 30, 2021 DECEMBER 31, 2023. Prior to such repeal, the 
general assembly, after reviewing the report submitted by the director 
pursuant to section 13-94-105 (4), shall consider whether to enact 
legislation to continue, discontinue, or expand the office. 
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(2) IF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY HAS ADJOURNED THE LEGISLATIVE 
SESSION BEGINNING IN JANUARY OF 2023 SINE DIE WITHOUT ENACTING 
LEGISLATION TO CONTINUE OR EXPAND THE OFFICE, THE OFFICE SHALL 
IMPLEMENT ITS DISCONTINUATION PLAN DEVELOPED PURSUANT TO SECTION 
13-94-105 AND WIND-UP ITS AFFAIRS PRIOR TO THE REPEAL OF THIS ARTICLE 
94. 

SECTION 4. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 13-32-102, amend (1), 
(6)(a) introductory portion, (6)(a)(II), (6)(b) introductory portion, (6)(b)(II), 
(6)(c) introductory portion, (6)(c)(II), (6)(d) introductory portion, (6)(d)(II), 
(6)(e) introductory portion, (6)(e)(II), (6)(f) introductory portion, (6)(f)(II), 
(6)(g) introductory portion, (6)(g)(II), (6)(h) introductory portion, and 
(6)(h)(II) as follows: 

13-32-102. Fees in probate proceedings. (1) On and after July 1, 
2008, 2019, for services rendered by judges and clerks of district or probate 
courts in all counties of the state of Colorado in proceedings had pursuant 
to articles 10 to 17 of title 15, the court shall charge the following fees: 

(a) Docket fee at the time of filing first papers in any decedent's 
estate eligible for summary administrative procedures under section 
15-12-1203, C.R.S., or in any small estate of a person under disability 
qualifying under section 15-14-118, C.R.S., which estates involve no real 
property  $ 6-8700 83.00 

(b) Docket fee at time of filing first papers in any estate not coming 
within the provisions of paragraph (a) of this subsection ( ) SUBSECTION 
(1)(a) OF THIS SECTION  164.00 199.00 

(c) Additional fee payable by petitioner at time of filing 
petition for supervised administration of a decedent's estate pursuant 
to sections 15-12-501 and 15-12-502, C.R.S., except for contested 
claims  163.00 198.00 

(d) Docket fee to be paid by the claimant prior to hearing on any 
contested claim, which fee shall be IS taxed by the district or probate court 
in the same manner as costs in civil actions  163.00 198.00 

(e) Registration fee for registration of trust pursuant to article 5 of 
title 15  x-63-00 198.00 
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(f) Docket fee at time of filing first papers in each action relating to 
a trust  X00 199.00 

(g) Nonrefundable fee for any demand for notice filed pursuant to 
section 15-12-204 C.R.S.  30.00 36.00 

(h) A fee to be paid by the testator at the time of depositing a will 
with the court during the testator's lifetime pursuant to section 15-11-515 

15.00 18.00C.R.S.   

(6) (a) Each fee collected pursuant to 1/cu agi. ap1 11 SCC 1 

SUBSECTION (1)(a) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 20e9; 2019, forty-eight dollars shall be 
deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 
(6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, FIFTEEN DOLLARS SHALL BE 

DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND 

ESTABLISHED PURSUANTTO SECTION 13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall 
be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 
(7)(a). 

(b) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (b) of subscction ( ) 
SUBSECTION (1)(b) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2009, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars 
shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101(6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, fifteen dollars shall be deposited 
in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a), 
THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC 

GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 
(1), and one dollar shall be deposited in the general fund pursuant to section 
2-5-119. . . . 

(c) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (c) of subscction (1) 
SUBSECTION (1)(c) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 
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(II) On and after July 1, 2009, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars 
shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE 

DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND 

ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall 
be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 

(7)(a)• 

(d) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraphsubscction (1)  
SUBSECTION (1)(d) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2009, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars 
shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101(6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE 

DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND 

ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall 
be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 

(7)(a)• 

(e) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (c) of su scc ion ( ) 
SUBSECTION (1)(e) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2009, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars 
shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE 

DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND 

ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall 
be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 

(7)(a)• 

(f) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (f) of subsection ( ) 
SUBSECTION (1)(f) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars 
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shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, fifteen dollars shall be deposited 
in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a), 
THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC 

GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 
(1), and one dollar shall be deposited in the general fund pursuant to section 
2-5-119. . . . 

(g) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (g) of subscction ( ) 
SUBSECTION (1)(g) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2069; 2019, twenty-five dollars shall be 
deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 
(6), SIX DOLLARS SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC 

GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 
(1), and five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204. 

(h) Each fee collected pursuant to paragraph (h) of s (1) 
SUBSECTION (1)(h) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2010, 2019, ten dollars shall be deposited 
in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), 
THREE DOLLARS SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC 

GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 
(1), and five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204. 

SECTION 5. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 13-53-106, amend 
(1)(a), (1)(c) introductory portion, (1)(c)(III), (1)(c)(IV); and add (1)(c)(V) 
as follows: 

13-53-106. Fees. (1) (a) On and after July 1, 2008, any person filing 
a foreign judgment shall pay to the clerk of the court one hundredsixty-six 
TWO HUNDRED ONE dollars. 

(c) Each fee collected pursuant to paragrapIr (a)-of this-subsection 
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t1-) SUBSECTION (1)(a) OF THIS SECTION shall be transmitted to the state 
treasurer and divided as follows: 

(III) Fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund 
created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a); and 

(IV) One dollar shall be deposited in the general fund pursuant to 
section 2-5-119; C.R.S. AND 

(V) THIRTY-FIVE DOLLARS SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF 
PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 
13-94-108 (1). 

SECTION 6. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 15-12-623, amend 
(1)(a)(III); and add (1)(c) as follows: 

15-12-623. Public administrator - administration - reports - fees. 
(1) The following court docket fees shall be charged: 

(a) Public administrator statements of account in small estates, as 
"small estates" is defined in section 15-12-1201, having gross assets: 

Fee Tax Total 

(III) $2,000.00 or more $ 89.00108.00 1.00 90-00 109.00 

(c) NINETEEN DOLLARS OF EACH FEE COLLECTED PURSUANT TO 
SUBSECTION (1)(a)(III) OF THIS SECTION SHALL BE TRANSMITTED TO THE 
STATE TREASURER, WHO SHALL DEPOSIT IT IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC 
GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 
(1). 

SECTION 7. In Colorado Revised Statutes, 13-71-144, amend 
(1)(a), (2)(a) introductory portion, and (2)(a)(II) as follows: 

13-71-144. Jury fees to be assessed in civil cases. (1) (a) On and 
after July 1, 2008, 2019, any party demanding a trial by jury as provided by 
statute shall pay to the clerk of the court a fee of one-hundred-ninety TWO 
HUNDRED THIRTY-ONE dollars in district court cases at the time the demand 
is made pursuant to the Colorado rules of civil procedure. 
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(2) (a) Each fee collected pursuant to paiagiap I (a) of su s ction ( ) 
SUBSECTION (1)(a) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer 
and divided as follows: 

(II) On and after July 1, 2009, 2019, one hundred sixty-five dollars 
shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 
13-32-101(6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund 
established pursuant to section 13-1-204, FORTY-ONE DOLLARS SHALL BE 

DEPOSITED IN THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP CASH FUND 

ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 13-94-108 (1), and twenty dollars shall 
be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 
(7)(a). 

SECTION 8. Appropriation. (1) For the 2019-20 state fiscal year, 
$835,386 is appropriated to the judicial department for use by the office of 
public guardianship. Of this appropriation, $427,000 is from the general 
fund and $408,386 is from the office of public guardianship cash fund 
created in section 13-94-108 (1), C.R.S. The appropriation is based on an 
assumption that the office will require an additional 4.5 FTE. The office 
may use this appropriation for operation of a pilot implementation of article 
94 of title 13, C.R.S., in the second judicial district. 

(2) For the 2019-20 state fiscal year, $50,000 is appropriated to the 
department of law. This appropriation is from reappropriated funds received 
from the office of public guardianship from the appropriation in subsection 
(1) of this section and is based on an assumption that the department of law 
will require an additional 0.3 FTE. To implement this act, the department 
of law may use this appropriation to provide legal services for the office of 
public guardianship. 

SECTION 9. Effective date - applicability. This act takes effect 
July 1, 2019, and applies to fees assessed on or after said date. 

SECTION 10. Safety clause. The general assembly hereby finds, 
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Ler . Garcia 
PRESIDENT OF 

THE SENATE 

Jared S. Polls 
GOVERNOR OF THE S TE OF COLORADO 

determines, and declares that this act is necessary for the immediate 
preservation of the public peace, health, and safety. 

KC Becker 
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

tceder-e.v, 6..d.-r1attbd.mke  
Marilyn Eddi s Cindi L. Markwell 
CHIEF CLERK OF THE HOUSE SECRETARY OF 
OF REPRESENTATIVES THE SENATE 

APPROVED  AL( "rc.)1 ccf (2  ‘` 3.3  
(Date and Time) 
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C.R.S. 13-94-111

Current through all laws passed during the 2020 Legislative Session

CO - Colorado Revised Statutes Annotated TITLE 13. COURTS AND COURT PROCEDURE ADVOCATES ARTICLE 94. OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP

13-94-111. Repeal - wind-up

(1) This article 94 is repealed, effective December 31, 2023. Prior to such repeal, the general assembly, after reviewing the report submitted by the director pursuant to section 13-94-

105 (4), shall consider whether to enact legislation to continue, discontinue, or expand the office.

(2) If the general assembly has adjourned the legislative session beginning in January of 2023 sine die without enacting legislation to continue or expand the office, the office shall

implement its discontinuation plan developed pursuant to section 13-94-105 and wind-up its affairs prior to the repeal of this article 94.

History

Source: L. 2017: Entire article added, (HB 17-1087), ch. 319, p. 1720, § 1, effective June 5. L. 2019: Entire section amended, (HB 19-1045), ch. 366, p. 3363, § 3, effective July 1.
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C.R.S. 13-94-108

Current through all laws passed during the 2020 Legislative Session

CO - Colorado Revised Statutes Annotated TITLE 13. COURTS AND COURT PROCEDURE ADVOCATES ARTICLE 94. OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDIANSHIP

13-94-108. Office of public guardianship cash fund - created

(1) The office of public guardianship cash fund, referred to in this section as the "fund", is created in the state treasury. The fund consists of any money that the office receives from

gifts, grants, or donations, as well as any other money appropriated to the fund by the general assembly.

(2) The money in the fund is annually appropriated to the judicial department to pay the expenses of the office. All interest and income derived from the investment and deposit of

money in the fund is credited to the fund. Any unexpended and unencumbered money remaining in the fund at the end of a fiscal year must remain in the fund and not be credited or

transferred to the general fund or any other fund; except that any money remaining in the fund on June 30, 2021, shall be transferred to the general fund.

(3) The office may seek and accept gifts, grants, or donations from private or public sources for the purposes of this article 94; except that the office may not accept a gift, grant, or

donation that is subject to conditions that are inconsistent with this article 94 or any other law of the state. The office shall transmit all private and public money received through gifts,

grants, or donations to the state treasurer, who shall credit the same to the fund.

History

Source: L. 2017: Entire article added, (HB 17-1087), ch. 319, p. 1720, § 1, effective June 5.
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Document: C.R.S. 13-32-102

C.R.S. 13-32-102

Current through all laws passed during the 2020 Legislative Session

CO - Colorado Revised Statutes Annotated TITLE 13. COURTS AND COURT PROCEDURE FEES AND SALARIES ARTICLE 32. FEES OF CLERKS OF COURT

13-32-102. Fees in probate proceedings

(1) On and after July 1, 2019, for services rendered by judges and clerks of district or probate courts in all counties of the state of Colorado in proceedings had pursuant to articles 10 to

17 of title 15, the court shall charge the following fees:

(a) Docket fee at the time of filing first papers in any decedent's estate eligible for summary administrative procedures under section 15-12-1203, or in any small estate of a person under

disability qualifying under section 15-14-118, which estates involve no real property..........$ 83.00

(b) Docket fee at time of filing first papers in any estate not coming within the provisions of subsection (1)(a) of this section..........199.00

(c) Additional fee payable by petitioner at time of filing petition for supervised administration of a decedent's estate pursuant to sections 15-12-501 and 15-12-502, except for contested
claims..........198.00

(d) Docket fee to be paid by the claimant prior to hearing on any contested claim, which fee is taxed by the district or probate court in the same manner as costs in civil
actions..........198.00

(e) Registration fee for registration of trust pursuant to article 5 of title 15..........198.00

(f) Docket fee at time of filing first papers in each action relating to a trust..........199.00

(g) Nonrefundable fee for any demand for notice filed pursuant to section 15-12-204..........36.00

(h) A fee to be paid by the testator at the time of depositing a will with the court during the testator's lifetime pursuant to section 15-11-515..........18.00

(2) Repealed.

(3) to (5) (Deleted by amendment, L. 2008, p. 2129, § 8, effective June 4, 2008.)

(6) (a) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(a) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, forty-eight dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in the court

security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section 13-94-108 (1),

and fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a).

(b) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(b) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in

the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a), thirty-five

dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section 13-94-108 (1), and one dollar shall be deposited in the general fund pursuant to

section 2-5-119.

(c) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(c) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in

the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, thirty-five dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section

13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a).

(d) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(d) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in

the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, thirty-five dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section

13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a).

(e) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(e) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in

the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, thirty-five dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section

13-94-108 (1), and fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a).

(f) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(f) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, one hundred forty-three dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), five dollars shall be deposited in

the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204, fifteen dollars shall be deposited in the justice center cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (7)(a), thirty-five

dollars shall be deposited in the office of public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section 13-94-108 (1), and one dollar shall be deposited in the general fund pursuant to

section 2-5-119.

(g) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(g) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) R l d
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(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, twenty-five dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), six dollars shall be deposited in the office of

public guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section 13-94-108 (1), and five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204.

(h) Each fee collected pursuant to subsection (1)(h) of this section shall be transmitted to the state treasurer and divided as follows:

(I) Repealed.

(II) On and after July 1, 2019, ten dollars shall be deposited in the judicial stabilization cash fund created in section 13-32-101 (6), three dollars shall be deposited in the office of public

guardianship cash fund established pursuant to section 13-94-108 (1), and five dollars shall be deposited in the court security cash fund established pursuant to section 13-1-204.

History

Source: L. 45: p. 329, § § 1 to 4. CSA: C. 66, § 23(1). CRS 53: § 56-5-2. L. 58: pp. 243, 249, § § 8, 19, 20. L. 60: p. 142, § 1. C.R.S. 1963: § 56-5-2. L. 64: p. 464, § 5. L. 67: p.

992, § 3. L. 74: Entire section R&RE, p. 273, § 1, effective July 1. L. 75: (1)(e) amended and (1)(f) added, p. 587, § 5, effective July 1. L. 84: (1)(a) to (1)(f) amended, p. 456, § 7,

effective July 1. L. 87: (1)(b) to (1)(d) and (1)(f) amended, p. 562, § 5, effective July 1. L. 91: IP(1) amended, (1)(g) and (1)(h) added, and (2) repealed, pp. 380, 1443, § § 4, 3, 4,

effective July 1. L. 94: (1)(h) amended, p. 1040, § 17, effective July 1, 1995. L. 95: (1)(b) to (1)(f) amended, p. 740, § 3, effective July 1, 1997. L. 2000: (1)(a) amended, p. 1833, §

5, effective January 1, 2001. L. 2003: (3) added, p. 571, § 2, effective March 18. L. 2007: (4) added, p. 1268, § 3, effective May 25; (5) added, p. 1534, § 20, effective May 31. L.

2008: Entire section amended, p. 2129, § 8, effective June 4. L. 2018: IP(1) and (1)(e) amended, (SB 18-180), ch. 169, p. 1192, § 5, effective January 1, 2019. L. 2019: (1), IP(6)(a),

(6)(a)(II), IP(6)(b), (6)(b)(II), IP(6)(c), (6)(c)(II), IP(6)(d), (6)(d)(II), IP(6)(e), (6)(e)(II), IP(6)(f), (6)(f)(II), IP(6)(g), (6)(g)(II), IP(6)(h), and (6)(h)(II) amended, (HB 19-1045), ch.

366, p. 3363, § 4, effective July 1.

Annotations

Notes

Editor's note: (1) Subsections (6)(a)(I)(B), (6)(b)(I)(B), (6)(c)(I)(B), (6)(d)(I)(B), (6)(e)(I)(B), (6)(f)(I)(B), and (6)(g)(I)(B) provided for the repeal of subsections (6)(a)(I), (6)
(b)(I), (6)(c)(I), (6)(d)(I), (6)(e)(I), (6)(f)(I), and (6)(g)(I), respectively, effective July 1, 2010. (See L. 2008, p. 2129.)

(2) Subsection (6)(h)(I)(B) provided for the repeal of subsection (6)(h)(I), effective July 1, 2011. (See L. 2008, p. 2129.)

Cross references: For the legislative declaration contained in the 2008 act amending this section, see section 1 of chapter 417, Session Laws of Colorado 2008.

Case Notes

ANNOTATION

Law reviews. For article, "The Inventory and Final Report", see 27 Dicta 291 .
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