This link includes the following documents:

1.

2.

Memo - Department of Human Services FTE Adjustments, March 30, 2011

Staff Comebacks - Department of Human Services - Low Income Energy Assistance
Cash Funds Transfer, March 21, 2011.

Staff Comebacks - Department of Human Services - Executive Director's Office, Office
of Operations, County Administration, Self Sufficiency, Child Care, Youth Corrections,
March 17, 2011.

Memo on County Tax Base Relief and Refugee Services, March 9, 2011.
Figure Setting - Department of Human Services - Executive Director's Office, Office of

Operations, County Administration, Self Sufficiency, Adult Assistance, February 16,
2011,



MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Joint Budget Committee

FROM: Amanda Bickel, JBC Staff

SUBJECT: Department of Human Services FTE adjustments
DATE: March 30, 2011

On March 29, 2011, the Committee voted to eliminate 300.0 FTE from the Department of Human
Services without an associated dollar reduction, on the grounds that this represented unused FTE
authority pursuant to the Department of Human Services' hearing response of December 16, 2010.

Based on further communication with the Department, staff has determined:

The Department's December 16, 2010 response compared its FY 2009-10 Long Bill to actual
FY 2009-10 FTE usage. However, due to the closure of multiple units in the mental health
institutes and the regional centers, many of these FTE were eliminated through supplemental
action. This was not reflected in the Department's response and thus the under-utilization
was over-stated by 87.1 FTE.

The JBC staff recommendation and previous Committee action for FY 2011-12 incorporated
adjustments to "true up” the FTE appropriation for the state and veterans nursing homes.
The reduction for the nursing homes (including eliminating Trinidad) was 142.4 FTE, based
on prior Committee action. Thus, any excess FTE in that line item has already been
eliminated. Previous Committee action also reduced other unused FTE (with dollars
attached), e.g., in the Executive Director's Office.

Some of the FTE discrepancy in FY 2009-10 was due to one-time: (1) hiring freezes
associated with department downsizing and associated "bumping™; and (2) furlough days.
The discrepancy between actual and appropriated FTE was considerably smaller in FY 2008-
09, particularly for Services for People with Disabilities (the regional centers) and Mental
Health and Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services (the mental health institutes).

In light of the above, staff believes a reduction of 125.0 FTE is a more realistic figure. The table
below provides corrected FY 2009-10 appropriation-to-actual figures and FY 2011-12
recommendation figures. Note that for the Department as a whole, as well as the mental health and
disabilities divisions, the FY 2011-12 Long Bill appropriation, even prior to removing further
unfunded FTE, is below the FY 2009-10 actual FTE.
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Department of Human Services FTE

FY 2009-10 FY 2011-12
Final Actual Difference |Long Bill Prior Remove Revised Long
appropriation to Unfunded Bill
Eliminating FTE Recommended
Unfunded
FTE

Executive Director's
Office 149.6  128.0 (21.6) 145.5 (5.0) 140.5
Information
Technology Services 163.3 154.4 (8.9) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Office of Operations 465.3  446.6 (18.7) 455.4 (13.0) 442.4
Child Welfare 49.5 41.5 (8.0) 57.0 0.0 57.0
Child Care 65.8 60.0 (5.8) 66.0 0.0 66.0
Self Sufficiency 289.0 252.2 (36.8) 256.2 (10.0) 246.2
Mental Health and
ADAD Services 1,333.2 1,265.9 (67.3) 1,252.6 (37.0) 1,215.6
Services for People
with Disabilities 1,945.3 1,817.3 (128.0) 1,753.8 (60.0) 1,693.8
Aging and Adult
Services 28.5 21.7 (6.8) 28.5 0.0 28.5
Division of Youth
Corrections 1,001.6 974.5 27.1 993.7 0.0 993.7
Total 5,491.1 5,162.1 (329.0) 5,008.7 (125.0) 4,883.7

Specific line items staff would recommend adjusting are outlined below.
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FTE Reductions by Line Item

Line Item FTE
Executive Director's Office, Special Purpose, Employment and Regulatory Affairs 5.0
Office of Operations, Personal Services 13.0
Office of Self Sufficiency, Disability Determination Services 10.0
Mental Health and Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services, Administration, Federal 5.0
Programs and Grants

Mental Health and Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services, Mental Health Institute - Ft. 20.0
Logan

Mental Health and Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services, Mental Health Institute - 12.0
Pueblo

Services for People with Disabilities, Regional Centers 40.0
Services for People with Disabilities, Vocational Rehabilitation - General Fund 13.0
Match

Services for People with Disabilities, Vocational Rehabilitation - Local Funds Match 7.0
TOTAL 125.0

If the JBC wishes to take a larger FTE reduction, staff would recommend entirely eliminating the
FTE amounts for the state and veterans nursing homes (531.0 FTE) and/or Disability Determination
Services (121.7 FTE after adjustments above), as the associated dollars are shown for informational
purposes and thus FTE are not significant in setting related budget amounts. However, to the extent
the Long Bill is used to inform the General Assembly and members of the public of the functions
for which state employees are used, information related to state FTE employment in these programs
would no longer be visible. Staff suggests that, if the Committee wishes to take such action, similar
adjustments be made consistently across departments and programs (which staff believes would be
better undertaken as a project for FY 2012-13).



MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Joint Budget Committee
FROM: Amanda Bickel, JBC Staff, 303-866-4961
SUBJECT: Low Income Energy Assistance Cash Funds Transfer

DATE: March 21, 2011

Summary: During Figure Setting for the Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency
on February 16, 2011, staff recommended that the Committee transfer Severance Tax Funds
allocated for the FY 2010-11 Low Income Energy Assistance Program back to the General Fund.

The Committee members present (four of six) approved the staff recommendation, but staff has been
unable to confirm a vote when all six members were present. This action requires all six members,
as it involves a bill.

Figure Setting Recommendation: As indicated in the staff figure setting document:

For FY 2010-11, $3.25 million is again allocated for the program pursuant to current
statute. However, given the federal LIHEAP grant received, the fact that this
program was listed as an optional cut on the JBC cut list, and that the Department
believes it has sufficient funds to cover 100 percent of estimated heating costs for the
caseload at current energy prices, the Department elected to set grant levels
assuming these Severance Tax Funds would not be available. Therefore, the $3.25
million is not anticipated to be needed for LEAP in FY 2010-11. The Department
has indicated that if this funding is not removed from the budget, it will transfer
$3.25 million from the LIHEAP block grant to the weatherization program in the
Governor's Office (as permitted under federal rules). Staff recommends that the
Committee sponsor a bill to transfer the $3.25 million FY 2010-11 LEAP
Severance Tax allocation to the General Fund.

Additional Information from Figure Setting:

Background on LEAP: Section 26-2-122.5, C.R.S., authorizes the Department to accept and
administer funds related to low income energy assistance. The Low Income Energy Assistance
Program (LEAP) provides energy subsidies to low income households. "Low income™ for this
program is defined as 185 percent of the federal poverty level. The majority of funding is used to
help cover heating bills for low income individuals for the cold-weather months of the year and to
avoid heating shut-offs. Additionally, a portion of funding is directed to assist low-income
individuals facing a heating system emergency (e.g., a furnace failure) and to fund heating system
repairs. Counties assist applicants and accept and forward applications to the Department; home
energy subsidy levels are established centrally by the Department. For FY 2010-11, the program
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anticipates an average total benefit of $440.

Most of the funding derives from the federal Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) block grant. This block grant is considered a federal custodial funding source and related
amounts are shown in the Long Bill for informational purposes only. Amounts available from the
LIHEAP block grant and associated federal contingency funds have been highly variable, ranging
from $33.1 million in FY 2006-07 to $71.4 million in FY 2008-09. Energy Outreach Colorado
(EOC), a non-profit, also forwards funding to the LEAP program. The EOC moneys are from
utilities from unclaimed overpayments and security deposits. Finally, Severance Tax and
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant funds (state-appropriated federal funds) have
been used to support the LEAP program.

Low Income Energy Assistance Program

Percent Percent

Actual/Estimated Change Actual/Estimated Change

Fiscal Year Expenditures Expenditures Caseload Caseload
2005-06 $69,947,472 56.3% 107,099 | not available
2006-07 $46,426,404 -33.6% 93,487 -12.7%
2007-08 $52,286,937 12.6% 92,360 -1.2%
2008-09 $73,216,811 40.0% 105,718 14.5%
2009-10 $77,409,173 5.7% 123,388 16.7%
2010-11* $53,971,318 -30.3% 130,000 5.4%

*Total excludes Severance Tax allocation, as Department has established grant levels excluding these funds.

Program Utilization: As reflected in the table, the caseload for this program increased sharply in
FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10. However, FY 2009-10 final caseload figures were at the lower range
of the FY 2009-10 estimate. The Department continues to project growth for FY 2010-11, but at
a much slower rate. Thus, consistent with trends reflected elsewhere in this packet (e.g., for
Food Assistance and TANF) the growth in demand for public assistance appears to have
slowed significantly.

Severance Tax Funding: House Bill 08-1387 changed the mechanism by which Severance Tax
funds were allocated for energy assistance from an annual appropriation to a statutory allocation.
The resulting statute allocated a total $13.0 million between this program, an energy assistance
program in the Governor's Office, and for Energy Outreach Colorado. In years in which the
Operational Account has sufficient moneys to support the full amount of the transfers, $3.25 million
goes to this program. No appropriation is required.

For FY 2009-10, statutory change first lowered the LEAP allocation to $1.65 million. This amount
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was subsequently eliminated entirely via a JBC bill, in response to increased funding from the
TANF block grant for FY 2009-10 and higher-than-anticipated federal LIHEAP block grant levels.

LEAP Budget for FY 2010-11: The table below reflects an estimate of funding available for the
program and how it will be allocated between administration and outreach, the Crisis Intervention
Program (furnace repairs), transfer to the Governor's Energy Office for weatherization (up to 15
percent of the LIHEAP grant may be transferred by the Governor under federal law), and the Low
Income Energy Assistance Program (home energy subsidies).

FY 2010-11 LEAP Budget

| IHEAP Block Grant $50,773,152 $5,077,315 $3,250,000 $42,445,837
| IHEAP Contingency 6,417,201 641720 0 5,775,481
TANF Block Grant 1,500,000 0 0 1,500,000
Severance Tax Allocation** 3,250,000 0 0 3,250,000
Fnergy Outreach Colorado 1,000,000 0 0 1,000,000
TOTAL $62,940,353 $5,575,000 $3,250,000 $53,971,318

*  The Governor may transfer up to 15% of the Block Grant to weatherization services.

* The Department has indicated that it does not expect to spend the $3.25 million FY 2010-11 Severance Tax
pllocation for LEAP in FY 2010-11; however, it is reflected based on current statute. As a result, a
Wweatherization transfer of LIHEAP funds is assumed. This will not occur in the absence of Severance funding.




MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Joint Budget Committee

FROM: Amanda Bickel, JBC Staff

SUBJECT: Staff Comebacks - Department of Human Services - Executive Director’s Office,
Office of Operations, County Administration, Self Sufficiency, Child Care,

Youth Corrections

DATE: March 17, 2011

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES

County Administration, County Tax Base Relief - CTBR Budget Reduction Feasible for FY 2010-
11: Based on actual expenditures for County Tax Base Relief, Tier | in FY 2009-10, staff
recommends a reduction of $101,854 General Fund in FY 2010-11 for County Tax Base Relief.
The current appropriation for this line item is $2,700,688 General Fund, but only $2,598,834 was
required for Tier | Tax Base Relief in FY 2010-11. Because statute specifies that only Tier I is
authorized for FY 2009-10, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12, the Department will revert any unused
dollarsto the General Fund if the appropriation is not reduced consistent with the expenditure need.

Staff also requests permission to share an early bill draft for the County Tax Base Relief bill
with counties and the Department so that the version brought to the JBC is ready for introduction.

Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado Works, Colorado Works Evaluations: For FY 2011-12, staff
recommended, and the Committee approved, eliminating this line item entirely, in light of the fact
that the Department had failed to submit the FY 2010-11 report associated with this funding prior
to the staff figure setting presentation. At the time, it was not clear to staff whether or not a report
would be submitted. The Department has now submitted the report. In light of this, the Committee
may wish to consider reinstating some funding. This line item was previously set (and requested)
at $350,000 federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds. Given the overall
constraints on TANF funding, staff believes a reduction is appropriate. However, staff also notes
that this is one of the few mechanisms by which the State is able to gather and provide information
on the various kinds of services and effectiveness of the Colorado Works program as it is
implemented in each individual county. Staff therefore recommends an appropriation of
$175,000 federal TANF block grant funds (half of the prior amount) for FY 2011-12.

New and Modified Requests for Information: Staff recommends the following Request for
Information in the Division of Youth Corrections be modified, given the reductions in the youth
corrections appropriation. (Staff previously recommended that this request be continued in its prior
form.)
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7. Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Community Programs,
S.B.91-94 Programs and Parole Program Services -- The Division is requested to provide
a report to the Joint Budget Committee by November 1 of each year concerning the
continuum of care initiative and the impact of budgetary flexibility. This report should
include the following information: (1) the amount of funds transferred to these line items
in THE prior actual fiscal years YEAR based on flexibility provided in the Youth Corrections
budget; (2) the type of services purchased with funds transferred; AND (3) the number of

youth served Wlth such expeﬁdﬁwes- EXPENDITURES. ﬁfhe—n*rpaet—ef—euﬁm—expeﬁdﬂtrres-

Comment: Currently, the committee requests two reports on Youth Corrections program
effectiveness. The staff recommendation is to continue to request one of these reports that asks the
Departmentto "provide outcome data on the effectiveness of its programs.” However, staff believes
the Continuum of Care report on effectiveness is no longer needed. Staff notes: (1) The Department
now describes the Continuum as permeating its entire approach to serving youth. As a result,
separating out "Continuum™ expenditures from other expenditures is not necessarily productive; (2)
due to the economic situation, much of the additional funding and flexibility originally authorized
under the Continuum has been eliminated; and (3) some of the data included in the November
Continuum report is subsequently updated in January and these updates have provided a
significantly different picture (particularly with respect to recidivism). To the extent that some of
the data now in the Continuum report expands upon information in the Outcomes report, staff hopes
that the Department will include some of this additional data in its annual January Outcomes
analysis. Staff recommends maintaining the portion of the request that asks the Department to
describe whether and how it has used budgetary flexibility provided.

Staff recommends the following request be added:

Department of Health Care Policy and Financing, Executive Director's Office; and
Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare and Division of Youth
Corrections -- The Departments are requested to submit a report by November 1, 2011on
the feasibility of refinancing multi-systemic therapy, functional family therapy, and similar
intensive, evidence-based therapies that support family preservation and reunification for
youth involved in the child welfare and youth corrections systems. The report is specifically
requested to examine whether related General Fund expenditures could be refinanced with
Medicaid funds for qualifying youth and families and whether this could be done in a
manner that would not drive an overall increase in Medicaid costs.

Comment: Staff has for some time believed that there may be a potential for refinancing certain
mental health therapies for which the State currently pays solely General Fund. As shown, the
request is for the Departments of Human Services and Health Care Policy and Financing to jointly



MEMO
Page 3
March 17, 2011

explore options in this arena. Staff believes this has become particularly important as the state shifts
from out-of-home to in-home services for youth involved in the child welfare system and those
diverted from youth corrections placements. In the event the Departments conclude that some
refinance may be feasible, the Departments and staff would then examine the best mechanism for
achieving this.

TECHNICAL ITEMS

Executive Director's Office, Short-term Disability, AED, and SAED: Staff requests permission
to make minor additional adjustments to the calculations for short-term disability, S.B. 04-457
Amortization Equalization Disbursement and S.B. 06-235 Supplemental Amortization Equalization
Disbursement based on an adjustment to the base to more accurately account for the impact of
facility closures in FY 2009-10. Staff previously used a salary base of $210,588,859 for these
calculations. Staff now recommends using a base of $209,346,012. The combined impact of the
change on these three line items is a reduction to the total appropriation required of $64,964 total
funds and $46,300 net General Fund among the three line items. Revised recommendations for
these line items are reflected below. This does not include any adjustments related to the proposed
closure of the CIRCLE program.

Short-term Disability $371,031
General Fund 227,665
Cash Funds 6,563
Reappropriated Funds 80,978
Federal Funds 55,825
FFor Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 72,562
Medicaid - General Fund therein 36,282
Net General Fund 263,947
S.B. 04-257 Amortization Equalization Disbursement 5,874,762
(General Fund 3,606,826
Cash Funds 103,819
Reappropriated Funds 1,281,013
Federal Funds 883,104
F-or Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,147,875
Medicaid - General Fund therein 573,944
Net General Fund 4,180,770
S.B. 06-235 Supplemental Amortization Equalization 4,724,702
Disbursement

(General Fund 2,902,253
Cash Funds 83,425
Reappropriated Funds 1,029,385
Federal Funds 709,639
FFor Information Only
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edicaid Reappropriated Funds 922,400
edicaid - General Fund therein 461,205
et General Fund 3,363,458

Office of Operations, Personal Services Fund Splits: The staff recommendation in the numbers
pages for the Office of Operation placed a fund split adjustment associated with the FY 2010-11
supplemental bill in incorrect rows, resulting in an over-statement of General Fund and
reappropriated funds and an under-statement of cash funds. The fund splits in the WordPerfect
document were correct. The total recommendation including the 1.0 percent personal services
reduction and the closure of the TRCCF at Fort Logan (actions adopted after the February 16, 2011
staff figure setting presentation) is for $22,387,893, including $14,160,712 General Fund. This does
not include any adjustments related to the proposed closure of the CIRCLE program.

Personal Services $22,387,893

FTE 446.0
(General Fund 12,682,976
Cash Funds 1,928,966
Reappropriated Funds 5,881,498
Federal Funds 1,894,453
For Information Only 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 2,945,220
Medicaid - General Fund therein 1,477,736
Net General Fund 14,160,712

Division of Youth Corrections, Purchase of Contract Placements fund splits - FY 2011-12: The
staff calculation for the Purchase of Contracts placement line item used the Department'’s request
figure as an estimate of federal Title IV-E funds to be received for this line item. Based on further
discussion with the Department, staff recommends that this figure be adjusted commensurate with
the use of the Division of Criminal Justice commitment forecast included in the staff
recommendation. Thisreduces the estimated number of youth eligible for Title IV-E claiming from
50.2 to 43.4 youth and the total amount of associated Title IV-E revenue from to $896,039. This
adjustment drives an additional General Fund appropriation of $140,393 for this line item to
compensate for the reduction in estimated federal revenue. The revised recommendation for the line
item is reflected below.

Youth Corrections, Purchase of Contract Placements, FY 2011-12 - Revised
Fund Splits
Total $27,460,013
(General Fund 25,443,373
Medicaid CF 1,120,601
Federal Funds 896,039
Net GF 26,003,674

Division of Youth Corrections - Detention Cap Bill: Staff requests permission to make minor
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refinements to the fiscal impact and appropriations clause in the detention cap bill the Committee
has requested be drafted. In particular, the Department's estimates of the fiscal impact to centrally-
appropriated line items (notably shift differential) may need to be modified based on current JBC
common policy. Based on action thus far, the JBC vote reflects estimated savings of $1,151,138
General Fund and 10.0 FTE associated with a reduction of 57 detention beds in FY 2011-12.

Division of Child Care - Clarification on Action:

Child Care Administration: There was a $19,438 mis-match between figures in the numbers pages
and the narrative during the staff figure setting presentation on March 9, 2011. Figures in the
numbers pages correctly incorporated the one-time FY 2010-11 personal services reduction in the
base; those in the narrative did not. As reflected in the numbers pages, the recommendation was for
$6,467,004 total funds, including $2,205,189 General Fund.

Division of Child Care, School Readiness Quality Improvement: There was a $723 mis-match
between figures in the numbers pages and the narrative during the staff figure setting presentation
on March 9, 2011. Figures in the numbers pages correctly included the 1.5 percent common policy
reduction for personal services and those in the Narrative did not. As reflected in the numbers
pages, the staff recommendation is for $2,226,745 federal funds and 1.0 FTE.

Division of Youth Corrections Footnotes
The following footnotes are consistent with previous Committee action on the Division of Youth
Corrections; however, the Committee has not yet seen the following language.

Staff recommends the following language for new footnotes to be included in the supplemental
appropriation for FY 2010-11:

N Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Community
Programs, Purchase of Contract Placements -- The appropriation in this line item
is calculated based on the assumption that secure facilities operated by the
Department will house youth at 100 percent of capacity for 9 months and 110 percent
of capacity for 3 months.

=z

Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections -- It is the intent
of the General Assembly that, to facilitate the placement of youth in the most
appropriate residential setting, General Fund appropriations to the Division of Youth
Corrections may be transferred from the following sections and line items to the
Community Programs, Purchase of Contract Placements line item: Administration
Section (all line items), Institutional Programs Section (all line items), and
Community Programs, Personal Services, Operating Expenses, and Parole Program
Services line items.
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Staff recommends the following language for a new footnote for FY 2011-12:

N Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Institutional
Programs; and Community Programs, Purchase of Contract Placements -- It is
the intent of the General Assembly that General Fund appropriations may be
transferred between line items in the Institutional Programs section and the Purchase
of Contract Placements line item to facilitate the placement of youth in the most
appropriate residential setting.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Child Care quality programs - additional information. Staff created some confusion by conflating
the Department's "revisioning" of quality improvement that might be incorporated into child care
licensing with the quality improvement funded through the School Readiness Quality Improvement
program. The following is additional information on the Division of Child Care's various quality
improvement line items and initiatives.

Staff had indicated to the Committee that up to $3.5 million in additional cuts could be taken to
quality programs while still complying with federal requirements on the portion of funds that must
be devoted to quality efforts. While staff has included the following for clarity, if the Committee
wishes to take a child care program cut beyond the level recommended by staff ($500,000 to child
care councils, in addition to $500,000 previously reduced from the Councils), staff recommends that
the Committee consider a cut to the Child Care Assistance Program line item in lieu of further cuts
to quality programs. This is simply because a cut of $2.0 million (for example) will have a
proportionately much smaller impact on the $74 million child care assistance program line item than
on any of the line items below.

Grants to Improve the Quality and Availability of Child Care and to Comply with Federal Targeted
Funds Requirements ($3,473,633 federal funds): This line item supports various efforts consistent
with the federal requirement that a portion of block grant funds be targeted to quality expansion,
infant-toddler programs, and school age or resource and referral programs. The largest single share
(about $1.0 million) goes to support resource and referral organizations to help families in each
community find child care programs. Funding is also used for curriculum development for courses
on early childhood care and education and for scholarships for early childhood providers (requires
specific additional commitments from teachers and employers). Some of the funding is distributed
viathe Qualistar organization, some through Early Childhood Councils (described below), and some
goes to the Community College of Denver and the University of Colorado at Denver for
development of curricula for early childhood programs and to run a required course on care of
infants and toddlers.

Feasibility of Reductions: Although the total amount in the line item is structured around current
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federal "targets"”, many of the Department's other quality programs could substitute for these "target"
amounts. Further, funding in this line item is comprised of multiple initiatives. Therefore, if the
Committee wishes to make further cuts to quality funding, there may be more flexibility in the
funding in this line item than in (for example) the School Readiness line item.

Early Childhood Councils: ($1,978,317 federal funds per Committee action) As outlined in Section
26-6.5-103, et. seq., the early childhood councils are regional entities intended to improve and
sustain the availability, accessibility, capacity, and quality of early childhood services throughout
the State. Councils must include representation from local government, child care providers, health
care agencies, parents of young children, mental health, child care resource and referral agencies,
and other family support and parent education entities. Councils typically have a small part- or full-
time staff and are responsible for developing and implementing regional plans for improving child
care. Other state and local funding for child care quality improvement is often funneled through
these agencies.

School Readiness Quality Improvement Program ($3,473,633 federal funds): This program provides
technical assistance to daycare centers and preschools that feed into under-performing elementary
schools. Applications are submitted by each region's early childhood council or similar entity*. The
daycare centers and preschools receive an initial evaluation (ratings of 0 to 4 star) and then technical
assistance (via the Qualistar organization) to improve their quality over a 3 year period. The
program served 6,750 children in 464 classrooms in the last grant cycle, and had a significant impact
on participating preschools.

Feasibility of Reductions: Pursuant to Section 26-6.5-106 (3),C.R.S., "...funding shall be
awarded...subject to available federal funding. Nothing in this section or in any rules promulgated
pursuant to this section shall be interpreted to create a legal entitlement in any early childhood care
and education council to school-readiness quality improvement funding pursuant to the program..."
However, because this program provides support for facilities on a three-year cycle, a large cut for
FY 2011-12 would interrupt the program mid-stream.

Concerns Related to Program Cost - staff correction: Ongoing support for programs that have
completed the technical assistance cycle is not as large a problem as staff had originally indicated
in verbal remarks during figure setting: some preschools are funded for a second 3-year cycle and
virtually all are able to receive other outside grants to continue ratings and support in subsequent
years. There is, however, a problem that, due to its cost, this program only touches a limited number
of facilities. The Department is therefore looking at how to incorporate quality (at least up to quality
level 1 or 2) more fully into its licensing processes to affect more facilities. The Department's

'If the region does not have an early child council, a new entity may be formed for this
purpose.
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system change efforts are unlikely to substantially change the current School Readiness Quality
Improvement Program. Instead, they would affect the Licensing and Administration line item. The
Department is currently in the middle of its process of examining this issue.

County Tax Base Relief - New Formula. As requested by the Committee, staff has attached a
spreadsheet that compares the impact of the new county tax base relief formula previously approved
by the Committee (new legislation) with the distribution of county tax base relief dollars using the
previous requirement that, if dollars were not sufficient to fund a tier, amounts should be "prorated.”
Staff has also included a table (below) that staff believes served as the basis for the Committee’s
original request to see whether a new formula could be developed to distribute funds based on need

when there was not a large enough appropriation to fully fund a tier.

County
Alamosa
Bent
Conejos
Crowley
Fremont
Lincoln
Logan
Otero
Prowers
Pueblo
Rio Grande
Saguache

TOTAL

County Tax Base Relief FY 2009-10 Distribution

County Share of Social
Services Expenditures

949,099
286,273
370,028
208,289
1,376,496
289,472
747,347
742,660
577,653
5,085,519
551,686
259.286

n/a

Property Taxes
Generated at 3.0
Mils

384,470
164,530
144,240
104,950
1,288,581
210,435
607,543
344,408
374,969
3,649,111
513,581
171,870

n/a

County Tax Base
Relief per
Formula - Tier |

423,471
91,307
169,341
77,504
65,935
59,278
104,849
298,689
137,013
1,077,306
28,579
65,562
2,598,834

Formula as
percentage of
County Share of
expenditures

44.6%
31.9%
45.8%
37.2%

4.8%
20.5%
14.0%
40.2%
23.7%
21.2%

5.2%
25.3%]

n/a
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SHARE FOR FINAL CALENDAR YEAR PROPERTY TAXES FORMULA - prorated to $1.0
5 FIPS-County DISTRIBUTION 2008 GENERATED \ Ratio State Fundin million)
6 |001 Adams 11,174,575.63 4,527,197,700.00 13,581,593 \ 122% O’ 0
7 |003 Alamosa 949,098.53 128,156,580.00 384,470 v 41% 326,028“’ 162,947
8 |005 Arapahoe 10,078,252.57 7,634,682,450.00 22,904,047 227% 0 0
9 |007 Archuleta 248,817.58 355,978,720.00 1,067,936 429% 0 0
10 |009 Baca 172,782.73 69,707,001.00 209,121 121% 0 0
11 |011 Bent 286,272.82 54,843,282.00 164,530 57% 49,775 35,134
12 |013 Boulder 5,795,434.05 5,573,284,680.00 16,719,854 289% 0 0
13 |015 Chaffee 374,724.45 328,849,220.00 986,548 263% 0 0
14 1017 Cheyenne 36,653.27 144,830,788.00 434,492 1185% 0 0
15019 Clear Creek 282,874.80 355,936,130.00 1,067,808 377% 0 0
16 |021 Conejos 370,028.23 48,080,091.00 144,240 39% 132,764 65,160
17 |023 Costilla 237,426.65 113,119,882.00 339,360 143% 0 0
18 |025 Crowley 208,289.10 34,983,490.00 104,950 50% 50,975 29,823
19 |027 Custer 70,205.52 88,003,250.00 264,010 376% 0 0
20 |029 Delta 723,182.58 300,943,290.00 902,830 125% 0 0
21 |031 Denver 23,677,919.38 10,660,627,490.00 31,981,882 135% 0 0
22 |033 Dolores 49,425.15 52,203,177.00 156,610 317% 0 0
23 |035 Douglas 1,173,543.49 4,513,520,560.00 13,540,562 1154% 0 0
24 |037 Eagle 543,777.03 3,155,583,110.00 9,466,749 1741% 0 0
25039 Elbert 406,465.06 275,975,331.00 827,926 204% 0 0
26 |041 El Paso 13,491,772.39 6,489,749,120.00 19,469,247 144% 0 0
27 |043 Fremont 1,376,495.07 429,527,061.00 1,288,581 94% 0 25,371
28 |045 Garfield 1,164,841.69 2,859,519,340.00 8,578,558 736% 0 0
29 |047 Gilpin 137,024.89 346,629,880.00 1,039,890 759% 0 0
30 |049 Grand 157,195.78 804,415,380.00 2,413,246 1535% 0 0
31 |051 Gunnison 278,991.35 770,129,810.00 2,310,389 828% 0 0
32 |053 Hinsdale 11,856.62 52,159,770.00 156,479 1320% 0
33 |055 Huerfano 311,041.54 114,117,470.00 342,352 110% 0 0
34 1057 Jackson 33,168.40 31,753,800.00 95,261 287% 0 0
35 (059 Jefferson 8,922,044.62 7,290,731,100.00 21,872,193 245% 0 0
36 [061 Kiowa 86,638.80 33,137,460.00 99,412 115% 0
37 |063 Kit Carson 148,140.34 108,558,491.00 325,675 220% 0 0
38 |065 Lake 212,515.29 93,836,044.00 281,508 132% 0 0
39 |067 La Plata 913,450.01 2,885,995,180.00 8,657,986 948% 0 0
40 |069 Larimer 5,778,122.15 3,985,511,407.00 11,956,534 207% 0 0
41 |071 Las Animas 551,041.23 620,687,810.00 1,862,063 338% 0 0
42 1073 Lincoln 289,471.82 70,144,845.00 210,435 73% 6,265 22,809
43 1075 Logan 747,341.09 202,514,330.00 607,543 81% 0 40,344
44 1077 Mesa 4,243,591.60 1,778,435,310.00 5,335,306 126% 0 0
45 1079 Mineral 3,395.08 29,686,020.00 89,058 2623% 0 0
46 |081 Moffat 350,518.21 474,028,790.00 1,422,086 406% 0 0
47 |083 Montezuma 545,802.84 456,712,966.00 1,370,139 251% 0 0
48 |085 Montrose 1,161,989.59 553,473,075.00 1,660,419 143% 0 0
49 1087 Morgan 1,030,633.14 378,802,800.00 1,136,408 110% 0 0
50 |089 Otero 742,659.78 114,802,669.00 344,408 46% 211,549 114,932
511091 Ouray 72,312.37 194,401,250.00 583,204 807% 0 0
52 |093 Park 204,727.51 412,105,140.00 1,236,315 604% 0 0




A E F G H | [ [ ) K
1
1 Target State Funding $ 1,000,000 | S 1,000,000
2 Percentage = s Target Percentage 74.86% S 0
3 percentage of Mills 0.003 ,\
county share —
4 funded by Formula: L Formula: 11-k1
property tax @ If(H7<S$1S2,
specified mills Formula: (($152-H7)*E7),0) Comparison -
plus CTBR G7/E7 COUNTY TAX BASE
RELIEF PER OLD
COUNTY TAX FORMULA - TIER 1
ASSESSED BASE RELIEF (FY 2009-10
CALCULATED COUNTY VALUAT ION PER NEW calculation
SHARE FOR FINAL CALENDAR YEAR PROPERTY TAXES FORMULA - prorated to $1.0
5 FIPS-County DISTRIBUTION 2008 GENERATED \ Ratio State Fundin million)
531095 Phillips 112,700.56 48,117,580.00 144,353 128% 0 0
54 1097 Pitkin 125,761.66 2,726,650,670.00 8,179,952 6504% 0 0
551099 Prowers 557,652.56 124,989,720.00 374,969 67% 42,491 52,721
56 [101 Pueblo 5,085,518.80 1,216,370,410.00 3,649,111 72% 157,921 414,534
57 |103 Rio Blanco 200,081.04 712,444,241.00 2,137,333 1068% 0 0
58 |105 Rio Grande 551,686.47 171,193,660.00 513,581 93% 0 10,997
59 107 Routt 246,191.06 1,093,543,020.00 3,280,629 1333% 0 0
60 |109 Saguache 259,286.31 57,289,899.00 171,870 66% 22,233 25,228
61111 San Juan 19,444.47 55,047,440.00 165,142 849% 0 0
62 |113 San Miguel 97,211.05 904,042,430.00 2,712,127 2790% 0 0
63 |115 Sedgwick 70,889.66 32,752,650.00 98,258 139% 0 0
64 |117 Summit 263,230.87 1,564,057,110.00 4,692,171 1783% 0 0
65119 Teller 645,308.97 448,652,329.00 1,345,957 209% 0 0
66 |121 Washington 152,362.78 110,931,839.00 332,796 218% 0 0
67 |123 Weld 6,366,854.48 4,468,462,470.00 13,405,387 211% 0 0
68 |125 Yuma 252,076.54 300,317,150.00 900,951 357% 0 0
69 |159 Broomfield 775,604.29 1,027,679,970.00 3,083,040 398% 0 0
70 |[TOTAL 115,608,393.39 85,060,615,128 255,181,845 221% 1,000,000 1,000,000




MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Joint Budget Committee
FROM: Amanda Bickel, JBC Staff
SUBJECT: County Tax Base Relief Bill and Refugee Services

DATE: March 9, 2011

During the staff figure setting on February 16, 2011 for the Department of Human Services -
Executive Director's Office, Office of Operations, County Administration, Self Sufficiency, and
Adult Assistance, the Committee requested that staff follow up on two issues: (1) a new formula
for County Tax Base Relief, so that the $1.0 million General Fund approved by the JBC could be
divided among the County Tax Base Relief counties based on need; and (2) the potential for a
reduction to the appropriation of federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block
grant funds for Refugee Service.

County Tax Base Relief (CTBR) - Recommendation on New Legislation

Background: County Tax Base Relief assists counties with the highest costs and lowest property
tax values in meeting their obligations for social services costs. The current county tax base relief
formula was established through H.B. 08-1250. The base for calculation of eligibility is all
mandated public assistance programs that have a county share and that appear in the Long Bill,
pursuant to Section 26-1-126 (1.5), C.R.S. The calculation is based on the county share required
under statute and Long Bill appropriations. This is compared to county property tax revenue
available based on three fixed mill levy thresholds — 3.0 mills (Tier I), 2.5 mills (Tier 11), and 2.0
mills (Tier 111). For FY 2009-10 through FY 2011-12, only Tier | is in effect.

The following is an example of the Tier | eligibility calculation. Assume a county has a calculated
county share of $150,000, and that the property tax valuation generates $30,000 per mill levied. The
formula for the Tier I shortfall is as follows:

$150,000 total calculated costs
- 90,000 generated by 3.0 mills
= 60,000 Tier I shortfall
x0.75 = 45,000 County Tax Base Relief Allocation (75 percent of shortfall)

The Executive has requested that County Tax Base Relief be eliminated in FY 2011-12, but the JBC
has voted to retain $1.0 million. The estimated cost for fully funding Tier | CTBR is $2.6 million,
so the total funds available do not fully fund the Tier I calculation. Under the current statute, if
funding is not sufficient to fully fund a Tier, the funding available is to be distributed on a
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proportionate basis.

Activity in the Last Three Weeks:

Staff developed a formula that is designed to ensure each qualifying county has the same
share of its total need met though a combination of CTBR dollars and local property tax
revenue, and Legislative Council staff assisted in turning this into an optimization model for
distribution of funds. Staff then met with key counties, Department of Human Services staff,
and Legislative Legal Services staff to review the results of the model and obtain input on
the proposal. Those present at the meeting agreed that the CTBR formula described in the
spreadsheet was a reasonable way to distribute funds when a CTBR tier is not fully funded.
(The Executive Branch does not have a formal position on new CTBR legislation at this
point, as it had requested all CTBR funding be eliminated; however, there did not seem to
be any technical objections to the proposed approach.)

As for the current CTBR formula, the new formula compares a county's share of human
services cost (same as in the current CTBR formula) with county funds available (as defined
by the revenue that could be earned at 3.0 mills on its property tax base for Tier I-same as
current CTBR formula). The difference is that this formula distributes the available state
CTBR funding so that all counties have the same proportion of their overall costs met
through the combination of their property taxes available and state CTBR funds.

As reflected in the attached spreadsheet, using the FY 2009-10 county share of costs/funds
available data, with $1.0 million total to distribute, all of the CTBR tier I counties would
have had 74.86 percent of their total need met through a combination of their 3.0 mill levy
and CTBR funds. (Actual distributions for FY 2011-12 would be somewhat different, based
on updated property tax and county share data.) This approach does not exclude "large
counties" (i.e., Pueblo), although Pueblo would receive a smaller share of the $1.0 million
than the current formula provides

Staff Recommendation: Based on county feedback, the staff recommendation is to current
CTBR formula should be retained, but that a new *needs based"* formula should take effect
when a tier is not fully funded. The portion of the statute staff recommends modifying is Section
26-1-126 (4), C.R.S. The current language reads as follows:

"(4) (a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of subsection (2.1) of this section, in the
event appropriations are insufficient to cover advancements from one or more tiers
as provided for in this section, the advancements from a tier from which
appropriations are insufficient to cover all advancements from that tier shall be
prorated on the basis of total claims submitted in proportion to moneys available. As
moneys are advanced, any adjustments shall be made from subsequent payments for
this purpose.”
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In lieu of this, proposed new language would specify:

If appropriations are insufficient to fund a tier, funds will be distributed so that all
counties have the same proportion of their overall need met. "County need" is
based on the current CTBR definition (county share of human services
appropriations) and "funds available to meet the need" is defined as the sum of taxes
that would be generated on the county's property tax base by a specified number of
mills (3.0, 2.5, or 2.0 depending upon the CTBR tier) plus available CTBR funding.

Staff has spoken with Legislative Legal Services staff about some possible language. If the
Committee wishes to proceed with a bill, staff anticipates that a draft could be presented
quickly.

Refugee Services: The Committee requested further information on the potential for reducing
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant appropriations for Refugee Services, in light
of a slowing rate of growth in the refugee population and the shortage of TANF dollars. The FY
2010-11 appropriation of TANF funds for refugee social services was $2,805,334. At present, both
the number of refugees and federal funding available for FY 2011-12 is uncertain.

Staff has spoken with the Department about a potential reduction to the TANF funding. According
to Department staff, a reduction in funding would simply result in a transfer of expenses to
counties. Although total social services funding per refugee is presently considerably higher than
in prior years, the Department indicates that due to the requirement that the State provide TANF
services for the population, it is providing kinds of services it was never required to provide in the
past. As a result, prior year spending for refugee social services is not comparable.

In light of this, the staff recommendation would be to retain funding at the current $2.8
million TANF funding level for the present but to continue to monitor funding for a potential
reduction in the future, depending upon the flow of refugees.

Nonetheless, if the Committee wishes to make a reduction, it could consider a cut of $437,456 from

the current base. This is based upon the following:

1. The total amount of funding per refugee available for refugee social services in FY 2006-
07, before the rapid 3-year growth in the refugee population, was $1,416 per refugee.

2. An estimated 66 percent of the refugee population is TANF-eligible, and this is the portion
of the population TANF is expected to cover. The estimated FY 2010-11 refugee
population is 2,534, with 66 percent, or 1,672 assumed to be TANF-eligible.

3. At $1,416 per refugee, the total TANF anticipated to be required would be $2,367,878. The
difference between the current $2,805,334 and this amount is ($437,457).
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1 Target State Funding $ 1,000,000 ] S 1,000,000
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3 perce”tafe of Mills 0.003 '\
4 ;:;):(r;;\ézyare /7 Formula: 11-k1
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specified mills Formula: Formula:
plus CTBR G7/E7 If(H7<$1$2, (($152-
H7)*E7),0) Comparison -
COUNTY TAX BASE
ASSESSED RELIEF PER
CALCULATED COUNTY VALUATION FORMULA - TIER 1
SHARE FOR FINAL CALENDAR YEAR PROPERTY TAXES (FY 2009-10
5 FIPS-County DISTRIBUTION 2008 GENERATED \ Ratio State Funding / calculation)
6 |001 Adams 11,174,575.63 4,527,197,700.00 13,581,593 \ 122% 0 /
7 |003 Alamosa 949,098.53 128,156,580.00 384,470 v 41% 326,028 v 423,472
8 |005 Arapahoe 10,078,252.57 7,634,682,450.00 22,904,047 227% 0
9 |007 Archuleta 248,817.58 355,978,720.00 1,067,936 429% 0
10 |009 Baca 172,782.73 69,707,001.00 209,121 121% 0
11 |011 Bent 286,272.82 54,843,282.00 164,530 57% 49,775 91,307
12 |013 Boulder 5,795,434.05 5,573,284,680.00 16,719,854 289% 0
13 |015 Chaffee 374,724.45 328,849,220.00 986,548 263% 0
14 1017 Cheyenne 36,653.27 144,830,788.00 434,492 1185% 0
15019 Clear Creek 282,874.80 355,936,130.00 1,067,808 377% 0
16 |021 Conejos 370,028.23 48,080,091.00 144,240 39% 132,764 169,341
17 |023 Costilla 237,426.65 113,119,882.00 339,360 143% 0
18 |025 Crowley 208,289.10 34,983,490.00 104,950 50% 50,975 77,504
19 |027 Custer 70,205.52 88,003,250.00 264,010 376% 0
20 |029 Delta 723,182.58 300,943,290.00 902,830 125% 0
21 |031 Denver 23,677,919.38 10,660,627,490.00 31,981,882 135% 0
22 |033 Dolores 49,425.15 52,203,177.00 156,610 317% 0
23 |035 Douglas 1,173,543.49 4,513,520,560.00 13,540,562 1154% 0
24 |037 Eagle 543,777.03 3,155,583,110.00 9,466,749 1741% 0
25039 Elbert 406,465.06 275,975,331.00 827,926 204% 0
26 |041 El Paso 13,491,772.39 6,489,749,120.00 19,469,247 144% 0
27 |043 Fremont 1,376,495.07 429,527,061.00 1,288,581 94% 0 65,935
28 |045 Garfield 1,164,841.69 2,859,519,340.00 8,578,558 736% 0
29 |047 Gilpin 137,024.89 346,629,880.00 1,039,890 759% 0
30 |049 Grand 157,195.78 804,415,380.00 2,413,246 1535% 0
31 |051 Gunnison 278,991.35 770,129,810.00 2,310,389 828% 0
32 |053 Hinsdale 11,856.62 52,159,770.00 156,479 1320% 0
33 |055 Huerfano 311,041.54 114,117,470.00 342,352 110% 0
34 1057 Jackson 33,168.40 31,753,800.00 95,261 287% 0
35 (059 Jefferson 8,922,044.62 7,290,731,100.00 21,872,193 245% 0
36 [061 Kiowa 86,638.80 33,137,460.00 99,412 115% 0
37 |063 Kit Carson 148,140.34 108,558,491.00 325,675 220% 0
38 |065 Lake 212,515.29 93,836,044.00 281,508 132% 0
39 |067 La Plata 913,450.01 2,885,995,180.00 8,657,986 948% 0
40 |069 Larimer 5,778,122.15 3,985,511,407.00 11,956,534 207% 0
41 |071 Las Animas 551,041.23 620,687,810.00 1,862,063 338% 0
42 1073 Lincoln 289,471.82 70,144,845.00 210,435 73% 6,265 59,278
43 1075 Logan 747,341.09 202,514,330.00 607,543 81% 0 104,849
44 |077 Mesa 4,243,591.60 1,778,435,310.00 5,335,306 126% 0
45 1079 Mineral 3,395.08 29,686,020.00 89,058 2623% 0
46 |081 Moffat 350,518.21 474,028,790.00 1,422,086 406% 0
47 |083 Montezuma 545,802.84 456,712,966.00 1,370,139 251% 0
48 |085 Montrose 1,161,989.59 553,473,075.00 1,660,419 143% 0
49 1087 Morgan 1,030,633.14 378,802,800.00 1,136,408 110% 0
50 |089 Otero 742,659.78 114,802,669.00 344,408 46% 211,549 298,689
511091 Ouray 72,312.37 194,401,250.00 583,204 807% 0
52 ]093 Park 204,727.51 412,105,140.00 1,236,315 604% 0
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1 Target State Funding $ 1,000,000 | S 1,000,000
2 Percentage = s Target Percentage 74.86% S 0
3 perce”tafe of Mills 0.003 ,\
4 FS:SDQZYME /7 Formula: 11-k1
property tax @ |
specified mills Formula: Formula:
plus CTBR G7/E7 If(H7<$1$2, (($152-
H7)*E7),0) Comparison -
COUNTY TAX BASE
ASSESSED RELIEF PER
CALCULATED COUNTY VALUAT ION FORMULA - TIER 1
SHARE FOR FINAL CALENDAR YEAR PROPERTY TAXES (FY 2009-10
5 FIPS-County DISTRIBUTION 2008 GENERATED \ Ratio State Funding / calculation)
531095 Phillips 112,700.56 48,117,580.00 144,353 128% 0
54 1097 Pitkin 125,761.66 2,726,650,670.00 8,179,952 6504% 0
551099 Prowers 557,652.56 124,989,720.00 374,969 67% 42,491 137,013
56 [101 Pueblo 5,085,518.80 1,216,370,410.00 3,649,111 72% 157,921 1,077,306
57 |103 Rio Blanco 200,081.04 712,444,241.00 2,137,333 1068% 0
58 |105 Rio Grande 551,686.47 171,193,660.00 513,581 93% 0 28,579
59 107 Routt 246,191.06 1,093,543,020.00 3,280,629 1333% 0
60 |109 Saguache 259,286.31 57,289,899.00 171,870 66% 22,233 65,562
61111 San Juan 19,444.47 55,047,440.00 165,142 849% 0
62 |113 San Miguel 97,211.05 904,042,430.00 2,712,127 2790% 0
63 |115 Sedgwick 70,889.66 32,752,650.00 98,258 139% 0
64 |117 Summit 263,230.87 1,564,057,110.00 4,692,171 1783% 0
65119 Teller 645,308.97 448,652,329.00 1,345,957 209% 0
66 |121 Washington 152,362.78 110,931,839.00 332,796 218% 0
67 |123 Weld 6,366,854.48 4,468,462,470.00 13,405,387 211% 0
68 |125 Yuma 252,076.54 300,317,150.00 900,951 357% 0
69 |159 Broomfield 775,604.29 1,027,679,970.00 3,083,040 398% 0
70 |[TOTAL 115,608,393.39 85,060,615,128 255,181,845 221% 1,000,000 2,598,834




COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY
JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE

FY 2011-12 STAFF FIGURE SETTING

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

(Executive Director's Office, Office of Operations, County Administration,
Self Sufficiency, Adult Assistance)

JBC Working Document - Subject to Change
Staff Recommendation Does Not Represent Committee Decision

Prepared By:
Amanda Bickel, JBC Staff
Feburary 16, 2011

For Further Information Contact:

Joint Budget Committee Staff
200 E. 14th Avenue, 3rd Floor
Denver, Colorado 80203
Telephone: (303) 866-2061
TDD: (303) 866-3472




FY 2011-12 FIGURE SETTING
STAFF PRESENTATION TO THE JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

(Executive Director's Office, Office of Operations County Administration, Self Sufficiency,

and Adult Assistance)

TABLE OF CONTENTS
NUMDEI S PagES . . . o oottt e e e e e e 1
Narrative
General Remarks . .. ... 23
Executive Director's Office . ...... ... e 24
Office Of OPEralioNS . . . ..ot e 34
County AdMINISLIalioN . . . ..ot e e e e 42
SElf SUFFICIENCY . ..o 61
AQUIt ASSISIANCE . . .o e 99
Long Bill Footnotes and Requests for Information .............. .. .. ... ... 118

Other Baancing Options . ...t e [under separate cover]



FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(EDO, Operations, County Administration, Self-sufficiency, Adult Assistance)
APPENDIX A: NUMBERSPAGES

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
Executive Director: Reggie Bicha

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

The primary function of thisdivision is general department administration, which includes overall department supervision and policy direction, budget, human resources,
quality assurance, and public outreach. This section also includes central appropriations for staff benefits and other department-wide costs and for various specia purpose

entities that serve an independent overisght or quality assurance function.

(A) General Administration

The section includes appropriations for the Executive Director and his or her staff, including budget, public information, and field services staff (field
services provides technical assistance and outreach to county departments of human services). This section also includes centrally-appropriated
amounts for department-wide items such as staff benefits, legal services, and risk management.

Please note that the funding splits for this subsection are for informational purposes only as the Long Bill for this subsection reflects fund splits at
the bottom-line only.

Personal Services 2,015,955 1,953,299 1,964,944 S 1,963,184 1,877,567 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 21.8 19.2 22.4 22.4 21.4
General Fund (111,006) 635,820 S 629,784 609,541
Cash Funds 709,258 101,117 101,476 96,206
Reappropriated Funds 192,090 301,151 S 303,797 291,910
Federal Funds 1,162,957 926,856 928,127 879,910
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 197,952 194,284 S 356,648 190,326
Medicaid - General Fund therein 98,976 97,142 S 98,320 95,159
Net General Fund (12,030) 733,943 S 728,104 704,699
1 HUM-EDO/Ops/CA/SS/IAA-brf

16-Nov-10



FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

FY 2010-11

FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Health, Life, and Dental 21,523,421 24,261,461 22,776,859 24,581,299 25,155,396 NP-10
General Fund 14,815,062 13,471,188 14,600,642 15,039,459
Cash Funds 427,706 366,761 392,538 393,094
Reappropriated Funds 5,965,171 5,907,508 6,289,692 6,399,073
Federal Funds 3,053,522 3,031,402 3,298,427 3,323,770
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 5,390,524 4,921,389 5,701,223 5,806,872
Medicaid - General Fund therein 2,695,127 2,448,863 2,850,613 2,903,438
Net General Fund 17,510,189 15,920,051 17,451,255 17,942,897
Short-term Disability 307,343 346,171 337,497 379,352 372,742
General Fund 215,293 211,569 233,444 229,376
Cash Funds 6,168 6,319 6,679 6,563
Reappropriated Funds 76,491 72,045 82,414 80,978
Federal Funds 48,219 47,564 56,815 55,825
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 68,693 63,929 73,849 72,562
Medicaid - General Fund therein 34,299 31,805 36,925 36,282
Net General Fund 249,592 243,374 270,369 265,658
S.B. 04-257 Amortization Equalization Disbursement 3,742,266 4,425,165 5,176,818 6,001,060 5,896,488
General Fund 2,752,621 3,236,301 3,692,903 3,628,552
Cash Funds 77,887 97,828 105,660 103,819
Reappropriated Funds 987,198 1,106,232 1,303,731 1,281,013
Federal Funds 607,459 736,457 898,766 883,104
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 888,664 980,800 1,168,232 1,147,875
Medicaid - General Fund therein 443,723 487,948 584,123 573,944
Net General Fund 3,196,344 3,724,249 4,277,026 4,202,496
16-Nov-10 2 HUM-EDO/Ops/CA/SS/IAA-brf



FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
S.B. 06-235 Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbursement 1,706,467 2,725,931 3,749,316 4,822,280 4,738,249
General Fund 1,692,007 2,339,203 2,967,511 2,915,800
Cash Funds 48,676 71,333 84,905 83,425
Reappropriated Funds 607,718 801,779 1,047,641 1,029,385
Federal Funds 377,530 537,001 722,223 709,639
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 545,993 710,110 938,758 922,400
Medicaid - General Fund therein 272,621 353,280 469,384 461,205
Net General Fund 1,961,628 2,692,483 3,436,895 3,377,005
Salary Survey and Senior Executive Service 8,575,696 0 0 0 0
General Fund 0 0 0
Cash Funds 0 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0
Federal Funds 0 0 0
For Information Only 0 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0
Medicaid - General Fund therein 0 0 0
Net General Fund 0 0 0
Performance-based Pay Awards 3,871,146 0 0 0 0
General Fund 0 0 0
Cash Funds 0 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0
Federal Funds 0 0 0
For Information Only 0 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0
Medicaid - General Fund therein 0 0 0
Net General Fund 0 0 0
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

FY 2010-11

FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Shift Differential 3,958,334 3,386,914 3,761,311 4,317,634 PENDING
Genera Fund 2,241,471 2,496,087 2,812,941
Cash Funds 5,563 0 6,364
Reappropriated Funds 1,134,482 1,258,558 1,492,312
Federal Funds 5,398 6,666 6,017
For Information Only 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,118,620 1,234,084 1,469,746
Medicaid - General Fund therein 559,309 617,042 731,498
Net General Fund 2,800,780 3,113,129 3,544,439
Workers Compensation 8,587,528 9,771,533 9,659,080 12,081,739 PENDING BA-4
Genera Fund 5,313,287 5,096,972 6,375,378
Cash Funds 769,108 872,144 879,387
Reappropriated Funds 3,240,131 3,266,797 4,297,670
Federal Funds 449,007 423,167 529,304
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 3,234,518 2,881,615 3,604,372
Medicaid - General Fund therein 1,617,259 1,440,808 1,802,187
Net General Fund 6,930,546 6,537,780 8,177,566
Operating Expenses 494,643 139,962 377,010 377,010 377,010
Genera Fund 139,962 22,623 22,623 22,623
Cash Funds 0 119,393 119,393 119,393
Reappropriated Funds 0 158,792 158,792 158,792
Federal Funds 0 76,202 76,202 76,202
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 148,277 148,277 148,277
Medicaid - General Fund therein 0 74,139 74,139 74,139
Net General Fund 139,962 96,762 96,762 96,762
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Legal Services 1,384,769 1,386,932 1,352,869 1,352,869 PENDING
Hours 18,439.0 18,439.0 18,439.0
General Fund 1,270,777 1,123,821 1,123,821
Cash Funds 116,155 165,836 165,836
Reappropriated Funds 0 12,927 12,927
Federal Funds 0 50,285 50,285
Administrative Law Judge Services 800,999 1,007,557 792,374 837,593 PENDING
General Fund 1,007,557 478,932 506,262
Cash Funds 0 48,010 50,750
Federal Funds 0 265,432 280,581
Payment to Risk Management and Property Funds 1,768,970 1,700,473 517,365 1,539,650 PENDING
General Fund 1,191,116 430,764 1,281,930
Cash Funds 182,305 1,134 3,375
Reappropriated Funds 228,049 64,530 192,038
Federal Funds 99,003 20,937 62,307
For Information Only 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 225911 41,905 124,707
Medicaid - General Fund therein 112,955 20,953 61,280
Net General Fund 1,304,071 451,717 1,343,210
Staff Training 31,870 1,501 31,870 31,870 31,870
General Fund 821 0 0 0
Cash Funds 680 31,870 31,870 31,870
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0
Injury Prevention Program 54,461 97,184 105,970 105,970 105,970
General Fund 94,184 0 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 3,000 105,970 105,970 105,970
For Information Only 0 0
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 105,970 105,970 105,970
Medicaid - General Fund therein 0 52,985 52,985 52,985
Net General Fund 94,184 52,985 52,985 52,985

16-Nov-10 5 HUM-EDO/Ops/CA/SSIAA-brf



FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Request v. Approp.
(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Subtotal - (A) General Administration 58,823,868 51,204,083 50,603,283 S 58,391,510 38,555,292 15.4%
FTE 218 19.2 22.4 22.4 214 0.0
General Fund 36,154,195 30,623,152 29,543,280 S 34,247,239 22,445,351 15.9%
Cash Funds 1,655,482 2,343,506 1,881,745 S 1,948,233 A 834,370 3.5%
Reappropriated Funds 14,997,635 12,434,330 13,056,289 S 15,286,984 A 9,347,121 17.1%
Federal Funds 6,016,556 5,803,095 6,121,969 6,909,054 5,928,450 12.9%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 13,542,317 11,670,875 11,282,363 S 13,691,782 8,394,282 21.4%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 6,593,460 5,831,269 5,625,946 S 6,761,455 18,248,220 20.2%
Net General Fund 42,747,655 36,454,421 35,169,226 S 41,008,694 26,642,502 16.6%

(B) Special Purpose

This section includes Employment and Regulatory Affairs, which incorporates the Department's human resources, internal audit
food stamp quality assurance, and boards and commissions staff. This section also includes line items for other entities designed
to provide independent oversight, quality assurance, or policy direction, such as the Administrative Review Unit (which provides
independent review of child welfare placements) and the Juvenile Parole Board. Many of these line items are addressed in other

staff Human Services presentations.

Employment and Regulatory Affairs (formerly Office of Performance

Improvement) 4,674,128 4,802,390 5,103,488 S 5,073,591 4,910,241 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 64.1 63.6 74.1 741 711 BA-4
Genera Fund 1,776,921 1,852,269 1,870,272 S 1,853,229 1,808,986
Cash Funds 227,131 232,824 280,891 S 284,928 A 221,106
Reappropriated Funds 568,233 644,169 706,705 S 693,247 A 729,397
Federal Funds 2,101,843 2,073,128 2,245,620 2,242,187 2,150,752
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 578,456 651,305 706,705 S 700,122 683,392
Medicaid - General Fund therein 289,228 325,653 353,354 S 350,048 341,684
Net General Fund 2,066,149 2,177,922 2,223,626 S 2,203,277 2,150,669
Older Coloradans Study (HB 10-1053)
Cash Funds N.A N.A 200,000 0 0
6 HUM-EDO/Ops/CA/SS/AA-brf
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Recommend v. Approp
(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
Subtotal - (B) Special Purpose [selected lineitems] 4,674,128 4,802,390 5,303,488 5,073,591 4,910,241 -4.3%
FTE 66.1 67.5 79.1 79.1 711 0.0
General Fund 1,776,921 1,852,269 1,870,272 1,853,229 1,808,986 -0.9%
Cash Funds 227,131 232,824 480,891 284,928 221,106 -40.7%
Reappropriated Funds 568,233 644,169 706,705 693,247 729,397 -1.9%
Federal Funds 2,101,843 2,073,128 2,245,620 2,242,187 2,150,752 -0.2%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 578,456 651,305 706,705 700,122 683,392 -0.9%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 289,228 353,354 350,048 341,683 -0.9%
Net General Fund 2,066,149 2,177,922 2,223,626 2,203,277 2,150,669 -0.9%
Recommend v. Approp
TOTAL - (1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'SOFFICE /a 63,497,996 56,006,473 55,906,771 63,465,101 43,465,533 13.5%
FTE 87.9 86.7 1015 1015 92.5 0.0
General Fund 37,931,116 32,475,421 31,413,552 36,100,468 24,254,337 14.9%
Cash Funds 1,882,613 2,576,330 2,362,636 2,233,161 1,055,476 -5.5%
Reappropriated Funds 15,565,868 13,078,499 13,762,994 15,980,231 10,076,518 16.1%
Federal Funds 8,118,399 7,876,223 8,367,589 9,151,241 8,079,202 9.4%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 14,120,773 12,322,180 11,989,068 14,391,904 9,077,674 20.0%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 6,882,688 5,979,300 7,111,503 4,538,834 18.9%
Net General Fund 44,813,804 38,632,343 37,392,852 43,211,971 28,793,171 15.6%
/a Excludesline items covered in other briefing packets.
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Requests
(3) OFFICE OF OPERATIONS
(A) Administration
Personal Services 22,819,214 22,534,124 22,750,085 S 22,633,071 22,544,189 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 444.8 440.9 447.2 447.2 447.2 BA-4
Genera Fund 10,022,524 10,767,285 12,934,527 S 12,801,222 13,269,509
Cash Funds 2,516,710 1,969,190 1,946,002 S 1,951,911 1,018,966
Reappropriated Funds 7,535,727 7,093,398 5,937,969 S 5,955,949 6,361,261
Federal Funds 2,744,253 2,704,251 1,931,587 1,923,989 1,894,453
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 3,658,138 3,061,354 2,984,297 S 2,966,888 2,969,983
Medicaid - General Fund therein 1,529,526 956,236 1,143,478 S 1,483,340 1,490,118
Net General Fund 11,552,050 11,723,521 14,078,005 S 14,284,562 14,304,627
Operating Expenses 3,435,663 3,660,635 3,402,171 3402171 3,237,921
Genera Fund 2,380,047 2,941,005 2,502,443 2,502,443 2,338,193
Cash Funds 194,588 35,562 4,294 4,294 4,294
Reappropriated Funds 749,713 608,341 695,340 695,340 695,340
Federal Funds 111,315 75,727 200,094 200,094 200,094
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 482,605 447,194 335,628 335,628 335,628
Medicaid - General Fund therein 207,038 238,597 128,916 167,814 167,814
Net General Fund 2,587,085 3,179,602 2,631,359 2,670,257 2,506,007
Vehicle Lease Payment: 623,346 815,012 1,062,624 S 1,017,302 PENDING NP-8
General Fund 397,114 537,039 562,923 S 646,110
Cash Funds 22,296 47,486 103,122 S 35,176
Reappropriated Funds 157,061 170,944 236,882 S 259,618
Federal Funds 46,875 59,543 159,697 S 76,398
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 143,675 170,689 224,462 S 237,895
Medicaid - General Fund therein 61,637 85,345 86,166 S 118,946
Net General Fund 458,751 622,384 649,089 S 765,056
L eased Space 2,225,245 2,180,773 2,537,805 2,537,805 2,410,915 BA-4
Genera Fund 580,758 559,852 619,746 619,746 588,759
Cash Funds 10,675 9,421 16,936 38,263 16,089
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 46,162 24,835 43,854
Federal Funds 1,633,812 1,611,500 1,854,961 1,854,961 1,762,213
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Requests

Capitol Complex Leased Space 1,267,295 1,269,007 1,246,413 1,332,121 PENDING

Genera Fund 1,267,295 1,269,007 623,205 610,267

Cash Funds 0 0 0 71,599

Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 77,708

Federal Funds 0 0 623,208 572,547

For Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 41,279

Medicaid - General Fund therein 0 0 0 20,640

Net General Fund 1,267,295 1,269,007 623,205 630,907
Utilities 7,418,676 7,770,805 7,756,203 7,756,203 7,756,203

Genera Fund 5,893,354 6,212,185 5,846,693 5,846,693 5,796,693

Cash Funds 0 0 0 0 50,000

Reappropriated Funds 1,525,322 1,558,620 1,909,510 1,909,510 1,909,510

Federal Funds 0 0 0 0 0

For Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,142,254 1,172,216 1,538,491 1,538,491 1,538,491

Medicaid - General Fund therein 490,027 586,108 590,934 769,246 769,246

Net General Fund 6,383,381 6,798,293 6,437,627 6,615,939 6,565,939

Request v. Approp.
Subtotal - (A) Administration 37,789,439 38,230,356 38,755,301 S 38,678,673 35,949,228 -0.2%
FTE 444.8 440.9 447.2 447.2 447.2 0.0

General Fund 20,541,092 22,286,373 23,089,537 S 23,026,481 21,993,154 -0.3%

Cash Funds 2,744,269 2,061,659 2,070,354 S 2,101,243 A 1,089,349 1.5%

Reappropriated Funds 9,967,823 9,431,303 8,825,863 S 8,922,960 A 9,009,965 1.1%

Federal Funds 4,536,255 4,451,021 4,769,547 S 4,627,989 3,856,760 -3.0%

For Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 5,426,672 4,851,453 5,082,878 S 5,078,902 4,844,102 -0.1%

Medicaid - General Fund therein 2,288,228 1,866,286 1,949,494 S 2,559,986 2,427,178 31.3%

Net General Fund 22,829,320 24,152,659 25,039,031 S 25,586,467 23,965,332 2.2%
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Requests
(B) Special Purpose
Buildings and Grounds Rental 678,798 901,309 465,150 464,452 460,192 NP-7
FTE 4.2 37 6.5 6.5 6.5
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 678,798 901,309 465,150 464,452 460,192
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
State Garage Fund 698,927 652,320 731,856 730,521 728,547 NP-7
FTE 20 0.0 26 26 26
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Reappropriated Funds 698,927 652,320 731,856 730,521 728,547
Request v. Approp.
Subtotal - (B) Special Purpose 1,377,725 1,553,629 1,197,006 1,194,973 1,188,739 -0.2%
FTE 6.2 37 9.1 91 9.1 0.0
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
Cash Funds 678,798 901,309 465,150 464,452 460,192 -0.2%
Reappropriated Funds 698,927 652,320 731,856 730,521 728,547 -0.2%
Request v. Approp.
TOTAL - (3) OFFICE OF OPERATIONS 39,167,164 39,783,985 39,952,307 S 39,873,646 37,137,967 -0.2%
FTE 451.0 444.6 456.3 456.3 456.3 0.0
General Fund 20,541,092 22,286,373 23,089,537 S 23,026,481 21,993,154 -0.3%
Cash Funds 3,423,067 2,962,968 2,535,504 S 2,565,695 A 1,549,541 1.2%
Reappropriated Funds 10,666,750 10,083,623 9,557,719 S 9,653,481 A 9,738,512 1.0%
Federal Funds 4,536,255 4,451,021 4,769,547 S 4,627,989 3,856,760 -3.0%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 5,426,672 4,851,453 5,082,878 S 5,078,902 4,844,102 -0.1%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 2,288,228 1,866,286 1,949,494 S 2,559,986 2,427,178 31.3%
Net General Fund 22,829,320 24,152,659 25,039,031 S 25,586,467 24,420,332 2.2%
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

(4) COUNTY ADMINISTRATION

This division provides counties with resources for duties related to their social services functions. Funding includes a county's 20.0 percent share or a maintenance
of effort and other funding for the administrative costs of cash assistance programs. Such programs include Adult Protection, child support enforcement,

and Food Stamps. County administration for Medicaid programs is appropriated to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing.

County Administration 49,039,688 51,305,313 50,116,105 50,116,105 50,116,105
Genera Fund 18,968,410 20,394,369 19,823,380 19,823,380 19,823,380
Cash Funds 8,541,412 9,381,078 9,193,456 9,193,456 9,193,456
Federal Funds 21,529,866 21,529,866 21,099,269 21,099,269 21,099,269

Department of Health Care Policy and Financing, Medicaid

County Administration [non-add - information only] 34,616,961 31,153,170 33,058,207 33,547,878
General Fund 11,176,396 9,627,844 9,894,550 9,894,550
Cash Funds 6,172,217 5,948,741 6,674,686 6,919,522
Federal Funds 17,268,348 15,576,585 16,488,971 16,733,806
Subtotal County Administration HCPF & DHS [non-add - information only 83,656,649 82,458,483 83,174,312 83,663,983
General Fund 30,144,806 30,022,213 29,717,930 29,717,930
Cash Funds 14,713,629 15,329,819 15,868,142 16,112,978
Federal Funds 38,798,214 37,106,451 37,588,240 37,833,075
Food Assistance Administration [new line item - Department requested in S na na 4,715,280 4,715,280
General Fund 2,357,640 1,414,584
Cash Funds 0 943,056
Federal Funds 2,357,640 2,357,640
County Tax Base Relief - Genera Fund 5,652,654 2,700,688 2,700,688 0 1,000,000 BR-3
County Share of Offsetting Revenues 3,933,693 3,506,431 3,789,313 3,789,313 3,789,313
Cash Funds 3,933,693 3,506,431 3,789,313 3,789,313 3,789,313
County Incentive Payments 5,584,361 6,662,816 4,816,124 5,136,921 5,136,921
Cash Funds 5,584,361 6,662,816 4,816,124 5,136,921 5,136,921
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

Request v. Approp.

TOTAL - (4) COUNTY ADMINISTRATION 64,210,396 64,175,248 61,422,230 0O 59,042,339 * 64,757,619 -3.9%
General Fund 24,621,064 23,095,057 22,524,068 0 19,823,380 22,237,964 -12.0%
Cash Funds 18,059,466 19,550,325 17,798,893 0 18,119,690 19,062,746 1.8%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 00 0 0 n/a
Federal Funds 21,529,866 21,529,866 21,099,269 0 21,099,269 23,456,909 0.0%

*Request totals do not include the new Food Assistance Administration line
item, as amounts were requested in a separate section.

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY

(A) Administration

The Office of Self Sufficiency's Administration section is responsible for the oversight of the the Colorado Works Program, the Special Purpose Welfare Programs (Low
Income Energy Assistance Program, Food Stamp Job Search, Food Distribution, Low-Income Telephone Assistance Program, Income Tax Offset, Electronic Benefits
Transfer Service, Refugee Assistance, and Systematic Alien Verification for Eligibility), Child Support Enforcement, and Disability Determination Services.

Personal Services 1,722,036 1,601,551 1,688,765 S 1,680,388 1,669,358 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 188 188 22.0 22.0 22.0
Genera Fund 824,137 722,601 705,205 S 715,901 719,624
Federal Funds 897,899 878,950 983,560 964,487 949,734
Operating Expenses [and FY 2008-09 Food Stamp Settlement] 12,978,501 88,792 75,539 75,539 75,539
Genera Fund 36,895 31,714 52,173 52,173 52,173
Cash Funds 12,905,342 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 36,264 57,078 23,366 23,366 23,366
Food Stamp COLA Sanction - Cash Funds 279,000 0 0 0 0

Request v. Approp.

(7) SELF SUFFICIENCY
Subtotal - (A) Administration 14,979,537 1,690,343 1,764,304 S 1,755,927 1,744,897 -0.5%
FTE 18.8 18.8 220 22.0 22.0 0.0
General Fund 861,032 754,315 757,378 S 768,074 771,797 1.4%
Cash Funds 13,184,342 0 0 0 0 n‘a
Federal Funds 934,163 936,028 1,006,926 987,853 973,100 -1.9%
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FY 2008-09

Actual

FY 2009-10
Actual

FY 2010-11
Appropriation

FY 2011-12

Request

Recommendation Change Requests

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(B) Colorado Works Program

The Colorado Works Program implements federal welfare reform. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 created the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Colorado Works supervises admininstration of
TANF programs delivered at the county level. TANF provides cash assistance benefits and other support services to eligible families to assist these familiesin finding

and retaining employment.

Colorado Works Administration - Federal Funds
FTE

County Block Grants
Cash Funds
Federal Funds

Reimbursement to Counties for Prior Y ear Expenditures Due to Reduction
in Federal Maintenance of Effort Requirement - Federal Funds

County Block Grant Support Fund (formerly Short-term Works Emergency
Fund) - Federal Funds

County Reserve Accounts [CO Works only through FY 2009-10; County
TANF Reserves for Colorado Works, Child Welfare, and Child Care
Programs starting FY 2010-11] - Federal Funds

County Training - Federal Funds
FTE

Domestic Abuse Program
FTE

Cash Funds

Federal Funds
Works Program Evaluation - Federal Funds
Workforce Development Council - Federal Funds
Federal TANF Reauthorization CBM S Changes - Federal Funds
Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Grant

General Fund
Federal Funds

16-Nov-10

1,415,065 1,377,176 1,568,274

16.4 171 19.0

126,248,209 151,536,168 151,536,168

22,430,135 22,375,278 22,823,033

103,818,074 129,160,890 128,713,135

0 11,049,452 5,524,726

2,963 1,000,000 1,000,000

90,609,366 57,393,455 55,618,851

564,834 313,975 588,968

2.0 1.0 2.0

789,679 808,910 1,830,757

126,801 149,086 1,170,933

662,878 659,824 659,824

499,762 75,215 350,007

105,007 74,741 105,007

0 0 0

2,736,972 2,058,355 2,067,459

163,917 72,000 72,222

2,573,055 1,986,355 1,995,237
13

1,571,470
19.0

151,536,168

22,823,033
128,713,135

5,524,726

1,000,000

55,618,851

588,968
2.0

1,827,806
2.7
1,169,989
657,817
350,007

105,007

1,549,410 NP-7
19.0

151,536,168

22,823,033
128,713,135

5,524,726

1,000,000

A 55,618,851 BA-2

586,297 NP-7
2.0

1,825,147 NP-7
2.7
1,167,477
657,670
0

105,007
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
Colorado Works Program Maintenance Fund - Federal Fundk 0 1,747,109 100,000 100,000 100,000
Colorado Works Statewide Strategic Uses Fund - Federal Fund: 204,322 11,167,935 4,000,000 4,000,000 0
TANF-Supported Subsidized Employment - Federal Funds n/a 3,653,489 0 0 0
TANF-Funded Homeless Prevention - Federal Funds n/a 2,355,385 0 0 0
Request v. Approp.
(7) SELF SUFFICIENCY
Subtotal - (B) Colorado Works Program 223,176,179 238,602,491 224,290,217 S 222,738,336 218,363,606 -0.7%
FTE 197 197 237 237 27 0.0
General Fund 163,917 72,000 72,222 18,054 18,000 -75.0%
Cash Funds 22,556,936 22,524,364 23,993,966 S 23,993,022 23,990,510 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
Federal Funds 200,455,326 216,006,127 200,224,029 S 198,727,260 194,355,096 -0.7%
(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(C) Special Purpose Welfare Programs
This program provides administrative oversight to counties for food, energy, and other cash assistance to low-income households.
(1) Low Income Ener gy Assistance 73,216,811 77,409,173 73,442,997 73,442,155 62,940,353 NP-7
FTE 51 6.4 5.6 5.6 5.6
Cash Funds 3,041,082 1,071,461 5,399,832 5,399,832 4,250,000
Reappropriated Funds 2,149,832 0 0 0 0
Federal Funds 68,025,897 76,337,712 68,043,165 68,042,323 58,690,353
Federal Funds - TANF 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000
Federal Funds - Custodial 66,543,165 66,542,323 57,190,353
(2) Food Stamp Jab Sear ch Units
Program Costs 2,071,252 2,055,553 2,056,903 S 2,052,588 2,048,908 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 54 4.6 6.2 6.2 6.2
General Fund 171,002 176,806 176,589 S 175,358 176,270
Cash Funds 409,382 409,382 409,382 409,382 409,382
Federal Funds 1,490,868 1,469,365 1,470,932 1,467,848 1,463,256
Supportive Services 261,251 256,611 261,452 261,452 261,452
General Fund 78,360 76,620 78,435 78,435 78,435
Cash Funds 52,291 52,291 52,291 52,291 52,291
Federal Funds 130,600 127,700 130,726 130,726 130,726
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

Request v. Approp.

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY

Subtotal - (C) (2) Food Stamp Job Sear ch Units 2,332,503 2,312,164 2,318,355 S 2,314,040 2,310,360 -0.2%
FTE 54 4.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 0.0
General Fund 249,362 253,426 255,024 S 253,793 254,705 -0.5%
Cash Funds 461,673 461,673 461,673 461,673 461,673 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
Federal Funds 1,621,468 1,597,065 1,601,658 1,598,574 1,593,982 -0.2%
(3) Food Distribution Program 573,048 491,368 563,604 S 566,905 560,374 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 6.0 53 6.5 6.5 6.5
General Fund 37,447 45,303 45308 S 45,212 45,446
Cash Funds 228,800 101,660 242,501 244,149 240,922
Federal Funds 306,801 344,405 275,795 277,544 274,006
(4) Low-Income Telephone Assistance Program 49,200 76,630 78,613 79,588 78,706
FTE 11 07 11 11 11
Cash Funds 49,200 76,630 78,613 79,588 78,706
(5) Income Tax Offset 4,128 2,948 4,128 4,128 4,128
General Fund 2,064 1,474 2,064 2,064 2,064
Federal Funds 2,064 1,474 2,064 2,064 2,064
(6) Electronic Benefits Transfer Service 3,109,476 3,200,646 3,679,112 S 3,958,527 3,669,953 DI-1, NP-7
FTE 43 6.1 7.0 7.0 7.0
General Fund 790,561 889,464 991,575 S 1,073,476 989,130
Cash Funds 843,292 843,299 994,399 S 1,074,585 992,292
Federal Funds 1,475,623 1,467,883 1,693,138 S 1,810,466 1,688,531
(7) Refugee Assistance - Federal Funds 5,608,600 10,016,671 15,047,753 15,049,008 16,784,130 NP-7
Federal Funds - TANF 2,805,334 2,805,334 2,805,334
Federal Funds - Custodial 12,242,419 12,243,674 13,978,796
FTE 03 7.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
(8) Systematic Alien Verification for Eligibility 45,011 50,034 54,609 S 53,042 53,111 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 1.0 0.6 10 1.0 1.0
General Fund 4,913 6,149 7,080 S 6,860 6,898
Cash Funds 3,591 3,363 3,700 3,618 3,617
Reappropriated Funds - Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 29,689 31,938 34,440 S 33,375 33,537
Federal Funds 6,818 8,584 9,389 9,189 9,059
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
(9) Office of Self Sufficiency and Independence - Food Assistance [new] N.A. N.A. N.A. 4,715,280 0 DI-2
General Fund 2,357,640 see County Admin
Federal Funds 2,357,640 section
Request v. Approp.
(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
Subtotal - (C) Special Purpose Welfare Programs 84,938,777 93,559,634 95,189,171 S 100,182,673 86,401,115 5.2%
FTE 23.2 30.7 374 374 374 0.0
General Fund 1,084,347 1,195,816 1,301,051 S 3,739,045 1,298,243 187.4%
Cash Funds 4,627,638 2,558,086 7,180,718 S 7,263,445 6,027,210 1.2%
Reappropriated Funds 2,179,521 31,938 34,440 S 33,375 33,537 -3.1%
Federal Funds 77,047,271 89,773,794 86,672,962 S 89,146,808 79,042,125 2.9%
(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(D) Child Support Enfor cement
Automated Child Support Enforcement System 9,648,817 10,760,576 9,099,404 S 9,064,765 9,099,912 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 34.3 34.9 16.9 16.9 16.9
General Fund 3,239,111 3,632,013 2,949,267 S 2,937,489 2,949,439
Cash Funds 118,511 83,183 426,499 426,499 426,499
Federal Funds 6,291,195 7,045,380 5,723,638 S 5,700,777 5,723,974
Child Support Enforcement 2,160,989 1,882,026 4,361,900 S 3,401,345 3,409,476 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 22.7 22.0 24.5 24.5 24.5
General Fund 735,729 672,109 714,807 S 709,016 711,781
Cash Funds 0 0 768,237 447,440 447,440
Federal Funds 1,425,260 1,209,917 2,878,856 S 2,244,889 2,250,255
Request v. Approp.
(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
Subtotal - (D) Child Support Enfor cement 11,809,806 12,642,602 13,461,304 S 12,466,110 12,509,388 -7.4%
FTE 57.0 56.9 414 414 414 0.0
General Fund 3,974,840 4,304,122 3,664,074 S 3,646,505 3,661,220 -0.5%
Cash Funds 118,511 83,183 1,194,736 873,939 873,939 -26.9%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
Federal Funds 7,716,455 8,255,297 8,602,494 S 7,945,666 7,974,229 -7.6%
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(E) Disability Determination Services 16,754,364 19,157,288 16,721,506 16,733,285 16,733,285
FTE 140.5 128.1 1317 1317 1317
Federal Funds (custodial) 16,754,364 19,157,288 16,721,506 16,733,285 16,733,285
Request v. Approp.
TOTAL - (7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY 351,658,663 365,652,358 351,426,502 S 353,876,331 335,752,291 0.7%
FTE 259.2 254.2 256.2 256.2 256.2 0.0
General Fund 6,084,136 6,326,253 5,794,725 S 8,171,678 5,749,260 41.0%
Cash Funds 40,487,427 25,165,633 32,369,420 32,130,406 30,891,659 -0.7%
Reappropriated Funds 2,179,521 31,938 34,440 S 33,375 33,537 -3.1%
Federal Funds 302,907,579 334,128,534 313,227,917 S 313,540,872 299,077,835 0.1%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 29,689 31,938 34,440 S 33,375 33,537 -3.1%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 14,845 15,969 17,220 S 16,688 16,769 -3.1%
Net General Fund 6,098,981 6,342,222 5,811,945 S 8,188,366 5,766,029 40.9%
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Adult Assistance Programs supervises the Old Age Pension, Aid to the Needy Disabled, and Aid to the Blind programs, Adult Protective Services, and the state's 16 Area
Agencies on Aging.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

(A) Administration 407,658 361,774 584,078 S 588,529 582,226 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 42 34 6.0 6.0 6.0
General Fund 96,528 103,926 102,393 S 102,297 102,821
Reappropriated Funds 89,147 0 104,017 104,992 103,409
Federal Funds 221,983 257,848 377,668 381,240 375,996

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(B) Old Age Pension Program

Cash Assistance Program - Cash Funds 82,745,224 88,076,859 77,449,057 77,449,057 77,490,727
Refunds 1,010,811 357,030 588,362 588,362 588,362
Cash Funds 1,010,811 357,030 588,362 588,362 588,362
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Burial Reimbursements - Cash Funds 996,438 963,648 918,364 918,364 918,364
State Administration - Cash Funds 1,030,258 950,698 1,143,281 1,152,849 1,138,836 NP-7
FTE 10.3 10.3 14.0 14.0 14.0
County Administration - Cash Funds 2,608,838 2,450,786 2,566,974 2,566,974 2,566,974

Request v. Approp.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Subtotal - (B) Old Age Pension Program 88,391,569 92,799,021 82,666,038 82,675,606 82,703,263 0.0%
FTE 103 10.3 14.0 14.0 14.0 0.0
Cash Funds 88,391,569 92,799,021 82,666,038 82,675,606 82,703,263 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Requests
(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(C) Other Grant Programs
Administration (Home Care Allowance SEP Contract)
General Fund N.A N.A. 1,000,902 1,063,259 1,063,259
Aid to the Needy Disabled Programs 17,904,297 17,746,067 17,428,495 17,428,495 17,428,495
General Fund 11,421,470 11,421,470 11,421,471 11,421,471 11,421,471
Cash Funds 6,482,827 6,324,597 6,007,024 6,007,024 6,007,024
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Burial Reimburesments 508,000 508,000 508,000 508,000 508,000
General Fund 402,985 402,985 402,985 402,985 402,985
Cash Funds 105,015 105,015 105,015 105,015 105,015
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Home Care Allowance 10,880,411 10,880,411 10,519,866 10,543,757 10,543,757
General Fund 10,336,390 10,336,390 9,975,845 9,999,736 9,999,736
Cash Funds 544,021 544,021 544,021 544,021 544,021
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
Adult Foster Care 137,783 157,469 157,469 157,469 157,469
General Fund 129,910 149,596 149,596 149,596 149,596
Cash Funds 7,873 7,873 7,873 7,873 7,873
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 0
SSI Stabilization Fund Programs - Cash Funds [new line item] n/a 856,028 n/a n/a 1,000,000

Request v. Approp.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Subtotal - (C) Other Grant Programs 29,430,491 30,147,975 29,614,732 29,700,980 30,700,980 0.3%
General Fund 22,290,755 22,310,441 22,950,799 23,037,047 23,037,047 0.4%
Cash Funds 7,139,736 7,837,534 6,663,933 6,663,933 7,663,933 0.0%
Reappropriated Fund / Cash Funds Exempt 0 0 0 0 0 n/a
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(D) Community Servicesfor the Elderly
Administration 623,779 572,678 674,835 671,250 665,371 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 6.6 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.0
General Fund 156,592 153,651 178,330 176,174 176,981
Federal Funds 467,187 419,027 496,505 495,076 488,390
Colorado Commission on Aging 79,075 80,122 80,598 80,455 79,918 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 10 10 10 10 10
General Fund 19,676 19,993 20,629 20,485 20,556
Federal Funds 59,399 60,129 59,969 59,970 59,362
Senior Community Services Employment - Federal Funds 1,030,031 1,099,285 861,514 863,454 1,233,037 NP-7
FTE 0.8 05 05 05 0.5
Older Americans Act Programs 14,179,693 14,437,599 17,153,126 17,419,433 17,574,052 BA-3
General Fund 576,721 576,747 744,079 610,506 765,125
Cash Funds 3,119,710 3,119,699 3,079,710 3,079,710 3,079,710
Federal Funds 10,483,262 10,741,153 13,329,337 13,729,217 13,729,217
National Family Caregiver Support Program 2,503,453 2,337,789 2,263,386 2,263,386 2,263,386
General Fund 142,041 142,041 142,041 142,041 142,041
Cash Funds 423,805 423,805 423,805 423,805 423,805
Federal Funds 1,937,607 1,771,943 1,697,540 1,697,540 1,697,540
State Ombudsman Program 272,031 272,031 272,031 272,031 272,031
General Fund 111,898 111,898 111,898 111,898 111,898
Reappropriated Funds 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Federal Funds 158,333 158,333 158,333 158,333 158,333
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Medicaid - General Fund therein 900 900 900 900 900
Net General Fund 112,798 112,798 112,798 112,798 112,798
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12

Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests
State Funding for Senior Services 10,000,000 8,947,500 8,832,668 S 8,966,241 6,307,752
General Fund 2,000,000 1,000,000 524,916 S 658,489 0
Cash Funds 8,000,000 7,947,500 8,307,752 S 8,307,752 6,307,752 Bill required
Area Agencies on Aging Administration - Federal Funds 1,592,415 1,684,670 1,375,384 1,375,384 1,375,384
Request v. Approp.
(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Subtotal - (D) Community Servicesfor the Elderly 30,280,477 29,431,674 31,513,542 S 31,911,634 A 29,770,931 1.3%
FTE 84 81 85 85 85 0.0
General Fund 3,006,928 2,004,330 1,721,893 S 1,719,593 1,216,601 -0.1%
Cash Funds 11,543,515 11,491,004 11,811,267 11,811,267 9,811,267 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 0.0%
Federal Funds 15,728,234 15,934,540 17,978,582 S 18,378,974 A 18,741,263 2.2%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 0.0%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 900 900 900 900 900 0.0%
Net General Fund 3,007,828 2,005,230 1,722,793 S 1,720,493 1,217,501 -0.1%

Request v. Approp.

TOTAL - (10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 148,510,195 152,740,444 144,378,390 S 144,876,749 143,757,400 0.3%
FTE 22.9 218 28.5 28.5 28.5 0.0

General Fund 25,394,211 24,418,697 24,775,085 S 24,858,937 24,356,469 0.3%
Cash Funds 107,074,820 112,127,559 101,141,238 101,150,806 100,178,463 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 90,947 1,800 105,817 106,792 105,209 0.9%
Federal Funds 15,950,217 16,192,388 18,356,250 S 18,760,214 19,117,259 2.2%
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 0.0%
Medicaid - General Fund therein 900 900 900 900 900 0.0%
Net General Fund 25,395,111 24,419,597 24,775,985 S 24,859,837 24,357,369 0.3%
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Actual Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation Change Reguests

Request v. Approp.

TOTAL - HUMAN SERVICES - EDO/OPS/CA/SS/IAA 672,193,904 683,643,207 658,928,474 S 667,129,193 A 624,870,810 1.2%

FTE 859.6 848.6 891.0 891.5 833.5 05

General Fund 116,483,879 110,792,866 109,897,906 S 114,463,038 98,591,184 4.2%

Cash Funds 171,494,417 162,856,167 156,802,985 S 156,793,448 A 152,737,885 0.0%

Reappropriated Funds 29,348,375 24,144,374 24,610,994 S 26,897,014 A 19,953,776 9.3%

Federal Funds 354,867,233 385,849,800 367,616,589 S 368,975,693 A 353,587,965 0.4%
For Information Only

Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 19,681,598 17,307,275 17,190,185 S 19,588,283 9,079,474 14.0%

Medicaid - General Fund therein 9,106,914 7,958,600 7,378814 S 9,730,228 6,966,912 31.9%

Net General Fund 125,590,793 118,751,466 117,276,720 S 124,193,266 105,558,096 5.9%
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Department of Human Services
FY 2011-12 Figure Setting

JBC Working Document: Decisions Subject to Change

Executive Director's Office, Information Technology Services,
County Administration, Self Sufficiency, and Adult Assistance

GENERAL REMARKS

Net General Fund. Many of thelineitems covered in this figure-setting packet include substantial
amounts of Medicaid funding transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
(HCPF). These amounts are shown as reappropriated funds in the Department of Human Services,
but there is a substantial General Fund component included in the original appropriations madein
HCPF. Thelinesin HCPF are not explicitly included in figure setting for that Department. 1n order
to allow the Committee to understand the full General Fund impact of decisions, many of the
summary tables for lines covered in this packet include a"Net GF' column. This column reflects
the total General Fund impact when the HCPF appropriations are included.

Under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), the federal government
provided atemporary increase in the federal match rate for Medicaid expenditures (FMAP). This
reduced the General Fund share of Medicaid spending and appropriationsin FY 2008-09, FY 2009-
10, and FY 2010-11 in the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing. Thisfavorable match
rate is eliminated in FY 2011-12, driving an increase in the Genera Fund share of Medicaid
appropriations. The result is a significant increase for FY 2011-12 in the "net" General Fund
appropriation shown for human services programs.

Centrally appropriated lineitems - items pending or subject to modification. The Executive
Director's Office and Office of Operationsinclude many centrally appropriated itemsfor which the
Committee establishescommon policies. Staff hasindicated that theitemsfor whichthe Committee
hasnot taken common policy actionare"pending”. Staff requestsper mission tocalculatepending
linesusing Committeecommon policy decisions. Inany caseswheretherecommendation deviates
from common policy, staff will bring those matters before the Committee.

Centrally appropriated lineitemsand decision itemsor JBC-initiated changes. In some cases,
decision items and budget amendments or staff- or Committee-initiated changes which are covered
as part of a different packet include changes to the centrally appropriated line items. Staff's
recommendation for thecentrally-appropriated lineitemscover only the base, and do not includeany
changesassociated with decisionitems, budget amendments, or staff or Committee-initiated changes
that are covered in other packets. Such costs will be identified in the analysis of the changes
contained in the other packets. Staff requests permission to adjust the centrally-appropriated
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lines based on the Committee's decisions regar ding those decision items and other proposed
changes.

Common policy adjustmentsin this packet. The following adjustments are reflected repeatedly
in this packet, consistent with Committee common policy.

. NP-7 - PERA Contribution. Thisisthe Department'srequest to continuethereductioninthe
employer contribution for retirement benefits (payments to PERA, the Public Employees
Retirement Association) and to increase in the employee contribution. The adjustment is
based on 2.5 percent of the employee's salary retirement benefit costs. This change would
continue the adjustment originally adopted in S.B. 10-146 and continued via S.B. 11-076,
aJBChill. Consistent with JBC common policy, the amountsreflected in thisfigure setting
packet reflect the assumption that S.B. 11-076 will be enacted prior to the Long Bill.

. FY 2010-11 Supplemental #ES-1 - 1% General Fund personal servicesreduction. The FY
2010-11 supplemental adjustments reflect that the FY 2010-11 cuts were one-time only in
FY 2010-11.

. FY 2011-12 DI #NP-4 - 2.0% Genera Fund personal services reduction/ JBC 1.5 Percent

Personal Services Base Reduction. Consistent with the Governor's policy, the Department
request included a temporary 2.0 percent reduction on General Fund and Medicaid
reappropriated funds personal services appropriations, excluding appropriations for direct-
care staff in state-operated facilities. Consistent with JBC common policy, the staff
recommendation does not include this proposed reduction and instead includes an ongoing
1.5 percent personal services base reduction applied to all lineitems (excluding the mental
health institutes and regional centers for people with developmental disabilities).

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
(A) General Administration

The Executive Director's Office (EDO) is responsible for the general policy of the Department of
Human Services and contains staff and associated resources for implementing this policy. It is
organized into two functional components. General Administration and Special Purpose. General
Administration includesthe Department's Executive Director and hisor her administrative staff (3.0
FTE), aswell asthe Department's budgeting office (8.4 FTE), Public Information Officer (L.OFTE),
LegislativeLiaison (1.0 FTE), County Liaison (1.0 FTE), and Field Administration staff (8.0 FTE).

The EDO dso is the location of many of the centrally appropriated items for the Department,
although certain items (e.g., purchase of services from the computer center) are reflected in the
Office of Information Technology Services or the Office of Operations.

A breakdown of the FTE classificationsfor the Administrative subdivisionisshowninthefollowing
table.
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Staffing Summary - (1) Executive

Director's Office FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
(A) General Administration Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 24 3.2 3.2 3.2
Budget and Policy Analysts 6.0 6.2 6.2 6.2
General Professional VI 9.0 9.0 9.0 8.0
General Professionals |l and 111 11 20 20 20
Program Assistants 0.7 20 20 2.0
TOTAL 19.2 224 224 214

Per sonal Services

The Department requestsan appropriation of $1,963,184, including $928,127 net General Fund, and
22.4 FTE for persona services in General Administration for FY 2011-12. Cash fund sources
include patient fees collected by the State's Mental Heal th Institutesand from various other sources.

Thestaff recommendation below isbased on Committeecommon policy decisionsand abudget
balancing recommendation. The difference between the request and recommendation reflectsthe
difference between the 2.0 percent General Fund reduction included in the request and the 1.5
percent total funds reduction included in JBC common policy.

A summary of staff's calculation is provided in the following table.

Summary of Personal Services Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Executive Director's Office, General Administration

TOTAL GF CF RF FF Net GF* FTE

FY 2010-11 Long Bill
(H.B. 10-1376) 1,973,328 642,242 | 101,117 303,113 926,856 740,365 | 224
Supplemental 1% GF
reduction (8,384) (6,422) 0 (1,962) 0 (6,422) 0.0

FY 10-11 Appropriation 1,964,944 635,820 | 101,117 301,151 926,856 733943 | 224
Annualize 1% GF reduction 8,384 6,422 0 1,962 0 6,422
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-
11 PERA adjustment 52,835 15,787 2,646 11,644 22,758 20,270 0.0
DI #NP-4 - 2.0% GF
reduction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base
reduction (30,391) (9,870) (1,556) (4,721) (14,244) (11,410) 0.0
Eliminate empty Field
Services Position (72,491) (23,534) (3,714) (11,270) (33,973) (27,208) | (1.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (45,714) (15,084) (2,287) (6,856) (21,487) (17,318) 0.0
Total $1,877,567 $609,541 | $96,206 | $291,910 | $879,910 | $704,699 | 214
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*Includes direct General Fund appropriations and the General Fund portion of Medicaid reappropriated funds. The
General Fund portion of Medicaid funds reflect a 50/50 GF/FF split for both years; higher federal Medicaid share

availablein FY 2010-11 but not FY 2011-12 is addressed in the bottom line.

Budget Reduction Recommendation - Eliminate Empty Field Services Position

The Department isfunded for astaff of 8.0 Field Administration positions. Field Administratorsare
highly experienced and expensive staff (typically former county directorsof social servicesemployed
at the General Professional VI level) who serve as liaisons between county departments and the
Department of Human Services. Inresponseto staff questions about Field Services, the Department
indicated that one of the Field Services positions had been vacant since July 1, 2007. The staff
recommendation reflectseliminating thisposition at theentry level of fundingforaGP V1 ($72,491),
given the position's status. Staff recognizes that such permanent vacancies are frequently used to
enable the Department to provide ahigher level of reimbursement to remaining staff and notes that
the Officedid not revert fundingin FY 2009-10. However, inlight of the cutsthat have already been
implemented throughout the Department, including unit closures at state facilities, staff believesa
modest reduction to funding for the Executive Director's Office may be appropriate.

Health, Life, and Dental

Hedlth, life, and dental funds the State's contribution to medical plans. The request is made for the
entire Department, based on therecommended contribution ratesas submitted by the State Personnel
Director and enrollment figures. The Department's request for thislineitem isoutlined in thetable
below. Staff'srecommendation below isbased on previously-approved Committee common
policy. The Department's budget request to-date does not reflect significant department structural
changes. However, any committee action that substantially changes department staffing levels (e.g.
closure of a state-operated facility unit) will change this figure. Staff requests permission to
incorporate the impact any action taken during other Department of Human Services figure setting
presentations on thisfigure. The table below summarizes the recommendation, based on common

policy.

Therecommendation matchesthe Department request, except that the Department'srequest for
NP-10 for pro-rated benefits (a proposed reduction of $574,097 total funds and $491,642 General
Fund) is not included. This change, if adopted by the General Assembly, will be included in an
appropriations clause attached to the new legislation.

Summary of Health Life Dental Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Executive Director's Office, General Administration
TOTAL GF CF RF FF Net GF

FY 2010-11 Long

Bill (H.B. 10-1376) 22,776,859 | 13,471,188 366,761 | 5,907,508 | 3,031,402 15,920,051
Common policy &

total comp update 2,378,537 1,568,271 26,333 491,565 292,368 2,022,846
Total $25,155,396 | $15,039,459 | $393,094 | $6,399,073 | $3,323,770 | $17,942,897
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Short-term Disability

This line item is used to purchase short-term disability (STD) coverage. Pursuant to Section
24-50-609 (13), C.R.S,, short-term disability providesfor apartial payment of an employee'ssalary
if anindividual becomes disabled and cannot perform hisor her duties. Thisbenefit isavailableto
all employeesand is paid entirely by the State. The coverage provides for a 30-day waiting period,
and it will pay 60.0 percent of an employee's salary for a maximum of five months.

The Department requests $379,352 for short-term disability, including $270,369 net General Fund.
Staff recommends $372,742, including $265,658 net General Fund calculated pursuant to
Committee common policy. The staff calculation used the FY 2009-10 actual base salariesfor the
Department and adjusted these for Department facility closures and the transfer of staff to the
Governor's Office of Information Technology Services.

S.B. 04-257 Amortization Equalization Disbur sement

This line item funds the Amortization Equalization Disbursement to the Public Employees
Retirement Association (PERA). The Department requests $6,001,060, including $4,277,026 net
General Fund, for thislineitem. Staff recommends$5,896,488, including $4,202,496 net Gener al
Fund, calculated pursuant to Committee common policy. The staff calculation used the FY
2009-10 actual base salariesfor the Department and adjusted these for Department facility closures
and the transfer of staff to the Governor's Office of Information Technology Services.

S.B. 06-235 Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbur sement

Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbursement (SAED) is a mechanism to increase the
effective PERA rate beginning January 1, 2008. The Department requests $4,822,280, including
$3,426,895 net General Fund, for this line item. Staff recommends $4,738,249, including
$3,377,005 net General Fund, calculated pursuant to Committee common policy. The staff
calculation used the FY 2009-10 actual base salaries for the Department and adjusted these for
Department facility closures and the transfer of staff to the Governor's Office of Information
Technology Services.

Salary Survey and Senior Executive Service

The Department usesthislineitem to pay for annual increasesfor salary survey and senior executive
service positions. The Department requests no appropriation for salary survey for FY 2011-12.
Staff recommends the Committee approve the Department's request for no appropriation,
consistent with Committee common policy action.

Perfor mance-based Pay Awards

Thisline item provides funding for the state's performance-based pay system, created pursuant to
Section 24-50-104 (1) (C) (1), C.R.S. The Department requests no appropriation for thisline item
for FY 2011-12. Staff recommends the Committee approve the Department'srequest for no
appropriation, consistent with Committee common policy.

16-Feb-11 27 HUM-EDO/OO/CA/SS/AA-fig



Shift Differential

This line item is used to fund the pay adjustment for employees of the Department who perform
work outside of the normal Monday through Friday 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m. work schedule. The
Department requires shift work for operations such as the Mental Health Institutes, the Regional
Centers, and state-operated nursing homes. The Department requests $4,317,634 for shift
differential in FY 2011-12 including, $3,544,439 net General Fund. This recommendation is
pending a Committee common policy decision.

Workers Compensation

Workers' compensation appropriations are used to pay for the Department's estimated share for
participating in the State's Workers Compensation Program. This program, run by the Department
of Personnel and Administration's Risk Management Services program, is used to pay workers
compensation benefits to state employees. The State of Colorado is self-insured for workers
compensation claims. The Department of Human Services requests $12,081,739 for thislineitem,
including $8,177,566 net General Fund. This includes an increase of $2,422,659, including
$1,639,785 over the FY 2010-11 appropriation. The staff recommendation for thislineitemis
pending a Committee common policy on workers compensation.

Operating Expenses

This line item pays for the general operating needs of the Executive Director's Office. It also
includes capital outlay funding used throughout the Department, e.g., for lab equipment at state
facilities, although most of the General Fund component of this was eliminated in the FY 2010-11
operating expensecuts. The Department'srequest for $377,010, including $96,762 net General Fund
isfor acontinuationlevel of funding. Staff recommendstherequest for $377,010, consistent with
Committee common policy.

L egal Servicesfor 18,439 Hours

This line item provides funding for the Department for its use of attorneys and para-legalsin the
Department of Law. The Department requests a continuation level for 18,439 hours. Staff
recommends the Committee approve 18,439 hours for legal services. The staff
recommendation for the appropriation for thisline item is pending a Committee common
policy decision on the blended rate for legal services hours.

Administrative L aw Judge Services

Theadministrativelaw judge (ALJ) serviceslineitemisused to pay ashare of the costsfor operating
the Administrative Hearings Division in the Department of Personnel and Administration. The
Department uses ALJs for items such as food stamp fraud, low energy income assistance,
expungement of juvenile delinquency records, and child care. The Department requests $837,593
for this line item, including $506,262 General Fund. The request includes an increase of $45,219
over the FY 2010-11 appropriation, reflecting the Department of Personnel and Administration's
estimate for the cost of administrative law judge services in FY 2011-12. The staff
recommendation for thislineitem ispending a Committee common policy on administrative
law judge services.
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Payment to Risk Management and Property Funds

The payments to risk management and property funds lineitem pays for the Department of Human
Services share of the statewide costs for two programs operated by the Risk Management Services
program in the Department of Personnel and Administration: (1) the liability program and (2) the
property program. The State'sliability program isused to pay liability claims and expenses brought
against the State. The property program providesinsurance coverage for state-owned buildingsand
their contents. The Department requests $1,539,650, including $1,343,210 net General Fund, for
this line item. The request includes an increase of $1,002,285 for DPA's estimate of the
Department's share of costsfor risk management and property fundsin FY 2011-12. Total costsfor
FY 2010-11 werereduced statewide dueto the use of one-timereservesto help cover alocated costs.
The staff recommendation for this line item is pending a Committee common policy on
payment to risk management and property funds.

Staff Training

The appropriation to the staff training line item provides funding for the conferences and training
enterprise fund managed by the Mental Health Institute at Fort Logan and the Grand Junction
Regiona Center for charges made by non-department employees who participate in selected staff
training programs. The Department requests a continuation level appropriation of $31,870 cash
funds. These cash funds consist of fees paid by training participants. Staff recommends the
Committee approve the Department'srequest.

Injury Prevention Program

Thisline item, established in FY 1996-97, provides funding for employee injury prevention, loss
control initiatives, and infection control. For FY 2009-10, nearly half of the funds ($47,500) were
expected to betargeted to V eterans and Disability Services (Regiona Centersand Nursing Homes),
with an additional $22,000 each for Behavioral Health and Housing (mental health institutes) and
Children, Y outh and Family Services (youth corrections facilities).

Pursuant to arequest for information communicated to the Governor's Office (RFI #23 for FY 2010-
11), the Department providesan annual report to the Committee on the effectivenessof thisprogram.
Workers compensation claims have been a significant problem for the Department in recent years.
Between FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09, the Department decreased the number of claims (excluding
zero dollar claims) by 5.4 percent and decreased payments on claims by 28.5. However, for FY
2009-10 claims again increased substantially. According athe report submitted by the Department,
it filed a total of 992 workers compensation claims' in FY 2009-10 resulting in payments of
$5,810,657. Whilenumber of claimsreflectsal.4 percent increasein claimsfiled over FY 2008-09,
the associated dollar cost of claimsincreased by 31.2 percent over FY 2008-09. Notably, asingle
claim can substantially affect workers compensation costs.

Thisincludes "zero dollar" claims, i.e., incidents reported where no dollar amount is
claimed but which are tracked for management purposes
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The Department provided actual and planned uses of the Injury Prevention Program line item by
program area. For FY 2010-11, nearly half of the funds ($42,000) were expected to be targeted to
Veterans and Disability Services (Regional Centers and Nursing Homes), with an additional $27,000
for Behavioral Health and Housing (mental health institutes), $15,000 for and Children, Youth and
Family Services (youth corrections facilities), and $16,000 for Operations and Financial Services
(facilities maintenance).

The Department requests a continuation appropriation of $105,970 reappropriated funds (Medicaid
funds transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing), including $52,985 net
General Fund. Staff recommends the Committee approve the Department's request.

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
(B) Special Purpose

Note: Other line items in this Long Bill section are addressed in other Department of Human
Services Figure Setting Presentations

Employment and Requlatory Affairs

This line item, previously labeled the Office of Performance Improvement, is responsible for several
separate functions of the Department of Human Services, including: (1) Audits; (2) Food Stamp
Quality Assurance; and (3) Human Resources. It also includes oversight of Boards and
Commissions, the Office of Appeals, and an overall management function. Staffing is summarized
in the following table.

Staffing Summary - (1) Executive
Director's Office

(B) Special Purpose, Employment FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
and Regulatory Affairs Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation

Management and General

Professional VII 2.7 3.0 3.0 3.0
General Professionals 11-VI, Hearing

Officers, Insurance Specialists 335 40.1 40.1 39.1
Auditors 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.0
Technicians and Program Assistants 16.3 17.3 17.3 15.3
Staff Support 4.5 6.7 6.7 6.7
Total 64.1 74.1 74.1 71.1

In greater detail, ERG's functions include:
. Human Resources, Employment Affairs, Injury Prevention, and Background

Investigation Unit (46.0 FTE). These programs perform activities related to the
Department's personnel/employees. Human resource staff are assigned and physically
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Department's personnel/employees. Human resource staff are assigned and physically
located in three geographical districts: north-central, western, and southern. Activities
include, but are not limited to: recruitment, examinations, orientation, benefits
administration, evaluations, workers compensation case management, performance
management, and personnel records maintenance. This section also includes risk
management, civil rights and disabilities specialists, and 5.5 FTE responsible for running
background checks.

. Food Stamp Quality Assurance (14.0 FTE). This program performs the federally-
mandated food stamp quality control function. Included in the quality control function are
monthly reviewsto ensure eligibility and the correct allotment of food stamps. Reviewsare
used to: (1) calculate the State's food stamp error rate and timeliness rates; (2) assist in
corrective action and payment accuracy strategies; and (3) establish the State's eligibility for
enhanced federal funding or liability for payment error rates that exceed the nationa
tolerance level. Thisunit isfunded with 100 percent federal funds.

. Management, Boar dsand Commissions, Office of Appeals(7.1FTE). Thisincludes2.0
FTE assigned to overall management and support for employment and regulatory affairs, 1.3
FTE who oversee and support the Department's various boards and commissions, 1.5 FTE
who support the functions of the State Board of Human Services, and 2.3 FTE who respond
to appeals under the Colorado Administrative Procedures Act, including review of initial
decisions by administrative law judges.

. Audits (7.0 FTE). This program independently verifies, through internal and external
audits, that state and federal financial assistance has been distributed in accordance with
applicable regulations and laws.

The Department requests $5,073,591, including $2,203,277 net General Fund, and 74.1 FTEin FY
2011-12for the Office of Performance Improvement lineitem The staff'scal culationissummarized
inthefollowingtable. Consistent with Committee common policy, staff hasincluded a 1.5 percent
reduction to personal services and has not included the Department's requested 2.0 percent General
Fund reduction. The staff recommendation aso continues a technical supplemental adjustment to
reclassify $47,347 reappropriated funds as cash funds.

Summary of Personal Servicesand Operating Expenses Recommendation
(1) Executive Director's Office (B) Special Purpose, Employment and Regulatory Affairs

TOTAL GF CF RF FF Net GF FTE

FY 2010-11 Personal Svc.

Appropriation 4,788,455 | 1,758,961 265,482 658,890 | 2,105,122 | 2,089,731 ( 74.1
Annualize 1% supplemental cut 24,901 17,767 0 7,134 0 21,334 0.0
Annualize FY 11 PERA adjust. 96,502 38,561 1,928 15,524 40,489 45,503 0.0
1.5% common policy reduction (73,647) (27,229) (3,301) (10,933) (32,184) (32,349) 0.0
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Summary of Personal Servicesand Operating Expenses Recommendation

(1) Executive Director's Office (B) Special Purpose, Employment and Regulatory Affairs

TOTAL GF CF RF FF Net GF FTE

NP-7 (FY 12 PERA adjustment) (100,416) (37,065) (4548) | (14,881) (43,922) (44,054) 0.0
Reduce Human Resources Staff (140,587) (53,320) (6,517) (21,499) (59,251) (63,391) | (3.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 4,595,208 1,697,675 253,044 634,235 2,010,254 2,016,774 711
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 315,033 111,311 15,409 47,815 140,498 133,895 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 315,033 111,311 15,409 47,815 140,498 133,895 0.0
Total $4,910,241 | $1,808,986 | $268,453 | $682,050 | $2,150,752 | $2,150,669 [ 71.1

Staff Recommendation - Human Resources Staffing Reduction

No reductions to staff in the Executive Director's Office were included in the FY 2009-10 or FY
2010-11 budget reduction proposals. JBC staff believesareduction for human resources staff could
be considered, based on reductionsin DHS FTE overall:

. During the 2010 legidlative session, the General Assembly approved eliminating units and
reducing staffing at three facilities beginning mid-FY 2009-10: the skilled nursing facility
at Grand Junction Regional Center, the general hospital at the Mental Health Institute at
Pueblo, and several units at the Mental Health Institute at Fort Logan. These closures
reduced Department FTE by 188.5.

. The consolidation of al ITS staff in the Governor's Office reduced FTE for which the
Department of Human Services was responsible by 207.1 effective FY 2010-11.

. As a result of these changes and various other budget-balancing adjustments, total
Department FTE fell by 404.4 between the FY 2009-10 appropriation at the end of the 2009
session and the current FY 2010-11 appropriation.

. Saleof the Trinidad nursinghomewill further reduce Department FTE by approximately 100
FTE.

Including Trinidad, by the end of FY 2010-11, FTE are expected to have fallen by about 504.4 FTE
from the FY 2009-10 Long Bill base (areduction of 9.0 percent on a base of 5,581.8 FTE)

There are 39.5 FTE of human resources line staff in the Department's various districts who support
the Department's direct care facilities and other staffing needs. A 9.0 percent reduction would
trandate to areduction of 3.6 human resources FTE.

TheDepartment previously opposed any reduction in thislineitem. HumanresourcesFTE were
increased by 5.0 FTE in FY 2008-09 to help the Department address problems with managing
turnover initsfacilities. The Department's request, at that time, indicated that during the last fiscal
crisis (FY 2003-04), human resources staff had been cut from 40 to 33. The Department pointed to
citationsrelated to insufficient staffing at the Fitzsimons veterans nursing home and at the regional
centers for people with developmental disabilities and indicated that inadequate human resources
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staffing in part explained the problems. It aso noted that the Department'sratio of human resources
staff to overall staff was substantially lower than the State average (.58 per 100 employeesv. .87 per
100 employees) and that the human resources workload had increased substantially since FY 2003-
04. The current ratio of human resources to Department staff is now similar to that in placein FY
2002-03, prior to reductions to human resources staffing. Given that the State is again in afiscal
crisis, reductions again appear appropriate.

The 5.0 new staff added in FY 2008-09 (2.0 General Professiona Il and 3.0 Technician Il
positions) were associated with total costs of $238,186, including $109,032 net General Fund.
Eliminating 1.0 GP |11 and 2.0 technicians would provide savings of $140,587, including
$63,391 net General Fund. Inresponseto staff questions, the Department reported that there were
6.0 vacant positions as of January 30, 2011. Of these, three were recently vacated and were in the
process of being filled. However, there were three positions that had been vacant for an extended
period:

. Technician 111 - Created December 9, 2008: Never filled due to vacancy savingsissues and

senior staff turnover.

Technician Il - Vacated March 31, 2009: Left vacant due to reorganized Southern District.

Technicianlll - Vacated January 1, 2010: L eft vacant dueto combining Western District with
North/Central District.

Staff would note a particular concern that two of these positionswere abandoned by the Department
in the year that they were added in response to a Department request. Although the Department
reports that the positions currently vacant are Technician, rather than GP |1l positions, the staff
recommendation includes areduction for the higher-paid GP I11 position. Staff assumesthat if the
Department wishes to retain the GP 11 position in lieu of atechnician position it will manage the
incremental difference within its appropriation.

Older Coloradans Study (H.B. 10-1053)

House Bill 10-1053 added cash funds spending authority for a study of the needs of older
Coloradans. The funding source was to be gifts, grants, and donations. As of December 2010, no
donations had been received. The spending authority was for a one-time only activity, and no
spending authority isrequested or recommended for FY 2011-12.

Bottom Line- Medicaid " Net" General Fund adjustments

Dueto atemporary increasein the federa match rate for Medicaid expenditures, the General Fund
share of Medicaid-funded appropriationswastemporarily reduced in FY 2008-09, FY 2009-10, and
FY 2010-11. Thisfavorablematchrateiseliminatedin FY 2011-12, driving anincrease of $609,189
Genera Fund inthe Medicaid appropriation in the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
that supports the Department of Human Services Executive Director's Office.
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(3) OFFICE OF OPERATIONS

The Office of Operationsincludes four divisions:

The Division of Facilities Management accounts for over 68 percent of the staff in the Office of
Operations. The Division is responsible operating, cleaning, and maintaining al Department
buildings and facilities, including youth correctional facilities, the two state mental health institute
campuses, and three regional centers for the developmentally disabled, in addition to Department
office buildings. Overall, the Division operates 299 buildings and over 3.25 million gross square
feet of space. Itisalso responsible for acquisition, operation and management of utility services,
planning, design and construction of capital construction and controlled maintenance projects, and
the Department's commercial and vehicle leases.

The Division of Accounting includes 25 percent of the staff in the Office of Operations. The
Division manages all departmental financial operations and resources, including payments to
counties and service providers throughout the state for human services programs, Medicaid,
Medicare and private party billing for the Department's various community and institutional
programs, and overall accountsand controlsover expendituresand revenuesfrom multiple stateand
federal sources.

The Procurement Division includes 6 percent of Office of Operations appropriated staff. The
Purchasing Unit has been delegated autonomous authority by the Department of Personnel and
Administration and isresponsible for purchasing goods and servicesfor Departmental programsin
excess of $35 million per year. The Materias Management Unit is responsible for providing
warehouse and distribution for all Department programs which house direct care clients. This
includesordering andinventory control of food and non-food itemsthrough three primary warehouse
and office facilities throughout the State.

The Contract Management Unit consists of 3.0 FTE or less than 1 percent of Office of Operations
staff. It is responsible for managing the contracting process in the Department including
development, approval, and oversight of performance of al Department contracts.

In addition, 1.0 FTE is assigned to overall management for the Office of Operations.

(A) Administration

FY 2009-10  FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
SES/Management Group Profile/GP VI 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Professional Engineer/Engineering Mgr. 2.0 20 20 2.0
Accounting 93.1 106.5 106.5 106.5
Architect 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Program Assistant 7.2 8.0 8.0 8.0
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FY 2009-10  FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12

Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Planner / Estimator 6.2 7.0 7.0 7.0
Electronics/Telecom Specialist 6.1 7.0 7.0 7.0
Electrical Trades 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Pipefitter/Mechanical Trades/Utilities 58.0 61.0 61.0 61.0
Grounds keeper 145 14.0 14.0 14.0
Structural Trades 48.9 39.8 39.8 39.8
Administrative Assistant/Data specialist 8.2 13.0 13.0 13.0
Materials Handler 139 15.0 15.0 15.0
Equipment Operator 13 20 20 2.0
Custodian 123.7 110.3 110.3 110.3
Long Term Care Operations 14.2 175 175 175
General Professional 25.6 25.0 25.0 25.0
TOTAL 438.9 446.1 446.1 446.1

Per sonal Services

The personal serviceslineitem provides funding for employees salaries and wages, as well asthe
associated state contribution to PERA and the state share of federal Medicare taxes. Thislineitem
also provides funding for contracted professional and temporary services.

The Department requests an appropriation of $22,633,071 total funds ($14,284,562 net General

Fund) and 447.2 FTE for FY 2011-12. Thetable below summarizesthe staff recommendation.

. The only difference between the request and recommendation is based on Committee
common policy. The Department requested atemporary 2.0 percent reductionto the General
Fund personal services appropriation in thisline item.

. The staff recommendation instead applies an ongoing 1.5 percent reduction across al fund
sources. The fund split adjustment requested and recommended is technical and related to
the Division's bottom-line funding.

. Thelarge"net General Fund" increasein thisfund split adjustment isbased on the end of the
enhanced federal Medicaid match rate available under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act.

Cash, reappropriated, and federal funds are from multiple sources including indirect cost revenue
collected from programsthroughout the Department. Specific cashfundssourcesincludetheMental
Health Ingtitutes, the Early Intervention Services Trust Fund, the Business Enterprise Program Cash
Fund, and the Old Age Pension Fund. Reappropriated sources include Medicaid funds and the
Department of Corrections, among others.
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Recommendation

(2) Office of Operations (A) Administration, Personal Services

TOTAL GF CF RF FF Net GF FTE
FY 2010-11 Long Bill
Appropriation (H.B. 10-1376) 22,878,463 13,038,838 1,491,002 6,417,036 1,931,587 14,194,350 447.2
FY 2010-11 Supplemental (128,378) (104,311) 455,000 (479,067) 0 116,345 0.0
FY 2010-11 Appropriation 22,750,085 12,934,527 1,946,002 5,937,969 1,931,587 14,078,005 447.2
Annualize 1% supplemental cut 128,378 104,311 0 24,067 0 116,345 0.0
Annualize FY 11 PERA adjust. 521,713 248,283 38,659 197,260 37,511 291,799 0.0
1.5% common policy reduction (351,002) (199,307) (22,945) (99,214) (29,536) (217,292) 0.0
NP-7 (FY 12 PERA adjustment) (504,985) (286,243) (32,750) (140,883) (45,109) (319,370) 0.0
Fund split adjustments 0 12,938 0 (12,938) 0 355,140 0.0
Total $22,544,189 $12,814,509| $1,928,966| $5,906,261| $1,894,453| $14,304,627 | 447.2

Operating Expenses

The operating expensesline item provides for most of the non-personal services costs of the Office
with the exception of leased space, |eased vehiclesand utilities. The expensesincludethe materials
and supplies needed by the Office of Operations Divisions of Facilities Management, Accounting,
and Procurement.

The Department requests an appropriation of $3,402,171 total funds ($2,670,257 net General Fund)
for FY 2011-12. Therequest reflects continuation funding, with an adjustment to net General Fund
related to the expiry of the enhanced federal Medicaid match available under ARRA

Staff recommendsan appropriation of $3,237,921including $2,506,007 net General Fund. The
difference between the request and recommendation isthe annualization of an FY 2009-10 decision
item a portion of which was requested through FY 2010-11 only (2 year funding of $164,250 per
year General Fund). This decision item addressed the need for replacement of various smaller
capital items(e.g., boilers, flooring, etc.) The Department request did not includethisannualization.
Staff presumes this was an oversight due to Department staff turnover. Staff notes that the
Department still faces substantial problemsrelated to maintenance of itsfacilities. However, given
the framework of the original request, the staff recommends eliminating the additional funding.

Vehicle L ease Payments

This line item provides funding for annual payments to the Department of Personnel and
Administration for the cost of administration, loan repayment, and | ease-purchase paymentsfor new
and replacement motor vehicles. The vehiclelease payment lineitem providesfor thefixed portion
of the vehicleleasesfrom fleet management. The Department currently has472 vehicles, including
461 vehiclespermanently assigned toit and an additional 11 on short-termloan from the Department
of Personnel fleet. Adjustments to this appropriation are made pursuant to Common Policy.
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The Department's requests an appropriation of $1,078,349 total funds ($682,930 net General Fund)
for FY 2011-12. Therequest consistsof acontinuation appropriation of $1,062,624 total funds, plus
$15,725 total funds for annual fleet replacements (4 vehicles).

Staff recommendsr eplacement of onevehicle: abus. Based on communication with Department,
it appears that the three other vehicles requested can replaced by older vehicles from the Trinidad
Nursing Home, whichisbeing closed. Thetotal recommendation ispendingtheapproval of the
Vehicle L ease Payments Common Policy by the Committee.

L eased Space

Theappropriation for thislineitem providesfunding for 45 commercial spaceleasesthroughout the
state associated with nine major program areas, including Alcohol and Drug Abuse Services, Child
Care, Disability Determination, V ocational Rehabilitation, and Y outh Corrections. The Department
|eases approximately 143,827 square feet.

The Department requests a continuation level appropriation of $2,537,805 total funds ($619,746
Genera Fund) for FY 2011-12. This represents an average lease space rental cost of $17.60 per
square foot. Pursuant to BA 4 the request includes atechnical fund split adjustment to increase the
cash appropriation by $21,327 and decrease reappropriated funds by the same amount.

Staff recommends $2,410,915 total funds ($588,759 General Fund) for FY 2010-11. After
several years of under-expenditure, the Department |eased space appropriation was reduced to its
current $2.5 million per year level in FY 2008-09. For the last two actual years (FY 2008-09 and
FY 2009-10), the Department under-spent the appropriation by 12 to 14 percent. Due to the
recession, rental rates in the State and Denver have declined since mid- 2008 by 7 to 10 percent
depending on theregion. Statewide rates haveflattened over the last year, although ratesin Denver
have continued to drop. The Department provided a projection for its lease rates identifying
projected total costs of $2,525,142 total funds and a General Fund requirement of $643,683 for FY
2011-12. Nonetheless in light of recent actual data and state data on renta rates, staff is
recommending a 5.0 percent reduction to thislineitem for FY 2011-12. Thisincludesareduction
of $126,890 total funds, including $30,987 General Fund.

Capitol Complex L eased Space

Capitol Complex Leased Space is appropriated based on usable square footage used by each state
department. Currently, for the Department, thisincludes 99,087 squarefeet at 1575 Sherman Street
in Denver and 3,104 squarefeet at the State Office Building in Grand Junction. Changesto thisline
item are made annually through the Common Policy process.

The Department requests an appropriation of $1,332,121 total funds ($640,907 net General Fund)
for FY 2011-12. Therequestsincludesanincrease of $85,708 total fundsover the FY 2010-11 Long
Bill appropriation based on Common Policy adjustments submitted by the Department of Personnel
and Administration.
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The staff recommendation is pending the approval of the Capitol Complex Leased Space
Common Policy by the Committee.

Utilities

Thisline item funds utilities expenditures including natural gas, electricity, water and waste water
expenses for the Department's residential facilities (Division of Y outh Corrections, Mental Health
Institutes, and Regiona Centers for Persons with Developmental Disabilities) and other facilities
supported by the Office of Operations on the Fort Logan and Pueblo campuses. Utility costs for
department office space, excluding that on the two department campuses or within residential
facilities, isincorporated into Capitol Complex and leased space rates.

The Department requests a continuing appropriation of $7,756,203 total funds ($6,615,938 net
General Fund) for FY 2011-12.

Staff recommends the request for a continuation amount of $7,756,203 total funds for the
Department'sutility costsin FY 2011-12; however, the staff recommendationincludes$5,796,693
General Fund, dueto arefinance of $50,000 with cash fundsfrom the Buildingsand Grounds Fund,
created pursuant to Section 26-1-133.5, C.R.S.

Refinance with Buildings and Grounds Cash Fund. ThisFund issubject to appropriation to be used
in"operating, repairing, remodeling, or demolishingthefacilitiesof any propertiesrented by the state
department” [to other entities]. Half of the agencies renting space on department campuses are
separately metered for energy; for other agencies, utility costs are built into rental rates. However,
staff understandsthat at present funds coll ected are not being used to offset the Department's General
Fund utility costs. Further, staff understands that the Department projects a cash balance in the
Buildings and Grounds Cash Fund of approximately $100,000 as of the end of FY 2010-11. Saff
believes $50,000 of these reserves could be reasonably associated with revenue collected, but not
spent, on utility costsover several years. For FY 2012-13 and future years, staff will work with the
Department to identify more precisely the appropriate contribution from the Buildings and Grounds
Cash Fund to the Utilitiesline item.

Background on Department Utilities Costs. The Department over-spent its utilities appropriation
in FY 2007-08 (when energy prices last peaked for most fuels) and required an FY 2008-09
supplemental adjustment to addressthe resulting $600,000 spending restrictionthiscreated. Despite
the decline in energy prices, the Department has been fully expending its appropriation for the last
two years and has not been reverting funds. Asreflected in this table, the Department is reporting
actual total utility expendituresin excessof the appropriationinthelineitem, suggesting that it must
be making additional expenditures for utilities from other line items (expenditures from other
operating line items are generally permissible, per statute). As can be seen:
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Natural gas costs are half of their FY 2008-09 level, which can be traced to the sharp decline
in prices. However, other costs per unit of energy have continued to increase, offsetting

some of this decline.

The Department now has substantial fixed costs in its utility line item for Energy
Performance Contracts. Per statute departments are permitted to enter into such contracts,
which enable them to replace outdated energy-inefficient equipment with more efficient
models based on a long-term energy-savings payback projection. The Department's payment
stream under these agreements is generally fixed, with an anticipated payback within 12

years.
Purchased Utilities
FY2004-05| FY2005-06| FY2006-07 Y2007-08 Y2008-09| FY2009-10| YF2010-11]  FY2011-1]
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate]
[Erectricity $ 2,358,119 | $ 2,748,639| $ 2,735565| $ 2,705,536 $ 2,705,536 $ 2,832,161 $ 3,016,236 $ 3,061,480
INatural Gas $ 1,267,771 | $ 1,593,595| $ 1,539,844 $ 2,115,487 $ 2,115,477| $ 1,331,115 $ 1,017,900 $ 1,033,169
\Water & Sewer [$ 922,018 [ $ 975,428 $ 1,125,892 $ 1,270,591 $ 1,418,676| $ 1,160,597 $ 1,354,092 $ 1,374,403
Coal $ 600988 | $ 909,488] $ 1,062,779| $ 833,495 $ 1,020,471 $ 1,059,817 $ 1,127,100 $ 1,138,371
Other $ 103,364 | $ 63,732 $ 106,800 $ 649,030 $ 121,130| $ 183,481 $ 183481 $ 183,481
Sub-total $ 5,252,260 | $ 6,290,882| $ 6,570,880 $ 7,574,140 $ 7,381,290| $ 6,567,172 $ 6,698,809 $ 6,790,903
|Energy Management Services
[Energy Mgt. [$ 278347 | $ 568041 $ 517,116] $ 111491 $ 403,093 $ 505703| $ 538500| $ 538500
Performance Contracts
IPhase 1,2,3 [$ 18369 | $ 66801 $ (5770) $ 246,402 $ 186,862| $ 1,045,734 $ 1,106,166 $ 1,106,166
Total Utilities  |$ 5,548,976 | $ 6,925,723 $ 7,082,225 $ 7,932,033[ $ 7,971,245 $ 8,118,609| $ 8343,475| $ 8,435,569

(B) Special Purpose

Buildings and Grounds Rental

Staffing Summary

FY 2009-10

Structural trades
Custodians and groundskeepers

Administration and support

Total

Actual

FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Appropriation Request Recommendation
1.0 15 15
2.0 2.0 2.0
3.0 3.0 3.0
6.0 6.5 6.5
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The appropriation for this line item provides cash fund spending authority for FTE and operating
expenses for the maintenance, repair, and upkeep of the Departments' facilities and grounds that are
leased to public and private agencies pursuant to Section 26-1-133.5, C.R.S.. The Department leases
space to other state agencies or non-profit organizations for offices or for the direct provision of
services.
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Most of theserentalsare at the Colorado Mental Health Institute at Fort Logan with agencieshaving
missions compatible with the Department. Rents collected are deposited into the Buildings and
Grounds Cash Fund to be used for the operating, maintaining, remodeling or demolishing of the
rental properties. The rates paid by agencies are based on the Department's calculated costs for
maintenance, repair, and upkeep of the rented spaces. Spending authority for thislineitem isbased
on anticipated revenue from the leasing agencies. H.B. 08-1268 (White/Johnson) expanded the
Department'sauthority to rent property at other locations, which waspreviously restricted to the Fort
Logan campus only.

The Department requests an appropriation of $464,452 cashfundsand 6.5 FTE for FY 2011-12. The
request includes a net decrease of $698 due to annualizing the FY 2010-11 2.5 percent PERA
adjustment and providing for the FY 2011-12 2.5 percent PERA adjustment.

Staff recommends an appropriation of $460,192 cash funds from the Buildingsand Grounds
Cash Fund and 6.5 FTE for FY 2010-11. Calculationsfor the recommendation are found in the
table below.

Summary of Personal Servicesand Operating Expenses Recommendation
(2) Office of Operations (B) Special Purpose, Buildings and Grounds Rental
Total - Cash
Funds FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Svc. Appropriation 280,685 6.5
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 3,332 0.0
1.5% common policy reduction (4,260) 0.0
NP-7 (FY 12 PERA adjustment) (4,030) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 275,727 6.5
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 184,465 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 184,465 0.0
Total $460,192 6.5

Asdiscussed previoudly, staff also recommendsan appropriation of $50,000 cash fundsfrom
theBuildingsand Grounds Cash Fund be used to offset General Fund for utilitiescostsin the
Utilitieslineitem. The cash fund scheduleincluded in the Department’s budget request related to
the Buildingsand Grounds Cash Fund apparently included inaccurateinformationindicating alarger
cash fund balance than is actually present. However, staff's understanding is that a reserve of
approximately $100,000 is anticipated at the end of FY 2010-11.

State Garage Fund
The Department has an agreement with the Department of Personnel and Administration to operate
vehicle maintenance and fueling stations at three state facilities, including the Mental Health
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Institutes at Fort Logan and Pueblo, and Grand Junction Regional Center. The Officeisreimbursed
by divisions within the Department and by other state agencies (Department of Transportation and
the Colorado State Patrol) for maintenance, repair, storage and fueling of state-owned passenger
motor vehicles. Revenues are deposited into the State Garage Fund. This line item provides the
spending authority for the Department to receive and spend such reimbursement.

The Department requests an appropriation of $730,521 reappropriated funds and 2.6 FTE for FY
2011-12. The request includes a net reduction of $1,335 reappropriated funds as a result of
annualization of the FY 2010-11 2.5 percent PERA adjustment and applying the 2.5 percent
reduction in FY 2011-12. The table below summarizes the position types of the requested FTE.

Staff recommends an appropriation of $728,547 reappropriated funds and 2.6 FTE for FY
2011-12. Calculations for the recommendation are found in the table below.

Summary of Personal Services and Operating Expenses Recommendation
(2) Office of Operations (B) Special Purpose, State Garage Fund
Total -
Reappropriated
Funds FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Svc. Appropriation 130,293 2.6
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 1,331 0.0
1.5% common policy reduction (1,974) 0.0
NP-7 (FY 12 PERA adjustment) (2,666) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 126,984 26
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 601,563 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 601,563 0.0
Total $728,547 26
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(4) COUNTY ADMINISTRATION

County Administration of Social ServicesPrograms. Colorado hasastate-supervised but county-
administered social services program. Colorado's counties have alarge degree of autonomy, even
when compared to other states that have
decentralized systems. For example, S.B. 97-6

Share of Total Human Services Expendituresfor

abolished the state-operated county merit
system for empl oyees of county social services
departments. Each county was to establish a
successor merit system that conformed to
federal standards by January 1, 2001. As a
result of this high degree of decentralization,

County-administered Programs
by County Size

Largest 11 counties (pop. 100,000-600,000) 84%

Medium 26 counties (pop. 10,000-60,000) 12%

Smallest 27 counties (pop. <10,000) _4%
100%

most of the County Administration budget
lines provide block transfersto the counties. If
countiesover-expend their allocations, they areresponsiblefor covering theshortfall, although they
are often able to access federal matching funds for county-only expenditures, depending upon the
program.

The table below provides information on actual expenditures by counties for social services
programs and the share covered by federal, state, and county tax revenue. A significant portion of
this funding--most notably federal food assistance benefits, most county funding for child support
enforcement (county and federal funds), and additional county expenditures for human services

administration (county and federal funds)--is not reflected in the Long Bill.

County Expendituresfor Human Services Administration and Benefits
FY 2009-10 Actual Expenditures
Total Funds

County Administration, Case M anagement, Client Services

County Administration of Food Assistance, Medicaid, Adult Assistance $85,607,622
Child Welfare (all services and expenditures) 387,853,931
County Administration of Child Care 10,210,573
County Administration of Colorado Works 78,484,045
Food Assistance Job search/Other 7,366,392
Child Support Enforcement (less retained collections)* 35,943,429
Additional County Expenditures (no state funding; partial federal reimbursement)* 39,729,372
Subtotal - County Administration, Case M anagement, Client Services $645,195,363
Client Benefits

Child Care 88,846,877
Colorado Works 89,663,905
Old Age Pension, Aid to Needy Disabled, Home Care Allowance 116,175,293
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County Expendituresfor Human Services Administration and Benefits
FY 2009-10 Actual Expenditures
Total Funds
Low Income Energy Assistance 70,827,334
Food Assistance (food stamps)* 655,431,311
Subtotal - Client Cash and Food Benefits $1,020,944,719
Total - Administration and Benefits $1,666,140,082
State Funds (General Fund and Other) 347,185,441
County Funds 157,853,804
Federal Funds 1,161,100,831

*Funding for these itemsis not included in the Long Bill, with the exception of a small portion of the funding for child
support enforcement administration.

General Condition of County Budgets. Asexplainedinfurther detail in following sections, many
county Department of Human Services budgets have been under considerable strain dueto therapid
increase in caseloads that has resulted from the recession. County difficulties are exacerbated by
county revenue shortfalls, as county revenues are also affected by the recession.

Inresponseto JBC staff questionsabout how county social servicesbudgetsarefaring, the Colorado
Human Services Director's Association polled members and provided the following feedback:

. Counties have sustained deep cuts while demand for services has expanded. Most counties
have employed staff reductions, furloughs, hiring freezes, reducing eligibility, eliminating
contracts with local organizations, and salary freezes and reductions.

. Several countieshavelaid off up to 10 percent of their staff while food assistance caseloads
havedoubled. Thesearelikely toimpact thetimely processing of applicationsfor food, cash
and medical assistance.

. Counties across the state consistently report having to overspend allocations and deplete
reserves.

. Some counties have sustained reductions of up to 47 percent in assessed valuationsfor 2011.

. Several counties expressed specific concerns about child welfare because of the risks
involved.

Based on staff's conversations with individual counties earlier in the year, some smaller counties
have reported very serious problems (e.g., al county services apart from core fire, police, socia
services, and general administration such as the assessor's office suspended), while conditions
seemed to be less dire for others. Some counties have been working to reduce expenditures for
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severa years, and these counties generally report being in better condition. As the Committee is
aware, regional variations are significant. Legislative Council Saff does not collect information on
how overall changes in valuation or sales tax revenue may affect county budgets, which are also
affected by the mix of county revenue streams and, for example, whether the county has "de-
TABORED".

Lineitemsin thisDivision. The County Administration Long Bill section represents a sub-section
of total funding provided for county administration of social services programs. The largest line
item, the County Administration line item, provides funding for county departments of social
services to administer several programs including food stamps, adult protection, adult assistance,
child support enforcement and Low Income Energy Assistance payments. The majority of this
funding supports county wor kers who use the Colorado Benefits Management System to determine
an individual's eligibility for the various public assistance programs.

In addition, this Long Bill section includes targeted funding for high cost, low tax base counties
(County Tax Base Relief) and two smaller lineitemsthat alocate recoveries (e.g. those associated
with payments collected from non-custodial parents) to counties.

Over the last several years, the responsibility for some programs has been moved out of County
Administration.

. Administration for child care services, child welfare services, Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families, and the Old Age Pension are incorporated into line items in other sections
of the Human Services budget.

. S.B. 06-219 transferred responsibility for county administration of medical assistance

programs to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing. However, county
activitiesto determine medical assistance eligibility are essentially the same asthe activities
to determine eligibility for other social service programs: both involve Colorado Benefits
Management System, and eligibility-determination costsareall ocated between programsand
the two departments. As a result, staff has reflected the Health Care Policy County
Administration line item request in the numbers pages for informational purposes.

Funding History and Overview of Request for County Administration Division. Asreflected
in the chart, funding for the Human Services county administration division and the Health Care
Policy county administration line item peaked in FY 2008-09 at $96.6 million, including $35.8
million General Fund. Thetotal request for FY 2011-12 isdlightly higher, at $96.8 million, but the
requested General Fund share has fallen to $32.1 million.

Theincrease in FY 2008-09 was largely based on:
. Theopportunity to accessadditional federal fundswithout additional General Fund or county

cost by reducing County Contingency Payments pursuant to H.B. 08-1250, which
restructured this program into the County Tax Base Relief program; and
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. A 2007 workload study that projected costsfor county administration of food assistance and
Medicaid programs, based on caseloads at that time, and indicated that funding increases
werewarranted. The State contracted with Deloitte Devel opment to project counties' costs
for administering public benefits. Deloitte conducted time-studies to determine the time
required by staff to perform daily activities and built a cost-model from the study. Deloitte's
study supported expenditures of $85.2 million. House Bill 08-1250 increased the combined
appropriation for the county administration line items in the two departments by $13.6
million to afinal appropriation of $81.6 millionin FY 2008-09--closeto the level indicated
by the 2007 Workload Study.

Reductions since FY 2008-09 have whittled away at theinitial FY 2008-09 increase, but not erased
it. Consistent with this, the overall request for FY 2011-12 does not appear to be substantially
different from the FY 2010-11 appropriation. However, two points of note are discussed further
below:

. Caseloads have grown at astriking rate, and, even with proposed temporary food assistance
increase, funding will not keep up with caseload growth.

. Therequestincludestwo itemsrelated to county administration. Thesetwo items--Decision
Item #2 (food assistance administration) and Budget Reduction Item #3 (county tax base
relief)--affect different counties. The food assistance request benefits counties with rapid
food assistance caseload growth. The reduction to county tax base relief affects counties
with alow property tax base and high caseload costs.

16-Feb-11 45 HUM-EDO/OO/CA/SS/AA-fig



Human Services and Health Care Policy and Financing
County Administration Appropriations

$120,000,000

$100,000,000

$80,000,000
$60,000,000 B Federal Funds
$40,000,000 Cash Funds
B General Fund
$20,000,000
SO
FY06-07 FY07-08 FYO08-09 FY09-10 FY10-11 FY11-12
(Request)
/1

Notes: Reflects sum of appropriation for Human Services County Administration division and Health Care Policy and
Financing County Administration line item. FY 2011-12 request also includes an increase for Food Assistance
Administration (DI #2) requested in the Self Sufficiency section.

County Administration
This line item provides funding for county administrative related to the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (Food Stamps), Adult Assistance programs, and a variety of other programs.

Thetablebelow reflectshow FY 2009-10 county administration amountsin thislineitem were used
by counties. Federal funds in the Genera county administration category reflect Title XX block
grant funds, which do not involve a match requirement; food assistance and child support
enforcement are based on specific federal/non-federal match rate.

FY 2009-10 Actual County Administration Expenditures by Program - Human Services Only
Cash Funds
Total General Fund (county share) Federal Funds
FFood Assistance $39,274,71 $11,782,395 $7,854,942 20.09%9 $19,637,377 50.09
(General county 9,413,339 5,632,911 1,911,058 20.3% 1,969,370 20.99
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FY 2009-10 Actual County Administration Expenditures by Program - Human Services Only
Cash Funds
Total General Fund (county share) Federal Funds

FFood Assistance $39,274,714 $11,782,395 $7,854,942 20.0% $19,637,377 50.0%
pdministration,
ncluding Adult
Protective and Adult
Financial
Child Support
FEnforcement 3,177,758 444,884 635,550 20.0% 2,097,324 66.0%
|_ow Income Energy
Assistance 757,936 606,349 151,587 20.0% [0} 0.0%
Total HUM Actual 52,623,747 18,366,539 10,553,137 23,704,071
[Medicaid County
Administration
[ appropriated HCPF] 26,707,549 7,908,501, 5,618,188 13,180,860
Grand total 79,331,296 26,275,040 16,171,325 36,884,931

Source: CFM S Expenditure Report, FY 2009-10. Notethat actual figuresinthisreport do not fully reconcileto COFRS
data used to report actuals to the JBC or county administration close-out data, likely due to how various expenditures
are classified in different reports; however, this serves to demonstrate the approximate break-down of county
administration program-area spending by category and fund-source.

. Medicaid County Administration.

This appropriation is included in the Department of

16-Feb-11 a7

Health Care Policy and Financing; however total county expenditures, including for
Medicaid administration, are managed together to maximize federal reimbursements. The
FY 2011-12 request for Medicaid County Administration is $33.5 million. The combined
FY 2011-12 request for the two County Administration line items (Human Services and
Health Care Policy and Financing) is $83,663,983.

County Administration over-expendituresand County pass-through Expenditures: Pursuant
to Department annual close-out documents, total county administration expenditures
exceeded annual allocationsby $10.9 million or about 13.5 percent of total allocations (from
Human Services and Health Care Policy and Financing.

With respect to all county-administered social service programs (not solely county
administration) in FY 2009- 10, countiesspent $39.7 millionin social services" passthrough"
expenditures beyond the amountsreflected as required county sharein the Long Bill. These
expenditures received federal reimbursement in FY 2009-10 at the rate of 37 percent, based
on the particular services provided and associated federal match rates. This includes
expenditures for county administration and other social services costs beyond state-
appropriated levels.
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Line Item Request and Recommendation. The Department requests, and staff recommends
$50,116,105 including $19,823,380 General Fund for a continuation level of funding

Food Assistance Administration [NEW LINE ITEM]

Decision Item #2: Additional Funding for Food Assistance Administration

Note: Decision Item #2 was requested in the Self Sufficiency section of the budget. However,
because it is directly related to county administration of food stamps (and staff's recommendation
would be to appropriateit in this section of the budget) the decision item is addressed below.

Department Request: The Department requests $4,715,280 total funds, including $2,357,640
Genera Fund, in additional funding for the administrative costs incurred by the counties related to
food assistance administration. The request isto reflect thesefundsin aseparate lineitem and apart
from the County Administration appropriation, so that fundscan beallocated specifically to counties
with thegreatest increasein food assistance caseload. Therequestisfor twoyearsonly (FY 2011-12
and FY 2012-13), after which the additional funding would be discontinued.

Thefederal food assi stance program now known asthe Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
or SNAP (and formerly known as Food Stamps) providesfunding for food purchasesfor househol ds
with gross incomes below 130 percent of the federal poverty level (200 percent if the household
includes an elderly or disabled member) and
net income (after various deductions) below

100 percent of the poverty level. Benefits, Eligible Food Assistance

totaling over $655 millionfor Coloradoin FY Households

2009-10, are 100 percent federal funds. 200,000

However the cost of administering the | 15090 ——
programis subject to a 50 percent federal/50 | 140,000 —

percent non-federal match. 120,000 - __,/

100,000

80,000
Beginning in 2008 and mirroring a national | 60,000

trend the Food Assistance Program in | 5007
Colorado began to experience unprecedented - ———
growth in the number of households applying FH LS PO SIS
for and receiving benefits. From March 2008 CEN TENYTENTEY
through December 2009, the rate of growth

averaged a 2.0 percent increase each month over the prior month. Over the past 12 months, therate
of growth continues, but has slowed to 1.5 percent per month. The monthly casel oad for September
2010 is 70 percent greater than in March 2008, 30 months ago. The increase in the monthly
applications processed is even greater: 79 percent.

Saff Recommendation:  Staff Recommends the Department's request for $4,715,280 total
funds but recommends fund splits of $1,414,584 General Fund, $943,056 cash funds (county
share), and $2,357,640 federal funds.
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The staff recommendation includes $943,056 General Fund less than the request because
staff believes counties benefitting from this funding should be required to provide a 20
percent share, consistent with the usual practice for county administration.

Staff recognizesthat providing therequisite county share may bedifficult for somecounties.

However, thisproposal isbeing financed by reducing funding to poor, high-cost countiesthat
will now need to find additional county revenuesto cover their county-share. Thus, it seems
inequitabl e that counties benefitting from the reall ocated funds would be exempted from the
county contribution usualy required. As reviewed later in this packet, the staff
recommendation is to use the General Fund "saved" in this recommendation to retain a
l[imited amount of funding for County Tax Base Relief.

Consistent with the request, staff recommendsfunding be provided for two yearsonly in FY
2011-12 and FY 2012-13.

Consistent with therequest, staff recommendsthefunding bereflectedin aseparatelineitem
entitled "Food Assistance Administration”. However, staff recommendsthisnew lineitem
be included in the County Administration section, rather than in a new Self Sufficiency

section as requested by the Department.

Additional Background and Analysis:

Thegrowth in demand for food assistance hasbeen steep, and funding for administration has
not kept up. Federal assistancewasavailablein FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, butisnolonger. The
table below reflects the growth in the county administration line itemin the Department of Human
Services, whichisprimarily used to support food assi stance administration, but al so supports other

programs.
Appropriationsand Allocationsto Support Food Assistance Administration /1
FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12
(Request)
County Administration DHSlineitem/1  $40,938,883 $51,138,883 $51,138,883 $50,116,105 $50,116,105
Federal Stimulus Funding - Distributed
to Counties /2 0 0 2,091,011 2,243,895 0
Decision ltem #2 0 0 0 0 4,715,280
Total $40,938,883 $51,138,883 $53,229,894 $52,360,000 $54,831,385
Percent Change n/a 24.9% 4.1% -1.6% 4.7%
Average Monthly F.A. Households 109,405 138,657 176,510 207,764 246,662
(FFY)
Percent Change 26.7% 27.3% 17.7% 18.7%

1/ Counties have flexibility in the extent to which thisline item is directed to food stamp administration. However, as
demonstrated from the actual figuresbelow, infiscal years FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10, 74.2 percent and 76.8 percent

of the line item, respectively were directed to food stamp administration.
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2/ These are the amounts referenced in the Department's decision item, as they were 100 percent federal funds and not
reflected in the Long Bill.

The table below is based on actual county expenditures specificaly billed as relating to Food
Assistance Administration pursuant to the County Financial Management System data base. This
includesthe portion of the County Administration appropriationinthelLong Bill that isused for food
assistance administration and additional county expenditures beyond amountsin the Long Bill.

Actual County Expendituresfor Food Assistance Administration /1
FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10
Food Assistance Expense in County Administration Line ltem $37,921,806 $39,274,714
Additional County Food Assistance Expenditures 2/ 11,003,115 12,160,128
100 Percent Federal Funds for Food Assistance Administration 144,613 2,398,712
Total $49,069,534 $53,833,554

1/ These amounts are from reports from the County Financial Management System.
2/ Thesereflect "passthrough™ expendituresfor which counties claimed a50 percent federal match but no state funding;
these amounts are not included in the Long Bill.

. Appropriations for the Human Services County Administration line item (includes food
assistance administration) grew by $10.2 million (25 percent) from FY 2007-08to FY 2008-
09. This increase was authorized before the onset of the recession and was considered
justified based on caseloads at that time.

. Funding adjustments for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11are clearly far less than the caseload
increases experienced, and the requested increase for FY 2011-12 is similarly not
proportionate to the rapid casel oad growth.

. InFY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10, countiesspent $11.1 millionand $12.2 million, respectively
for food assi stance administration above and beyond appropriationsthat receive state match.
While counties received 50 percent federa reimbursement for these expenditures, the
balance was from county tax dollars. This is indicative of the pressures on counties to
deliver these services.

TheDepartment'srequest r eflectsa conser vative cal culation of need. The Department'srequest
isbased on an incremental increase of $121.22 per case, based on average state costs for additional
food assistance workers and an average caseload of 350 per worker. This seems a conservative
figure, giventhat actual county expendituresper casein FY 2008-09 (actual expenditures/total cases)
were $354.89 per case and the 2007 Colorado Workload Study indicated food assistance cost per
case, based on their model, was $414 to $374 per case depending upon the size of the county.

However, staff also notes that Colorado's overall administrative costs per case are high compared
to the nation as a whole and there is therefore likely room for greater cost-efficiency. (see box)
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Finally, H.B. 10-1022 eliminated the asset test for food assi stance, which wasexpected to streamline
eligibility determination, although no specific cost savings were estimated.

. Even with the requested increase, and assuming an incremental cost per new case of just
$121.22, the requested FY 2011-12 appropriation does not "keep up" with the casel oad
increase since FY 2007-08, as reflected in the calculation below. Note that staff is not
recommending a higher figure -- merely demonstrating that the request is conservative.

Increase FY 2007-08 County Administration line item appropriation to FY 2011-12 request +

Decision Item #2 $13,892,502
Projected increase in number households determined eligible for food assistance from FY 2007-

08 to FY 2011-12 134,341
Additional funding needed over FY 2007-08 @ $121.22/case (134,341 x $121.22) $16,284,816
Requested appropriation increase above/(below) need per this calculation (%$2,392,314)

There are concernswith county performance and efficiency that the Department isworking
with countiesto address. The request noted that "Colorado continuesto fall short of the federally
required timeliness standard for processing
food assi stance applicationsand facespotential
withholding of federal fundingif required time
frames are not met". Additionally, it has
reached an Amended Stipulation and Order of
Settlement in a lawsuit filed against the

Food Assistancein Colorado Compared to U.S.

The percentage of the Colorado population that
receives food assistance has now increased to about
8.2 percent (424,878 individuals in September 2010),

Department in 2005 on behalf of plaintiffswho
clam to not receive benefits timely. This
lawsuit was filed during the roll-out of the
Colorado Benefits Management System and
was related to timeliness and errors in case
processing. Timelinessisthe only outstanding
issue. The recently completed Amended
Stipulation requires progressive improvement
on timeliness: to 80 percent timeliness by
March 2011 and 85 percent by September
2011.

The Department's has greatly improved
timeliness: 82.6 percent of cases were filed

compared to national usage of about 12.5 percent or 1
in 8 Americans.

Based on data from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, in FFY 2007-08, Colorado's
administrative cost-per-case was $58.00 per case per
month, compared with a United States average of
$40.46. (SNAP State Activity Report - FFY 2008)
Thisincludes state costs for CBM S and state quality
assurance, as well as county administration (which
represents about half of the total). Itisnot clear how
Colorado's cost-per-case has changed in relation to the
national average in the last two years.

timely in FY 2009-10 (through 3/10), compared with 74.2 percent in FY 2007-08. However, this
isstill below thefederal expectation of 90 percent timely and the commitment to comply with federal
guidelines for 100 percent compliance contained in the original Stipulation to settle the food
assistance lawsuit.  With respect to federal requirements, no state has even been sanctioned for
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failures in timeliness; however, there is some discussion at the federa level regarding this, and
federal authorities have raised particular concerns about this in communication with the State.

Food Assistance Percent Increase Food

Percent Applications Assistance Cases

Processed Timely -June August 2008 to Oct

2010 report 2010

Adams 79.0% 87.5%
Arapahoe 80.0% 80.7%
Boulder 75.0% 81.5%
Denver 65.0% 53.8%
El Paso 70.0% 74.5%
Jefferson 87.0% 106.6%
Larimer 73.0% 64.6%
Mesa 78.0% 71.3%
Pueblo 88.0% 33.9%
Weld 100.0% 74.3%

The Department is aso engaged in avigorous effort to improve county efficiency. In particular, it
is part of a project with the Southern Institute and the Department of Heath Care Policy and
Financing to examine workload processes in each county and take steps to streamline activities.
Participating counties will be required to apply best practice procedures, such as use of phone
interviewsin lieu of in-person interviews and changing business processes from case management
to task-based.

Requirement for a 20 percent county share. The Department request reflects financing for this
decision item through a 50/50 state/federal match with no required county share. Thisreflects the
Department's concern that any funds provided be available immediately to assist the targeted
counties, and that lack of available county share dollars not present an obstacle to increasing county
staff and performance. It is particularly concerned about ensuring that some of the very largest
counties make improvements and increase, rather than reduce, staff, as total state performanceis
heavily driven by counties such as Denver and El Paso.

Staff believesthisisalegitimate concern. Based on communication from the Office of Legislative
Legal Services, staff believes that the State can compel counties to accept the new funding and
provide the required 20 percent county share. However, enforcement could require legal
involvement, if a county refused to accept the funds due to limited availability of local match.
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Targeting funding toimprove performance? The Department hasindicated that the funding will
be targeted to counties with the highest caseload growth. Thisis consistent with the approach used
previously to distribute additional federal funds available under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act and for distribution of additional funds provided under a Department of Defense
spending bill in 2010. Based on the factors being proposed by the Department--rate of growth and
whether the growth risesto thelevel of at least 350 new cases--the funding would go to theten large
counties and eight medium sized counties.

The Department has requested funding a separate line item so that it can target the funding. Staff
agreeswith this approach. However, staff believes the Department should consider tying a portion
of the funding to improvements in performance and timeliness and not merely caseload growth.
Staff previously examined the relationship between issues of timeliness and the level of caseload
growth experienced by different counties. While there is a relationship, there are clearly other
factorsat play. Staff believesit isincumbent upon the Department to demand certain performance
standards in return for additional funding.

As staff has now recommended that counties be required to contribute 20 percent of the funding,
rather than providing the funding as 100 percent state and federal funds, staff is not recommending
that these funds also be used as performance incentives. However, if the Committee chooses to
fund the request aswritten (without requiring a county share), staff would recommend the
addition of a footnote expressing legislative intent that a portion of the funds be set aside to
reward performance.

County Tax Base Relief

Thislineitem assists counties with the highest costs and |owest property tax valuesin meeting their
obligations for social services costs. These obligations include: county responsibility for
maintenance of effort expenditures for the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families Block Grant
(TANF), the county 20 percent sharefor food stamp and M edicaid reimbursements, the county share
for child welfare services expenditures (20 percent for most services), and the county sharefor adult
assistance programs.

H.B. 08-1250 (Pommer/Johnson). The current county tax base relief formula was established
through H.B. 08-1250. A prior program, the County Contingency Fund, was established in 1973.

It was modified to ensure that the program targeted the most needy counties (a reduction from 41
counties receiving contingency in FY 2007-08 to 23 counties in FY 2008-09), consistent with the
recommendations of a 2007 taskforce. Pursuant to H.B. 08-1250, a former $11.2 million Genera
Fund appropriation for County Contingency was eliminated and redistributed, with $6.2 million
placed in the new County Tax Base Relief Fund and the balancein other county administration line
items. (The appropriation for FY 2008-09 was subsequently reduced to $5.8 million through
supplemental action due to state revenue constraints.)
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2010 Legidative Action and SB. 10-149 (Tapia/Ferrandino). For FY 2009-10, the Executive
requested, and the General Assembly approved, halving the origina County Tax Base Relief
appropriation to its current $2.7 million level. The Executive further requested that this
appropriation be entirely eliminated in FY 2010-11. However, the Joint Budget Committee chose
instead to introduce S.B. 10-149 to clearly limit funding to Tier | counties, and the JBC and
subsequently the General Assembly, chosetoretainfundingfor FY 2010-11 at the$2.7 millionlevel.

County Tax-base Relief Calculation. The base for calculation of eligibility is al mandated public
assistance programs that have a county share and that appear in the Long Bill, pursuant to Section
26-1-126 (1.5), C.R.S. Thecalculationisbased on the county sharerequired under statuteand Long
Bill appropriations and excludes any additional county expenditures associated insufficient state or
federal funding. A formulabased on three fixed mill levy thresholds— 3.0 mills (Tier I), 2.5 mills
(Tier 11), and 2.0 mills (Tier 111) —is used to calculate eligibility.

Thefollowing isan example of the Tier | eligibility calculation. Assume a county has a calcul ated
county share of $150,000, and that the property tax val uation generates $30,000 per mill levied. The
formulafor the Tier | shortfal isasfollows:

$150,000 total calculated costs
- 90,000 generated by 3.0 mills
= 60,000 Tier | shortfall
x 0.75 = 45,000 County Tax Base Relief Allocation (75 percent of shortfall)

Calculationsfor Tiersll isbased on the difference between the shortfall not funded under Tier | and
revenue generated by 2.5 mills, with a similar calculation for Tier Il1l. The percent of shortfall
funded declines under these latter tiers. Asnoted above, funding for these latter tiers is suspended
under S.B. 10-149.

Base Reduction #3: Eliminate County Tax Base Relief Funding

Request: For the second year in arow, the Department has proposed eliminating al remaining
County Tax Base Relief Funding. No specific justification is provided, other than the statewide
General Fund shortfall. Therequest notesthat countieswith reserveswill be ableto usethose, while
others will generally need to redirect county funding from other county activities to cover the
additiona county share.

Analysis: Asdiscussed during the staff budget briefing:

The Department has effectively requested to fund its proposed increase for food assistance
administration by eliminating support for county tax baserelief. Unlike most line items that
support counties, this line item does not draw matching federal funding (because it substitutes for
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the county share of funding that is otherwise required). This makes it an understandable target for
budget reductions.

Counties that will face elimination of county tax base relief funding are generally different
counties from those that will benefit from the new food assistance administration funding.
Among the anticipated recipients of the proposed new food assistance administration funding, only
Pueblo, Alamosa, and Fremont are also recipients of County Tax Base Relief (see below), and the
amounts that they might expect to get from this additional funding would befar less than the funds
lost from County Tax Base Relief. For example, Pueblo might gain approximately $270,000 while
losing $1.0 million. Alamosa might gain $56,000 while losing $423,000.

Areas of the State that have experienced the very largest assistance caseload growth arethe
large urban areas. Countiesthat were always poor have also experienced caseload growth--
simply lessthan their largeurban counterparts. For example: 107 percent growth for Jefferson
County, 70-80 percent for most of the other "big ten" counties, while Otero, Conejos, and Prowers
have ssimply not changed as greatly (20 to 30 percent caseload growth).

The fundamental economic factors addressed through Tax Base Relief have not changed. In
the absence of tax base relief, counties that are exceptionally poor (driving increased demand for
public assistance) and have low property values (also dueto relative poverty) face excessively high
tax rates or are unable to offer an equitable level of public assistance compared to other regions of
the State.

Tax Base Relief Fundingisamajor funding sourcefor some counties. Thetable below reflects
the results of the tax base relief calculation for FY 2009-10.

County Tax Base Relief FY 2009-10 Distribution

Formula as

Property Taxes County Tax Base  percentage of
County Shareof Social Generated at 3.0 Relief per County Share of

County Services Expenditures Mils Formula- Tier | expenditures
Alamosa 949,099 384,470 423,471 44.6%
Bent 286,273 164,530 91,307 31.9%
Conejos 370,028 144,240 169,341 45.8%
Crowley 208,289 104,950 77,504 37.2%
Fremont 1,376,496 1,288,581 65,935 4.8%
Lincoln 289,472 210,435 59,278 20.5%
Logan 747,347 607,543 104,849 14.0%
Otero 742,660 344,408 298,689 40.2%
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County Tax Base Relief FY 2009-10 Distribution

Formula as

Property Taxes County Tax Base  percentage of
County Shareof Social Generated at 3.0 Relief per County Share of

County Services Expenditures Mils Formula- Tier | expenditures
Prowers 577,653 374,969 137,013 23.7%
Pueblo 5,085,519 3,649,111 1,077,306 21.2%
Rio Grande 551,686 513,581 28,579 5.2%
Saguache 259,286 171,870 65,562 25.3%
TOTAL n/a n/a 2,598,834 n/a

* The Department appears to have distributed funds up to the total amount of the appropriation ($2,700,689), despite
statute added in 2010 specifying that county tax base relief funding is limited to the amount that a county is qualified to
receive from Tier | in FY 2009-10, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 (Section 26-1-126 (6)).

Asindicated in the table:

. For nine of the twelve counties affected, County Tax Base Relief comprises more than 20
percent of their county share. For threeof these counties, it comprisesmore than 40 percent.

. The affected counties vary in size, but Pueblo isthe only large county affected.

Datafromthe Department of Local Affairs County Financial Compendium from 2007 providessome
further context:

. Based on the Local Affairsdata, some counties, such as Alamosa, would need to contribute
an additional 8.0 percent of general tax revenue (as of 2007) to cover the revenue lost from
county tax base relief. For others (such as Pueblo) the additional contribution should
represent about 2.0 percent of county General Fund tax revenue. There is considerable
variation on this among the Tax Base Relief counties.

In general, socia services programs represent a substantial component of al counties' expenditures
(20 to 45 percent for the tax base relief counties) but, as would be anticipated from state financing
requirements, more than 80 percent of this expenditure(and often 95 percent for tax base relief
counties) is financed with state and federal intergovernmental transfers.

Self-reported Status of Tax Base Relief Counties. Staff requested further information both from
the affected counties and from the Department to attempt to determine further how the proposed
reduction will affect them. Many countiesreport that they have already taken substantial budget cuts
dueto shortfallsin county funding and/or reductionsintheir allocationsfor social serviceprograms.
These counties indicated that they either had reduced, or would reduce, their total social services
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programs if tax base relief was not available and thus they would turn-back matching state and
federal funds due to lack of county share.

Pueblo indicated that it had received $1.6 million lessin county socia servicesfunding than
requested from the county dueto county-widerevenueshortfalls(adifference of 27 percent).
"This will result in the Department of Social Services being unable to utilize and spend
approximately $6.5 million in federal and state funds for a total of $8.1 loss of revenue
primarily in the client benefits arena, in the determination of eligibility, and child welfare
related programs. With afurther cut of $1 millionin tax baserelief in Pueblo County’ scase,
approximately $4 million in additiona federal and state revenue will not be coming to
Pueblo County’s citizens in need.”

Logan reported that the Department has had reductions in the following allocations:
Administration, TANF, Child Care, Core, and Title XX. "Our assessed valuation has also
dropped thisyear. This has resulted in areduction in psychological services, reductionsin
Child Care dligibility to the minimum allowed by rule, virtually eliminated diversion
payments, virtualy eliminated funding to all outside agencies and the furloughing of staff
much of the 09-10 fiscal year in an attempt to come within budget. Thisis happening at a
time when demands on the agency are at the highest levels in history. We are now
experiencing mothers who are quitting their jobs as they cannot make enough to pay their
child care, avery high rate of Child protection referralsand staff who are barely ableto keep
the work load afloat.”

Prowers reported that the Social Services Fund has had to borrow money from the General
Fund of the County in order to have sufficient cash flow to meet the local share of
Department expenses. "Employees of the Department were placed on twelve days of
mandatory furloughsin 2010. In 2011, all exempt employeeswill berequired to take twelve
furlough days again. All TANF contracts and other assistance to recipients have been
discontinuedin order to pay for basic cash and subsidize the Child Care Assistance Program.
Eligibility for the CCAP Program has been reduced to 130% of poverty and awaiting list
established.

Some counties indicated that they had some fund balances that they would access, but that
this funding would soon be exhausted. In general counties like Alamosa noted that, if tax
base relief were lost they would "either need to have their county divert additional revenue
to human services, eliminate some federally mandated services, or some combination of
both".

Nether the Department nor staff have sufficient information to fairly compare the level of
fiscal crisisthat existsin different counties.
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. The Department of Human Services has been working on some tools to assess county
financial health, but they are not yet ready for use.

. TheDepartment of Human ServicesDivision of Child Welfare hasindicated anecdotally that
some counties may be choosing not to fully access available state and federal funds due to
lack of county match. However, it has not thus far provided additional information.

. The Department of Local Affairs compiles afinancial compendium of al counties, but the
most recent version available is from CY 2007--before the current recession--and detail is
limited.

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Committee further reduce County Tax Base
Relief, but avoid eliminating it entirely, asreviewed further below. Given a choice between
funding food assistance administration increases and county tax base relief, staff agrees with the
Department's decision and thus its budget request. However, the staff recommendation attemptsto
meet both needs in part.

. For Decision Item #2, staff has recommended that countries be required to pick up their 20
percent share of costs related to the new food assistance funding. This"freesup" $943,056
which could be retained in County Tax Base Relief funding, if desired.

. If the Committee reduces County Tax Base Relief funding to $1.0 million (37 percent of the
current level) the net impact of the combined recommendations for Decision Item #2 and
Base Reduction #3 would be reduced to an increase of $56,944 over the Department's
request.

. This level of assistance would be more meaningful for those receiving support if the
Committee runs a bill to exempt large counties (i.e., Pueblo) from tax base relief, at |east
temporarily. Under this scenario, the remaining counties would receive two-thirds of the
level of funding provided in FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. Theremaining Tier 1 counties
could be fully funded if the Committee appropriated $1.5 million and exempted Pueblo.
While Pueblo clearly qualifiesasa"Tax Base Relief" county based on its revenue base and
public assistance needs, it may be better positioned than smaller countiesto manage without
additional state assistance, at least in the near-term. Note that the General Assembly can
reduce tax base relief funding whether or not Pueblo is removed from the formula.

County Share of Offsetting Revenues

Section 26-13-108, C.R.S., provides that when government authorities recover any amounts of
support for public assi stant reci pients, such amounts may be used to reimburse public assistancepaid
in accordance with federal law. Funding in this line item reflects the county share of revenues
earned through child support collections, fraud refunds, staterevenueintercepts, and other refunds.

County expenditure of these funds assists the state in meeting the maintenance of effort (MOE) for
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant. The largest component is
related to child support enforcement. InFY 2009-10 atotal of $15.5 million wasrecovered through
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child support enforcement activitiesto reimburse the State, counties, and the federal government for
support provided to families under Colorado Works (Colorado's TANF program). Of thisamount,
$7.7 million (50 percent) wasthe federal share and $4.6 million wasthe State share. The county 20
percent share, in addition to some related recoveries, were reimbursed to counties through thisline
item (atotal of $3.5 million). In FY 2008-09, the county share of recoveries was $3.9 million.

The Department requests a continuation level appropriation of $3,789,313 cash funds. Staff
recommendstherequest but notesthat actual recoveriesmay belower, given the most r ecent
actual data. Regardless, as discussed further below, the footnote pertaining to this line item
specifiesthat theamount shownisan estimate. The Department isauthorized to disburse an amount
in excess of this appropriation (or lower than it) to reflect the actua county share.

County Incentive Payments

Thislineitem represent the portion of the State's share of child support collection, and other refunds
recoveries that are redirected to counties as incentives for child support enforcement activities.
Section 26-13-108, C.R.S., provides that when government authorities recover any amounts of
support for public assistant reci pients, such amountsmay be used to reimburse public assistance paid
in accordance with federal law. Recoveries are are typically allocated 50 percent to federal, 30
percent state, and 20 percent county. This statute further provides that the State may redirect some
or all of itsshare of such recoveriesto countiesasan additional child support enforcement incentive.

For FY 2010-11, approximately 50 percent of the state share of recoveriesaredistributed to counties.
An associated Long Bill footnote specifies that of recoveries received in excess of the amount
specified, 50 percent of the total received isdistributed to counties as additional incentives. Actua
incentives distributed for FY 2009-10 were $6.7 million (rather than the $5.7 million budgeted).

Recent Funding History. Prior to FY 2008-09, the State redirected 50 percent of the state-share of
recoveriesto counties, so that countiesreceived 35 percent of total recoveries, rather than 20 percent.
However, H.B. 08-1342 modified a statutory provision to enable the State to redirect alarger share
to counties, in response to changes at the federal level that effectively reduced county funding for
Child Support Enforcement by $3.3 million (federal policy on whether federal incentive payments
could be matched with federal funds).

Funding for thisline item for FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 was based on an estimated 100 percent
of the state share of retained collections for Child Support Enforcement. Starting in FY 2010-11,
funding and the footnote associated with this line item was again modified to specify that counties
would receive 50 percent of the state-share of recoveries. The remaining 50 percent state share of
recoveries was redirected to a capital construction project (rebuilding an information technology
system) and to increase funding for state administration of child support enforcement (pursuant to
FY 2010-11 Decision Item #38).
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Request and Recommendation. The Department requests $5,136,921, including an increase of
$320,797 for the line item, based on annualization of FY 2010-11 Decision Item #8. FY 2010-11
Decision Item #8, as approved by the General Assembly, redirected $768,237 from this line item
to the Child Support Enforcement line item, where it was matched with federal funds . The decision
item specified that, in FY 2011-12, the "redirection™ of funds would be reduced to $447,440 for FY
2011-12 and eliminated entirely in FY 2012-13.

Staff recommends $5,136,921 including the annualization of FY 2010-11 Decision Item #8. The
annualization increases this line item by $320,797 above the FY 2010-11 funding level. The
table below shows how the impact of the decision item affects two line items: this one, and a line
item in the Self-sufficiency section.

FY 2011-12 Annualization FY 2010-11 Decision Item 8 (two line items affected)
Total Cash Funds Federal Funds
County Administration, County Incentive Payments $320,797 $320,797 $0
Self Sufficiency, Child Support Enforcement (943,521) (320,797) (622,724)
Total ($622,724) $0 ($622,724)
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(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(A) Administration

The Office of Self Sufficiency's Administration section is responsible for the oversight of the
Colorado Works Program, the Specia Purpose Welfare Programs (Low Income Energy Assistance
Program, Food Stamp Job Search, Food Distribution, Low-Income Telephone Assistance Program,
Income Tax Offset, Electronic Benefits Transfer Service, Refugee Assistance, and Systematic Alien
Verification for Eligibility), Child Support Enforcement, and Disability Determination Services.

Per sonal Services

This line item supports the base saary, state PERA contributions, and contracts the division
management uses for administrative oversight of its programs. Support for the Colorado Works
program was moved from thislineto the Colorado Works section of the budget in FY 2006-07. The
staffing summary for thisline is shown in the table below. In FY 2007-08, 3.0 FTE were added to
provide additional oversight of counties administration of the Food Stamps program.

Staffing Summary - (7) Office of
Self Sufficiency -
Administration, Per sonal FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-11 FY 2011-12

Services Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 2.8 4.0 4.0 4.0
Genera Professional 151 15.0 15.0 15.0
Support Staff 24 3.0 3.0 3.0
TOTAL 20.3 22.0 22.0 22.0

The Department has requested $1,680,388 including $715,901 General Fund, and 22.0 FTE for this
lineitem. The staff recommendation is calculated in accordance with Committee common
policy. The following table summarizes the calculation.

Staff Summary - (7) Office of Self Sufficiency

(A) Administration, Personal Services Total GF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 appropriation 1,688,765 705,205 983,560 22.0
Annualize 1% GF personal svc. reduction 7,123 7,123 0 0.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 32,273 32,273 0 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (25,922) (11,169) (14,753) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (32,881) (13,808) (19,073) 0.0
Total Recommendation $1,669,358 $719,624 $949,734 22.0
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Operating Expenses

The Department regquests a continuing appropriation of $75,539, including $52,173 General Fund.

Therequest includes annualization of two FY 2009-10 decisionitems. FY 2009-10 Decision Item
#25 for funding to destroy obsolete formsand FY 2009-10 decision item #NP-2 related to the mail
upgrade. The staff recommendation isfor a continuation level of $75,539, including $52,173
General Fund.

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(B) Colorado Works Program

The Colorado Works Program implements the federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) block grant program. The purposes of TANF, as outlined in statute at 26-2-705, C.R.S.,
include:

. Assisting needy families so that children can be cared for in their own homes,

. Reducing the dependency of needy parents by promoting job preparation, work, and
marriage;

. Preventing out-of-wedlock pregnancies; and

. Encouraging the formation and maintenance of two-parent families.

Pursuant to federal law, the General Assembly hasauthority to appropriate TANF block grant funds
for purposes consistent with these goals.

In most years, Colorado receives $150 million per year in federal Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) block grant funds. The mgority is "sub-block-granted" to counties for the
Colorado Works program. Colorado Works is a state-supervised, county administered program.

County Colorado Works Expenditures. Counties use TANF block grant funds for a variety of
purposes. payment of
basic cash assistance
for needy families,

brogram County Uses of TANF Funds
administration | $200,000,000
(including helping SV e @ Child Welfare
recipients move into | $150,000,000 — -

employment), grantsto

community programs | $100,000000 -  —  —  —  — - m Child Care
that meet TANF goals
and serve familiesthat $50,000,000 Works Other

C Expenditures
meet TANF guidelines Xpenditu
(may include 50 ® Works Basic Cash
households with FY05- FYO06- FYO7- FYO08- FYO09- Assistance
incomes up to $75,000 o6 07 08 09 10
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per year), and child welfare and child care services. Counties may transfer up to 30 percent of
allocations to child welfare or child care programs, including up to a maximum of 10 percent for
child welfare.

Basic cash assistance (BCA) is Basic Cash Assistance Caseload
the onl y "entitlement" September 2004 - December 2010

component of the Colorado |
Works Program. The average | | o,

household benefit is currently | ™0 TP Soheoes -

$431 per month, with alifetime | 1400 \ .'/.. 8

limit of 60 months of cash | 1200

assistance and work 10000 \"\ f

participation requirements. ' e

8,000

Spending for basic cash | sow
assistance to needy families is | 400

not the largest component of

. . 2,000
county program expenditures(in

some years it is less than 30
percent.) However, these | d¢g§ 248 <dg s B I A O 3
expenditures vary with

economic cycles, and county

control is limited. Asreflected in the chart, since early CY 2010, the growth in cash assistance
caseload has substantially flattened. For the 18 months from June 2008 through December 2009,
caseload grew at an averagerate of 2.4 percent per month. However, for the 12 months of calendar
year 2010, growth seemsto have dramatically slowed: caseload has been growing at arate of only
0.4 percent per month.

County Reserves and SB. 08-177 Reserve Caps. Beginningin FY 2004-05, asboth total and basic
cash assistance expendituresfell, county-controlled TANF reservesbeganto grow.? By FY 2006-07,
reserves of funds under county control exceeded $160 million and, in total, were larger than total
annual funding for TANF county block allocations, asreflected in the chart below.® Reservesunder
state control (identified in the chart below as Long Term Reserve amounts) were far smaller.

In response, the Department worked with legislators to adopt S.B. 08-177, which limited county
TANF reserves. Pursuant to S.B. 08-177, upon the conclusion of FY 2008-09, counties were

*TANF "reserves' reflect federal spending authority for moneys not yet drawn down and
expended by the State. Moneys are only transferred to the State based on qualified expenditures.

This reserve figure includes TANF funds that had been transferred to separate
TANF reserves for child welfare and child care programs.
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Colorado TANF Reserve History
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Note: The total "reserve" available doesnot match federal records. Transfers to Child Care and Child Welfare are included here since they are considered
available to a county, but not in federal figures..

required to remit to the Long Term Reserve any unspent TANF reserves in excess of 70 percent of
the county's block allocation in the prior fiscal year. At the end of FY 2009-10, the reserve cap fell
to 55 percent of the county's allocation, then 40 percent at the end of FY 2010-11, and 30 percent
at theend of FY 2011-12. Additionally, the bill increased spending through a 30 percent increase
to the basic cash assistance grant and the creation of the Statewide Strategic Uses Fund (SSUF) and
the Program Maintenance Fund, which received initial TANF appropriations totaling $13 million.

The potentia that fundswould
reverttothe TANF Long Term TANF County Allocations, Expenditures and Basic Cash Assistance

Reserve, combined with the Expenditures by Year
recession that began in 2008, $200,000,000

. : $180,000,000
led countiestosharplyincrease | ¢ ¢o'oo0000 AAA¢
spending. As shown in the | $140,000,000
chart, starting in FY 2008-09, | $120,000,000 #&IJ—

expenditures began to exceed | $100,000,000

Total Allocations

allocations. Asaresult of this zzg'ggg'ggg , - T ol Breendiues
rapidq)ending’thereservecap $40,000,000 e — Basic Cash Assistance
led to the reversion of $12.2 $20,000,000 Expenditures
million to the Long Term $0
Reserve in FY 2008-09 and S & & & & &

Voo Y Y YA
only $685,772 at theend of FY
2009-10

SB. 11-124 (Hodge/Gerou). As the Committee is aware, the bill makes the several changes
regarding county Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) reserves. Beginning in FY
2010-11, the hill raisesthe cap on TANF reserves that may be retained by countiesto 70 percent of
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the county block grant for the concluding fiscal year, except for counties with block grants of less
than $142,857 per year, which may maintain areserve of up to $100,000. In addition, the hill:

» givesthe WorksAllocation Committee (WAC) the authority to transfer unspent county
reservesin excess of the reserve cap to other counties based on the criteria determined
by the WAC;

* requires the WAC to give first priority for transfers to counties with zero TANF
reserves,

» gpecifies that any unspent county TANF reserves not allocated by the WAC are
transferred to the Colorado Long-term Works Reserve;

»  gpecifiesthat countiesmust receive maintenance of effort credit for any unspent reserves
transferred to other counties;

» dlowsthe unspent TANF reserves from FY 2009-10 to be reallocated by the WAC to
other counties, rather than be transferred to Colorado Long-term Works Reserve; and

* removes the requirement that the Department of Human Services (DHS), with input
from counties and program participant advocates, submit |egisl ative recommendations
prior to the 2012 legidlative session on how to allocate unspent TANF reserves.

JBC Staff Recommendation - Amendmentsto S.B. 11-124. Staff recommendsthat the Committee
memberswho are bill sponsors consider two possible modificationsto the bill. Saff recognizesthat
these changes may not be favored by the majority of counties supporting the bill, but nonetheless
believes these may be worth considering.

1 Consider applying areserve level of 30-40 percent, rather than 70 percent, for FY 2010-11
and FY 2011-12, while maintaining the provisions within the bill designed to promote
reallocation of funds to counties with $0 reserves.

2. Consider an amendment to the bill to modify Section 26-2-714 (3), C.R.S., which specifies
that "The state department shall not be authorized to reduce a county block grant... based
upon the amount of any moneys maintained by such county in a [TANF county] reserve
account..."

Both recommendationsareintended to promote somereall ocation of reservesamong countiesinthe
current strained fiscal environment.

Staff findsit problematic that some countiesare operating with $0 reservesand devoting themajority
of their funding to basi c cash assistance, that other countiesmay have substantial reserves. Thetable
below compares reserve levels and the percent of funding spent on basic cash assistance by the
largest counties.
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County TANF Reserves Compared to I nitial Allocations and Basic Cash Assistance Expense
Preliminary  September 10, Reserves FY 2010Basic 2010 Basic Cash
FY 2010-11 2010 Total as% Cash Assistance Expenseas% FY
Allocations TANF Reserves Allocation Expense 2011 Allocations
Adams $12,661,495 $4,248,594 34% $4,154,125 33%
Arapahoe 12,712,097 5,373,826 42% 6,060,736 48%
Boulder 6,199,501 510,739 8% 1,867,991 30%
Denver 37,683,798 16,976,565 45% 17,118,678 45%
El Paso 19,475,277 9,293,149 48% 11,831,922 61%
Jefferson 10,990,006 0 0% 6,145,058 56%
Larimer 7,960,898 2,962,610 37% 3,341,416 42%
Mesa 5,540,681 2,704,164 49% 1,571,210 28%
Pueblo 8,143,642 2,960,101 36% 5,816,887 71%
Weld 4,845,167 0 0% 2,392,594 49%
Balance of State 24,823,606 10,589,104 43% 10,779,131 43%
TOTAL $151,036,168 $55,618,851 37% $71,079,747 47%

Thereisasimilar degree of variation anong small and medium counties.

. Among medium-sized counties, 14 have reserves over 50 percent, while three ave reserves
below 10 percent.
. Among small counties, 13 hold the maximum 1000,000 or 120 percent in reserve, while 4

have no reserve.

Option 1: L ower Reserve Cap

Senate Bill 11-124 includes provisions that are designed to allow for the reallocation of reservesin
excess of 70 percent of a county's allocation to other counties with $0 reserves. However, the SB.
11-124 provision is only effective at reserve levels over 70 percent and, at present, there are no
counties with reserves in excess of 70 percent, due to the provisions of SB. 08-177 and the
recession. Staff believesit would beworthwhileto promote agreater degree of reservereallocation
sooner, rather than later.

Staff also believeslargereservesare particularly problematicinthe midst of an economic downturn:

if the purpose of maintaining reserves is to have funds available to even-out spending during an
economic downturn, reserve levels should have declined steeply across the board. If not, the
pur pose of maintaining reserveson thisscaleiscalled into serious question. In staff'sopinion, even
current reserve levels of $55.6 million make it difficult for counties to assert excessive financia
stress and may make reserves atarget for state or national reductions (see staff budget balancing
option discussed at the end of this packet).
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Finally, variations in county reserve levels stem in part from demographic factors and the extent to
which some counties have been more deeply affected than others by growth in basic cash assistance
and/or by historic, outdated allocation formulas. While the Works allocation formula is being
modified to gradually reallocate funds based less on historic allocations and more on demographic
factors, these adjustmentswill occur over time. To the extent reservelevel differencesarereflective
of historicallocation formulas, rather than a county'sfiscal prudence, protecting"old" reservesmay
not make sense.

Option 2: Allow the WAC to Consider Reserve Levels

Pursuant to Section 26-2-714, C.R.S,, the Department, with input from the Works Allocation
Committee (WAC), setstheamount of the county block grants based on demographic and economic
factorswithin the counties. If the Department and the Committee do not reach an agreement before
June 15 of each fiscal year, the Works Allocation Committee submits alternatives to the JBC to
identify county block grants amounts.

While staff concurs that the Department should not have unilateral authority to reduce county
allocations based on reserve amounts, to the extent that the current statutory language prohibitsthe
Works Allocation Committee and the Department from taking reserves into account in setting
allocation formulas (should they wish to do so) this provision seems unreasonably restrictive. At
aminimum, staff would suggest that the current language be replaced with language specifying that:
(2) the Works Allocation Committee may, but is not required to, consider levels of county reserves
when providing input to the state department on the amount of the county block grants; and (2) that
the state department shall only be authorized to adjust county allocations based upon reserve levels
with the concurrence of the Works Allocation Committee.

Technical Notes

(1) Current language in the bill requiring the Works Allocation Committee to consider which
counties have $0 reserves could be seen as being technically in conflict with provisions that appear
to prohibit the Committee from considering reserves (see Option 2).

(2) Dueto arevised fiscal impact, the bill is now reflecting an appropriations clause; staff assumes
it will be referred back to the Appropriations Committee.

Long TermReservesand FY 2012-13 TANF "cliff". Thetable below summarizesthe Department's
estimate of the Long Term Reserve as of January 20, 2011. The Department's current estimate
differs from figures presented in November 2010 due to adjustments/corrections to the amounts
identified for FY 2010-11 asavailablefrom prior years, including the amount of ARRA fundsrolled
forward. Because the FY 2010-11 starting reserve figures are lower than reflected in the earlier
projection, the FY 2012-13 shortfall isgreater. Asdiscussed previously, thereissufficient reserve
fundingto cover FY 2011-12 expenditures, but, based on the current projection, FY 2012-13 begins
with areserve of only $5.4 million and spending cannot be sustained at current levels through FY
2012-13. Aspreviously reviewed in the staff briefing document, there are two major TANF "cliffs"
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facing the State in FY 2012-13 based on both a temporary and structural imbalance in the TANF
program.

Temporary Imbalance- Child WelfareRefinanceand ARRA. Part of the TANF reserve
spend-down is based on a three-year refinance of General Fund with TANF funds in the
Division of Child Welfare. The Child Welfare refinance, approved as part of budget
balancing efforts, includes $12.5 million per year for three years (FY 2009-10 through FY
2011-12) that is based on spend-down of the TANF reserve. As aresult of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act, Colorado received $68.0 million in additional federal
funds. Only $28.0 million of this has been used toward new spending initiatives. The
remainder hasincreased availablereserves and thusfacilitated the refinance of child welfare
services. Effective FY 2012-13, however, staff anticipatesthat the State will need to restore
thecurrent $12.5 million General Fund to child welfare or apply reductionsto child welfare
or TANFE-funded self-sufficiency programsif General Fund for child welfareisnot available.
The table above is based on the assumption that $12.5 million in TANF funding for child
welfare will be eliminated in FY 2012-13.

Structural Imbalance. Appropriations added through S.B. 08-177 created an imbalance
between TANF fundsannually received and funds annually appropriated. Staff believesthis
was deliberate and part of the effort to spend down the state's large accumulated reserves
(most of whichwereheld at the county level). However, because countiesrapidly spent their
county-held reserves, rather than remitting them to the State, and because the economic
down-turn made any reduction to county allocations unattractive, the State has delayed
effortsto bring revenue and spending back in line. Nonetheless, in the absence of any other
changes--either to federal revenue or State spending--staff anticipatesthat the current $12.0
million structural imbalance will need to be addressed beginning in FY 2012-13, in large
part through reductionsto county block allocations. Thisisin addition to any adjustments
that might be required if General Fund is not restored for Child Welfare Services.

TANF Long Term Reserve Analysis - January 20, 2011

SFY 10-11 SFY 11-12 SFY 12-13
(Current) (Request) (Projected)

Estimated Funds Availableto Appropriate

Available prior year funds $53,350,858  $29,784,502 $5,427,390
Ongoing Estimated Annual Grant 149,626,381 149,626,381 149,626,381
Remaining ARRA funds - Received and pending 14,113,245 0 0

Estimated TANF Spending/Appropriations

Subtotal $217,090,484 $179,410,883  $155,053,771
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TANF Long Term Reserve Analysis - January 20, 2011

SFY 10-11 SFY 11-12 SFY 12-13
(Current) (Request) (Projected)

Allocations to Counties $135,237,861 $135,237,861  $135,237,861
Information Technology & Indirect Costs 8,666,498 7,673,225 7,673,225
CO Works State Administration 2,507,249 2,507,249 2,507,249
Works Statewide Strategic Uses Fund 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Works Program Maintenance Fund 100,000 100,000 100,000
Refugee Assistance 2,805,334 2,805,334 2,805,334
Low Income Energy Assistance 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000
Domestic Abuse Program 659,824 659,824 659,824
Child Welfare Programs 19,500,000 19,500,000 7,000,000
Roll-forward from FY 09-10 TANF supplemental (ARRA-

rel ated) 12,329,216 0 0

Subtotal $187,305,982 $173,983,493  $161,483,493

Total $29,784,502 $5,427,390 ($6,429,722)
Ongoing Shortfall ($11,857,112)

TANF Maintenanceof Effort. Federal welfarereformlegislationrequired statesto maintainacertain
level of spending on TANF programs (called a maintenance of effort or "MOE") based on historic
spending on the predecessor programs. The minimum federal TANF MOE required for a state to
receive its full TANF block grant is equal to 80 percent of the amount a state spent on TANF
programsin federal FY 1993-94; for Colorado, the federal TANF MOE is $88.4 million annually.
If astate does not comply with the federal TANF M OE requirement, the state's TANF grant in the
following fiscal year would decrease by the amount of the shortfall and the state's TANF MOE
would be increased for the following year by the amount of the shortfall. Thus, if a state does not
addressthe shortfall it will continueto losefederal dollars each year and the state's TANF MOE will
continue to increase each year. In order to access some additional funding under the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act, ahigher MOE had to be attained for FY 2009-10and FY 2010-11.

Expenditures for the Works Program, for certain child welfare services, for the Child Care
Assistance Program, and for the Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) may be counted
towardthe TANFMOE. Further, changesin federal policy over thelast decade have broadened the
array of expenditures that may be counted toward the TANF MOE. A federal TANF policy
announcement issued in December 2004 clarified that third-party cash and in-kind expendituresfor
allowable purpose could count toward the MOE, provided there was an agreement in writing
between the two partiesto do so. Subsequently, the Deficit Reduction Act of 2006 allowed states
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to count "pro-family" activities toward their MOE, even if this spending was not specifically for
families receiving TANF basic cash assistance. This alowed Colorado and other states to begin
counting substantial additional spending, suchasfor pre-kindergarten programs, toward their MOE.

Colorado’ sMOE obligation isashared responsibility of the state and counties. Thefollowingtable
itemizes estimates for al of the spending that counts towards the TANF MOE, based on the
Department's most recent estimates.

As reflected in the table, the Department has been extremely successful at identifying
additional sourcesof TANF MOE, including expendituresin other departmentsand (for FFY
2009-10) from non-governmental organizations. Thus, compliance with the TANF MOE no
longer appearstobeamajor constraint in policy decisionsrelated tothe TANF program. As
shown onthetable, in FY 2009-10, the State was ableto identify over $160 millionin TANF MOE-
eligible expenditures. This enabled Colorado to access an additional $68 million in federal TANF
funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (funding under the PRWORA
contingency fund). In other years, it is ableto use "excess' MOE to receive a caseload reduction
credit from federal authorities. Typically, an additional $30 to $40 million in "excess' MOE is
required to fully access federal funds and avoid penaltiesrelated to compliance with federal work-
participation requirements for TANF basic cash assistance recipients.

TANF M OE Sources - as of December 29, 2010

M OE Source FFY 2010 FFY 2011 FFY 2012 Comment
Child Welfare
Child Welfare ServicesLine $21,819,077 $21,819,077  $21,819,077
Family and Children's Programs (Core) 20,421,968 20,421,968 20,421,968
Colorado Works
County Share of Block Grant 7,570,088 7,570,088 7,570,088 *Seenote
Child Care
Child Care MOE 8,985,900 8,985,900 8,985,900
County Share of Admin Costsin CCCAP 819,991 819,991 819,991
State Administration
General Fund Expenditures on MOE 2,179,153 2,179,153 2,179,153
General Fund Used to Match TANF 1,048,483 1,048,483 1,048,483
Nurse Home Visitor Program (Dept of Public Health and Environment)
General Fund Expenditures 9,307,568 9,307,568 9,307,568
Department of Education
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TANF M OE Sources - as of December 29, 2010
M OE Source FFY 2010 FFY 2011 FFY 2012 Comment
GF Spent on Colorado Preschool
Program (CPP) (185% of FPL and below) 21,025,233 21,025,233 21,025,233
GF Spent on (CPP) for Households up to
$75K (Direct Costs) 30,784,968 30,487,968 30,487,968
Low Income Energy Assistance Program
TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures 2,149,664 2,149,832 2,149,832
Additional Funding From Severance Tax 0 3,250,000 3,250,000
Weatherization Program Expenditures 4,632,494 4,632,494 4,632,494
Tax Credits
Child Care Tax Credit 3,663,091 3,663,091 3,663,091
IV-E Reimbur sements Cash Fund
County MOE Expenditures 781,354 0 0
Other Sources
County DSS Program Expenditures 120,358 0 0
Foundation Program Expenditures 23,636,559 0 0
Total $158,945,949 $137,360,846  $137,360,846
Usual MOE Requirement 88,395,624 88,395,624 88,395,624
Minimum MOE for PRWORA
Contingency Eligibility 102,241,173 n‘a n‘a
Additional MOE for PRWORA
Contingency Funds 49,887,454 n/a n/a
Total MOE required 152,128,627 88,395,624 88,395,624 **
Sur plug/(Deficit) $6,817,322 $48,965,222  $48,965,222

Source: Department of Human Services, adjusted by JBC staff.
*Excludes non-TANF county-only MOE
**Does not account for the M OE needed for the Casel oad Reduction Credit to ensure Colorado is not penalized for its
work participation rates. Thisisexpected to require an additional $30 to $40 million.

Colorado Works Administration

In FY 2006-07, the administrative costs associated with the Col orado Works Program were placed
in this separate line item, rather than being included in the overall administration line for the
Division.
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Staffing Summary - (7) Office of Self
Sufficiency - Colorado Works FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Administration Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 1.0 10 1.0 1.0
General Professional 134 15.0 15.0 15.0
Program Assistant 2.7 3.0 3.0 3.0
Total 17.1 19.0 19.0 19.0

For the Colorado Works Administration line, the Department requests an appropriation of
$1,571,470federa fundsand 19.0 FTE. Therequest includesanet adjustment of $3,196 associated
with annualizing the FY 2010-11 adjustment to the state's share of PERA costs and re-applying it
in FY 2011-12 pursuant to NP-7.

Lineltem Recommendation. The staff recommendation is summarized in the table below and is
calculated according to Committee common policy. The recommendation differs from the request
due to the 1.5 percent personal services reduction. The total includes $1,420,547 for personal
services and $128,863 for operating expenses.

Staff Summary - (7) Office of Self Sufficiency (B) Colorado Works Federal

Program - Colorado Works Administration Funds FTE
FY 2010-11 Appropriation $1,568,274 | 19.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 31,240 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (22,060) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (28,044) 0.0
Total Recommendation 1,549,410 19.0

County Block Grants
Thislineitem providesfunding to county departments of social servicesto administer the Colorado
Works Program. Countieshavetheflexibility to usethefundsfor administration or program needs.

Thelineitemisfunded with federal Temporary Assistancefor Needy Families (TANF) funds, local
cash funds, and an amount from the state's share of recoveries and refunds from Child Support
Enforcement and other programs. Pursuant to Section 26-2-714 (6) (c) (1), C.R.S. "For state fiscal
year 1998-99 and for each state fiscal year thereafter, al counties collectively shall be required to
meet level sof sending ontheworks program that are set forthintheannual long appropriation act...”

Thus, staff's understanding of statuteisthat counties are required to spend $22,238,672 local funds
in FY 2010-11on their TANF programs based on this appropriation. At present, for the TANF
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program, counties are required to fully expand their share of the maintenance of effort requirement
each month before receiving funding from their federal block grant.

Reguest and Recommendation. The Department requested a continuation level of $151,536,168,
including $22,823,033 cash funds and $128,713,135 federal funds. The cash funds are comprised
of $22,238,672 local funds and $584,361 from the State's share of recoveries from child support
collections, fraud refunds and revenue intercepts. Staff recommends the request for a
continuation level of funding.

Reimbursement to Counties for Prior Year Expenditures Due to Reduction in Federal
Maintenance of Effort Requirements

Thislineitem provides spending authority for the Department to reimburse counties when the state
is notified that its federally required TANF MOE has been reduced based on the state meeting
specified work participation rates. Pursuant to Section 26-2-714 (10), C.R.S.:

"If the state meets federal work participation rates and qualifies for a percent
reduction in the state's maintenance of effort as specified in federal law for any year,
the actual spending level for the works program of all counties collectively shall be
reduced by the same amount as the amount of the reduction in the federa
maintenance of effort requirement."*

In order to alow countiesto benefit from the TANF M OE reduction should the statelearn that it has
met the federal work participation rate requirement for FFY 2008-09, the department requests
spending authority to utilize TANF funds to repay counties for prior year Works Program
expenditures. Countieswould be alowed to spend the federal funds asthey wish. The assumption
underlying this proposal isthat if counties required spending had been decreased in FFY 2008-09
by the amount of thereduction in thefederal TANF M OE, counties would have spent lessin county
funds and more in federal TANF funds. The Department requests an appropriation of $5,524,726
federal TANF funds. Thisisthe standard annual request. Staff recommendsthat the Committee
approvethe Department's request.

County Block Grant Support Fund

SenateBill 08-177 renamed the Short-term Works Emergency Fund the County Block Grant Support
Fund. Pursuant to Section 26-720.5, C.R.S., the State Department allocates money in the Fund
according to criteria and procedures established by the Department and the Works Allocation
Committee. Priority isto be given to any county that exhausts all moneys available in the county's
block grant for Colorado Works for that fiscal year. The Department requests a continuation level

“ Note that this same provision charges the Works Allocation Committee with determining each county's
share of the reduction in actual spending levels. In the event that the Works Allocation Committee does not reach an
agreement on each individual county's reduction in actual spending levels, it isrequired to submit alternatives to the
Joint Budget Committee and the JBC would identify each individual county's share of the reduction.
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of funding of $1,000,000 federal funds (TANF). Staff recommends the Committee approve the
Department's request.

County Reserve Accounts

Pursuant to Section 26-2-714 (5) (a), C.R.S., counties are authorized to maintain a County Reserve
Account of unspent Works Program county block grant funds. The actual amount is not known until
the State closes its books at the end of the each fiscal year. In additions, the counties are allowed
to make transfers in and out of their reserve account for a brief period after the end of the fiscal year.
This line is the subject of an annual supplemental request made after the year-end amount is known.
The department requests $55,618,851 federal funds (TANF) for this line item, including a reduction
of $37,053,636 pursuantto BA #2. The request continues the level approved through an FY 2010-
11 supplemental and is based on county reserves at the end of FFY 2009-10 (October 2010).

Staff recommends the request for $55,618,851, which continues the supplemental reduction
of $37,053,636 included in the FY 2010-11 Human Services supplemental bill. Staff notes that
this line item is based on the portion of funds that remain unspent by counties out of multiple years
prior appropriations through the Colorado Works, County Block Grants line item. Thus, this line
item declines when county expenditures increase and does not behave in a manner consistent with
a typical appropriation. Nonetheless, presence of the line item provides a venue for tracking of
county reserves levels, which are of interest to the General Assembly and the public.

County Training

Pursuant to Section 26-2-712 (7), C.R.S., the Department is to develop training for case workers "'so
that they are knowledgeable and may assist participants in: (a) identifying goals, including work
activities, time frames for achieving self-sufficiency, and the means required to meet these
benchmarks; (b) obtaining supportive services such as mental health counseling, substance abuse
counseling, life skills training, and money management or parenting classes; (c) utilizing the family's
existing strengths; (d) providing ongoing support and assistance to the family in overcoming barriers
to training and employment; (e) monitoring the progress of the family toward attaining
self-sufficiency; and (f) proper handling of domestic violence situations.

The Department requests $588,968 federal TANF block grant funds and 2.0 FTE. Staff
recommends the Committee approve an appropriation of $586,297 and 2.0 FTE, calculated
in accordance with Committee common policy decisions. The recommendation includes
$171,946 for personal services and $414,351 for operating expenses.

Staff Summary - (7) Office of Self Sufficiency (B) Colorado Works

Program - County Training FF FTE
FY 2010-11 appropriation 588,968 2.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 3,477 0.0
Common policy 1.5% personal services base reduction (2,671) 0.0
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Staff Summary - (7) Office of Self Sufficiency (B) Colorado Works

Program - County Training FF FTE
DI #NP-7 - PERA (3.477) 0.0
Total Recommendation 586,297 20

Domestic Abuse Program

Pursuant to Section 26-7.5-101 et seg., C.R.S., moneysare appropriated from the Col orado Domestic
Abuse Program Fund (Section 26-7.5-105 (3), C.R.S)) to the department to encourage local
governments and non-governmental agencies to develop domestic abuse programs. Thislineitem
provides spending authority out of the Colorado Domestic Abuse Program Fund for distribution to
local entities as well asfor the department's related administrative expenses. Thisfund consists of
taxpayer contributions (through a check-off on Colorado individual income tax returns),
appropriations from the General Assembly, and, pursuant to S.B. 09-68, fees for petitions and
responses in divorce proceedings and marriage license fees. Senate Bill 09-068 increased the fees
for petitionsand responsesin divorce proceeding (by $5 for the Domestic Abuse Program Fund) and
the marriage licence fee (by $20) and appropriated an additional $843,430 cash fundsand 0.7 FTE
for the Domestic Abuse Program.

The table below reflects projected revenue and expenditures from the Domestic Abuse Program
Fund.

. Although additional revenue wasreceivedin FY 2009-10, the Department did not distribute
any of the new funds in FY 2009-10. As a result, a fund balance accumulated in the
Domestic Abuse Program Fund. Senate Bill 11-164 transfers $200,000 of the resulting
reserve to the General Fund for FY 2010-11.

. It appearsthat the annual revenue for this Fund has been coming in bel ow expectations, and
theFY 2010-11 level of appropriation cannot be sustained on an ongoing basis. Nonethel ess,
as reflected in the table, expenditures at the requested level can be continued through FY
2010-11 by spending down the fund balance.

. The staff recommendation (common policy calculation) continuesto spend down the
fund balance, asproposed. However, the Committee could choose instead to appropriate
funds at a lower level that would be consistent with the ongoing revenue available
($930,745) and to transfer an additional $300,000 to the General Fund from the fund
balance accumulated in FY 2009-10.
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Domestic Abuse Program Fund
FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Estimate Estimate
Beginning FY Balance $152,266 $154,796 $882,235 $395,806
Revenues 180,001 930,745 930,745 930,745
Expenditures (A77.471) (203,306) (1,217,174) (1,220,507)
Subtotal 154,796 882,235 595,806 106,044
Recommended Transfer 0 0 (200,000) 0
Ending FY Balance $154,796 $882,235 $395,806 $106,044

The Department requests an appropriation for FY 2011-12 of $1,827,806 and 2.7 FTE for thisline
item. Thestaff recommendation for $1,825,147,including $1,167,477 from theDomestic Abuse
Program Fund. Thisincludes $168,325 for personal services and $1,656,822 for operating
expenses. The operating expenses amount includes an estimated $1,457,980 for grants to non-
governmental organizations. This recommendation is calculated in accordance with Committee
common policy. Thedifferencebetweentherequest and recommendationisthe 1.5 percent personal
services reduction.

Staff Summary - Domestic Abuse Program Total CF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 appropriation 1,830,757 1,170,933 659,824 2.7
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA

adjustment 3,333 3,333 0 0.0
Common policy 1.5% personal services base

reduction (2,659) (2,512) (147) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (6,284) (4,277) (2,007) 0.0
Total Recommendation $1,825,147 $1,167,477 $657,670 2.7

Works Program Evaluation

Pursuant to Section 26-2-723, C.R.S. the department was previously required to oversee an annual
evaluation of the Works Program. This statute has been repeal ed; however, through an FY 2009-10
decision item, the Department requested ongoing fundng at alower level to evaluate the program.

The Committee requested a report on the Department's use of funding through RFI #29.

29. Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado WorksProgram,
Works Program Evaluation -- The Department is requested to submit a summary of the
activities conducted under the Works Program Evaluation activity. The summary should
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include specific questions which the Department set out to answer, the methodol ogies used,
the results obtained, and suggestions on how the results can be used to improve the Works
program. Thereport should be provided to the Joint Budget Committee and the House and
Senate Health and Human Services Committees by November 1 of each year.

Inresponsetothe FY 2009-10 version of thisRFI, the Department indicated it wasexploring several
possible studies, but that these efforts were in too early stages for any outcomes. To-date the
Department has not submitted the FY 2010-11 report related to RFI #29, although it was due
November 1.

The Department requested $350,007 in continuation funding for thislineitem. Staff recommends
that funding for this line item be discontinued at present. Staff found the Works Program
evaluations completed under statutory direction to provide interesting and useful perspective onthe
program. Further staff recognizes that there has been considerable turnover in program staffing
which explains the delay in the FY 2010-11 report. Nonetheless, given the shortfall of available
TANF dollarsand the failure to submit the report to-date, staff does not believe program evaluation
isahigh priority at present.

Workfor ce Development Council

Thislineitem representsthe Department's share of funding for the Workforce Devel opment Council
in the Department of Labor. The Council serves as the state's "work force investment board" as
required under the federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and is responsible for statewide
planning and coordinationinthedelivery of federal workforce devel opment programsand associated
federal block grant moneysreceived. In thisregard, the Council isrequired to develop and submit
to the U.S. Department of Labor a statewide plan for workforce development which coordinates
federal, state, and local workforce development programs. The Council performs support functions
and activities related to the eighteen workforce development centers throughout the state, which
provide services to individuals seeking employment (including TANF participants).

Funding for the Council is to come from administrative moneys from several federal programs
delineated in federal law; the allocation of federal funds is determined annually by the Office of
State Planning and Budgeting (OSPB). The Department is requesting a continuation level
appropriation of $105,007 in federal spending authority in FY 2011-12. Staff recommends that
the Committee approve the Department'srequest.

Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Grant

This line includes the appropriations for the Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Grant the
Department receives from the federal government. Thisisamulti-year grant, which the state first
received in FY 2008-09. The state receives $2.0 million in federal funds for this line, and must
provide matching dollars so that the state share is 10.0 percent. However, a significant portion of
the match is currently being provided through in-kind donations (media spots).
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The Department requests an appropriation of $515,333, including $18,054 General Fund. The
request includes a reduction of $1,554,168, including $54,168 General Fund related to the phase-
down of thegrant. It alsoincludesanet increase of $2,042 related to the FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-
12 PERA adjustments.

Staff recommends $518,000, including $18,000 General Fund and $500,000 federal funds. In
light of the phase-down of the grant, the lack of FTE reflected in the line item, and the expectation
that no adjustments to the federal funds in this line item will have a material impact on the total
federal grant, staff believes these round numbers are more appropriate.

Colorado Works Program Maintenance Fund

Thislinewas created by S.B. 08-177. The fund was created to allow the Department to respond to
emergencies or other unforeseen circumstances at both the state and county level. Initially, theline
itemwasfunded at $3,000,000 federal TANF funds. Fundingwasreduced to $100,000in FY 2010-
11 due to the imbalance between TANF appropriations and revenue, the need to offset proposed
funding increases, and the refinance of General Fund with TANF elsewhere in the budget. The
Department requests, and staff recommends, a continuation level of funding of $100,000.

Colorado Works Statewide Strategic Use Fund

Thislinewascreated by S.B. 08-177. Pursuant to Section 26-2-721.7, C.R.S,, thefund isto be used
to support initiativesand programsthat meet one of thefour purposesof thefederal TANF program.
An advisory committee that includes: representatives of the Department and the Department of
Public Health and Environment; Colorado counties; and advocates for participantsin the Colorado
Works program, early childhood development, child welfare, community colleges, workforce
development and mental health. The lineitem was originally funded with $10,000,000. Thiswas
reduced to $4,000,000 in FY 2010-11 due to the imbalance between TANF appropriations and
revenue and the need to offset proposed funding increases and the refinance of General Fund
elsawhereinthebudget. The Department requestsacontinuation level appropriation of $4,000,000
federal TANF funds.

Staff recommendsfunding beeliminated for FY 2011-12. From staff's perspective, thislineitem
serves a function virtually identical to counties use of their TANF block grants to support
community-based programsto reduce poverty, except that thisline item can be focused on projects
that cross county lines. Sate believes thisisa useful and reasonable TANF activity. However, itis
difficult to justify maintaining this kind of grant program given that:

. At the moment, many counties have had to forego similar programs at thelocal level dueto
rising caseloads and limited TANF funds.

. Thereisasignificant structural imbal ance between TANF appropriationsand TANF revenue
which isleading rapidly toward an FY 2012-13 cliff.
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Notethat, pursuant to the structure of thisprogram, each year'sinitial appropriationsareencumbered
relatively quickly but then spent down over the course of multiple years. Thus, de-funding this
program in FY 2011-12 will not eliminate previous multi-year funding commitments.

. If feasible based on the Committee's overall balancing situation for FY 2011-12, the staff
recommendation would be to allow these unappropriated TANF fundsto bolster the
TANF Long Term Reserve and to begin to reduce the structural imbalance between
TANF appropriations and revenues prior tothe FY 2012-13 TANF " cliff effect”. As
previously discussed, in FY 2012-13 at the latest, the State will need to address both a $12
million gap between TANF revenues and expenditures.

. However, if desired, this $4.0 million could be used to offset General Fund otherwise
required in FY 2011-12 in the child welfare section and could assist with FY 2011-12
balancing efforts. Under this scenario, the FY 2012-13 cliff would remain at its present
level--but the options for closing the gap between revenue and expendituresin FY 2012-13
would be further limited and would need to focused amost entirely on cutsto county TANF
block allocations.

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(C) Special Purpose Welfare Programs

(1) L ow Income Energy Assistance Program

Section 26-2-122.5, C.R.S., authorizesthe Department to accept and administer fundsrelated tolow
income energy assistance. The Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) provides energy
subsidies to low income households. "Low income" for this program is defined as 185 percent of
thefederal poverty level. Themgjority of fundingisused to help cover heating billsfor low income
individuals for the cold-weather months of the year and to avoid heating shut-offs. Additionaly, a
portion of funding is directed to assist low-income individuals facing a heating system emergency
(e.g., afurnacefailure) and to fund heating system repairs. Countiesassist applicantsand accept and
forward applicationsto the Department; home energy subsidy levelsare established centrally by the
Department. For FY 2010-11, the program anticipates an average total benefit of $440.

Most of the funding derives from the federal Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) block grant. Thisblock grant isconsidered afederal custodial funding source and related
amounts are shown in the Long Bill for informational purposes only. Amounts available from the
LIHEAP block grant and associated federal contingency funds have been highly variable, ranging
from $33.1 million in FY 2006-07 to $71.4 million in FY 2008-09. Energy Outreach Colorado
(EOC), a non-profit, also forwards funding to the LEAP program. The EOC moneys are from
utilitiesfrom unclaimed overpaymentsand security deposits. Finally, Severance Tax and Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families block grant funds (state-appropriated federal funds) have been used
to support the LEAP program.
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L ow Income Energy Assistance Program
Per cent Per cent

Actual/Estimated Change Actual/Estimated Change

Fiscal Year Expenditures Expenditures Caseload Caseload
2005-06 $69,947,472 56.3% 107,099 | not available
2006-07 $46,426,404 -33.6% 93,487 -12.7%
2007-08 $52,286,937 12.6% 92,360 -1.2%
2008-09 $73,216,811 40.0% 105,718 14.5%
2009-10 $77,409,173 57% 123,388 16.7%
2010-11* $53,971,318 -30.3% 130,000 5.4%

*Tota excludes Severance Tax allocation, as Department has established grant levels excluding these funds.

Program Utilization: Asreflected in the table, the caseload for this program increased sharply in
FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10. However, FY 2009-10fina caseload figureswere at the lower range
of the FY 2009-10 estimate. The Department continuesto project growth for FY 2010-11, but at a
much slower rate. Thus, consistent with trendsr eflected elsewherein thispacket (e.g., for Food
Assistance and TANF) the growth in demand for public assistance appears to have slowed
significantly.

Severance Tax Funding: House Bill 08-1387 changed the mechanism by which Severance Tax
funds were allocated for energy assistance from an annual appropriation to a statutory allocation.
The resulting statute alocated a total $13.0 million between this program, an energy assistance
program in the Governor's Office, and for Energy Outreach Colorado. In years in which the
Operational Account has sufficient moneysto support thefull amount of thetransfers, $3.25 million
goes to this program. No appropriation is required.

For FY 2009-10, statutory changefirst lowered the LEAP allocation to $1.65 million. Thisamount
was subsequently eliminated entirely viaaJBC hill, inresponsetoincreased fundingfromthe TANF
block grant for FY 2009-10 and higher-than-anticipated federal LIHEAP block grant levels.

For FY 2010-11, $3.25 million is again alocated for the program pursuant to current statute.
However, given the federal LIHEAP grant received, the fact that this program was listed as an
optional cut onthe JBC cut list, and that the Department believesit has sufficient fundsto cover 100
percent of estimated heating costsfor the casel oad at current energy prices, the Department elected
to set grant levels assuming these Severance Tax Funds would not be available. Therefore, the
$3.25 million is not anticipated to be needed for LEAP in FY 2010-11. The Department has
indicated that if thisfunding is not removed from the budget, it will transfer $3.25 million from the
LIHEAP block grant to the weatherization program in the Governor's Office (as permitted under
federal rules). Staff recommendsthat the Committeesponsor abill totransfer the $3.25million
FY 2010-11 L EAP Severance Tax allocation to the General Fund.
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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Funding: In recent years, $1,500,000 million from the
TANF block grant hasbeen appropriated inthe Long Bill for thisprogram. Inaddition, for FY 2009-
10 a one-time interim supplemental for $8,574,001 was approved for the program, based on
additional federal TANF funding available under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
The TANF appropriations in this line item and the spending authority related to Energy Outreach
Colorado are the only components of the line item that represent a"true" appropriations, i.e., that
control the funding actually available.

LEAP Budget for FY 2010-11: The table below reflects an estimate of funding available for the
program and how it will be allocated between administration and outreach, the Crisis Intervention
Program (furnace repairs), transfer to the Governor's Energy Office for weatherization (up to 15
percent of the LIHEAP grant may be transferred by the Governor under federal law), and the Low
Income Energy Assistance Program (home energy subsidies).

FY 2010-11 LEAP Budget
Transfer to
Total Admin/ GEO for
Sour ce Allocation Outreach Weatherization* LEAP
| IHEAP Block Grant $50,773,152 $5,077,315 $3,250,000 $39,195,8371
| IHEAP Contingency 6,417,201 641720 0 5,775,481
TANF Block Grant 1,500,000 0 0 1,500,000
Severance Tax Allocation** 3,250,000 0 0 3,250,004
Energy Outreach Colorado 1,000,000 0 0 1,000,004
TOTAL $62,940,353 $5,575,000 $3,250,000 $50,721,319
*  The Governor may transfer up to 15% of the Block Grant to weatherization services.
** The Department has indicated that it does not expect to spend the $3.25 million FY 2010-11 Severance Tax
Allocation for LEAP in FY 2010-11; however, it isreflected based on current statute. Asaresult, a
weatherization transfer of LIHEAP fundsis assumed. Thiswill not occur in the absence of Severance funding.

Saffing Summary: Actual and requested staffing is reflected in the table below.

Low Income Energy
Assistance Program - Staffing  FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
General Professional 4.8 50 5.0 5.0
IT Professional 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Staff Support 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Total 6.4 5.6 5.6 5.6
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Line Item Request and Recommendation: The Department requests an appropriation of $73,442,115.
The request includes $5,399,832 cash funds and $68,042,323 federal funds. This is based on a
continuing appropriation with a slight adjustment related to the annualization of the FY 2010-11
PERA adjustment and the new FY 2011-12 requested adjustment.

The staff recommendation is detailed in the table below. The differences between the request and
recommendation are that staff has incorporated estimated FY 2010-11 Energy Outreach Colorado
funding levels and estimated federal block grant funding levels in the FY 2011-12 projection.

The recommendation, outlined below, includes $417,365 for personal services and $62,522,988
for other expenses, including allocations to counties to support program outreach and
administration and (primarily) low income energy assistance for low income persons. Staff has not
applied the 1.5 percent personal services reduction as the personal services funding in this line item
is from custodial federal sources which are not limited by state appropriations.

Staff Recommendation
Low Income Energy Assistance Program

Item Total CF RF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Appropriation 73,442,997 5,399,832 0 68,043,165 5.6
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA reduction 9,187 0 0 9,187 0.0
Reduce Energy Outreach Colorado and
Federal LEAP receipts - FY 2010-11data (10,501,802)  (1,149,832) (9,351,970) 0.0
NP7 - PERA reduction (10,029) 0 0 (10,029) 0.0
Total $62,940,353  $4,250,000 $0 $58,690,353 5.6

FY 2011-12 Preliminary LEAP Budget Estimate (based on FY 2010-11)

Admin/

Source Total LEAP Outreach LEAP
| IHEAP Block Grant* $50,773,152 $5,077,315 $45,695,837
| IHEAP Contingency 6,417,201 641,720 5,775,481
TANF Block Grant 1,500,000 0 1,500,000
Severance Tax Allocation 3,250,000 0 3,250,000
F-nergy Outreach Colorado 1,000,000 0 1,000,000
TOTAL $62,940,353 $5,575,000 $57,221,318
*  The Governor may transfer up to 15% of the Block Grant to weatherization services.
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Budget Balancing Option: Eliminate the $3.25 Severance Tax allocation for Low Income
Energy Assistancein FY 2011-12, in additionto FY 2010-11, and transfer these Severance Tax
fundsto the General Fund.

. Saff is not recommending this due to substantial uncertainty about federal funding levels
for FY 2011-12. Staff anticipates that the federal LIHEAP block grant could be subject to
asubstantial cutin FY 2011-12. Thus, consistent with JBC actionin thelast two years, the
staff recommendation would betoretain thestatutory SeveranceTax fundingstructure
at present and usethecut, if desired at that point, for mid-year balancing in January
2012.

. Alternatively, if this General Fund revenue enhancement needed for balancing as part of the
FY 2011-12 Long Bill package, the Committee could include a bill to temporarily or
permanently eliminate Severance Tax funding for the Low-income Energy Assistance
Program.

. Staff notesthat in comparison to the scale of the annual federal LIHEAP block grant and the
scale of fluctuationinthefederal grant ($57.2 millionfor FY 2010-11, $70.7 in FY 2009-10,
$33.1 millionin FY 2006-07), the incremental impact of $3.25 million in state funding on
this program is relatively small.

(2) Food Stamp Job Sear ch Units

Program Costs

Thisprogram providesemployment, job search and training servicesto food stamp recipients. Able-
bodied Food Stamp recipients, ages 18 to 60, without dependent children, must generally meet a
work requirement in order to remain eligible for food assistance. If they do not meet the work
requirement, these individuals are limited to 3 months of food assi stance benefitsin any 36-month
period. Work is defined as work, workfare or an educational activity (adult basic education, GED
preparation, college courses, vocational training, vocational rehabilitation, or job search classes).
Staffing patterns for the program are presented in the table below.

Food Stamp Job Sear ch FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Units - Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Genera Professional 4.4 6.0 6.0 6.0
Staff Support 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Total 4.6 6.2 6.2 6.2

The Department requests $2,052,588, including $175,358 General Fund, and 6.2 FTE for FY 2011-
12. The appropriation is comprised of severa funding sources. Federal funds are Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) moneysfrom the U.S. Department of Agriculture. A portion
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of the program earnsa50.0 percent federal match based on state administrative activitieswhile other
areas can earn 100.0 percent federal money. Local fundsinclude a 20.0 percent share for eligible
activities. The staff recommendation is summarized below and reflects Committee common
policy. The recommendation includes $470,541 for personal services and $1,578,367 for
oper ating expenses.

Summary of Staff Calculation
Department of Human Services - Food Stamp Job Search Units Program Costs
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE

FY 2010-11 appropriation 2,056,903 176,589 409,382 | 1,470,932 6.2
Annualize 1% GF personal svc.

reduction 1,784 1,784 0 0 0.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA

adjustment 8,390 4,195 0 4,195 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (7,331) (2,739) 0 (4,592) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (10,838) (3,559) 0 (7,279) 0.0
Total 2,048,908 176,270 409,382 | 1,463,256 6.2

Supportive Services

Thislineitem containsfunding for the provision of supportive servicesto eligible Employment First
participants. Such servicesmay includetransportation assistance, clothing and grooming allowances
and child care services. The department requests continuation level funding of $261,452, including
$78,435 Genera Fund. Staff recommendstheCommitteeapprovethedepartment'srequest for
thislineitem.

(3) Food Distribution Program

Thisprogram administersthedistribution of foodsfromtheU.S. Department of Agriculture(USDA)
to eligible recipient agencies, which maintain and enhance nutritional needs of the populations
served. Agenciesinclude schools, child care centers, local jails, nutrition programs for the elderly
and the Department of Corrections. Staffing levels for the program are shown in the table below.

Food Distribution Program FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Genera Professional 33 30 3.0 30
Staff Support 1.0 25 25 25
Total 53 6.5 6.5 6.5
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The Department request is for $566,905 and 6.5 FTE, including $45,212 General Fund. T he staff
recommendation is calculated in accordance with Committee common policy. A summary of
staff's calculation is shown in the following table. The recommendation includes $483,588 for
personal services and $76,786 for operating expenses.

Summary of Staff Recommendation
Food Distribution Programs - Department of Human Services
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE

FY 2010-11 appropriation 563,604 45,308 242,501 275,795 6.5
Annualize 1% GF personal svc. reduction 458 458 0 0 0.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA

adjustment 10,502 986 4,539 4,977 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (7,466) (701) (3,227) (3,538) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (6,724) (605) (2,891) (3,228) 0.0
TOTAL Recommendation 560,374 45,446 240,922 274,006 6.5

(4) L ow-Income T elephone Assistance Program

This program provides financial assistance to low-income households to maintain basic telephone
service. This line item funds the administrative costs associated with the program. Pursuant to
Section40-3.4-105, C.R.S,, digibility isdetermined by the Department of Human Servicesfor those
individuals receiving assistance through the Old Age Pension, Aid to the Blind, Aid to the Needy
Disabled, or low income, disabled individualswho qualify for supplemental security income. The
program is funded through a telephone surcharge assessed on tel ephone customers statewide. The
Public Utilities Commission (Department of Regulatory Agencies) oversees the uniform charge to
each business and individual line (government and eligible individuals are exempt). The General
Assembly appropriates from the fund for the direct and indirect costs of administering the program
in the Department of Human Services.

The estimated casel oad for the program was 21,000 as of December 2009. The combined State and
federal benefit was $16.50 per month per household, including $6.50 from state sources and $10.00
from federal sources (federal sources not reflected in the Human Services Long Bill). The total
subsidy is slightly more than the $16 per month average cost for basic telephone service, exclusive
of taxes and surcharges. Taxes and surcharges appear, at least in some cases, to double the cost of
basic service.

May 2010 SAO Audit. Asoutlined in arecent audit by the State Auditor's Office (Colorado Low-
Income Telephone Assistance Program - Public Utilities Commission and Department of Human
Service, May 2010), the state-funded portion of the program (the amount appropriated to the
Department of Human Services) could either beentirely eliminated or the state portion of the benefit
reduced. Thiswould resultinareductionintelephone users fees(the current feeis$.07 per month).
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If the State entirely eliminated support for the program, low-income individual s could still receive
an $8.50 federal phonelinesubsidy. If the State reduced the state subsidy to $3.50 (from the current
$6.50), beneficiaries would continue to receive both this amount and a $10.00 federal subsidy.
Either action would require a statutory change. As an aternative to eliminating or reducing the
program, the SAO auditors recommended program changes including a technical clarification
regardingwho iseligiblefor the program and improved program outreach. Senate Bill 11-02, by the
Audit Committee, would address the technical clarifications on eligibility. House Bill 11-1244
(Joshi) would repeal the program.

Additional Information on ProgramParticipants. Inresponseto staff questions(associated withthe
Audits), the Department of Human Services began to collect additional dataon program participant.

For the period for which data was collected (January 2011), the Department found that about half
of participants were certified based on eligibility for the LEAP program (185 percent of poverty),
while 47 percent were based on age or disability (enrollment in Aid to the Needy Disabled, Old Age
Pension, or Supplemental Security Income). Lessthan 3 percent were certified based on enrollment

in Temporary Assistance to Needy Families. As indicated by the auditors, program penetration
overal is low, but penetration is highest for those on LEAP and the Old Age Pension. The
Department also provided some county-by-county data for the program, but due to the time frame
covered and thelow numbersof certified individual s, thereisinsufficient information to draw useful
conclusions.

Line Item Request and Recommendation. The Department request isfor $79,588 cash funds (Low-
income Telephone Assistance Fund) and 1.1 FTE, including annualization of the FY 2010-11 PERA
adjustment. Staff recommends the Committee approve an appropriation of $78,706 and 1.1
FTE, calculated in accordance with Committee common policy. This includes an increase of
$975 to annualize the FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment and a reduction of $882 for the 1.5 percent
personal services reduction. The recommendation includes $57,907 for per sonal services and
$20,799 for operating expenses.

(5) Income Tax Offset

Section 26-2-133, C.R.S,, directs the Department of Human Services to submit information
regarding individualswho are obligated to the state for overpayments of assistance payments. This
appropriation covers the operational costs associated with matching Food Stamp program lists of
overpaid recipientswith Department of Revenuedatain order to intercept corresponding incometax
refunds. For the Food Stamps program, the administrative activities are funded with 50 percent
General Fund and 50 percent federal funds. The department requests a continuation level
appropriation of $4,128, including $2,064 General Fund. Staff recommendsthat the Committee
approvethe Department's request.

(6) Electronic Benefits Transfer Service
Colorado's electronic benefits transfer system (EBTS) delivers Food Stamp, Works Program, Old
Age Pension, Aid to the Needy Disabled, Child Welfare, Child Care, and Low Income Energy
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Assistancebenefits. The EBT Sreplaced the paper-based system of checksand Food Stamp coupons.
The system distributes public assistance benefits and cash payments for services electronically by
using the Colorado QUEST Card or Automated Clearing House direct deposit options for eligible
clients and providers.

The Department does not operate the service itself, but contracts with a vendor in the financia
servicesindustry. InJuly 1996, the Department contracted with Citibank to operatethe system. The
contract wasre-bidin 2003 with Citibank Electronic Financial Servicesagainthewinner. InJanuary
2004 JP Morgan Electronic Financial Services purchased Citibank's EFS division. EBTS has been
in operation statewide since February 1998. For FY 2009-10, the Department requested, and the
General Assembly approved, funding for 2.0 FTE for a new food assistance fraud detection unit.

The new unit was a response to citations from the U.S. Department of Agriculture which placed
federal funding for food assistance administration at risk.

Cash funds amounts include the local share of system costs, with the balance from the Old Age
Pension Fund. The staffing of this program is summarized in the table below.

Electronic Benefits
Transfer - Staffing FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
General Professional 37 20 20 20
Accountants 1.0 20 20 20
Staff Support 14 3.0 3.0 3.0
Total 6.1 7.0 7.0 7.0

The Department requested $3,958,527, including $1,073,476 General Fund, and 7.0 FTE. The
request includes Decision Item #1 for anincrease of $640,810, including $185,194 General Fund on
the FY 2010-11 Long Bill base (prior to supplementals) . The Committee has approved
supplemental funding associated with this issue, which is discussed in more detail below. The
request also includes adjustments to annualize the FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment and provide for
the FY 2011-12 PERA adjustment.

Decision Item #1 - Additional Funding for Electronics Benefit Transfer

The Department requested additional funds to address the projected shortfall for the cost of the
Electronics Benefit Transfer Service (EBTS). The request will be used to pay the monthly
transaction fees charged by the Department's EBTS vendor, JP Morgan, to operate the system.

Due to the downturn in the economy, public assistance casel oads have risen, hitting unprecedented
numbers over the past 24 months. This has resulted in an increase in the monthly EBTS costs of
approximately 2.0 percent over the prior month. As aresult, a shortfall of approximately $1.6
million was projected for EBTS services for FY 2010-11. In attempt to address this shortfall, the
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Department entered into negotiations with JP Morgan requesting a reduction in monthly fees. An
amended contract (still inthefinal stages of negotiation) isexpected to reducethe projected shortfall
by over 60 percent for FY 2010-11.

The request was built on aprojection that EBTS caseload would continueto rise at arate of 2.0 per
month through December 2011 and would then flatten to a O percent growth rate. Fund-splits are
based on current fund-splitsin the line item.

Staff Analysis: Asreviewed in the supplemental presentation in greater detail, staff recommends
additional funding based on caseload increases, particularly in light of the Department's efforts to
negotiate substantially reduced per-caserates. Asfor the supplemental, however, staff's calculation
differsfrom the Department's based on recent dataindicating that the growth in casel oad appearsto
be slowing. For FY 2010-11, staff used actual data for the first six months and assumed a 1.7
percent increase for the second half of FY 2010-11. (Detail on the FY 2010-11 calculation may be
found in staff's January supplemental packet).

For FY 2011-12, the staff calculation builds from staff's FY 2010-11 caseload projection and
assumes growth of 1.0 percent for the first six months of the year with flat caseloads for the
remainder of theyear. Asreflected inthetable, thistranslatesto agrowth in cost of 0.9 percent per
month for the first six months of the year. Due to the substantial reduction in rates to be effective
December 2010, staff projectsthat total FY 2011-12 expenditureswill actually fall slightly from FY
2010-11 levels, despite the continuing casel oad increases anticipated for the first half of the year.
However, duetotheuncertainty in the caseload for ecast, the staff recommendation isthat the
FY 2010-11 funding levelsbe continued in FY 2011-12, with no adjustment up or down. This
would allow for agrowth rate of up to 1.4 percent per month for the first six months of the year or
alonger period of growth. Staff will track the actual experiencein FY 2011-12 to determinewhether
further adjustments may be appropriate.

Electronic Benefits M anagement System FY 2012-12
Contract Costs Estimate
Projected Growth
Amount Rate

Funds available
Original Contract Budget $2,450,472
FY 2010-11 Supplemental 358,796

Total Funds Available $2,809,268
Projected Expenditures
Jul-11 ($222,360)
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Electronic Benefits M anagement System FY 2012-12
Contract Costs Estimate
Projected Growth
Amount Rate
Aug-11 (224,391) 0.9%
Sep-11 (226,443) 0.9%
Oct-11 (228,515) 0.9%
Nov-11 (230,607) 0.9%
Dec-11 (232,721) 0.9%
Jan-12 (232,721) 0.0%
Feb-12 (232,721) 0.0%
Mar-12 (232,721) 0.0%
Apr-12 (232,721) 0.0%
May-12 (232,721) 0.0%
Jun-12 (232,721) 0.0%
Total Projected Expenditures (%2,761,364)
Available Funds less Projected
Expenditures $47,904
Adjustment for risk to forecast ($47,904)
Net Change $0

Line Item Recommendation. The recommendation for the line item is detailed below.

Summary of Staff Calculation
Department of Human Services, Special Purpose Welfare Programs,
Electronic Benefits Transfer Service
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Services 428,997 184,498 52,731 191,768 7.0
Annualize 1% GF personal svc.
reduction 1,864 1,864 0 0 0.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11
PERA adjustment 6,512 3,256 0 3,256 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base
reduction (6,560) (2,844) (792) (2,925) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (10,975) (4,7212) (1,316) (4,938) 0.0
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Summary of Staff Calculation
Department of Human Services, Special Pur pose Welfare Programs,
Electronic Benefits Transfer Service
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE
Subtotal - Personal Services 419,838 182,053 50,624 187,161 7.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expense 3,250,115 807,077 941,668 1,501,370 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 3,250,115 807,077 941,668 1,501,370 0.0
Total $3,669,953 $989,130 $992,292 | $1,688,531 7.0

(7) Refugee Assistance

The Colorado Refugee Services Program hel ps refugees become self-sufficient and adjust to
living in the United States. The program is funded through a combination of federal funds from
the Office of Refugee Resettlement (custodial funds) and federal Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families block grant funds that are appropriated by the General Assembly for servicesto TANF-
eligible refugee families. A staffing structure for this program is provided in the following table.

Refuge Assistance FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12

Staffing Summary Actual* Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Genera Professional 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Staff Support 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total 7.0 10.0 10.0 10.0

*Estimate based on current positions.

Asreflected in the table below, the portion of this program supported by state-appropriated TANF
fundshasincreased in recent years, based on Department decisionitemsand legislative action. Most
recently, the JBC partially approved an FY 2010-11 requested increase, providing a $2.0 million
increase in TANF funding to address rapid increases in the refugee population and federal
requirementsthat TANF-eligiblerefugeesbe supported throughthe TANF program. TANF-€eligible
refugees comprise approximately 66 percent of the refugee population, and TANF funding
comprises $2,805,334 of the total appropriation. These funds are used to support refugee social
services such as pre-employment training, English as a Second (ESL) language classes,
transportation and child care (to enabl erefugeesto attend pre-employment training and ESL classes),
and case management services, which are contracted with refugee resettlement agencies.

Asshowninthetable, the extremely rapid growth of the refugee population that occurred from FFY
2008 to FFY 2010 appears to have slowed, and federal funding from the Office of Refugee
Resettlement has increased, allowing estimated funding per refugee to remain relatively flat in the
projection for FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12.
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Refugee Services Funding History

FFY FFY FFY FFY FFY
2007 2008 2009 2010* 2011**

Colorado Refugee Funding by Fund
Source

Federal Office Refugee Resettlement (ORR) $2,791,424  $3,012,081  $4,245,531 $3,455,971 $3,342,403
Wilson Fish (cash assistance+administration)

Federal ORR - Refugee Social Services 1,192,301 1,131,123 1,170,646 1,293,118 1,617,208

Federa ORR - All Other (CDPHE and HCPF
medical screening and services,
unaccompanied minor funding, impacted-

areas funding) 2,374,671 2,424,986 5,723,849 5,722,209 9,019,185
Subtotal - Federal ORR Funds $6,358,396 $6,568,190 $11,140,026 $10,471,298 $13,978,796
TANF Appropriations 457,132 726,171 775,850 5,199,362 2,805,334
Refugee Services Program Funding $6,815,528 $7,294,361 $11,915,876 $15,670,660 $16,784,130
TANF cash assistance - absorbed by counties n/a n/a n/a 1,530,371 1,530,371
Total CO Refugee Funding $6,815,528 $7,294,361 $11,915,876 $17,201,031 $18,314,501

Number of Refugees and Amount per

Refugee

Number of Refugees 1,165 1,523 1,880 2,365 2,534
Percent change 5.0% 30.7% 23.4% 25.8% 7.1%

Total Funding/refugee $5,850 $4,789 $6,338 $7,273 $7,228
Percent change 14.8% -18.1% 32.3% 14.8% -0.6%

Lineltem Request and Recommendation. The Department requests an appropriation of $15,049,008
federal fundsfor FY 2011-12, including anet increase of $1,255 associated with annualizing the FY
2010-11 PERA adjustment and applying the adjustment in FY 2011-12.

The staff recommendation is to adjust total funding in this line item based on estimated federal
receiptsfor theprogram. Thecurrent FFY 2010-11 estimate of Refugee Resettlement funding serves
as the basis for the recommended FY 2011-12 funding reflected. These adjustments to estimated
federal funding from the Office of Refugee Resettlement arefor informational purposesonly, asthe
federal funding is custodial.
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Summary of Staff Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Refugee Assistance
Federal Funds FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Services (ORRS custodial funds only) $1,230,113 10.0
Annualize 2.5% FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 4,046 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (2,792) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 1,231,368 10.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 13,817,640 0.0
Reflect estimated federal refugee funding (info only) 1,735,122 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 15,552,762 0.0
Total Recommendation - Federal Funds $16,784,130 10.0
TANF federal funds (state appropriated) 2,805,334 0.0
ORRS federal funds (custodial) 13,978,796 10.0

(8) Systematic Alien Verification for Eligibility

Thislineitem supportsthe State'sinterfacewith thefederal alien verification database, which serves
all programsfor which citizenship or legal residenceisarequirement. The Department requests an
appropriation of $53,042, including $6,860 General Fund, and 1.0 FTE. The staff recommendation
isdetailed below and is consistent with common policy. The personal services/operating expenses

alocation isreflected in the table below.

Summary of Staff Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Special Purpose Welfare Programs,
Systematic Alien Verification for Eligibility

TOTAL GF CF RF FF FTE

FY 2010-11 Personal Services 47,420 6,363 83 32,302 8,672 1.0
Annualize 1% GF persona svc. reduction 393 67 0 326 0 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (716) (96) (0] (489) (130) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (1,175) (153) (82) (740) (200) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 45,922 6,181 0 31,399 8,342 10
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 7,189 717 3,617 2,138 717 0.0

Subtotal - Operating Expenses 7,189 717 3,617 2,138 717 0.0
Total $53,111 $6,898 $3,617 | $33,537 $9,059 1.0

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
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(D) Child Support Enforcement

Background on the Child Support Enforcement Program. The Child Support Enforcement program
is supported under Title I\V-D of the federal Social Security Act. The Colorado caseload for the
program (about 142,000) includesmembersof thegeneral publicwho request assistanceinenforcing
child support orders, in addition to persons on public assistance, who arerequired to participate. The
federal government provides matching funds of 66 percent for child support enforcement activities
and also makes annual incentive payments to states based on specific performance measures (e.g.,
percent of funds collected on current child support orders).

Much of the Child Support Enforcement program is off-budget from a Long Bill perspective.
Countiesreported atotal of $47.1 million in Child Support Enforcement expendituresin FY 2009-
10, with the federal $31.1 million matched with $16.0 million in county share. These expenditures
were off-state-budget. The State portion of the program ($13.5 million) isincluded in the Long Bill
in the Self Sufficiency section.

Automated Child Support Enforcement System

This computer system is used by county staff to establish paternity, locate absent parents, manage
child support enforcement caseloads and track collection efforts. This line item also includes
funding for contractor servicesassociated with establishing and operating the State Directory of New
Hires; this Directory includes datareported by employersregarding each newly hired employee. The
data is then compared to the database of parents with outstanding child support obligations. This
lineitem also includesfunding for the contractor-operated Family Support Registry. Staff levelsfor
this program are summarized in the following table. In FY 2010-11, 23.0 FTE (all information
technology professional positions) were transferred from thisline item to the Governor's Office of
Information and Technology and $1.9 million in associated costs were reduced in this section.
Related funding is now initially appropriated to the Department of Human Services Office of
Information Technology Services and then transferred as reappropriated funds to the Governor's
office.

Automated Child Support
Enforcement System FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation

Management 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.9
General Professional 11.3 14.0 14.0 14.0
IT Professional 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Customer and Staff Support 3.8 20 20 20
Total 34.9 16.9 16.9 16.9

The Department requests $9,064,765, including $2,937,489 General Fund, and 16.9 FTE for FY
2011-12. This includes a reduction of $140,589 for the Governor's proposed 2.0 percent cut to
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Genera Fund personal services appropriations and a net increase of $36,385 associated with the
annualization of the FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment and the application of the new 2.5 percent PERA

adjustment to FY 2011-12.

The staff recommendation, calculated pursuant to Committee common policy, isreflected in

thetable below.
Summary of Staff Calculation
Department of Human Services, Child Support Enfor cement,
Automated Child Support Enfor cement System
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Services $6,896,840 | $2,344,967 $0 | $4,551,873 16.9
Annualize 1% GF personal svc.
reduction 69,665 23,687 0 45,978 0.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA
adjustment 62,944 21,401 0 41,543 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base
reduction (105,442) (35,851) 0 (69,591) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (26,659) (9,065) 0 (17,594) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services $6,897,348 | $2,345,139 $0 | $4,552,209 16.9
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 2,202,564 604,300 | 426,499 1,171,765 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $2,202,564 $604,300 | $426,499 | $1,171,765 0.0
Total Recommendation $9,099,912 | $2,949,439 | $426,499 | $5,723,974 16.9
Child Support Enfor cement
This line item funds the following activities conducted by the Department:
1. Performance evaluation of the state's child support enforcement program, as required by
federal law; and
2. Provision of technical assistance to county departments of social services.

It also managestheln-Hospital Paternity Establishment Program, which providesunmarried parents
the opportunity to acknowledge paternity at the time of birth of achild. Federal law requires states
to establish proceduresfor asimplecivil processfor voluntarily acknowledging paternity, including
anin-hospital program. Thisprogram includes: providing training to hospital medical records staff
semi-annually; providing training to local vital records staff, hospital administrators, and pre-natal
clinics; providing outreach and technical assistance to hospital personnel and the general public;

interfacing with pregnancy prevention and father's advocacy groups; and interfacing with middle
school, high school, and alternative school staff. About 35 percent of the state caseload involves
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interstate coordination. Finally, the 17-member Child Support Enforcement Commission reviews
child support guidelinesand general child supportissues. The Commission makesrecommendations
to the Governor and the General Assembly every four years. Staffing levels for this program are
summarized in the table below.

Child Support Enforcement  FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Genera Professional 16.0 185 18.5 185
Staff Support 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Total 220 24.5 24.5 24.5

The Department requests an appropriation of $3,401,345, including $709,016 General Fund, and
24 5FTE. Thisincludesareduction of $92,788 for the 2.0 percent General Fund personal services
reduction proposed by the Executive, a reduction of $943,721 to partially annualize FY 2010-11
Decision Item #8, and adjustmentsfor the FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12 reductionsinthestate'sshare
of PERA contributions.

The table below summarizes the overall annualization of FY 2010-11 Decision Item #8 on the two
line items affected, including the Child Support Enforcement line item.

FY 2011-12 Annualization FY 2010-11 Decision Item 8 (two line items affected)
Total Cash Funds Federal Funds
County Administration, County |ncentive Payments $320,797 $320,797 $0
Self Sufficiency, Child Support Enforcement (943,521) (320,797) (622,724)
Total ($622,724) $0 ($622,724)

Notethat for FY 2011-12, $447,440 cash fundsand $868,442 matching federal fundsremainswithin
the Child Support Enforcement lineitem pursuant to FY 2010-11 Decision Item #8. The FY 2011-
12 portion of the funding is for the second half of a project to contract with a private vendor to
process and monitor the 25,000 National Medical Support Notices. These are child support notices
to employersto add children to their parents health insurance. Based on apilot, it isestimated that
implementing this process statewide will provide 20,000 Colorado children with health care
coverage and would provide $7.6 million in Medicaid state costs. Thisfunding will be eliminated,
and the cash funds portion returned to the County Administration, County Incentive Paymentsline
item for FY 2012-13.

Thestaff recommendation, calculated accor dingto Committeecommon policy, issummarized
in thefollowing table.
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Staff Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Child Support Enfor cement,
Child Support Enforcement
TOTAL GF CF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Services $1,575,935 | $535,818 $0 | $1,040,117 245
Annualize 1% GF personal svc.
reduction 15,918 5,412 0 10,506 0.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA
adjustment 34,111 11,598 0 22,513 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base
reduction (24,389) (8,292) 0 (16,097) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (34,543) (11,744) 0 (22,799) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services $1,567,032 | $532,792 $0 | $1,034,240 24.5
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 2,785,965 178,989 768,237 1,838,739 0.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 DI #8 ($943,521) $0 ($320,797) ($622,724) 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses $1,842,444 | $178,989 $447,440 | $1,216,015 0.0
Total Recommendation $3,409,476 | $711,781 $447,440 | $2,250,255 24,5

(7) OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY
(E) Disability Deter mination Services

Program Costs

Disability Determination Servicesconducts medical disability determinationsfor the Social Security
Administration for Colorado residents applying for Social Security Disability Insurance and
Supplemental Security IncomePrograms. Funding for theprogramis100.0 percent custodial federa
funds (Titles Il and XVI of the Social Security Act). Actua determination is done by medical

professionals with whom the Department contracts.

summarized below.

Staffing patterns for this program are

Disability Deter mination
Services
Staffing Summary

Management

Genera Professionals

IT Professionals and Techs
Staff Support

16-Feb-11

FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11
Actual Appropriation
1.0 1.0
93.8 102.0
20.6 14.7
12.7 14.0
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FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Request Recommendation
1.0 1.0
102.0 102.0
14.7 14.7
14.0 14.0
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Disability Deter mination
Services
Staffing Summary

Total

FY 2009-10
Actual

128.1

FY 2010-11

Appropriation

131.7

FY 2011-12

Request
131.7

FY 2011-12
Recommendation

131.7

The Department requestsis for $16,733,285 federal funds and 131.7 FTE. The request includes a
net increase of $11,779 related to the annualization of the FY 2010-11change to the state share of

PERA contributions and the FY 2011-12 PERA adjustment.

Thestaff calculationissummarizedinthefollowing table. Notethat funding related to thisprogram
iscustodial and amounts are thus reflected in the Long Bill for informational purposesonly. Asa
result, staff hasnot applied the 1.5 percent JBC common policy personal servicesreductionasitwill
have no impact on federal funding actually received. Fiscal year FY 2009-10 actual expenditures
were $1.5 million above amounts included in the Long Bill. If spending at thislevel continues for
an additional year, staff will recommend an adjustment to increase this line item for informational

purposesin FY 2012-13.

Summary of Staff Calculation
Department of Human Services, Disability Deter mination Services

Federal
Funds FTE
FY 2010-11 Persona Services $12,429,387 131.7
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 180,632 0.0
NP #7 PERA adjustment (168,853) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 12,441,166 131.7
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 4,292,199 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 4,292,199 0.0
Recommendation $16,733,365 131.7
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(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Adult Assistance Programs are responsi ble for the administration of numerous assi stance programs
that focus on the elderly population. The division supervises the Aid to the Needy Disabled
programs, which provide cash assistance to disabled individuals awaiting SSI digibility
determination and those individuals who meet state eligibility requirements but not federal
requirements. In addition, the division (1) supervises Adult Protective Services programs (APS),
which intervene on behalf of at-risk adults to correct or alleviate situations of abuse, neglect, or
exploitation; (2) supervises and funds the provision of servicesto older Coloradans throughout the
state through the auspices of 16 Area Agencies on Aging (AAA); and (3) supervises the county
administered Old Age Pension (OAP) program, which provides cash assistance to eligible
individuals age 60 and older.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM S
(A) Administration

Thisline, which constitutesthe entiresubdivision, coverscentralized general administrativeservices
for thedivision. A breakdown of staffing is shown in the following table.

Adult Assistance

Programs,

Administration, Staffing FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
Management 0.8 10 10 10
General Professional 2.6 4.0 4.0 4.0
Staff Support 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
TOTAL 34 6.0 6.0 6.0

The Department requests an appropriation of $588,529, including $102,297 Genera Fund, and 6.0
FTE. The request includes a net increase of $5,515 associated with the annualization of the FY
2010-11 PERA adjustment and the application of the adjustment in FY 2011-12. It dsoincludesa
reduction of $2,098 for the Executive's proposed 2.0 percent cut to some General Fund personal
services. The staff calculation is summarized in the next table and is calculated according to
Committee common policy. Thereappropriated funds shown are from federal interim assistance
reimbursements (dueto atechnical error, no fundswere booked from thissourcein FY 2009-10, but
thisis being corrected).

Staff Recommendation - Adult
Assistance Programs, Administration Total GF RF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Personal Services 550,428 102,375 104,008 | 344,045 6.0
Annualize 1% GF personal svc. reduction 1,034 1,034 0 0 0.0
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Staff Recommendation - Adult
Assistance Programs, Administration Total GF RF FF FTE

Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 8,563 1,507 1,516 5,540 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (8,401) (1,574) (1,583) (5,244) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (3,048) (539) (541) | (1,968) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 548,576 102,803 103,400 | 342,373 6.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 33,650 18 9 33,623 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 33,650 18 9 33,623 0.0
Total $582,226 $102,821 $103,409 | $375,996 6.0

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(B) Old Age Pension Program

This program, authorized by the State Constitution, provides cash assistanceto eligibleindividuals
age 60 and older, and burial expenses when clients die. The OAP program has severa types of
administrativecosts. (1) state administration for the personal servicesand operating costsof thestate
staff administering the program; (2) county administration for county staff who interact with clients
and determine eligibility; (3) CBMS costs for programming and implementation of OAP-related
partsof thissystem; and (4) EBTS costsfor expensesrelated to providing electronic benefitsto OAP
recipients. Thereisarelated OAP State M edical Program administered by the Department of Health
Care Policy and Financing.

Revenue for the OAP Program is generated from an 85 percent share of state sales and excise taxes,
revenues that are not utilized for the OAP Program pass through a series of related funds, and the
large bulk of the funds are eventually transferred to the General Fund. As a result, greater
expenditures in the OAP program mean less revenue in the General Fund to be used for other
purposes. Asthe revenues are continuously appropriated by the State Constitution, expendituresare
not limited by amountsin the Long Bill. Pursuant to the State Constitution, eligibility established
by the General Assembly and the grant standard and administrative all ocations adopted by the State
Board of Human Services drive expenditures. The Long Bill reflects anticipated program
expendituresfor informational purposes, becausethelevel of these expenditures can have animpact
on the revenue available to the General Fund. All cash fundsin this sub-division are from the Old
Age Pension Fund.
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The chart reflects growth of the Old Age
Pension over the last ten years, (actuals and Old Age Pension

current-year estimate). As shown, from FY Actual and Estimated Expenditures
2001-02to FY 2009-10, the program grew at an | $100,000,000

$90,000,000
average rate of 5.7 percent per year, based 380000000
largely on inflationary increases to the grant 26(0):8(0)(0):888
50,000,

standard authorized by the State Board of | $0000,000

Human Services, as numbers of individuals | Zgseqeom

served did not change dramatically. However, | **°°%¢
estimated expenditures for FY 2010-11 reflect s
adecline of 9.8 percent based on the projected &S

impact of H.B. 10-1384.

H.B. 10-1384. During the FY 2010-11 legidative session, the JBC sponsored, and the General
Assembly adopted, H.B. 10-1384, concerning noncitizen eligibility for the OAP. The bill resolved
conflicting state statutory provisions determining the eligibility of noncitizens for Colorado's Old
Age Pension (OAP) program and more closely aligned state dligibility criteriafor this program with
federal policy on the provision of public assistance to noncitizens.

. Five year Bar: The bill barred qualified legal aliens from accessing the OAP program for
five years after their date of entry into the United States. Exceptions applied to individuals
onthefederal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program, those determined to be abused
or abandoned by their sponsor who would incur significant financial hardship, those without
a sponsor who would incur significant financial hardship, and those who entered the U.S.
prior to August 22, 1996, and others excluded under federal law such as refugees. These
sections of the bill became effective on July 1, 2010.

. Deeming Sponsor Income. The bill required that the income and resources of a qualified
alien's sponsor be considered when determining OAP €ligibility. Exceptions applied
consistent with those for the five year bar. These provisions take effect January 1, 2014 or
the date upon which therevisor of statutes receives notification from the Executive Director
of the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing that thefederal Centersfor Medicare
and Medicaid Services, having taken into consideration the requirements for maintenance
of effort for Medicaid eligibility contained in the federa American Reinvestment and
Recovery Act (ARRA) and in the federal Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(PPACA/federd health carereformlegidlation) hasauthorized Coloradoto reducedigibility
for its Medicaid program consistent with the provisions of the act without federa penalty.

Asreflected in the table above, the impact of the fiscal impact of the five year bar was estimated to
be $13.4 million, and this drove a 9.8 percent reduction in estimated FY 2010-11 program
expenditures. Further, when ultimately implemented, the provisions that deem sponsor income are
expected to provide an additional $14.8 millionin savings. The Department of Health Care Policy
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has submitted queries to federal authorities regarding the potential for implementing program
changes that would achieve savings before this date. However, it has not thus far received a
response.

Potential for Further OAP Budget Cuts/General Fund revenue enhancements. The Colorado
Constitution authorizes the General Assembly to modify eligibility for the OAP program, with
certain limitations. The General Assembly has elected to limit the program to those "who meet the
resource eligibility requirements of the federal supplemental security income program”. Thus, the
General Assembly has Constitutional authority to make further changesto OAP program eligibility
and thus achieve related savings. However, the potential for implementing significant further
changesin the near termislimited by the close interaction between OAP and the Medicaid program
and federal restrictions on changesto Medicaid eligibility for adults prior to January 2014. Further,
changes that would affect individuals on the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program would
negatively affect required state spending under Colorado's SSI Maintenance of Effort requirement.

According to the Department of Human Services, about 2,984 (13.7 percent) of participantsin the
OAP program are neither enrolled in the SSI program nor inthe Medicaid program. The Department
estimates that the approximate cost for these OAP clientsis $23.9 million. Theoretically, the JBBC
could consider introducing legislation that would limit éigibility for the OAP program for this
population.®> Saff has not explored thisbudget reduction option in depth with the Department. Saff
can explorethisissue further if the Committee desires.

Cash Assistance Program
The Department requests a continuation amount of $77,449,057 for this line item, shown for
informational purposes.

Projectionsfor FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12

The table below reflects the Department's estimate of OAP cash assistance requirements for FY
2010-11 asof February 2011. Asshown, the projected expendituresfor FY 2010-11 are very close
tothe FY 2010-11 Long Bill figure, despite amonth delay in the roll-out of information technology
system changes to implement the provisions of H.B. 10-1384 (5 year bar for new immigrants).

The Department indicated that it does not have solid casel oad estimates for the OAP programs for
FY 2011-12. However, the Old Age Pension has had arelatively flat casel oad for many years, with
theexception of FY 2010-11, when fundingwasreduced pursuant toH.B. 10-1384. Further, because

°Childless adults with incomes up to 100 percent of the poverty level are expected to be
added to the Medicaid program beginning in the winter of 2012 under the provisions of H.B. 09-
1293, and this change which should place al OAP recipients on the Medicaid program.
However, it is unclear to staff whether this would present further complications in changing OAP
eligibility.
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the Social Security Administration haselected not to provideaSocia Security Income cost of living
increase for 2011, the State Board of Human Services is not expected to increase the Old Age
Pension grant standard. As a result FY 2010-11 expenditures should provide a reasonable
approximation of FY 2011-12 expenditures based on current information.

Notably, Legislative Council Staff projections of OAP expenditures that are included in quarterly
revenue estimates do not rely on the Department's forecast but are, instead, built independently by
Legidative Council staff, takinginto considerationtrendsin OAP actual expendituresand any policy
adjustments adopted by the General Assembly or the State Board of Human Services related to
eligibility or the grant standard. JBC staff works with Legidlative Council Staff to ensure that
Legidative Council Staff economists are aware of policy changes that may affect the projection.

Old Age Pension Caseload and Costs
FY 2010-11 Estimate
Program Estimated Projected monthly Total estimated expenditures
Caseload cost/case (caseload x monthly cost x 12)
OAP-A 17,636 $242 $51,237,720
OAP-B 5,281 $414 $26,240,244
OAP-C 10 $112 $12,765
TOTAL 22,927 $77,490,729

The three categories of OAP clients reflected above include:

> individuals age 65 and older (OAP-A);

> individuals age 60 to 64 (OAP-B); and

> individuals age 60 or older and in astateinstitute (excluding penal institutions) who receive
no Medicaid (OAP-C).

The maximum OAP benefit for calendar year 2011 is $699 per month. The last increase was 5.8
percent provided effective January 1, 20009.

Staff Recommendation - Adult Assistance Programs, Cash Funds
OAP Cash Assistance
FY 2010-11 appropriation $77,449,057
Adjustments to base estimate for FY 2010-11 41,670
Total Recommendation - FY 2011-12 $77,490,727

Refunds
This line item provides an offset to the cash assistance program expenditures through the refunds
of overpayments or payments made to ineligible clients. The Department requests $588,362 cash
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funds. This represents a continuation of the FY 2009-10 appropriation. Staff recommends the
Committee approve the Department'srequest.

Burial Reimbursements

Thislineitem fundsreimbursements of burial expensesfor eligible Old Age Pension beneficiaries.
The Department requests a continuation appropriation of $918,364 cash funds. Staff recommends
that the Committee approve the Department's request.

State Administration

This appropriation funds the administrative related activities incurred by the state for the Old Age
Pension program and the Old Age Pension Health Care program. The staffing summary for thisline
is shown in the following table.

Old Age Pension Program, State Administration
FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
General Professional 5.9 12.0 12.0 12.0
Staff Support 1.8 20 2.0 2.0
TOTAL 7.7 14.0 14.0 14.0

The Department requests an appropriation of $1,152,849 cash funds (Old Age Pension Fund) and
14.0 FTE. The staff recommendation is reflected below, calculated in accordance with
Committee common policy decisions.

Summary of State Administration Recommendation
Department of Human Services, Old Age Pension Program
Cash Funds FTE

FY 2010-11 Personal Services 916,298 14.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 17,933 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (14,013) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (8,365) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 911,853 14.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 226,983 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 226,983 0.0
Total $1,138,836 14.0
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County Administration

The OAP county administration appropriation hel ps fund county administration expensesrel ated to
the Old Age Pension program. Thismoney is not included in the County Administration section of
theLongBill, andisincluded for informational purposesasthefundsare continuously appropriated.
The Department requests a continuation level of appropriation. Staff recommendstherequest for
$2,566,974 cash funds.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(C) Other Grant Programs

Home Care Allowance Administration

Funding for thislineitem wastransferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
pursuant to H.B. 10-1146. This line item represents the payment to Single Entry Point (SEP)
contractors who assess individuals dligibility, based on functional need, for the Home Care
Allowance program. Thefunding provided isbased on afixed annual payment to each contractor.
In FY 2009-10, SEPs assessed eligibility of 819 applicants (54 to 86 per month), of whom 674 were
approved and 145 were denied.

The Department requested $1,063,259 for thislineitem, including $62,357 to annualize amountsin
H.B. 10-1146. Staff recommends therequest, which is consistent with the fiscal note for the
bill.

Aid to the Needy Disabled Programs

Thelineitemincludesthefunding for threerelated programs: Aid to the Needy Disabled - Colorado
Supplement, Aid to the Needy Disabled - State-Only, and Aid to the Blind Supplemental. Each of
theseisdescribed here. In general, these programsare alocated afixed level of funding and operate
within the overall budget by modifying the grant standard amount, i.e., if the number of participants
increases, funding provided per person declines. Total funding iscomprised of General Fund, a20
percent local share, and federa reimbursements for individuals who receive Aid to the Needy
Disabled - State Only who are ultimately deemed eligible for the federal Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) program.

Aid to the Needy Disabled - Colorado Supplement. This program provides a state supplement to
individuals receiving less than the maximum federal Supplemental Security Income (SSl). The
federal SSI Program is an entitlement program that provides financial assistance to persons with a
disability that precludes them from securing or retaining employment for at least 12 months. This
program is funded through a combination of General Fund, county funds, and various refunds and
recoveries.

Colorado is subject to afederal maintenance of effort (M OE) requirement, dating to the creation of
the SSI programinthe 1970s, that requiresthat the state maintain the samelevel of state expenditure
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for SSI recipients during each calendar year. Thisisachieved through the Colorado supplement
programs (AND-CS, Aid to the Blind, Old Age Pension, Property Tax Rebate, Home Care
Allowance and Adult Foster Care). Only funds disbursed to individuals who are on the federal SSI
program count toward the MOE.

The State hasfailed to meet thisMOE target in six of the last seven years but did meet the MOE for
CY 2010. In the years when the State has failed to meet the MOE, it has been successful in
executing a corrective action in each of the following years, and so has not technically been in
violation of the requirement. Failure to meet the MOE puts the state at risk of severe federal
sanctions. the minimum sanction that can be applied istheloss of three months of federal Medicaid
matching funds.

From arecipient perspective, the combined impact of the MOE and the need for corrective action
may lead to highly unpredictable benefit levels. During the period from July through December, the
Department triesto increase spending in order to meet the MOE target; from January through June,
it attemptsto limit spending to stay within appropriations. Beneficiary payment levelsarerepeatedly
adjusted to meet these conflicting goals. A number of other states appear to use similar methodsto
comply with their SSI MOE requirements.

During the 2009 session, the Joint Budget Committee sponsored H.B. 09-1215 to create a
stabilization fund to assist the Department in meeting the MOE requirement. Pursuant to this
legidation, federal reimbursements received and other overpayments above the level appropriated
are deposited to the State SSI Stabilization Fund, which is continuously appropriated to the
Department to assist in addressing federal maintenance of effort requirements. Amountsin excess
of $1.5 million at the end of the fiscal year are transferred to the General Fund.

Aid to the Needy Disabled Sate-only Grant Program. This program provides assi stance to persons
with adisabling condition, lasting six months or longer, who are awaiting SSI determination. If an
individual isfoundto beeligiblefor SSI, the Socia Security Administration will reimbursethe state
for all AND-SO payments made to the person whilewaiting for SS| eligibility determination. These
reimbursements are referred to as interim assistance reimbursements (IARs) and are used to offset
the state and county costs of this program.

Theremainder of AND-SO recipients generally have adisability that is expected to last six months
or less (whichisless than the 12-month duration required under SSI) or have a disability resulting
from alcohol or drug abuse (a disabling condition that does not qualify individuals for SSI
assistance). The state-only program does not count towards the State's MOE expenditures.

Toqualify for thisprogram, aperson must be 18-59 years old and be certified by aphysician or other
designated medical professional astotally disabled and unableto work at any occupation for at | east
six months. Applicant'sincome must not exceed $175 per month (standard to be effective July 1,
2011) and resources may not exceed $2,000. About 18 percent of AND-SO recipientsare homeless.
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In FY 2008-09, the Department received reimbursement received federal SSI interim assistance
reimbursementsfor 1,217 clients--11.8 percent of the unduplicated casel oad and 20.5 percent of the
average monthly caseload. Total reimbursementsreceivedin FY 2009-10 were $3,866,556 or about
24 percent of total expenditures for the program.

Of total interim reimbursements, $2.3 million are appropriated in this line item, while the balance
isavailable to assist the Department with expenditures that qualify for the SSI MOE.

Aid to the Blind State Supplemental Grant Program. This program provides supplemental income
to individuals who are legally blind and unable to secure or retain employment.

Allocation of Fund Sources Among Programs. The AND programs are now combined in asingle
line item. However, the following table provides fund-split detail, based on FY 2009-10 actual
expenditures (including additional local share of $317,573 based on the county 20 percent match
requirement and the allocation of refunds).

IARs and
ltem General Fund Local Funds Refunds Total
Total $ 11,421,471 $ 3,731,260 $ 2,593,337 $ 17,746,068
AND-Colorado Supplement 1,400,877 457,650 318,080 $ 2,176,607
AND-State Only 10,020,242 3,273,495 2,275,177 $ 15,568,914
AB-Colorado Supplement 352 115 80 $ 547

FY 2009-10 Actual and FY 2010-11 Projected Program Expenditures. Thetablesbelow reflect the
actual utilization of these three programs in FY 2009-10 and the Department's FY 2010-11
projection. Asshown, utilization of Aid to the Blind is minimal, while amounts associated with the
AND - State Only program represent the vast majority of expenditures. While the Department did
not provide aprojection for FY 2011-12. However, it noted that, since FY 2007-08, the Aid to the
Needy Disabled Program has experienced caseload growth of 6.5%, 12.5% and 8.5%, so caseload
growthisanticipated. Dueto the caseload growthinthe AND-SO program, the Department reduced
the FY 2010-11 grant standard in February from $200 to $140. It expectsto return the grant standard
to $175 per month for FY 2011-12.
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Average Average

Monthly Difference  Monthly
Year Grant standard Caseload Expenditures Appropriation (local share) Benefits

FY 2009-10 - Actual

AND-CS-SSI $637 - no change throughout year 1350 $ 2,176,607 $ 2,167,810 $ (8,797) $ 134
AB-CS-SSI  $637 - no change throughout year 0.33 547 1,000 453 138
AND-SO $200 - no change throughout year 6,614 15,568,914 15,259,685 (309,229) 196

TOTAL 17,746,068 17,428,495 (317,573)

FY 2010-11 - Projected

AND-CS-SSI $637 - no change throughout year 1578 $ 2,373,732 $ 2,167,810 $ (205,922) $ 125
AB-CS-SSI  $637 - no change throughout year 0.75 1,104 1,000 (104) 123
AND-SO $200 from Jul-Jan; $140 from Feb-Jun 6,912 15,208,498 15,259,685 51,187 183

TOTAL 17,583,334 17,428,495 (154,839)

Lineltem Request and Recommendation. The Department requests an appropriation of $17,428,495
including $11,421,471 General Fund for thislineitem. Thisreflectsacontinuation of the prior year
appropriation. Staff recommendsthe Committee approve the Department'srequest.

Burial Reimbursements

This program provides assistance, up to a maximum of $1,000, to help defray the costs of burial
expenses for Aid to the Needy Disabled/Aid to the Blind recipients; the maximum is $1,500 for
children receiving supplemental security income payments. This is an optional state program.
However, if not funded by the State, counties would pay these costs. The Department requests a
continuation level appropriation of $508,000 ($402,985 General Fund and $105,015 cash funds).
Staff recommends the Committee approve the Department's request.

Home Care Allowance

Thisis a cash assistance program for individuals that need minimal help in daily living to prevent
nursing home placement. S.B. 06-219 transferred responsibility for funding of this program to the
Department of Human Services from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing. There
are three categories of Home Care Allowance (HCA), determined by the level of care required.
Depending upon the individual's need score, he or she receives from $200 to $475 per month. The
program has a casel oad of approximately 3,000 individuals per month.

H.B. 10-1146. Changesincluded in H.B. 10-1146, which become effective January 1, 2011, allow
individuals to receive Medicaid Home- and Community-based Services (HCBS) or HCA, but not
both. Home Care Allowance for SSI-eligible individualsis asignificant component of Colorado's
SSI maintenance of effort spending. Therefore, H.B. 10-1146 anticipated that most of the HCA
casel oad | ost dueto eliminating dual-eligibility for HCA and HCBSwould be replaced by expanding
services to individuals on the waiting list for developmental disability services. The Department

16-Feb-11 107 HUM-EDO/OO/CA/SS/AA-fig



projected that this could increase expenditures counted toward the SSI maintenance of effort
requirement by up to $650,760 per year.

Line Item Request and Recommendation. The Department requested $10,543,757, including
$9,999,736 General Fund and $544,021 cash funds (county share). Thereguest includesanincrease
of $23,891 Genera Fund to annualize H.B. 10-1146. Staff recommends the request for
$10,543,757, including an $9,999,736 General Fund. annualization requested for H.B. 10-1146
is consistent with the final fiscal note for the bill and the funding detail included in the FY 2010-11
Appropriations Report describing the bill.

Adult Foster Care

Responsibility for the funding of this program was transferred from the Department of Health Care
Policy and Financing to the Department of Human Services by S.B. 06-219. The Department
requests a continuation appropriation of $157,469 ($149,596 General Fund and $7,873 cash funds
from local funds). Staff recommendsthe Committee approve the Department'srequest. This
program also contribute's to the State's SSI maintenance of effort spending.

SSI Stabilization Fund Programs [new lineitem]

House Bill 09-1215, a JBC hill, created a stabilization fund to assist the Department in meeting the
SSI maintenance of effort requirement. Pursuant to 26-2-210, C.R.S., excess interim assistance
reimbursements and other moneys recovered due to overpayment of recipients (plus any
appropriations to the Fund) are continuously appropriated to the Department to be expended on
programs that count toward the SSI MOE in ayear when the Department determines the Stateis at
risk of not meeting the MOE. At the end of the fiscal year, any amounts in excess of $1.5 million
in the Fund revert to the General Fund. .

During FY 2009-10, the Department reported it had received $3,886,556 in Interim Assistance
Reimbursements (related to the AND-SO program) and $1,296,093 in recoveries from the Old Age
Pension program for atotal of $5,162,649. Excess recel pts above the amounts appropriated in the
Long Bill from these sources were deposited to the SSI Stabilization Fund at the end of theyear. The
table below reflects the FY 2009-10 Fund activity.

SSI Stabilization Fund - FY 2009-10 Activity
Starting balance $904,250
Interest revenue 19,381
Transfer in (June 2010) 1,432,396
Expenditure (June 2010 for AND-CS Program) (856,028)
Ending Balance $1,499,999

16-Feb-11 108 HUM-EDO/OO/CA/SS/AA-fig



Althoughthe SSI Stabilization Fund iscontinuously appropriated, and additional Long Bill spending
authority isnot required, staff believesit would be helpful, for informational purposes, to reflect an
estimated line item in the Long Bill, as staff expects that expenditures will support the programs
appropriated in this section. Staff recommends $1.0 million for the SSI Stabilization Fund be
reflected in the Long Bill based on FY 2009-10 expenditures.

(10) ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(D) Community Servicesfor the Elderly

This section encompasses programs funded by the federal Older Americans Act and state-only
resources for senior services. Responsibilities include developing a state plan for aging services,
overseeing federal grantsand providing assistance and funding to 16 local Area Agencieson Aging
and local service providersto provide services to seniors age 60 years and older.

Administration
Thisline item funds salary and contractual services related to the state administration of programs
for the elderly. A staffing summary for thislineis provided in the table below.

Adult Assistance Programs, Community Servicesfor the Elderly, Administration
FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2011-12
Staffing Summary Actual Appropriation Request Recommendation
General Professional 6.2 6.8 6.8 6.8
Staff Support 04 0.2 0.2 0.2
TOTAL 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.0

The Department requests an appropriation of $671,250 (including $176,174 General Fund) and 7.0
FTE for thisline item. The staff recommendation is reflected in the table below and is calculated
consistent with common policy.

Staff Recommendation - Adult Assistance
Programs, Community Servicesfor the
Elderly, Administration Total GF FF FTE

FY 2010-11 Persona Services 596,776 157,567 439,209 7.0
Annualize 1% GF personal svc. reduction 1,592 1,592 0 0.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 8,876 2,361 6,515 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (9,109) (2,423) (6,686) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (10,823) (2,879) (7,944) 0.0

Subtotal - Personal Services 587,312 156,218 431,094 7.0
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Staff Recommendation - Adult Assistance
Programs, Community Servicesfor the
Elderly, Administration Total GF FF FTE
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 78,059 20,763 57,296 0.0
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 78,059 20,763 57,296 0.0
Total Recommendation $665,371 $176,981 $488,390 7.0

Colorado Commission on Aging

This line item funds an administrative position for the Commission, which meets quarterly. The
position assists the Commission with specia projects, in addition to regular administrative duties.
The department requests $80,455, including $20,485 General Fund and 1.0 FTE for thislineitem.

The 1.0 FTE is categorized as support staff.
accor dance with Committee common policy.

The staff recommendation is calculated in

Staff Recommendation - Adult Assistance Programs, General Federal
Colorado Commission on Aging Total Fund Funds FTE

FY 2010-11 Personal Services 53,044 13,542 39,502 1.0
Annualize 1% GF personal svc. reduction 137 137 0 0.0
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 1,350 347 1,003 0.0
Common policy 1.5% base reduction (818) (210) (608) 0.0
DI #NP-7 - PERA (1,349) (347) (1,002) 0.0
Subtotal - Personal Services 52,364 13,469 38,895 1.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 27,554 7,087 20,467 0.0
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 27,554 7,087 20,467.0 0.0
$79,918 $20,556 $59,362 1.0

Senior Community Services Employment

This program promotes useful part-time employment in community services activities for
unemployed, low-income persons age 55 or older, pursuant to a grant received pursuant to Title V
of the Older Americans Act. Program participants are provided training and counseling servicesto
move them from subsidized to unsubsidized jobs.

The department requests an appropriation of $863,454 and 0.5 FTE, including a net increase of
$1,940 for the annualization of the FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment and the FY 2011-12 PERA
adjustment. Staff calculationsare summarized inthefollowingtable. Thestaff recommendation
includesan adjustment to mor eaccur ately reflect federal fundsanticipated to bereceived for
this program, asfunding provided is custodial. Staff has not included the 1.5 percent personal
services reduction, as thiswill not affect federal grant funds received.
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Staff Recommendation - Adult Assistance Programs, Federal

Senior Community Service Employment Funds
FY 2010-11 Personal Services $30,604
Annualize FY 2010-11 PERA adjustment 2,343
DI #NP-7 - PERA (403)
Subtotal - Personal Services 32,544
FY 2010-11 Operating Expenses 830,910
Reflect additional federal funds 369,583
Subtotal - Operating Expenses 1,200,493
Total Recommendation 1,233,037

Older Americans Act Programs
Thisline item provides funding for Area Agencies on Aging to contract with provider agencies to
deliver avariety of servicesto older persons. Services provided include:

. Supportive services and senior centers - Functions include case management, client
representation, shopping assistance, transportation, chore services, persona care services,
adult day care, health screening, legal services, and an ombudsman;

. Nutrition services such as congregate meals, nutrition screening and education;

. In-home services for persons above the eligibility thresholds for Medicaid, Home Care
Allowance and Adult Foster Care (homemaker services, personal care services, homerepair
services, visiting services); and,

. Disease prevention and health promotion services (e.g., health risk assessments, programs
regarding physical fitness, education regarding diagnosis, prevention and treatment of age-
related diseases and chronic disabling conditions)

In general, services are available to individuals age 60 and over, regardless of income or assets.
While the federal government does not allow a means test, it does require that priority be given to
those with the greatest social and economic need, with particular attention to minority individuals
and those who are frail, homebound, or otherwise isolated. Provider agencies often request
donations or fees on adliding scale for services such as transportation and congregate meals.

Funding is provided under Title 11 of the Older Americans Act and requires aminimum 15 percent
non-federal share, of which 5.0 percent must be from state funds.
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Department Request: The Department requests$17,419,433, including $610,506 General Fund, for
this line item. The request includes an increase of $399,880 federal funds for FY 2010-11 to
annualize supplemental #5, Community Services for the Elderly.

Supplemental #5/Budget Amendment #3 - Funding for Community Services for the Elderly
The Department requested spending authorization for federal funds of $2,270,742 in FY 2010-11
and $2,670,622 in FY 2011-12. The Department proposed to use existing General Fund within the
State Funding for Senior Services appropriation to meet associ ated matching requirements, resulting
inanet zero General Fund impact. The Department also requested elimination of the (M) head note
for the Older American Act Program Long Bill lineitem to allow more efficient management of the
federal funds received.

Consistent with the action taken pursuant to Supplemental #5, the staff recommendation for

thisBudget Amendment and thelineitemsisasfollows:

. The (M) notation be removed from the Older Americans Act lineitem.
. Line item funding for both the Older Americans Act line item and the State Funding for
Senior Serviceslineitemsshould be modified to reflect, asaccurately aspossible, the extent
to which state funds are being used to draw down afederal match. The changes adopted for

FY 2010-11 and the additional change for FY 2011-12 is reflected below.

FY 2010-11 FY 10-11 FY 11-12  Recommended FY
Long Bill Supplemental BA #3 2011-12
#5 (Annualize) Appropriation

Older Americans Act Programs $14,748,811  $2,404,315 $420,926 $17,574,057
General Fund 610,506 133,573 21,046 765,125
Cash Funds - Local 3,039,710 0 0 3,039,710
Cash Funds - Older Coloradans CF 40,000 0 0 40,000
Federal Funds 11058595 2,270,742 399,880 13,729,211
State Funding for Senior Services 8966241 (133,573) (21,046) 8,811,624
General Fund 658,489 (133,573) (21,046) 503,87
Cash Funds - Older Coloradans CF 8,307,752 0 0 8,307,754
T otal 23,715,052 2,270,742 $399,880 26,385,674
General Fund 1,268,995 0 0 1,268,995
Cash Funds - Local 3,039,710 0 0 3,039,710
Cash Funds - Older Coloradans CF 8,347,752 0 0 8,347,752
Federal Funds 11,058,595 2,270,742 399,880 13,729,217
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. A footnote be added and continued in the State Funding for Senior Services and Older
American Act line items that reads as follows:

25a Department of Human Services, Adult Assistance Programs, Community
Servicesfor the Elderly, Older Americans Act Programs and State Funding for
Senior Services--Amountsin the Older Americans Act Programsline item are
calcul ated based on arequirement for anon-federal match of at least 15 percent,
including a 5.0 percent state match, pursuant to Title Il of the federal Older
Americans Act. The Department is authorized to transfer General Fund and
cash funds between the State Funding for Senior Serviceslineitem to the Older
Americans Act Programs line item to comply with the 5.0 percent state match
requirement for the Older AmericansAct Programs. Thisappropriationisbased
on the assumption that al federa Titlelll funds requiring a state match that are
not included in the appropriationsfor other lineitemswill be expended fromthe
Older Americans Act Programs line item.

Finally, staff recommends that an RFI be added requesting that the Department provide areport by
November 1 of each year on Older Americans Act Funds received and anticipated to be received.
Staff recommends that this RFI be added for FY 2011-12.

Budget Reduction Recommendation: Inlight of theincreasein federal funds availablefor Older
Americans Act Programs, staff recommends a reduction to State Funding for Senior Services.
Specifically, staff recommends:

. Eliminating theremaining direct General Fund appropriation in the State Funding for Senior
Services lineitem ($503,870).

. Introducing a budget balancing bill to reduce funding for the Older Coloradans Cash Fund
by at least $2.0 million per year, resulting in a General Fund revenue increase of the same
amount. Please note that thereisatotal of $8.0 million diverted from the General Fund to
the Older Coloradans Cash Fund, and the entire amount could be eliminated if desired.

If the staff recommendation on Budget Amendment #3 is approved, the Department will have been
authorized to receive and expend an additional $2,670,622 in federal Older Americans Act funds
beyondtheamountsoriginally appropriatedinthe FY 2010-11 Long Bill. Thestaff recommendation
would reduce state funding for these same services by $2,503,870.

The table below reflects recent year federal awards for Older Americans Act programs, including

both on- and off-budget amounts expended in recent years. As noted above, the Title 111 awards, in
particular, requirea’s percent share of state funds, with the exception of the one-time ARRA award.
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Federal Grant Award
Title 111 Sept. 8, 2010 Sept. 3, 2009 Sept. 5, 2008 Aug. 29, 2007 Aug. 30, 2006
Title IIB Supportive Services $4,762,294 $4,564,582 $4,214,645 $4,187,942 $4,154,787
Title 11IC1 Congregate Meals 5,700,029 5,487,038 4,852,531 4,500,322 4,151,035
ARRA 1,265,254
Title 111C2 Home Delivered
Meals 2,867,014 2,780,574 2,450,256 2,316,898 2,207,560
Title I1ID Preventive Health 256,172 256,172 256,173 261,785 259,740
Title IIE NFCSP 1,863,239 1,847,782 1,812,595 1,826,413 1,816,354
Total Title 1l $15,448,748 $16,201,402 $13,586,200 $13,093,360 $12,589,476
Growth w/o ARRA 512,600 1,349,948 492,840 503,884
Rate 3.2% 9.9% 3.8% 4.0%
Title V July 8, 2010 July 6, 2009 Sept. 18, 2007 Aug. 24, 2006 July 1, 2005
Title V.  Senior Community 1,223,037 1,149,779 971,046 873,805 888,115
Svec
ARRA 240,104
Total Title V $1,223,037 $1,389,883 $971,046 $873,805 $888,115
Title VII Sept. 8, 2010 Sept. 3, 2009 Sept. 5, 2008 Aug. 29, 2007 Jan. 2006
Title VII Elder Abuse 66,271 65,421 63,988 63,356 62,070
Title VIl  Ombudsman 222,532 212,503 197,771 184,800 181,051
Total Title VII 288,803 277,924 261,759 248,156 243,121
Total OAA Funding $16,960,588 $17,869,209 $14,819,005 $14,215,321 $13,720,712
Total w/o ARRA $16,960,588 $16,363,851 $14,819,005 $14,215,321 $13,720,712
Growth w/o ARRA $596,737 $1,544,846 $603,684 $494,609
Rate of Growth w/o ARRA 3.6% 10.4% 4.2% 3.6%

As reflected in the table above, Older American Act Funding has been growing each year, even

excluding the one-time impact of ARRA funding. In

FY 2009-10, a $1.0 million General fund

reduction wastaken, inlight of federal ARRA funding, and thiscut wasnot restored in FY 2010-11.

However, no other reduction has thus far been taken.

Additional Background:

Overall funding for State Funding for
Senior Services has increased very
substantially since 2003. Section 26-
11-205.5, C.R.S. directs the
distribution of state funds to Area
Agencies on Aging consistent with
federal alocation patterns. The
diversion of sales and excise tax
revenue to the Older Coloradans
Cash Fund is governed by statute at
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39-26-123 (a) (I11) (D), C.R.S.. Thisdiversion has been statutorily set at $8.0 million since

FY 2008-09.

. InFY 2003-04, after reductions associated with the 2003 economic downturn, funding from
the Older Coloradans Cash Fund was at $1.6 million.

. Funding for Community Services for the Elderly has grown by 28 percent over the last ten

years. Much of the growth since FY 2004-05 has been based on increases in state funding.

National Family Caregiver Support Program

The NFCSP isthe largest new program under the Older Americans Act since nutritional programs
started in 1972. The department has worked closely with the Area Agencies on Aging to develop
a statewide comprehensive system that is responsive to adiverse group of caregivers. The program
provides:

1 Information to caregivers about available services;

2. Assistance gaining access to services,

3. Individual counseling, organization of support groups and caregiver training to assist the
caregivers in making decisions and solving problems relating to their caregiver roles;

4, Respite care to enable caregivers to be temporarily relieved from their care-giving
responsibilities; and,

5. Supplemental services, on alimited basis to complement the care provided by caregivers.

These funds are intended for grandparents (60 years and older) caring for non-disabled children,
elderly parents of disabled or developmentally disabled children, and family members and friends
caring for older people. Statesare encouraged to give priority to elderly parents of disabled children
and low-income older individuals. The stateisnot currently subject to a MOE requirement for the
portion of OAA funds related to the NFCSP, but the Department believes this program may be
incorporated into the MOE in future years.

The Department requests an appropriation of $2,263,386, including $142,041 General Fund and
$423,805 cash funds from local funds. This reflects a continuation level of funding. Staff
recommends the Committee approve the Department'srequest.

State Ombudsman Program

The state contracts with the Legal Center for Persons with Disabilities and Older Personsto serve
asthe State Ombudsman for Colorado. Staffing for thisprogram includesone State Long-Term Care
Ombudsman, a part-time assistant and a part-time legal developer. There are also 17 paid local
ombudsmen and 90 volunteer ombudsmen. The Legal Center provides servicesto Area Agencies
on Aging and their local ombudsmen staff with training and technical servicesassociated with local
program administration. The Legal Center also monitors local programs for efficiency and
effectiveness and provides reports of data and information to the Department. The department
requests an appropriation of $272,031, including $112,798 net General Fund, reflecting a
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continuation level of funding. Staff recommends the Committee approve the Department's
request.

State Funding for Senior Services

This line was created to reflect state funding for senior services above and beyond the state match
required for Older Americans Act programs. The cash funds portion of the appropriationisfromthe
Older Coloradans Fund. That fund receivesrevenue from adiversion of fundsthat would otherwise
go to the General Fund. Section 26-11-205.5 (2), C.R.S,, requires that moneys appropriated from
thisfund are administered through the Area Agencies on Aging, but the funds can be used with more
flexibility thanisafforded under OAA programs. The state funding for senior servicesallowsmore
than 25,000 Older Coloradans to receive transportation, nutrition services, in-home assistance and
other miscellaneous services.

The Department requests a continuing appropriation of $8,966,241, including $658,489 General
Fund and $8,307,752 cash funds from the Older Coloradans Fund. The staff recommendation is
detailed in the table below.

General Cash
Staff Recommendation - State Funding for Senior Services Total Fund Funds

FY 2010-11 Long Bill $8,966,241 $658,489 | $8,307,752

FY 2010-11 Supplemental #5 - State Funding for Senior Services (133,573) (133,573) 0

FY 2011-12 BA #3 - Annualize Supplemental #5 (21,046) (21,046) 0

Staff budget balancing recommendation - reduce General Fund (503,870) (503,870) 0

Staff budget balancing recommendation - Older Coloradans

Cash Fund (requires bill) (2,000,000) 0| (2,000,000)
Total Recommendation $6,307,752 $0 | $6,307,752

Area Agencieson Aging Administration

This line item provides funding for the 16 Area Agencies on Aging (AAAS) to develop and
administer areaplanson servicesfor theaging for their respectiveregions. The Department requests
a continuing appropriation of $1,375,384. The appropriation is entirely federal funds. Staff
recommends the Committee approve the Department'srequest.
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LONG BILL FOOTNOTESAND REQUESTSFOR INFORMATION

L ong Bill Footnotes

Staff recommends the following footnotes be continued.

19 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County Share of Offsetting
Revenues -- It isthe intent of the General Assembly that, pursuant to Section 26-13-108,
C.R.S,, the Department utilize recoveriesto offset the costs of providing public assistance.
This appropriation represents an estimate of the county share of such recoveries and, if the
amount of the county share of such recoveriesis greater than the amount reflected in this
appropriation, the Department is authorized to disburse an amount in excess of this
appropriation to reflect the actual county share of such recoveries.

Comment: Dataprovided by the Department indicates that the County's share of offsetting revenue
was $3,506,431 (less than the $3,789,313 budgeted).

20 Department of Human Services, County Administration, County I ncentive Payments;
Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado Works Program, County Block Grantsand Child
Support Enforcement, Child Support Enforcement -- It is the intent of the Generad
Assembly that, pursuant to Sections 26-13-108 and 26-13-112.5 (2), C.R.S,, the Department
distribute child support incentive payments to counties. It is the intent of the Generd
Assembly that at least one-half of the State share of recoveries of amounts of support for
public assistance recipients be distributed to counties, as described in Section 26-13-108,
C.R.S. If the total amount of the State share of recoveriesis greater than the total annual
appropriations from this fund source, including appropriations for operating and capital
construction purposes, the Department is authorized to distribute to counties, for county
incentive payments, one-half of the actual State share of any additional recoveries.

Comment: Thisfootnote clarifieslegidlativeintent with respect to the state's share of recoveriesfor
public asssistance expenditures, which are appropriated in multiple locations, and the use of any
recoveries above those appropriated. The Department reported that, for FY 2009-10, a total of
$6,662,816 was recovered and applied to the County Incentive Payments line item, including
$1,078,455 in excess of the amount reflected in the lineitem. The version of thisfootnote in effect
in FY 2009-10 authorized the distribution of 100 percent of any excessrecoveriesto counties (rather
than 50 percent).

22 Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado WorksProgram,
County Block Grants-- Pursuant to Sections 26-2-714 (7) and 26-2-714 (9), C.R.S., under
certain conditions, a county may transfer federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) funds within its Colorado Works Program Block Grant to the federal child care
development fund or to programsfunded by Title XX of thefederal Social Security Act. One
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of the conditions specified is that the amount a county transfers must be specified by the
Department of Human Servicesasbeing availablefor transfer within the limitation imposed
by federal law. Itistheintent of the General Assembly that the Department allow individual
countiesto transfer a greater percent of federal TANF funds than the state is allowed under
federal law aslong as: (a) Each county has had an opportunity to transfer an amount up to
the federal maximum allowed; and, (b) the total amount transferred statewide does not
exceed the federal maximum.

Comment: This footnote enables the State to maximize the transfers of TANF funds for child
welfare and child care pursuant to the overall restrictionsin federal law (up to 30 percent total, with
amaximum of 10 percent for child welfare and 20 percent for child care). Full information about
county transfersfrom TANF to thefederal Child Care Development Fund andto Title XX programs
is provided by the Department in areport in response to Request for Information.

22a  Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado Works
Program, County Block Grants-- It istheintent of the General Assembly that the
appropriation of local funds for Colorado Works program county block grants may
be decreased by amaximum of $500,000 to reduce one or more small counties fiscal
year 2010-11 targeted or actual spending level pursuant to Section 26-2-714 (8),
CRS.

Comment: The Works Allocation Committee is authorized (Section 26-2-714 (8), C.R.S)) to
mitigate (reduce) a small county's targeted and/or actual spending level, up to a maximum amount
identified inthe Long Bill. A small county isonewith lessthan 0.38% of thetotal statewide Works
casel oad, as determined by the Department of Human Services. Thisfootnote authorizesthe Works
Allocation Committee to approve a maximum of $500,000 in mitigation. In the version of this
footnote in effect in FY 2009-10, the maximum was $100,000. The Department reported that no
county made use of thisprovision in FY 2009-10.

25a Department of Human Services, Adult Assistance Programs, Community
Servicesfor theElderly, Older AmericansAct Programsand State Funding for
Senior Services--Amounts in the Older Americans Act Programs line item are
calculated based on a requirement for a non-federal match of at least 15 percent,
including a 5.0 percent state match, pursuant to Title 11l of the federal Older
Americans Act. The Department is authorized to transfer General Fund and cash
funds from the State Funding for Senior Servicesline item to the Older Americans
Act Programs line item to comply with the 5.0 percent state match requirement for
the Older Americans Act Programs. This appropriation is based on the assumption
that all federa Title 11l funds requiring a state match that are not included in the
appropriations for other lineitemswill be expended from the Older Americans Act
Programs line item.
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Comment: Thisfootnotewasadded through the supplemental bill to provide sometransfer authroity
between line items and clarify the General Assembly's expectations..

Requestsfor Information

Note: Pursuant to H.B. 10-1119, the information requests shown below are reflected in staff's
recommended priority order for line items that appear in this section of the budget. These will be
combined with priority listings from other JBC staff figure setting packets for the Department of
Human Services prior to the Committee's final vote on footnotesin March.

1. Department of Human Services, Totals-- The Department is requested to submit areport
concerning the status of federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds.
The requested report should include the following: (a) an analysis of the TANF Long Term
Reserve, including estimated TANF funds available for appropriation, estimated TANF
appropriationsby Long Bill lineitem, and the estimated closing Long Term Reserve balance,
for each of the most recent actual fiscal year, the current fiscal year, and the request fiscal
year; (b) an analysis of the TANF maintenance of effort (MOE) payments, showing the
actual and forecast M OE expenditures, by program, for the most recent actual fiscal year, the
current fiscal year, and the request fiscal year; and (c) an analysis of the counties TANF
reserve balances that includes, for each county, for the most recent actual fiscal year, the
starting TANF Reserve Account balancesfor the Works Program, Title XX, and Child Care
Development Fund accounts, the annual TANF alocation, the total expenditures, the net
transfers to child care and child welfare, any amounts remitted to the state under the
provisions of S.B. 08-177, and the closing reserve balance for all county TANF accounts.
The report should be provided to the Joint Budget Committee annually on or before
November 1. An update to this information reflecting data as of the close of the federal
fiscal year should be provided to the Joint Budget Committee annually on or before January
1.

Comment: Staff considers this report crically important for figure setting, given the General
Assembly's responsibility for appropriating TANF funds. If SB. 11-124 passes, staff will
recommend modifications to the language above concerning S.B. 08-177.

2. Department of Human Services, Office of Operations;, Department Totals -- The
Department is requested to examine its cost allocation methodology and report its findings
to demonstratethat all state-wide and departmental indirect costsare appropriately collected
and applied. The Department isrequested to submit areport to the Joint Budget Committee
on or before November 15, 2010, that should include: (1) Prior year actual indirect costs
allocated by division and corresponding earned revenues by type (cash, reappropriated, and
federal); (2) the amount of such indirect costs applied within each division and to
Department administration line items in the Executive Director's Office, Office of
Operations, and Office of Information Technology Services; (3) a comparison between
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indirect amounts applied and the amounts budgeted in the Long Bill; and (4) a schedule
identifying areasin which collections could potentially beincreased and a description of the
obstacles to such increases where the discrepancy between the potential and actual
collectionsis $50,000 or more.

Comment: This report is routinely provided. Due to the complexity of Department of Human
Servicesindirect costs, thisreport providesuseful information that would not otherwisebe available
on the potential for offsetting General Fund for indirect costs and the structure of indirect costs
revenue and expenditures.

Department of Human Services, Adult Assistance, Community Servicesfor the Elderly - The
Department is requested to submit a report by November 1 of each year on Older Americans Act
Funds received and anticipated to be received and the match requirements for these funds.

Comment: Thisisanew report staff recommends in light of the removal of an (M) notation from
the Older American Act Programs line item.

3. Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency, Special Purpose Welfare
Programs, Refugee Assistance - The Department is requested to submit a report by
November 1 of each fiscal year on the size of the Colorado refugee popul ation, the percent
that is TANF-eligible, federal funding received from the Department of Health and Human
Services, Office of Refugee Resettlement in the most recent actual fiscal year, and federal
funding projected to be received in the current and next fiscal year from the Office of
Refugee Resettlement.

Comment: This report was added due to the addition of $2.0 million in TANF funds for Refugee
resettlement. Staff believesthisinformationwill beimportant to track for at least the next 1-2 years
given the overall shortage of available TANF funds.

4. Department of Human Ser vices, Executive Director's Office, General Administration,
Injury Prevention Program -- The Department is requested to provide information
regarding the cost-effectiveness of this program. Such information should include: actua
and planned annual expenditures for this line item, by program; the actual number of
workers compensation claimsfiled, by type of injury and by program; and the related costs
associated with workers' compensation claimsfiled, by type of injury and by program. This
information should be provided to the Joint Budget Committee annually on or before
October 15.

Comment: This report is routinely submitted in response to funding for the injury prevention
program.

Staff recommends the following request be eliminated:
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X Department of Human Services, Office of Self Sufficiency, Colorado WorksProgram,
Works Program Evaluation -- The Department is requested to submit a summary of the
activities conducted under the Works Program Evaluation activity. The summary should
include specific questions which the Department set out to answer, the methodol ogies used,
the results obtained, and suggestions on how the results can be used to improve the Works
program. Thereport should be provided to the Joint Budget Committee and the House and
Senate Health and Human Services Committees by November 1 of each year.

Comment: The Department did not submit the report for FY 2010-11. Staff has recommended
eliminating the appropriation for thisline item.
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OTHER BALANCING OPTIONS

These options are presented without staff recommendation in order to maximize the Committee's
choices. The Committee may wish to consider these options now or in the future. Amounts
shown are the maximum that could be realized; smaller amounts could be used instead.

Numbering does not reflect priority. However, staff has grouped items in two separate
categories representing options staff considers "very painful™ or only "moderately painful”.

Options with GF CF RF FF Total FTE
Appropriations
Impacts - Less
severe/painful

1 (1,000,000) 0 0 0 (1,000,000) 0.0
Eliminate County Tax Base Relief

County Administration. Eliminates the $1.0 million in County Tax Base Relief retained in the staff
recommendation

2 (1,000,000) 1,000,000 0 0 0 0.0

Reduce County Incentive Payments and use state
share of recoveries to offset General Fund for
County Administration

County Administration. Reduces incentive payments to counties which are funded with a portion of the State's
share of recoveries for public assistance programs. Instead, uses a portion of these funds to offset General Fund
in County Administration. This line item is related to incentive payments for child support enforcement, and
receives a federal match rate at the county level (66 percent); however, given current issues related to the demand
for Food Assistance, this reduction would likely be preferable to a reduction to the County Administration line
item. A total of $5.1 million is currently appropriated for County Incentive Payments.

3 (594,701) (275,804) 0 (632,578)  (1,503,083) 0.0

Reduce Funding for County Administrative
Activities by 3.0 percent

County Administration. The county administration line item supports county eligibility determination
activities for public welfare programs such as food assistance. Funding provided by the State is capped. If
insufficient support is provided by the State (as is currently the case), counties may use county funds
(matched by federal funds) to cover shortfalls. Due to the recession, numbers of individuals applying for
such assistance has increased sharply, and the Department has requested an increase in related funding.
Nonetheless, because this is a capped allocation for a county activity, the General Assembly could apply a
further reduction. In many cases, this would likely shift current General Fund costs to county budgets. Staff
has not recommended this due to the growth in the county administration and, particularly, food assistance
caseload which has already placed county operations under great strain.

4 (1,000,000) 0 0 0  (1,000,000) (28.0)

Reduce staffing and operating funding for
maintenance of state-operated facilities by 3.8
percent (reduce GF by 6.0 percent)




Options with GF CF RF FF Total FTE
Appropriations
Impacts - Less
severe/painful

Office of Operations. This represents about 50 percent of the General Fund shifted to the Office of
Operations to compensate for revenue reductions that were tied to the closure of state-operated facility beds.
While the Office of Operations did take reductions in direct-service positions associated with the facility
closures, a further amount could be taken. The Department estimates it would take a 10 percent reduction in
maintenance and housekeeping staff to absorb this cut. This would adversely affect accreditation standards.

5 0 (3,250,000)0 0 0  (3,250,000)

Eliminate Severance Tax Funding for Low Income
Energy Assistance

Self Sufficiency. Funding from the Operational Account of the Severance Tax Trust Fund supports direct
bill assistance to reduce energy costs for families. The funding supplements federal funding also received by
the Department. Statute provides $3.25 million per year FY 2011-12, and reducing this amount could allow
for either other balancing of the Operational Account or additional transfers to the General Fund. The Low
Income Energy Assistance Program has a budget of $73.5 million and has a caseload of approximately
100,000. The vast majority of funding is from a federal energy assistance block grant. (Revenue impact
also)

6 (659,824) 0 0 0 (659,824) 0.0

Eliminate TANF for domestic violence programs
and use savings to further refinance General Fund
in child welfare

New fees on marriage licenses and divorce petitions (S.B. 09-68) now provide an ongoing revenue stream of
approximately $950,000 for domestic violence programs. In light of this, TANF funding (appropriated since
2004 for distribution to community domestic violence programs) could be reduced or eliminated and could
be used to refinance General Fund in the Division of Child Welfare.

7 (1,500,000) 0 0 0 (1,500,000 0.0

Eliminate TANF Funding for Low Income Energy
Assistance

Funding from the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families Block Grant supports direct bill assistance to reduce
energy costs for families. The funding supplements federal funding also received by the Department. The Low
Income Energy Assistance Program has a budget of about $60 million and a caseload of approximately 100,000.
The vast majority of funding is from a federal energy assistance block grant. In light of this, TANF funding
could be reduced or eliminated and could be used to refinance General Fund in the Division of Child Welfare..

8 (5,000,000) 0 0 0 (50000000 0.0

Further Refinance Child Welfare with TANF/
Reduce Other TANF Expenditures

The Department previously indicated that based on child welfare expenditures, additional child welfare amounts
could be refinanced with TANF. $5.0 million reflects the amount of TANF reserves that will not yet be spent
down by the end of FY 2011-12 and therefore funds that could be use for one-time refinancing. Any refinance
will exacerbate the "cliff effect” that will be created when TANF reserves are exhausted. Staff assumes that
further refinance would be accompanied by reductions in TANF appropriations for other purposes.

9 (2,125,000) (700,000)  (100,000) 0 (29250000 0.0




Options with GF CF RF FF Total FTE

Appropriations
Impacts - Less
severe/painful

Reduce benefit for Aid to the Needy Disabled -
State-Only Program

During the 2003 economic downturn, the monthly AND-SO benefit was reduced. The savings shown
reflects a reduction of 25 percent in the average monthly benefit, which is expected to be $175/month in FY
2011-12. A cut could be taken without a statutory change.

Options with GF CF RF FF Total FTE

Appropriations Impacts -
Larger and More Difficult

1 (20,000,000) 0 0 0 (20,000,000)

Reduce Appropriations for Colorado Works/Refinance
Additional Child Welfare General Fund

Reduce appropriations for Colorado Works and further refinance Child Welfare General Fund. This reflects a
one-time refinance built around requiring counties to use reserves in lieu of new TANF appropriations. This
approach (reduce allocations/refinance General Fund) can also be used on an ongoing basis on a smaller scale.

Run a bill that would clarify the General Assembly's intent and provide direction on how reductions would be
allocated at the county level. County MOE requirements could also be reduced in light of such action. Based
on the Department's most recent TANF Maintenance of Effort (MOE) analysis, an additional $40 million of
child welfare expenditures could be refinanced with TANF beyond current amounts. County reserves were at
$55.6 million as of September 10, 2010, but falling. Staff does NOT recommend this option as staff believes
counties are currently under substantial fiscal stress related to high caseload growth, local revenue shortfalls, and
limited State funding and that many--although not all--are draining their reserves to address these needs.

However, the Committee, and counties, should be aware that this remains an alternative, however unattractive.

0.0

2 0 (6,000,000) 0 0 (6,000,000)
Eliminate Older Coloradans Cash Fund Programs

Reflects eliminating the balance of the $8.0 million in State Funding for Senior Services, after the $2.0 million
reduction recommended in the figure setting packet. (Revenue impact also)

0.0

3 (8,500,000) (2,800,000)  (4,000,000) 0 (15,300,000)
Eliminate Aid to Needy Disabled - State-Only Program

The program provides monthly cash payments of $140 to $175 to over 6,000 low income disabled
individuals who do not qualify for federal Social Security payments or whose federal application is pending.
An executive proposal submitted and withdrawn in 2009 reflected larger General Fund savings ($9.8
million). Staff has modified General Fund and federal funds estimates to better reflect the long-term loss of
federal reimbursements for some AND-SO payments. Cash amounts shown are county share. The original
proposal was withdrawn due to impact on vulnerable population (about 18 percent of those affected are
homeless; others rely on this payment to access federal subsidized housing). Staff anticipates that the
reduction in support for this indigent population may increase costs in the correctional and medical systems
for local and state government. Initial General Fund savings might be as high as $9.0 million although this
would decline over time.

0.0




Options with GF CF RF FF Total FTE
Appropriations Impacts -
Larger and More Difficult

4

0  (20,000,000) 0 0 (20,000,000)

Eliminate or Reduce OAP Eligibility for individuals not
currently eligible for Medicaid or on SSI [uncertain
option]

Based on current federal restrictions, staff believes the only population that can be reduced from Old Age
Pension rolls prior to January 2014 would be individuals who are neither eligible for Medicaid nor the SSI
program. Estimated funding associated with this population is shown above. Further research would be required
if the Committee is interested in this option. (Revenue impact also)

0.0

Among the times above, the following also have revenue impacts (increase the General
Fund)

Transfer LEAP Funds to the General Fund - $3.25 million

Reduce OAP eligibility - up to $20 million to the General Fund

Eliminate Older Coloradans Cash Fund Programs - Up to $6 million to the General
Fund
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