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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-2018 Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Office of Economic Development and International Trade (OEDIT)
Colorado Office of Film Media & Television

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$3,500,000
4.5
$3,000,000
$500,000
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Request
$3,500,000
4.5
$3,000,000
$500,000
$0
$0

Comeback
Request

JBC Action
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$3,500,000
4.5
$3,000,000
$500,000
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$3,500,000
4.5
$3,000,000
$500,000
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department requested $3,000,000 General Fund, $500,000 in Limited Gaming cash funds
(pursuant to C.R.S. § 12-47.1-701(2)(a)(VI)), and 4.5 FTE for the Colorado Office of Film, Television
& Media (COFTM) to continue its incentive rebate program and other initiatives designed to
encourage film and media production in Colorado.
Committee Action:
Joint Budget Committee did not adopt the Department’s FY 2017-18 continuation request for
COFTM.
OSPB Comeback:
OSPB respectfully requests that the Committee approve the Department’s full request of $3,000,000
General Fund, $500,000 cash funds, and 4.5 FTE in FY 2017-18 and ongoing, so the Office of
Economic Development and International Trade can continue to fund and adminster the COFTM
program.
The purpose of this request is to allow the State of Colorado to continue to promote itself as a location
for film and media production. Since FY 2012-13, funding has been effectively deployed and
committed as incentives to attract production companies to Colorado. This investment has cultivated a
thriving industry from which the entire state has benefitted – from FY 2012-13 to FY 2015-16, total
spending from production companies in Colorado was $86.1 million, and 2,376 jobs were created (see
Table 1 below). This means that the State’s investment of $11.8 million General Fund resulted in at
least $86.1 million in economic activity within Colorado.
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Table 1

Program Overview
COFTM’s incentive rebate program is intentionally designed to ensure that COFTM maintains close
oversight over all beneficiaries of its programs, and as required by C.R.S. § 24-48.5-116, the Colorado
Economic Development Commission must approve all rebate projects. Upon completing production
activities, and before receiving an incentive, each recipient production company must retain a
Colorado CPA to audit the reported qualified local expenditures. To be eligible for the rebate
program, production companies must follow strict guidelines that benefit Colorado. For example, outof-state production companies must spend at least $1.0 million in Colorado production activities, and
Colorado production companies must spend at least $100,000. Both in- and out-ofstate productions
must hire a workforce of at least 50 percent Colorado residents, and all employees must pay Colorado
income taxes.
Due to the size of our program, COFTM’s focus is on smaller, independent productions. Most
independent films are financed by small production companies that do not have access to the same
capital as large studios. Tax incentives and cash rebates are thus a significant part of preparing
budgets and are very important factors in picking a film’s production location. States that offer the
highest incentives capture the largest percentage of the nation’s productions and, as a result, reap the
economic benefits. In order to compete with other states, Colorado must be able to offer financial
incentives to attract productions. Without funding, Colorado’s rebate program cannot compete with
other states to incent production. OEDIT is requesting the funding because of the economic boost for
local economies and job creation for current industry crew and new film school graduates.
In addition to its incentive rebate program, COFTM provides a broad range of services to communities
including location assistance, educational outreach, marketing of Colorado, and liaising between
communities, government agencies, and production crews. Without funding, the State’s efforts will
lose momentum and the benefits from investments made since FY 2012-13 will be severely
diminished.
Statewide Benefits of COFTM
•

Economic Activity and Jobs – 17 new projects were approved during FY 2015-16. Based on
the multiplier effect, which was calculated by the University of Colorado’s Leeds School of
Business and measures the ripple effect of film production spending on the overall economy,
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COFTM expects these projects to add over $17.6 million in economic activity and create 1,391
new jobs. Continued funding is necessary to maintain this level of job creation and economic
growth in the state. Since 2011, Colorado has outperformed the nation in motion picture and
video industry growth. The 3-year compound annual growth rate for Colorado was 3.4%
versus 1.9% nationally, and the number of related businesses (474) is the highest on record
since 2001. Funding for FY 2016-17 will lead to continued growth in the entertainment job
sector.

•

Services to communities – Colorado communities across the state, both urban and rural,
benefit from money spent during productions (see Figure 1 below). A variety of local
businesses are positively affected, productions create new jobs and provide invaluable
experience and training for new and existing workforce, and tax revenue is increased.
Production spending and hiring includes:
• Producers, directors, and writers;
• Actors, extras, and casting directors;
• Carpenters, electricians, painters, scenic designers, and artists;
• Makeup artists and hairdressers;
• Costume designers and wardrobe personnel;
• Editors, sound recorders, photographers, and musicians;
• Food services employees and caterers;
• Lawyers;
• Truck drivers and location specialists;
• Camera and lighting equipment rentals; and
• Dry cleaners, car rental agencies, suppliers of trailers and equipment, hotels, and
apartment rentals.

•

Tourism – The film and television industries have a long-lasting impact on tourism. COFTM
and local tourism offices around the state receive numerous calls regarding the filming
locations of various films, most notably, the Ridgway locations of True Grit and the Durango
locations of Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid. More recently, the Weather Channel’s hit
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television show Prospectors has brought tourism to Salida and the Mt. Antero area, where
much of the show is filmed. Additionally, the critically acclaimed film Cop Car, starring
Kevin Bacon, was filmed entirely in Fountain and Colorado Springs and premiered in theaters
nationwide giving national exposure to these parts of Colorado.

Figure 1
Economic impact of programs funded though COFTM since July 1, 2012 based on multiplier effect:

*No counties fall within
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Figure Setting Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Public Health and Environment
Access to Medical Aid-in-Dying Medication

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$44,041
0.5
$0
$44,041
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$44,041
0.5
$40
$44,041
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$44,041
0.5
$44,041
$0
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department of Public Health and Environment requested an increase of $44,041 and 0.5 FTE in
spending authority from the Vital Records Cash Fund for FY 2017-18 and beyond to provide funding
for the collection and reporting of medical aid-in-dying information as required under Section 25-48111(2) , C.R.S, the “Colorado End-of-Life Options Act”.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted not to fund this request for FY 2017-18.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the Committee approve the full
request of $44,041 cash funds and 0.5 FTE for FY 2017-18 and beyond. This represents the amount
included in the fiscal note and published in the “Blue Book” for Proposition 106, “Access to Medical
Aid-in-Dying Medication”, approved by Colorado voters on November 8, 2016, and signed into law
by Governor Hickenlooper on December 18, 2016.
The Department’s requirements under the Act follow:
25-48-111. Medical record documentation requirements - reporting requirements
(2)(a) THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT SHALL
ANNUALLY REVIEW A SAMPLE OF RECORDS MAINTAINED PURSUANT
TO THIS ARTICLE TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE. THE DEPARTMENT SHALL
ADOPT RULES TO FACILITATE THE COLLECTION OF INFORMATION
DEFINED IN SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION. EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE
REQUIRED BY LAW, THE INFORMATION COLLECTED BY THE
DEPARTMENT IS NOT A PUBLIC RECORD AND IS NOT AVAILABLE FOR
PUBLIC INSPECTION. HOWEVER, THE DEPARTMENT SHALL GENERATE
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AND MAKE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC AN ANNUAL STATISTICAL
REPORT OF INFORMATION COLLECTED UNDER THIS SUBSECTION (2).
(b) THE DEPARTMENT SHALL REQUIRE ANY HEALTH CARE PROVIDER,
UPON DISPENSING A MEDICAL AID-IN-DYING MEDICATION PURSUANT
TO THIS ARTICLE, TO FILE A COPY OF A DISPENSING RECORD WITH THE
DEPARTMENT. THE DISPENSING RECORD IS NOT A PUBLIC RECORD
AND IS NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION.
In accordance with this Act, the Colorado Board of Health adopted rules establishing the requirements
and mechanisms for reporting and collection of medical aid-in-dying medication information. This
information is required to ensure compliance with the documentation requirements under this Act and
to generate an annual statistical report.
Under these rules, the specific duties requiring Department personnel and financial support include:
•

Provide technical support and guidance to physicians prescribing aid-in-dying medication, and
pharmacists dispensing this medication, regarding the requirements and process for
information reporting. Given consistent turnover in both fields, this is not a one-time activity,
but rather will remain an ongoing responsibility.

•

Pair the prescribing physician forms and dispensing forms to ensure compliance through
assessing reporting of complete and consistent information, and for inclusion of accurate
information in the annual statistical report.

•

Develop and maintain an electronic database into which information from the required
reporting forms will be entered, and subsequently, abstract the information from all forms into
the database.

•

Perform queries of the data abstracted from reporting forms to assess completeness of each
record and patient and identify any forms and trends suggesting non-compliance among
healthcare providers with the reporting requirements under approval of Board of Health rules.

•

Follow-up with physicians or dispensing healthcare providers whose reported information is
incomplete or out of compliance, and provide education about the documentation and reporting
requirements.

•

Conduct statistical analyses of the data collected from reporting forms to describe the numbers
of patients prescribed aid-in-dying medication and patients dispensed aid-in-dying medication,
and summarizing terminal conditions noted by prescribing physicians.

•

Generate an annual statistical report, including descriptive statistics for patients’ participation
in the Act and appropriate interpretation of the data, including limitations and caveats in their
use, and meanwhile, ensuring to maintain confidentiality of patient information.
Respond to requests for information and analysis by department and legislative staff,
stakeholders, media, and others (as permitted by the Act and Board of Health rules, which reaffirm the confidential status of this information.)

•

To perform these functions, the Department requires a 0.5 FTE Statistical Analyst. The costs
associated with this FTE are $44,041 ($29,756 for personal services, $14,285 for centrally
appropriated costs, and $475 for operating expenses and capital outlay costs) in FY 2017-18 and
beyond as defined in the fiscal note for Proposition 106.
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Specifically, the following tasks are required to comply with the Act and associated rules. The
Department has based its assumption on an estimated 130 cases per year, for a total assigned effort of
0.5 FTE: 20 hours per week, or 1,040 hours per year:
Task
Provide technical support and guidance to physicians
Pair physician and dispensing forms, and review for
completeness and compliance
Develop and maintain an electronic database, and
abstract information from reporting forms.
Perform queries of the data abstracted from reporting
forms to assess completeness of each record, and
identify any forms and trends suggesting noncompliance.
Follow-up with physicians or dispensing health care
providers whose reported information is
incomplete/out of compliance, and provide education
about the documentation and reporting requirements.
Conduct statistical analyses of the data collected from
reporting forms.
Generate an annual statistical report.
Respond to requests for information and analysis by
department and legislative staff, stakeholders, media,
and others
Total hours
FTE Conversion

Per week

Per year

1 hour
1 hour per
case/average 2.5
hours per week
30 min per case/
1.5 hours per week
3 hour per week

52 hours
1 hour per
case/average 130
cases per year
30 min per case/78
hours per year
156 hours per year

1 hour per week

52 hours per year

4 hours per week

208 hours per year

0.5 hours per week
4 hours per week

26 hours per year
208 hours per year

20 hours per
week
0.5 FTE

1,040 hours per
year
0.5 FTE

The request for $44,041 cash funds spending authority and 0.5 FTE from the Vital Records Cash Fund
in FY 2017-18 and beyond will sufficiently support the ongoing activities required under the
“Colorado End-of-Life Options Act,” including ensuring compliance with the documentation
requirements under this Act and the annual reporting of accurate and timely statistical information
about its impact in Colorado.
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Supplemental Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Public Health and Environment
Healthy Kids Colorado Survey

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$745,124
1.5
$0
$745,124
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$745,124
1.5
$0
$745,124
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$745,124
1.5
$0
$745,124
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$745,124
1.5
$0
$745,124
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment requested a continuation appropriation of
$745,124 in spending authority and 1.5 FTE from the Marijuana Tax Cash Fund FY 2017-18 to
continue the Healthy Kids Colorado Survey.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted not to fund this request for FY 2017-18, but indicated that it would
like additional information on the benefits of the survey.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the Committee approve the full
request of $745,124 cash funds and 1.5 FTE for FY 2017-18. The State has been working since 2011
on the enhanced and coordinated collection of youth health data related to numerous topics such as the
use of marijuana and other drugs, alcohol, tobacco, physical activity, nutrition, safety, and other
risk/protective factors. With this data, the Department and other government organizations can
develop interventions and supports to keep Colorado’s youth healthy and safe. The Departments of
Education, Human Services, and Public Health and Environment came together to develop this unified
approach to administering a coordinated survey known currently as the Healthy Kids Colorado Survey
(HKCS). Previously, three separate surveys were requested from schools to help collect data to meet
federal requirements for these three agencies and collect meaningful data to help make policy
decisions about youth.
As a unified survey effort, HKCS reduces the burden on schools, lowers costs per survey, allows more
schools to participate if they wish, and increases the overall survey sample size allowing for more
meaningful data to be collected at multiple levels (school, district, county/region, state). With the
unified survey, the number of participating schools increased from 30 schools and 1,500 students in
2011 to more than 150 schools and 17,000 students in 2015. The greater number of participants in the
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unified survey provides a more robust data set for analysis and allows analysis at the county, regional
and statewide level. This means that communities, schools, and policy-makers have better data to use
when developing policies and prevention efforts.
Data collected from the survey helps communities monitor local youth health trends, identify
emerging issues, and monitor the effectiveness of prevention efforts. The survey also provides local
communities with the data necessary to develop programs and interventions to help keep young people
healthy and safe. For example, Celebrating Healthy Communities Coalition in La Plata County
utilizes HKCS to help schools use their data to determine which issues confront their students, and to
work with parents to create appropriate messaging and parent tips to talk to their youth about
substance abuse.
HKCS serves as the State’s version of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC) Youth
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS). This allows Colorado to compare results with other states and with
the national results. Information from HKCS is required for a multitude of federal and state funding
streams for grant performance measures, conducting gap analyses, and evaluating program impacts.
This includes grants from the CDC and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMHSA) that generate millions of dollars that go directly into CDPHE and other
state agency programs on an annual basis. Without funding for HKCS, these federal grants are at risk.
If HKCS is not funded, there will also be an additional burden for the Colorado Youth System
(CO9to25), as current outcome indicators for the Youth Development Plan (HB13-1239) are collected
through HKCS. CO9to25 is a cross-sector network of youth and adults working together to align
efforts to achieve positive outcomes for all youth in Colorado. State statute requires the CO9to25 to
use existing youth health surveillance data to measure outcomes. Without HKCS, there is no other
youth health surveillance system in Colorado, and additional funding would be required to develop a
new survey.
Furthermore, many community organizations use HKCS data in grant applications. For example, the
Eagle River Youth Coalition has secured over $2.0 million annually for prevention and intervention
services using the local HKCS data to tell their community story. HKCS results are also used by the
Communities That Care grantees to help identify each community’s needs and to evaluate progress
overtime.
The HKCS is administered on a two-year cycle (every other year) to limit the classroom time
requested for student surveying, to keep the cost and burden of administration reasonable, and to allow
for adequate time for analysis, reporting and utilization of the data. The survey is taken from a
random sample of middle and high schools to ensure representative data for the state and
counties/regions. It is completely voluntary at multiple levels, requires superintendent approval to
survey within a district, and requires principal approval to survey within a school. Furthermore, the
survey complies with all federal and state parental consent and notification laws in addition to district
parental consent policies. Students may also opt themselves out of survey participation.
The data collected cannot identify individuals and is only reported in aggregate form. CDPHE cannot
tell which students took the survey or identify who answered which questions. No personal
identifying information is ever collected or shared in any way.
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The request for continuation funding of $745,124 in spending authority and 1.5 FTE from the
Marijuana Tax Cash Fund for FY 2017-18 ensures the continuation of the unified HKCS survey. The
HKCS is the state’s only comprehensive survey that helps to better understand both youth health and
the factors that best support youth to make healthy choices. The survey ensures that policymakers
have the tools to monitor local youth health trends, identify emerging issues, monitor the effectiveness
of prevention efforts, and most importantly, develop policies and prevention efforts to keep young
people healthy and safe.

March 20, 2017

Page 13
11

This page is intentionally left blank.

March 20, 2017

Page 14
12

Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Figure Setting Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Corrections
DOC CO-I and CPO Staff Retention

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$312,928,891
4,466.7
$311,710,510
$1,217,881
$0
$0

FY 17-18
Budget
Request
$319,611,859
4,466.7
$318,405,978
$1,205,881
$0
$0

JBC
Action
$315,740,733
4,466.7
$314,534,852
$1,205,881
$0
$0

Comeback
Request
$319,611,859
4,466.7
$318,405,978
$1,205,881
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$3,871,126
0.0
$3,871,126
$0
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department requested a $3,998,242 General Fund increase in FY 2017-18 to increase the
minimum salaries for the Correctional Officer I (CO-I) and Community Parole Officer (CPO) job
classifications to a rate that is near the mid-point within the first quartile of the classification:
•

CO-I – increase the minimum salary for 1,394 officers below the proposed $3,579 per month
salary ($205 above the current minimum salary)

•

CPO - increase the minimum salary for 54 community parole officers below the proposed
$3,828 per month salary ($364 above the current minimum salary)

The salary increases and corresponding POTS needs are estimated at $3,998,242. The estimate is
based on current staff salaries and assumes the pay raises will occur on June 1, 2017, resulting in a full
year of higher expenditures in FY 2017-18.
Committee Action:
Joint Budget Committee followed approved only the Community Parole Officer portion of the request
for $127,116. The Correctional Officer portion of $3,871,126 was not approved.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting requests that the Committee reconsider its decision not to
fund the Correctional Officer portion of this request. The current 2,292 Correctional Officers
comprise the largest single classification in the Department, and 60% of those staff (1,394) are paid
within $205 of the minimum salary for this classification. Correctional Officer I and Community
Parole Officer classifications are directly involved in engaging offenders and parolees in opportunities
to make positive behavioral changes and become law-abiding, productive citizens.
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FY 2015-16 turnover rates were 18.6% for Correctional Officer I’s and 14.5% for Community Parole
Officers, both of which are above the Department average of 12%.
Increasing the range minimums for the two classifications is expected to help reduce the turnover rate
and strengthen continuity for the organization. A more stable workforce of CO-Is and CPOs will
enhance their ability to focus on the needs of offenders and parolees, and will help meet the
Department’s strategic policy initiative to better assist offenders to successfully reintegrate into
society.
Staff vacancies due to recruitment and retention challenges add pressures to existing employees.
Remaining staff are often called upon to work extended hours in order to maintain the required
security presence in facilities. This can in turn lead to burn-out as well as low morale from long hours
away from families. If staff do not expect any relief from this routine, it can also be a contributing
factor for more staff departures.
JBC staff noted that the CO-I turnover rates are a product of discovering that working in a prison is
not for them, and that “$2,500 of extra salary is unlikely to change that fact.” Indeed, the most
common reason given for Correctional Officer resignations is “left for other employment outside the
state system.” However, although not part of the formal exit survey, the anecdotal comments provided
with many resignations indicate staff are accepting higher paying positions elsewhere.
Moreover, per the State of Colorado’s Annual Compensation Report FY 2017-18, “The Department’s
findings suggest that as a result of the State’s pay practices, base salaries of state employees are, on
average, 5.75% below market.” Specific occupational groups are showing that “Enforcement and
Protective Services are 9% below market median” (parole officers are included in this occupational
group).
It is also noteworthy that the $2,500 of extra annual salary is a meaningful amount for these staff. A
correctional officer earns $3,374 per month at the minimum salary. After the typical deductions for
PERA, taxes, and medical/dental/life insurance are applied, a CO-I with a family can expect take
home pay of approximately $2,554 per month. With the pressures on discretionary income, many staff
have to make critical lifestyle decisions to stay within budget. In this context, an additional $2,500 in
annual gross income would be significant for a CO-1 at the rante minumum.
JBC staff stated the reason for not recommending this portion of the request is that “the principal
problem is the lack of salary progression within the range classes, not the class minimums.” JBC staff
further states that, “the way to address these lags is not with higher minimums but with more progress
within a given job classification, which will raise the average wage.” While both OSPB and the
Department generally agree with this assessment, the impact of doing this for all 2,292 correctional
officers has been estimated at $17 million. While not a perfect solution, this request can meaningfully
affect the problem within existing budgetary and statutory constraints.
We therefore respectfully ask that the Committee approve the increase of $3,871,126 General Fund for
the purpose of increasing the minimum salary for the Correctional Officer I job classification. This
request is an essential part of addressing the retention issues for these critical positions in prison
facilities.
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Figure Setting Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Personnel & Administration
Reversal of Certain JBC Staff Initiated Personal Services and Operating
Expenses Adjustments

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$62,795,029
308.9
$5,720,576
$4,776,294
$52,298,159
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$62,972,339
309.7
$5,784,253
$4,767,387
$52,420,699
$0

JBC
Action
$59,998,205
309.7
$5,318,703
$4,482,668
$50,196,834
$0

Comeback
Request
61,131,002
0.0
5,778,220
$4,666,978
$50,685,804
$0

Difference Between
Action and
Comeback Request
$1,132,797
0.0
$459,517
$184,310
$488,970
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department of Personnel & Administration’s FY 2017-18 budget request reflects the needs of the
Department’s programs and takes into consideration the funding necessary to staff for the
implementation of a new Human Resources Information System (HRIS), CORE upgrades, and
procurement modernization, among other future initiatives. The Department submitted the FY 201718 base request consistent with prior year funding, taking into consideration annualization of prior
year actions.
Committee Action:
The Committee approved JBC staff-initiated adjustments to Personal Services and Operating Expenses
line items which total $2,974,134 in reductions to the programs of the Department. These cuts were
represented as strategic reductions that reflected historically underused spending authority.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the Committee reverse its
decision on many line items, which are included in the following chart. In addition to the fact that
historical reversions are not necessarily representative of future needs of the Department, the
reductions approved by the Committee represent large-scale reductions that in many cases are
unsubstantiated by historical reversions. The methodology used by JBC staff is inconsistent across the
programs. While the reductions were represented by staff as a 4.3 percent reduction to the base
request, the reality is that some operating lines were reduced by substantially more than 4.3 percent.
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FY 2017-18
Department
Budget Request

JBC Action

Comeback
Request

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

TOTAL DEPARTMENT REDUCTIONS

$62,972,339

($2,974,134)

($1,841,337)

$1,132,797

Executive Director's Office, Personal Services

$1,744,355

($78,596)

No reduction

$78,596

Colorado State Employees Assistance Program,
Personal Services

$819,485

($62,004)

No reduction

$62,004

Colorado State Employees Assistance Program,
Operating Expenses

$53,794

($719)

No reduction

$719

Colorado State Archives, Personal Services
Colorado State Archives, Operating Expenses
Employment Security Contract Payment
State Agency Services, Personal Services
State Agency Services, Operating Expenses
Employee Benefits Services, Personal Services
Employee Benefits Services, Operating Expenses
Employee Benefits Services, Utilization Review
Risk Management Services, Personal Services
Risk Management Services, Operating Expenses
Personnel Board, Operating Expenses
Central Services, Administration, Personal Services
Central Services, Administration, Operating Expenses
Integrated Document Solutions, Personal Services
Integrated Document Solutions, Operating Expenses
Commercial Print Payments
IDS Postage

$744,083
$93,836
$20,000
$1,728,063
$88,496
$837,446
$58,324
$40,000
$847,867
$68,427
$20,505
$689,236
$44,000
$6,399,762
$6,444,487
$2,100,000
$8,521,861

($136,128)
($3,266)
($4,000)
($216,370)
($989)
($84,811)
($3,986)
($15,000)
($80,546)
($5,888)
($1,320)
($35,118)
($3,746)
($230,203)
($365,550)
($366,740)
($544,043)

($80,000)
No reduction
($4,000)
No reduction
No reduction
No reduction
($3,986)
($15,000)
($80,546)
($5,888)
($1,320)
($18,000)
($3,746)
No reduction
($365,550)
($366,740)
($544,043)

$56,128
$3,266
$0
$216,370
$989
$84,811
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$17,118
$0
$230,203
$0
$0
$0

Fleet Management Program and Motor Pool Services,
Fuel and Automotive Supplies

$21,000,000

($350,382)

($350,382)

$0

$2,789,931

($103,720)

No reduction

$103,720

Financial Operations & Reporting, Personal Services
Financial Operations & Reporting, Operating
Expenses
Procurement & Contracts, Personal Services
Procurement & Contracts, Operating Expenses
CORE Operations, Personal Services

$140,047

($1,161)

($1,161)

$0

$1,560,828
$38,284
$1,796,120

($99,947)
($975)
($139,243)

No reduction
($975)
No reduction

$99,947
$0
$139,243

Administrative Courts, Personal Services

$3,787,494

($39,683)

No reduction

$39,683

OSPB generally concurs with the Committee’s efforts to accurately budget for the needs of the
Department’s programs. Both OSPB and the Department monitor historical expenditure patterns as
well as projections of future need to adjust or affirm base appropriations. The amounts requested in
the November 1, 2017 budget request reflect the needs of the Department’s programs for FY 2017-18.
However, recognizing the Committee’s wish to eliminate excess appropriations where possible, the
Department has re-analyzed each of the affected appropriations and has identified $1.8 million where
reductions would not cause drastic reductions in service levels, require layoffs, create undue
inefficiencies, or inhibit the Department’s ability to implement the HRIS. These areas are noted in the
chart above and further described in Appendix A of this document.
In general, JBC staff used historical underutilization of appropriations as the primary methodology for
determining if a program could sustain a reduction. The Department has provided detailed
explanation in Appendix A as to why the historical underutilization of the spending authority does not
necessarily predict future patterns. Two notable examples of this are within the Procurement and
Contracts personal services line item, which will support the implementation of Procurement
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Modernization; and the State Agency Services line item, which funds the implementation of HRIS.
Reductions in these line items will have negative downstream implications for those projects.
In addition, the Department went through each of the individual adjustments made to the line items for
the staff-initiated reductions. It appears that some of the adjustments do not align with the
methodology outlined in the staff document, and other adjustments do not account for aspects of the
overall budget/expense that should be taken into account if a reduction is being considered.
While the summary explanation indicates that 4.3 percent was cut department wide, the individual
reductions to line items varied substantially. The Department does not have transfer authority between
line items, and representing the cuts as 4.3 percent department-wide does not accurately reflect the
magnitude of some of the reductions. Additionally, percentage reductions that were included in the
staff document were the percent change from the FY 2016-17 appropriation, and not the FY 2017-18
request. This approach under-represents the depth of the cuts and, in some cases, does not consider
the required annualization of prior year adjustments.
Furthermore, Pots expenses were identified using solely the Pots object codes, and exclude Pots
related expenses like Merit Pay and Salary Survey that are expended in the regular pay object codes.
Adjustments to the appropriation were then made based on this assessment.
In many cases, the Department was unable to recreate the methodology indicated in the staff
document. In almost all cases, the reductions made to the line items indicated that actuals were not
used to calculate base budgets, but rather certain personal services object codes were selected from the
group of appropriate expenses and then used to calculate the base. This caused staff to recommend a
reduction that was, as a result, larger than would be appropriate based on historical spending patterns.
The Department has indicated several programs that will be able to sustain the reductions, or some
portions of the reductions, that were proposed by Staff. These programs are not able to accept the
proposed cuts because JBC Staff did not take into account future projects or used an unsustainable
methodology.
Following is a line-by-line analysis of the impacts of the JBC’s reductions.

Comeback Detail by Program
Program Name: Executive Director’s Office, Department Administration, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $78,596
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $1,744,355
Justification: The Executive Director’s Office (EDO) provides department wide support for projects
such as HRIS, CORE upgrades, and procurement modernization, all of which the Department will be
undertaking in the next few fiscal years. In addition, the EDO is taking the lead on a number of
department-wide process improvements including additional strategic planning, performance
management and various projects that align with the Governor’s Lean initiative, and will dedicate two
positions (one filled, one projected to be filled by the end of FY 2016-17) to accomplish this. As a
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result, the line item is anticipated to be fully expended in FY 2017-18, and any vacancies will be filled
in a tight timeframe.
In addition to the reduction, JBC staff initiated a refinance of General Fund to Cash Funds, but did not
account for the impact of the paydate shift. If the Department’s clarification on why this refinance
should not occur is not successful, the proposed refinance needs to be offset by 1/12th of the total. This
is due, entirely, to the fact that refinancing away from a General Fund source in a given year causes
more expenses to be shifted into that year than the expenses shifted out of that year.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$1,740,849
18.3
$242,923
$52,753
$1,445,173
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$1,744,355
18.3
$243,057
$56,125
$1,445,173
$0

JBC
Action
($78,596)
0.0
($78,596)
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0

$0

$78,596
0.0
$78,596
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Colorado State Employees Assistance Program (CSEAP), Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $62,004
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $819,485
Justification: The Colorado State Employee Assistance Program (CSEAP) offers multiple services to
employees across the state including counseling services. In addition the program offers a variety of
services to employees and managers statewide related to improving employee and work group
performance including: Mediation, Psychological Fitness for Duty, Critical Incident Response,
Emotional Intelligence Manager Coaching, Workgroup Facilitation & Training, Coordination of
Emergency Financial Assistance, and other services as requested by department leaders. Over the past
four years, CSEAP has continued to increase service offerings to keep up with demand that support
employee health and workplace productivity, including introducing web-based services to better
support statewide agencies. The increase in service offerings and demand for services has created
additional work for the existing staff. In order to effectively serve state employees and keep up with
the current demand for services and coordination of all services offered, CSEAP needs the full
appropriation requested for FY 2017-18. If the personal services appropriation is reduced, the
response times for requests for counseling/other services will increase, the number of services offered
will decrease, and support to agencies in locations outside the Denver metro area will decrease.
Additionally, the longer wait times or reduction of services could potentially have an impact to the
cost of insurance claims filed with the state’s health insurance carriers, if employees choose to seek
help outside of CSEAP. Also, a decrease in Mediation services could result in an increase in
personnel cases heard by the State Personnel Board, resulting in additional costs.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$817,704
11.0
$0
$12,856
$804,848
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$819,485
11.0
$0
$0
$819,485
$0

JBC
Action

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request

($62,004)
0.0
$0
$0
($62,004)
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$62,004
0.0
$0
$0
$62,004
$0

Program Name: Colorado State Employees Assistance Program (CSEAP), Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $719
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $53,794
Justification: Although the proposed reduction is only 1.3%, the operating budget for this program is
projected to be extremely tight for FY 2017-18. CSEAP’s demand for services has increased in
locations statewide. At the request of agencies, CSEAP travels to various locations to provide services
on-site, such as in Canon City where counseling services are provided weekly at the request of DOC
Leadership. This demand has required staff to travel to these locations and is expected to increase
even more in FY 2017-18. Additionally, CSEAP has increased annual operating costs beginning in FY
2016-17 related to obtaining a web-based platform as an option to providing services to locations
outside of the Denver metro area. If the operating budget is reduced, the program will need to
eliminate one or more services currently offered.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$53,794
0.0
$0
$0
$53,794
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$53,794
0.0
$0
$0
$53,794
$0

JBC
Action
($719)
0.0
$0
$0
($719)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$719
0.0
$0
$0
$719
$0

Program Name:
Executive Director’s Office, Statewide Special Purpose, Colorado State
Archives, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $136,128 reduction ($80,000 from Cash Funds and $56,128 from General
Fund
DPA Requested Reduction: $80,000 from Cash Fund and No Reduction in General Funds
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $664,083
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Justification: Archives is divided into two business centers. The General Fund business center (GF)
is fully staffed and is doing successful business, handling actual archival of documents for the benefit
of the State. The cash fund business center (CF) has encountered a disruption in revenue due to the
sudden decline in the oil and gas fracking industry, which accounted for a large portion of the CF
revenue. After conducting a nationwide search to hire a new state archivist, Archives is now in the
early stages of bringing in a national archives consultant to help with the program’s strategic planning
moving forward. DPA and Archives can accept an $80,000 reduction from the CF but any reductions
in the GF would likely result in employee layoffs. Reductions to the General Fund business center
will have a drastic impact on the service level provided, and based on current staffing plans, may
result in layoffs. In addition, Archives may seek additional resources in the near future once the
national consultant is brought in to complete the structural overhaul of the program.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$742,315
12.0
$533,556
$179,688
$29,071
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$744,083
12.0
$535,324
$179,688
$29,071
$0

JBC
Action
($136,128)
0.0
($56,128)
($80,000)
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
($80,000)
0.0
$0
($80,000)
$0
$0

$56,128
0.0
$56,128
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Executive Director’s Office, Statewide Special Purpose, Colorado State Archives,
Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $3,266 reduction
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $93,836
Justification: As noted above, a new State Archivist has been named and the program is undergoing
strategic planning with a national consultant. The Colorado State Archives anticipates that the
strategic planning session will identify some technology needs, and as a result, believes that a
reduction of $3,266 to their operating line item is not sustainable.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF
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$93,836
0.0
$93,836
$0
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$93,836
0.0
$93,836
$0
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($3,266)
0.0
($3,266)
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$3,266
0.0
$3,266
$0
$0
$0
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Program Name: Executive Director’s Office, Statewide Special Purpose, Other Statewide Special
Purpose, Employment Security Contract Payment
JBC Adopted Reduction: $4,000
DPA Requested Reduction: $4,000, as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $16,000
Justification: The Employment Security Contract Payment line item supports a single contract for a
service to help the State manage unemployment claims. The contract, which is for $15,800 per
contract year, is in the last year. The Department will be going out to bid for this contract in the
winter of 2017 for a new contract starting in March 2018. While the Department anticipates being
able to accommodate this reduction, the substantial cut to the line item may limit the vendors and
service levels under the new contract.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$20,000
0.0
$11,264
$0
$8,736
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$20,000
0.0
$11,264
$0
$8,736
$0

JBC
Action
($4,000)
0.0
($4,000)
$0
$0
$0

Comeback
Request
($4,000)
0.0
($4,000)
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: State Agency Services, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $216,370
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $1,728,063
Justification: State Agency Services (SAS) was re-organized in FY 2014-15; each position was reevaluated and jobs were adjusted accordingly to ensure they were in line with the organizational
mission and vision. In FY 2014-15, of the 19.2 positions allotted to SAS, at any given moment
between 3 and 8 positions were vacant. On average, 3.5 positions averaging $8,000 per month of
loaded salary (calculating to approximately $335,000 annually) reverted. The positions on the SAS
program staff have been designed for, and are critical to the success of, the HRIS project. Positions
were held open in prior years to ensure the needs of the project and the on-going operations were
addressed with current staffing allocations, rather than making the request for staff and budget
additions for the HRIS project implementation. So far, in FY 2016-17, positions have remained
stable; there are 2 remaining vacancies that have come open within the last 30 days that are critical to
the implementation and on-going operations of HRIS. The JBC staff recommended budget reduction
for SAS (12.5%) could delay or potentially prevent the HRIS implementation altogether.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$1,726,578
19.2
$1,726,578
$0
$0
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$1,728,063
19.2
$1,728,063
$0
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request

($216,370)
0.0
($216,370)
$0
$0
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$216,370
0.0
$216,370
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: State Agency Services, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $989
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $88,496
Justification: The SAS operating budget is projected to need the entire appropriation for FY 2017-18,
which is necessary to pay for computer equipment as well as training for the program staff, as well as
any additional operating need for staff implementing the HRIS.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$88,496
0.0
$88,496
$0
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$88,496
0.0
$88,496
$0
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($989)
0.0
($989)
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$989
0.0
$989
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Employee Benefits Services, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $84,811
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $837,446
Justification: The Employee Benefits Services program has ramped up the staffing in this personal
services line in preparation for the HRIS implementation, which begins shortly. This personal services
line not only funds the ongoing function of running the employee benefit services statewide, it also
includes the lead position for the coordination and orchestration of the HRIS implementation across all
the state agencies. It is crucial that this line receives the full requested appropriation in order to keep
up with the planned timeline for HRIS implementation. Any reduction to the appropriation in the
Employee Benefit Services personal services line would delay or potentially prevent the HRIS
implementation altogether.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$836,869
12.0
$0
$836,869
$0
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$837,446
12.0
$0
$837,446
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request

($84,811)
0.0
$0
($84,811)
$0
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$84,811
0.0
$0
$84,811
$0
$0

Program Name: Employee Benefits Services, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $3,986
DPA Requested Reduction: $3,986 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $54,338
Justification: The program believes that the planned expenses for Employee Benefit Services in FY
2017-18 can be absorbed within the reduced appropriation of $54,338 as recommended by JBC Staff.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$58,324
0.0
$0
$58,324
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$58,324
0.0
$0
$58,324
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($3,986)
0.0
$0
($3,986)
$0
$0

Comeback
Request
($3,986)
0.0
$0
($3,986)
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Employee Benefit Services, Utilization Review
JBC Adopted Reduction: $15,000
DPA Requested Reduction: $15,000 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $25,000
Justification: The program utilizes this line item to pay for contractual services. The program
believes the reduced appropriation recommended by JBC Staff will be sufficient to cover the planned
expenses for FY 2017-18.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$40,000
0.0
$0
$40,000
$0
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$40,000
0.0
$0
$40,000
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($15,000)
0.0
$0
($15,000)
$0
$0

Comeback
Request

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

($15,000)
0.0
$0
($15,000)
$0
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Risk Management Services, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $80,546
DPA Requested Reduction: $80,546 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $767,321
Justification: Based on current projections, the Risk Management program believes that it will be able
to make accommodations in other areas in an effort to absorb the JBC Staff recommended reduction of
$80,546, however, should the workload change significantly the Department will request additional
resources through the normal budget process.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$847,621
11.5
$0
$0
$847,621
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$847,867
11.5
$0
$0
$847,867
$0

JBC
Action
($80,546)
0.0
$0
$0
($80,546)
$0

Comeback
Request

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

($80,546)
0.0
$0
$0
($80,546)
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Risk Management Services, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $5,888
DPA Requested Reduction: $5,888 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $62,539
Justification: The program believes that the reduction of $5,888 recommended by JBC Staff can be
managed within the expenses line for FY 2017-18, based on current projections.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$68,427
0.0
$0
$0
$68,427
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$68,427
0.0
$0
$0
$68,427
$0

JBC
Action
($5,888)
0.0
$0
$0
($5,888)
$0

Comeback
Request

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

($5,888)
0.0
$0
$0
($5,888)
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: State Personnel Board, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $1,320
DPA Requested Reduction: $1,320 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $19,185
Justification: JBC staff recommendation for this line item is a 6.4% General Fund reduction or a
$1,320 reduction to a $20,505 line. The Board functions on a tight operating budget and while this
reduction is significant, the Board feels it is manageable.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$20,505
0.0
$20,505
$0
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$20,505
0.0
$20,505
$0
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($1,320)
0.0
($1,320)
$0
$0
$0

Comeback
Request
($1,320)
0.0
($1,320)
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Central Services, Administration, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $35,118
DPA Requested Reduction: $18,000
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $671,236
Justification: Within this line item the Department had an executive level retirement which freed up
spending authority. Additionally, this retirement along with another management level vacancy has led
to vacancy savings in previous years. The Department has filled all vacant positions and at full-fill the
Department is able to absorb $18,000 in a spending authority reduction within this personal services
line item.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$689,236
8.0
$0
$0
$689,236
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$689,236
8.0
$0
$0
$689,236
$0

JBC
Action
($35,118)
0.0
$0
$0
($35,118)
$0

Comeback
Request
($18,000)
0.0
$0
$0
($18,000)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$17,118
0.0
$0
$0
$17,118
$0

Program Name: Central Services, Administration, Operating Expense
JBC Adopted Reduction: $3,746
DPA Requested Reduction: $3,746 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $40,254 as recommended by JBC Staff
Justification: This line item is entirely reappropriated fund spending authority. Since revenue to fund
operating expense in this line is generated within Integrated Document Solutions, Fleet Management,
and Capital Complex the Department minimizes expense as much as reasonable. This spending
authority reduction is absorbable.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$44,000
0.0
$0
$0
$44,000
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$44,000
0.0
$0
$0
$44,000
$0

JBC
Action
($3,746)
0.0
$0
$0
($3,746)
$0

Comeback
Request
($3,746)
0.0
$0
$0
($3,746)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Integrated Document Solutions, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $230,203
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $6,399,762
Justification: Integrated Document Solutions (IDS) personal services line item utilizes a significant
amount of temporary service labor in order to rapidly scale operations for a number of its services,
including, but not limited to, tax processing and election petition verification for the Secretary of State.
The Department is currently projected to fully utilize the personal service spending authority as a
result of current volume projections. These jobs are highly variable and difficult to project, therefore
the Department relies on the spending authority availability in order to process the volume of work
within the statutory time frames for a given service, without emergency budgetary action.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$6,378,093
99.1
$0
$141,615
$6,236,478
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$6,399,762
99.1
$0
$141,615
$6,258,147
$0

JBC
Action

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request

($230,203)
0.0
$0
$0
($230,203)
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$230,203
0.0
$0
$0
$230,203
$0

Program Name: Integrated Document Solutions, Operating
JBC Adopted Reduction: $365,550
DPA Requested Reduction: $365,550 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $6,078,937 as recommended by JBC Staff
Justification: Integrated Document Solutions (IDS) operating line item has been intentionally over
appropriated in reappropriated spending authority in order to allow the program to scale operations to
current business needs and fluctuating market costs of goods without budgetary action. Based on
current projections it appears the Department can absorb the spending authority decrease of $365,550.
However, should business needs change the Department will request additional resources through the
normal budget process.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$6,386,575
0.0
$0
$240,313
$6,146,262
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$6,444,487
0.0
$0
$240,313
$6,204,174
$0

JBC
Action
($365,550)
0.0
$0
$0
($365,550)
$0

Comeback
Request
($365,550)
0.0
$0
$0
($365,550)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Integrated Document Solutions, Commercial Print
JBC Adopted Reduction: $366,740
DPA Requested Reduction: $366,740 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $1,733,260
Justification: Integrated Document Solutions (IDS) Commercial Print line item has been intentionally
over appropriated in reappropriated spending authority in order to accommodate other State entities
utilizing commercial print services at a better rate through IDS. Based on current projections it appears
the Department can absorb the spending authority decrease of $366,740. However, should any
department’s commercial printing needs increase unexpectedly IDS may not be able to provide the
service if IDS has fully expended the spending authority in the commercial print line item.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$2,100,000
0.0
$0
$0
$2,100,000
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$2,100,000
0.0
$0
$0
$2,100,000
$0

JBC
Action
($366,740)
0.0
$0
$0
($366,740)
$0

Comeback
Request
($366,740)
0.0
$0
$0
($366,740)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Integrated Document Solutions, IDS Postage
JBC Adopted Reduction: $544,043
DPA Requested Reduction: $544,043 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $7,977,818
Justification: Integrated Document Solutions (IDS) Postage line item has been intentionally over
appropriated in reappropriated spending authority in order to allow the program to scale operations to
the current business needs of other state agencies without budgetary action. Based on current
projections it appears the Department can absorb the spending authority decrease of $544,043.
However, should business needs change the Department will request additional resources through the
normal budget process.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$8,495,928
0.0
$0
$740,298
$7,755,630
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$8,521,861
0.0
$0
$740,298
$7,781,563
$0

JBC
Action
($544,043)
0.0
$0
$0
($544,043)
$0

Comeback
Request
($544,043)
0.0
$0
$0
($544,043)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Fleet Management Program and Motor Pool Services, Fuel and Automotive Supplies
JBC Adopted Reduction: $350,382
DPA Requested Reduction: $350,382 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $20,649,618
Justification: Fleet Management Program and Motor Pool Service, Fuel and Automotive Supplies line
item has been intentionally over appropriated in reappropriated spending authority in order to allow
the program to scale operations to current business needs and fluctuating market costs of goods
without budgetary action. Based on current projections it appears the Department can absorb the
spending authority decrease of $350,382. However, should business needs change the Department will
request additional resources through the normal budget process.
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FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$21,000,000
0.0
$0
$0
$21,000,000
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$21,000,000
0.0
$0
$0
$21,000,000
$0

JBC
Action

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request

($350,382)
0.0
$0
$0
($350,382)
$0

($350,382)
0.0
$0
$0
($350,382)
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Financial Operations and Reporting, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $103,720
DPA Requested Reduction: No reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $2,789,931
Justification: Over the course of the last few fiscal years, the Financial Operations and Reporting line,
in concert with the CORE Operations line item, has largely funded the staff who have implemented
and become statewide authorities on the CORE system. This line item has experienced high turnover
as a result of those statewide authorities being recruited by other state agencies. In the next fiscal year,
the staff funded by this line item will be heavily involved in the complex implementation of the HRIS,
time and leave, and the lag payroll implementation. Additionally, the staff within this group continue
to have to manage the complex requirements established by the General Accounting Standards Board.
Finally, the Department’s State Fiscal Rules are due to have a rule making this year, which will
require all positions to be filled to complete this rule review process. In addition, this line item will
play a critical role in the migration from a commercial cloud to a National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) compliant cloud server for the hosting of the State’s financial data in CORE.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF
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$2,730,354
29.5
$2,508,988
$221,366
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$2,789,931
30.3
$2,568,565
$221,366
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($103,720)
0.0
($104,168)
$448
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$103,720
0.0
$104,168
($448)
$0
$0
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Program Name: Financial Operations and Reporting, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $1,161
DPA Requested Reduction: $1,161 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $138,886
Justification: The Financial Operations and Reporting group operates on a tight operating budget, and
reductions of this magnitude are the difference between buying a staff person a new computer and
utilizing older equipment. That said, the program will find a way to absorb this reduction.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$139,334
0.0
$0
$139,334
$0
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$140,047
0.0
$713
$139,334
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($1,161)
0.0
($713)
($448)
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
($1,161)
0.0
($713)
($448)
$0
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: Procurement and Contracts, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $99,947
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $1,560,828
Justification: Over the past few fiscal years, the Department has been gearing up for the Procurement
Modernization initiative. This has required that several positions within this line item be held open
longer than would otherwise be the case due to the specific qualifications needed for these statewide
authority positions. This program is projected to be fully staffed in FY 2017-18, and will be
implementing Procurement Modernization and associated rule making. The Department had planned
for and anticipates absorbing all of the training and other work load associated with the Department’s
Procurement Modernization efforts within our appropriations, but the proposed reductions to this line
item would impact the level of services provided for training, implementation, creating guidance, and
rule makings. Additionally, this program is currently projected to be fully expended in FY 2017-18,
and a reduction of this magnitude may require a layoff plan if implemented.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF
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$1,560,828
17.7
$0
$1,560,828
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$1,560,828
17.7
$0
$1,560,828
$0
$0

JBC
Action
($99,947)
0.0
$0
($99,947)
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$99,947
0.0
$0
$99,947
$0
$0
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Program Name: Procurement and Contracts, Operating Expenses
JBC Adopted Reduction: $975
DPA Requested Reduction: $975 as recommended by JBC Staff
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $37,309
Justification: This line item supports the operations of the State Purchasing and Contracts Unit. This
unit is planning for the statewide implementation of Procurement Modernization, and therefore will be
utilizing this appropriation for travel and other related costs. However, the program believes that it
will be able to make accommodations in other areas in an effort to absorb this reduction.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total

$38,284
0.0
$0
$38,284
$0
$0

FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request

JBC
Action

$38,284
0.0
$0
$38,284
$0
$0

($975)
0.0
$0
($975)
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
($975)
0.0
$0
($975)
$0
$0

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Program Name: CORE Operations, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $139,243
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $1,796,120
Justification: With the implementation of CORE and the establishment of business operations within
the Department, the CORE Personal Services line has experienced turnover of seven positions in the
last two years in a 21.3 FTE line, leading to reversions in this line item. Additionally, vacancies are
filled as soon as possible, as the CORE team will be working to perform several business critical
upgrades in the next three years. These project time lines have been based on full-fill of all available
FTE with in this line. These upgrades include the migration from a commercial cloud to a National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) compliant cloud server for the hosting of the State’s
financial data in CORE. As well as the upgrade of CORE from 3.9.0 to 3.11.1 which will allow the
State to continue to implement best business practices within the State’s financial processes.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

March 20, 2017

$1,793,977
21.3
$0
$406,672
$1,387,305
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$1,796,120
21.3
$0
$406,672
$1,389,448
$0

JBC
Action
($139,243)
0.0
$0
$0
($139,243)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$139,243
0.0
$0
$0
$139,243
$0
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Program Name: Administrative Courts, Personal Services
JBC Adopted Reduction: $39,638
DPA Requested Reduction: No Reduction
DPA Requested Final Appropriation: $3,787,494
Justification: This personal services line is currently projected to be over-spent in FY 2017-18, which
this includes a projection for two temporary employees to perform data migration and clean up during
the case management system transition to the program’s new ECAM system. The OAC has had a
higher than normal amount of vacancies in the past two years experiencing turnover of eight positions
in a 44.5 FTE line, several of which were retirements of long time OAC employees.

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

March 20, 2017

$3,787,494
44.5
$0
$105,916
$3,681,578
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$3,787,494
44.5
$0
$105,916
$3,681,578
$0

JBC
Action
($39,683)
0.0
$0
$0
($39,683)
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$39,683
0.0
$0
$0
$39,683
$0
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Budget Request Comeback
Department:
Title:

Local Affairs
R-01 Housing Development Grant (HDG) Program

Affordable Housing Grants and Loans Line Item
FY 2017-18 Base
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$20,228,793
0.0
$8,200,000
$0
$0
$12,028,793

FY 2017-18
Change
Request
$2,000,000
0.0
$2,000,000
$0
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$2,000,000
0.0
$2,000,000
$0
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
($2,000,000)
0.0
($2,000,000)
$0
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department requested an additional $2.0 million General Fund annually for the Housing
Development Grant Fund beginning in FY 2017-18 for the development of an estimated 250
additional affordable housing units.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted not to fund this request for FY 2017-18.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the Committee revisit this action
and approve the Department’s request.
Funds within this request will be targeted toward low-income households across Colorado that spend
more than 50% of their income on housing, including veterans, seniors and households in communities
at risk of gentrification. With this request, the Department expects to annually provide a total of 1,400
affordable housing units with HDG funding.
The demand for affordable housing far exceeds the available financial resources the State can provide
given the growing disparity between housing costs and household income. Colorado currently has the
14th highest housing wage in the country. In recent years, Colorado has experienced an ongoing and
long-term tightening in the apartment market driven by rising demand and a scarcity in rental units.
Because the formation of new households has exceeded the number of new housing units in each year
from 2008 to 2015 (for a total deficit of 109,727 units over that time), the rental market will continue
to tighten. Additional factors to consider:
• More than 800,000 wage earners, the bottom 1/3 of all Coloradan workers, make an average
$22,165 per year.
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• Presently, 108,970 renter households earning less than 30% AMI spend 50% or more of their
income on housing. At 30% AMI, there is one affordable unit available for every six
households.
• By 2020, Colorado’s population between the ages 65 to 74 will be almost double the national
average. This dramatic shift increases the need for more affordable and adaptable housing;
31,885 senior renters and homeowners earn less than 30% AMI and spend at least 50% of their
income on housing.
• Many Colorado communities are experiencing gentrification which displaces low-income
families.
The goal of producing more affordable housing units is to offer housing for a full range of incomes,
supporting these households in their quest for better jobs, services, and stability. Affordable housing
communities offer a range of rents, locations with transportation options, and are close to schools,
jobs, and supportive services.
The Housing Pipeline includes a full range of housing projects that require funding, including housing
for persons earning a moderate wage (which features less of a per unit development subsidy), and
housing for persons with disabilities or the homeless (which requires a higher per unit subsidy). The
Housing Pipeline list currently exceeds 7,334 units statewide with anticipated funding needs of
approximately $73.2 million for a period of just two years. This is an evolving list that is updated
quarterly and is based on what housing developers anticipate they can achieve if resources are
available. The Department’s FY 2017-18 goal of 3,350 new affordable units is modest (this goal is
based on both current and new funding), but a goal that is designed to be realistic for new construction
of units that will not overwhelm existing supply in any submarkets.
Economic Outcomes
Increasing the supply of affordable housing provides economic benefits to both the State and local
governments by leveraging other sources of funding, and creating new jobs which generate income for
Colorado residents and tax revenue to state and local governments.
•

The FY 2015-16 Division of Housing investment in new construction and rehabilitation
projects of nearly $7.4 million was leveraged by over $214 million in funding from other
sources, a leveraging ratio of 30:1.

•

Of the $7.4 million invested in FY 2015-16, nearly $2.7 million was leveraged by $60 million
from other sources in five development projects that will serve homeless populations.

•

The average award of Housing Development Grant funds and Housing Investment Trust Funds
was approximately $7,600 per unit for these new construction and rehabilitation projects,
compared to over $181,000 per unit in leveraged funds.

The 2014 Housing Colorado report, “Driving a Vibrant Economy: Housing’s Role in Colorado’s
Economic Success,” and the 2015 National Association of Home Builders’ report, “The Economic
Impact of Homebuilding in a Typical State: Income, Jobs and Taxes Generated” analyzed the
economic impacts of affordable housing development. The studies make a compelling case for strong
return on invested public funds.
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The Division of Housing’s FY 2015-16 Housing Development Grant program funded 1,157 affordable
housing units. Of these, 934 are rental units (534 new construction units and 400 rehabilitation units)
and 35 are new construction for-sale units, with the remainder of the projects consisting of down
payment assistance, single-family owner-occupied rehabilitation, emergency shelter, landlord/tenant
counseling and landlord recruitment programs.
According to the Housing Colorado report, the one‐year economic impacts of building and
rehabilitating the 934 rental housing units funded with FY 2015-16 Housing Development Grants
include:
•
•
•

Over $141 million in income for Colorado residents;
Nearly 23 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments; and
Over 1,693 jobs in Colorado.

The additional annually recurring impacts of building the 534 new rental housing units funded with
FY 2015-16 Housing Development Grants include:
•
•
•

Over $13.3 million in income for Colorado residents;
Over $2.8 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments; and
Over 181 jobs in Colorado.

According to the National Association of Home Builders’ report, the one-year economic impacts of
building the 35 for-sale units funded with FY 2015-16 Housing Development Grants include:
•
•
•

Over $10.6 million in income for Colorado residents;
Over $2.1 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments; and
Over 146 jobs in Colorado.

If this request is not funded, seniors and other low income individuals and families across the state
who cannot afford the cost of housing are at risk of homelessness. The public cost of homelessness
through emergency room visits, incarceration, detoxification, and inpatient/outpatient hospital care is
estimated at $31,545 per person annually, as last reported in Colorado in 2006 and substantiated by
multiple national studies since as footnoted. 1

1

ScholarlyCommons: http://repository.upenn.edu/spp_papers/65
http://www.coloradocoalition.org/!userfiles/housing/denver_housing_first_study.pdf
1
Jocelyn Fontaine et al., “Supportive Housing for Returning Prisoners: Outcomes and Impacts of the Returning Home
Ohio Pilot Project,” Urban Institute, August 2012,
http://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/alfresco/publicationpdfs/412632-Supportive-Housing-for-Returning-PrisonersOutcomes-and-Impacts-of-the-Returning-Home-Ohio-PilotProject.PDF.
1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3558756/pdf/AJPH.2012.300867.pdf
1
http://shnny.org/uploads/Florida-Homelessness-Report-2014.pdf
1
Saul, Amanda, Senior Program Director, Enterprise Community Partners, Inc.; Weller, Maggie, MS, Project Manager,
Center for Outcomes Research and Education; and Vartanian, Keri, PhD, Associate Research Scientist, Center for
Outcomes Research and Education. Health in Housing: Exploring the Intersection Between Housing and Healthcare.
February 2016. (Page 20)
1
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Budget Request Comeback
Department:
Title:

Local Affairs
R-03 Permanent Supportive Housing for Behavioral Health Consumers

Affordable Housing Grants and Loans Line Item
FY 2017-18 Base
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$20,228,793
0.0
$8,200,000
$0
$0
$12,028,793

FY 2017-18
Change
Request
$4,000,000
1.0
$0
$4,000,000
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$4,000,000
1.0
$0
$4,000,000
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
($4,000,000)
(1.0)
$0
($4,000,000)
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
Beginning in FY 2017-18, the Department, in collaboration with the Department of Human Services,
requested $4.0 million from the Marijuana Tax Cash Fund (MTCF) to support the development of
approximately 354 new units of service-enriched supportive housing paired with 300 housing
vouchers for behavioral health consumers.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted not to fund this request for FY 2017-18.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the Committee revisit this action
and approve the Department’s request.
The behavioral health consumers affected by this request are expected to include people exiting and at
risk of entering Colorado Mental Health Institutes, ex-offenders or diversions from incarceration, and
homeless individuals with severe mental illness. The request includes 1.0 FTE to administer the
funding through the underwriting of projects and programs, and the long-term management of the
housing vouchers. Additionally, the Department will contract with a Housing Navigator that will
connect clients with services, agencies and housing providers to ensure client needs are being met and
clients are achieving the goal of housing stability rather than cycling through hospitals, jails, detox,
and possibly homelessness.
In its original decision item, the Department requested that the JBC sponsor legislation to expand the
use of marijuana funds to include housing services for individuals within the behavioral health system
or at risk of entering the behavioral health system. During the Figure Setting presentation, JBC
members expressed concern that this request cannot be funded from marijuana revenues in the MTCF
based on current statutory authority. Out of an abundance of caution, OSPB suggested a modification
to Section 39-28.8-501 (IV), C.R.S., to add housing-related initiatives to the list of purposes for
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legalized marijuana revenues. However, we do not believe a change to statute is necessary to approve
this request using the MTCF based current statutory language. Section 39-28.8-501 (IV) (C), C.R.S.,
currently allows appropriations from the MTCF “to treat and provide related services to people with
any type of substance use disorder, including those with co-occurring disorders…” As noted in JBC
staff’s presentation, a high percentage of the population being targeted with this request is dual
diagnosed with substance use disorders and so the request does fit within current statutory authority to
use the MTCF.
The individuals targeted by this request are those most in need, the disabled. In 2016 alone there were
approximately 3,850 people with severe mental illness, reported through sources such as the annual
Point in Time homeless count (1,877 people), exiting DOC into homelessness (1,800 people) and in
the State’s Mental Health Institutes (MHI) (180 people) ready to transition to community living but
lacking a supportive home. Behavioral health consumers who are homeless or who want to return to
the community after receiving care in an institution face particular barriers in securing housing.
Supportive Housing is an evidence-based model and highly effective strategy that combines affordable
housing with intensive coordinated services, and it is a proven solution to the problem of finding safe,
stable housing for people with behavioral health issues.
The Department’s request addresses an acute need for our most vulnerable citizens and results in cost
avoidance to the State. The State of Colorado spends $666 per day, or $243,090 per year, for a bed at
the Colorado Mental Health Institute at Pueblo, one of Colorado’s state-operated inpatient
psychiatric hospitals. The average length of stay at the Pueblo hospital is 192 days compared to the
Fort Logan average stay of 101 days, according to Colorado’s Office of Behavioral Health (OBH).
The OBH reports that in 2016, there were approximately 180 individuals ready to transition from a
state hospital to community living but were unable to transition due to lack of available supportive
housing. The State’s lack of supportive housing for behavioral health consumers prolongs these costly
stays rather than offering more cost efficient supportive environments for people to return to their
home communities.
As the need for civil inpatient treatment continues to increase, both Colorado Mental Health Institutes
are experiencing an increase in demand for civil beds. According to information compiled and
reported via the 2015 “Colorado Office of Behavioral Health Needs Analysis – Current Status,
Strategic Positioning, and Future Planning,” project, conducted by the Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education, “for every civil admission at Colorado Mental Health Institute at Fort Logan,
there are three additional people [waiting], and at Colorado Mental Health Institute at Pueblo there are
1.5 individuals waiting per bed.”
In addition to prolonged stays at costly hospitals and institutions, state and local governments spend
as much as $175 per day or $63,808 per year for a high cost homeless person living on the street.
Over 60% of this population is struggling with a significant mental illness and/or substance use. This
cycle is compounded by the State’s shortage of inpatient psychiatric beds, which results in individuals
in crisis remaining in less than ideal housing, like jails or homelessness, while awaiting an appropriate
placement.
The State of Colorado spends millions of dollars each year keeping Colorado’s most vulnerable
citizens in institutional settings and/or languishing in homelessness due to a lack of appropriate
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housing placements. The Department is charged in state statute with serving as the sole state agency
for the purpose of administering and distributing financial housing assistance to persons in low- and
moderate-income households and to persons with disabilities and assist such persons in obtaining
housing, including rental assistance.
Permanent Supportive Housing Program in DOLA:
DHS and DOC
Refer program participants/tenants to DOLA for PSH or
RRH

DOLA, Division of Housing (DOH)
Utilize existing contracts with Service Providers in
partnership with DHS

Housing Voucher Administrator & Service
Provider
Community Mental Health Centers, Community
Centered Boards, Independent Living Centers, nonprofits, Permanent Supportive Housing Owners

Services
Mental health & substance use
treatment, case management and
employment counseling

Housing Voucher Payment

Lease
Landlord

March 20, 2017
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Budget Request Comeback
Department:
Title:

Local Affairs
R-04 Permanent Supportive Housing and Rapid Re-Housing

Affordable Housing Grants and Loans Line Item
FY 2017-18 Base
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF
RF
FF

$20,228,793
0.0
$8,200,000
$0
$0
$12,028,793

FY 2017-18
Change
Request
$12,319,900
1.0
$0
$12,319,900
$0
$0

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$12,319,900
1.0
$0
$12,319,900
$0
$0

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
($12,319,900)
(1.0)
$0
($12,319,900)
$0
$0

Summary of Initial Request:
Beginning in FY 2017-18, the Department requested $12,319,900 per year from the Marijuana Tax
Cash Fund (MTCF) to support, over the first five years of funding, the Department’s goal to build
1,200 new permanent supportive housing (PSH) units for chronically homeless individuals and 600
rapid rehousing (RRH) units for individuals experiencing episodic homelessness. The request
includes 1.0 FTE that will provide oversight of the program through underwriting of newly
constructed units or administering housing vouchers.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted not to fund this request for FY 2017-18.
OSPB Comeback:
OSPB respectfully requests that the Committee revisit this action and approve the Department’s
request.
Background / Need
The State of Colorado has a homelessness crisis. The 2016 Point-in-Time reported that 10,550
individuals are homeless in Colorado. Of these individuals, 1,829 are chronically homeless, 1,181 are
veterans and 810 are youth. In addition, the Department of Corrections (DOC) reports it releases on
average 150 individuals monthly to homelessness, and the Department of Human Services (DHS)
estimates 1,500 behavioral health patients are homeless at any given time.
The Department is coordinating with state agency partners including the Departments of Corrections
and Human Services, and the Governor’s Office, as well as other local and state partners (“the
Colorado Homeless Partnership”) to provide an efficient and coordinated approach. The plan
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ultimately aims to reduce recidivism in the criminal justice system and to mental health institutions
and homelessness for the state’s highest utilizers of those systems.
Dozens of studies over the last 20 years have quantified the ways homeless individuals utilize various
public systems, including hospitals, emergency rooms, psychiatric hospitals, shelters, jails and prisons.
Costs associated with homelessness 1 include the following:
• $666/day or $243,090/yr for a bed at Colorado’s state psychiatric hospitals.
• $56.02/day or $20,447/yr is spent per inmate in Colorado correctional facilities.
• $175/day or $63,808/yr is spent by public agencies on detox, jails, and emergency rooms for
the chronically homeless.
• YouthLink reported a $248,182 lifetime taxpayer cost and a $613,182 social cost of a homeless
youth. 2
Department’s Plan
This initiative will be implemented using several approaches including the acquisition and/or
rehabilitation of properties, new construction of properties, and scattered site rental assistance. The
Department has vast experience with incorporating service-enriched housing into communities. These
developments will be zoned multifamily residential and community input will be welcomed and
encouraged. The length of housing assistance and the intensity of supportive services will vary based
on individuals’ needs.
The Department proposes to use two housing models to serve Colorado’s most vulnerable residents:
1) The Rapid Re-Housing (RRH) model expedites the process of connecting households
experiencing homelessness to permanent housing options through a client-centered support system
that offers rental assistance for up to two years and targeted supportive services in order to solve
the practical and immediate challenges to obtaining permanent housing. RRH units will be used as
transitional housing for DOC referrals for up to two years as they develop their education/job
skills, secure employment, and lease housing on the open market.
2) The Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) model is affordable, community-based housing that
provides tenants with intensive supportive services. Residents are mostly permanently disabled
and more than likely to qualify as chronically homeless. This housing is primarily for dual
diagnosed individuals and at-risk youth with mental health disabilities, substance abuse disorders,
or special needs who lack stable housing or are at risk of becoming chronically homelessness. The
referrals are from both DOC and DHS.

1.
2.

Colorado Department of Human Services, Office of Behavioral Health, and Colorado Department of Corrections, and Denver
Health.
The Economic Burden of Youth Experiencing Homelessness and the Financial Case for Investing in Intervention to Change
People’s Lives, Steven Foldes, PhD. & Andrea Lubov, PhD. YouthLink, April 6, 2015
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Rapid Rehousing (RRH) and Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) Programs in DOLA:
DHS and DOC
Refer program participants/tenants to DOLA for PSH or
RRH

DOLA, Division of Housing (DOH)
Utilize existing contracts with Service Providers in
partnership with DHS

Housing Voucher Administrator & Service
Provider
Community Mental Health Centers, Community
Centered Boards, Independent Living Centers, nonprofits, Permanent Supportive Housing Owners

Services
Mental health & substance use
treatment, case management and
employment counseling

Housing Voucher Payment

Lease
Landlord

Program
Participant/Tenant

The request includes funding for supportive services including case management and employment
counseling. The Department will work with DHS to identify gaps in service provision within the
current Medicaid and/or DHS Block Grant Funding structure. The Department is not the expert in
service provision. Therefore, it plans to build off of existing contracts with disability service providers,
whether for housing vouchers or gap funding for permanent supportive housing. This will allow for a
single application and contract process for both housing and services. The Department will consult
both DHS’s Office of Behavioral Health and the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing on
these decisions to prevent any duplication of funds.
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Use of Marijuana Tax Cash Fund
In its original decision item, the Department requested that the JBC sponsor legislation to expand the
use of marijuana funds to include housing services for individuals dealing with substance use disorder
and homelessness. During the Figure Setting presentation, JBC members expressed concern that this
request cannot be funded from marijuana revenues in the MTCF based on current statutory authority.
Out of an abundance of caution, OSPB suggested a modification to Section 39-28.8-501 (IV), C.R.S.,
to add housing-related initiatives to the list of purposes for legalized marijuana revenues. However, we
do not believe a change to statute is necessary to approve this request using the MTCF based on
current statutory language. Section 39-28.8-501 (IV) (C), C.R.S., currently allows appropriations from
the MTCF “. . . to treat and provide related services to people with any type of substance use disorder,
including those with co-occurring disorders…”. A high percentage of the population being targeted
with this request is dual diagnosed with substance use disorders and so the request does fit within
current statutory authority to use the MTCF.
The Department will work with its State partners to ensure that individuals identified and referred to
this program have a primary or co-occurring substance use disorder allowing for the use of the
Marijuana Tax Cash Fund without the need for additional legislation.
Expected Outcomes
Ultimately, a long-term investment would result in systems cost avoidance and reduced homelessness
for Colorado’s highest utilizers of emergency systems and state institutions. This includes making
homelessness rare, brief and non-recurring, especially for chronically homeless individuals and
veterans. For both residents of PSH and RRH, the ultimate goal is to live as independent of supportive
services and public subsidy as possible.
The economic and social benefits of permanent supportive housing are well documented.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

•

Up to 70% of homeless persons are diagnosed as having a substance abuse problem. 3

•

Medical and jail costs can be reduced by 40% annually, saving taxpayers up to $36,000 for
each homeless person. 4

•

After one year of housing residents are 3 times less likely to be abusing drugs. 5

•

80% detox service reduction and 50% reduction in jail use for homeless after one year of
supportive housing. 6

•

This investment is expected to leverage nearly $330 million of non-state funds.

•

Expect 60% of participants will successfully complete the program and will transform into
independence. 7

Substance Use Outcomes Among Homeless Clients with Serious Mental Illness: Comparing Housing First with treatment First
Programs, Community Mental Health Journal, Jan. 2010, pg 228
WA Pilot Study of the Impact of Housing First & Supportive Housing for Intensive Users of Hospitalization and Sobering Services,
American Journal of Public Health, Feb 2013, pg 316 … Numbers are conservative averages from many other sources.
Substance Use Outcomes Among Homeless Clients with Serious Mental Illness: Comparing Housing First with treatment First
Programs, Community Mental Health Journal, Jan. 2010, pg 230
Factors Leading to Success in Permanent Supportive Housing, SAMSHA, Aug. 2011, pg 6
Assumption made based on results of existing PSH programs, including S+C and CSHARP.
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•

Over the first five years the public cost avoidance ranges between $160 million to $206
million.8

The anticipated cost avoidance for breaking this cycle of homelessness ranges between $160 million to
$206 million over the first five years, which equates to an annual average of between $32 million and
$41 million. This reduction will come through reduced recidivism in prisons, fewer recurrent stays in
jail, fewer readmissions to state hospitals and emergency rooms, and reduced unemployment cost.
Additionally, based on a $12.3 million annual budget, the Department expects to invest $39 million on
acquisition and housing new construction in the first five years. This investment is expected to
leverage nearly $330 million of non-state funds.
Results First Analysis
At the request of JBC staff, Colorado Results First completed a benefit-cost analysis of the
Department of Local Affair’s proposed Permanent Supportive Housing program described in their FY
2017-18 budget request (R-4), utilizing Colorado’s anticipated program costs. Permanent Supportive
Housing is an effective program at reducing homelessness. The benefit-cost analysis, however, does
not show a positive return on investment, with a return of $0.16 for every dollar invested.
The benefits of Permanent Supportive Housing are likely underestimated, as the benefits data in the
model is limited. The Colorado Results First team had not previously done benefit-cost analyses of
any programs that aim to reduce homelessness, because of this data limitation in the model. For
example, the model does not monetize benefits associated with reduced homelessness at this time,
including benefits associated with:
•

Home ownership,

•

Increased earning power,

•

Improved psychological well-being of the homeless individual, and,

•

Improved psychological well-being of the community at large due to feelings of well-being
given reduced homelessness.

Additionally, research indicates that Permanent Supportive Housing is more likely to be cost-effective
when high-risk, high-needs individuals are placed into housing. This is the population that the
Department of Local Affairs will target with the Permanent Supportive Housing funding requested in
R-4. The research used in the Results First model is not specific to individuals that are high-utilizers of
government services, however. Therefore, the program being proposed by the Department of Local
Affairs is more likely to have positive outcomes and a better benefit-cost analysis than what is
anticipated in the model.
Finally, Colorado Results First does not recommend basing a funding decision solely on benefit-cost
analyses, but rather taking into account other considerations such as the need for the program; the
effectiveness of the program; whether there are alternative options; and the overall benefits of the
program to both individuals and society as whole.
8.

Flaming, Daniel; Lee, Susan; Burns, Patrick; and Sumner, Gerald. Getting Home: Outcomes from the Housing High Cost
Homeless Hospital Patients.2013 study conducted by the Economic Roundtable and Corporation for Supportive Housing
http://www.coloradocoalition.org/!userfiles/housing/denver_housing_first_study.pdf
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Decision Item Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Health Care Policy and Financing
Pueblo Regional Center Corrective Action Plan Request

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF
CF*
RF
FF

$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$543,379
1.8
$271,690
$0
$0
$271,689

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
0.0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$543,379
1.8
$271,690
$0
$0
$271,689

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$543,379
1.8
$271,690
$0
$0
$271,689

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department submitted two requests related to regional centers: the R-10 “Regional Center Task
Force Recommendation Implementation” and the BA-09 “Pueblo Regional Center Corrective Action
Plan Request.”
The Department’s BA-09 request contained funding for contracted services and 1.8 FTE in FY 201718 and ongoing to bring the Department into compliance with its Corrective Action Plan (CAP) with
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) regarding incidents at the Pueblo Regional
Center (PRC).
Committee Action:
The Committee approved the Department’s R-10 request with minor adjustments during the
Department’s Office of Community Living Figure Setting, including an expansion of intensive case
management services for clients transitioning out of regional centers or intermediate care facilities
(ICF) as well as 2.0 term limited FTE to manage the RCTF recommendations and oversee ICF
operations.
The JBC tabled the BA-09 initiative in anticipation of more information from the Department and the
Department of Human Services regarding the future of regional centers, an update on the progress of
the PRC CAP and an update on the implementation and project plan related to Regional Center Task
Force recommendations.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests that the JBC approve a slightly
modified version of the Department’s R-9 request. With this revised request, funding would be used
to hire an independent contractor to complete a state-wide review of the Department’s oversight of the
Home and Community Based Services - Adult Comprehensive (HCBS-DD) Waiver, an independent
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monitor of the PRC, an internal review and data collection contractor to support the independent
monitor, a management support contractor, and two FTE to oversee the state-wide review and
monitoring of PRC and Grand Junction Regional Center (GJRC). The 2.0 FTE would be term-limited
for FY 2017-18 through FY 2019-20.
The requested funding would allow the Department to garner the necessary resources to ensure
successful completion of the PRC CAP submitted to CMS. A successful completion means the
Department’s oversight processes ensure compliance with the rules and regulations outlined in the
Department’s HCBS-DD waiver which would ensure the safety and wellbeing of members receiving
services and/or residing at regional centers, and safeguard the Department against the disallowance of
federal matching funds.
Funding to complete the PRC CAP, including FTE to manage contracts and critical incident reviews
and FTE to oversee the Grand Junction Regional Center (GJRC), is essential regardless of the future
of the regional centers. The Department is currently out of compliance with requirements in the
HCBS-DD waiver as a result of the CMS findings at PRC. Should the Department remain out of
compliance, it risks losing federal matching funds which would impose a significant cost on the State.
The Department must come into compliance as soon as possible. The requested contractors and FTE
would enable this to occur quickly.
Additionally, the position requested for GJRC would conduct on-site monitoring of the Grand Junction
Regional Center (GJRC) to ensure services are provided in full compliance with the approved HCBS
waiver at the facility as it closes. Although the safety of the Grand Junction residents has not been an
identified issue, as members are transitioned to the community or another regional center their safety
and wellbeing is the upmost importance. The onsite monitoring of an FTE would ensure processes
and procedures are followed acutely until clients are moved from the GJRC campus.
Additional Requested Information
The Joint Budget Committee (JBC) requested information from the Department and the Department of
Human Services regarding the future of regional centers, an update on the progress of the PRC CAP
and an update on the implementation and project plan related to Regional Center Task Force
recommendations. Those updates are as follows:
Update on the Future of Regional Centers
Current Colorado statute directs that the Regional Centers exist and will be operated by the
Department of Human Services. The departments assume that this existing statutory language means
that the Regional Centers will continue to exist and that HCPF will need to assure that those Regional
Centers are operated within federal regulations established by CMS. The Regional Center Task Force
had many discussions considering how the non-Regional Center delivery system could be modified to
create appropriate alternative placements to serve individuals currently residing at the Regional
Centers. This does imply that in the future, the Regional Centers might face declining census as
people who currently get admitted to the Regional Centers instead are served elsewhere. However, the
Department believes that this is likely to be a slow, incremental process and that necessary compliance
activities will be required in the interim to ensure the safety and wellbeing of members. Additionally,
referrals continue to be received from Community Centered Boards and private providers across the
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state. The Regional Center census has remained relatively stable due to transitions of people back to
private providers; however, it is clear that the role of the regional centers are to fill a gap in capacity as
indicated by ongoing referrals.
Update on Pueblo Regional Center Corrective Action Plan
•
•
•
•

PRC has not admitted any new residents since June 2016.
On December 27, 2016 CMS requested revisions to the CAP. The Department submitted
responses on March 3, 2017.
The Department contracted with the Independent Monitor in January 2017 within existing
funding. The contractor has visited PRC and has started reviewing files.
The Internal Review and Data Collection contractor is in the final stages of procurement.
Meetings have been scheduled between the two contractors to ensure cohesion in their work.

Update on Regional Center Task Force Recommendation Implementation
Recommendation
Schedule Status
Comments
In Progress / On
The waiver redesign is scheduled to be submitted in
1. Waiver Redesign
Target
FY 2017-18. This work includes work in HB 151318 “Consolidate IDD Waivers” And HB 15-1368
“Cross System Response for Behavioral Health
Crises Pilot Program.”
In Progress / On
Preliminary targets identified. This work also
2. Include persons
Target
includes HB 15-1368 “Cross System Response for
with IDD in the MH
Behavioral Health Crises Pilot Program.”
System
In Progress / On
All three Departments are actively addressing the
3. Workforce
Target
recommendation.
Development
4. Enhancing
Transition Planning
Process

In Progress / On
Target

CDHS has further enhanced the transition process.
SIS is being analyzed (SB 16-192) and RC staff are
providing transition support & training.

5. Care Coordination

On Hold

6. No Reject/no Eject
Clause

Not Started

Pending the impact of enhanced case management
services requested in the Department’s FY 2017-18
R-10 “Regional Center Task Force
Recommendation Implementation.”
Dependent upon the progress of other
recommendations.

7. Statewide Crisis
Stabilization

In Progress / On
Target

8. HCBS Compliance
Cost and Transition

In Progress / On
Target
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Further exploration of Acute Treatment Units
(ATU). This work also includes HB 15-1368 “Cross
System Response for Behavioral Health Crises Pilot
Program.”
Actuarial Study in progress. Pending the impact of
enhanced case management services.
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9. ICF Bed
Consolidation

Not Started

Dependent upon the progress of other
recommendations.

10. RCTF
Implementation and
Progress Reporting

In Progress / On
Target

Cross-Agency Operational Team meetings are
underway. Team is gathering information regarding
tasks in process.
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Figure Setting Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Human Services
Division of Youth Corrections Detention Mental Health

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
GF
Net GF

$6,579,411
$6,579,411
$6,579,411

FY 2017-18
Budget Request
$1,011,954
$1,011,954
$1,011,954

JBC Action
$480,000
$480,000
$480,000

Comeback
Request
$666,632
$666,632
$666,632

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$186,632
$186,632
$186,632

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department of Human Services requested $1,011,954 General Fund in FY 2017-18 and ongoing
for the purposes of increased contract resources to provide mental health therapeutic services to
detained juveniles. The requested appropriation is an increase of 15.4% over the FY 2016-17
appropriation, and it annualizes to $1,011,954. This represents an increase of 18.4 contracted full-time
employees across 8 different detention facilities.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee funded $480,000 to add 1.0 contracted mental health employee to each
of the 8 Division of Youth Corrections (DYC) detention facilities, for a total of 8.0 full-time
contracted positions.
OSPB Comeback:
The Office of State Planning and Budgeting respectfully requests the Committee approve a
modification to the Department’s original request for contracted mental health services at DYC
detention facilities. The modified request is for $666,632 General Fund and 11.5 contracted full-time
employees in FY 2017-18 and beyond.
In addition to the Committee action of 1.0 full-time employee per detention facility, this modified
request would add a total of 3.5 employees for four detention-only facilities. Unlike multi-purpose
facilities with combined detention and commitment services, detention-only facilities have little to no
other mental health resources. This will give youth in detention-only facilities access to mental health
services, which are more comparable to multi-purpose facilities.
The following table illustrates the modified request:
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Capacity

Requested Contracted FTE

Requested
Funding

Detention-Only

30

1.5

$86,952

Gilliam

Detention-Only

64

2.0

$115,936

Grand Mesa

Multi-Purpose

27

1.0

$57,968

Marvin Foote

Detention-Only

61

2.0

$115,936

Mount View

Multi-Purpose

41

1.0

$57,968

Platte Valley

Multi-Purpose

64

1.0

$57,968

Pueblo

Detention-Only

28

1.0

$57,968

Spring Creek

Detention-Only

51

2.0

$115,936

366

11.5

$666,632

Facility

Facility Type

Adams

Total

Background, Procurement Process, Summary:
Delivery of mental health services to youth is predicated upon a constitutional right to care (Estelle v.
Gamble 1976). Current services for detention youth are primarily focused on psychoeducation,
stabilization and crisis intervention. The Department currently contracts with Community Mental
Health Centers or private agencies to provide this limited level of services in detention facilities. The
level of services available through these contracts is inadequate to meet the needs of the population of
detained juveniles with mental health needs.
The current level of funding was established over 10 years ago and was not designed to ensure
coverage for the entire range of mental health and psychiatric care that youth present today. National
Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC) Standards require that juveniles have access to
care to meet their serious mental health needs. Without these additional staff at the detention facilities,
there will be high caseloads and it will be difficult to fully meet the mental health needs of youth in
care.
The repercussions of not providing adequate psychiatric care are experienced first-hand in facilities.
Facility milieus are negatively affected when youth with severe mental health needs are not receiving
medication evaluations, and are not subsequently prescribed medication. Youth with untreated
psychiatric needs often have greater difficulty managing their behaviors while in our care and after
they return to the community. Additionally, the provision of mental health services to youth in the
custody of the DYC is an area of liability for the Department.
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Office of State Planning and Budgeting
FY 2017-18 Figure Setting Comeback Requests
Department:
Title:

Human Services
R-01 Division of Youth Corrections Facility Staffing Phase 3 of 3

FY 2016-17
Appropriation
Total
FTE
GF

$48,863,616
845.6
$48,863,616

FY 2017-18
Budget
Request
$5,010,631
80.6
$5,010,631

JBC
Action

Comeback
Request
$0
$0
$0

$4,725,301
59.6
$4,725,301

Difference
Between Action
and Comeback
Request
$4,725,301
59.6
$4,725,301

Summary of Initial Request:
The Department originally requested $5,010,631 General Fund and 80.6 FTE in FY 2017-18, and
$8,157,750 General Fund and 137.0 FTE in FY 2018-19 and ongoing, to continue to appropriately
address staff to youth ratios in order to mitigate safety and security issues for youth and staff within
the State-operated youth corrections facilities.
Committee Action:
The Joint Budget Committee voted to deny the request in its entirety.
OSPB Comeback:
OSPB respectfully requests the Committee to consider a modification to the Department’s request for
the third phase of its program to improve staff and youth safety in Division of Youth Corrections
facilities. The modified request is for $4,725,301 General Fund and 59.6 FTE in FY 2017-18, and
$3,857,103 General Fund and 65.0 FTE in FY 2018-19 and ongoing. The modified request includes:
•

additional staff for six facilities to achieve 1:8 ratios and mitigate safety and security issues,

•

1.0 FTE for human resources support,

•

a consultant to optimize scheduling,

•

an evaluation of the Division’s programming practices, and

•

an evaluation of training and hiring practices.

The following table breaks down the cost of the modified request:
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FY 2017-18
Request

Funds

Security staff (51 CYSO I and 13
CYSO II)
Human resources staff support (1
GPIII)
Consultant for scheduling
Independent evaluation of DYC
program practices (@$175/hr for
500 hrs) for 10 facilities
Independent evaluation of hiring
and training practices (@ $175/hr
for 80 hrs) for 4 facilities

FY 2018-19
FTE

Funds

FTE

$3,560,513

58.7

$3,789,357

64.0

$67,538

0.9

$67,746

1.0

$166,250

Contract

$0

$875,000

$0

$56,000

$0

$4,725,301

59.6

$3,857,103

65.0

Summary:
These strategies/components will provide the Department with new knowledge from independent
experts on key operational topics while continuing its pursuit to be Prison Rape and Elimination Act
(PREA) compliant, although at a slower pace. This request also gives the Department access to fresh
perspectives on how to recruit, train, retain and schedule the most qualified staff available throughout
the State and how to assess current programming practices compared to other juvenile systems. This
set of four strategies will position the Division to implement the best youth corrections systems for the
youth and families of Colorado.
Additional Staff for Six Facilities
Through the first two phases of staffing increases the Department allocated all new staff across the
entire Division. This approach resulted in bringing only Spring Creek Youth Services Center
(SCYSC) within the desired 1:8 staff to youth ratio. The Department recommends measuring the
impact of 1:8 staff to youth ratio by bringing six additional facilities up to the desired ratio, with the
addition of 64.0 new security staff (prorated to 58.7 FTE in FY 2017-18 to account for the pay date
shift). The facilities are:
Facility

Facility Type

Gilliam
Marvin Foote
Pueblo
Lookout Mountain
Zebulon Pike
Platte Valley

Detention only
Detention only
Detention only
Commitment only
Commitment only
Detention and Commitment

FTE needed
to be 1:8
7
12
7
22
9
7

The impact of additional staff can be measured by comparing performance outputs before or after the
staff to youth ratio improvements. Measurable outcomes include the frequency of fights and assaults,
staff injuries, and physical management.
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The FTE are targeted at the Gilliam, Marvin Foote, Pueblo, Lookout Mountain, Zebulon Pike, and
Platte Valley facilities based on the facility type and/or assaults and fights and seclusion/restraint data.
Increases to FTE in these facilities would bring them to a staff to youth ratio of 1:8 or better. In total
with Spring Creek, the Division would then have 7 of its 10 State-operated facilities at a ratio of 1:8 or
better.
The impact of lower staff to youth ratios is evident in the recent improved outcomes at SCYSC. The
staff to youth ratio improved to 1:5 during waking hours when the facility eliminated the commitment
program (29 youth). SCYSC experienced a 73% decrease in fights and assaults between September
2016 and January 2017.
Missouri and Pennsylvania have been touted as examples of best practice and have determined that
they need a 1:6 staff to youth ratio to achieve their desired outcomes. Missouri and eleven other states
have included their 1:8 Prison Rape and Elimination Act compliant ratios in state statute. The
Executive Branch would like to continue exploring how to bring the staff to youth ratio to 1:8 in all
secure facilities by January 1, 2019. This ratio could be achieved by increasing staff, reducing the
number of commitments, or moving a greater percentage of youth from DYC secure facilities into
community placements if it could be done so appropriately.
Human Resources Staff
OSPB also requests reconsideration of 1.0 FTE for a Human Resources Generalist in the Office of
Administrative Solutions, Employment Affairs Division. This position is critical to the successful
recruitment, hiring, and delivery of various personnel functions related to supporting the additional 64
security staff (prorated 58.7 FTE in FY 2017-18). The human resources duties associated with an
additional 64 security staff (58.7 FTE) across six DYC facilities cannot be absorbed into the existing
Employment Affairs team.
Scheduling Consultant
OSPB requests that the Department contract with a scheduling consultant to optimize DYC’s use of
staff resources, reduce the need for overtime, improve flexibility in staffing, and ensure appropriate
levels of staffing to meet the needs of youth. Specifically, the consultant would complete the
following tasks:
•

Evaluate the current staffing model at each DYC facility.

•

Recommend a staffing model and scheduling process to be implemented across the Division.

Independent Evaluation of DYC Practices
OSPB requests that the Department contract with an independent evaluator to review Colorado’s
youth corrections practice to determine the most humane method or approach to keeping youth and
staff safe. Specifically, the evaluation should compare Colorado’s practice to national best practice for
juvenile corrections with similar populations. The evaluation should address DYC’s physical
management and safety protocols, treatment approach, and overall ability to maintain the safety of
youth and staff. The evaluation should also include an analysis of DYC’s outcomes for assaults,
injuries, education, recidivism, etc. in comparison to similar programs nationally.
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Evaluation of Training and Hiring Practices
OSPB requests an evaluation by an independent contractor to review DYC’s training and hiring
practices. The evaluation of DYC’s training should review the facilitation, delivery, and effectiveness
of:
•

the new employee training,

•

on-the-job field training, and

•

continuing education training.

An evaluation should also review the Division’s recruitment strategies and candidate selection
processes. Specifically, the Division would benefit from:
•

identifying the best candidates for the job requirement,

•

identifying sources of potential candidates,

•

how to appeal to candidates,

•

targeted recruitment methods, and

•

which candidates to select from the candidate pool.

This request for FTE is rooted in the Department’s efforts to increase the number of staff and improve
the quality of care provided in State secure facilities. Improved ratios will allow for direct-care staff to
work directly with youth to practice skills that will promote emotional regulation and non-violent
conflict resolution, employ restorative justice practices, and intervene in situations before they become
violent.
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