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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
FY 2014-15 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA

Monday, January 6, 2014
1:30 pm - 5:00 pm

1:30-1:50 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS
1:50-2:00  QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS

1. Please describe how the department responds to inquiries that are made to the department. How does the
department ensure that all inquiries receive a timely and accurate response?

Answer:

While there are certain groups of specialty stakeholders that respond to legislative concerns and the
media, the vast majority of public requests are routed through the office of Constituent Services. It is the
policy of the Department of Corrections (Administrative Regulation 1350-03) to provide efficient,
effective and elegant customer service through the provision of a Constituent Services Office (CSO)
which serves to coordinate timely and accurate responses to requests, inquiries, and concerns from
internal and external stakeholders on behalf of the Colorado Department of Corrections.

By policy, issues shall be investigated, resolved, and/or responded to within 30 calendar days, with each
inquiry received documented and tracked within the CSO database. It is the responsibility of the
Constituent Services Coordinator to follow up on all inquiries past the 30 day deadline to ensure for
resolution and response.

The Constituent Services Office can be reached through the link on the Department of Corrections
website, via telephone or through written correspondence.

Additionally, in 2012, the Department created an Open Records Liaison and policy to establish
consistent procedures and processes for the routing and timely response to requests for documents.

Stakeholders can contact the Constituent Services Office and/or the Open Records Liaison through the
CDOC website at www.doc.state.co.us.

2:00-2:30 DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW

2. How does the department plan for controlled maintenance? What maintenance will be required in the
future? Discuss cost issues related to older prisons.

Answer:
Plan for Controlled Maintenance
The DOC Facilities Management Services (FMS) oversees controlled maintenance and has developed
several tools to assist with the planning process including:
e Tracking the progress of current Controlled Maintenance (CM) projects;
e Planning for future CM requests at each facility with the physical plant staff and management;
e Maintaining a DOC wide Controlled Maintenance Matrix that organizes all potential CM needs
by facility and building system; and
e Developing a DOC wide prioritized project list/5 year plan.
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A CM Matrix and DOC wide prioritized project lists are created by FMS through the Annual Physical
Plant Assessment Process (APPAP). Every January each facility identifies building systems that require
corrective repairs or replacement.  The plant manager submits these projects along with detailed
information that outlines the severity of the problem, proposed solutions, preliminary cost estimates, and
suggested alternate funding sources. FMS tours with each plant manager to confirm the items requested
and to assist with prioritizing the projects by facility.

A proactive approach to identifying the long term needs for replacement or major repair of individual
building systems/equipment, i.e. roofs, HVAC, electrical, security, plumbing, etc. is also used. This
approach determines the remaining useful service life of each system, identifies those that exceed or are
near the end of service life, and includes those systems in the CM Matrix.

Some of the more specialized or complex building systems require additional professional consultant
services to verify the system condition and life expectancy. When a need for additional services of an
outside consultant is identified, those are also included on the CM Matrix.

Information gathered from FMS, facility personnel, and outside reports are used to develop a
comprehensive list of DOC projects. This list is further reviewed by the DOC Executive Staff to prioritize
the critical projects. FMS then develops CM Requests for each critical project and submits them annually
to the Office of the State Architect.

The critical projects are established and developed into CM requests for the following reasons:
e Physical condition has deteriorated or is nearing the end of its useful life,
e Functional condition of the system no longer meets the current industry standards,
and/ or
e Current codes, health, energy and/or penal standards are not met by the existing system.

The condition and performance of items not submitted to the Office of the State Architect are monitored
throughout the year by maintenance personnel and FMS, then re-prioritized each year based upon
additional degradation of the system.

Maintenance required in the future

The DOC operates 20 State Correctional Facilities comprised of 594 buildings totaling 6.8 million
square feet with an estimated current replacement value (CRV) of approximately 1.4 billion dollars.
Because DOC buildings range in age from 5 to 143 years, it is a major challenge for the Department to
maintain the complex physical plants at each unique facility. For FY 2014-15 the Department submitted
17 CM project requests totaling $13.7 million. The Five Year Plan for CM totals approximately $42.4
million and contains 44 projects.

Discuss cost issues related to older prisons

The age of the Department’s 20 facilities, not including CSP 11, span between 13 and 143 years with an
average of 40 years. Due to continued deferred maintenance, project need continues to escalate. The
ability to repair many of the DOC building systems has passed, particularly where funding for
Controlled Maintenance has been severely limited.

As stated in the Office of the State Architect, FY 2014-15 Annual Report, “Industry standards continue to
emphasize that without an annual Reinvestment Rate of 3% to 4% of the Current Replacement Value
(CRV) of a building inventory, conditions cannot be upgraded or maintained at acceptable levels and
will continue to deteriorate.” As mentioned in the previous question, the CRV for the inventory of
buildings assigned to the DOC is $1.4 billion. A Reinvestment Rate of 3% to 4% translates to $42
million to $56 million per year.
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With limited funding available for CM, the DOC has used additional methods to fund much needed
corrective repair and replacement of the aging physical plants. They include:

e Office of the State Architect Emergency Fund is used on an as-needed emergency basis
throughout the fiscal year. These projects must meet the emergency criteria that requires the
project is immediate in nature and directly affects the health, safety, and welfare of the public
as well as day-to-day operations of the agency

e Energy Performance Contracts are utilized as an alternate funding source to improve facilities
while increasing the energy efficiency of the physical plants. Energy Performance Contracts
are being used at the following DOC facilities:

0]
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Arkansas Valley Correctional Facility
Buena Vista Correctional Complex
Colorado Territorial Correctional Facility
Fremont Correctional Facility

Limon Correctional Facility

Sterling Correctional Facility

e Department Maintenance Contingency funds. A percentage of the overall DOC maintenance
operating budget is held in contingency each year to fund the unexpected emergency repairs
that are inevitably required.

The Prison Utilization Study examined the State of Colorado’s short and long term needs for prison
capacity. The study addressed the amount of capacity required and the types of beds needed, taking into
consideration operational efficiency and programmatic needs. It also addressed the Department’s needs to
rely on both state and private prisons.

3. Why is the Department's OIT spending so high? Why does the Department use so much IT? What
systems does the department have, what divisions use the IT, how many PCs does the department have,
what type of communications systems does the department have, etc.?

Answer:

The Office of Information Technology determines the cost allocations to the Department, and requests
budget changes for the Department through common policy requests based on OIT’s analysis.

As per the most recent allocation common policy from OIT, some costs include:

$2.0 million for Digital Trunk Radio charges;
$800,000 for agency mainframe support;

$700,000 for server hosting charges;

$600,000 for email services;

$4.0 million for Enterprise Deskside support and Service Desk;
$2.2 million for Agency Line of Business Applications;
$600,000 for GGCC True up costs;

$2.6 million for Colorado State Network charges;
$700,000 for Security Enterprise Infrastructure;
$800,000 for MNT True up costs; and

$200,000 for IT security charges.

The Department of Corrections (DOC) computer programs utilized by all departments are spread across
three different technologies based upon when they were initially implemented.
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Department of Corrections Information System (DCIS) is the agency's legacy-based green-screen
applications that run in terminals or within terminal emulation software. The system was implemented in
the early 1990s and remains relatively unchanged since that time. There are 1,093 application programs
in DCIS which track offender information. In an OIT study of the State's computer systems, it was
determined that DCIS was one of ten computer systems that pose the greatest risk to the State. Of the top
ten riskiest systems, DCIS is the only one for which there is not an active, funded project to replace or
modernize the system. There is a current request before the Capital Development Committee to address
this need.

Personal Computer Department of Corrections Information System (PCDCIS): The Department began
to modernize their computer systems beginning around 2000 by creating new programs written in
client/server technology and designed to run on personal computers running Microsoft Windows. By
about 2006, Windows-based programs were already being made obsolete with the advent of Web or
Browser-based applications. There are 55 application programs in PCDCIS.

Department of Corrections Intranet (DOCNET): The Department's DOCNET applications are browser-
based web-enabled applications using the latest web-based programming languages. All new application
development is done using web-based programming languages and procedures. There are 93 application
programs in DOCNET.

The Department has submitted a capital construction IT request for electronic health records (EHR)
system and a complete offender management system. The Department currently uses multiple information
systems to capture, retain, and access health information for the offender population. Although some
health information is currently entered electronically, the system is not integrated as an EHR. DOC is
requesting capital construction funds to implement a fully-integrated Electronic Health Records system
within its 20 state correctional facilities. This system will replace the current systems ranging from paper
charts to health information data recorded in DCIS (Department of Corrections Information System - the
Department’s 20 year old legacy system). This project will allow EHR capabilities and integrate those
systems with a Health Information Exchange so that health data can be shared with state, local, and
federal agencies for public health purposes. This is a part of the statewide Health Information Exchange
initiative in collaboration with the Departments of Health Care Policy and Financing and Public Health
and Environment.

Table 1 - Department of Corrections Information Technology Computers

Dell Workstations for 6,035.3 FTE 4,473
Dell Laptops 500

4. How is earned time accumulated on parole? Explain mandatory and lifetime parole. What percent of
offenders are on mandatory or lifetime parole? What is Maine doing that allows it to be on the low end of
the parole chart and the low end of the incarceration-rate chart? What is the new director’s philosophy on
these matters and how does it compare with Colorado’s past philosophy? Do inmates react negatively to
being on parole? Should there be any changes?

Answer:

Earned Time on Parole

Earned time for parolees is very similar to earned time for incarcerated inmates. While a mandatory
parole term is a component of most sentences imposed, it is a separate term from the prison sentence.
Therefore, whenever an offender is released from prison (released from inmate status) to begin serving
his/her mandatory term of parole, all of the earned time already earned is disregarded (it has been
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utilized to establish the offender’s eligibility dates for release to mandatory parole) and earned time
accumulation begins over to be applied to reduce the parole termination date of the mandatory parole
term. The Department follows the same statute that allows 30% maximum accumulation of earned time
(30% of the governing sentence imposed) toward the parole term. For example, on a one-year
mandatory parole term, the offender would be statutorily eligible for a maximum accumulation of 108
days of earned time (30% of one year-- a timecomp year is 360 days for purposes of calculation only).
On a five year parole term, the offender could earn a maximum of 1 year 6 months earned time. Many
parolees with certain crimes or the higher classes of felonies will not be eligible to earn enough earned
time to make it to the 30% max, but will more likely accumulate 25% of the mandatory parole term, or 3
months on a 1-year parole term; or 1 year 3 months on a 5-year parole term.

Mandatory and Lifetime Parole

Mandatory parole was enacted through HB 93-1302, which became effective for all persons sentenced to
prison for a felony offense committed on or after July 1, 1993. This bill added a split sentence for
convictions, mandating a period of parole for all offenders after completion of their prison sentence.

Periods of mandatory parole:

Class 1 felonies = life sentences

Class 2 and 3 felonies= 5 years mandatory parole
Class4 felonies= 3 years mandatory parole

Class 5 felonies= 2 years mandatory parole

Class 6 felonies= 1 year mandatory parole

*Currently, 99% of inmate releases to parole are serving mandatory parole sentences.

It should be noted that a ““mandatory release” to parole occurs when an offender is released to parole
upon completion of his/her full prison sentence (less earned time). A discretionary release occurs when
an offender is released to parole after reaching his/her parole eligibility but before serving his/her full
prison sentence, and then in most cases goes on to serve his/her mandatory parole sentence.

Lifetime parole is a subset of mandatory parole for sex offenders sentenced under the Lifetime
Supervision Act, which was enacted through HB 98-1156. This bill mandates an indeterminate sentence
for sex offenders with a maximum sentence of life. Lifetime supervision offenders are eligible for sentence
discharge after completing a minimum of 10 or 20 years on parole, determined by the seriousness of the
offense. As of June 30, 2013, there were 240 lifetime supervision offenders on parole, which was 2.1% of
the parole population.

Chart 1 shows the relationship between discretionary and mandatory parolee numbers in the

Department. Just under 34% of mandatory/discretionary releases in 2010 were discretionary, which
rose to 43% in 2013.
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Chart 1
Discretionary vs. Mandatory Paroles
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K 6,179 ; B Discretionary Paroles

5.140 Mandatory Paroles

®
o
@
©
@
E 4K
P 3,155 3,806
1Y
S
o
g 2K
=
0K

FY 2010
FYy 2011
FYy 2012
FY 2013

Incarceration: Colorado vs. Maine

In 2012, Colorado’s incarceration rate per 100,000 residents was 392, which is below the national
average of 418 according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics. However, Maine had an incarceration rate
of 145, which was the lowest of any state. There are many factors that are related to states’ differences
in incarceration rates, including differences in demographics, crime rates, policing, sentence rates, and
sentence length.

Colorado and Maine have very different demographic profiles. Colorado is more densely populated, and
its population is more than three times larger than Maine’s. A greater percentage of the population is
over the age of 50 in Maine as compared to Colorado (39% vs. 30%).

In 2012, Colorado had higher rates than Maine of violent crime (407 vs. 123 per 100,000) and property
crime (2,685 vs. 2,510 per 100,000), according to the FBI Uniformed Crime Reporting Statistics. In
addition to a higher crime rate, Colorado also had a higher rate of full-time law enforcement employees
(347 vs. 217 per 100,000 in 2009). Colorado’s higher crime rate and greater law enforcement presence,
along with sentencing practices, contribute to Colorado’s higher incarceration rate.

Parole - Colorado vs. Maine

In 2012, Colorado’s parole rate was 288 per 100,000 residents, whereas Maine had the lowest parole
rate of all the states. This is primarily because Maine stopped allowing prisoners the option of serving
part of their sentence on parole for offenses committed after 1976, whereas in Colorado mandatory
parole sentencing was implemented in 1993. Even if offenders are denied early release by the Parole
Board, they will be released onto parole on their mandatory release date, guaranteeing an incremental
decrease in supervision as well as access to re-entry services.

Executive Director’s Philosophy

Earned time is a valuable tool in correctional settings; it is an incentive for offenders to behave
appropriately. The Department has utilized this incentive in the past and continued reliance on earned
time is good public policy. In a broader policy sense, rather than investigate a specific state experience
in Maine whose demographics draw a stark contrast to Colorado’s, it may be more beneficial to look at
the possibility of engaging The Bureau of Justice Assistance’s “Justice Reinvestment Initiative” to look
at different policy approaches from a nationwide perspective.

Parolee Reactions
Individuals react differently to parole supervision and to complying with the specific conditions of parole
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as set by the Parole Board. Many times, those who react most negatively are those who are at the
highest risk and require the most direct supervision. Alternatively, there are individuals who react very
well to the structure that parole supervision provides in assisting them with transitioning from
institutional confinement to the community.

Any changes?

There has been discussion within the General Assembly to address contradictory or conflicting statutory
language. Should it so choose, the General Assembly could assist with this clarification. Section 17-
22.5-302 (4) C.R.S. Earned Time states that ““earned time deduction authorized by this subsection (4)
shall not vest upon being granted and may be withdrawn once it is granted.” Parole Section 17-22.5-405
(3) Earned time - earned release time - achievement earned time regarding performance record reviews
states that ““...Such review shall be conducted annually...and shall vest upon being granted.” These two
sections seemingly contradict each other as they simultaneously prohibit and require the vesting of
earned time.

Administrative Regulation 550-12 Earned Time is attached as a resource of information regarding how
earned time is awarded.

5. How long was the daily rate for private prisons constant? What has happened to the rate as adjusted for
inflation? Provide a chart with both private prisons and Community Corrections similar to the chart JBC
staff produced for Community Corrections.

Answer:

The private prison per diem rate remained at $52.69 per offender per day for four and one half years
(January 2009 through June 2013) after a mid-year budget reduction in FY 2008-09 reduced the rate to
FY 2007-08 levels. It increased in FY 2013-14 to $53.74.

In 2005, the per diem rate was reduced by $.81 to offset the elimination of the in-state monitoring fees
($.81) as the Department converted PPMU to the General Fund. A 1.5% common policy rate increase is
included in the FY 2013-14 budget request to bring the per diem rate up to $54.55.

The following graph shows the community corrections regular bed rate with and without an inflation
adjustment, as well as the private prison per diem rates with the same adjustments. While the community
corrections rates showed a decline of 22.1% of the inflation-adjusted rate since FY 01-02, the private
prison per diem rate has declined 23.3% ($46.39 in 2001-02 to $35.56 in 2013-14).
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Chart 2

Private Prison & Community Corrections Bed Rate History

=—#=Trivate Prisonbedrate not adjusted forinflation == Community Corrections bed ratenot adjusted for inflation
B Private Prisonbed rate adjusted for inflation = Comrmunity Corrections bed rate adjusted for inflation
$s0
$53.74
$48.36 e —t—t————"
$50 g g$46.39 g
1]
$ B - $38.68
40 = B —
e $37.72 | ___..._-—.-——.——.————-"
$32.38 T 3 ﬁ\ U G ] 1] |
e . i = . e $32.84 - $35.56
$30 - — — -
7\ Fan g - 3 i o i e v _y'\
25.59
$20 Rates in L
2001-02
$10
FY95-9¢ FY01-02 FYo7-08 FY13-14

6. How much do other states use private prisons? How many don’t use them at all? Do any use them

exclusively? Compare Colorado to others.

Answer:

According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics report Prisoners in 2012, approximately 19% of federal
inmates and 7% of state inmates are housed in private prisons. In 2012, 17 states did not use private
prisons at all (two more states reported no data in 2012 but reported no use of private prisons in 2011).
No state uses private prisons exclusively; New Mexico has the highest utilization with 45% of their
population in private prisons. Colorado ranked 9" highest among states for private prison utilization,
about 12% higher than the state average with 19% of the inmate jurisdictional population housed in
private prisons.

2:30-3:00 DEecIsiON ITEMS AND OTHER BUDGET CHANGES

7. R3. Parole Placeholder. Outline the Department's plans. What does the Department plan to do? How

will this address the problems in parole? Will the entire $10 million be needed? What is the purpose of
assigning parole officers to correctional facilities and what will it accomplish? Added note: conveying
information to the JBC via the media is not an effective means of communication.

Answer:
The Department’s $10.0 million parole placeholder request has three main components. These
components and accompanying budget impact are as follows:

Preparation for release: 51.6 FTE and $4.4 million

CPOs in the Facilities — 19.2 FTE total and $1.67 million;
Increase Case Management — 26.9 FTE and $1.9 million;
Offender ID Program — 1.8 FTE and $500,000; and

Additional Pre-release Efforts — 3.7 FTE and $400,000 million.
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Transition Tools: 10.1 FTE and $2.1 million
e Additional funding for parolee emergency assistance — $800,000;
Cognitive behavioral program funding for parolees — $300,000;
Employment & Training Navigators to assist with job placement — 3.7 FTE and $300,000;
Behavior Health (BH) positions — 4.6 FTE and $400,000;
Re-Entry staffing increase — 1.8 FTE and $100,000; and
Vivitrol Pilot Program — $300,000.

Operational Enhancements: 12.0 FTE and $1.5 million

Staff Training Program — 7.3 FTE and $0.6 million;

Electronic Monitoring Post and On-call Pay — 4.7 FTE total and $0.6 million;

Safety Equipment Replacement Plan - $0.2 million; and

CWISE (Parole Information Technology Parolee Tracking System) Enhancements - $60,000

The Department submitted these initiatives as part of the January 2, 2014 submission. These total $8.0
million and 73.7 FTE. In addition, the Department is currently incorporating additional information
with the most recent parole projections from the Division of Criminal Justice. As a result, the remaining
$2.0 million will be detailed in the January 15, 2014 submission with the Department’s caseload
supplemental and budget amendment requests. A summary of the parole placeholder request is also
attached.

8. RA4. Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoring.

a. What is the status of the implementation of the new Sex Offender Treatment and Monitoring
Program (SOTMP)? What changes are being made as compared with the old program? Will
the new program be more or less expensive than the old SOTMP program? Are the offenders
in this program subject to lifetime parole?

Answer:

The Implementation Plan that was provided in June of 2013 is progressing according to the
timelines. The Department has filled the Psychologist position and the Trainer/Mentor
position. As a primary response to the Evaluation, in assessing for the Risk, Needs,
Responsivity model, the department has begun risk assessments using the Static-99 on all sex
offenders within the DOC. Risk assessments started in April of 2013 and as of December
17th, there were 2,293 risk assessments completed of the total 5,162 sex offenders.

In addition to receiving the 2 positions noted above, the department also received 10 clinician
positions. The Department is continuing to work on recruiting and retention efforts to fill and
retain the staff necessary to increase the number of offenders in treatment.

Recruitment efforts include:

1) American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children’s website for the Psychologist
— Sex Offender Treatment position;

2) Collaboration with various universities via job fairs, website links, and other
initiatives to include meeting individually with six graduate students (Masters and
PsyD) at the University of the Rockies who are interested in working with sex
offenders;

3) Recruiting booth for two days at the Sex Offender Management Board Conference;

4) Participated in the University of the Rockies career fair, Job News Denver Health
Care Career Faith, and Military Officers Association of America Job Fair;
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5)

6)
7)

8)

Advertised in the Military Medical News, Heroes 2 Hire website,
publichealthjobs.com, Colorado Workforce Centers, Denver Post, Pueblo Chieftan,
Colorado Springs Gazette, and South Platte Sentinel;

National Health Mental Health/Social Services Career Network web network;

Sent out 2,861 recruiting postcards to licensed mental health professionals in
Southern Colorado. (Applications still coming in);

National Health Services Corp.

The following progress has been made on the Implementation Plan for the Sex Offender
Treatment Program:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The department is now measuring risk and addressing individualized treatment needs
through risk assessments.

Individualized treatment based on risk and criminogenic needs was modified through
revisions made to the treatment plans and training to clinicians on the delivery of
developing treatment plans that are patient specific.

Treatment phases have been revised based on needed intensity of treatment. This is in
direct correlation to the evaluation that concerned all offenders receiving the same
dose, duration and frequency of treatment. With the modification of the treatment
curriculum, the high and low risk offenders are not mixed and not receiving the same
level of treatment. There is a capability within both tracks of treatment (high and low)
for the offender to meet all criteria required by the SOMB.

Transparency in the SOMB program - the offenders and the staff that work where
there is a Sex Offender Treatment Program are now provided with an orientation
handout that details the program, program expectations, and criteria for successful
completion.

Increased access to treatment - through alignment of offenders based on need, we are
able to move offenders around in the program to balance the offenders that don’t
require higher intensity treatment - thereby increasing the slots for treatment in lower
intensity treatment.

Continuity of Care - The department has developed a transition form which is
accessible to Community Parole Officers and Community Re-Entry Specialists. This
allows for the information sharing of the treatment modalities that the offender
completed during incarceration that will assist in a continuum of care when the
offender releases to community. Training was also completed to improve pre-parole
documentation to ensure thorough communication so that the Parole Board receives a
clear picture of treatment success.

Recruit and retain qualified staff through the examples as listed above for recruiting.
The department is also reviewing all salaries of specialized sex offender treatment
clinicians.

Improving the competency level of the Sex Offender Clinicians employed with DOC:
Staff are receiving clinical training within the first 60 days of employment as well as
ongoing coaching, mentoring and professional development opportunities; In April
2013, Client Centered and Outcome based treatment training was completed; In May
2013, Treatment Planning training was completed; In June 2013, Mandatory training
for all clinicians on Risk Need Responsivity; August 2013 - Training on how to
respond to on call/after hour crisis; Sept 2013, Training was delivered in Using the
Sex Offense Evaluation for Treatment Planning. Ongoing training, in alignment with
the recommendations in the Implementation Plan, is continuing.

The previous program was only allowing lifetime supervision sentences to participate
- the new program assesses all sex offenders with determinate and indeterminate
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sentences. The criteria for admission to treatment is the same for Lifetime Supervision
offenders as it is for determinately sentenced offenders. This was decided as an
organization to ensure that all offenders are receiving treatment prior to returning to
communities.

The overall program will ultimately be more cost effective as the lower risk offenders receive
a lower, more appropriate dosage of treatment. However, in the interim, the additional
funding received is needed to work through the current backlog of treatment needs.

The Sex Offender Treatment program covers offenders sentenced under the lifetime
supervision act as well as those with determinant sentences. It is important for all offenders
needing treatment to receive it.

b. Describe the impact of this act on both the prison and parole populations, and on the
associated supervision and treatment costs.

Answer:

The Lifetime Supervision of Sex Offenders Annual Report produced by the DOC, the
Department of Public Safety, and the State Judicial Department provides information and
data regarding the impact of this legislation on the prison and parole populations. The
Department does not track the cost of sex offender treatment by conviction type (i.e., offenders
convicted of a determinate vs. indeterminate sentence).

For your convenience, the Department has attached a copy of the Lifetime Supervision of Sex
Offenders Annual Report. On pages 3-7, the report addresses the “Impact on Prison and
Parole Populations™.

Page 4 of the report notes: “In order to assess the impact of the Lifetime Supervision Act on
the prison population, the percentage of non-lifetime and lifetime sex offender inmates out of
the total inmate population since 2001 was examined... Sex offenders are classified by DOC
staff as those scoring 3-5 on a 5-point needs level severity index. The proportion of offenders
sentenced under the Lifetime Supervision Act has been steadily increasing over the past
decade. Conversely, non-lifetime sex offenders decreased in FY 2005 but have leveled off
since then...Taken together, it seems that the increase in sex offenders among the inmate
jurisdictional population since 2005 is largely due to lifetime supervision offenders.”

Chart 3: Percentage of Sex Offenders and Lifetime Sex Offenders out of the Prison Population

S
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Page 7 of the report addresses the impact of the Lifetime Supervision Act on the parole
population: ““The majority of sex offenders under parole supervision are not under the
provisions of lifetime supervision. Lifetime supervision parolees appear to be largely
responsible for the recent increase of sex offenders on parole, although the proportion is still
small (2.1%).” Of total parolees as of June 30, 2013, there were a total 1,559 with sex
offender codes S3 through S5 (240 sentenced under the lifetime supervision act and 1,319
with determinate sentences).

Chart 4: Percentage of Sex Offenders and Lifetime Sex Offenders out of Total Parolees

/

Has the Department or another state agency evaluated the impact of this act on public safety?

Answer:

The Department believes that the interagency-based Lifetime Supervision of Sex Offenders
Annual Report is the only analysis conducted of the Act’s impact. The statute directs the DOC,
the Department of Public Safety, and the State Judicial Departments to evaluate the impact on
prison, parole, and probation populations but not the impact on public safety. Currently, there
is an interagency task force working at the direction of the Colorado Commission on Criminal
and Juvenile Justice to identify gaps and inconsistencies between agencies in an effort to
improve the Lifetime supervision annual report. The work of this task force is still in progress,
but it is likely that the challenges it identifies will limit the state’s ability to assess the impact
of the Lifetime Supervision Act on public safety.

9. R5. Prison Rape Elimination Act PREA. What exactly does the federal PREA law require with regard
to this? What does it say? How specific are the requirements? Is there flexibility?

Answer:

What exactly does the federal PREA law require with regard to this?

The Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) was passed in 2003 with unanimous support from both parties
in Congress. The purpose of the act was to “provide for the analysis of the incidence and effects of prison
rape in Federal, State, and local institutions and to provide information, resources, recommendations,
and funding to protect individuals from prison rape.” In addition to creating a mandate for significant
research from the Bureau of Justice Statistics and through the National Institute of Justice, funding
through the Bureau of Justice Assistance and the National Institute of Corrections supported major
efforts in many state correctional, juvenile detention, community corrections, and jail systems.

The act also created the National Prison Rape Elimination Commission and charged it with developing
draft standards for the elimination of prison rape. Those standards were published in June 2009, and
were turned over to the Department of Justice for review and passage as a final rule. That final rule
became effective August 20, 2012.
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Compliance with the standards and specific subsections will be determined by a U.S. Department of
Justice (DOJ) certified auditor using the PREA Auditor Compliance instrument for Adult Prisons and
Jails. This is outlined in Subpart E Auditing and Corrective Action in the PREA standards. 115.401-405

One third of the DOC’s facilities need to be audited each year. According to the PREA standards,
“During the three-year period starting on August 20, 2013, and during each three-year period thereafter,
the agency shall ensure that each facility operated by the agency, or by a private organization on behalf
of the agency, is audited at least once.”

In determining whether the state is in full compliance, the Governor shall consider the results of the most
recent agency audits. The Governor will be required to certify compliance. A State whose Governor does
not certify full compliance with the standards is subject to the loss of five percent of any Department of
Justice grant funds that it would otherwise receive for prison purposes, unless the Governor submits an
assurance that such five percent will be used only for the purpose of enabling the State to achieve and
certify full compliance with the standards in future years. 42 U.S.C. 15607(c).

What does it say?
There are 43 standards that the Department must adhere to and document compliance. The main areas
include:
e Prevention Planning - Prisons and Jails
Responsive Planning - Prisons and Jails
Training and Education - Prisons and Jails
Screening for Risk of Sexual Victimization and Abusiveness - Prisons and Jails
Reporting - Prisons and Jails
Official Response Following an Inmate Report - Prisons and Jails
Investigations - Prisons and Jails
Discipline - Prisons and Jails
Medical and Mental Care - Prisons and Jails
Data Collection and Review - Prisons and Jails

How specific are the requirements?

There are standards that are specific for facility compliance and some require agency-level compliance.
The wording used in each standard is deliberate, each one was carefully chosen and the meaning is
literal. Vague statements in standards are also deliberate to allow leeway for correctional agencies. It
allows the agency flexibility on how it will demonstrate compliance. In these cases, there can be more
than one way to comply with a standard. For example, standard 115.11 (b) requires the agency to
employ or designate an upper-level, agency-wide PREA Coordinator with sufficient time and authority to
develop, implement, and oversee agency efforts to comply with the PREA standards in all of its facilities.
Standard 115.51 (a) requires the agency to provide multiple internal ways for inmates to privately report
sexual abuse and sexual harassment, retaliation by other inmates or staff for reporting sexual abuse and
sexual harassment, and staff neglect or violation of responsibilities that may have contributed to such
incidents.

The standards are a floor, not a ceiling. The standards are focused on practice that the Department must
demonstrate. Requirements are specific to the standard. For example; Standard 115.33 regarding
inmate education states “Within 30 days of intake, the agency shall provide comprehensive education to
offenders either in person or through video regarding their rights to be free from sexual abuse and sexual
harassment and to be free from retaliation for reporting such incidents, and regarding agency policies
and procedures for responding to such incidents.”
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11.

Requirements and reporting are mandatory in order for the Department and facilities the DOC contracts
with to be in compliance. If the Governor is unable to certify that the Department and private agencies
are not in compliance, the Act specifies the state is subject to a five percent loss of any Department of
Justice grant funds for prison purposes.

Is there flexibility?
No, there isn’t flexibility on the standards. Every standard is mandatory. All standards will have a
finding of Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard and Does Not Meet Standard. DOC must demonstrate
compliance for each standard. The Department has requested $252,000 General Fund and 2.7 FTE
for FY 2014-15 to help DOC meet State and Federal PREA requirements to manage the program.

R6. Fugitive Apprehension Unit. How does this relate to R3, the parole placeholder?

Answer:

The Fugitive Apprehension Unit was the first of many initiatives addressing issues within the Division of
Adult Parole. Given the public safety aspects of this request, it was requested as an emergency
supplemental. The Department appreciated the committee’s favorable funding decision in moving this
unit forward.

As of December 30, 2013 the Fugitive Apprehension Unit has participated and assisted with the arrest of
330 wanted individuals; comprising 289 CDOC fugitive escapees/absconders and 41 collateral arrests of
individuals wanted by other law enforcement agencies.

The parole placeholder request contains additional proposals addressing other aspects of preparing
offenders for parole, assisting them to be successful while on parole, and various operational
enhancements. Thus, while the parole fugitive unit and the parole placeholder are linked in their aim to
improve the operations of the Division of Adult Parole, they are separate and distinct requests.

R9 and R10. Food Service Inflation and Offender Clothing Inflation. These increases seem high.
Explain them.

Answer:

Food menus and quality are a critical issue for correctional facilities. The Department provides over 14
million meals each year. The food service inflation decision item shows a 3.5% percent increase for
DOC raw food costs, and a cost per meal increase for the Department of Human Services, who provides
meals to the DOC offenders housed at the Colorado Mental Health Institute - Pueblo campus. The DOC
increase is based on the CPI used by the United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research
Service showing a 2014 forecast of 2.5 to 3.5 percent increase in food costs. While DOC has
collaborated with DHS and incorporated their request for a cost per meal increase, DHS staff would be
best situated to provide the calculations and background for their portion of the request.

The offender clothing inflation request is based on compounded inflation rates since January 2006, the
last time the Department received an increase. The unit price of the clothing items listed in the change
request has remained the same since then. In contrast, during the period of January 1, 2006 through
October 31, 2013, the Consumer Price Index has risen 37.769 (12/31/2005 = 195.3 and 10/31/2013 =
233.069) points or 19.4%.

The request is driven primarily by the increase of raw material fabric pricing changes per yard as
outlined by the following table.
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Table 2 ~ Raw Material Fabric Pricing Changes Per Yard
Per Yard 2006 Per Yard 2013 Increase Per Percentage
Fabric Pricing Pricing Fabric Yard Increase
Green Twill $1.85 $2.39 $0.54 29.2%
Khaki Twill $1.41 $2.40 $0.99 70.2%
Brown Duck $1.79 $3.69 $1.90 106.2%
Flannel Liner $1.73 $2.49 $0.76 43.9%
Pique Knit $2.60 $4.55 $1.95 75.0%

12. R11. Technical adjustments. Education appropriations are being reduced to align them with CF and
RF revenue. What was the source of cash fund revenues and how does it compare to the education
spending resulting from H.B. 12-1223 savings?

Answer:

The cash and reappropriated funds spending authorities within the Education subprogram reflect past
revenue streams earned by the heavy equipment programs. At their peak, these programs completed
large projects for the Bureau of Land Management and construction of various municipalities’ fire
houses. In addition, the heavy equipment program was realigned to Colorado Correctional Industries
(CCi) and its corresponding revenue stream is now earned within CCi’s spending authority. The move of
the heavy equipment program to CCi coincided with the decrease of other CCi revenue sources and in
this case, a new program for CCi did not produce a need for increased spending authority.

The Department’s FY 2014-15 budget request includes an additional $1,474,355 for General
Educational Development testing preparation, vocational certification programs, vocational education
programs, and parole wrap-around services resulting from H.B. 12-1223 savings. The expanding
vocational education programs include culinary programs at Limon and Trinidad Correctional Facilities
and the establishment of Level | welding training at Limon. The expansion of these vocational education
programs has been factored into the Department’s request to reduce cash funds and reappropriated
funds spending authorities.

13. R18. Communicable Disease Prevention. Does the Department test for antibiotic resistant TB? What
would the Department do if a resistant strain was discovered in DOC facilities?

Answer:
At this time, the Department is not doing any TB testing for staff. The Decision Item the Department
submitted in November would allow for annual TB screening for all employees.

Regarding offender TB testing, the Department does not test for any antibiotic-resistant TB.

If a resistant strain were discovered in a DOC facility in an offender case, the Department would
respond as it does for any potential or confirmed active TB case. Steps include:

e Perform a skin test to determine presence of TB.

e Examination by a medical provider to include a chest x-ray.

e Inconclusive or abnormal chest x-ray would result in the offender being isolated in a negative
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14.

airflow room at the Denver Reception and Diagnostic Center (DRDC) infirmary.

e Three sputum samples are obtained and sent to the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment (CDPHE). Treatment cannot begin until all required samples are received by
CDPHE.

e All samples are analyzed and results shared between CDPHE and DOC.

e An offender who tests positive is not allowed to refuse medications for active TB.

e An offender must remain isolated until the following occur:

o0 Treatment timeframe of 2-3 weeks
o Favorable clinical response to treatment, exhibited by a reduction in symptoms
0 Three negative sputum samples collected on different days after treatment has begun

If a staff member is diagnosed with active TB by his/her medical provider, ideally the provider would
relay this information to CDPHE, and CDPHE and the provider would discuss the necessary treatment
and isolation for that staff member. If a staff member was exposed to an offender with active TB, this
staff case would likely be managed by Risk Management and be reported to CDPHE. Necessary
treatment and isolation procedures should be discussed, and the staff member would likely be placed on
leave related to a worker compensation claim.

S.B. 13-200 annualization. What is the department doing to access Medicaid funding for offenders?

Answer:

The Department has set up a system so that offenders eligible to receive Medicaid funding can receive it
after they have been admitted to a hospital for 24 or more hours. This funding mechanism became
available starting January 1, 2014. The Department has been collaborating with the Department of
Health Care Policy and Financing on this endeavor and has developed the following:
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Table 3 - DOC - DHCPF Collaboration

Hospitalization > 24 hours
- Offenders hospitalized outside the
prison more than 24 hours may be
Medicaid eligible

In 2014
- Offender is admitted to hospital

- DOC nurse case manager submits

Medicaid applications to Maximus

(contractor hired to process applications)

- Maximus expedites the application

- Providers bill Medicaid

- Medicaid pays through standard process
Expected Outcomes

- Offenders receive same care they do

now

- Most will be newly eligible (100%
Federal Medical Assistance Percentage)

- DOC will not pay higher rates on these
individuals anymore; hospitalizations
will be covered at the Medicaid rates

Releasing on Parole/Discharge

- Majority have behavioral health
needs

- Most will be Medicaid eligible as
Adults with Dependent Children
(AwDC), parents or disabled

In 2014- Phase |
- Fill out Medicaid application
- Maximus will post-date eligibility
to release
- Send behavioral health transition
form to Behavioral Health
Organization
- Behavioral Health Organization
will schedule first appointment
(Once new contracts are signed
between HCPF and Behavioral
Health Organizations;
appointments will be scheduled
within 2 weeks of release)

In 2014 Phase 11
- Add transfer of physical health
information to Regional Care
Collaborative Organization;
Regional Care Collaborative
Organization will schedule
appointment

Expected Outcomes
- Offenders can maintain health
gains made in prison (detoxed,

stabilized diabetes, etc.)

- May reduce recidivism and
promote reintegration

- May lower risk of medical
complications

Other Activities Under Discussion

- Using Medicaid dollars to cover
medications given to offenders upon
release

- Getting coverage for individuals in
Community Corrections

- Training and outreach to parole
officers to help them understand the
new resources available, how to
coordinate with Regional Care
Collaborative Organizations and
Behavioral Health Organizations,
and their own roles in supporting
parolees’ access to care

- Outreach to individuals already on
parole to get them (and their
families) signed up for Medicaid or
the Marketplace

- Defining the technical requirements
for the “suspend” function in
Colorado Benefit Management
System
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3:00-3:45 OTHER QUESTIONS.

15. The Department of Human Services has requested funding for a new medical records/pharmacy system
for the mental health institutes. Is DOC’s system adequate? Would there be any benefit to addressing
needs in both departments at the same time?

Answer:

No, DOC’s system is not adequate. Furthermore, both Departments’ needs cannot be addressed by the
same system. A system appropriate for the state hospitals does not meet the needs of a correctional
system. A combined request is not feasible. The Department has conducted a thorough system analysis
to identify the software and programmatic needs for an effective, efficient and secure electronic health
records program in a correctional setting. The Department has submitted a capital construction budget
amendment for consideration for an electronic health record and DCIS replacement system (DOC’s
primary offender management system) — $5.8 million in FY 2014-15 with a total 3-year project cost of
$19.8 million.

16. The Prison Utilization Study discusses several options for addressing YOS space needs. Why did you
choose the option reflected in your capital construction request?

Answer:

The Department values the work conducted by the Prison Utilization Study. The study recognized that
the YOS facility has limitations in the physical plant for additional programming and recreational space.
In the report, page 10, the consultants recognized that ““there does not appear to be an existing available
site that provides an improvement over the conditions that presently exist at YOS.” Moving the YOS
campus would be contingent upon a reduction in the female population, which has not been realized at
this time.

The study identified the possibility of obtaining land and/or buildings from CMHI-P. There are
challenges and expenses with retro-fitting older buildings including but not limited to requirements for
asbestos abatement. The Department identified the construction of a multi-use building as the best
alternative to provide programming and recreation for the YOS population. This is a continuation
project; Phase | was funded in FY 2009-10.

The YOS program population is capped at 256 by statute. Moving the program back to the La Vista
Correctional Facility (LVCF) campus would not be economically sound, as the LVCF campus is larger,
housing over 500 offenders, and the female population continues to require this bed space.

17. What does the department plan to do to address the high level of sex assaults at the Denver Women's
Prison? What are the Department's plans and how will the Department address the issue?

Answer:

The Department does not tolerate staff sexual misconduct. Each allegation is thoroughly investigated
and employees have been and will continue to be held accountable. While the Department has taken a
number of steps to enhance security and to do everything possible to ensure offender safety, the
Department retained the services of the Moss Group to conduct a sexual safety assessment. The Moss
Group is a nationally recognized criminal justice consulting firm specializing in staff sexual misconduct
and PREA to assist with further improvements.
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The Department fully investigates any claim of sexual misconduct, and pursues criminal prosecution in
all founded cases. The Department has implemented additional security protocols to ensure that every
offender at DWCF is housed in a safe and secure environment. The measures the Department has taken
do not diminish the seriousness of the findings in the BJS report.

Training - All DOC staff members receive training on the Prison Rape Elimination Act during
Basic Training and during Annual Refresher Training.

Increased Security Measures - Installation of more than 200 additional cameras at DWCF to
increase surveillance ability in areas frequently occupied by offenders and areas which were
vulnerable to seclusion.

Increased Security Measures - Janitorial closets and other supply room doors were identified
as vulnerable to seclusion and were replaced with glass doors/doors with windows to increase
visibility.

The Department provides a free tips line for offenders to report issues and incidents. Since
2008, there has been a decline, department-wide, in the number of sexually-related incidents
received on the TIPS line.

Finally, DWCF has been prioritized for the national PREA audit in March 2014. An internal PREA
audit was conducted in August 2013.

18. Discuss the Department's use of moneys from the Correctional Treatment Cash Fund (CTCF), including
the following:

a. Detail the allocation of CTCF moneys by line item appropriation for FY 2013-14.

6-Jan-14

Answer:

The Department receives a total of $3,002,227 in Correctional Treatment Cash Fund moneys
in three line item appropriations in FY 2013-14. Two budget lines are in the Drug and
Alcohol subprogram and the third is in the Parole subprogram:

1. Drug and Alcohol Treatment Subprogram, Services for Substance Abuse and Co-occurring
Disorders - $995,127 Reappropriated Funds (RF)
2. Drug and Alcohol Treatment Subprogram, Contract Services - $250,000 (RF)
e 1 & 2to be used for Case Management - $1,245,127
3. Parole Subprogram, Contract Services - $1,757,100 (RF)
e To be used for Substance Abuse Treatment - $1,259,100
e To be used for Substance Abuse Monitoring (Urinalysis) - $498,000

Describe the nature of the expenditures supported by the CTCF within each line item
appropriation, including the types of services or treatment that are provided.

Answer:

The Department has implemented a comprehensive case management and drug-use
monitoring system with Peer Assistance Services (TASC, Inc.). Over the course of the
contractual relationship, the division and TASC have developed a unique relationship in
assessing and treating the offender population with respect to their substance use needs. The
core service provided by TASC is comprehensive case management. TASC does not provide
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substance use or mental health treatment services.

TASC assesses offenders utilizing an assessment tool and, in collaboration with the
community parole officer (CPO), determines the appropriate treatment plan for the offender.
Utilizing pass-through treatment/drug monitoring funding from the Department (HB 1352,
$1,757,100), TASC issues vouchers and refers offenders to the appropriate substance use
Approved Treatment Provider (ATP)(over 65 state-wide). TASC services are funded from the
Correctional Treatment Fund ($3,002, 227 in FY 2013-14, $3,357,227 projected in FY 2014-
15).

TASC provides the following services:

e Comprehensive offender case management, drug use monitoring for those offenders in
treatment, substance use treatment referral and compliance (with respect to the Parole
agreement) to over 9,000 offenders annually,

e Daily reports provided to parole staff indicating non-compliance in the interest of public
safety,

e Provides services in 10 offices statewide (Pueblo, Colorado Springs, Englewood, Denver,
Westminster, Longmont, Ft. Collins, Greeley, Grand Junction and Durango),

e TASC case managers travel to 15 rural areas to provide case management services,

e Skilled staff who are trained in the mandated Standard Offender Assessment (SOA-R) and
are Certified Addictions Counselors (CAC),

e Provide baseline urine analyses (UAs) for parolees (according to statute),

e Capable of handling co-occurring (substance use & mental health) offender assessment
and case management, and

e Record and document offender treatment contact information in the Department’s
Colorado Web-based Integrated Support Environment (CWISE) system.

FY 2013-14 appropriations from the Correctional Treatment Cash Fund are allocated to the
following treatments/

Case Management = $1,245,127
Substance Abuse Treatment = $1,259,100
Substance Abuse Monitoring (Urinalysis) =  $498,000
($12 per test x 41,500 tests)
TOTAL $3,002,227

Describe the types and numbers of offenders who benefit from such expenditures, including:
(1) whether they are juveniles or adults; and (2) whether they are serving a diversion sentence,
serving a probation sentence, on parole, sentenced or transitioned to a community corrections
program, or serving a sentence in a county jail or are receiving after-care treatment following
release from jail.

Answer:
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Table 5: Colorado TASC State Wide Summary (Adults)

FY12-13
Individuals

***Total Receiving

offenders | Case | Monitored | UA TASC | ISPorISP- | CRCF Vouchers
Office Enrolled | Manage | Sobriety | Only Staff | | Offenders | Offenders for Tx
Southeast 3246 1818 487 941 15 483 26 1469
Mile High 2489 2036 181 272 12 359 0 1366
Western 709 408 177 124 6 185 0 566
Northeast 2606 2086 255 265 14 426 30 1596
Total 9050 6348 1100 1602 47 1453 56 4997

19.

20.

The CTCF board is working to collect data from each agency to determine where
consistencies/differences in data collection exist. The collection of this data will also help
determine the broad scope of offender population that is being served. This is something the
Board will be working on over the next year.

Discuss how the Department would utilize the funding increases proposed by the Correctional Treatment
Board for FY 2014-15.

Answer:

The Treatment Board is proposing that the Department of Corrections will receive an additional
$355,000 increase in Correctional Treatment Funding for FY 2014-15. The Department anticipates the
following programs will be funded with the proposed increase:

1) Synthetic Drug Testing = $55,000*
*additional drug testing for synthetic substances (bath salts, etc.) beyond a "normal” UA.
2) Clean Urinalysis co-pay incentives = $200,000
3) Expanded Parole Rural Case Management = $100,000**
**additional rural case management funding would be applied to the base contract (a
per/offender/day rate) that will allow TASC to supply case management services to
approximately 122 more offenders on an ADP basis ($100,000/[$2.23/offender/ day]/ 365).

Does the statutory provision governing the use of CTCF moneys preclude services or treatment
expenditures that would be appropriate and justifiable? Does it preclude the provision of services to
certain juvenile or adult offenders that would be appropriate and cost-effective? If so, please explain.

Answer:

The Correctional Treatment Board has reviewed the statutory language in HB12-1310 to ensure that it
corresponds with the current funding structure that exists. Resources from the cash fund support the
Summit View program in Mesa County, which is a pre-trial program for high risk/high need offenders.
There is currently no language in the bill that corresponds to this specific type of program. The Board is
working with Mesa County to develop appropriate language and seek legislative change this next
session. As the Board continues to work with local boards and identify gaps in programming and
services, it will continue to assess the statutory language and seek adjustments where necessary. Right
now, the only change in language that is being pursued is the addition of pre-trial programming such as
Summit View. No final language recommendations have been made; possible language revisions are still
being discussed.
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21. Describe how the Department evaluates (or plans to evaluate) the effectiveness of treatment and services

22.

that are supported by the CTCF.

Answer:

The Topic of effective treatment is something the Correctional Treatment Board is starting to discuss.
While there is no clear path to large-scale outcome research, it is largely agreed that any efforts must be
done in strong partnership with the treatment community. Currently, the Correctional Treatment Board
is looking at existing agency measures and will then determine which ones hold value and are feasible to
collect for outcome research. Gathering information from treatment providers will be critical, but
establishing consistent, electronic reporting formats across treatment providers poses a significant
challenge. This is not an easy or quick task, but it is something the Board is looking to address over the
long-term.

Currently, the Department is conducting a process and outcome evaluation of prison therapeutic
communities. Therapeutic communities are an intensive treatment modality delivered to high risk, high
need substance abusers. Previous research, both nationally and locally, has shown therapeutic
communities to be highly effective. However, it is the Department’s position that updated research is
needed to ensure that the same high quality treatment is being delivered over time.

An independent evaluation of TASC services was conducted by OMNI Institute, funded by DOC through
the Peer Assistance Services contract. This evaluation, completed in September 2013, was a rigorous
outcome study designed to evaluate program effectiveness by comparing TASC participants to a matched
group of parolees who did not receive TASC services. Results indicated better one-year outcomes for
TASC participants who spent at least 6 months in the parole program compared to those who spent 6
months on parole without TASC services. Conversely, there were no better outcomes for TASC
participants who spent fewer than 6 months in the program, which is consistent with literature that finds
dosage is an important component of successful treatment.

Describe whether and how the Department monitors or evaluates the reasonableness of rates charged by
treatment and service providers.

Answer:
The Department collaborates with the Department of Human Services, Office of Behavioral Health to
determine appropriate industry substance abuse treatment charges.

The Correctional Treatment Board has put the issue of treatment rates on its annual work plan for the
next year given a concern over rising rates. The Board is collecting information about each agency’s
existing policies/practices around payment of treatment rates and will then discuss the concept of
standard rates, assess the impact on the availability of treatment providers - particularly in rural
communities - and then develop a policy around the issue of whether or not the state should be setting
rates for treatment. As with treatment effectiveness, this is not a quick or easy task, but it is one the
Correctional Treatment Board is working to address.

From the Peer Assistance (TASC) contract:

Contractor shall only invoice for the referred and authorized Approved Treatment Providers (ATP)
substance use services and shall adhere to all provisions and costs for treatment services as set forth by
the ATP program. ATP program costs are as follows:
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Table 6: TASC SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT SERVICES COST:
Intake: $40.00 (per session)

Weekly Outpatient Group (WOP): $25.00 (per group)

e Minimum of 2 hours per week according to the standards established by the
Division of Behavioral Health within the Colorado Department of Human
Services.

« Frequency and intensity of education and treatment services shall be based on
client assessments or as required by referring criminal justice agencies, but shall
not be less than two (2) hours per week.

Enhanced Outpatient Program (EOP): $75.00 (per week), 3 hours per week minimum.

Intensive Outpatient Program (IOP): $100.00 (per week), 9 hours per week minimum.

Individual Session: $ 50.00 (per session and session must be at least 50 minutes long).

Co-Occurring Weekly Outpatient: $35.00 (per session).
Books/Materials: $20.00 (per book).

Does the Department make any effort to require offenders to pay a portion of the cost of services
provided, if they are able to do so?

Answer: At this time, the DOC does not require offenders to pay for a portion of the cost of substance
abuse services provided whether they are able to pay or not. The majority of offenders and parolees do
not have the resources to pay for these services.

3:45-4:00 BREAK

4:00-4:30 ISSUE: THE UNANTICIPATED COST OF S.B. 13-210 OVERTIME

24,

25.

Would the department prefer the flexibility of compensatory time as opposed to monetary reimbursement
for overtime?

Answer:

The flexibility to provide compensatory time in lieu of overtime payments can be beneficial to both the
employee as well as the Department. It is beneficial to the employee in allowing time off at a later date
when desired as well as creating additional mechanisms for the Department to manage the overall
personal services budget; however, the Department defers to state statute and state personnel rules on
compensation practices.

Should it be up the employee to choose which to take, compensatory time or monetary benefit?
Answer:

The flexibility to provide compensatory time in lieu of overtime payments can be beneficial to both the
employee as well as the Department. It is beneficial to the employee in allowing time off at a later date
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when desired as well as creating additional mechanisms for the Department to manage the overall
personal services budget. As such, the Department recognizes the benefits of the flexibility associated
with providing compensatory time in lieu of overtime payment in addressing overtime compensation;
however, the Department defers to state statute and personnel rules on compensation practices.

26. Does the Department agree with the JBC staff calculations? Will a supplemental be submitted for the
needed money? What does the Department suggest to resolve this situation? Does the department
believe the results they are experiencing were what was intended by the legislation and that the fiscal
note was just in error?

Answer:

a. The Department appreciates JBC staff’s thorough analysis of the history and impact of SB 13-
210. Based on the DOC’s initial interpretation SB 13-210, the Department agrees with the
JBC staff assessment. However, after a more thorough assessment of the statutory language
pursuant to SB 13-210, including an analysis by the drafter, a review of public testimony, and
discussions with external stakeholders, the Department has determined that the bill is
intended to apply only to those correctional officers who work consecutively 12 or more hours
in a single shift. Therefore, moving forward, the Department anticipates the overall costs
associated with SB 13-210 to decrease significantly and align more closely with the fiscal
note produced at the time of passage.

b. Given the current effort to align the Department’s interpretation of the bill to the original
intent and the corresponding reduction in overtime expenses moving forward, the Department
will work to manage the overtime expenses through existing personal services appropriations.
At this time, the Department does not anticipate requiring a supplemental appropriation and
believes that it will be able to manage the additional overtime costs within existing resources.

c. See question 27

d. See question 28

27. What are the Department's recommendations concerning SB 210?
Answer:

As a result of an extensive review of the legislation, the Department has determined that the bill is
intended to apply only to those correctional officers who work shifts that total twelve or more hours (total
of 12 or more consecutive hours worked). Based on this analysis, the Department believes that it can
mitigate the unanticipated costs associated with SB 13-210 through a variety of administrative actions.
Those actions include:

- Amending AR 1450-14 to define that overtime will be paid out at a rate of one and one-half
times at the regular rate of pay for the time that a correctional officer works that exceeds
eight and one half hours in circumstances in which correctional officers work twelve or more
consecutive hours.
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- Utilizing Compensatory time where possible and ensuring that overtime pay is limited (e.g.
those serving in Correctional Officer I, I, and 11l positions per SB 13-210).

- Postponing work involving personal services contracts to the extent possible.

- Other specific management efforts to delay costs in the current year.

28. Why did the Department grossly underestimate the costs of SB 210 in the fiscal note?

29.

Answer:

The Department works diligently to provide the General Assembly with accurate and timely information
to calculate fiscal impact of legislation. The Department’s fiscal note was a valid assessment based upon
calculations as the Department understood the legislation at that time. Those calculations only included
overtime payments for eligible employees who work twelve or more consecutive hours in a single shift
within a twenty-four hour period.

As the legislation was implemented, the Department misinterpreted the bill, culminating in substantially
larger overtime payouts than intended. Rather than limiting overtime payments to employees who work a
shift of twelve of more consecutive hours, the Department misinterpreted the legislation to apply to
employees in additional circumstances (for example, an employee who worked swing shift until late
evening and then came in the next day to work day shift, though not working 12 or more consecutive
hours would earn 8 hours of overtime).

Now, with additional information available, the Department has sought guidance and clarification as to
its interpretation of the bill. Based on that guidance, which included an exchange with the bill drafter as
well as reviews of public testimony and meetings with external stakeholders, the Department believes that
its current implementation of the bill was not in line with the General Assembly’s intent. As such, the
Department is planning to adjust its interpretation of the legislation to be consistent with the original
intent of the General Assembly and to coincide with how the bill was interpreted during the fiscal note
process. This adjustment will result in a dramatic reduction in the current cost trends associated with
the legislation and will allow the Department to manage overtime payouts within its existing
appropriation.

Please describe the software that the Department uses to track time for payroll. Is it adequate?

Answer:

The department uses a manual timekeeping process and an antiquated software system to interface with
the state’s CPPS payroll system. This software lacks modern functionality and is cumbersome to utilize.
In fact, there is only one programmer in the state that has expertise and experience on the system. The
lack of functionality of the current timekeeping and payroll systems are some of the impetus behind the
requirements of SB 13-210 to *““collaborate with the department of Personnel and the Office of
Information Technology on their existing efforts to modernize the State’s Personnel Timekeeping systems
in order to produce a system that is transparent, accountable, and easily employed by department
personnel.”(CRS 17-1-103 (1) (q)). These efforts to collaborate are a part of the budget request
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submitted November 1, 2013 for a complete and consistent statewide timekeeping, scheduling, and leave
tracking system. This new system will resolve many of the inadequacies of the current system.

30. Why did the software that the Department uses to track time for payroll not report the true costs of SB
210?

Answer:

The Department’s payroll software does report out the actual costs of overtime each month without any
problems. The issue with the current system is the ability to evaluate the data and pull down information
for reporting purposes. As the bill was initially implemented based on a misinterpretation of the bill, it
was difficult to pull down information from the system to understand how much overtime was due to
officers exceeding the new 85 hour work period limit or due to working 12 or more hours. There is also
an inherent lag in receiving overtime information as the payment of overtime occurs the month after it is
earned. However, now that the information has been obtained and the new interpretation of the bill is
being implemented, the Department does not anticipate additional issues.

31. Is the department interpreting the law in a way that is adding to the bill's cost and leading to over
expenditures? Are other interpretations possible?

Answer:

Yes. While the fiscal analysis of SB 13-210 focused on shifts of twelve or more hours, the Department
initially implemented the bill to apply to all work time within a twenty-four hour period. As a result, the
Department is paying overtime to employees who work split shifts. Split shifts occur when a correctional
officer works a regular shift, has some amount of time off, and then returns to work for an additional full
or partial shift within 12 hours of the prior shift ending. These split shift situations have resulted in a
situation where the Department has been experiencing an extremely high rate of overtime costs
compared with previous years.

These higher than expected expenditures have led the Department to seek additional clarification as to
the accurate interpretation of the bill. As a result of those exchanges, it appears that overtime was not
intended to apply when a corrections officer works two separate shifts. Rather, it was only intended to
cover those employees working twelve or more consecutive hours.

32. How is the Department currently paying for the bill? Where is the money coming from? Is it coming
from another line item? What will happen if the Department doesn't get supplemental funding?

Answer:

The Department is working to manage the overtime expense through existing personal services
appropriations. At this time, due to the adjustment to the interpretation of SB 13-210, the Department
does not anticipate requiring a supplemental appropriation and anticipates being able to manage costs
within existing resources. Without an adjustment to the interpretation of the bill, a supplemental request
would have been unavoidable.

4:30-5:00 PRESENTATION BY THE PAROLE BOARD
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ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED

1. Provide a list of any legislation that the Department has: (a) not implemented or (b) partially
implemented. Explain why the Department has not implemented or has partially implemented the
legislation on this list.

Answer:

HB 10-1083, Concerning the Authority of the State to Enter Into Lease-Purchase Agreements for a Day
Surgery Center, was introduced and signed into law by Governor Bill Ritter on April 21, 2010. At the
time the legislation was envisioned, the CDOC believed that significant cost savings could be achieved
by performing outpatient surgeries at a CDOC surgical facility rather than having them done in hospitals
or public ambulatory surgical centers. However, due to a lower number of surgeries appropriate for the
ASC and higher construction and operating costs due to construction and design deficiencies, the
Department no longer believes that an ASC is the best possible use for the facility. At the current number
of eligible procedures, there are insufficient appropriate surgeries to implement the intent of the bill. At
the current time, the Department believes that repurposing the ASC into a dedicated dialysis center is the
most viable option.

The Department currently houses a total of 26 offenders who require dialysis treatment, but has in the
past provided treatment to as many as 34 DOC offenders as well as inmates housed in the Denver County
jail, on an a- needed contract basis. On average, dialysis occurs three times per week per patient,
resulting in approximately 78 dialysis treatments per week at the current time. While the CDOC
operates a single dialysis unit at DRDC, the unit only has eight chairs and does not meet the
Department’s needs. Furthermore, the current dialysis unit is not in compliance with best industry
practices. Therefore, it is recognized that there is an enhanced need for an expanded, dedicated,

modern, on-site dialysis unit. The Department believes that the present ASC could serve as an excellent
location for this unit and that it is in the best interest of the state to repurpose the ASC.

SB 13-210, Concerning Employment Conditions for Correctional Officers, and, in connection therewith,
making an appropriation was introduced and signed into law by Governor Hickenlooper on May 24,
2013. In summary, the legislation requires the Department to establish staffing levels at each
correctional facility and private prison by security level; develop a criteria when a corrections officer
works two consecutive shifts and to pay overtime; and establish a new work period for staff subject to
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) 28 day work schedule. Additionally, the Department is required to
provide all Department employees with a paystub that clearly and accurately reflects all hours worked
and to collaborate with the Department of Personnel and Administration (DPA) and the Governor’s
Office of Information Technology (OIT) on their efforts to modernize the state’s personnel timekeeping
systems. These last two statutory mandates are in process. The Department has collaborated with DPA
and OIT on identifying programming capabilities that meet Department needs and statutory criteria. The
OIT has submitted a Capital Construction request that is under consideration by the Capital
Development Committee for funding in FY 14-15.

While not part of any recently passed legislation, there is a widely reported pending class action lawsuit
related to the recreation space at the Department’s high custody facility. At this time, options are being
evaluated for constructing recreation yards at Colorado State Penitentiary.

2. Does Department have any outstanding high priority recommendations as identified in the "Annual
Report of Audit Recommendations Not Fully Implemented™” that was published by the State Auditor's
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Office on June 30, 2013? What is the department doing to resolve the outstanding high priority
recommendations?

http://www.leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditorl.nsf/All/D36AE0269626 A00B87257BF30051FF84/$FILE/13
37S%20Annual%20Rec%20Database%20as%200f%2006302013.pdf

Answer:
The Department has no outstanding financial, performance and/or IT audit recommendations. As noted
on page 23of the “Annual Report of Audit Recommendations not Fully Implemented™:

Financial Audit Recommendations

As of June 30, 2013, the OSA’s follow-up audit process determined that all of the financial audit
recommendations that the Department agreed or partially agreed to implement have been fully
implemented. In our 2012 Annual Report of Audit Recommendations Not Fully Implemented (2012
Annual Report), the Department had no outstanding financial audit recommendations.

Performance and/or IT Audit Recommendations

As of June 30, 2013, the Department reports that all of the performance and/or IT audit
recommendations that the Department agreed or partially agreed to implement have been fully
implemented. In our 2012 Annual Report, the Department had no outstanding performance and/or
IT audit recommendations.

3. Does the department pay annual licensing fees for its state professional employees? If so, what
professional employees does the department have and from what funding source(s) does the department
pay the licensing fees? If the department has professions that are required to pay licensing fees and the
department does not pay the fees, are the individual professional employees responsible for paying the
associated licensing fees?

Answer:

The Department does not pay annual licensing fees for its professional employees whose positions
require a license. Each employee is required to personally pay to maintain required professional
licensure. The Department employs 673 staff with professional licenses.

4. Does the department provide continuing education, or funds for continuing education, for professionals
within the department? If so, which professions does the department provide continuing education for
and how much does the department spend on that? If the department has professions that require
continuing education and the department does not pay for continuing education, does the employee have
to pay the associated costs?

Answer:

The Department does not provide funding or reimbursement for continuing education for professionals
within the Department. The Department does provide these professionals with reasonable training time
to participate in required continuing education programs to maintain licensure requirements.

5. During the hiring process, how often does the number one choice pick candidate turn down a job offer
from the department because the starting salary that is offered is not high enough?

Answer:

The Department does not maintain hiring data regarding the ranking of a candidate selected for a
position or if the hiring authority offered the position to multiple candidates prior to filling the position.
The hiring authority has up to six candidates to consider for a position. Although the candidates are
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ranked, the hiring authority has full discretion to choose any of the six for a position. The first ranked

candidate may have tested well but may not be the best overall candidate for a position. This may become

apparent during the interview process. The Department has several classifications that hire at entry-
level of the range such as correctional officer and correctional support trade supervisor. The hiring
authority has discretion to offer a salary above the entry-level if it is within the budget and the
individual’s experience supports a higher wage. Additionally, the hiring authority may offer a salary

above entry level for those classifications that are competitive with private industry such as nurses, mid-

level providers, and other positions in clinical services.

6. What is the turnover rate for staff in the department?

Answer:

The Department of Personnel provided a statewide report in response to this question during the
Department of Personnel's hearing with the Joint Budget Committee, but DOC has repeated it here for
your convenience.

Table 7: Department of Corrections: Job Class Turnover Rate by Number of Separations
Employees in Quartile of
Class & Separations Class Salary Range
Employees | Turnover
Class Class Title Separations in Class Rate 1st 2nd | 3rd | 4th
A1D2 | CORR/YTH/CLIN SEC OFF | 340 2,619 13.0% 314 7 4 15
Al1D3 CORR/YTH/CLIN SEC OFF Il 70 839 8.3% 37 2 4 27
CORR SUPP TRADES SUPV
AllLl | 56 594 9.4% 40 4 3 9
C6S1 NURSE | 22 170 12.9% 0 15
H7A1 STATE TEACHER | 19 173 11.0% 13 1 3 2
Top Classes Total 507 4,395 11.5% 404 29 21 53
Department Total 733 6,703 10.9%
Table 8: Department of Corrections: Job Class Turnover Rate by Total Employees in Class
Employees in Quartile of
Class & Separations Class Salary Range
Employees | Turnover
Class Class Title Separations in Class Rate 1st 2nd | 3rd | 4th
A1D2 CORR/YTH/CLIN SEC OFF | 340 2,619 13.0% 314 7 4 15
A1D3 | CORR/YTH/CLIN SEC OFF I 70 839 8.3% 37 2 4 27
CORR SUPP TRADES SUPV
Alll I 56 594 9.4% 40 4 3 9
CORR/YTH/CLN SEC SUPV
A1D5 I 18 277 6.5% 5
A3C1 COMMUNITY PAROLE OFF 18 232 7.8% 13 2 0 3
Top Classes Total 502 4,561 11.0% 409 17 13 63
Department Total 733 6,703 10.9%
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The Department of Corrections has taken specific steps to improve the overall operations of the
Department, increase offender success, and enhance overall operations. These steps include
engaging the National Institute of Corrections for a review of Parole operations, The National
Center for State Courts for a Time and Workload Study, as well as many internal reviews of
policies and operations. This document summarizes the specific proposals and initiatives from
these efforts.

Division of Adult Parole Reform Initiatives

Par ole Placeholder Summary

Preparation for release: 51.6 FTE and $4.4 million

CPOs in the Facilities — 19.2 FTE total and $1.67 million;
Increase Case Management — 26.9 FTE and $1.9 million; and
Offender ID Program — 1.8 FTE and $0.5 million.

Additional Pre-release Efforts — 3.7 FTE and $0.4 million;

Transition Tools: 10.1 FTE and $2.1 million
e Additional funding for parolee emergency assistance — $0.8 million;
Cognitive behavioral program funding for parolees — $0.3 million;
Employment & Training Navigators to assist with job placement — 3.7 FTE $0.3 million;
Behavior Health (BH) positions — 4.6 FTE and $0.4 million;
Re-Entry staffing increase — 1.8 FTE and $0.1 million; and
Vivitrol Pilot Program — $0.3 million.

Operational Enhancements: 12.0 FTE and $1.5 million

e Staff Training Program — 7.3 FTE and $0.6 million;

e Electronic Monitoring Post and On-call Pay — 4.7 FTE total and $0.6 million;
e Safety Equipment Replacement Plan - $0.2 million; and
[ ]

CWISE (Parole Information Technology Parolee Tracking System) Enhancements -
$60,000

Background
In May 2013, the US Department of Justice National Institute of Corrections (NIC) agreed to provide

technical assistance to the Colorado Department of Corrections (CDOC) to examine organizational



policies and offender management practices both within institutions and parole with the goal to
improve CDOC operational approaches. The NI1C determined that the technical assistance
would be provided in three phases.

First, the NIC engaged in an analysis of current CDOC policies and practices regarding the use
of electronic monitoring technology for offenders on parole and offer suggestions regarding
CDOC’s practices. Secondly, the NIC engaged key CDOC managers in a “CDOC System
Mapping” exercise that would help to identify critical decision points in the offender
management process and then attempt to develop consensus regarding those topics that may be in
need of further attention. Finally, technical assistance would be offered to CDOC that could
assist the organization in making specific improvements in offender management practices in the
areas identified through the technical assistance effort.

The technical assistance provided by the US Department of Justice National Institute of
Corrections (NIC) assisted with the identification of “priority areas” within the system, and the
recommendations and provisions for follow-up technical assistance regarding these priority
areas.

The NIC produced in two specific reports sixteen (16) separate recommendations designed to
improve operations and improve offender reentry.

Recommendations from NIC System Mapping Evaluation:

1. Improve opportunities to identify and collect meaningful offender criminogenic needs
information at intake, and use this information in making institutional placement.
Create a unified institutional case plan.

Reduce institutional moves of inmates.

Expand available institutional programs.

Expand available community services, programs and options.

Provide staff with more guidance regarding the use of discretion.

Review the imposition and decision making regarding Intensive Supervision Parole

(ISP) and the use of Electronic Monitoring (EM).

8. Reduce the number of work groups, issues being explored, and work requirements
that have a lower priority.

Nogakown

Recommendations from NIC Electronic Monitoring Evaluation:

9. Define “why” electronic supervision is being used.

10. Identify specific roles and tasks for staff to move CDOC toward reaching the “why”
of electronic supervision.

11. Develop policies and procedures that stipulate direct oversight and contact with the
central monitoring center.

12. Review equipment vendor services.

13. Develop nuanced response protocols.

14. Establish partnerships with other law enforcement agencies to assist with responding
to alerts.

15. Develop, deliver, and refresh training.

16. Conduct routine process and outcome evaluation.

In June of 2013, the Colorado Department of Corrections (CDOC) contracted Court Consulting
Services National Center for State Courts (NCSC) to conduct a thorough and comprehensive



Community Parole Officer Time and Motion Workload Study. This was not designed as an
audit, but rather an analysis to determine how long it takes CPOs to do the work expected and to
what extent they have an adequate amount of time to do what is expected of them. The scope of
the study includes a review of current policies, a time and motion workload study, and a case-file
audit. Together, a thorough review of these three elements will help the NCSC to determine
what Community Parole Officers (CPO's) in Colorado are expected to do, how long it takes them
to do the work, and the degree to which CPOs are actually engaging in all of the activities they
are expected to undertake.

Next Steps:
In response to both the NIC System Mapping evaluation and the NCSC CPO Time and Motion

Work load Study, the Department is pursuing a multi-faceted and multi-phased approach to
addressing programmatic issues.

As part and in addition to the work being conducted to implement the recommendations from the
US Department of Justice National Institute of Corrections (NIC) and the National Center for
State Courts (NCSC), the Department analyzed system wide operations from initial intake of
offenders into the prison system through discharging from parole to look for opportunities to
better prepare offenders for release, provide greater opportunities for offenders to successfully
transition back to our communities, enhance public safety, and augment action plans from the
NIC & NCSC recommendations.

The results from this internal analysis created a plan of action that will guide the Department to
accomplish several short, medium, and long term goals targeted to:

e Increase pre-release and facility In-Reach services to augment current efforts to prepare
offenders for successful release;

e Provide additional tools for success in the transition from incarceration to the community;
and

e Enhance operations via staff training and augmented offender supervision initiatives.

| ncrease Offender Preparation for Release through additional pre-release type activities
Although the Department currently provides pre-release classes in the state prison facilities, there
is currently very little pre-release interaction between offenders and Community Parole Officers.
An essential component of the pre-release process is developing relationships between
Community Parole Officers and offenders prior to release which will assist the offenders in
understanding what to expect when released and to be prepared to meet those expectations when
released.

According to the report “Putting Public Safety First - 13 Parole Supervision Strategies to
Enhance Reentry Outcomes ”, “As recommended by the National Research Council (2007, 82),
‘parole authorities and administrators of both in-prison and post-release programs (should)
redesign their activities and programs to provide major support to parolees and other releases at
the time of release. Many studies argue that the beginning supervision is so critical to individual
success that parole agencies should not wait for the individual to be released to the community to
develop and implement a supervision plan. Parole staff will ideally be involved in pre-release
planning activities and help support and coordinate supervision interventions just after release.
Early involvement by parole officers can contribute to increased offender success through



helping the parolee understand the conditions of release and the expectations of the conditions of
parole once release occurs.

The Department is requesting 19 FTE to allow CPQO’s to be assigned pre-release duties in the
public and private prison facilities (19.2 FTE and $1.7 million). These POST-certified staff will
be in the facilities to bridge the gap between facility and parole operations: providing group and
one-on-one contact with offenders in prison but also rotating back into the community to remain
current with field work trends and current community resources. These officers will provide
contact to offenders in state and private facilities, complimenting the case manager and pre-
release specialists with additional pre-release efforts in those facilities. These officers will also
be available to assist with transporting high risk / high needs offenders from the institutions to
parole offices upon release, ensuring for seamless transition and supervision.

e Group classes conducted by the CPO will provide an overview of the parole process
during the pre-release module “Living Under Supervision” (terms and conditions of
parole, what offenders can expect during supervision, and answering general questions
about the parole process). The class will also be provided to other offenders outside of
the pre-release module.

e One-on-one contact with offenders will assist facility-based case managers with pre-
parole planning (such as housing options and condition of parole placements that would
contribute to the reduction of homeless parole plans), pre-parole investigations
(employment needs), and obtaining community contacts and referrals for treatment
services.

e Duties will also include the transport of high risk / high needs offenders (those offenders
who are sexually violent predators, or releasing from administrative segregation as well
as some of those who are severe mentally or physically ill) to the parole office when they
release from prison. In FY 2012-13, approximately 8% of DOC releasing offenders
(860) were seriously mentally ill, 3% (307) were seriously physically ill, less than 1%
(85) were released from administrative segregation or were sexually violent predators
(47).

The Department is also requesting four Pre-Release Specialist FTE to be placed in current
facilities that have high demand for pre-release programs (about $265,000). These staff provide
training in job skills using the SKYTRAIN program, assisting the offenders in online application
processes and resumeé production, doing mock interviews, and other classes to prepare the
offender for success upon release.

In addition to providing opportunities for the pre-release preparation and interaction with
community parole officers prior to release, the Department determined that additional resources
were needed to allow facility based case managers the ability to more fully implement the
recommendations from the NIC evaluation that indicated a need to create more thorough
institutional case plans that are offender specific and address specific criminogenic needs. With
ratios of over 90 offenders per case manager, implementation of this recommendation would be
difficult. With the reduction of caseloads to 80:1 for general population offenders and 60:1 for
high needs populations, resources will be better aligned to assist offenders with more services
and personalized case planning. Total funding required to reduce these caseloads is
approximately $1.9 million.



The last component identified to assist offenders in preparing for release is ensuring each has an
official identification document. For many offenders, this is something they already have and
the Department is simply returning it to them as they release. However, for many offenders, they
do not have identification nor the documents required to get one. Without a process in place to
work through the barriers and collaborate with the Department of Revenue, many offenders will
find it difficult, if not impossible, to find employment or otherwise interact with modern society
that relies heavily on official identification documents. Total funding needed to establish this
process is approximately $436,000.

Provide Additional Toolsto Offendersfor Successful Transition

Once released from a facility into the community, it will be important for offenders to have the
necessary tools to be successful. Some offenders struggle with homelessness and
unemployment, others with mental illness, others with drug addictions and others with all of the
above. When looking at providing the best possible chance of success for each offender, the
Department must be flexible and broad in its approach. The proposed tools for offenders
include:

e A consolidation of emergency assistance contract funding in one line is being proposed.
As part of this request, in the Parole subprogram proposes to expand funding for inpatient
residential treatment, housing, psychotropic medication for parolees, transportation
assistance, clothing, employment assistance, and any other specialized needs that may
impact a parolee’s transition. On any given day, parolee needs can change depending on
their particular circumstances and thus a consolidation of these line items will provide the
necessary flexibility to meet these needs and an increase in total amount will enable more
of the needs to be met. Total approximate increase of $773,000.

e Evidenced Based Cognitive Behavioral program contract funding to provide officers with
a referral program to help parolees struggling to leave criminal thinking in the past. Total
increase in funding proposed is $300,000.

e Behavioral Health — community-based mental health consultants are requested for each
of four regions in the state to provide case planning, consultation and training to CPO’s to
direct the parolee to the right community based service providers to meet their individual
needs. A supervisor is also requested. These positions will be funded and monitored by
the Mental Health subprogram to provide oversight from those experienced in the
behavioral health issues of offenders. Total cost of $361,000.

e Four regional Employment and Training Navigators to coordinate with the Colorado
Department of Labor and Employment to assist in contacting employers and obtaining
general leads for employment opportunities for parolees. Total cost of approximately
$282,000.

e Additional Re-Entry Specialists will be placed in heavier workload areas to assist parole
officers and consult with parolees on contacts for job and housing assistance,
transportation needs, and other re-entry challenges. Total cost of approximately
$300,000.

e Vivitrol pilot program continuation and expansion project. Vivitrol is designed to
remove cravings for opiate narcotics and free offenders from their addictions. Total cost
of $250,000.

Public Safety Enhancement
At the center of the Department’s initiatives will be a heightened focus on staff training, strict




accountability, and a commitment to seeing that the public is protected while assisting and
preparing offenders to succeed.

To address these issues the Department is collaborating with Judicial Department Probation
Services to establish a model from which to develop a staff training and development
curriculum. The Department will use this model to enhance basic training for new parole
employees, develop annual in-service training for parole staff, and create a staff development
within the Division of Adult Parole to prepare and supervise offenders through successful
reintegration.

The Department Training Academy will rely heavily upon the success achieved by the Colorado
Judicial Department Probation Services and their training and staff development programs. To
accomplish this, the Department is requesting 7.0 training coordinators: one in each of four
regions with an additional trainer in the Denver metro area, as well as 2.0 FTE in the training
academy to focus on parole specific training and 1.0 administrative assistant to support the
additional training activity. The total cost of this request is approximately $600,000.

While the Department does not control offenders who are in the community, there must be a
level of responsiveness to issues when they are known (or should be known) where the public
can be confident that the Department is excising judicious authority when appropriate.

To this end and to address response protocols in National Institute of Corrections (NIC)
recommendation #5 in the August 2013 Electronic Monitoring