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Distribution of Net General Fund by Division*
FY 2010-11 Appropriation $797.2 million

Adult Assistance Youth Corrections

Executive Director's
Office

Information
Technology

) Office of Operations
- —==ml County Administration

People with Disabilities

Mental Health and
Alcohol and Drug '
Abuse Services Child Welfare
Self Sufficiency
Child Care

*Net General Fund includes General Fund appropriated to the Department of Human Services and General
Fund appropriated to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing for human services programs.

Distribution of Total Funds by Division
FY 2010-11 Appropriation $2,153.1 million
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People with Youth Corrections
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COMPARISON OF FY 2000-01 AND FY 2010-11 APPROPRIATIONS
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NOTES: (1) All appropriations aboveexclude duplicate appropriations (i.e., these appropriations exclude reappropriated funds for FY 2010-11 and, for FY 2000-
01, exclude amounts that would have been classified as reappropriated funds). For this department, the majority of reappropriated funds are for transfers
from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing. In this chart, these amounts are shown as General Fund and federal funds in the Department
of Human Services, based on how the funds are initially appropriated in the Department of Health Care policy and Financing, and are excluded from the
Department of Health Care Policy and Financing appropriation. Other duplicate appropriations in the Department of Human Services are entirely
excluded from the chart. Thisincludes transfers from the Department of Education to support vocational rehabilitation programs, transfers from the
Department of Corrections for facility support services on the Department of Human Services' Pueblo campus, and funds transferred within the
Department of Human Services for administrative support services, among other items.
(2) For the purpose of providing comparable figures, FY 2000-01 appropriations are adjusted to reflect changes in the Denver-Boulder-Greeley
consumer price index (CPl) from 2000 to 2010. Based on the Legislative Council Staff September 2010 Economic and Revenue Forecast, the CPl is

projected to increase 21.9 percent over this period.

(3) In the per capita chart, above, appropriations are divided by the Colorado population (for 2000 and 2010, respectively). Based on the Legislative
Council Staff September 2010 Economic and Revenue Forecast, Colorado population is projected to increase by 18.9 percent over this period.

7-Dec-2010

HUM-brf



FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Division of Child Welfare, Division of Child Care, Youth Corrections)

DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW

Key Responsibilities

Child Welfare: Child welfare programs are administered by 64 county departments of social
services under the supervision of the state Department of Human Services. County departments of
social services: (1) Receive and respond to reports of potential child abuse or neglect; and (2)
Provide necessary and appropriate child welfare services to the child and the family, including
providing for the residential care of a child when a court determines this is in the best interests of
the child.

Child Care: Child care subsidies for low income children (the Colorado Childcare Assistance
Program or CCAP) are administered by Colorado's 64 counties under supervision of the Department.
The Department also licenses child care providers, enforces child care regulations, and works to
improve the quality of child care in Colorado.

Youth Corrections: The Division of Youth Corrections (DY C) has responsibility for the housing,
treatment, and education of juveniles in detention and commitment, and for supervising juvenile
offenders who are placed on parole.

Detention -- a short-term hold on youth who are awaiting adjudication (similar to adult jail).
Commitment -- a longer-term sentence to the custody of the Division (similar to adult prison).

In addition, the Division:

> Supervises juveniles during a six-month mandatory parole period following all commitment
sentences;
> Provides technical assistance to local communities and reviews their use of allocated S.B.

91-94 funds for the development of alternatives to incarceration.

Factors Driving the Budget

Child Welfare

County departments of social services receive and respond to reports of potential child abuse or
neglect under the supervision of the Colorado Department of Human Services. In FY 2009-10,
counties received 76,628 reports of abuse or neglect. On average, counties conducted an assessment

7-Dec-10 5 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf



(investigation) inresponseto about oneinthreereportsreceived. Following an assessment, acounty
isrequired to provide necessary and appropriate child welfare services to the child and the family.
About 18 percent of county assessmentsresult in the county providing child welfare services, which
may includein-home support or court-ordered placement in afoster care home or 24-hour child care
facility. Of the 41,848 children who received child welfare servicesin FY 2009-10, 18,954 (45.3
percent) remained in their own home, 11,905 (28.4 percent), werein foster care, and 10,989 (26.2
percent) were foster children who had been adopted but continued to receive support from county
departments.

Appropriationsfor child welfare programsfor FY 2010-11 ($406.7 million) consist of 48.9 percent
General Fund, 32.9 percent federal funds, and 18.1 percent county funds and various cash fund
sources. The vast majority of funds appropriated (over 97 percent) are made available to county
departments for the provision of child welfare services. County expenditures are driven by:

v the number of reports of abuse or neglect received,

v the number of children and families requiring child welfare services,

v the number of children who are removed from the home and placed in residential care; and
v the cost of providing residential care and other services.

Each year, the General Assembly decideswhether to increase child welfarefunding to cover casel oad
increases and inflationary increases in the cost of providing services. A county that overspends its
annual share of state and federal funds is required to cover the over-expenditure with other funds,
which may include fundstransferred from the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant
and/or county tax revenue. County child welfare expenditures have exceeded the annua
appropriation in each of the last six fiscal years for which datais available.

Note: The FY 2005-06 appropriation excludes $4.5 million for training and administrative costs; this amount was
previously included in the Family and Children's Programs line item but was transferred to other line items for FY
2005-06.

Child Care

TheColorado Child Care Assistance Programisastate-supervised, county-administered program
to provide child care subsidies for low income families. Counties set digibility guidelines and
provider reimbursement levels, subject to state- and federal- guidelines that require access to the
program for eligible families on the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program
and those earning less than 125 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL). At county option,
families earning up to eighty-five percent of the state median income may access the program.
Funding is based on a combination of state federal Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) block
grant moneys, state General Fund, and county maintenance-of-effort requirements. Although state
General Fund and federal CCDF funding is capped, counties may, at their option, transfer up to
20 percent of their capped allocations from the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
block grant to supplement these funding sources.
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In recent years, actual expenditures for the program have cycled between $74 and $98 million,
based on eligibility and provider-reimbursement policies that are set at the county-level. The
variation haslargely reflected the amount of TANF block grant funds transferred by counties and
spent for child care subsidies. At the peak, in FY 2001-02, counties transferred and spent $32.1
million of their TANF dollars for child care subsidies, resulting in total expenditures of $98.3
million. By FY 2006-07, transfers had falen to $866,000, and the initial FY 2006-07
appropriation was reduced by $5.1 million to avoid a reversion, based on total expenditures of
$74.3million. Startingin FY 2007-08, total CCAP expendituresagain begantorise. By FY 2008-
09, expenditures had reached $96.7 million, based on regular allocations, transfersfromthe TANF
block grant, and special federa allocations from the American Recovery and Reinvestement Act
totaling $10.6 million.

Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP)
FY 02- FY 03- FY 04- FY 05- FY 06- FY 07- FY 08- FY 09-
03 04 05 06 07 08 09* 10*
CCAP
Appropriations
($ millions) $72.5 $73.4 $73.7 $74.9 $74.7 $75.7 $86.9 $86.0
Percent Change 0.0% 1.2% 0.4% 1.6% -0.3% 1.3% 14.8% -1.0%
CCAP Expenditures
(including TANF $%)
($ millions) $94.5 $86.3 $381.1 $76.3 $74.3 $86.4 $96.7 $96.5
Percent Change 0.0% -8.7% -6.0% -5.9% -2.6% 16.3%

*FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 appropriationsinclude one-timeincreases of $11.1 million and $10.4 million respectively from the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

Youth Corrections

Historical Growth. Appropriations to the Division of Youth Corrections grew significantly
through FY 2007-08 but have declined in recent years. From FY 1990-91 through FY 2010-11,
the net General Fund appropriation to the Division grew from $50.4 million (in FY 2009-10
dollars) to $126.7 million, an increase of $76.5 million. This increase represents a compound
annual growth rate of 4.7 percent over the 20-year period after accounting for inflation. The
following graph depicts the annual net General Fund appropriationsto DY C for the past 20 years
in FY 2009-10 dollars.
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Annual Growth Rate. From FY 1990-91 through FY 2001-02, theannual growth rateininflation-
adjusted net General Fund appropriationsto DY C ranged from 3.1 percent to 26.3 percent. From

Division of Youth Corrections - Annual Net General Fund
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FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05, appropriationswere reduced, reflecting the shortage of General
Fund dollars. From FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07, the inflation-adjusted net General Fund
appropriations increased due in part to overall funding increases and in part to changes in federal
policy that reduced the share of costs covered by federal Medicaid funds. However, in the period
from FY 2006-07 through FY 2010-11, the annual growth rate again declined due to declinesin
the numbers of youth committed to the divison and funding reductions associated with the
recession.

Population Growth

Commitment. Fiscal year 2005-06 represented the first year since FY 1986-87 that the Division
saw a decline in its commitment average daily population (ADP) from the previous year. Since
that time, commitment rates have fallen steadily. The decline appears to be related to trendsin
delinquency filings and commitment admissions, both of which havefallen. (There has not been
areduction in commitment length of stay or areduction in recidivism ratesthat would explain the
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change in the commitment ADP, despite the fact that the Division attributes the ADP reductions
in part to its Continuum of Care Initiative, which is a program designed to transition youth from
residential placementsinto the community.) Theresidential commitment length of stay (LOS) in
FY 2009-10 was 18.9 months. The graph below reflects the changes in commitment beds.

Division of Youth Corrections - Commitment
Average Daily Population (ADP)
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Parole. Legidlation requiring mandatory parole for all committed juveniles produced a large
increase in the parole population in the late 1990s. Changes in the period of mandatory parole
have resulted in significant changes in the average daily population (ADP) of paroled youths.
Paroled youth require case managers, monitoring and transitional services. Inrecent years, funding
for parole services has increased, despite declines in the parole population, to support a more
intensive array of services.

Pursuant to S.B. 03-284, the mandatory parole length was shortened from nine to six months,
effectiveMay 1, 2003. However, sincethe passageof S.B. 03-284, the parolelength of stay (LOS)
has consistently exceeded the mandatory parol e period of 6 months. For many high-risk youth, the
Parole Board has the statutory authority to extend parole for an additional 15 monthsif thereisa
“finding of special circumstances’ for youth adjudicated for certain offenses(e.g., violent offense,
sex offenses, etc.). After declining to 6.6 monthsin FY 2007-08, the parole LOS again increased
to 6.8 monthsin FY 2009-10.

The graph bel ow showsthe changesin the parole population. Asshown, after the passage of S.B.
03-284, youth who had been sentenced under the old 9-month mandate were being rel eased at the
same time as youth who were being released under the new six-month parole sentence. This
resulted in a precipitous increase in parole discharges and a statewide decline in parole ADP. In
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general, the parole ADP lagsthe commitment ADP, and declinesinthe parole ADP startingin FY
2006-07 reflect the overall declinesin commitment ADP. However, in FY 2009-10 there was an
increase in the parole ADP, possibly due to Department efforts to bring some youth before the
parole board at an earlier date, aswell asanincreasein the parolelength of stay. The graph below
depicts the changes in the parol e population.

Division of Youth Corrections - Parole
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Detention. Detention facilities hold youth while awaiting a hearing. Judges can also sentence
adjudicated youth to a period of up to 45 days in adetention facility (Section 19-2-911, C.R.S)).

The average length of stay in a secure detention facility has ranged from 10.4 days to 15.7 days
from FY 1992-93 through FY 2009-10. In FY 2009-10, the average length of stay was 14.2 days.

Thegrowthin securedetention bedswasrelatively highintheearly 1990s. Actionsby the General
Assembly to fund alternatives to secure detention and to cap the number of secure detention beds
helped to change this trend. Senate Bill 91-94 provided authorities with alternatives to secure
detention, including el ectronic monitoring and day treatment, which hel ped to reduce the growth.

Although funding for S.B. 91-94 programs was reduced as a result of the 2003 recession, it was
subsequently restored. The FY 2010-11 Long Bill appropriation of $13.3 million for S.B. 91-94
programs reflects an 8.1 percent increase over the FY 2002-03 funding level.

Senate Bill 03-286 established a‘cap’ or limit of 479 on the number of state-funded detention
beds. Each of the State’'s 22 judicia districts has been allocated a portion of the 479 beds.

Statutory language providesthat districts may borrow bedswithin an established ‘ catchment’ area
and mandate that districts have proceduresin placefor emergency release of detained youthinthe
event that a district is unable to borrow a bed. As a result of this legislation, use of secure
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detention beds declined. Prior to the cap, local jurisdictions were given substantial discretion as
to which youth could be admitted into detention. Currently, local jurisdictions till havethislevel
of discretion, but now it must be balanced by the reality of afinite number of allocated beds.

After the S.B. 03-283 detention cap was implemented, local jurisdictions reported considerable
strain adjusting, and many individual jurisdictionsexceeded their cap on any givenday. However,
the ADP for secure detention beds has continued to fall since FY 2005-06, reflecting areduction
in usage particularly in the admission of truants, status offenders, and other less serious offenders.

Theaveragestatewide ADPinFY 2009-10 was 116 bel ow the statewide cap of 479 and nolocality

hit its cap on any day during the year.

Division of Youth Corrections - Detention

Average Daily Population (ADP)
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Department of Human Services
(Division of Child Welfare, Division of Child Care, Division of Youth Corrections)

DECISION ITEM PRIORITY LIST

Note: Thistableincludes all Department of Human Services decision items. However, the full decisionitemtextis
shown only for those decision itemsthat affect the sections of the budget covered in this presentation. 1n some cases,
only a portion of the total decision item amount shown will apply to the budget sections addressed in this packet.

Decision Item GF CF RF FF Total Net GF* FTE

1 $185,194 $185,194 $0 $270,422 $640,810 $185,194 0.0
Additional Funding for Electronic Benefits Transfer
Service (EBTYS)

2 2,357,640 0 0 2,357,640 4715280 2,357,640 0.0
Additional Funding for Food Assistance Administration

3 (6,129,032) 0 13,594,096 0 7,465,064 668,016 0.0

Reallocation of Resources and Funding Increase for
Emergency Placements in Community Services for
People with Developmental Disabilities Program Costs

4 3,648,368 0 5,030,723 0 8,679,091 6,163,730 0.0

Services for People with Disahilities - New Funding
Developmental Disabilities Services

5 0 0 (548,765) 0 (548,765) 0 00

Transfer of Sol Vista Youth Services Center FTE to
the Division of Youth Corrections

Division of Youth Corrections. The request isto transfer 5.0 FTE for Sol Vistaclinical staff from the Colorado Mental Health
Institute at Pueblo(CMHI P) appropriation to the appropriation for the Division of Y outh Corrections (DY C). Thechangewould also
eliminate $548,765 reappropriated funds spending authority for funds currently transferred from DY C to CMHIP. Sol Vistaisa
20-bed DY C facility for committed youth with severe mental health needs and islocated on the CMHIP campus. Sol Vistaclinical
staff were previously employed by CMHIP under an agreement with DYC. The proposal would shift the clinical staff to direct
employment with DY C. Satutory authority: Section 19-2-403 (1), C.R.S.

Total $62,170 $185,194 $18,076,054 $2,628,062 $20,951,480 $9,374,580 0.0
Total for Itemsin this $0 $0 ($548,765) $0 ($548,765) $0 0.0
Packet

* These amounts are shown for informational purposesonly. A large portion of the Department's reappropriated fundsare
Medicaid-related transfers from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (HCPF). Roughly half of the
corresponding HCPF appropriations are General Fund. Net General Fund equals the direct GF appropriation shown,
plus the GF portion of the HCPF transfer.
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Department of Human Services
(Division of Child Welfare, Divison of Child Care, Division of Youth Corrections)

BASE REDUCTION ITEM PRIORITY LIST

Reduction Item GF CF RF FF Total Net GF* FTE

1 ($9,197,473) $0 $5,733 ($3682)  ($9,195422)  ($9,194,607) 0.0

Purchase of Contract PlacementsLineltem
Appropriation Reduction

Division of Youth Corrections. The request continues a $9.2 million reduction to the Y outh Corrections Purchase of Contract
Placements line item that was first taken through FY 2008-09 supplemental action based on reductions in the size of the youth
corrections commitment population. The Department had previously treated this reduction as temporary. Therefore, for the last
two years, it hasadded back $9.2 million through "annualization" only to remove the funds agai n through a base reduction request.

The current request differsfrom the one submitted for FY 2010-11 in that the Department now proposes to permanently reduce the
funding. The proposed reduction amount is slightly greater than the amount in prior years and is based on the December 2009
LegidativeCouncil Staff projectionof commitment placement fundingrequiredin FY 2011-12. Statutory authority: Sections19-2-
410 (1), 19-2-402, and 19-2-403, C.R.S.

2 0 0 (23,919) 0 (23,919) 0 05

Convert Contractual Servicesto FTE in the
Telecommunications Equipment Distribution
Program

3 (2,700,688) 0 0 0 (2,700,688) (2,700,688) 0.0
Eliminate County Tax Base Relief Appropriation

Total ($11,898,161) $0 ($18,186) ($3682)  ($11,920,029)  ($11,895,295) 0.5

Total for Items
in this Packet ($9,197,473) $0 $5,733 ($3,682) ($9,195,422) ($9,194,607) 0.0

* These amountsare shown for informational purposesonly. A large portion of the Department's reappropriated fundsare
Medicaid-related transfers from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (HCPF). Roughly half of the
corresponding HCPF appropriations are General Fund. Net General Fund equals the direct GF appropriation shown,
plus the GF portion of the HCPF transfer.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Division of Child Welfare, Divison of Child Care, Division of Youth Corrections)

NON PRIORITIZED CHANGE LIST

Base Reduction cls CF RF FF Total Net GF* FTE
Item
NP-1 (2,813) 0 (4,256) (2,228) (9,297) 4941) 00

2% Across the Board Personal Services
Reduction (HCPF Impact to DHS)

NP-2 0 0 (325,593) 0 (325,593) (159,471) 0.0

HCPF BRI-2 Medicaid Fee-For-Service
Payment Delay

Various. The Department of Health Care Policy and Financing proposes to implement a permanent three-week delay in the
payment of fee-for-service Medicaid claims. Theamount shown istheimpact on Department of Human Services M edicaid-funded
programs. Satutory authority: Section 25.5-4-401, C.R.S. (requires statutory change to implement request)..

NP-3 9,955 1,880 15,184 13,333 40,352 17,485 0.0
HCPF CHP+ Program Reductions

NP-4 (1,171,795) 0 (316,239) (336,666) (1,824,700)  (1,325718) 0.0

2% Acrossthe Board Personal Services
Reduction (DHS Impact)

Various. Theproposal isfor aone-time 2.0 percent reduction to the General Fund portion of all personal servicesappropriations.
The reduction is to be achieved through vacancies or aternative personal services actions departments feel are necessary to
implement the reduction. Statutory authority: Sections 24-37-301 and 34-37-304 (d), C.R.S.

NP-5 0 0 214,920 0 214,920 107,460 0.0

HCPF - CBM S Compliance with Low Income
Subsidy and Disability Determination Services
Federal Requirements

NP-7 (3,034,793) (205,236) (1,196,670) (824,860) (5,261,559) (3,555,727) 0.0
Statewide PERA adjustment

Various. Therequest isfor acontinuation of S.B. 10-146, which decreased the State's PERA contribution rate by 2.5 percent of
staff salariesand i ncreased the empl oyee contribution by acorresponding 2.5 percent. Statutory authority: Section 24-51-401(1.7)
(a), C.R.S. (requires modification to implement request).

NP-8 2,143 151 11,144 2,287 15,725 7,517 0.0
Annual Fleet Vehicle Replacement

NP-9 10,115 188 407 8,607 19,317 10,261 0.0
Printing of Statewide Warrants and Mainframe
Documents

NP-10 (438,817) (556) (109,381) (25,343) (574,097) (491,642) 0.0
Pro-Rated Benefits

Total (%4,626,005) (%$203,573) ($1,710,484)  ($1,164,870) ($7,704,932)  ($5,394,776) 0.0

7-Dec-10 14 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf




Base Reduction GF CF RF FF Total Net GF* FTE
Item

Total for Items
in this Packet ($4,206,588) ($203,573) ($1,710,484) ($1,164,870) ($7,704,932) ($5,394,776) 0.0

* These amounts are shown for informational purposesonly. A large portion of the Department's reappropriated funds
are Medicaid-related transfers from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (HCPF). Roughly half of the
corresponding HCPF appropriations are General Fund. Net General Fund equals the direct GF appropriation shown,
plus the GF portion of the HCPF transfer.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare Child Care, Youth Corrections)

OVERVIEW OF NUMBERS PAGES

The following table summarizes the total change, in dollars and as a percentage, between the
Department's FY 2010-11 appropriation and its FY 2011-12 request. A large portion of the
Department'sreappropriated fundsare M edi caid-rel ated transfersfrom the Department of Health Care
Policy and Financing (HCPF). Roughly half of the corresponding HCPF appropriations are General
Fund. Net General Fund equal sthe direct GF appropriation shown, plusthe GF portion of the HCPF
transfer.

Total Requested Change Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections
FY 2010-11to FY 2011-12 (millions of dollars)

Category GF CF RF FF Total Net GF FTE

FY 2010-11 Appropriation $338.4 $84.4 $18.9 $191.1 $632.8 $345.0 ( 1,157.1
FY 2011-12 Request 342.9 84.1 18.9 185.2 631.1 3515 | 1,162.1
Increase / (Decrease) $4.5 ($0.3) $0.0 ($5.9) ($1.7) $6.5 5.0
Percentage Change 1.3% -0.4% 0.0% -3.1% -0.3% 1.9% 0.4%

The following table highlights the individual changes contained in the Department's FY 2011-12
budget request, as compared with the FY 2010-11 appropriation, for the portion of the Department
covered in this briefing packet. For additional detail, see the numbers pagesin Appendix A.

Requested Changes, FY 2010-11to FY 2011-12

Category GF CF RF FF Total Net GF FTE

Executive
Director's Office
(lineitemsin this
packet ONLY)

Annualize prior year
legidation (S.B. 10-
143, S.B. 10-171) $228,785 $8,166 $0 $14,408 $251,359 $228,785 0.0
Statewide decision

items to reduce
personal servies,

PERA (NP-4, NP-7) (61,533) (9,837) 809 (15,166) (87,345) (61,533) 0.0
Subtotal $167,252 ($1,671) ($809) ($758) $164,014 $167,252 0.0
Division of Child

Welfare
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Category

GF

CF

RF

FF

Total

Net GF

FTE

Adjustments for
leap year and
Medicaid delayed
payments (statewide
policy and NP-2)

Annulize prior year
legidation (S.B. 10-
143)

Eliminate enhanced
federal match for
Medicaid & Title
IV-E (FMAP)

Statewide decision
items to reduce
personal services,
PERA (NP-4, NP-7)

Subtotal

$297,338

49,698

3,911,137

(111,520)
$4,146,653

$74,334

(398,301)

0

($323,967)

$41,518

3,025

(5,339)
$39,204

$85,771

29,852

(5,496,339)

(23,409)

$498,961

82,575

(1,983,503)

(140,268)

$318,097

51,211

5,567,729

(114,200)

($5,404,125)

($1,542,235)

$5,822,837

0.0

0.0

0.0

Division of Child
Care

Annulize prior year
legidation (S.B. 10-
143)

Annuaize FY 11
transfer of fundsto
ITSfor new
CHATS system

Statewide decision
items to reduce
personal services,
PERA (NP-4, NP-7)

Subtotal

$44,252

(80,579)
($36,327)

$12,755

(12,793)
($38)

[}

$33,710

(516,250)

(38,077)

$90,717

(516,250)

(131,449)

($520,617)

($556,982)

$44,252

(80,579)
($36,327)

0.0

0.0

Division of Youth
Corrections

Restore prior-year
cuts to flexible
funds and managed
care pilot

Annualize prior year
legidation (S.B. 10-
143, H.B. 10-1413)

Leap year
adjustment

7-Dec-10

$9,221,421

1,618,260

108,131

1,166

990

4,435

17

5,973

3,682

$9,221,421

1,626,389

116,248
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$9,221,421

1,618,755

110,349

0.0

0.0

0.0




Category GF CF RF FF Total Net GF FTE

Eliminate enhanced

federal Medicaid

match (FMAP) 0 0 0 0 0 300,247 0.0

Transfer FTE (DI 5) 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.0

Eliminate flexible

funds (BR 1) (9,197,473) 0 5,733 (3,682) (9,195,422) (9,194,607) 0.0

Statewide decision

items to reduce

personal services,

PERA (NP-4, NP-7) |  (1,583,907) (1,135) (7,649) (5,841) (1,598,532) (1,584,921) 0.0
Subtotal $166,432 $31 $3,509 $132 $170,104 $471,244 5.0
Total Change $4,444,010 ($325,645) $41,904 ($5,925,368) ($1,765,099) $6,425,006
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING | SSUE

I SSUE: Significant Actions Taken from FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11 to Balance the Budget

If General Fund appropriations to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing that are
transferred to the Department of Human Services areincluded, the General Fund appropriation to the
Department of Human Services decreased by $43.2 million (5.1 percent) from FY 2007-08 to FY
2010-11. However, total appropriations to the Department of Human Services have increased since
FY 2007-08, based primarily on federal funds increases. Since the most recent economic downturn
started in 2008, increases for casel oads have been limited, provider rates have declined, bedsin state
facilities have been closed, and staff compensation has been restricted. However, federal funds
increases, including federal funds temporarily available under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, have offset General Fund reductions and helped to limit the depth of cuts.

SUMMARY:

a

Division of Child Wdfare:

The General Assembly has used various refinancing mechanismsto reduce the General Fund
share of child welfare costs. Thisincludesrefinancing county block allocations with federal
Temporary Assistanceto Needy Families(TANF) funds ($19.5 millionin FY 2010-11); using
the enhanced federal Medicaid match (FMAP) available under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act totemporarily refinancechild welfareservies($3.9 millionunder TitlelV-E
and $1.7 million under Medicaid Title X1X); and requiring counties to pay a full 20 percent
share of costs for out-of-home placements ($8.1 million). A number of these actions are
temporary: the FMAP refinancewill phaseout in FY 2010-11, and $12.5 million of the TANF
refinance will no longer be available after FY 2011-12.

The General Assembly has also reduced total funding for capped county allocationsfor child
welfare services and family and children's programs from the FY 2008-09 peak and has not
authorized increasesfor counties associated with increasesin inflation and population. Total
appropriations have fallen $10.9 million (2.8 percent) from the FY 2008-09 peak, returning
themto 0.2 percent below the FY 2007-08 level. In constant dollars, per childinthe Colorado
population, child welfare allocations to counties have fallen 7.9 percent since FY 2007-08.

This has occurred in part due to declinesin federal revenue sources, which have offset other
budget increases.

Division of Child Care. The General Assembly hasrefinanced General Fund appropriations
for the Child Care Assistance Program, Child Care Councils, and child careindirect costswith
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$1.5 million from Child Care Development Fund reserves starting in FY 2010-11. It also
reduced child carelicensing staff by 3.5 FTE and $218,904 General Fund per year, beginning
mid-year FY 2009-10.

a Division of Youth Corrections. Starting in FY 2008-09, the General Assembly cut $9.1
million General Fund not required for the purchase of contract placements (dueto declinesin
the average daily population), rather than alowing these funds to be reinvested in the DYC
budget. The General Assembly has also required Y outh Corrections facility to continue to
operate at higher capacity ($2.3 million General Fund savings in FY 2010-11), refinanced
some serviceswith federal Medicaid and Title IV -E funds ($1.7 million General Fund savings
in FY 2010-11), reduced contract provider rates by 2.0 percent ($1.3 million General Fund
savingsin FY 2010-11), reduced overal client-staff ratios for client managers ($0.6 million
savingsin FY 2010-11), and eliminated or reduced various specialized programs, such asthe
mental health pilot for detention (eliminated with savings of $0.6 million General Fundin FY
2010-11).

DISCUSSION:

FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11, total appropriationsto the Department of Human Servicesincreased by
approximately 5.9 percent ($119 million). Most of thisincrease ($99 million) was provided through
federa funds, including technical adjustments to show $44 million in federal funds not previously
reflected in the Long Bill. If these technical adjustments are excluded, appropriations to the
Department increased by 3.7 percent ($75 million), including $55 million federal funds. The
Department appropriation aso increased by $19 million cash funds (primarily local and client share
amounts) and $11 million reappropriated funds (primarily Medicaid funds).

These increases were partially offset by a decrease of $10 million General Fund. If General Fund
amounts transferred from the Department of Heath Care Policy and Financing are included,
appropriationsto the Department of Human Servicesthat originate as General Fund decreased by $43
million (5.1 percent). ThisGeneral Fund decrease waslargely attributableto atemporary increaseto
the Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage (FMAP), which offset General Fund otherwiserequired
in FY 2010-11.

Appropriations to the Department of Human Services for FY 2007-08 through FY 2010-11 are
illustrated in the bar chart and detailed inthetable below. Asillustrated inthe bar chart, General Fund
and total appropriations increased in FY 2008-09. Since then, General Fund appropriations have
declined while total appropriations have increased just 0.6 percent in the three years ($13.2 million)
from FY 2008-09 to FY 2010-11. "Net" Genera Fund (shown in the table but not the chart) includes
General Fund appropriated directly to the Department of Human Services and the Genera Fund
portion of Medicaid funds that support Human Services programs.
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Department Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11
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Department of Human Services Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11
" Net"
General Reappropriat Federal General Fund
Total Funds Fund Cash Funds ed Funds Funds la
$2,033,711,43 $639,620,69
FY 2007-08 /b 5| $649,483,006 325,981,045 | $418,626,692 2 $840,401,436
FY 2008-09 2,139,923,470 680,013,238 350,103,548 429,630,630 | 680,176,054 877,648,618
FY 2009-10 2,144,727,107 651,948,502 351,463,783 438,101,302 | 703,213,520 811,376,049
FY 2010-11/c 2,153,111,241 639,803,262 344,632,848 429,957,794 | 738,717,337 797,219,689
Increase/(Decrease)
/d $119,399,806 ($9,679,744) $18,651,803 $11,331,102 | $99,096,645 ($43,181,747)
Percent Change /d 5.9% (1.5)% 5.7% 2.7% 15.5% (5.1)%

a "Net" General Fund includes General Fund appropriated directly to the Department of Human Services(DHS) and the General Fund
portion of Medicaid funds appropriated to Department of Health Care Policy and Financing and transferred to DHS.

b/ FY 2007-08 Appropriations have been adjusted to reflect the same "cash funds' and "reappropriated funds' format implemented
inFY 2008-09. Source: Page 200 of the FY 2008-09 A ppropriations Report, plus2009 | egi sl ation affecting FY 2007-08 appropriations
(S.B. 09-189).

¢/ The FY 2010-11 federal funds appropriation includes the addition of $35,279,032 for county child care and child welfare TANF
reserves and $9,044,825 for federal refugee services that were not previously reflected in the Long Bill. [If these adjustments are
excluded, federal funding grew by 8.6 percent and total funding by 3.7 percent between FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

d/ Increase/(Decrease) and Percent Change compare FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

Overall funding trends reflect:

Qa Increases in FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 related to caseload growth (for developmental
disability placements, child welfare services, and mental health services), and increases in
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General Fund appropriations to cover fixed facility costs when alternative sources are not
available (such as for the mental health institutes).

a Effortsto offset caseload and General Fund cost increasesin FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 by
reducing provider reimbursements and closing units in institutional facilities (the mental
health institutes and regional centers for people with developmental disabilities).

a Use of cash and federal funds to temporarily refinance General Fund (most notable in child
welfare and developmental disability services) or to temporarily enhance spending (most
notable in self-sufficiency programs). Funding available under ARRA reduced the General
Fund portion of child welfare appropriations and the General Fund portion of Medicaid funds
transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing for Human Services
programs. It also provided large, temporary increases in funding for child care, subsidized
employment, and housing supports.

Beginning in January of 2009 and continuing through the 2010 Session, the General Assembly has
taken a number of actions to reduce General Fund expenditures to the Human Services divisions
covered in this write-up: Child Welfare, Child Care, and Y outh Corrections. These actions are
discussed in more detail below.

Division of Child Welfare

In Colorado, child welfare servicesare state supervised and county administered. Countiesinvestigate
allegations of abuse, provide supportive servicesto families, and if needed to ensure a child's safety
(as determined by a court), remove a child from the family home. The state provides training for
county workers and oversight of county performance.

The majority of funding for child welfare services (97 percent) is distributed to counties as capped
alocations. If countiesspend morethan theseamounts, they areresponsiblefor covering the balance.
County costs are driven by factors beyond their control (such as the number of child abuse referrals
and court ordersto provide certain services) and by factorswithin their control (such astheratesthey
pay to staff and providers and the effectiveness of their services, which may allow achild to remain
in the family home and limit the length of expensive out-of-home placement).

Division of Child Welfare Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11
" Net"
General Reappropriat Federal General Fund
Total Funds Fund Cash Funds ed Funds Funds la
$105,532,27
FY 2007-08 /b $408,493,131 | $202,397,807 65,559,950 $35,003,098 6 $219,899,357
FY 2008-09 419,288,194 216,971,202 71,756,627 18,635,914 | 111,924,451 226,289,159
FY 2009-10 412,279,855 201,231,836 72,974,991 14,641,650 | 123,431,378 206,871,156
FY 2010-11 406,734,684 193,454,250 73,767,696 14,427,178 | 125,085,560 199,011,248
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Division of Child Welfare Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11

Increase/(Decrease) (%$20,575,920
Ic (%1,758,447) ($8,943,557) $8,207,746 )| $19,553,284 ($20,888,109)
Percent Change /c (0.4)% (4.9)% 12.5% (58.8)% 18.5% (9.5)%

a "Net" General Fund includes General Fund appropriated directly to the Department of Human Services (DHS) and the General Fund
portion of Medicaid funds appropriated to Department of Health Care Policy and Financing and transferred to DHS.

b/ FY 2007-08 Appropriations have been adjusted to reflect the same "cash funds' and "reappropriated funds' format implemented
in FY 2008-09.

b/ Increase/(Decrease) and Percent Change compare FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

Background on Budget Trends

As shown in the table above, total funding for the Division of Child Welfare has fallen 0.4 percent
since FY 2007-08, while General Fund, including the General Fund portion of Medicaid funds (" net"
General Fund), hasfallen 9.5 percent. Both total and General Fund support increased from FY 2007-
08 to FY 2008-09 and then fell in FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11.

Significant factors driving increases in the total child welfare budget include:

Q Department staff and county training increases - In responseto avariety of reportsthat raised
concern about the quality of Colorado's Child Welfare programs, between FY 2007-08 and FY
2010-11, the General Assembly added $2.6 million and 21.0 FTE for additional state
administrative staff and additional training for county staff.

a Caseload and inflationary increases to capped county allocations - The General Assembly
authorized a $11 million total funds increase in FY 2008-09 and a $4.4 million total funds
increase in FY 2009-10 to assist counties in addressing growth in the child and adolescent
population. A 1.5 percent provider rateincrease ($5.7 million) wasalso added in FY 2008-09.
Two-thirds of these increases for caseload and rates were subsequently eliminated through
reductions to block allocations and rate reductions applied in FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11
(described below). A net increase of $6.7 million was retained, but reduced accessto federa
funds (described below) has offset this.

Decreasesunrelated to balancing and increasesinthe General Fund shareof thechild welfare budget
were driven by:

Q Declinesin federal funding provided under Title IV-E of the Social Security Act. TitlelV-E
provides for a partial reimbursement (usually 50 percent) for room and board for very low-
Income youth who are placed out of the home, aswell as related administrative costs. Since
FY 2007-08, the General Assembly hasapplied $6.9 millionin General Fund and $2.5million
from other sources to offset most of a $9.9 million decline in federal Title IV-E funding for
county child welfare alocations. In addition, a $4.5 million reduction in appropriations for
counties from the Excess Federal Title 1V-E Cash Fund has been only partially offset with a
$1.0million General Fund appropriationto support county TitlelV-E administrativeactivities.
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Declines in federal Medicaid funding accessed by counties for child welfare services.
Counties have reduced their use of Medicaid for therapeutic out-of-home services, driving a
$20 million reduction in reappropriated funds for child welfare services since FY 2007-08.
The General Fund portion of unspent Medicaid funds has been moved to the Child Welfare
budget, and thusthe"real" loss of fundsis$10 millioninfederal Medicaid fundswith no "net"
General Fund impact. Nonetheless, the loss of federal moneys has affected total funds
available to serve the child welfare population.

Major Budget Balancing Actions from FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11

1.

Refinance General Fund for Child Welfare Services and Family and Children's Programs
("core" family preservation services) with federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) funds. The refinance was $12.5 million in FY 2009-10 and $19.5 million in FY
2010-11. Of the total, $12.5 million was refinanced with reserves that are expected to be
exhausted by FY 2012-13, at which point either General Fund backfill or cutsto child welfare
or self-sufficiency programs will be required.

Reduce total funding for capped county allocationsfor child welfare services and family and
children's programs from the FY 2008-09 peak/ do not authorize increases for counties for
caseload and inflation. Total appropriations have fallen $10.9 million (2.8 percent) from the

FY 2008-09 peak, returning them to 0.2 percent below the FY 2007-08 level. In constant

dollars, per child in the Colorado population, child welfare allocationsto counties havefallen

7.9 percent since FY 2007-08.

. For FY 2009-10, capped allocations were ultimately reduced by $4.0 million total
funds ($2.1 million net General Fund) from FY 2008-09 levels. Theinitial FY 2009-
10 appropriation included a minimal population increase, but a 2.4 percent block
reduction was applied through FY 2009-10 supplemental action, bringing funding
below FY 2008-09 levels.

. For FY 2010-11, provider rate cuts ranging from 1.53 to 2.0 percent were applied to
county allocations, resulting in a$6.0 million total funds ($3.8 million General Fund)
reduction.

. In addition to the actions above, capped allocations fell due to reduced access to
federal support, which was largely (but not entirely) backfilled by the General
Assembly.

Require countiesto pay alarger share of child welfare costs. Starting January 2010, increase
county responsibility for residential facility child welfare costsfrom 10 percent to 20 percent,
resulting in a$8.1 million annual increase in county cash funding for child welfare services
and a matching decrease in the General Fund required.

Pursuant to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, temporarily refinance General
Fund with an enhanced federa match rates (Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage or
FMAP) for the Medicaid and Title IV-E programs. The enhanced federal match rate phases
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out in FY 2010-11, and the actual refinance is now expected to be less than the amount

budgeted for FY 2010-11.

. Under the Title IV-E program, for FY 2008-09, $3.3 million was refinanced; for FY
2009-10, $3.9 million was refinanced; and for FY 2010-11, $3.9 million was
refinanced, and the budget reflected the expectation that up to $1.4 million additional
federal fundsmight bereceived, athough therewasnorelated Genera Fund reduction.

. Under the Medicaid program, temporarily refinance General Fund with an enhanced
federal Medicaid match ratein the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing.
Adjustments provide savings of $1.7 million "net" General Fund in FY 2009-10 and
FY 2010-11.

5. Eliminate new child welfareprogramsoriginally authorized for FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10.
A new child welfare mental health pilot ($2.5 million total funds, including $1.8 million
General Fundsinthefirst year) wasinitially approved for FY 2008-09 and then del ayed seven
years. New funding for Functional Family Therapy programs ($3.3 million General Fund,
including $2.6 million General Fund) was added and then eliminated for FY 2009-10.

Division of Child Care

The Division of Child Careincludes: (1) funding for the Child Care Assistance Program, the state-
supervised county-administered program to child care subsidies for low-income (83 percent of total
appropriations); (2) funding for various grant programs designed to improve the quality of available
child care (10 percent of total appropriations); and (3) funding for state FTE and contract staff
responsible for licensing and monitoring of child carefacilities throughout the State (about 7 percent
of total appropriations but majority of the 66.0 FTE in thisdivision).

Division of Child Care Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11
" Net"
General Reappropriat Federal General Fund
Total Funds Fund Cash Funds ed Funds Funds la

FY 2007-08 /b $91,974,615 $18,651,536 9,909,506 $1,022,167 | $62,391,406 $18,651,536
FY 2008-09 108,234,634 18,791,669 9,951,299 0 79,491,666 18,791,669
FY 2009-10 104,595,734 18,531,569 10,069,229 0 75,994,936 18,531,569
FY 2010-11 90,062,264 17,361,838 9,950,708 0 62,749,718 17,361,838
Increase/(Decrease)
Ic ($1,912,351) ($1,289,698) $41,202 ($1,022,167) $358,312 (%1,289,698)
Percent Change /c (2.1)% (6.9)% 0.4% (100.0)% 0.6% (6.9%

a "Net" General Fundincludes General Fund appropriated directly to the Department of Human Services (DHS) and the General Fund
portion of Medicaid funds appropriated to Department of Health Care Policy and Financing and transferred to DHS.

b/ FY 2007-08 Appropriations have been adjusted to reflect the same "cash funds' and "reappropriated funds' format implemented
in FY 2008-09.

b/ Increase/(Decrease) and Percent Change compare FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

Background on Budget Trends
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Asreflected in the chart, total and General Fund support for the Division of Child Care peaked in FY
2008-09 and hassincedeclined to 2.1 percent below the FY 2007-08 appropriationslevel. Two points
are of particular note:

a

Funding in FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 was unusually high due to one-time federal funding
available under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. A total of
$11.1 million was added in FY 2008-09 and $13.6 million in FY 2009-10. By FY 2010-11,
these funds had been fully expended and were no longer reflected in the budget.

Actual county spending for the Child Care Assistance Program (child care subsidies) often
varies substantially from the amount budgeted in the Division, based on county decisions to
transfer fundsfrom the TANF block grant to the child care subsidy program. Historicaly, the
size of the child care subsidy program has ranged from $70 to $100 million per year,
depending upon whether counties make such transfers and expend TANF funds for this
purpose.

Major Budget Balancing Actions from FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11

1.

Starting FY 2010-11, refinance General Fund appropriations for the Child Care Assistance
Program, Child Care Councils, and child careindirect costswith $1.5 million from Child Care
Development Fund reserves.

Reduce child carelicensing staff by 3.5 FTE and $218,904 General Fund per year, beginning
mid-year FY 2009-10.

Division of Youth Corrections

The Division of Youth Corrections is responsible fore the supervision, care and treatment of: (1)
detained juveniles awaiting adjudication; (2) juveniles committed or sentenced to the Department by
the courts; and (3) juveniles on parole from a facility operated or contracted for by the Division.
Funding for thedivision supportsboth state-operated facilitiesand contract placementsfor juveniles.
The Division also administersthe S.B. 91-094 program that provides alternativesto secure detention
or commitment.

Division of Youth Corrections Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11
" Net"
General Reappropriat Federal General Fund
Total Funds Fund Cash Funds ed Funds Funds la
FY 2007-08 /b $131,390,790 | $126,520,121 89,426 $3,631,923 $1,149,320 $127,460,580
FY 2008-09 133,358,256 128,718,470 89,548 3,389,757 1,160,481 129,537,307
FY 2009-10 130,780,333 125,059,127 90,718 3,737,876 1,892,612 125,829,559
FY 2010-11 132,844,637 125,819,469 91,139 4,439,586 2,494,443 126,862,324
7-Dec-10 26 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf




Division of Youth Corrections Appropriations FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11

Increase/(Decrease)
Ic $1,453,847 ($700,652) $1,713 $807,663 $1,345,123 ($598,256)
Percent Change/c 1.1% (0.6)% 1.9% 22.2% 117.0% (0.5)%

a "Net" General Fund includes General Fund appropriated directly to the Department of Human Services (DHS) and the General Fund
portion of Medicaid funds appropriated to Department of Health Care Policy and Financing and transferred to DHS.

b/ FY 2007-08 Appropriations have been adjusted to reflect the same "cash funds' and "reappropriated funds® format implemented
in FY 2008-09.

b/ Increase/(Decrease) and Percent Change compare FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

Background on Budget Trends

Asreflected inthetable, total and "net" General Fund support for the Division of Y outh Corrections
peakedin FY 2008-09. Thetotal FY 2010-11 appropriation reflectsa .1 percent increase compared
with FY 2007-08, while "net" General Fund is 0.5 percent lower.

Funding for the Division of Y outh Corrections has historically been driven by the size of the youth
corrections population. The General Assembly began to depart from this approach starting in FY
2006-07, when it began to allow the Division to retain some funding, even though caseload figures
had begun to decline. Based on the most recent projections from Legislative Council Staff and the
Division of Criminal Justice, FY 2010-11 commitment rates are expected to be approximately 15
percent below FY 2007-08 levels, with similar declines evident in detention and parole placements,
although overall funding for the Division has remained relatively flat.

Major Budget Balancing Actions from FY 2007-08 to FY 2010-11

1 Starting in FY 2008-09, $9.1 million General Fund not required for the purchase of contract
placements (due to declines in the average daily population FY 2008-09) was removed from
the budget. The Department had hoped to be able to retain these funds to further improve
services, but this was not feasible due to statewide fiscal constraints. These funds have not
been reinstated.

2. Require DY C facilities to operate at 120 percent of capacity in FY 2009-10 and return to
operating at 110 percent of capacity in FY 2010-11 (consistent with the operating practice
prior to FY 2009-10). This provided one-time savings of $3.9 million total funds ($3.8
million Genera fund) in FY 2009-10 and ongoing savings of $2.4 million total funds ($2.3
million General Fund) in FY 2010-11, compared with costs of operating at 100 percent of

capacity.
3. Modify licensing for Ridge View Y outh Services Center to provide accessto federal TitlelV-

E an Medicaid funds, allowing for net General Fund savings of $1.7 million per year, starting
mid-year FY 2009-10.
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4, Starting mid-year FY 2009-10, apply 2.0 percent provider rate reductions for contract
placementsand services, resultingin full-year savingsof $1.4 milliontotal funds($1.3million
General Fund).

5. Modify DY C staff-to-client ratiosfor client managers beginning mid-year FY 2009-10. This
provides full-year savings of $642,000 General Fund and 9.6 FTE.

6. Eliminate or reduce some specialized programs. Starting in FY 2009-10, the mental health
pilot for detai ned youth was phased out, providing $580,000 General Fund per year in savings,
$357,995 General Fund and 1.8 FTE initially added for functional family therapy programs
was removed, and funding for the youth corrections managed care pilot (Boulder IMPACT)
was reduced ($71,000 Genera Fund in FY 2010-11).
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: Child Welfare Funding Request and Reduction Options

The Department'soverall request for the Division of Child Welfarereflectsno changeintotal funding,
but an increase in General Fund, due to the expiry of federal stimulus legidlation. The request does
not include any adjustment to addresslikely further declinesin federal funding for child welfare based
on declines in out-of-home placements.

SUMMARY:

a The Department'soverall request for the Division of Child Welfarereflects adecrease of $1.5
million (0.4 percent) in total funding, and an increase of $5.8 million (2.9 percent) in net
General Fund.

a For the second year in arow, no increase has been requested for child welfare caseload. No
increase or reduction is requested for provider rates. However, the request includes a 0.4
percent decline in alocations to counties due to the expiry of some federal stimulus funds.
The requested General Fund increase is also dueto the expiry of federal stimuluslegisation.
With these exceptions, requested funding isflat. The request does not include any adjustment
to addresslikely further declinesin federal funding for child welfare based on declinesin out-
of-home placements.

a Options for budget reductions include eliminating some of the large increases for state
administration and county training provided in recent years, cuts to county child welfare
allocations, or further refinancing of state fundswith county dollars or federal TANF funds.
Because additional declinesin federal funding have not been incorporated in the request, the
question facing the General Assembly may be whether to backfill falling federal revenue--
rather than whether to take a further cuts to county allocations.

DISCUSSION:

Background - the Role of the State and Countiesin Child Welfare Services. Pursuant to Article
5 of Title 26, C.R.S., and the Colorado Children's Code (Title 19, C.R.S.), Colorado serves abused
and neglected children through a state-supervised, county administered child welfare system.

The State Division of Child Welfare has 57.0 FTE with responsibilities that include:

> Recommending overall policy direction for the state, including through the devel opment of
rules that are subject to the review and approval of the State Board of Human Services
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> Managing allocation of funds and contracts with counties

> Providing technical assistanceand oversight for the various county administered child welfare
programs

> Coordinating training for county staff

> On-site monitoring of 24 hour facilities and county foster homes

Countiesdeliver direct services, and decisionsabout which children will receivewhich servicesinthe
home or in out-of-home placement lies with counties and the courts. Counties make many key
decisions about which reports of abuse will be investigated or identified as founded, when in home
supports are appropriate for the family of achild "at imminent risk of out of home placement”, and
when legal action is recommended to remove a child from the custody of hisor her parents. Courts
make final determinations about when a child or adolescent is "dependent or neglected" and should
thus be removed from parental custody. Pursuant to Title 19 of the Colorado Revised Statutes,
counties are assigned legal responsibility for children found dependent and neglected.

Funding for the Division of Child Welfare. Appropriations for child welfare programs for FY
2010-11 ($406.7 million) consist of 48.9 percent "net" General Fund (including Medicaid Genera
Fund, 32.9 percent federal funds (including Medicaid federal funds), and 18.1 percent county funds
and various cash fund sources. Federal fundsinclude funding under Title XX of the Social Security
Act (the Socia Services Block Grant), Title IV-B of the Social Security Act, the Temporary
Assistanceto Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant, and Title 1V-E of the Social Security Act. Under
Title IV-E, which constitutes the majority of federal funding, the state receives partial federa
reimbursement for qualifying child welfare expendituresfor low-income childreninthechild welfare
system. The reimbursement is usualy at the rate of $.50 on each $1.00 spent by the state. The
Division's reappropriated funds are Medicaid funds transferred from the Department of Health Care
Policy and Financing.

About 3 percent of the Division's appropriation covers state administrative activitiesand training for
county casework staff. Thetraining itself iscontracted with variousinstitutions of higher education,
with the exception of anew training staff that will support on-the-job training in counties..

The vast mgjority of the appropriation for the Division of Child Welfare (97 percent) is allocated to
counties. This includes amounts in the $339.2 million Child Welfare Services line item which
countiesmay spend flexibly for awidearray of child welfare services, $44.8 millioninthe Family and
Children's Programs line, which provides funding for services generaly designed to reduce out of
home placement (also known as " core services'), and other, smaller allocations designed to improve
county performance, such as the Performance-based Collaborate Management Incentives program.

FY 2011-12 Budget Request. The FY 2011-12 budget request isfor largely flat total funding. To

the overall base funding of $406.7 million total funds and $199.0 million "net" General Fund, the
only significant changes proposed:
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a Decrease county all ocations$2.0 million andincrease Genera Fund by $5.6 million associated
with the expiry of federal stimuluslegisation (enhanced federal match rate (FMAP) for Title
IV-E).

Qa Increase county alocations $493,000, including $315,000 General Fund for a leap year
adjustment.

a Apart from the items outlined above, the request does not include an adjustment for
further declinesin federal TitlelV-E revenueconsistent with recent-year trends. InFY
2010-11, the General Assembly provided $9.2 million in backfill from the General Fund and
other fund sources to address declines in federal reimbursements. These declines are
associated in large part with declinesin child welfare out-of-home placements. If no related
budget adjustmentsare made, the FY 2011-12 budget may i nclude an effective further decline
in the range of 2.0 percent to county child welfare allocations due simply to insufficient
federal revenue. Thistopicisaddressed in further detail in a separate issue.

Options for Budget Reductions. The General Assembly's options for budget reduction (or
increases) for Child Welfare Servicesfall into two general categories:

. Adjustmentsto fundingfor state administrative and oversight funding, statetraining for county
staff and similar central functions; or
. Adjustments to funding for alocations to counties.

State Administration and Child Welfare Worker Training. Division of child welfare funding for
administrative and county-worker training activities, as well as for the Administrative Review
Division (which provides on-site reviews of some county activities) have received very substantial
increasesinthelast several years, including 21.0 new FTE inthe Child Welfare Divisionand 3.0 FTE
for the Administrative Review Division.

. For the Division of Child Welfare, this represented an increase of nearly 60 percent in FTE.
. For the Administrative Review Division it represented an increase of 13.5 percent in FTE.
. The child welfare training budget increase by 32 percent.

These staffing and training increases present obvious targets for budget cuts. Staff would not
recommend eliminating all these increases, although staff also does not believe state administration
should beheld entirely harmlessif cutsto county allocationsarerequired. Most of theincreaseshave
been part of abroad effort to improve the state's capacity to oversee county child welfare programs.
In the Division of Child Welfare, the increases were tied to an overall organizational restructuring
emanating from the Organizational Assessment and Recommendations for Improvements for the
Colorado Division of Child Welfare (Policy StudiesInc. and American Humane, February 19, 2009),
as well as to the State Auditor's Office 2007 foster care services review. The increases for the
Administrative Review Division weretied to concerns about thetimeliness of ARD review of out-of-
home placementsand potential violationsof federal requirements. Increasesfor thetraining academy
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were associated with recommendations of the Child Welfare Action Committee and the adoption of

S.B. 09-164 requiring child welfare workers to complete training and state certification prior to
assuming a casel oad.

Thefollowingislist of funding increases provided for child welfare and related administration steff,
aswell as additional funding for training provided in the last three years.
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New
administrative
review positions
added in late FY
2008-09
(annualized FY
2009-10)

New child welfare
administrative
positions added in
FY 2008-09 and
FY 2009-10
(annualized in FY
2010-11)

Funding added for
child welfare
training academy
in FY 2009-10
(annualized in FY
2010-11)

Total Increases

General
Fund

$134,585

860,787

898,858

$1,894,230

Federal Total
Funds
$72,469 $207,054
114,938 975,725
681,640 1,580,498

$869,047 $2,763,277

FTE

3.0

15.0

6.0

24.0

Recent-year Child Welfare Administration and Training Funding I ncrease - Cuts Options

FTE were added in late FY 2008-
09/ to address problemsin the
timeliness of reviews of childrenin
out of home placement (afedera
requirement). Some or all of these
new positions could be eliminated,
particularly in light of declinesin
out of home placements. Failureto
meet federal review standards could
result in federal sanctions, but the
most Serious concerns now appear
to be addressed.

FTE for the Child Welfare
Administration line item were
increased by from 26.0 FTE in FY
2007-08 to the current 41.0 to
address the recommendations of an
analysis of the Division's
administrative staffing needs and to
address problems in state child
welfare oversight that were raised
in various audits and reports. Some
or al of thenew positions could be
eliminated.

Increased funding for child welfare
training enabled the State to create
aformal "academy" and require
child welfare staff and supervisors
to complete training prior to
employment pursuant to S.B. 09-
164. If al funding were eliminated,
statutory changes that enabled the
Department to require pre-
employment training should also be
eliminated. Staff believesup to 5.0
of the FTE and approximately
$500,000 of the General Fund
could be reduced without statutory
change, although the Department
might need to revise rules and
counties might need to wait longer
for staff training.
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Because state administrative costsrepresent arelatively small share of thetotal budget for thedivision
(lessthan 3 percent), evenif all state administrative and training funding were compl etely eliminated,
the percentage impact on the total Division budget would be limited.

County Allocations. The vast mgority of the Division's budget is delivered as capped allocations to
counties. Cuts or increases to county funding thus often take the form of a percentage increase or
decrease, and the impact of theincrease or decrease can be difficult to determine because each of the
64 counties may choose to manage itsincrease or decrease in adifferent way.

As noted above, staff believes the current budget request includes an effective decline in county
alocationsfor FY 2011-12 in the range of 2.0 percent dueto falling federal revenue. Inlight of this,
the question facing the General Assembly may be whether to backfill falling federal revenue and how
to do so--rather than whether to take a further cutsto county allocations. Nonetheless, if the General
Assembly needsto reduce county allocations for child welfare to achieve General Fund savings, the
options fal in the following categories:

. Per centage Adjustments. A 1.0 percent decrease (or increase) to total county allocations
(including both Family and Children's Programs and the main Child Welfare Services line
item) tranglates to a decrease or increase of $3.8 million, including $1.93 million General
Fund.

. County Share. The county contribution for child welfare services currently represents 18.0
percent of total allocations. A portion of county administrative funding and somefunding for
Family and Children's programsis still 100 percent General Fund. These are alegacy of the
Child Welfare Settlement Agreement in the early 1990s and efforts to ensure that certain
"core" serviceswere avail able throughout the State. Increasing county shareto 20 percent for
all services could shift $7.7 million in costs from the state to county budgets. Staff notesthat
many county budgets are also in poor condition.

. County TitlelV-E Administration. $1.0 million General Fund backfill was providedin FY
2010-11 to attempt to sustain county effortsto identify children eligiblefor federal TitleIV-E
reimbursement, in light of reductionsto federal fundsavailablefor thispurpose. Theimpact
of this funding on federal receiptsis not yet know.

. Further refinance General Fund in Child Welfarewith TANF. A tota of $19.5 million
General Fund is refinanced for FY 2010-11 with Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
federa block grant funds. Of this amount, $7.0 million is expected to be ongoing, while the
remaining $12.5 million will need to be replaced with General Fund in FY 2012-13 or other
cuts to TANF programs for low income families will be required. Any further refinance of
child welfare would require cuts to TANF programs, including county allocations for the
Colorado Works program. The status of TANF programsis discussed in the staff November
16, 2010 budget briefing document.
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The following issue focuses on how county allocations and spending have been affected by recent-
year funding declines and any relationship to outcomes in order to assist the Committee in
determining appropriate child welfare funding levels.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING | SSUE
ISSUE: Trendsin County Allocations and Impacts on Familiesin Children

Allocationsto counties for child welfare services have declined by $10.9 million (2.8 percent) since
FY 2008-09. Whilefunding isdown, thereisno clear evidence thusfar that the reductions have had
adetrimental impact on families. Due to variations in county practice and the complexity of child
welfare systems, it is not possible to clearly relate variations in spending to variations in county
outcomes.

SUMMARY:

a Allocationsto countiesfor child welfare services have declined by $10.9 million (2.8 percent)
sinceFY 2008-09. Inflation-adjusted, per-capitaof the State popul ation, funding hasdeclined
by 9.5 percent in the last ten years, with most of the decline since FY 2008-09.

a While funding is down, there is no clear evidence thus far that the reductions have had a
determinental impact onfamilies. A significant component of thereductionsisin out-of-home
placements, but such reductions may reflect better, rather than worse, practice.

Q Neither staff nor the Department have been ableto clearly associate funding levelswith child
welfare outcomes due the variations among counties and complexity of the factorsinvolved.

County allocations and financial responsibility. The vast majority of the appropriation for child
welfare services (97 percent) is allocated to counties as "capped alocations' pursuant to 26-6-104,
C.R.S. Capped allocationsincorporate arequired county share of expenditures (20 percent for most
costs). Inaddition, acounty that overspendsitsannual capped allocationisrequiredto cover theover-
expenditure with other funds. County over-expenditures are commonly covered through a
combination of county-transfers from their Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block
grant alocations (up to 10 percent of the annual TANF allocation) and, as needed, county tax
revenues.

Pursuant to Section 26-5-103.5 and 26-5-104 (3) and (4), C.R.S., an eight-member Child Welfare
Allocations Committee determinesthe formulafor allocation of capped fundsamong counties.* For
most of this decade, the Child Welfare Allocations Committee used an "optimization model" to

!1f the Department of Human Services and the Allocations Committee do not reach
agreement on the allocation formula, they must submit alternatives to the Joint Budget
Committee, from which the JBC must select an alocation formula
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allocate capped allocations among counties. The model is designed to apply "squeezes' to funding
for county practice that is outside a range determined by practitioners to be acceptable. Use of the
model was suspended in FY 2007-08 dueto avariety of concernsand fundingwasallocated insimilar
proportionsto FY 2006-07 for FY 2007-08 through FY 2010-11. Themodel will beused againin FY
2011-12.

Total county allocations

for child welfare services Appropriations and Request for Child Welfare

increased through FY County Block Allocations by Fund Source
2008-09, but have been

reduced in the last two

. . $450,000,000
years. Over this period, $400,000,000
the county responsibility | s3s0,000000
for costs has also | $300000000

increased from 14.6 zzsggggg

percent to thecurrent 18.0 | 550,000,000 = General Fund

percent of the total. $100,000,000 Local Funds
$50,000,000 M Federal Funds

County expenditures >

S P S > E

> O O O &

. s QS h S Q N N Q Q N "e &
beyond the required FOFCAICN UGG R N 0@&
county share are reflected &
in the table below for the
last five years.
Appropriationsfor Child Welfare Allocationsto Counties and County Over-expenditures
FY 05- FY 06- FY 07- FY 08- FY 09-
06 07 08 09 10
County Block Allocations* ($ millions) $359.3 $370.4 $384.9 $394.9 $389.4
Percent Change 0.0% 3.1% 3.9% 2.6% -1.4%
County Expenditures In Excess of Capped
Allocations ($ millions) $14.2 $12.2 $20.4 $16.6 $12.8
Shortfall as Percent of Capped Allocations 4.0% 3.3% 5.3% 4.2% 3.3%

*|ncludes appropriations in the Child Welfare Services and Family and Children's Programs line items.
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Per -capita, inflation-adjusted Funding Trendsin Child Welfare. Althoughtotal fundingfor child
welfare county allocations have increased over the last ten years, funding per-capita (Colorado child
and adolescent

Child Welfare Block Appropriation per Child in State population), adjusted
Population
(Constant Dollars)

forinflation, hasfallen
by 9.5 percent over
this period, with most
of this decline
occurring since FY

2007-08.
= Child Welfare Services and Familyand | \W hil e per-capi ta
Children's Programs appropriationsin . .
2010 dollars, by Colorado Child fundl ng IS down1 hOW
Population Age 0-17 coun t | es h ave

managed these
reductions, and
whether thereductions
Fiscal Year aredetrimental or not,

Is difficult to
determine. Thisis particularly true as program practice across counties varies.

County cost driversfor Child Welfare Services. County expenditures for child welfare services
are partialy within their control but also include drivers beyond their control, such asthe number of
reports of abuse or neglect, the number of founded incidents, and judicial decisionsabout appropriate
placements. Countiesassume legal responsibility for children found dependent and neglected by the
courts, regardless of the cost. However, they have considerable ability to decide how to respond to
allegations of abuse and design appropriate servicesfor children, including those that help to reduce
or shorten out-of-home placement or keep children out of court-ordered placement altogether.
Counties also determine compensation levels for their staff and negotiate rates with providers for
placements. County costs to provide child welfare services are driven by:

(1) the number of reports of abuse or neglect received,

(2) the number of children and families requiring child welfare services,
(3) the number of children who are removed from the home; and

(4) the cost of providing residential care and other services.

About half of county expendituresarefor familiesand providerswho carefor children who have been
removed from their homes, including subsidies to families who have adopted children previously in
foster care. Thebalance of expendituresarefor county staff and administrative costs, aswell asdirect
services (life skills training, mental health services, etc.) to children and families. The chart below
demonstrates the basic drivers and types of services provided.
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FY 2009-10 Colorado Child and Adolescent Population - Ages0-17: 1,281,607

Child Welfare Referrals. 76,628 [families]

Child Welfare Investigations: 65,947 [children]

Children in Open Child Welfare Cases: 41,848
[new cases: 13,947]

Of these:
Served in Own Home: 18,954 Out of Home Adopted,
Placement: 11,905 Receiving
Subsidies:
10,989.

The chart below reflects trends in county workload drivers for child welfare services between FY
2003-04 and FY 2009-10. Asreflected in the chart, child welfare referrals (reports to counties of
potential abuse or neglect) and assessments (county child welfare investigations) have increased
substantialy in the last seven years. However, open child welfare cases (involvements) have
increased very modestly, while new involvements and out-of-home open involvements have each
declined. Inresponse to staff questions, staff from several counties estimated that approximately 30
percent of the county workload is related to initial investigations, as opposed to ongoing cases.

Child Welfare Workload Trends
90,000
80,000 N
c =@=Referrals (families)
o 70,000
% 60,000 -
S 50,000 (== Assessments
g 40,000 |—dr—f—f—f———f
£ 30,000 «=f=Open Involvements
3 20,000 - —
10,000 — %= New Involvements
0
[N N C A S I N Out-of-home Open
& e & e 6\ N S Involvements
RO I S S AR e
QTN T T«

If adjusted to reflect involvement per child in the overall Colorado population, over the last seven
years:

. Referrals have increased 11.9 percent;
. Assessments have increased 15.9 percent;
. Open involvements have fallen 4.5 percent;
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. New involvements have fallen 21.3 percent; and
. Out-of-home open involvements have fallen 21.5 percent.

However, dueto the "block™ nature of county allocations, the data on how these trends have affected
county spendingissomewhat limited. Changesto thefunding categoriesthat aretracked arereflected

in the chart below.

$450,000,000

County Child Welfare
Expenditures by Type

$400,000,000

$350,000,000 -
$300,000,000 -
$250,000,000
$200,000,000
$150,000,000
$100,000,000 -
$50,000,000 -

$0 -

FY03 FYO4 FYO5 FY06 FYO7 FYO08 FY09 FY10

B Core Services
 Adoption Costs
Program Service Costs

® Out of Home Costs

County "program costs' have grown sharply as
out-of-home placement hosts havedeclined. This
primarily reflects costs for county case workers
and support staff. However, whether thisisbased
on increases in numbers of county staff or simply
increases in county staff salaries cannot be
determined.

The decline in out-of-home placement costs is
based on the overall decline in the number of out-
of-home open involvements and a decline in the
days of placement per open involvement. The

average cost per day per placement has increased.

Colorado Placement Trendsv. Other States

Based on AFCARS and NCANDS federal data sets,
between FY 2004-05 and FY 2007-08 Colorado's
reductions in out-of-home placements (0.4 percent in
this data) were far less than those of some other states
(e.g., 42 percent declinein Hawaii). Further, the
number of childrenin care in Colorado per 1,000
children in the population (about 5.4) placeit in the
"middle of the pack" compared to other states. (Email
communication from Melissa Correia, Casey Family

Themodest increasein adoption subsidy costsreflectsasubstantial growth inthe number of adoption
subsidy open cases, offset by declinesin the average amount of subsidy provided per child.

Notably, as reflected in the attached table on child welfare "close-out”, despite reductions in state
funding many counties under-spent child welfare allocations in FY 2009-10 and were able to retain
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and reinvest the savings in related programs, based on their participation in H.B. 1451 collaborative
agreements and similar initiatives.

National Context: Fourth National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and
Neglect (NIS-4) Report to Congress (2010)

The NIS-4 found a 19 percent decrease in the total number of maltreated children
between 1993 and 2005-06, equivalent to a 26 percent decline in the per capitarate
per 1,000 children in the population. The probability that the decline is due to
chance factorsisless than 10 percent.

The study found strong correl ations between socioeconimc status and all categories
of maltreatment. It appears that the observed socioeconomic status difference in
the incidence of maltreatment reflect real difference in the extent to which children
in different socioeconomic conditions are being abused or neglected and not
merely issues of visibility.

Investigation of maltreatment has increased, but investigation rates till remain
fairly low. Consistent with prior findings, child protective services investigate the
maltreatment of only 32 percent of children who experienced Harm Standard
maltreatment and 43 percent of those who fit the Endangerment Standard.

Impact of Reductions to Available Funding on Children and Families. Staff asked the
Department to comment on whether it could shine alight on what is happening to children as child
welfare budgets tighten, particularly in light of comments to the JBC from the Office of the Child's
Representativeinthe Judicial Department that rai ses concernsabout i nsufficient case-workers, delays
In processing cases, and youth being pushed into the delinquency system due to insufficient child
welfare services for teens. The Department responded:

"The Department does not currently track or capture the data necessary to make this
sort of comparison...As budgets tighten, counties are able to determine the best
possible strategy to fund those services necessary for the safety, well-being, and
permanency of children. It is the strategy of the Colroado Practice Initiative to
improvetheeffectivenessand efficiency of county practice, and adjust servicesto meet
the Child Welfare budgets.”

In past years, staff has made considerable efforts to deter mine the relationship between funding and
outcomes. These analyses have not been satisfactory, and this year's efforts are no different.

. Asreviewedinstaff'sFY 2010-11 budget briefing, dataon county-by-county expendituresand
outcomes for child welfare and information on related systems indicated that counties that
spend more for child welfare services tend to have wor se results on child welfare outcomes,
based on statewideindicator datafrom thefederal Child and Family ServicesReview (CFSR).
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Thisin part reflectsthefact that high rates of poverty correlate with high rates of child welfare
expenditure and, to alesser extent, with poor results on child welfare outcome measures.

. A statistical analysis of 27 county's spending and outcomes by Policy Studies Inc. and
American Humane (part of the September 2009 study submitted to the Department for
consideration by the Child Welfare Action Committee) found a statistically consistent pattern
of funding among counties resulting from the child welfare allocation model, but little or no
correl ation between funding and performance, even after correcting for factorssuch aspoverty
and ethnicity. The study concluded that variance is driven by decision-making at the county
level.

. Most recently, the Department provided staff with Child and Family Services Review data
indicators from 2006 through 2009 on county performance among the large ten counties that
comprise about 84 percent of the budget. Looking at the 15 permanency indicators for which
data was provided, staff compared the number of indicators for which the county had a
"passing" score under the federal standard in 2007 versus 2009. Asshown below, 6 counties
improved on the number "passed”, 1 was neutral, and 3 had worse scores. During this period,
overall state spending for child welfare services was increasing but spending levels changed
substantially at theindividual county level. Theresultsof thisrough analysis also reflect no
clear relationship between child welfare expenditures and change in performance on CFSR
scores even within a given county. While it is possible that 2010 data, when child welfare
funding fell sharply, might show different results, staff believes that there are too many
intervening factors (changes children in need, changes in county practice) to draw any
satisfactory conclusions.

Out of 15 CFSR per manence composite data
measur es, for how many did the county meet the
national standard?
2007 2009 Increase/ Change in County
(Decrease) Expenditures for Child
Welfare
FY 06-07 to FY 08-09
Adams 6 8 2 0.4%
Arapahoe 8 6 2 8.8%
Boulder 7 10 3 19.3%
Denver 4 3 Q) -1.1%
El Paso 10 10 0 6.5%
Jefferson 7 9 2 11.7%
Larimer 7 8 1 1.3%
Mesa 7 4 ©)] 10.4%
Pueblo 5 6 1 -1.7%
Weld 4 6 2 16.1%

Staff consulted informally with afew counties asto the kinds of stepsthey had taken to bring budgets
under control given recent-year cuts.
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. Countiesadmitted to some strategiesthat they expected to generatewor seresultsfor children,
such as keeping caseworker positions vacant and thus increasing casel oads or ensuring that
they were not serving any youth over the age of 18.

. They also reported that they felt some cost-saving strategies had also improved their
performance: focusing Family and Children’s Services dollars more narrowly to ensure that
particular services related to an individua child's needs, using only providers their data
indicated were successful, and applying "utilization review" processes to caseworker
recommendations for out-of-home placements to ensure such placements were made only
when appropriate.
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Attachment: FY 2009-10 Child Welfare Services Expenditures by County

Total FY 2009-10 Total FY 2009-10 (Deficit)/ Funds Used to Cover Deficit/Surpluses Retained
Child Welfare Allocation from Surplusas
Services Child Welfare Per cent of Close-out

County Expenditure ServicesLine Item? (Deficit) / Surplus Allocation Funds TANF Transfer County Funds
Adams $32,230,688 $32,247,554 $16,866 0.1% $0 $0 $0
Arapahoe 30,164,318 31,772,031 1,607,713 5.1% 0 0 0
Boulder 17,679,832 15,051,568 (2,628,264) -17.5% 163,904 2,464,360 0
Denver 60,804,078 62,532,985 1,728,907 2.8% 0 0 0
El Paso 41,665,278 39,244,419 (2,420,859) -6.2% 442,259 1,978,600 0
Jefferson 28,346,291 28,155,057 (191,234) -0.7% 191,234 0 0
Larimer 16,770,755 15,920,966 (849,789) -5.3% 297,447 552,342 0
Mesa 13,181,176 11,430,256 (1,750,920) -15.3% 146,393 1,604,526 0
Pueblo 14,715,482 18,246,023 3,530,541 19.4% 0 0 0
Weld 22,261,673 17,354,516 (4,907,157) -28.3% 160,032 1,535,080 3,212,046
Other Counties 61,073,340 56,635,750 (3,243,714) -5.7% 0 1,386,989 65,321
Total 338,892,911 328,591,125 (9,107,910) -2.8% 1,401,269 9,521,897 3,277,367

2 The allocation and spending shown is for the Child Welfare Services lineitem only. It appliesall over- and under-expenditure
adjustments to the Child Welfare Services lineitem. The Total Allocation includes reductions for federal Medicaid funds allocated for TRCCF,
PRTF and CHRP placements that were not used because counties spent less on such care than anticipated. A portion of the Child Welfare

Services appropriation is used to pay for statewide expenses not reflected here.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, and Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: Child Welfare System Change

Since 2007, various studies have highlighted weaknesses in Colorado's state-supervised county-
administered child welfare system. The Child Welfare Action Committee, created by the Governor
in 2008, has made extensive recommendationsfor system change. Many of these changes have been
implemented through executive andlegid ative action. Two proposal swhichwould have shifted some
or al child welfare administrative activities from a county-administered to a state-administered
structure have been rejected. The Department is proceeding with a wide range of activities to
Implement systems change recommendations.

SUMMARY:

a For the last severa years, various studies, as well as media attention, have highlighted
weaknesses in Colorado's state-supervised county-administered child welfare system. The
Child Welfare Action Committee, which issued three reports between its creation in 2008 and
completion in 2010, served a central role in shaping system reform efforts.

a Some changes were implemented through new |egislation and budget action during the 2008,
2009, and 2010 legidative sessions. This includes increased child welfare staffing,
authorization for a child welfare training academy and a new child welfare ombudsman
program, and creation of a differential response pilot to test aternatives to court-ordered
placement for less severe cases of abuse and neglect. The State is proceeding with avariety
of other initiatives that are designed to improve consistency of practice and outcomes,
including the five-year federally-supported Colorado Practice Initiative.

Q Two controversial recommendationsof the Child Welfare Action Committee, that would have
provided for some additional direct administration by the State will not move forward at this
time. A working group chose not to address one proposal and voted against the second.

DISCUSSION:

Background: Child Welfare System Studies

Over thelast 3.5 years, child abuse fatalities and anumber of reports have highlighted weaknessesin
Colorado's child welfare system and recommended avariety of changes.® Inresponseto these studies,
the Governor and the General Assembly have taken variety of steps, ranging from providing funding

3See attachment for alist of the most relevant reports.
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for additional studies and research (e.g., creation of the Child Welfare Action Committee) to adding
new Division of Child Welfare staff, expanding funding for caseworker training, creating anew Child
Welfare Ombudsman office, and authorizing a "differential response” pilot program.

The studies and reports have included awide array of dataand recommendations, but there have been
some consistent themes. Many of the studies have pointed to:

. the challenges of a county-administered system;

. Inadequate state oversight of the system;

. the need for additional training throughout the system;

. resource issues (e.g., county staffing levels, provider supports);

. cross-system/co-occurring issues such as domestic violence and mental health; and

. problems with data and the state's case management system for child welfare (Colorado
Trails).

Colorado Child Welfare Action Committee

The Child Welfare Action Committee served as an organizing point for proposed system changes.
The Child Welfare Action Committee was created by executive order in April 2008 to provide
recommendations on how to improve Colorado's child welfare system.* It was then legislatively
authorized and funded through H.B. 08-1404. The Committee submitted 13 recommendationsin
October 2008, 16 new recommendations in October 2009, and a final report with an additional six
recommendations June 9, 2010.

Child Welfare Action Committee recommendations from thefirst two interimreportsthat have been
accepted by the Governor and are in many cases in the process of being implemented:

Q Recommendations from both the first and second interim reports for increased training for
caseworkersand other child welfare staff, studying county staff workloads, and promoting use
of evidence based practice by counties such as "differentia response” to reports of abuse;

a Recommendations to improve transpar ency and accountability for both state and county
actors, ranging from clarifying a set of "guiding principles' for a statewide system of care to
establishing a Child Ombudsman;

a Recommendationstoimpr ovestatedepar tment capacity toover seecounties. Thisincludes
increased staffing and development of new units such as an Office of Quality Improvement
Assurance (to determine outcome and performance measures and devel op random sampling
of performance auditsfor county departments) , aswell as establishing asystem of corrective
action and sanctions for counties not meeting standards.

“The Committee was created through executive order but then funded through H.B. 08-
1404.
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Additional recommendations from the June 2010 Child Welfare Action Committee final report
address:

a Recommendations to improve how the child welfar e system addr esses co-occur rence of
domestic violence, mental health and substance abuse issues with child welfare issues.
Specific recommendationsin this areaincluded: improved worker training on co-occurring
issues, standardized child welfare policies and screening tools for co-occurring issues,
representation of individual swith rel ated expertise on child protection and other collaborative
teams, joint analysis of the Medicaid behavioral health organizations and their services for
children in child welfare, and review of some related statutory changes.

Most of the new recommendations do not appear controversial (particularly as those that could be
controversial involve further study).

Working Group on Structure of Colorado's Human Services System and Centralized Call Center
Two interim recommendations of the Child Welfare Action Committee (rel eased October 2009) were
highly controversial. These recommendations were to shift direct service responsibilities from
counties to the State..

Hybrid Structure: The Child Welfare Action Committee recommended that Col orado
moveto ahybrid structure of human servicesdelivery. The proposal wasto createtwo
new types of entities - state regional offices and county regional offices. Smaller
counties would have been required to be subsumed by regional state offices, while
large county regional offices would have had an option to convert.

Centralized Call Center: The Child Welfare Action Committee recommended a

centralized call center that would receive all incoming child abuse/neglect callson a
24/7 basis. The call center was to be staffed with state employees and trained and
qualified as social workers with a bachelors degree and training from the Child
Welfare Training Academy.

The Governor did not accept these two recommendations but instead issued a new Executive Order
in May 2010 for aWorking Group to further examine them. The working group on the structure of
Colorado's Human Services system and acentralized call center for child abuse and neglect referrals
issued its final report October 15, 2010.

Hybrid Structure: The Working Group chose not to vet thisrecommendation. It
noted that changing the state's organizational structure would be amonumental task,
requiring a great deal of research, planning, and participation. There would need to
be consensus of the state, county departments, and other partners to support such a
significant changes. The group did not feel consensus had been achieved. It did
recommend aworkload study for county caseworkers and state agencies (similar to a
recommendation of the Action Committee).
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Centralized Call Center: The Working group voted not to support legislation for
theimplementation of a centralized call center on avoteof 18to 2. TheWorking
group concluded that the intake improvements are in-process, there is no funding
available for the project, the current system has advantages and there is no evidence
that a centralized call center provides better outcomes. The group did, however agree
on 17 recommendations associated with further improving state rules, oversight, data
collection, and training, and county processes and accountability for the handling of
child welfarereferrals.

The November 1, 2010 budget request does not include any budget requests related to implementing
the final recommendations of the Child Welfare Action Committee or the Working Group on the
Structure of Colorado's Human Services System and Centralized Cal Center. Many of the
recommendations can be implemented without budget or legislative changes. Legidation related to
somerecommendationscould beintroduced during the 2011 session, but any fiscal impact ispresently
unknown.

I mplementing Systems Change

The process of identifying system-change recommendations appearsto belargely over: the Stateand
counties now proceeding with the "heavy lifting" of actually implementing a wide range of system
improvements and initiatives. Some of the most significant changes, including those that involved
legislative action and budget initiatives, are reviewed below.

Colorado Practicelnitiative. Colorado wasdesignated asaU.S. Department of Health and Human
ServicesMountainsand Plains Child Welfare Implementation Center project sitein November 2009.
Thefive-year award provides Colorado with sustained technical assistance resourcesto develop and
implement systems reform. The Initiative is "an effort to develop a clear, consistent, and cohesive
approachto practice and servicedelivery” throughout the State. Thefirst year of work for the Practice
Initiative hasfocused on the devel opment and implementation of a"model of practice” in Colorado.
A broad "base practice model" outlining general approachesto be used throughout the State has been
finalized. Beginningin October 2010, (phase 2) the project will focus on phased-in implementation
of the model at the county level. Phase 3 will involve ongoing implementation and evaluation, and
for phase 4, each county will install a continuous quality improvement system

Child Welfar e Staff and State Or ganizational Restructuring. Between FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-
10, the General Assembly approved the addition of a21.0 new FTE in the Division of Child Welfare
and 3.0 FTE in the Administrative Review Division: an increase of nearly 60 percent to Division
staffing at a cost of $1.5 million ($1.0 million General Fund). Much of the new staffing wastied to
Division organizational restructuring and efforts to ensure the Department provides more consistent
oversight of counties.

Child WelfareTraining Academy. S.B. 09-164 authorized the Department to require child welfare

workers to complete state-provided training before taking on a caseload. An FY 2009-10 budget
decisionitem authorized therelated funding of $1.6 million, including $0.9 million General Fund (this
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includes 6.0 of the FTE described above). The request built on an existing system of state training
for caseworkerswas designed in part to ensure sufficient classes so that workers did not have to wait
for training.

Child Welfare Ombudsman. S.B. 10-171 creates a new Child Protection Ombudsman Program
($370,000 General Fund), contracted through the Department of Human Services. The program is
required to receive and review complaints and make recommendations to the Governor and the
General Assembly on improvementsto the Child Welfare System.

Colorado Consortium on Differential Response. H.B. 10-1226 authorized a differential response
child welfare pilot program to allow countiesto offer voluntary servicesto familieswho are deemed
to be alow- to moderate safety risk to a child, rather than referring these cases to dependency and
neglect hearingsin court. A $1.8 million federal research and devel opment award from the National
Quality Improvement Center on Differential Response in Child Protective Serviceswill examinethe
effects of a differential response practice model on outcomes for children and families. The pilot
project will evaluate the model from February 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 in five counties. Arapahoe,
Fremont, Garfield, Jefferson, and Larimer.

Colorado DisparitiesResource Center. The Colorado Disparities Resource Center was launched
with the American Humane Association in May 2009 to address issue of service disparitiesin child
welfare based on race and ethnicity. The project wasinitialy supported with $242,342 in Colorado
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) fundsthrough the TANF Statewide Strategic Uses
Fund (SSUF). An additional $400,000 SSUF grant will help support the project though June 30,
2012.

CorrectiveAction PracticeHandbook/Child Welfar eRules. Oneelement of systemsimprovement
Isensuring that the State has sufficient "teeth” to demand county compliance with state child welfare
servicesrules. Pursuant to State Auditor's Office recommendations (aswell asthosein other system-
Improvement reports), the State Board of Human Services adopted new rules, effective September 1,
2010 to clarify state oversight and responsibilities and a corrective action process for counties. A
Corrective Action Practice handbook for countieswas also issued. The rules and Handbook outline
aformal processthrough whichthe State rai ses concerns about county processes, conductsaudits, and
receives county responses and monitors corrective action. The new rules provide for a state sanction
to withhold the State Department's reimbursement for a county director's salary for each month of
non-compliance, among other sanctions such as fiscal disallowance and state take-over of program.
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Note:

Appendix - Child Welfare System Studies

Full copies of most the following reports may be accessed at the Department of Human

Services website (www.cdhs.state.co.us). State Auditor's Office reports are available on-line from
the Auditor's Office website
(http://www.leg.state.co.us/OSA/coauditor1.nsf//ReportPublic?openform).

>

State Auditor's Office Performance Audit of Foster Care Services - May 2007 and Foster Care
Financial Services - September 2007: Identified many concerns about the quality of care
provided to children in foster care, the Department's supervision of county foster care
programs, and the Department's financial oversight of foster care services.

Child Maltreatment and Fatality Report - April 2008: Explored the specific circumstances
surrounding the 13 child abuse fatalities that occurred in Colorado in 2007 and made
associated recommendations for system changes.

Senate Bill 07-64 Foster Care and Permanency - May 31, 2008: Included analysis and 16
recommendations designed to improve foster care and permanency outcomes.

Interim Report of the Child Welfare Action Committee - October 31, 2008: The Action
Committee was established by Executive Order, and funded via H.B. 08-1404, to provide
recommendations on improving the Colorado child welfare system.

Organizational Assessment and Recommendations for Improvements for the Colorado
Division of Child Welfare (Policy StudiesInc. and American Humane) -- February 19, 20009:

Recommended changes to the Division of Child Welfare's organizational structure, staffing,
leadership model and culture, and the establishment of clear "operational boundaries' (role
in relationship to the counties).

Colorado Child Welfare Organization Structureand Capacity AnalysisProject (Policy Studies
Inc. and American Humane)--September 24, 2009: Examined the effectiveness of the child
welfare systeminitscurrent structure and made recommendationsfor re-structuring the state-
supervised county-administered system.

The Child Welfare Action Committee's Second Interim Report --September 28, 2009. Makes
an additional 29 recommendations for changes to the child welfare system.

Federal Child and Family Services Review (second round)--March 2009 onsite, with final
September 2009 report.

Final Report of the Governor's Child Welfare Action Committee, June 9, 2010.

Final Report of the Governor'sWorking Group on the Structure of Colorado'sHuman Services
System and the Centralized Call Center for Child Abuse and Neglect Referrals, October 15,
2010.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, and Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: TheFederal Child and Family Services Review

The final report from the 2009 federal Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) of child welfare
services was received at the end of CY 2009. Since that time, the State has been negotiating a new
Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) to address CFSR issues. The document is expected to be
completed shortly. The new PIPwill take into account progress Colorado has already made and will
be integrated with other systems change initiatives.

SUMMARY:

a Pursuant to the federal Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, the federal government has
identified specific outcome measures that will be used to determine whether states are
complying with federal law and whether states child welfare systems are meeting the needs
of children and families.

a Thefedera government conducted its second Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) for
Colorado in 2009. Colorado was not in substantial conformity with any of the seven CFSR
outcomes. It wasalso not in substantial conformity with five of the seven systemic factorsthat
affect the State's capacity to deliver servicesleading to improved outcomes. Likeall statesthat
have been reviewed, Colorado will be required to submit and implement a performance
improvement plan (PIP) in order to avoid financial sanctions.

a Colorado's CFSR performance on systemic factors appearsto be worse than most other states
that have undergone "second round” CFSR reviews; however its outcomes results appear to
similar to or somewhat better than the average for other states.

a Colorado's PIP is expected to take into account progress the State has already made and to
integrate other quality improvement initiatives that are already underway.

Background. Approximately 33 percent of the Child Welfare appropriation originates as federal
funds.®> Thisincludesfairly stable grant funding, including the Title XX Social ServicesBlock Grant
and funding provided under Title IV-B of the Social Security Act, the federal portion of Medicaid
funding transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing, and Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families block grant amounts that are currently being used in place of Genera

® Including Medicaid federal funds reflected as reappropriated funds and the impact of the
American Recovery of and Reinvestment Act of 2009.
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Fund. Thelargest component of the Division's
federal funding is authorized under Title IV-E
of the Social Security Act. Under IV-E, the
statereceivespartial federal reimbursement for
qualifying child welfare expenditures for low-
income children in the child welfare system.
Most of the reimbursement isat therate of $.50
on each $1.00 spent by the state.®

As a condition for receipt of federal funds,
states agree to comply with a wide range of
federa requirements, many of which were
authorized under the 1997 Adoption and Safe
Families Act (ASFA). This legidation
reflected an attempt to balance between the
competing goas of reunifying families,
ensuring children's safety, and moving children
into permanent placement within reasonable
time frames. In particular, ASFA reflected a
federal reactionto eval uationsthat had revealed
long delaysin the court process for terminating
parental rightsand making children eligiblefor
adoption. A significant number of childrenin
foster care nationally were awaiting adoption,

Key federal Child Welfare Legislation
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act (1980)
Emphasis on limiting foster care placements. Promoted
permanency planning, reducing unnecessary separation
of children and families, and "reasonable efforts’ to
prevent out-of-home placement.

Multi-ethnic Placement Act (1994 amend 1996)

Aimed at removing barriers to permanency for children
in foster care and ensuring that adoption and foster
placements are not delayed or denied based on race,
color or national origin.

Adoption and Safe Families Act (1997). Emphasis on
speeding permanency planning, including streamlining
placements, increasing adoptions and terminating
parental rights, where appropriate. Emphasis on
outcomes. Provided the legal basisfor Child and Family
Service Reviews (CFSRs) of states that began in 2000.

Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing
Adoptions Act (2008). Emphasis is to support relative
caregivers, improve outcomesfor childreninfoster care,
provide for tribal foster care adoption access, and
improve incentives for adoption.

and many children waited three to five years fOr — e —

an adoptive home.” ASFA made significant
changes to the federal Title IV-E program, attempting to streamline placement with changes that
included clarifying what comprised "reasonable efforts' to prevent out-of-home placement.

One of the key principles of ASFA was a focus on results, requiring states to not only ensure that
procedural safeguards are in place, but to determine whether their efforts are leading to positive
outcomes for children and families. ASFA required the federal Department of Health and Human
Services(DHHS) toidentify useful outcome measuresto eval uate states progressin meeting the needs
of children and familiesin the child welfare system. In January 2000, the federal DHHS issued final
regulations governing foster care, adoption, and child welfare programs (TitlesIV-B and IV-E of the

® Excludes adjustments to federal share included in the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009.

" Green, Rob and Karen Tumlin. October 1999. State Efforts to Remake Child Welfare:
Responses to New Challenges and Increased Scrutiny. Washington D.C.: Urban Institute. Occasional
Paper Number 29.
7-Dec-10
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Socia Security Act). The new rules, which became effective March 27, 2000, provided further
guidance for states in implementing both ASFA and the Multiethnic Placement Act.

Thefederal DHHSwasrequired to review each state's child welfare programs over afour-year period,
startingin FFY 2000-01. Inthesereviews, known as Child and Family Services Reviews (CFSRs),
each state was examined in two areas. (a) outcomes for children and families related to safety,
permanency, and child and family well being; and (b) systemic factors that have an impact on the
state's capacity to deliver services. Thesereviews consisted of a statewide assessment and an on-site
review to determine whether a state was in compliance with federal requirements.

Thefederal government launched asecond round of CFSRs starting in FFY 2006-07. Asfor thefirst-
round, states were assessed based on safety, permanency, and child and family well being outcomes
and systemic factors. Also, as for the first round, states were assessed based on statewide data
submitted to federal authoritiesand casereviewsconducted during an on-sitevisit. However, various
changes were made to the CFSR measures and processes, making comparison between first- and
second-round CFSR results difficult.

2002 Child and Family Services Review. Colorado's first CFSR was completed by federal
authorities in August 2002. The 2002 initial review determined that Colorado did not achieve
substantial compliance with six of the seven safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes that were
evaluated and with one of the seven systemic areas evaluated. Colorado was required to complete a
Performance Improvement Plan (PIP), based on a2003 agreement, to be completed March 2007. Data
available at the end of this period indicated that problem areas remained; however, Colorado entered
into negotiations with federal authorities concerning whether or not it had substantially complied.
More than two years later, in 2009, federal authorities determined that the State did substantially
comply, and thus Colorado was not subject to fiscal sanction.

2009 Child and Family Services Review. Colorado's second CFSR on-site review was completed
by federal authoritiesin March 2009 and the resulting report was received September 2009. The
2009 review was based on the following data: (@) a statewide assessment, prepared by the state
department; (b) a state data profile prepared by federal authorities based on child welfare data for
federal FY 2006-07; (c) detailed on-site review of 65 child welfare cases (40 foster care and 25 in-
home service) in Denver, Fremont, and Larimer counties; and (d) interviews and focus group
conducted at the state level and the three counties. Theresultsincluded an outcomes assessment, and
a systemic factors assessment.

CFSR assessed the State performance with regard to its substantial conformity with seven child and
family outcomes. Each outcome incorporated one or more of 23 items included in the review, and
each item was rated as a strength or an area needing improvement, based on the results of case
reviews. For astateto bein substantial conformity with an outcome, 95 percent or more of the cases
reviewed had to be rated as having substantially achieved the outcome. Two outcomes (Safety
Outcome 1 and Permanency Outcome 1) were al so eval uated based on state performance with regard
to national data indicators. The CFSR also assessed the State performance with regard to its
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substantial conformity with seven systemic factorsthat have animpact on the state's ability to deliver
child welfare services.

The review concluded:

. Colorado was not in substantial conformity for any of the seven outcomes measures.
. Colorado was not in substantial conformity for five of the seven systemic measures.
. Colorado also failed to meet the national standards for two of six national data indicators:

absence of child abuse and/or neglect in foster care and placement stability.

The table below summarizes the state's outcomes measures and compares the outcomes with the
outcomes of 32 other states that had completed their second round CFSRs at the time of Colorado's
evaluation.

Although Colorado's performance appeared poor, information provided on thefederal websitefor the
Agency for Families and Children indicated that its performance on outcomes measures was, on
average, somewhat better than other states (higher on four measures and lower on three measures).?
Colorado did perform more poorly on systemic factors than other states, and its performance was
worse than its performance on the 2002 CFSR, when it was in substantial conformity for six out of
seven measures. Coloradofailedto achievesubstantial conformity onfiveof seven systemic measures
in 2009. On three of these measures, the majority of other states achieved substantial conformity.

2009 CFSR Outcomes Outcomes Per cent Achieved
Colorado Aver age Per cent Colorado
Per cent Achieved Across higher/(lowe
substantially 32 States* r)
achieved* than average
Safety
1. Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and 73.0% 72.0% 1.0%
neglect
2. Children are safely maintained in their homes when possible and 66.2% 68.0% -1.8%
appropriate.
Permanency
1. Children have permanency and stability in their living situations 37.5% 40.0% -2.5%
2: The continuity of family relationships and connectionsis 75.0% 67.0% 8.0%
preserved
Well-Being

8 Databased on power point presentation on the Agency for Families and Children website
(http:/Imwww.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/cwmonitoring/results/agencies_courts.ppt)
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2009 CFSR Outcomes Outcomes Per cent Achieved
Colorado Aver age Per cent Colorado
Per cent Achieved Across higher/(lowe
substantially 32 States* r)
achieved* than average
1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for children's needs 47.7% 45.0% 2.7%
2. Children receive services to meet their educational needs 86.0% 87.0% -1.0%
3. Children receive services to meet their physical and mental 82.0% 76.0% 6.0%
health needs
*95 percent was required for "substantial conformity"
i Coloradoin Number of Colorado
2009 CFSR WStemIC Factors Substantial 32 statesin | better/wor se/
confor mity? substantial similar to
confor mity majority
states
Statewide Information System NO 27 Worse
Case Review System NO 1 Similar
Quality Assurance System NO 28 Worse
Staff and Provider Training NO 22 Worse
Service Array and Resource Devel opment NO 8 Similar
Agency Responsiveness to the Community YES 31 Similar
Foster and Adoptive Parent Licensing Recruitment, and Retention YES 22 Similar

One of the most striking CFSR results was the variation in performance among the counties where
casereviewsoccurred. Asreflectedinthetablebel ow, therewas substantial variationin strengthsand
weaknesses. The top performer for each outcome category below is shown in bold; the weakest is
underlined. Asshown, Fremont performed bestin 5 of 7 areas, but worst in one. Larimer performed
best in two areas, but worst in four. Denver was not atop performer in any area but only performed
worst intwo. Given the limited number of cases reviewed (32 in Denver, 16 in Fremont, and 17 in
Larimer), findings are not "statistically significant”, but the performance variations are nonetheless

indicative of the range of practice in various parts of the State.

Outcomes by County

Safety 1: Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and
neglect

Safety 2: Children are safely maintained in their homes when
possible and appropriate

Percent Substantially Achieved

Denver

65.0%

62.5%

Fremont

87.5%

94.0%

Larimer

75.0%

62.0%

7-Dec-10 55

HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf




Outcomes by County Percent Substantially Achieved
Denver Fremont Larimer

Permanency 1: Children have permanency and stability in their 20.0% 45.0% 67.0%

living situations

Permanency 2: The continuity of family relationships and 75.0% 64.0% 89.0%

connectionsis preserved

Well-Being 1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for 44.0% 69.0% 35.0%

children's needs

Well-Being 2: Children receive services to meet their educational 85.0% 100.0% 60.0%

needs

Well-Being 3: Children receive services to meet their physical and 84.0% 86.0% 73.0%

mental health needs

Program Improvement Plan. Based on these results, Colorado will be required to commit to a
Program Improvement Plan (PIP). An draft plan was due December 28, 2009; however, at present
(December 2010), the detail sof Colorado's Performancel mprovement Plan are still being negotiated.
The Department now expectsto have aPIPfinalized by the end of 2010. Failureto comply with the
terms of the performance improvement plan may result in fiscal sanction. However, states are not
required to attain the 95 percent standard established for the CFSR Onsite Review or the national
standardsfor dataindicators by the end of the PIP. Instead, for each outcomethat isnot in substantial
conformity or item rated as needing improvement, each State specifies. (1) how much improvement
the State will demonstrate and/or the activities it will implement to address areas needing
improvement; and (2) the procedures for demonstrating achievement of these goals.

The Department has indicated that:

Qa The PIPwill be based on itemsthat are deemed to still require improvement as of the date the
PIPisfinalized. Giventhat morethan 1.5 year have passed since the CFSR on-site, and three
years have passed since the data used for the State's CFSR data submission (FFY 2006-07
data), thereareanumber of areasthat were deemed out of compliance during the CFSR which
Colorado expects will not be part of its PIP.

Qa For PIP performance outcome components, states are required to demonstratethat, for at |east
one quarter, they have achieved a performance improvement on data submissions consi stent
with afederal formula. Thisisgenerally an easier standard to achieve than the requirements
included in the PIP for round | of the CFSR.

Qa Some of the delay in finalizing the PIP is due to a federal request that Colorado align
improvements associated with the PIP with the implementation of Colorado's new Practice
Initiative. The Practice Initiativeisan effort to develop aclear, consistent approach to child
welfare practice and service delivery throughout Colorado. The new federally-funded
Mountainsand Plains Child Welfare Implementation Center issupporting athree-year project
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in Colorado to help develop a statewide child welfare practice model. This model will be
phased in across the state in groups of counties with statewide implementation no later than
2015. Some elements of the Practice Initiative, such as a requirement that counties appoint
quality practice teams to regularly review their performance on state and federal data
measures, fit well with federal system improvement goals.

Progress on CFSR Systemic Issues. Staff requested that the Department provide a high level
overview of the progress it was making on the areas in which performance improvements would be
required. It provided the following response.

Variations in County Performance. There was not a clear pattern or trend for outcomes across the
three counties. No one county performed excellently or poorly, each county had areas of excellence
and areasneeding improvement. Thereisalack of consistency of county quality assurance connected
to Administrative Review Division's quality assurance activities.

Department Status: To address this problem, the State applied for and received technical assistance
and training resources to develop and implement a Practice Model acrossthe State. Implementation
of the model will include development of quality practice teams and a compendium of county
practices to raise the standard of practice across the state and to increase consistency in practice.

Caseworker turnover and waiting for training was a consistent theme.

Department Satus: In January of 2010, the Department, with the support of the General Assembly,
implemented the Child Welfare Training Academy. Workers must complete the Academy Training
and meet Core Competencies in order to be certified to work in county departments.

Parental involvement in case planning. Thereisalack of assessment of foster parent and biological
parent needs and engagement in the service planning process.

Department Satus: Training has occurred in numerous venues across the state to improve thisarea.

Additionally, a state/county Permanency Task Group are developing the minimum expectations
regarding Family Engagement.

Caseworker contacts. Thereisalack of quality in the contacts between the caseworker and children
families, and foster parents. Thereisalack of sibling visitation.

Department Satus. A state/county workgroup has been meeting to address both the quality and
guantity of caseworker contactswith children, familiesand foster parents. Thishasresultedinchange
to policy reflected in rules for county departments.

Protection of Siblings and use of Assessment Tools. Assessment of and contact with siblingsin the
home of the child alleged to be abused or delinquent is not occurring. Thereisalack of consistent
use of assessment tools.

Department Satus: State Child Protection Program Staff are providing more direct supervision of
county department staff in this areathrough on-site visits at counties, observation of county staff use
of the assessments, provision of over the shoulder support, and training. Training is occurring in
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specific counties as well as regionally. Colorado Trails was modified to require completion of the
North Carolina Family Assessment tool in child protection cases.

Progress on CFSR Outcomes Data Measures. The Department also reported that it had made
substantial progress on national data measures that are used to assess performance. In the origina
submission of FFY 2006-07 data Colorado was found to not meet the national standard on nine of
fifteen composite measures. In its FFY 2007-08 data submission, Colorado exceeded the needed
improvement factor designated by the Administration of Children and Families on five of those
nine measures. Following this, the only factors remaining still requiring improvement were the
items shown below. At present Colorado isin the process of resubmitting FFY 2008-09 and FFY
2009-10 data. Based on FFY 2008-09 data provided to staff, it appears that only one item (shaded)
Is still out of compliance as of 2009. However, the Department was unwilling to provide 2010
data on the groundsit could still change. As a result staff does not know whether this data shows
wor se results.

Federal 2007 data Improved 2009 data
standard (used level
CFSR) required

C1-2 Exitsto reunification, median stay in months 5.4 months 6.0 months 5.74 months 5.5 months
C1-4 Percent children who re-enter foster careinless <9.9 percent  16.0 percent  15.28 18.7
than 12 months percent percent
C3-2 Percent child exits to permanency for children <98.0 95.5 percent  96.36 95.7
with termination of parental rights percent percent percent
C4-3 Percent children with two or fewer placement <41.8 35.7 percent  37.16 37.0
settings for children in care for 24+ months percent percent percent
Remaining 11 permanency composite measures and 2 safety measures sufficiently improved as of 2008 data
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Division of Youth Corrections)
BRIEFING ISSUE

ISSUE: Division of Youth Corrections Budget Request and Balancing Options

The budget request reflects essentialy flat funding the Division of Y outh Corrections. However, the
averagedaily populationfor youth commitment popul ationshascontinued tofall, and, asaresult, staff
anticipates significant budget reductions for FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12 for purchase of contract
placements. If needed, other budget reduction optionsinclude reductionsto funding for the detention
continuum (S.B. 91-94) and parole services, and/or legislation to further cap detention beds, reduce
mandatory parole requirements, or reduce sentences.

SUMMARY:

The current FY 2010-11 appropriation and FY 2011-12 executive request for the Youth
Corrections Purchase of Contract Placements line item are based on the December 2009
Legislative Council Staff youth commitment population projection. In September 2010interim
forecasts, Legidative Council staff and the Department of Public Safety, Division of Criminal
Justice staff both revised their projectionsdownward. Actual figuresthrough October 2010 are
consistent with these lower projections.

Based on changesinthe population projection, staff anticipatesthat approximately $8.7 million
General Fund appropriated tothe Divisionin FY 2010-11 may not be needed. In addition, staff
expectsfunding required for FY 2011-12 to be $7.4t0 $9.1 million General Fund lower thanthe
Department’'s November 2010 budget request. These figures are subject to change based on
subsequent forecasts.

 If needed, other budget reduction options include reductions to funding for the detention
continuum (S.B. 91-94) and parole services, and/or legislation to further cap detention beds,
reduce mandatory parole requirements, or reduce sentences

DISCUSSION:

Background

TheDivisionof Y outh Corrections(DY C) hasresponsibility for the housing, treatment, and education
of juvenilesin detention and commitment, and for supervising juvenile offenders who are placed on
parole. Thisincludes detention, a short-term hold on youth who are awaiting adjudication (similar
toadultjail) and commitment, alonger-term sentenceto the custody of the Division (similar to adult
prison).

Costs for the division have historically been driven by average daily population (ADP) of youth in
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commitment, aswell as parole and detention. More recently, budget adjustmentsfor ADP have been
based solely on changes to the commitment population, and all changes have been to the purchase
of contract placements from private operators (including those operating in state-owned, aswell as
privately-owned, facilities). Thetable below reflectsthe FY 2009-10 actual average cost per day per
youth for all major DY C service categories.

Cost per Youth Corrections Average Daily Population (ADP) Placement
Cost
per
ADP
per day ADP Total
State-operated commitment placements $225.87 499.3 $41,161,615
State-operated detention placements $165.79 454.0 $27,472,907
Privately owned and operated commitment placements* $152.23 3117 $17,320,072
Privately-operated commitment placementsin state-owned facilities $158.42 381.0 $22,030,480
Case management/parole supervision $23.10 1,635.2 $13,577,634
Non-allocated (S.B. 91-94, Victim Assistance, Interstate Compact,
Managed Care Pilot) $14,375,842
Total Division Expenditures FY 2009-10 $135,938,550
Additional costs allocated to DY C from Office of Operations, EDO for
state-operated placements (FY 2008-09 data) $21.06 925.0 $7,110,982
Total Youth Corrections Costs $143,049,532

* Excludes medical costs, which are billed outside the Division.

Commitment Population Projections Used to Calculate DYC Budget

The General Assembly typically receives commitment population projections from the Division of
Criminal Justice (DCJ) in the Department of Public Safety and from the Legidlative Council Staff
(LCS). These population projections aretypically taken into consideration by the General Assembly
when determining the appropriations for the Division of Y outh Corrections. Both LCS and DCJ
prepared interim forecasts in September 2010, which are described below. New projections will be
available in late December 2010.

After peaking in FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06, the DY C commitment population began to declinein
FY 2006-07 and proceeded to drop sharply in FY 2007-08. Current projections are for further
declinesin FY 2010-11 that flatten out in FY 2011-12.

. For FY 2009-10, the General Assembly used the seven-month average for the year to set
supplemental funding levels. This drove funding at alevel significantly below the December
2009 LCS projection. However, final utilization for FY 2009-10 nonetheless came in below
eventhisamount, and the Divisionreverted $1.7 millioninthe Purchase of Contract Placements
lineitem.
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. For FY 2010-11, the LCS December 2009 forecast wasused to set funding levels. For FY 2011-
12, the Department has also used the December 2009 LCS forecast in its request.

The table below compares the September 2010 projections from LCS and DCJ, as well as estimates
used for recent-year appropriations and the Department's request.

2010 Commitment ADP Projections
FYO08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13

Actual Actual Actual Proj. Proj. Proj.
L egidative Council Staff
Actual/Sept. 2010 Projection 1,287 1,228 1,171 1,092 1,087 1,095
ADP Growth From Prior Y ear (138) (59) (58) (79) (5) 8
Percent Growth From Prior Y ear (9.6)% (4.6)% 4.7)% (6.7)% (0.5% 0.7%
Division of Criminal Justice
Actual/Sept. 2010 Projection 1,287 1,228 1,171 1,048 1,057 1,073
ADP Growth From Prior Y ear (138) (59) (58) (123) 9 16
Percent Growth From Prior Y ear (9.6)% (4.6)% 4.7% (10.5) 0.9% 1.5%

%

Estimates Used for 1,275 1,206 1,202 1,226 1,222 n/a
Appropriation/Current Request*

*The request used the December 2009 L CS projection for FY 2011-12.
The table below reflects new estimates for the parole ADP. In recent years, parole funding has not

been adjusted based on changesin ADP. However, if the Committee choosesto reduce current levels
of funding for parole, the projected population should be taken into account.
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2010 Parole ADP Projections
FY 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13
Actual Actual Actua Proj. Proj. Proj.
I
L egidative Council Staff
Actual/Sept. 2010 Projection 509 437 443 461 477 484
ADP Growth From Prior Y ear 9 (72) 6 18 16 7
Percent Growth From Prior Y ear 1.7% (14.1) 1.4% 4.1% 3.5% 1.5%
%
Division of Criminal Justice
Actual/Sept. 2010 Projection 509 437 443 428 418 424
ADP Growth From Prior Y ear 9 (72) 6 (15) (10) 6
Percent Growth From Prior Y ear (1.7% (14.1) 1.4% (3.49)% (2.3)% 1.4%
%

Fiscal I mpact of Revised Population Projections

Based on thefinal FY 2009-10 commitment actual population, the FY 2010-11 actual population to-
date, and both the LCS and DCJ September 2010 interim commitment projections, staff expects
funding required for FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12 contract placements to be substantially less than
the current appropriation for FY 2010-11 and the current Department request for FY 2011-12.

Asreflected in the table below:

e Staff would estimate savings for FY 2010-11 at $8.8 million, including $8.7 million General
Fund, based on the average commitment population through October 2010.

e Staff would estimate savings for FY 2011-12 between $7.6 and $9.3 million ($7.4 to $9.1
million General Fund) based on the LCS and DCJ interim forecasts.

While these figures are expected to change, based on December projections and additional actual
data, staff does believe savings will be substantial.

Potential Budget Savings Based on Changesin Commitment ADP
FY 2010-11
ADP used for Appropriation (December 2009 L CS forecast) 1,226.0
YTD FY 2010-11 ADP (October 2010) 1,066.0
ADP Difference (160.0)
Estimated Total Savings @ $55,234 per ADP ($8,837,443)
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Potential Budget Savings Based on Changesin Commitment ADP

Net General Fund component of savings ($8,662,575)
FY 2011-12
ADP used for Request (December 2009 L CS forecast) 1,222.0
ADP based on September 2009 LCS Interim forecast 1,087.0
ADP Difference (135.0)
Estimated Total Savings @ $56,128 per ADP (contract placements) ($7,577,252)

Net General Fund component of savings ($7,424,122)

to

ADP based on September 2009 DCJ I nterim forecast 1,057.0
Difference to ADP used for request (December 2009 LCS forecast) (165.0)
Estimated Total Savings @ $56,128 per ADP (contract placements) ($9,259,575)

Net General Fund component of savings ($9,075,543)

The above savings estimates are based on the assumption that, in light of the current fiscal
environment, the General Assembly will not allow the Department to retain these additional savings
for reinvestment in the Division's "continuum of care." Although footnote authority would allow
excess fundsto be transferred to other line items to enhance services, the Department's current Base
Reduction #1, eliminates any funding in the Purchase of Contract Placements lineitem that exceeds
amounts required for contract placements. Note that these amounts are in addition to the Base
Reduction #1 proposal to continue $9.15 million in prior year reductions from the Purchase of
Contract Placements line item and to base contract placements funding for FY 2011-12 on the
December 2009 LCS population projection.

Other Budget Reduction Options

The executiverequest doesnot include any significant budget reduction proposal's, with the exception
that it proposes that a previous cut be made permanent. (Base reduction #1 would make permanent
an FY 2008-09 decision not to increase funding for the Continuum of Care by $9.15 million). If
needed due to revenue constraints, the General Assembly could consider a variety of additional
program cuts. Potential reductions fall into the following categories:

Reduce S.B. 91-94: A reduction of $2.0 million Genera Fund to the current $13.0 million
appropriation would return the level of funding per juvenile filing to the level in place inflation
adjusted per juvenilefilingaround FY 2001-02 and FY 2006-07 (about $800/juvenilefiling). A larger
portion of the $13.0 million General Fund appropriation could be cut if desired (with some risks to
the demand for detention beds.) A $4.0 million cut was taken related to the 2003 recession. The
Department has noted that S.B. 91-94 programs do havefixed costs, athough aportion of thefunding
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need may be affected by arrest rates, detention screens, and similar factors. This funding has been
minimally reduced since the onset of the recession.

Reduce Parole Program Services. A total of $5,267,532 was added to the parole program services
line, withincreasesoccurring between FY 2005-06 and FY 2009-10for " continuum of care” expenses
which both support youth on parole (2/3) and youthinresidential placement (1/3). Theinitia increase
of $2.0 million restored parole services to the level in place before the 2003 recession cuts.
Subsequent funding has expanded beyond that level. During the increase periodfrom FY 06 to FY
10, theaveragedaily popul ation (ADP) for commitment fell by 19% and the ADPfor parolefell 12%.
A $3.0 million cut would return Parole Program Services funding to approximately its inflation
adjusted level per ADP for parole services that existed in FY 2001-02 and in FY 2006-07 before
further increases under "continuum of care” (translates to $6,212/ADP based on Sept 2010 LCS Parole
projection). A smaller cut of $1.0 to $2.0 million would enable the Division to retain more of its
enhanced programing.

Reduce the Detention Cap: Savings could be achieved by reducing the cap on secure youth
corrections detention beds from the current 479. If the cap were reduced by 40 ADP, savings on the
order of $2.0 million might be feasible if the General Assembly were prepared to close a state
detention facility. This could present logistical problems for law enforcement based on longer
travel-timeto asecurefacility. Reducing units and associated staffing would be preferable from this
perspective but would resultinasmaller level of savings. TheDivision estimatesthat closing one 20-
bed pod without closing a facility would result in $316,816 and 6.4 FTE savings (doubled for 40
beds). Closing one 12 bed pod would result in $327,611 General Fund and 4.8 FTE in savings. The
use of secure detention has been declining. The ADP for detention beds in FY 2009-10 was 363.4
or 76 percent of the legal detention bed cap, although there are still some strains on the system (see
separate issue). No related budget reductions have thus far been taken.

Reduce the maximum sentence for less serious offendersfrom two yearsto 18 months : An
estimated $1.4 million General Fund could be saved by reducing the maximum determinate sentence
provided for under Section 19-2-909, C.R.S. from two years to 18 months. This amount would be
savingsinthethird year. Inthefirst year, the Department estimates no impact, in the second, savings
are estimated at 6.0 ADP, in the third year, savings are estimated at 26.0 ADP.

Reduce Mandatory Parole: The General Assembly could consider a modification to Section
19-2-1002, C.R.S. to reduce mandatory parole from six months to a more flexible period (e.g., four
to six months). It could aso reduce the maximum additional parole (currently parole of up to 21
months) for certain categories of serious offenders. Mandatory parolewasfirst implemented in 1996
to ensurethat all youth received some post-sentence supervision. It was ultimately reduced from one
year to six monthsin 2003. A significant factor in the reduction was financial.
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Staff believes Section 19-2-1002, C.R.S.° should be modified to allow the parole board latitude to
provide for less parole. The Department has expressed the opinion that this would not result in
substantial placement change, because it expects the Parole Board will always apply the maximum.

This is possible--particularly if the Department is unwilling to recommend anything but a full six
months of parole. Nonetheless, staff suggests that if a youth is sentenced to a "non-mandatory"
sentence, i.e., onein which thereisflexibility in the length of residential placement up to two years,
parole should have asimilar flexible profile. Evenif the length of some parole placements shortened
fromjust six monthsto four or five months and mandatory parole was identified as a period of "four
to six months’, this might provide for some savings without a negative impact on outcomes. The
General Assembly could also consider reducing the length of extended parole (currently up to 21
months for the most serious offenders). At present, the ability to extend parole for about 10 percent
of the population drives an average parole length of stay that is almost one month longer than the 6
month mandatory parole. Staff does not yet have an estimate of associated savings.

Other changes could be considered, up to and including: (1) eliminating any mandatory parole, while
providingfor greater flexibility for "step down" to acommunity-integration placement. For example,
a sentence of "up to 24 months" could be modified in statute to include any post-residential/parole
sentence phase; and/or (2) eliminating the Juvenile Parole Board and thus leaving the Division of
Y outh Corrections with greater control and flexibility to structure step-down services. (Coloradois
one of only nine states using a Juvenile Parole Board or similar independent entity; others rely on
executive departments or the courts.) This could potentially reduce lengths of stay, although the
impact might besmall. Dataprovided by the Divisionindicatesthat over thelast threeyears, for those
casesin which the parole board has discretion (about 61 percent of cases heard), the parole board has
denied parole in 4.3 to 6.4 percent of cases (depending on the year) and lengthened parole in 6.1 to
8.0 percent of cases (14.1 percent for the first part of the current year). About 50 to 70 youth receive
later or longer parole out of about 1,000 cases heard each year.

® In particular, Section 19-2-1002 (9) (c). C.R.S., which provides for early parole
discharge under some very rigorous circumstances could be softened to allow the Division and
parole board greater flexibility.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING | SSUE
ISSUE: TheDivision of Youth Corrections Continuum of Care

TheDivisionof Y outh Corrections Continuum of Careinitiative seeksto ensurethat youth committed
to the Division receive the right service at the right time and transition successfully from residential
treatment, to paroleto discharge. The program issupported through asignificant increasein funding
for parole program services. Thereissome evidence that the Continuum of Careishaving apositive
impact, but the program can take little credit for the overall decline in the commitment population.

SUMMARY:

a TheDivisionof Y outh Corrections Continuum of Careinitiativewaslaunchedin FY 2005-06,
using budgetary flexibility authorized by the General Assembly. Theinitiativeseekstoensure
that youth committed to the Division receive the right service at the right time and transition
successfully from residential treatment, to parole to discharge.

a There is some evidence that Continuum services provided by the Division have an impact,
based on the results of youth assessments, declining rates of recommitment, and stable pre-
dischargerecidivismintheface of amore acute population. However, the evidenceis mixed,
as post-discharge recidivism rates have increased, and lengths of stay have not declined. The
Continuum can take little if any credit for the overall decline in the commitment population
and any associated budget savings.

a Inan effort to support the Continuum, the General Assembly isnow spending morethantwice
as much per youth on parole asit wasin FY 2001-02 (before the cutsimposed dueto the 2003
recession).

DISCUSSION:

Background - the Division of Youth Corrections. Any youth over the age of 10 who is convicted
of violating state or federal law, certain county or municipal ordinances, or arelated lawful court order
may be committed to the custody of the Division of Y outh Corrections as a juvenile delinquent.*®

Y outh are committed to the Division for adeterminate or indeterminate residential sentence, ranging
from less than one year to seven years. Upon conclusion of their residential sentence, youth are

19y outh may not be committed for certain offenses (e.g, traffic offenses, fish and game
offenses, tobacco). Further, youth over age 16 who commit aclass 1 or 2 felony may fall under
the jurisdiction of the criminal courts, rather than juvenile court.
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subject to aperiod of mandatory parole. Y outh may be brought before the Juvenile Parole Board at
any point between the minimum and maximum time required by their sentence.

. In FY 2009-10, an average of 1,171 youth werein residential, commitment placement on any
givenday. About 43 percent of these werein state-owned and operated secure facilities; 42
percent in privately operated (but usually state-owned) staff-secure facilities; and 16 percent
In community or other residential placements. Many youth "step down" from more secureto
less secure placements during their period of commitment.

. The average length of residential placement served was 18.9 months. Of youth sentenced in
FY 2009-10, 99.0 percent received maximum sentences of two years or less.

. The average age at commitment was 16.8 years, and 85 percent of committed youth were
male.

. In FY 2009-10, an average of 443 youth were on parole on any given day. Pursuant to statute

most youth receive six months of mandatory parole. However, parole may be extended for
youth with certain serious offenses. In FY 2009-10, parole was extended for 12 percent of
youth for an average of an additional 6.3 months.

The Continuum of Care. The Division of Youth Corrections Continuum of Care initiative was
launched in late FY 2005-06 to improvethetransition for committed youth from residential services,
to parole, to discharge. Asdescribed in the November 2010 report to the JBC on the program:

"The Division of Y outh Corrections Commitment Continuum of Care model is an
integrated approach to providing acomplete range of programs and servicesthat meet
the changing needs of youth and families at every phase, from commitment to the
point of discharge from parole".

The report goes on to note that the elements of the Continuum flow from the Division's five key
strategies: right service at the right time; quality staff; proven practice; safe enforcement; and
restorative justice principles. The continuum includes a cycle of assessment, case planning and
treatment for each youth, which is repeated periodically until discharge. In order to ensure accurate
and targeted information to support individualized case planning, the Division has developed anew
risk assessment instrument, the Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment (CJRA), which is a modified
version of the Washington State Juvenile Risk Assessment. The Division uses this instrument to
assess the individual criminogenic risks and needs of juveniles and utilizing the results to provide
appropriateevidence-based treatments. The Continuumof Carer eflectsthe Division'seffortstofollow
best practice principles and ensure that the array of services it provides help to bring youth out of
criminal justice involvement rather than sending them deeper into the system.

The Department's annual program report focuses on parole program services, and is based on the
Continuum's genesis in funding flexibility provided by the Genera Assembly that allowed for an
increase in Parole Program Services funding (described below). However, from the Division's
perspective, the Continuum of care is much broader and permeates the institutional placements it
provides, not just the services and funding for transitioning youth from institutional placement to
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parole and discharge.

Funding Flexibility and the Continuum of Care. The implementation of the Continuum of Care
inthe DY C began with increased budget flexibility. In FY 2005-06, the General Assembly provided
flexibility by adding a Long Bill footnote to specify that up to 10.0 percent of the General Fund
appropriation to the contracts placement line item could be used to provide treatment, transition, and
wrap-around services to youth in the Division in residential and non-residential settings. The
expectation was that any savings the Division was able to generate in contract placements (e.g.,
through reduced recidivism or a shorter average length of stay) could be reinvested in programs and
servicesthat might further reducerecidivism or length of stay. At thetime, the Department wasbeing
fully funded for residential casel oad but had sustained cutsin funding to parole program services and
Senate Bill 91-94 funding (for alternativesto detention at commitment placements), asaresult of the
2003 recession.

At this point, commitment placements
began to fall, resulting in substantial
reductions in the need for contract
placements funding. Between FY 2005-
06 and FY 2009-10, the commitment
average dally population fell by 19.5
percent.

Commitment Average Daily
Population
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Consistent with the provisions of the
footnote (and subsequent iterations that
0.0 T T T T increased flexiblefunding to 15 percent of
the Purchase of Contractslineitemin FY
2006-07 and 20 percent in FY 2007-08)
the Division directed funds not needed for
contract placementsto enhancing parol e program servicesand transitional servicesfor youth preparing
for parole. In the subsequent years, the
Department requested, and the General

200.0

" Cuts" tothe Continuum of Care

Assembly approved, moving these dollars
from the Purchase of Contractsplacement line
itemto the Parole Program Serviceslineitem.
Most recently, this included an increase of
$779,763 for Parole Program Servicesin FY
2009-10.  Transfers from the contract
placementslineitem drove anincrease of $4.5

Beginning in FY 2008-09, $9.15 million not needed for
DY C purchase of contract placements was cut from the
budget, rather than being "reinvested” in the
Continuum of Care. For FY 2011-12, the Department
proposes to make this reduction permanent, pursuant to
BRI #1. Thiswas not a cut of funds that had
previously been used for the continuum of care, but a
cut of funds that could have gone to the continuum of

million in the parole program services line
item between FY 2005-06 and FY 2009-10.
High levels of funding have been largely
retained in the Parole Program Services line item (with a small adjustment for a provider rate
reduction), despite low parole populations, and a continuation level of funding is requested for FY
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Parole Program Services
Appropriation (including Continuum of Care) 2(_)11'12' I_n the FY 201_0'_1_1 Long
versus Parole Population Bill, the Division's flexibility was
$7,000,000 800.0 modified to add transfers from the
$6,000,000 o - 7000 Institutional Programs budget
$5,000,000 / \ - 600.0 section and to the S.B. 91-94
- 5000 programs line item, in order to
$4,000,000 I Parole Program Services H
/ - 4000 e . | promote alternatives to the use of
$3,000,000 ppr'opnatlon,lncludmg . .
- 300.0 Continuum of Care secure detention placements, if
$2,000,000 L 200.0 —Earolfﬁverage Daily approprlme Howwer, the total
opulation
51,000,000 - 1000 " amount of transfers was restricted
$0 - 00 to 5.0 percent of appropriations,
5 QO YL OoON 200N . . .
SLESELESESETS given statewide budget constraints
FIIIIFIFIFTTS and the need to realize savings as
feasible.
26 Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Institutional Programs; and

Community Programs, Pur chase of Contract Placements-- It istheintent of the General Assembly
that up to 5.0 percent of the total General Fund appropriation to lineitemsin the Institutional Programs
section and up to 5.0 percent of the General Fund appropriation to the Community Programs, Purchase
of Contract Placements line item may be transferred to the Community Programs, Parole Program
Services line item to provide treatment, transition, and wrap-around services to youth in the Division
of Youth Correction's system in residential and non-residential settings and/or to the Community
Programs, S.B.91-94 Programs line item to support community-based alternatives to secure detention
placements.

Parole Program Services Expenditures and Youth Served. For the period covered by the
Division'smost recent Continuum of Carereport (FY 2009-10), thereport identified the entire Parole
Program Services appropriation as the funds directed to the Continuum of Care. Thus, the
information bel ow isan explanation of how the parol e program servicesappropriationisused to serve
essentialy all youth on parole or in transition to parole. However, the report also notes that
continuum transitional services were also funded through the personal services line item for
institutional programs.

Of the 2,404 youth who were committed to the Division and/or on parole during FY 2009-10, 1,708
received Continuum of Care services. Thisincluded virtually all youth on parole during FY 2009-10
(1,108 out of 1,269 youth who spent time on parole), and more than half of youth who were only in
residential placement in FY 2009-10 (600 out of 1,135 youth), who received transition services. On
average, each youth received serviesfor 7.6 monthsduring FY 2009-10, which exceedsthe six month
mandatory parole period and is greater than the current average parole LOS of 6.8 months. For youth
servedin FY 2009-10 who were matched to servicesfromthelast two years, transition servicesbegan
on average 4.5 months prior to a youth's actual parole date.

Ninety percent of $5.9 million expended in the Parole Program Services line item in FY 2009-10

($5.3 million) was paid to a contractor who manages most parole services. An additional $439,000
was used to support treatment servicesat Mount View Y outh Services Center, and $103,000 was paid
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to child placement agencies for housing for youth on parole without aviable family to returnto. An
additional $237,604 was paid from the institutional programs personal services line item to the
contractor for transition services.

Thetable below summarizes the types and number of treatment services purchased with Continuum
of Care Initiative funds (76 percent of total expenditures). An additional 10 percent of expenditures
were for support-related services that help to provide youth with tangible goods and services (e.g.,
clothing, transportation and housing) required for independent living. Theremaining 14 percent went
to the purchase of surveillance-based supervision servicesincluding el ectronic home monitoring and
substance use monitoring (urinalysis).

Treatment Expendituresby Type of Service
July 2009 - June 2010
Per cent of

Type of Service Amount Spent Spending
Community Transition* $1,760,724 44.1%
Job/Skills Training 593,082 14.9%
Family Services 294,707 7.4%
Independent Living 274,368 6.9%
Family Therapy 207,499 5.2%
Experiential Therapy 196,743 4.9%
Individual Therapy 173,915 4.4%
Offense Specific Treatment 150,036 3.8%
Advocacy and Case Management 80,241 2.0%
Restorative Justice 73,541 1.8%
Specialized Assessment and Evaluation 55,203 1.4%
Evidence-based Behavior Training 43,250 1.1%
Day Treatment 42,783 1.1%
Substance Abuse Treatment 43,404 1.1%
Group Therapy 4,208 0.1%
Total $3,993,704 100.0%

*Bundled, packaged services paid to a contractor.

Program Outcomes. The Department's report points to indication's of the Continuum of
Care'ssuccess. Staff believesthat there are indications of success, but that the evidence is not clear
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cut.
Evidence of Continuum of Care Success. Thereport highlights several items as evidence of success.

. Changes in youth's scores for risk- and protective factors on the Department's primary
assessment instrument, the Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment (CJRA), between
commitment, parole, and discharge, as demonstrated in the table below. The analysis
particularly emphasizes: (1) thescaleof reductionsinfamily, aggression, skills, and substance
abuse realms; and (2) that the precipitous reduction in risk from initial assessment to parole
was clinically maintained between parole and discharge from parole. Asit notes. "Clinically
significant maintenance of that [large] reduction in risk representsapowerful positive change
and exceeds the results that might reasonably be expected...”

Average Score - Risk Factorson Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment (CJRA)
Lower Score=Lower Risk
Youth Discharged in FY 2009-10
Assessment Parole Discharge Percent change -
Assessment to Discharge
Family 10.2 6.8 55 (46.1)%
Substance Abuse 8.2 .6 2.4 (70.7)%
Relationships 3.8 2.2 2.2 (42.1)%
School 3.8 7 13 (65.8)%
Attitudes 8.1 3 3.8 (53.1)%
Skills 71 19 20 (71.8)%
Aggression 5.0 .85 .94 (81.2)%
Mental Health 5 13 15 (70.0)%

. Relatively flat pre-discharge

recidivism rates and declining rates Pre-discharge Recidivism:

of recommitment (youth receiving a Percent committed youth receiving
new commitment to the Division, new filing for misdemenor or felony
based on anew charge, whilein the while in residential placement or on
Division's custody or on parole), parole

despite increases in the severity of

youth needs. Recommitmentsto the Ryl
Division (counted when the youth | 3005 .2 S— —  —

receives the new sentence) have | 200%
declined from about 8.8 percent of 123j
youth served in FY 2005-06 to 6.5
percent in FY 2009-10. Staff has

concerns about some data elements
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used inthereport™, but thereis someindication
of these trends.

Trends on the scores of new commitments on
the CJRA included in the Department's FY
2008-09 management reference manual
(published June 2010 and the most recent
available) indicateincreasesin the acuity of the
population in most--although not all--areas.

Criminal history, which is one of the most
consi stent predictorsof recidivism, hasactually
fallen, but there have been annual increasesfor
the last three yearsin 9 of 13 risk categories.

Insufficient Evidence of Success. Despite the

100.0%

Percent Youth Identified as "High
Risk" based on CJRA Initial
Assessment

H FY06-07

HFY07-08
FY08-09

evidence of success highlighted in the Department'sreport, there are other items that rai se questions
about whether the Continuum of Careinitiative is having the desired impacts.

. Post dischargerecidivism rateshaveincreased, despite theimplementation of the Continuum
of Carein FY 2005-06 (an issue entirely ignored in the Continuum of Care report). For the
cohort discharged in FY 2004-05, the year before the Continuum of Care was implemented,
post-discharge recidivism was 37.9 percent. For the cohort discharged in FY 2007-08 (three
years after the Continuum wasimplemented and the last for which dataisavailable) was 38.8
percent. Thisisthe highest post-dischar gerecidivismsince post-dischargerecidivismfigures

have been tracked.

. Lengths of stay are flat or increasing
for both commitment and parole, as
acknowledged in the report. The only
way in which management of the
continuum could have an impact on
the size of the commitment population
would be if it had resulted in reduced
youth length of service. As reflected
in the chart, and acknowledged in the
report, there is no clear evidence of
this.

Post discharge recidivism:
Percentyouth filed-on for
misdemenor or felony within one
year of discharge from parole
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" The report uses FY 2009-10 pre-discharge recidivism rates, which will increase over the course of FY
2010-11 to demonstrate . It also uses changes in the average CJRA scores at initial assessment to demonstrate that
the population's needs have become more severe between FY 2006-07 and FY 2009-10. However, the particular
data used in the report does not appear to be comparable across years, because the FY 2006-07 data includes only
youth committed that year, while the FY 2009-10 data includes all committed youth served by the Division in FY

2009-10.
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The average daily population of committed youth has declined substantially since FY 2005-06, and
thishasfregquently been used to point to the Continuum'ssuccess. However, declinesinaveragedaily
popul ation ties solely to how many youth are committed to the Division in thefirst place, rather than
what happens to youth while in the Division's custody, given that lengths of service are flat. The
Continuum of Carereport acknowledges:

"..while DY C's engagement in the [S.B. Commitment Length of Service

91-94] program and participation in 18

statewide[H.B. 04-1451] may ameliorate 12 —

the number of new commitments by | 5, | SN

helping to provide communitieswiththe | £ °

resources to improve services to youth | = §

before further penetration of the juvenile 4

justice system, the over-arching trends :

aretoo interwoven to attribute reductions I Y- N S S IS Y T
S A LA S S R S S

to any single effort or policy."

Next Steps? Staff believes that the Division has made serious efforts to use data to guide its
programs and to follow best-practice recommendationsin the literature. The General Assembly has
provided substantial financia support in this
_effort thr_ough the funding fI_eX|b|_I|ty_ and Parole Program Services Cost per
increasesin paroleprogram serviceslineitem. Full-year Parole Placement
Even after adjusting for inflation, the General (2010 Inflation-adjusted dollars)
Assembly is now spending morethan twice as
much per youth on parole as it was in FY $16,000
2001-02 (before the cuts imposed due to the | ¢, 44,
2003 recession). This would be more easily | s12,000

justified if there were strong evidence that the | s10,000 |
additional funding resulted in reduced | *%°° i - R o oy
recidivism. Asindicated in the Continuum of zjzzg ol AverageCilly
Carereport, thelack of even greater increases | , inflation-acjusted

in recidivism may demonstrate the program's <0 dollars)

success, but the evidence is not clear cut. 2388587

In light of this, staff believes the Committee S

could consider:

. Some further reductions to funding for parole program services ($1.0-$2.0 million); and/or
. Requesting the Department to explain what steps it proposes to improve and demonstrate

cost-effectiveness of thislevel of support. The Department and its eval uators emphasize that
systems change takes time and that full impacts may therefore not be demonstrable
immediately. Staff also recognizes that there are a complex array of factors that may affect
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criminal justice outcomes. Nonetheless, particularly given current levels of funding, the
Division needsto continually evaluate whether " course corrections' are needed to achievethe
ultimate goal of reduced recidivism.

National evidence that mandatory parole or after-care reducesrecidivismisvery limited. A review
of "aftercare" programs (reintigrative services that prepare out-of home placed juveniles for
community reentry) by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention noted that while
somestudiesin the 1990sreported encouraging results, "'recent eval uations of aftercare programming
have not yielded as promising results as earlier program evaluations."*? A study by the Washington
State Institute for Public Policy, which studied public policy initiatives for the Washington state
legidature, studied a"natural experiment” in which youth released during FY 1998-99 received no
mandatory parole. It found no differences in recidivism rates between these youth and those
discharged with mandatory parole in the prior or subsequent cohort.® Washington has since
restructured its program around a more treatment-oriented approach. Colorado isalso using amore
treatment-oriented approach, but it will need to continueto work to demonstrateits programishaving
the desired result.

ZA five-year multistate implementation of the Intensive After Care Program, which
provided intensive supervision and services and focused on reintegration and a gradual transition
was studied using an experimental design. The outcomes showed that the program did not
significantly affect recidivism. Similarly, an evaluation by the Boys and Girls Club of America
of Targeted Reentry, which also provided intensive reintegration services, also found little
difference in recidivism rates between the group receiving services and the control group. (Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention, OJJDP Model Programs Guide, Aftercare
http://www.ojjdp.gov/mpg/progTypesAftercare.aspx)

3\Washington eliminated mandatory parole for 57 percent of offenders for a period of 12
monthsin SFY 1998-99 before reinstating it. The Washington State Institute for Public Policy
compared youth released in FY 1997-98 and in FY 1999-00 who received mandatory parole and
had a similar acuity profile to those released in SFY 1998-99 without parole. The study found no
significant difference in re-offense rates during a 36 month follow-up. Washington State
subsequently reorganized its provision of servies around use of Functional Family Parole for
reintegration. (Washington State Institute for Public Policy, The Effects of Parole on Recidivism:
Juvenile Offenders Released from Washington State Institutions, July 2006)
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Division of Youth Corrections)
BRIEFING ISSUE

ISSUE: TheYouth Corrections Detention Continuum and S.B. 91-94

Over thelast two decades, the General Assembly hastaken stepsto reducethe use of securedetention
placementsthrough the creation of the S.B. 91-94 program and capping detention beds. Use of secure
detention placements has dropped dramatically in recent years, but the system is still under some
strain. Further investigation is needed to determine whether use of secure detention can be further
reduced.

SUMMARY:

d  Over thelast two decades, the General Assembly has taken steps to reduce the use of secure
detention placements through the creation of the S.B. 91-94 program and capping detention
beds. Secure detention placements have dropped dramatically in recent years, due in part to
sharp declinesin arrest rates, as well as the impact of these policies.

1 Based on the Department's annual report, the S.B. 91-94 programs have been successful in
focusing the use of secure detention resources on high-needs youth and ensuring youth in a
range of placements appear as required for court. However, detention beds are still subject to
capacity strain under thedetention cap, and further investigationisneeded to determinewhether
secure detention use can be further reduced.

DISCUSSION:

Background: Pursuant to Parts4 of Title 2 of Section 19, C.R.S.,, the Division of Y outh Corrections
operates detention facilities that serve a function similar to adult jail. State owned and operated
facilities, and asmall number of contract placements, provide secure short-term placementsfor youth
who are pending adjudication or who have received short sentences (under 45 days).

A rise in demand for secure placements has at various points led the General Assembly to enact
legislation to limit the use of secure placements.

* Projected growth in the detention populationinitially led to the passage of Senate Bill 91-94. That
bill, as subsequently modified, provided resourcestolocal judicial district programsfor aternatives
to secure detention and commitment placements. For FY 2010-11, atotal of $13.0 million is
appropriated.

» The continued growth of the detention population, as well as state revenue constraints, led to the
passage of Senate Bill 03-286, which capped the total number of secure detention beds at 479.
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Pursuant to Section 19-2-121, C.R.S,, a

working group formed by the Department

Detention and Commitment ADP Rates Statewide of Human Services and the Sta?:e Court

200 per 10,000 youth in population administrator to annually review the
250 e criteria for detention and commitment,
200 determine detention catchment areas, and
150 annually allocate the number of juvenile
100 T S| | detention bedsto each judicial catchment
>0 areain the state. Each judicia district is
o0 93I94I 95I 96I 97I gslggl 00' 01' 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 respong blefor managl ng availablesecure

Fiscal Year detention placements within the cap.
I —&— Detention Commitmentl .
The funding allocated through S.B. 91-94

programs, combined with the cap on
secure detention beds work in tandem with various other initiativesto limit the use of secure, state-
funded detention placements. The Department submits an annual report addressing the S.B. 91-94
programs and the detention caps pursuant to a Request for Information submitted to the Governor
(RFI 33 for the FY 2010-11 Long Bill). The remainder of this issue summarizes the FY 2009-10
Senate Bill 94 annual report, submitted to the JBC November 1, 2010.*

Trendsin Use of Secure Detention Beds

Overall, the use of secure detention placements has fallen dramatically in recent years. Thisin part
reflectsdramatic declinesin overall arrest rates, but al so reflectstheimpact of capping detention beds
and theuse of S.B. 91-94 to limit use of secure detention placements. According to the Department's
FY 2009-10 S.B. 91-94 annual report, across the past 15 years of monitoring, the FY 2009-10 level
of 6.7 per 1,000 youth in the population is the absolute and relative lowest detention rate ever
achieved as a share of the state population.

The report includes data on five different measures of secure detention use:

* Total client load, which represents the total number of youth served each day
» The maximum beds used at any given point during the day

 Days on which maximum bed useis at or above 90 percent of bed capacity

» Average length of service; and

» Average daily population

All indicators reflect steadily reduced strain on the system as the demand for secure detention beds
has dropped. However, the analysis indicates significant strain remains based on a number of
indicators. Maximum beds used at any given point in the day averaged 385 or 80.4 percent of

““Bartsch, Keller, Selby, Senate Bill 94 Evaluation Annual Report, Triwest Group,
October 26, 2010.
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capacity, down from 87 percent of capacity in FY 2008-09. Further, maximum bed use of 479 was
never exceeded on any day: use ranged from 332 to 431. Nonetheless, examining the continued
pressure on secure detention beds, the report notes:

* Total client load, which captures the flow of youth admitted and rel eased, whether not the youth
stayed overnight, wasat 437 in FY 2009-10 (down from 472in FY 2008-09). The report suggests
that utilization averaging 407 beds (85 percent of the 479 bed cap) would represent "an optimal
balance of facility management and cost efficiency”. By this measure, the FY 2009-10 average
client load of 437 is still higher than optimal.

* InFY 2009-10, on average 3.1 facilities (25.8 percent) were at or above 90 percent capacity on any
givenday. Whilethe overall incidence useisdecreasing, on al but 12 days, there was at | east one
facility at 90 percent or higher capacity, suggesting little or no excess capacity.

Secure Detention within the Detention Continuum: Youth Served by S.B. 91-94

The following chart depicts the profile of youths "filtered" to secure detention. Since FY 2008-09,
the Division and Judicial Districts have used a comprehensive screening and assessment process to
determine which youth are appropriate for secure detention placement: the Juvenile Detention and
Screening Assessment Guide (JDSAG) which focuses on risk to fail to appear in court and the
Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment (CIJRA), which assessthe potential fo youthto re-offend. These
tools inform the decisions in individual judicial districts as to appropriate placement, but judicial
discretion and local policies shape final decisions.

Juvenile Justice Filtering Process to Detention
FY 2009-10

\—4
v
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. The most frequently used initial placement is secure detention (85.2 percent of the total).
Use of secure detention as an initial placement has been increasing.

. The next most frequently used placement is placement at home with services (6.9 percent).
Thisreflects a decrease from prior years.

Ultimately, 81 percent of detained youth are served in the community. However, use of community-
based placement on any given day decreased 21 percent between FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10, while
use of secure detention decreased only 8.0 percent.

Pre-adjudicated youth are not the only secure detention users. On any given day, secure detention

beds were used as follows:

* 39 percent preadjudicated,

* 43 percent reflect warrants/remands for youth who failed to appear for court appearances or to
comply with court-ordered sanctions,

» 15 percent are sentenced to detention placement;

* lessthan 4 percent are detained for other reasons.

Progressin Achieving Performance Goals
Progressin achieving goalsand objectivesisshowninthetablebelow. Figuresreflect improvements

over FY 2008-09.

Goalsand Objectivesfor Pre-adjudicated and Sentenced Y outh
FY 2009-10
Service Area Goal M easur able Obj ectives Performance
1. Percent of enrolled pre-adjudicated
youth that complete S.B. 91-94 97.8% of youth had no
services without FTAs (Failureto FTAs
Appear for Court).
Pre-adjudicated Youth - To —
successfully supervise pre- - Percent of enrolled pre-adjudicated 96.4% of youth had no
N : youth that complete S.B. 91-94
adjudicated youth placed in Services without new charaes new charges
community-based detention 9.
SerVICces. . Percent of pre-adjudicated youth
served through S.B. 91-94 that 92.5% of youth had
complete the period of the positive or neutral leave
intervention with a positive or reason
neutral leave reason.
Sentenced Y outh - To successfully . Percent of enrolled sentenced youth o
supervise sentenced youth placed that complete S.B. 91-94 services 99% of g.?_l'ifz had no
in community-based detention without FTAs.

Sservices.
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2. Percent of enrolled sentenced youth
that complete S.B. 91-94 services 96.8% of youth had no
without new charges. new charges

3. Percent of sentenced youth served

0,
through S.B. 91-94 that complete the o?[.i?/g)o?fnﬁltj:gl ngwe
period of intervention with a positive P reason

or neutral |eave reason.

Overal, the Department's report emphasi zes that the S.B. 91-94 program continues to be successful
in accomplishing the General Assembly's vision of reducing overuse of secure detention facilities.

Judicial District S.B. 91-94 programs continue to be highly successful at achieving their goals and
objective. Many have also taken theinitiative to access other funds or program servicesfor S.B. 94
youth.

The report notes that there areas for ongoing work.

* A better understanding of judicial discretion and local policies and how they relate to best practice
iIsneeded. Forty-six percent of those screened asneeding placement at homewith servicesreceived
more restrictive placements, and over half of these youth were screened as at low risk to reoffend,
suggesting additional opportunity to reduce use of secure detention.

» The report recommends an exploratory case study to examine key decision points and processes
related to placement. It also recommends examining the relationship between initial placement,
community-based treatment options, and other local practices to definitively determine the extent
towhichindividual judicial districtscould further reducethe use of securedetention for reasonsthat
are contrary to best practices (such as a sanction for truancy).
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, and Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING | SSUE

ISSUE: Current Issuesand Budget Optionsin the Division of Child Care

The Division of Child care oversees the state-supervised county-administered Colorado Child Care
Assistance Program (CCCAP), which provides child care subsidiesfor low income families. It also
supports the development of high quality child care and licenses child care facilities. This issue
reviews the successful roll-out of the new CHATS information technology system, reduced access
andwaitinglistsfor the Child Care Assistance Program, and budget reduction optionsinthe Division
of Child Care.

SUMMARY:

J

The Division of Child care oversees the state-supervised county-administered Colorado
Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP), which provides child care subsidies for low
income families. It also supports the development of high quality child care and licenses
child care facilities. It recently completed the successful roll-out of a new information
technology system that serves the CCCAP program.

The mgority of the state's child care budget is allocated to CCCAP. This program is
administered by counties, which are responsible for establishing local eligibility for the
program and setting provider reimbursementsin their geographic area. The program hasa
significant history of rapid program expansion, followed by rapid program contraction.
Counties are currently restricting access and establishing waiting lists due to budget
concerns.

General Fund in the Division could be reduced through cuts to the Child Care Councils,
CCCAP, or child care licensing programs.

DISCUSSION:

The Division of Child Care. The Division of Child Care has three primary responsibilities:

» TheDivisionoverseesthe Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP), which fundscountiesto provide

child care subsidies to low-income families and families transitioning off of the Colorado Works
program.

» The Division is aso responsible for child care facility licensing (including for 24-hour facilities

such as treatment residential child care facilities); and
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» TheDivisionisresponsiblefor promoting statewide child care quality improvements, including the
Child Care Councils authorized in Section 26-6.5-101, C.R.S.

Therearefive sourcesof funding for Division activities. Thelargest single share of Division funding
isthe federal Child Care Development Funds block grant (70 percent of the FY 2010-11 budget of
$90.1 million). State General Fund of $17.4 million comprises about 19 percent of the budget, and
local county match and licensing fees from child care facilities comprise the remaining 11 percent.
In addition Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) fundsthat are authorized by counties
(but are not appropriated in this part of the budget) have been a major funding source for child care
subsidies.

Federal fundsare used primarily for child care subsidiesand quality improvement initiatives. Federal
Child Care Development Funds (CCDF), like Temporary Assistance to Needy Families funds, are
unusual inthat the General Assembly isauthorized under federal law to appropriatethem. Thereare
three types of CCDF funds: mandatory funds are received by all states based on historic
expenditures prior to federal welfare reform; matching funds are based on the number of state's
children who are under 13. These require a 1:1 non-federal match ; and discretionary funds were
added as part of Welfare Reform. Funding is based on various state populations in need. Federal
funding comes with various "strings", including maintenance of effort requirements, a requirement
that 4.0 percent of expenditures from all sources betied to quality initiatives and that, of the federal
discretionary funds, certain portions betargeted for particular functions, including infant and toddler
care and school-age care and resource and referral services.

For many years, the Department has held substantial reserves of CCDF funds. A significant portion
of these reserves have been spent down, largely associated with a $14.7 million Child Care
Automated Tracking System (CHATS) rebuild.

The remainder of this issue touches on three current issues:

» Successful roll-out of the new CHATS information technology system
» Reduced funding availablefor the Child Care Assistance Program and restrictionsto family access
 Budget reduction optionsin the Division of Child Care

Roll-out of the New Childcare Automated Tracking System (CHATS). The Child Care
Automated Tracking System (CHATS) isadatasystem that supportsthe Department and all counties
in managing the subsidized child care program. Planning and development of areplacement for the
prior main-frame system has been afocus of Department effortssinceaFY 2003-04 feasibility study
andinitial capital construction appropriationinFY 2007-08. The new systemisaweb-based system
that uses"point of sale" technology. The"point of sale" technology allowsafamily to"swipe" achild
care assistance program "credit card" that reflects the family's child care assistance program
allocation.
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OnNovember 1, 2010, the CHAT Sproj ect successfully completed thefinal phase of implementation,
and all Colorado countiesarenow usingthe CHATS system statewide. Theroll-out of thefinal phase
of point of sale implementation was scheduled for completion December 2, 2010. Thisfollowsthe
pilot and phased roll-outs to different part of the State that began in June 2010. The Department
reports that the project has received extremely positive feedback on the system and the smooth
implementation from both state and county users. The system was implemented with an overall 99
percent case conversation success rate and a 94 percent satisfaction with the training program.

Given the State's spotty record in devel opment of new infor mation technol ogy systems, staff believes
the apparent technical success of thisproject isnoteworthy. The capital cost of the project was $14.7
million. Ongoing maintenance costs were originaly projected at $1.2 million but have aready
increased and may still undergo additional changes. The original feasibility study projected savings
associated with reduced improper payments and fraud of $10.2 million per year after the system was
fully established. Staff anticipates savings of about half this amount but nonethel ess expectsiit will
be cost-effective.

Colorado Child Care Assistance Program. The Colorado Child Care Assistance Program
(CCCAP) isthelargest single component of the Division's budget (83 percent). Senate Bill 97-120
established CCCAP in statute at Section 26-8-801 through 806, C.R.S. Child care subsidy programs,
such as CCCAP, were promoted under 1996 federal welfare reform legislation to help families
become financially independent.

Pursuant to Sections 26-1-11 and 26-1-201, C.R.S., the Department supervises CCCAP services
administered by county departments of human/social services. As for other public assistance
programs, counties serve as agents of the State and are charged with administering the program in
accordance with Department regulations. The formulafor allocating funds among countiesis based
on utilization and poverty measures. Counties are responsible for covering any costs above their
allocations, which they accomplish as needed using Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block
grant funds.

Subject to available appropriations, countiesarerequired to provide child care assistance (subsidies)
to any person or family whoseincomeislessthan 130 percent of thefederal poverty level. Recipients
of assistance are responsible for paying a portion of child care costs. Counties are also authorized
to provide child care assistance for a family transitioning off the Works Program or for any other
family whose income is between 130 percent of the federal poverty level ($23,806 for afamily of
three in 2010) and 85 percent of the state median income ($54,108 for afamily of threein 2010).%

Among the three categories of families served by the program---families receiving assistance from
Colorado Works, families in transition from cash assistance, and other low-income families--low
income families have always comprised the largest group (about 85 percent). Children in families

Theincome level cap was revised upward from 225 percent of the federal poverty level
to the federal maximum of 85 percent of the state median income pursuant to H.B. 08-1265.
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earning 130 percent or less of the federal poverty level make up about 75 percent of cases.

Specific county eligibility policies do vary and have changed over time. Variations include the
income levels served up to 85 percent of the median income, reimbursement rates for child care
providers, and whether students in higher education programs are eligible. An analysis contracted
by the State Auditorsin 2008 estimated that in FY 2004-05 the program served about 27 percent of
those eligible; however, individual county coverage rates varied from 2 percent to 58 percent.®

The appropriation is comprised of state-appropriated federal Child Care and Development Fund
(CCDF) block grant amounts, state General Fund, and county maintenance of effort and
administrative amounts. Each county isrequired to spend, asamaintenance of effort, its share of an
amount identified in the Long Bill each year, aswell asits share of program administration costs.
Although not reflected inthe Long Bill appropriationsfor Child Care, overall funding sourcesfor the
program may include large county transfers from their TANF Colorado Works block grants
(effectively up to 20 percent of the annual TANF grant).

CCCAPAppropriationsand ExpenditureHistory. Thechartillustratesthehistory of expenditures
for CCCAP, as well as the average monthly number of children for whom subsidies are provided
through CCCAP. Asreflected in the chart, the history of the programreflects bur sts of funding and
caseload expansion, followed by rapid contraction. Both the annual appropriation for CCCAP and
the number of children for whom subsidies were provided increased rapidly in the early 1990s.
However, the caseload increased at a faster rate than appropriations, requiring the Department to
institute a caseload freeze in January 1995. In July 1995, this caseload freeze was replaced with
specific allocations to
CCAP Subsidy Expenditures and Average Monthly Caseload individual counties.
Although the allocation
method reduced utilization
L 25,000 temporarily, both state and
local funding then increased
until federal welfarereformin
FY 1997-98. At this point,
growth in the program began
to be fueled by acombination
of federal CCDF block grant
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®Analysis by Berkeley Policy Associates, cited in SAO Colorado Child Care Assistance
Program Performance Audit, December 2008
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Expendituresfor the program peaked in 2001-02, with county expenditures of TANF transfer dollars
for the program totaling ailmost $32 million. However, beginning in FY 2000-01, counties began
spending more TANF funds for the Works Program to address an increasing Works Program
caseload. Ascountiesdepleted their reserves of TANF funds, they again took action to reduce their
CCCAP casdloads (e.g., reducing income eligibility standards, instituting waiting lists). Spending
declined until 2006-07, when expenditureshad dropped bel ow thelevel that required TANFtransfers,
and the program reverted almost $840,000 General Fund at year end. In FY 2007-08, $2.0 million
was diverted to expand child care councils (H.B. 07-1062) and counties again began to increase
expenditures through increased
provider reimbursement rates and
eligibility caps, as well as increased )
administrativespending. Theprogram Program Actual Expendlturengl\F/FI:nlj:gunty
peaked in FY 2008-09 with Source transfers)

expenditures of $96.8 million. zizzzzzzzz County Maintenance of

N | Effort
Spendingin FY 2008-09 and FY 2009- | %% I'l"f =11 1

10 was supported through additional z:zzzzzz !
federal funds provided under the T

$20,000,000

Colorado Child Care Assistance

H Federal Funds (State-

American Recovery and Reinvestment s ey
Act ($11.1 million appropriated in FY LIPS P DD

2008-09 and $10.4 million in FY SESSELEELESE

2009-10). Thesefundshavenow been

exhausted.

 Overal spendingfor child care generally occursin aninverserel ationshipto other TANF spending,
since maor increase and declines are funded through transfers from TANF.

» Associated with the above, casel oad for the child care assistance program increases and decreases
inaninverserelationship to the TANF basic cash assistance program. Theunstable expenditure
pattern in child care appearsto belessareflection of changing demand for subsidized child
carethan an artifact of counties assessment of the availability of TANF funds.

» Countiesseem tohavedifficulty rapidly adjusting spendingfor child car e, astheimpact of new
eligibility criteria or freezes on new admissions only gradually affect their budgets. Changesto
provider reimbursements, however, can occur more rapidly.

Saff has for many years supported efforts to establish more state control over components such as
programeligibility and believesthe State may ultimately wish to consider setting TANF transfersfor
Child Care at the state, rather than county level, which would set a more dependable funding level.

(The Department rejected aproposal along theselinesfrom the State Auditor's Office.) Althoughthe
Department ismaking some systemic changesto the program inresponseto a2008 SA O performance
audit, the Department reportsit has not decided how to proceed on options related to standardizing
eigibility or reimbursement rates on a regiona basis. Saff believes further movement in this
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direction is unlikely for now.

CCCAP Program Availability. Many counties are in the process of shrinking the programin FY
2010-11 in light of the other demands on their TANF block grant funds. Based on past history, as
well asthefunding picturefor the TANF block grant (need projected to exceed fundsavailablein FY
2011-12), funding and utilization of the Child Care Assistance Program may well continuetofall over
the next severa years. There may also be at |east temporary reductions associated with the roll-out
of the new CHATS system, as payment error rates are reduced.

Data provided indicates that:

* Fourteen counties now have CCCAPwaiting lists, including four of the"bigten”. Denver wasthe
first to create awaiting list in February 2009, but others have since followed. Asof November 18,
there were 5,205 children (2,895 families) waiting for the CCAP program.

» Counties have reduced program eligibility criteria. In December 2009, only one county was using
income eligibility between 130 and 149 percent of the federal poverty guidelines, and seven
counties between 150 and 184 percent. As of November 2010, 8 counties are at the minimum 130
percent level, and 14 set between 135 and 175 percent of poverty.

 Finally, many counties have taken other stepsto reduce eligibility or expenses such as barring the
use of CCCAP for students and requiring single custodia parents to file for child support
enforcement.

Staff anticipates that H.B. 10-1035, Concerning Eligibility Determination for CCCAP to Promote
Stability (Massey/Steadman) may also affect program access. The bill extends the eligibility
redetermination period from 6 to 12 months and thus reduces program turnover. While reducing
turnover will not changethe number of children served at any giventime, thetotal number of children
and families served during a year may decline by up to 33 percent (a reduction of about 12,500
children and 7,800 families). This could contribute to waiting lists in some counties.

Budget Reduction Options. Child Care budget reduction options are as follows:

Child Care Councils. Remaining General Fund support for the Child Care Councils($500,000) could
be eliminated. Councils coordinate programs to improve the quality and availability of Child Care
intheir regions. They haveatotal appropriation of $3.0 million, including federal funds and General
Fund. While some General Fund for the Councils has been refinanced with federal funds, funding
has not been reduced dueto state revenue shortfalls. The Child Care Councils program expanded the
previous program of consolidated pil ot programsthrough H.B. 07-1062 (a$2.0 million appropriation
was added through transfer of funds from the CCCAP program.) While the Councils serve an
important role in promoting quality child care, the level of harm associated with cutting funding
appearsto staff to be less than the impact of cuts to many other human services programs.
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Child Care Assistance Program. General Fund support for the CCCAP program (child care subsidies)
could be reduced or even eliminated, providing Genera fund savings of up to $14.6 million. If the
entire General Fund amount were cut, the State could expect to lose up to $12.6 million in matching
federal funds, and the total program could be reduced by up to $27.2 million or about 36 percent of
the CCCAP appropriation. About 7,000 children and their parents would lose child care subsidies,
[imiting the ability of those parentsto work. While a cut of this magnitude would be very painful, a
moremodest reduction--inthe $2.0 million range--could likely be sustained without affecting federal
matching funds. Thiswould represent a 2.7 percent reduction to the CCCAP appropriation, which
has not thus far received reductions to total funding related to the state revenue shortfall. It is
possible that a larger cut could be taken without affecting the federal match, given federal rules
effective October 2007 that give states increased flexibility in what expenditures are counted as
matching funds. While staff is concerned about CCCAP waiting lists and access problems in many
counties, countiesdo not appear to have prioritized CCCAPintheir own budgets: they havetypically
adjusted funding based primarily on availability of "excess' TANF dollars. A modest state reduction
would have far less impact on program access than individual county decisions about the use of
TANF transfer funds.

Child CareLicensing Staff. Inaddition to theabove options, child carelicensing staff could befurther
reduced from the 3.5 FTE cut thusfar. However, in the absence of large reductionsto licensing staff
numbers, savings would be modest. The Division has 39 FTE licensing staff with average salaries
of $58,392 per year. A 2009 report by the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral
Agencies ranked Colorado a respectable 22nd among the states for oversight of child care centers.
It scored very well for the online accessibility of inspection reports and quite well related to percent
of homes licensed. However, this was offset by very poor scores on licensing staffing ratios
(licensing casel oad of 140:1 rather than 50:1) and itsinability to monitor centersfour times per year.
In Colorado, licensing centers may be visited aslittle every two years, athough centersthat are new
or have a history of problems are visited more frequently.

7-Dec-10 86 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf



FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services

(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, Youth Corrections)
APPENDIX A: NUMBERSPAGES

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Change Requests
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
Executive Director: Karen Beye
(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
The primary function of this division is general department administration. This document includes Executive Director's Office, Specia Purpose line items that
are specifically related to child welfare services and youth corrections. Thisincludes: staff responsible for periodically assessing all Colorado children placed in
residential care as a result of a dependency and neglect or a delinquency proceeding to ensure counties' statutory and regulatory compliance; funding to support
staff who conduct background/employment screenings using records and reports of child abuse or neglect; funding for the child protection ombudsman contract;
and staff and operating costs for the Juvenile Parole Board. Cash funds are from fees paid by those requesting background/employment checks. Reappropriated
funds are transferred from the Department of Public Safety. The balance of Executive Director's Office line items are covered in other Department of Human
Services briefing and figure setting documents.
(B) Special Purpose
Administrative Review Unit 2,000,821 2,185,084 2,196,359 2,170,199 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 222 24.0 252 252
General Fund 1,196,083 1,416,270 1,426,693 1,401,291
Federal Funds 804,738 768,814 769,666 768,908
Records and Reports of Child Abuse or Neglect - Cash Funds 566,937 474,010 577,496 575,825 NP-7
FTE 6.2 7.2 75 7.5
Juvenile Parole Board 247,971 234,917 248,050 244,895 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 3.0 29 30 30
General Fund 196,097 200,587 202,282 199,936
Reappropriated Funds 51,874 34,330 45,768 44,959
Child Protection Ombudsman - General Fund n/a na 175,000 370,000
Request v. Approp
TOTAL - (1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'SOFFICE 2,815,729 3,006,268 3,196,905 3,360,919 5.1%
FTE 314 357 357 35.7 0.0
General Fund 1,392,180 1,621,687 1,803,975 1,971,227 9.3%
Cash Funds 566,937 574,529 577,496 575,825 -0.3%
Reappropriated funds 51,874 45,768 45,768 44,959 -1.8%
Federal Funds 804,738 764,284 769,666 768,908 -0.1%
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(5) DIVISION OF CHILD WELFARE

This division provides funding and state staff associated with the state supervision and county administration of programs that protect children from harm and
assist families in caring for and protecting their children. Funding also supports training for county and state staff, direct care service providers (e.g. foster
parents), and court personnel. Cash funds sources include county tax revenues, grants and donations, federa Title IV-E funds, and amounts from the
Collaborative Management Incentives Cash Fund (primarily from civil docket fees). Reappropriated funds are Medicaid funds transferred from the Department
of Health Care Policy and Financing.

Administration 2,426,087 3,096,026 3,668,920 3,615,325 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 258 325 410 41.0
General Fund 1,676,095 2,338,423 2,846,726 2,790,367
Reappropriated funds 57,100 121,418 133,906 131,592
Federal Funds 692,892 636,185 688,288 693,366
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 90,100 133,422 133,906 131,592
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 45,050 66,709 66,952 65,785
Net General Fund 1,721,145 2,405,132 2,913,678 2,856,152
Training 4,931,859 5,827,898 6,545,439 6,541,288 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 0 3.5 6.0 6.0
General Fund 2,341,374 2,871,971 3,231,076 3,227,253
Cash Funds 37,230 37,230 37,230 37,230
Federal Funds 2,553,255 2,918,697 3,277,133 3,276,805
Foster and Adoptive Parent Recruitment, Training, and Support 323,859 340,275 328,140 326,860 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
General Fund 257,115 273,276 261,030 259,751
Federal Funds 66,744 66,999 67,110 67,109
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Actual Actual Appropriation Request Change Requests
Child Welfare Services/a 345,340,609 336,157,346 339,194,894 337,710,352 NP-2
General Fund 171,716,693 165,010,711 157,932,633 162,141,108
Cash Funds 62,775,661 61,168,175 63,997,369 63,673,402
Reappropriated funds 12,872,178 13,070,654 14,293,272 14,334,790
Federa Funds 97,976,077 96,907,806 102,971,620 97,561,052
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 13,865,508 13,070,654 14,293,272 14,334,790
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 6,932,754 5,028,740 5,490,045 7,167,396
Net General Fund 178,649,447 170,039,451 163,422,678 169,308,504
Additional County Expenditures for Child Welfare Block [non-add] Not appropriated; Not appropriated;
Transfer to Title XX from TANF 15,509,896 9,521,897 seenote & below see note &/ below
County Funds 1,053,178 3,277,367
Total Child Welfare Expenditures [non-add] 361,903,683 348,956,610
0
Excess Federal Title |V-E Distributions for Related County Administrative
Functions
Cash Funds 1,735,971 0 0 0
Excess Federal Title IV-E Reimbursements
Cash Funds 813,856 0 0 0
Title IV-E Related County Administrative Functions [new line item]
General Fund n/a n/a 1,000,000 1,000,000
Family and Children's Programs 50,042,150 48,030,915 44,776,053 44,776,053
General Fund 42,735,769 31,224,534 28,132,328 28,132,328
Cash Funds 5,213,955 5,213,955 5,113,437 5,113,437
Federal Funds 2,092,426 11,592,426 11,530,288 11,530,288
Performance-based Collaborative Management Incentives
Cash Funds 3,167,603 3,399,224 3,555,500 3,555,500
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Independent Living Programs - Federal Funds 2,468,806 2,541,666 2,826,582 2,826,582
FTE 0.0 0.0 4.0 4.0
Promoting Safe and Stable Family Programs 4,445,190 4,467,806 4,457,448 4,458,786 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 15 15 20 2.0
General Fund 27,926 36,913 50,457 50,096
Cash Funds 1,064,160 1,064,160 1,064,160 1,064,160
Federal Funds 3,353,104 3,366,733 3,342,831 3,344,530
Federal Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act Grant
Federal Funds 469,908 420,110 381,708 381,703 NP-7
FTE 3.0 3.0 3.0 30
Child Welfare Action Committee (H.B. 08-1404) 346,216 0 0 0
General Fund 340,907 0 0
Cash Funds 5,309 0 0
Reqguest v. Approp
TOTAL - (5) CHILD WELFARE b/ 416,512,114 404,281,266 406,734,684 405,192,449 -0.4%
FTE 313 415 57.0 57.0 0.0
General Fund 219,095,879 201,755,828 193,454,250 197,600,903 2.1%
Cash Funds 74,813,745 70,882,744 73,767,696 73,443,729 -0.4%
Reappropriated Funds 12,929,278 13,192,072 14,427,178 14,466,382 0.3%
Federal Funds 109,673,212 118,450,622 125,085,560 119,681,435 -4.3%
For Information Only*
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 13,955,608 13,204,076 14,427,178 14,466,382 0.3%
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 6,977,804 5,095,449 5,556,997 7,233,181 30.2%
Net General Fund 226,073,683 206,851,277 199,011,247 204,834,084 2.9%

THIESE dlTIUULILE diE TTIvTuuey 1O HEULinalulial IJUIPUW UIIIy. VIguILdlu TUliUS dit LiadSIHTeu as prpluplldlw unus. e IIIUIIC'y: dt udiieied il ue LlUpdlllllUll Ul fedul vac l"Ullby
and Financing where generally half of the dollars are appropriated as General Fund. Net General Fund equals the General Fund dollars listed above plus the General Fund transferred as part of

Medicaid.

al Additional County Expenditures for Child Welfare Block amounts are shown for informational purposes and are not appropriated in this section. Thisincludes the actual expenditure of count
funds and federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds that were transferred from Colorado Works County Block Grants or from County Reserve Accounts to the federal Title
XX Social Services Block Grant in order to cover county expenditures related to child welfare. Associated appropriations of TANF funds are reflected in the Office of Self Sufficiency.

b/ Actual expenditures include multiple transfers, including those authorized pursuant to Long Bill footnote and transfers to and from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
pursuant to Section 24-75-106, C.R.S.
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(6) DIVISION OF CHILD CARE
This division includes funding and state staff associated with: (1) licensing and monitoring child care facilities; (2) the state supervision and the county
administration of the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program, through which counties provide child care subsidies to low income families and families
transitioning from the Colorado Works Program; and (3) the administration of various child care grant programs. Cash funds sources reflect fees and fines paid
by child care facilities and county tax revenues.
Child Care Licensing and Administration 6,280,823 6,215,878 6,551,553 6,512,662 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 58.6 57.5 64.0 64.0
Genera Fund 2,431,287 2,081,444 2,251,456 2,215,129
Cash Funds (fees and fines) 626,868 621,744 748,086 748,048
Federal Funds (CCDF and Title IV-E) 3,222,668 3,512,690 3,552,011 3,549,485
Fines Assessed Against Licensees - (CF) 18,000 4,918 20,000 20,000
Child Care Assistance Program Automated System Replacement (FF- 47,675 103,246 0 0
Child Care Assistance Program /a 74,968,579 75,618,195 74,802,572 74,286,322
General Fund 15,354,221 15,354,221 14,604,221 14,604,221
Cash Funds (local funds) 9,201,753 9,183,907 9,182,622 9,182,622
Federal Funds (CCDF and Title XX) 50,412,605 51,080,067 51,015,729 50,499,479
Child Care Assistance Program - ARRA Funding - FF 11,064,462 10,405,227 0 0
Additional County Child Care Assistance Program Expenditures [non-add]
Transfer to Child Care from TANF block grant (including expenditures
from county reserves created by prior-year TANF transfers) (FF) Not appropriated; Not appropriated;
10,731,866 10,180,148 see note & below see note a/ below
Total Child Care Assistance Program expenditures [non add] 96,764,907 96,203,570
Grants to Improve the Quality and Availability of Child Care and to
Comply with Federal Targeted Funds Requirements (FF-CCDF) 3,473,583 3,471,723 3,473,633 3,473,633
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Comply with Federal Targeted Funds Requirements - ARRA Funding (FF-
CCDF) 0 3,173,850 0 0
Early Childhood Councils [formerly Pilot for Community Consolidated
Child Care Services] 2,979,597 2,985,201 2,985,201 2,985,201
FTE 07 12 10 10
General Fund 1,006,161 1,006,161 506,161 506,161
Federal Funds (CCDF) 1,973,436 1,979,040 2,479,040 2,479,040
School-readiness Quality Improvement Program [formerly School-
readiness Child Care Subsidization Program] - (FF - CCDF) 2,226,834 2,235,113 2,229,305 2,227,464 NP-7
FTE 0.5 13 1.0 1.0
Request v. Approp
(6) TOTAL - DIVISION OF CHILD CARE 101,059,553 101,039,501 90,062,264 89,505,282 -0.6%
FTE 59.8 60.0 66.0 66.0 0.0
General Fund 18,791,669 18,441,826 17,361,838 17,325,511 -0.2%
Cash Funds 9,846,621 9,810,569 9,950,708 9,950,670 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 0 0 0 0 n‘a
Federal Funds 72,421,263 72,787,106 62,749,718 62,229,101 -0.8%

al Additional County Child Care Assistance Program Expenditures are shown for informational purposes and are not appropriated in this section of the Long Bill. These amounts include the

actual expenditure of federal TANF funds that were transferred from County Block Grants or from County Reserve Accounts (both associated with the ColoradoWorks Program) to federal Child

Care Development Fundsin order to cover county expenditures related to child care. Associated appropriations of TANF funds are reflected in the Office of Self Sufficiency.
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(11) DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS
(A) Administration
This section provides funding and state staff associated with providing policy direction for the DY C and administering and monitoring the quality of care
provided to delinquent youth. The source of reappropriated fundsis a grant from the Victims Assistance and Law Enforcement (VALE) Board.
Personal Services - General Fund 1,303,755 1,444,515 1,351,783 1,325,914 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 115 15.9 15.4 154
Operating Expenses - General Fund 30,285 30,391 29,111 29,111
Victims Assistance - Reappropriated Funds 28,224 26,121 29,599 28,027 NP-7
FTE 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.5
Request v. Approp
(11) DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS
Subtotal - (A) Administration 1,362,264 1,501,027 1,410,493 1,383,052 -1.9%
FTE 115 163 159 15.9 0.0
General Fund 1,334,040 1,474,906 1,380,894 1,355,025 -1.9%
Reappropriated Funds 28,224 26,121 29,599 28,027 -5.3%
(B) Institutional Programs
This section provides funding and state staff associated with providing detention services and institutional care, including educational, medical, food, and
maintenance services. The reappropriated funds primarily reflect transfers of federal funds from the Department of Education for school breakfast/lunch and
special and vocational education.
Personal Services - General Fund 42,267,224 44,135,871 43,427,375 43,262,660 DI 5, NP-4, NP-7
FTE 779.3 779.6 794.3 799.3
Operating Expenses 3,494,857 3,746,588 3,369,950 3,369,950
General Fund 2,076,957 2,251,559 2,039,750 2,039,750
Reappropriated Funds 0 1,495,029 1,330,200 1,330,200
Federal Funds 1,417,900 0 0
Capital Outlay - General Fund 0 0 0 0
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Medical Services - General Fund 7,934,777 8,307,298 7,989,118 7,982,441 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 36.2 34.0 39.0 39.0
General Fund 7,934,777 7,895,215 7,000,118 6,993,441
Reappropriated Funds 0 412,083 989,000 989,000
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 412,083 989,000 989,000
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 0 99,570 349,003 494,500
Net General Fund 7,934,777 7,994,785 7,349,121 7,487,941
Enhanced Mental Health Services Pilot for Detention - General Fund 260,726 64,037 0 0
Educational Programs 5,916,443 6,076,544 5,788,767 5,780,444 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 35.0 36.1 40.8 40.8
General Fund 5,353,439 5,486,363 5,444,874 5,440,661
Reappropriated Funds 563,004 590,181 343,893 339,783
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0
Prevention / Intervention Services 48,965 48,915 49,693 49,693
FTE 0.0 0.0 10 10
Reappropriated Funds 48,965 48,915 49,693 49,693
Federal Funds 0 0 0 0
Reqguest v. Approp
(11) DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS
Subtotal - (B) Institutional Programs 59,922,992 62,379,253 60,624,903 60,445,188 -0.3%
FTE 850.5 849.7 875.1 880.1 50
General Fund 57,893,123 59,833,045 57,912,117 57,736,512 -0.3%
Reappropriated Funds 611,969 2,546,208 2,712,786 2,708,676 -0.2%
Federal Funds 1,417,900 0 0 0 n/a
For Information Only*
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 0 412,083 989,000 989,000 0.0%
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 0 99,570 349,003 494,500 41.7%
Net General Fund 57,893,123 59,833,045 58,261,120 58,231,012 -0.1%

* These amounts are included for informational purposes only. Medicaid funds are classified as reappropriated funds. These moneysare transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy
and Financing where generally half of the dollars are appropriated as General Fund. Net General Fund equals the General Fund dollars listed above plus the General Fund transferred as part of

Medicaid.
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(C) Community Programs
This section provides funding and state staff associated with providing case management services for committed youth and parolees, contracting for private
residential placements, and funding Senate Bill 91-94 programs. The cash funds are from the contractor for the Ridge View Facility to pay for DY C's monitoring
expenses pursuant to Section 19-2-411.5 (2)(e), C.R.S. The reappropriated funds reflect Medicaid funds transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy
and Financing.
Personal Services 7,929,462 7,583,841 7,436,906 7,300,038 NP-4, NP-7
FTE 1143 108.5 1074 1074
General Fund 7,585,467 7,231,687 7,081,823 6,945,769
Cash Funds 48,850 50,020 50,441 50,472
Reappropriated Funds 44,520 45,514 45,870 44,893
Federal Funds 250,625 256,620 258,772 258,904
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 44,520 45,514 45,870 44,893
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 22,260 22,757 22,935 22,416
Net General Fund 7,607,727 7,254,444 7,104,758 6,968,185
Operating Expenses 359,898 346,564 330,980 330,980
General Fund 357,410 344,116 328,532 328,532
Cash Funds 2,488 2,448 2,448 2,448
Capital Outlay - General Fund 0 0
Purchase of Contract Placements 42,774,182 37,329,349 42,802,281 43,244,988 BR1
General Fund 41,274,243 35,109,655 39,839,607 40,272,146
Reappropriated Funds 1,499,939 1,493,558 1,618,662 1,628,830
Federal Funds 0 726,136 1,344,012 1,344,012
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,499,939 1,480,396 1,618,662 1,628,830
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 749,970 622,081 654,582 814,416
Net General Fund 42,024,213 35,731,736 40,494,189 41,086,562
Managed Care Pilot Project 1,390,441 1,118,451 1,296,639 1,368,060
General Fund 1,357,105 1,085,115 1,263,970 1,335,391
Reappropriated Funds 33,336 33,336 32,669 32,669
For Information Only
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 33,336 33,336 32,669 32,669
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 16,668 16,668 16,335 16,335
Net General Fund 1,373,773 1,101,783 1,280,305 1,351,726
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APPENDIX A: NUMBERS PAGES

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Change Requests
S.B. 91-94 Programs - General Fund 13,228,039 13,238,558 13,031,528 13,031,528
Parole Program Services 6,433,220 5,696,259 5,863,847 5,863,847
General Fund 5,529,773 4,819,099 4,972,188 4,972,188
Federal Funds 903,447 877,160 891,659 891,659
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Change Requests
Juvenile Sex Offender Staff Training 40,175 36,811 47,060 47,060
General Fund 8,810 8,148 8,810 8,810
Cash Funds 31,365 28,663 38,250 38,250
Request v. Approp
(11) DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS
Subtotal - (C) Community Programs 72,155,417 65,349,833 70,809,241 71,186,501 0.5%
FTE 1143 108.5 107.4 1074 0.0
General Fund 69,340,847 61,836,378 66,526,458 66,894,364 0.6%
Cash Funds 82,703 81,131 91,139 91,170 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 1,577,795 1,572,408 1,697,201 1,706,392 0.5%
Federa Funds 1,154,072 1,859,916 2,494,443 2,494,575 0.0%
For Information Only*
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,577,795 1,559,246 1,697,201 1,706,392 0.5%
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 788,898 661,506 693,852 853,167 23.0%
Net General Fund 70,129,745 62,497,884 67,220,310 67,747,531 0.8%
Request v. Approp
TOTAL - (11) DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS 133,440,673 129,230,113 132,844,637 133,014,741 0.1%
FTE 976.3 974.5 998.4 1,003.4 5.0
General Fund 128,568,010 123,144,329 125,819,469 125,985,901 0.1%
Cash Funds 82,703 81,131 91,139 91,170 0.0%
Reappropriated Funds 2,217,988 4,144,737 4,439,586 4,443,095 0.1%
Federal Funds 2,571,972 1,859,916 2,494,443 2,494,575 0.0%
For Information Only*
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 1,577,795 1,559,246 2,686,201 2,695,392 0.3%
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 788,898 661,506 1,042,855 1,347,667 29.2%
Net General Fund 129,356,908 123,805,835 126,862,324 127,333,568 0.4%

and Financing where generally half of the dollar's arle approp;iated as General Fund. Net General Fl:lrl1d équalsthe General Fund dofl ars listed above plusthe GenleraJ Fund transferred as part 0}
Medicaid.
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FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Actual Appropriation Request Change Requests
Request v. Approp
TOTAL - HUMAN SERVICES- CHILD WELFARE, CHILD CARE,
YOUTH CORRECTIONS (INCLUDING RELATED LINE ITEMS
IN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE) 653,828,069 637,557,148 632,838,490 631,073,391 -0.3%
FTE 1,098.8 11117 11571 1162.1 5.0
General Fund 367,847,738 344,963,670 338,439,532 342,883,542 1.3%
Cash Funds 85,310,006 81,348,973 84,387,039 84,061,394 -0.4%
Cash Funds Exempt/Reappropriated Funds 15,199,140 17,382,577 18,912,532 18,954,436 0.2%
Federa Funds 185,471,185 193,861,928 191,099,387 185,174,019 -3.1%
For Information Only*
Medicaid Reappropriated Funds 15,533,403 14,763,322 17,113,379 17,161,774 0.3%
Medicaid Funds - General Fund therein 7,766,702 5,756,955 6,599,852 8,580,848 30.0%
Net General Fund 375,614,440 350,720,625 345,039,384 351,464,390 1.9%

* These amounts are included for informational purposes only. Medicaid funds are classified as reappropriated funds. These moneysare transferred from the Department of Health Care Policy
and Financing where generally half of the dollars are appropriated as General Fund. Net General Fund equals the General Fund dollars listed above plus the General Fund transferred as part of

Medicaid.
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a S.B.10-171 (Newell/Gagliardi): Requiresthe Department of Human Servicesto establish
and administer a Child Protection Ombudsman Program by contract with a public agency
or private nonprofit organization. The program is required to: (1) receive and review
complaints; (2) investigate and resolve cases when appropriate; (3) evaluate and make
recommendations for the creation of a statewide grievance policy; (4) make
recommendations to improve the child welfare system; (5) promote best practices, and (6)
report to the Governor and the General Assembly. Provides an appropriation of $175,000
General Fund to the Department of Human Services for FY 2010-11; thisis expected to
annualize to $370,000 Genera Fund for FY 2011-12.

a S.B. 10-195 (Newell/Solano): Creates in state law the Early Childhood Leadership
Commission in the Governor's Office and specifies its membership, purpose, and duties.
No appropriationisprovided; however, it isanticipated that upto $1.3 million federal funds
will be received and deposited in the Early Childhood Leadership Commission Cash Fund
to support the Commission's work.

(| H.B. 10-1035 (M assey/Steadman): Modifiestheeligibility determination processfor the
Colorado Child Care Assistance Program in the Department of Human Services. Among
other changes: (1) extendstheeligibility redetermination periodfor all program participants
from six months to twelve months; (2) eliminates the requirement that a parent report
income and activity changes during the twel ve-month eligibility period, unless the changes
puts the family's income above 85 percent of the median state income; and (3) aligns the
eligibility redetermination period for children who are enrolled in Head Start so that child
careassistanceand Head Start eligibility areredetermined at the sametime. Providesaone-
time appropriation of $249,700 federal Child Care Development Fundsfor FY 2010-11 for
changes to the Child Care Assistance and Tracking System.

a H.B. 10-1106 (Casso/Sandoval): Bringsseveral aspectsof Colorado law concerning child
welfare into compliance with federal law. Includes changes for finger-print requirements
for group home parentsand staff; requiresachild'sbest interest bethe primary consideration
when determining whereto place a child for adoption; specifiesthat preference be givento
achild's relative when making afoster care or pre-adoptive placement, if the relative can
safely meet the child's needs; and requires that child placement agencies recruit and retain
foster and adoptive parentswhoreflect theracial, ethnic, cultural, and linguistic background
of childreninthe agency'scare. Allowstherace, ethnicity, or national origin of achild and
potential adoptiveor foster familiesto beconsidered under extraordinary circumstances, but
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states that a placement shall not be delayed due to these factors. Provides an appropriation
to the Department of Public Safety, Colorado Bureau of Investigation related to finger-print
checks.

H.B. 10-1338 (M cCann/Steadman): Allows a person who has two or more prior felony
convictionsto beeligiblefor probation, with certain exceptions. Among other adjustments,
Increases the appropriation to the Department of Human Servicesfor FY 2010-11 for child
welfare servicesby $1,719,794 to mitigate the reduction in funding for county staff salaries
and benefits, community provider rates, and Medicaid treatment rates (including $991,919
General Fund, $343,959 local cash funds,$308,707 federal Title IV-E funds, and $75,209
reappropriated fundstransferred from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
(HCPF)).

H.B. 10-1413 (L evy/Newell): Raisesthe minimum agefor filing criminal charges against
ajuvenileindistrict court (aprocessknown as"direct filing"). Raisesthe minimum agefor
direct filing from 14 to 16, except in cases of first- or second-degree murder or asex offense
combinedwith anaggravating condition or history (e.g., crimeof violence, habitual juvenile
offender). Includes the following appropriations for FY 2010-11: (1) $371,880 General
Fund to the Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections; and (2)
$135,678 Genera Fund to the Department of Corrections, Y outhful Offender System.
Partially offsetstheseincreaseswith a$266,803 General Fund reduction for the Department
of Corrections External Capacity Subprogram. Resultsin anet appropriationsincrease of
$240,755 General Fund for FY 2010-11. Specifies that enactment of H.B. 10-1413 is
continent upon whether the enactment of H.B. 10-1360 resultsin a General Fund savings
for FY 2010-11 that isequal to or greater than the General Fund appropriationsin H.B. 10-
1413. House Bill 10-1413 was enacted with savings at this level.
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APPENDIX C: UPDATE OF FY 2009-10
LONG BILL FOOTNOTESAND REQUESTSFOR INFORMATION

L ong Bill Footnotes

1 Department of Corrections, Management, Executive Director's Office
Subprogram; Department of Human Services, Mental Health and Alcohol and
DrugAbuse Services, Alcohol and Drug AbuseDivision; and Division of Y outh
Corrections;, Judicial Department, Probation and Related Services;, and
Department of Public Safety, Divison of Criminal Justice; and Colorado
Bureau of Investigation -- State agencies involved in multi-agency programs
requiring separate appropriationsto each agency are requested to designate onelead
agency to beresponsible for submitting acomprehensive annual budget request for
such programs to the Joint Budget Committee, including prior year, request year,
and three year forecasts for revenues into the fund and expenditures from the fund
by agency. The requests should be sustainable for the length of the forecast based
on anticipated revenues. Each agency is still requested to submit its portion of such
request with its own budget document. This applies to requests for appropriation
from the Drug Offender Surcharge Fund, the Offender Identification Fund, the Sex
Offender Surcharge Fund, the Persistent Drunk Driver Cash Fund, and the Alcohol
and Drug Driving Safety Program Fund, among other programs.

Comment: The Division of Y outh Correctionsisin compliance with this footnote. The Division
sharesonly onefund with other state agencies: the Sex Offender Surcharge Fund createdin Section
18-21-103, C.R.S. TheJudicial Department servesasthelead agency for thisFund. Thefollowing
information was provided by the Judicial Department. This fund consists of 95 percent of sex
offender surcharge revenues. These surcharges range from $75 to $3,000 for each conviction or
adjudication. Moneysin the Fund are subject to annual appropriation to the Judicial Department,
the Department of Corrections, the Department of Public Safety's Division of Criminal Justice, and
the Department of Human Services to cover the direct and indirect costs associated with the
evaluation, identification, and treatment and the continued monitoring of sex offenders. Pursuant
to Section 16-11.7-103 (4) (c), C.R.S., the Sex Offender Management Board (SOMB) is required
to develop a plan for the allocation of moneys deposited in this fund, and submit the plan to the
General Assembly.

Thefollowing table details the alocation plan approved by the SOMB on October 15, 2010. This
plan mirrors the plans submitted for both FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11.
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Sex Offender Surcharge Fund Allocation Plan: FY 2011-12
Amoun % of
Department Description t Total
Corrections Management of sex offender data collection,
including: entry of ViCAP; psychological and risk
assessment test results; and demographics for usein
treatment planning and research. $29,311 5.5%
Human Services Training and technical assistance to county
departments, the Division of Y outh Corrections,
and the Division of Child Welfare. 38,250 7.2%
Judicial, Direct services, beginning with the funding for sex
Probation and offender evaluations, assessments and polygraphs
Related Services required by statute during the pre-sentence
investigation. 302,029 56.6%
Public Safety, Administration and implementation of standards. Of
Division of the total allocation, $3,500 will be used to provide
Criminal Justice cross-system training 163,591 30.7%
TOTAL 533,181 100.0%

Asdetailed in the following table, the SOMB is requesting a continuation level of appropriations
for FY 2011-12 ($533,181). However, requested appropriationsare anticipated to exceed projected
fund revenues in FY 2011-12 by $116,032. It is anticipated that the SOMB will again direct
departments to restrict spending in FY 2011-12 (by a total of $100,000, including $55,000 for
Judicial) in order to avoid exceeding available funds.

Sex Offender Surcharge Cash Fund: Revenue and Expenditure Trends
FY 09-
FY 08-09 10 FY 10-11 FY 11- FY 12-
Description Actual Actual Proj. 12 Prqj. 13 Prqj.

Beginning Fund Balance $81,178 $42,469 $61,874 $77,061 $61,029
Revenues 409,108 419,266 415,073 417,149 419,234
Expenditures:

Judicial 258,272 226,522 302,029 302,029 302,029

Judicial Spending

Restrictions (75,507) (55,000) (55,000)

Corrections 24,035 21,983 29,311 29,311 29,311

Human Services 31,365 28,663 38,250 38,250 38,250

Public Safety 134,145 122,693 163,591 163,591 163,591

Other Spending

Restrictions (57,788) (45,000) (45,000)

Total 447,817

Expenditures 399,861 399,886 433,181 433,181
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Sex Offender Surcharge Cash Fund: Revenue and Expenditure Trends

FY 09-
FY 08-09 10 FY 10-11 FY 11- FY 12-

Description Actual Actual Proj. 12 Proj. 13 Proj.
Ending Fund Balance 42,469 61,874 77,061 61,029 47,082
Annua Changein Fund
Balance 19,405 15,187 (16,032) (13,947)
Fund Balance as Percent
of Annual Expenditures 9.5% 15.5% 19.3% 14.1% 10.9%

The appropriation to the Divison of Youth Corrections is used to support the Division's
responsibilities to train its staff to implement the provisions of H.B. 00-1317 (Tool /Anderson),
which requires standards for the evaluation and identification of juvenile sex offenders.

18 Department of Human Services, Office of Information Technology Services,
Child Care Automated Tracking System; and Division of Child Care-- Itisthe
intent of the General Assembly that this project: 1) have a steering committee that
Includes acounty commissioner, acounty human servicesdirector, and auser of the
system; 2) that the Department pilot the program before rolling it out; 3) that the
steering committee, including the county representatives, should decidewhether the
system is "go" or "no go" at the roll out stages; and 4) that ongoing costs for
maintenance and administration of this system be covered through savings in or
reductions to the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program and remaining Child
Care Development Fund reserves. The new system will not drive additional costs
to the state General Fund.

Comment: Thisfootnotewasfirst added in FY 2007-08, and wasvetoed for FY 2007-08, FY 2008-
09, and FY 2009-10. For FY 2010-11, the Governor did not veto the footnote, but, ssmilar to
direction in prior years, directed the Department to comply only to the extent feasible. In his
message, the Governor indicated that he felt that the footnote goes beyond expressing legislative
intent and violates the separation of powers by attempting to administer the appropriation. He
indicated that he was not vetoing the footnote because it was framed as the intent of the General
Assembly. He therefore directed the department to consider the General Assembly's suggestions
during the implementation of the project. The Department has consistently indicated that it
intendsto comply, with the exception that the Executive Director would make the final "go/no go"
decision, taking into consideration the recommendation of the steering committee.

Inresponseto staff questions, the Department provided thefollowing update onitscompliancewith
the footnote.

. Steering Committee — The Steering Committee was seated and has been active throughout
the CHATS project. The Committee includes participation of a county commissioner, a
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county human services director, and a representative for the provider and the client
community, along with other members identified by the Department.

. Pilot of the System — This footnoted requirement was met through a phased-in
implementation schedule of the new system, which included an eleven-week pilot phase
consisting of five counties that represent twenty-five percent of the statewide caseload.

. Steering Committee Authority — The Steering Committee, including the county
representatives, brought the recommendation of “go” to the Executive Director at thetime
of the Pilot Phase go-live decision, as well as moving into the Phase 1 go-live phase at the
conclusion of the pilot phase.

. Ongoing costs of maintenance and administration of the system to be covered through
savings or reductions to CCCAP and remaining Child Care Development Fund reserves —
the Division will comply with this requirement at the time of implementation and forward.

Additional Background. Most funding associated with this project is appropriated in the Capital
Construction budget. Funding for the project wasfirst appropriated in the FY 2007-08 budget. In
June and September 2008, the JBC authorized interim supplemental adjustmentsto address project
cost increases and a delay in development. Cost estimates and the capital construction
appropriationincreased from $8.5 millionto $14.7 million federal Child Care Development Funds,
and the project's official "start date" for purposes of the three-year capital construction
appropriation became June 23, 2008. Following further delays, active development finally began
in May 2009. Roll-out was successfully completed November 1, 2010.

The Department's budget request for FY 2011-12 includes the annualization of an FY 2010-11
request to transfer funding for the project to the Office of Information Technology Services to
support ongoing system maintenance costs. An ongoing annua appropriation of $1.4 million
federal Child Care Development Funds (previously appropriated to the Child Care Assistance
Program lineitem) has been authorized for system maintenance and training for thenew Child Care
Automated Tracking System line item in the Office of Information Technology Services. This
amount is consistent with estimates for a full year of ongoing costs included in the project's
feasibility study, plus an additional $166,000 for training costs. However, staff anticipates that
amounts may be further adjusted based on updated cost data. (The $1.2 million CHATs
appropriation projected in thefeasibility study has already been augmented by a $166,000 increase
for ongoing CHATS training and an $801,000 increase for CHATS share of state infrastructure
costs.)

21 Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare -- It isthe intent of
the General Assembly to encourage counties to serve children in the most
appropriate and least restrictive manner. For this purpose, the Department may
transfer funds among all line items in this long bill group total for the Division of
Child Welfare, except that the Department may not transfer funds from non-

7-Dec-10 104 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf



custodia line items to the Child Welfare Administration line item to increase

funding for personal services.

Comment: The Department is in compliance with this footnote and has annually transferred
moneys when necessary. (The portion of the footnote related to not transferring to Child Welfare
Administrationwasaddedfor FY 2010-11). Thefollowingtabledetail stransfersthat have occurred
inthelast four fiscal yearsunder the authority of thisfootnote. Please notethat, in addition to these
transfers, a variety of other transfers were made associated with Medicaid funds (transfers to and
from the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing) and based on the Governor's authority

to transfer funds at end of year.

Transfers of General Fund and Federal Funds (TitleIV-E) Spending Authority
Among Division of Child Welfare Line ltems

Lineltem FY 06-07 FY 07-08* FY 08-09* FY 09-10*
Administration ($39,318) $86,306 ($316,200) ($425,345)
Training (84,968) (49,883) (6,681) 27,452
Foster and Adoptive Parent (31,070) (33,665) (9,953) 4,984
Recruitment, Training, and Support
Child Welfare Services (1,682,843

166,148 ) (4,019,467) (1,949,243)
Excess |V-E Reimbursements 0 306,669 0 0
Family and Children's Programs (10,792) 1,373,416 4,352,301 2,355,329
Promoting Safe and Stable Families 0 0 0 (13,177)
Net Transfers $0 $0 $0 $0

*|n addition to amounts shown, the Department transferred $714,357 net General Fund in FY 2007-08 and $165,005
net General Fund in FY 2008-09 and $877,351 in FY 2009-10 to the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
for Administrative Case M anagement and adj ustmentsbased on the use of M edi caid-funded services. Itasotransferred
$900,000 federal funds (Title XX) into Child Welfare Services from the Division of Child Care in FY 2008-09.

2la Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Child Welfare
Services -- Pursuant to Section 26-5-104 (6), C.R.S., subject to Department rules,
countiesare authorized to negotiate rates, services, and outcomeswith child welfare
services providers and are thus not required to provide a specific rate decrease for
any individual provider. This provision does not apply, however, to Medicaid
treatment rates. The funding appropriated for thisline item includes a decrease of
$6,635,156 based on a 2.0 percent decrease in funding for county staff salaries and
benefits, community provider rates including subsidized adoption rates, and

Medicaid treatment rates.

Comment: Thisfootnoteisprovided for informational purposesto explainthe General Assembly's
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action and the extent to which this action may affect rates actually paid to providers.

21b  Department of Human Services, Divison of Child Welfare, Family and
Children's Programs -- Pursuant to Section 26-5-104 (6), C.R.S., subject to
Department rules, countiesareauthorized to negotiaterates, services, and outcomes
with child welfare services providers and are thus not required to provide aspecific
rate decrease for any individual provider. The funding appropriated for this line
itemincludes adecrease of $913,797 based on a 2.0 percent decreasein funding for
community provider rates.

Comment: Thisfootnoteisprovided for informational purposesto explainthe General Assembly's
action and the extent to which this action may affect rates actually paid to providers.

21c  Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Family and
Children'sPrograms-- Itistheintent of the General Assembly that $4,006,949 of
the funds appropriated for this line item be used to assist county departments of
socia services in implementing and expanding family- and community-based
servicesfor adolescents. It istheintent of the General Assembly that such services
be based on a program or programs that have been demonstrated to be effectivein
reducing the need for higher cost residential services.

Comment: This targeted funding was added by the General Assembly between FY 2003-04 and
FY 2005-06 with the intent of ensuring that new child welfare funding be used as effectively as
possible.

In Colorado, youths between the ages of 10 and 17 who have been adjudicated on a delinquency
petition and require residential placement out of the home can be served through either the child
welfaresystemor theDivisionof Y outh Corrections. TheJudicial Branch makesthedetermination,
on a case-by-case basis, which system is appropriate for the youth.

Studies that have been conducted to date indicate that the youths served by the child welfare and
youth correctionssystemsaremoresimilar thandissimilar. Further, far moreadolescentsareserved
by the child welfare system than the youth corrections system. Thistargeted funding is designed
to conform to research recommendationsto: (1) encourage agenciesto serve youthsin their homes
and communities whenever possible; (2) reduce unnecessary placements of delingquents to group
homes and residential treatment centers; and (3) discourage the commitment of non-dangerous
youths to state correctional facilities.

Counties were required to apply for this new funding when it first became available. The services
offered were required to be evidenced-based services for adolescents, and counties were required
to provide a 20 percent funding share. Applications were reviewed by a panel comprised of staff
from multiple department divisions. For the last several years, ongoing funding for the approved
programs has been provided, along with any annual provider rate increases.
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Thefollowing table detail sthe Department's all ocation of the funds earmarked to date--prior to the
imposition of a 2.0 percent reduction for FY 2010-11.

Allocation of Funding Ear marked for Community-based Servicesfor Adolescents
Amount
County Department(s) Awar ded Program

Adams $292,897 Y outh intervention program

Alamosa 63,837 Mentoring

Arapahoe 571,345 Multi-systemic therapy

Archuleta 83,970 Moral recognition therapy and
responsibility training

Broomfield 56,707 Multi-systemic therapy

Chaffee 98,147 Mentoring

Conegjos 62,436 Mentoring

Codtilla 39,514 Mentoring

Denver 226,173 Multi-systemic therapy and
strengthening families

Elbert 157,035 Multi-systemic therapy

El Paso 248,639 Multi-systemic therapy

Fremont 92,992 Functional family therapy

Garfield 22,427 Adolescent mediation services

Gunnison / Hinsdale 39,186 Functional family therapy

Huerfano 11,938 Reconnecting youth

Jefferson 424,801 Multi-systemic therapy and team
decision-making

Kit Carson 19,629 Functional family therapy

LaPlata/ San Juan/ 314,233 Multi-systemic therapy and adolescent

Montezuma/ Dolores/ dialectical behavioral therapy

Archuleta

Larimer 196,833 National Y outh Program Using Mini-
bikes and family group conferencing

Mesa 290,522 Rapid response and day treatment for
adolescents

Montrose 64,995 Multi-systemic therapy

Pueblo 182,605 Y outh outreach

Summit 21,810 Mentor-supported substance abuse
treatment

Teller 115,159 Multi-systemic therapy

Weld 390,894 Reconnecting youth

TOTAL $4,088,723

Less 2.0 percent applied

to all amounts above Based on 2.0 percent provider rate

($81,774) decrease approved for FY 2010-11.
FY 2010-11 Total $4,006,949

21d  Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfar e, Perfor mance-based
Collabor ative M anagement I ncentives-- Thetotal appropriationinthislineitem
exceeds the projected ongoing revenue stream for the Collaborative Management
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Incentives Cash Fund. Therefore, appropriations at the current level may not be
available when reserves are exhausted.

Comment: The current projection for this cash fund, reflected below, indicates that reserves can
continue to support the program through FY 2011-12, in part because the Department did not fully
spend appropriated amountsin FY 2009-10. The projection reflects areduction in spending (from
$3,555,500 to $2,893,839) in FY 2012-13 to avoid over-spending available revenue. Beginning
in FY 2012-13, when reser veswill beexhausted, staff anticipatesthat appropriationswill need
tobereduced. If spendingfor FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12 isat the currently-appropriated level,
appropriations will need to be reduced from $3.6 to $2.9 millionin FY 2011-12. On an ongoing
basis, appropriationswill need to bereduced (or new revenue sour cesidentified) to address
the $755,500 gap between revenue and expenditure levels.

Performance-based Collabor ative Management I ncentive Cash Fund
Actual Estimated Projected Projected Projected
FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13
Cash balance beginning of year 3,070,676 2,171,861 1,604,839 849,339 93,839
Actual/anticipated cash inflow 2,568,788 2,832,202 2,800,000 2,800,000 2,800,000
Actual/appropriated cash outflow 3,467,603 3,399,224 3,555,500 3,555,500 2,893,839
Actual/anticipated liquid fund 2,171,861 1,604,839 849,339 93,839 0
balance
Difference - cash inflow less outflow (898,815) (567,022) (755,500) (755,500) (93,839)

26 Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, I nstitutional
Programs; and Community Programs, Purchase of Contract Placements -- It
Istheintent of the General Assembly that up to 5.0 percent of thetotal General Fund
appropriation to line items in the Institutional Programs section and up to 5.0
percent of the General Fund appropriation to the Community Programs, Purchase
of Contract Placements line item may be transferred to the Community Programs,
Parole Program Serviceslineitemto providetreatment, transition, and wrap-around
services to youth in the Division of Y outh Correction's system in residential and
non-residential settings and/or to the Community Programs, S.B.91-94 Programs
line item to support community-based alternatives to secure detention placements.

Comment: The Division of Y outh Corrections has used theflexibility afforded in thislineitemto
fund its Continuum of Care Initiative. Thisinitiative is based on principles of effective juvenile
justice strategy such as. (1) state-of-the-art assessment; (2) enhanced treatment services within
residentia facilities; and (3) improved transitionsto appropriate community-based services. Aspart
of thisstrategy, the Continuum of Carelnitiative seeksto providethe optimal length of stay in each
stage of service as juvenile offenders move from secure residential to community-based parole
services. Additional information related to the Department's Continuum of Care initiative is
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discussed pursuant to RFI #35 and a staff issuein thisbriefing packet. Sincethe project'sinception
in FY 2005-06 through FY 2009-10, funding related to the Continuum of Care was progressively
transferred from the Contract Placements line item to the Parole Program Serviceslineitem. The
Department'sresponse to FY 2009-10 RFI #42/FY 2010-11 #35 reflects FY 2009-10 Continuum
of Careexpendituresof $5,896,100 from the Parole Program Serviceslineitem. Additional funding
of $9.15 million that could have been retained pursuant to the footnote was eliminated in FY 2008-
09 due to statewide revenue constraints. Thiswas originally identified as atemporary reduction,
but the Department's FY 2011-12 request permanently eliminates the related funding pursuant to
Base Reduction #1.

Reguests for Information

24.  Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare -- The Department is
requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by November 1 of each year,
information concerning the gross amount of payments to child welfare service providers,
including amounts that were paid using revenues other than county, state, or federal tax
revenues. The Department is requested to identify amounts, by source, for the last two
actual fiscal years.

Comment: The Department provided areport on November 1, 2010. The Long Bill appropriation
for Child Welfare Services does not reflect the gross amount of payments anticipated to be paid to
out-of-home care providers. Instead, the gross payments are reduced by the amount of revenue
counties collect through various sources and the appropriation simply reflects the net amount of
county, state, and federal funds anticipated to be paid to providers. Thisfootnote requeststhat the
Department annually report information regarding these other revenue sources. The information
provided by the Department for the last four yearsis detailed in the following table.

Paymentsto Service Providers From Non-Appropriated Revenue Sour ces

Description FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10

Parental Fees $3,515,732 $3,795,059 $4,134,645 $3,928,903
Federal Supplemental Security Income

(Ssh) 3,658,661 3,580,594 3,740,812 3,714,983
Child Support 2,263,407 2,286,038 2,607,480 2,387,778
Federal Social Security Death Benefit

(SSA) 1,370,546 1,195,936 1,059,784 1,466,614
Provider Recovery 140,088 155,324 113,041 105,570

Federal Social Security Disability
Income (SSDI) 143,058 165,628 154,711 107,827
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Paymentsto Service Providers From Non-Appropriated Revenue Sour ces

Description FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Other 99,699 134,618 266,806 106,344
Total Offsets $11,191,191 $11,313,197 $12,077,279 $11,818,019

The "Other" category above includes offsets for medical adjustments, and miscellaneous
items.

25. Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare; and Totals — The
Department isrequested to provide areport to the Joint Budget Committee by October 1 of
each fiscal year concerning the amount of federal revenues earned by the State for the
previous fiscal year, pursuant to Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, as amended; the
amount of money that wasexpended for the previous statefiscal year, includinginformation
concerning the purposes of the expenditures; and the amount of money that was credited to
the Excess Federa Title 1V-E Reimbursements Cash Fund created in Section 26-1-111(2)
(d) (I (C), C.R.S.

Comment: The Department submitted the requested report. Intotal, Colorado earned $82,692,273
inTitle IV-E revenue during FY 2009-10. A total of $83,891,729 was needed (based on amounts
budgeted in the Long Bill plus "pass through" amounts for counties). The total shortfall of
$1,199,456 was based on the amount budgeted in the Long Bill that was not fully earned. In the
past, earnings have exceeded budgeted amountsand thisexcesswas deposited to the Excess Federal
TitlelV-E Reimbursements Cash Fund; thisisthe second year ashortfall occurredinstead. Further
information on thistopic isincluded in a staff briefing issue.

Asaresult of theshortfall inrevenue, thebalance of the Excess Federa TitlelV-E Reimbursements
Cash Fund as of July 1, 2010 is $37,605. Distributions to counties from the Excess Federal Title
IV-E Cash Fund are based on revenue from the prior year. Asthisrevenuewasvirtually $0, no FY
2010-11 disbursements from the Cash Fund are anticipated.

26.  Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Child Welfare Services--
The Department is requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by November 1 of
each year, information concerning actual expenditures for the last two fiscal years for
servicesthat are now funded through this consolidated lineitem. Such data should include
thefollowing: (&) program servicesexpendituresand the average cost per openinvolvement
per year; (b) out-of-home placement care expenditures and the average cost per child per
day; and (c) subsidized adoption expenditures and the average payment per child per day.

Comment: The Department provided the requested report on November 1, 2010. Thetable below
comparesthe expenditure trends based on the data submitted by the Department since FY 2004-05
Asindicated in the table:
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The Program Costs category hasincreased sharply over thelast five yearswith respect both to total
expenditures (38.9 percent increase) and with respect to cost per case for both large and small
counties (49.4 percent and 39.7 percent, respectively). This category encompasses county case
workersand administration aswell asrelated servicesthat do not fit into the out-of-home placement
or subsidized adoption costs categories.

Total expendituresfor out-of-home placement have fallen by 11.9 percent over the last five years,
while cost per case has risen for both small-to-medium and large counties (28.6 percent and 10.9
percent, respectively). This reflects the fact that fewer days of out of home placement are being
provided, although at ahigher cost per day based on the mix of placements and cost per placement.

Conversdly, total expendituresfor adoption subsidies have increased by 10.9 percent over the last
five years, while cost per case has fallen for both small-to-medium and large counties (0.7 percent
and 6.6 percent, respectively). Thisreflects anincreasein the total number of children for whom
adoption subsidies are paid, despite reductionsin the average rates paid per child. (Subsidy rates
are typically negotiated with adoptive parents for children with special needs.)

Child Welfare Expendituresand Caseloads: FY 2004-05 through FY 2009-10

Cost Per Case -
Small and Mid- Cost Per Case- 10 Annual
Program Services sized Counties Large Counties Expenditures
FY 2004-05 $3,332 $3,099 $123,267,880
FY 2005-06 $3,004 $2,812 $135,258,521
FY 2006-07 $3,838 $4,237 $155,110,458
FY 2007-08 $4,221 $3,949 $162,981,696
FY 2008-09 $4,677 $4,304 $174,268,650
FY 2009-10 $4,979 $4,328 $171,246,045
% Change (FY 05to FY 49.4% 39.7% 38.9%
Average Daily Cost
Per Child - Small Average Daily
Out-of-Home Placement and Mid-sized Cost Per Child - 10 Annual
Care Expenditures Counties Large Counties Expenditures
FY 2004-05 $65.99 $60.17 $135,971,686
FY 2005-06 $60.11 $56.31 $129,851,094
FY 2006-07 $65.68 $59.64 $130,260,933
FY 2007-08 $72.43 $66.38 $136,471,454
FY 2008-09 $84.21 $66.52 $130,760,470
FY 2009-10 $84.86 $66.73 $119,784,207
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Child Welfare Expenditures and Caseloads. FY 2004-05 through FY 2009-10
Cost Per Case -
Small and Mid- Cost Per Case- 10 Annual
Program Services sized Counties Large Counties Expenditures
% Change (FY05to FY 28.6% 10.9% -11.9%
Average Daily Cost Average Daily
Per Child - Small Cost Per Child - 10 Annual
Subsidized Adoption and Mid-sized Large Counties Expenditures
FY 2004-05 $14.89 $15.19 $40,876,335
FY 2005-06 14.08 14.69 41,264,647
FY 2006-07 $14.52 $14.61 $42,773,976
FY 2007-08 $13.90 $14.52 $44,178,436
FY 2008-09 $14.46 $14.32 $44,770,265
FY 2009-10 $14.78 $14.19 $45,327,396
% Change (FY 05to FY -0.7% -6.6% 10.9%

27.

Department of Human Services, Division of Child Welfare, Titlel V-E Related County
Administrative Functions-- The Department is requested to provide areport, by January
15, 2011 that addresses the Department's recommendations for maximizing the collection
of revenue authorized under Title IV-E of the federal Socia Security Act. The
recommendations should address executiveinitiativesto maximize revenue, any proposals
for statutory changeto Section 26-1-111 (2) (d) (I1) (C), C.R.S., how thislineitem isbeing
used to promote Title IV-E collections, and the Department's assessment of whether
ongoing General Fund support for aTitle IV-E Related County Administrative Functions
line item is warranted.

Comment: The Governor'sresponseto therequest for infromation, included in hislater dated May
27, 2010, indicated that he would direct the Department to comply by including it in the January

3, 2011 supplemental/budget amendment request, if applicable.

In its November 1, 2010

submission, the Department included a request for continuation of the $1.0 million appropriation
for thislineitemin FY 2011-12.

28.
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Department of Human Services, Division of Child Care, Child Care Assistance
Program -- The Department isrequested to submit areport to the Joint Budget Committee
by October 1, 2010 concerning the Child Care Assistance Program. Thereport isrequested
to address whether the Department, after consultation with counties and other interested
parties, would recommend that eligibility for this program and/or provider reimbursement
rates be set by the State. This recommendation could include eligibility/reimbursement
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rates that vary by region (metro, rural, mountain resort), even if they were set by the state.
The Department is requested to include in the report: (1) an analysis of the programmatic
and fiscal implications of such a change on program participants, providers, counties and
state government; (2) how any recommended changes might be phased-in; and (3) what
statutory modificationswould berequired. Thereport isrequested to take into account the
results of the State Auditor's Office audit of the Child Care Assistance Program required
pursuant to H.B. 07-1062.

Comment: A December 8, 2008 Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP) audit
recommended that the Department consider amore unified eligibility process (consistent with the
JBC staff recommendation in prior years). In response, the Department agreed to convene a
committeeto examinethisand rel ated recommendationsthat might drivesubstantial changesinthis
program. Asreflected below, the Department appears not to have reached a final decision on the
key questions posed by the JBC related to setting eligibility and reimbursement on a Statewide
basis.

The Department convened a group of county directors and their designees and state staff from the
Division of Child Care to discuss the questions posed by the IBC. This Committee reviewed the
recommendationsrel ated to the standardizeation of eligibility and reimbursement for CCCAP. The
first meeting was held October 15, 2009 with two subsequent meeting on February 9, 2010 and
March 24, 2010. The questions posed to the Committee and responses are described below.

Question: How will the cost of living, population and family earnings fluctuations be addressed
in the urban, rural, and resort communities?

Response: The counties have recommended that reimbursement ratesand eligibility should not be
set by the State. However, the State does not have a formal stand on this and will be exploring
future options.

Question: What alocation distribution system would replace the existing process to ensure
adequate funding in all areas of the State in order to meet a common eligibility and provider rate
structure?

Response:  After reviewing recommendations in the State audit concerning the allocation
methodology (recommendation #17), the group recommended substantial changes, cindluing
developing a more defensible estimate of poulation in need, incorporating valid calcuations of
recommended rate levels (75th percentile) into the model, reevaluating the methodology and
determining how much should be based on popualtion in need and costs of serving the popuation,
consider incorporating performance incentives, and evaluate the model on an ongoing basis to
ensure it meets the purposes set forth in statute and reduces over- and under-expenditures. The
Committee further recommended that the State modify the closeout process by which funds are
redistribute at year end by determining why counties overspend and establishing criteria for
receiving closeout funds to prioritize counties with unexpected caseload increases over counties
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with higher administrative costs.

Question: Isthere acommon policy that addresses education and job training eligibility in those
counties that have higher education impacts?

Response: common policy that addresses educaton and job training eligibility is an ideathat will
be explored by the State to ensure consistent access to services throughout the State.

Question: If the State mandates a common transition proces to mitigate the "cliff effect” what are
the fiscal impacts and how will the polciy impact health and safety issues on families?

Response: The Committee believes in transitioning families to help mitigate the "cliff effect".
This may be difficult to implement, as additional resources will be required.

33. Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Administration -- The
Divisionisrequested to continue its effortsto provide outcome data on the effectiveness of
its programs. The Division is requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee, by
January 1 of each year, an evaluation of Division placements, community placements, and
nonresidential placements. The evaluation shouldinclude, but not belimited to, the number
of juveniles served, length of stay, and recidivism data per placement.

Comment: The Department provided a report on January 1, 2010. Key related findings are
incorporated in briefing issuesin this packet on the Continuum of Care.

34. Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Community
Programs, S.B. 91-94 Programs and Parole Program Services and -- The Division is
requested to provide areport to the Joint Budget Committee by November 1 of each year
concerning the continuum of care initiative and the impact of budgetary flexibility. This
report should include the following information: (1) the amount of funds transferred to
these line items in prior actual fiscal years based on flexibility provided in the Y outh
Corrections budget; (2) the type of services purchased with funds transferred; (3) the
number of youth served with such expenditures; (4) the impact of such expenditures; and
(5) an evaluation of the effectiveness of budgetary flexibility in reducing the need for
commitment and secure detention placements.

Comment: The Department submitted the requested report by November 1, 2010. Theinformation
provided isincorporated in a briefing issue in this packet.

35. Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, Community
Programs, S.B. 91-94 Programs -- The Department is requested to submit to the Joint
Budget Committee no later than November 1 of each year a report that includes the
following information by judicial district and for the state asawhole: (1) comparisons of
trends in detention and commitment incarceration rates; (2) profiles of youth served by
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S.B. 91-94; (3) progress in achieving the performance goals established by each judicia
district; (4) thelevel of local funding for alternativesto detention; and (5) identification and
discussion of potential policy issueswiththetypesof youthincarcerated, length of stay, and
available alternatives to incarceration.

Comment: The Department provided areport on November, 1, 2010, addressing each of theitems
requested. The response is discussed in abriefing issue in this packet.

37. Department of Human Services, Totals -- The Department is requested to submit
annually, on or before November 1, a report to the Joint Budget Committee concerning
federal Child Care Development Funds. The requested report should includethefollowing
information related to these fundsfor statefiscal years 2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12 (the
actual, estimate, and request years): (@) the total amount of federal funds available, and
anticipated to beavailable, to Colorado, including fundsrolled forward from previous state
fiscal years; (b) the amount of federa funds expended, estimated, or requested to be
expended for these years by Long Bill line item; (c) the amount of funds expended,
estimated, or requested to be expended for these years, by Long Bill line item where
applicable, to be reported to the federal government as either maintenance of effort or
matching funds associated with the expenditure of federal funds; and (d) the amount of
funds expended, estimated, or requested to be expended for these years that are to be used
to meet the four percent federal requirement related to quality activities and the federal
requirement related to targeted funds.

Comment: The Department submitted the requested report on November 1, 2010.
Child Care Development Funds - Requested Appropriations. The table below reflects the

requested FY 2011-12 Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) spending reflected in the footnote
report.

Long Bill Section and Line Items SFY 2011-12
Requested CCDF
Funds

Executive Director's Office - Personal Services, Workers Comp, Risk Management $280,000

Information Technology Services - Personal Services/Operating/ Colorado

Trails/computer center 535,922

Information Technology Services- CHATS - Child Care Automated System

Maintenance (decision item) 1,690,969

Office of Operations- Administration 400,000

Office of Self Sufficiency - Electronic Benefits Transfer Service 35,575

Division of Child Care
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Long Bill Section and Line Items SFY 2011-12
Requested CCDF
Funds

Child Care Licensing and Administration 3,402,011

Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) 50,915,729
Early Childhood Councils, School Readiness, Grants (see humbers pages line

items) 8,181,978

Total $65,442,184

Federal funds anticipated to be received, expenditures, and roll-forwards. The table below
reflectsthe total estimated CCDF funds available by category and actual, estimated, and requested
expenditures. Notethat theprimary differencesbetween FY 2008-09, FY 2009-10and FY 2010-11
expenditures include: the impact of 2009 federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) funding and costs associated with the final development of a new Child Care Automated
Tracking System (CHATYS) in FY 2009-10.

Child Care Development Funds - Available and Expenditures
FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12
Actual Estimate Request
Funds Available

CCDF Fund Balance $31,318,378 $9,658,799 $4,810,652
New Annual CCDF Award 64,285,021 64,089,381 63,942,353
Total Available $95,603,399 $73,748,180 $68,753,005
Components: Mandatory Funds 10,515,239 10,522,302 10,173,800
Discretionary Funds 37,187,142 30,508,949 30,291,415
Matching Funds 33,375,412 32,716,929 28,287,790
ARRA Discretionary 13,579,077 0 0

Funds
Total Expenditures $85,944,600 $68,937,528 $65,442,184
Difference (balance to roll forward) $9,658,799 $4,810,652 $3,310,821

4.0 Per cent Quality Requirement. The Department isrequired to spend 4.0 percent of al federal
funds and required match funds on child care quality improvement efforts. The Department
provided informationindicating that its4.0 percent quality requirement for FY 2008-09 wasgreatly
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exceeded (actual expenditures of $9,308,608, versus a requirement of $4,242,495). The
Department's estimate for FY 2010-11 and request FY 2011-12 reflect an anticipated requirement
of $3,680,261 versus anticipated/requested expenditures/appropriations of $10,800,623.

Matching Funds. Thefederal government requires a portion of its annual grant to the state to be
matched with non-federal sources. The Department identified $27,715,123 in matching funds for
FY 2009-10, and projects the same amountsfor FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12. Data provided by
the Department indicated that itssourcesfor matching federal CCDF fundsincludefundsfrom Mile
High United Way, Genera Fund specia education appropriations and General Fund Colorado
Preschool Program appropriations. The Department reflects $22,520,781 in matching funds
appropriated in the Department of Human Services (primarily General Fund appropriated to the
Division of Child Care, but also some indirect amounts), $2,158,960 General Fund for special
education and $1,960,659 General Fund for the Colorado preschool program appropriated to the
Department of Education, and $1,074,723 in spending by Mile High United Way (off budget).

Maintenance of Effort. In addition to the matching requirement detailed above, the Department
Is required to comply with federal maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements for receipt of the
Child Care Development Funds. The MOE amounts identified are in addition to the matching
funds. Asin the past, the Department expects to rely on required county maintenance of effort
expenditures of $9,584,387 to comply with this requirement.

Targeted Funds. Thefederal government requiresaportion of federal fundsprovided beexpended
for "targeted" activities, including quality expansion, school age resource and referral, and
infant/toddler program. In FY 2009-10, the Department expended $7,221,869 to comply with
targeted funds requirements (including ARRA funds). For FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12, the
Department projectsthat it will be required to spend $3,044,816 and $3,617,264, respectively.
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FY 2011-12 Joint Budget Committee Staff Budget Briefing
Department of Human Services
(Divisions of Child Welfare, Child Care, and Youth Corrections)

BRIEFING ISSUE
ISSUE: Federal Title IV-E Revenue Trends

Under Title IV-E of the federal Social Security Act, Colorado earns federal reimbursement of at
least 50 percent for some foster care and adoption services for low income children. Revenue from
this sources has been declining and is likely to decline further, based on the structure of the federal
program and out-of-home placement trends. Despite efforts to recognize and compensate for
declines in federal revenue in the FY 2010-11 appropriation, staff now estimates a $3.0 million
shortfall due in part to final federal action on reimbursement rates (FMAP) for FY 2010-11.

SUMMARY:

o States may earn federal reimbursement under Title IV-E of the federal Social Security Act
for some services to low-income children who are placed outside their own homes. In
general, Title IV-E reimbursement is provided consistent with a state's federal match for its
Medicaid program (usually 50/50 in Colorado).

a Colorado's Title IV-E revenues were $6.2 million lower than originally anticipated for FY
2009-10, leading to a 1.9 percent cut to county child welfare allocations on top of budget
balancing cuts of 2.0 percent.

a Despite efforts to recognize and compensate for declines in federal revenue in the FY 2010-
11 appropriation, staff now estimates a $3.0 million shortfall due in part to final federal
action on reimbursement rates (FMAP) for FY 2010-11. Additional budget adjustments for
FY 2011-12 may be needed to reflect the impact of declining Title IV-E receipts.

DISCUSSION:

Background - Federal Title I'V-E. States may earn federal reimbursement under Title IV-E of the
federal Social Security Act for some services to low-income children who are placed outside their
own homes. In general, Title IV-E reimbursement is provided on a matching basis consistent with
a state's federal match for its Medicaid program (usually 50/50 in Colorado, although adjusted by
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act). The program is an open-ended entitlement program,
so there is no dollar limit on what any state may earn.

Qualifying Expenditures. Title IV-E reimbursement is provided for the following types of expenses:

. Maintenance (room and board) costs for children in foster care and for children with special
needs who have been adopted;
. Administrative costs; and
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. Training costs, associated with training staff and service providers.

In FY 2008-09, 56 percent of Colorado's Title IV-E revenue was received for administrative costs,
while the remaining 44 percent was for maintenance (room and board) for low income youth in out
of home placement.

Eligibility for Title IV-E. For related expenditures to qualify, a child must have been eligible for Aid
to Families with Dependant Children (AFDC) (based on the State AFDC income standards that were
in place on July 16, 1996) during the month a petition was filed for removal from the home or a
voluntary placement agreement was signed. The child must have lived in the home of a person
related to them (within 5 degrees of kinship) within six months of the eligibility month and be
deprived of parental support. A court order must find that continuation in the child's home would
be contrary to the child's welfare, and that reasonable efforts were made to prevent the removal.

Title IV-E Revenue Earning Mechanisms. Title I\V-E revenue is generated in three ways:

. Direct payments for maintenance (room and board) for eligible children.

. Quarterly "random moment sampling™ of county administrative activities.

. Direct reimbursement for certain administrative FTE and training activities that are Title I'V-
E specific.

For direct service line items in the Division of Child Welfare (child welfare services and family and
children's programs line items), Title IV-E revenues are driven by actual maintenance (room and
board payments) and quarterly "random moment sampling" of county administrative activities. For
state child welfare administration, administrative review, and central department administration line
items, federal Title IV-E revenues are also driven by quarterly "random moment sampling” of
county (not state) administrative activities, and, for a limited number of positions and functions,
direct Title IV-E support for the Department activity (e.g., for staff responsible for oversight of Title
IV-E claims).

Title IV-E Appropriations , Earnings, and Excess Federal Title IV-E Cash Fund. The Long Bill
includes appropriations for Title I'V-E funds throughout the Department; however, the vast majority
of appropriations are to the Division of Child Welfare. Title IV-E funds are earned against each line
item's expenditures, based on the earning mechanisms described above. At the close of the year, the
Department makes internal adjustments, so that Title IV-E revenue "over earned" in any line item
is transferred to line items that have "under-earned”. The Department uses Title IV-E revenue
received to cover all appropriated amounts throughout the Department before determining if there
is an excess of Title IV-E revenue available. Pursuant to Section 26-1-111 (2) (d) (I1) (C), C.R.S,,
federal funds earned in excess of appropriated amounts are deposited each year into the Excess
Federal Title IV-E Cash Fund. Such funds are appropriated in the subsequent year (if any are
available) to help counties defray the costs of performing administrative functions related to
obtaining federal Title IV-E reimbursement and for other county activities associated with public
assistance.

7-Dec-10 2 HUM-CW/CC/DY C-brf



FY 2009-10 Federal Title IV-E Shortfall. For the second time inarow, in FY 2009-10, Title IV-
E revenue received fell below appropriations of Title I\V-E funds. As a result, there were no funds
available for deposit to the Excess Federal Title IV-E Reimbursements Cash Fund, county
allocations for child welfare services were restricted by the Department, and an additional end-of-
year cut was imposed, in addition to mid-year appropriations reductions.

The table below compares how Title IV-E amounts were appropriated, reduced, restricted, and still
under-earned, as well as the impact of these reductions on counties. As reflected in the table, county
child welfare services comprise the majority of Title IV-E appropriations and revenues. Note that
the JBC chose to rely on the Department restrictions, in lieu of deeper supplemental budget
reductions, in the event that revenues came in higher than JBC staff or the Department projected.
Overall, the impact of the Title IV-E revenue issues in FY 2009-10 was that county allocations for
child welfare services and Family and Children's Programs (child welfare "block™ allocations) were
reduced by 1.9 percent, in addition to the 2.0 percent that had been imposed by the General
Assembly due to General Fund revenue restrictions and budget balancing actions, for a total
reduction of 3.9 percent cut in FY 2009-10.

FY 2009-10 Title IV-E Revenue

IV-E Revenue Revenue IV-E Revenue
Needed Earned/Booked (Over)/Under
Applied

Department Administration, including Child Welfare $3,066,986 $2,847,780 $219,206

Information Technology (Colorado Trails, CBMS) 2,868,730 3,118,499 (249,769)

Child Welfare Training 2,724,854 2,641,352 83,502

Child Welfare Services and Family & Children's Services

FY 2009-10 Long Bill (excludes ARRA amount) 71,621,043
Supplemental reduction for budget-balancing -868,243
Mid-year supplemental reduction due to 1\VV-E projection (1,455,926)
Additional department restriction due to IV-E projection (3,500,000)

Subtotal 66,665,117 65,044,907 1,620,210

Child Welfare ARRA Revenue 3,824,709 3,824,709 0

Youth Corrections 1,891,185 2,364,877 (473,692)

County Pass-throughs (county indirects; not CW services) 2,850,149 2,850,149 0

TOTAL 150,556,846 82,692,273 1,199,456

Impact Title IV-E Revenue Shortfall on FY 2009-10 County Allocations
Total county allocations in FY 2009-10 Long Bill (CW Services, Family & Children's Programs) $399,265,111

Reduction to county allocations from FY 10 Long Bill related to 1V-E (shaded cells above) (6,155,382)
Reduction to county share (local funds) due to IV-E revenue restriction (1,194,031)
Other FY 2009-10 supplemental reductions (budget balancing reduction - total) (8,413,972)
Final FY 2009-10 county allocations 383,501,726
All reductions as a percent original appropriation -3.9%
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Title IV-E Earning Trends. Colorado has been experiencing a significant decline in Title IV-E
earning for the last several years, as reflected in the chart below.

Title IV-E Revenue
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Revenue increased in FY 2006-07 due to changes that reduced Medicaid funding for child welfare
services and thus allowed for increased access to Title IV-E (a State cannot receive both Medicaid
and Title IV-E reimbursements for the same expenditures). Since that time, revenue has declined.
Decreases occurred in FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09 despite increases in overall funding for child
welfare. In FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10, federal funding was enhanced by a federal match rate of
62.5 percent (instead of 50 percent) for room and board expenditures approved under the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). However, this higher match rate is phased out
over the course of FY 2010-11.

As aresult of the Title IV-E trend, the State has moved from a position in which Excess Title IV-E
was available to support county administrative and other activities using the Excess Federal Title
IV-E Cash Fund to one in which core county allocations for child welfare services are cut, as
reflected in the table below.

Title IV-E Appropriations, Earning and Title IV-E Excess Revenue

Department-wide

Appropriation of Title IV-E Title I1V-E Excess
Year Title IV-E Funds Earnings /(Shortfall)
FY 2003-04 $69,564,846 $73,444,437 $3,879,592
FY 2004-05 72,441,851 79,101,735 6,659,885
FY 2005-06 74,712,056 80,211,690 5,499,635
FY 2006-07 84,571,156 88,777,718 4,206,562
FY 2007-08 82,124,990 84,463,547 2,338,556
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Title IV-E Appropriations, Earning and Title 1V-E Excess Revenue
Department-wide
Appropriation of Title IV-E Title I1V-E Excess
Year Title IV-E Funds Earnings /(Shortfall)
FY 2008-09 w/o ARRA: 82,790,470
ARRA adjustment 3,523,366
FY 2008-09 with ARRA 87,806,633 86,313,836 (1,492,797)
FY 2009-10 w/o ARRA: 78,867,564
ARRA adjustment 3,824,709
FY 2009-10 with ARRA* 87,391,729 82,692,273 (4,699,456)

*Appropriation amount includes mid-year appropriations reductions but does not include a further $3,500,000 restriction
imposed by the Department.

The decline in Title IV-E appears to be driven by a number of factors:

. Title IV-E reimburses states for costs related to out-of-home placement. Use of out-of-home
placement has been declining in Colorado and nationwide. This trend is generally
considered to reflect best practice, although it has negative financial implications for Title
IV-E earning. Child Welfare days in out of home placement has been falling ever more
steeply: by 3.4 percent in FY 2006-07, a further 4.0 percent in FY 2007-08, 4.4 percent in
FY 2008-09, and 9.0 percent in FY 2009-10.

. Income eligibility for Title IV-E is based on 1996 income standards. As incomes--and the
minimum wage--have increased, fewer children and families have qualified under the
income-eligibility standards. Thus, even among children in out-of-home placement, the
percentage deemed to be Title I'V-E eligible has been in decline (from 18.9 percent in FY
2005-06 to 17.1 percent in FY 2008-09). Due to high levels of unemployment, this portion
of the trend may be somewhat arrested at present.

. Administrative effort and issues. Title IV-E earning can be affected by the failure of courts
to make findings that remaining in the child's home would be contrary to the child's welfare
using the appropriate language. It may also be affected by failure of counties to complete
necessary paperwork in a timely manner. Finally, certain administrative changes (such as
facilitating random moment sampling of child placement agencies) can increase claims. The
Department has not thus far indicated the extent to which various county and court practices
may be negatively affecting Title IV-E earning.

Colorado's decline in Title IV-E revenue is consistent with the national pattern. Federal spending
for Title IV-E in all categories (foster care, adoption assistance, and related administrative) peaked
in 2002 at $6.73 billion and by 2007 had declined to $6.34 billion, a reduction of 5.8 percent (Green
Book, 2008, a publication of the U.S. House of Representatives). Various efforts to modify the Title
IV-E funding structure, including through expanding the use of Title IV-E "waivers" (similar to
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Medicaid waivers) have not to-date passed both houses of Congress. However it is critical that
Colorado be poised to respond rapidly should additional waiver opportunities become available.

FY 2010-11 Title IV-E appropriation and General Fund backfill. During FY 2010-11 figure
setting, JBC staff alerted the Committee to the steep declines in IV-E revenue and incorporated these
declines into figure-setting. The JBC and General Assembly took steps to backfill these declines,
as had been done to a more limited extent in prior years. For FY 2010-11, this required an additional
$6.7 million General Fund (including appropriations to support county Title IV-E administrative
activities) and eliminated nearly half the savings from other budget reduction initiatives in the
Division. The table below summarizes actions taken over the last three years to compensate for
declines in federal Title I'\V-E funding for child welfare services and related county administrative
activities.

Backfill for Title IV-E Declines - FY 2008-09 through FY 2009-10
FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Cumulative Total
(FY 09 to FY 11)
Child Welfare Services $0  ($1.455,926) $819,843 ($636,083)
General Fund 634,518 597,230 5,689,483 6,921,231
Cash Funds (local match) 0 0 (178,806) (178,806)
Federal IV-E (634,518) (2,053,156) (7,176,036) (9,863,710)
Federal Other (Title XX) 0 0 900,000 900,000
Federal IV-E ARRA 0 0 1,585,202 1,585,202
Title IV-E Administrative
Activities/Excess Title 1VV-E Cash
Fund $0  ($2,800,000) ($701,252) ($3,501,252)
General Fund 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000
Cash Funds (Excess Title IV-E) 0 (2,800,000) (1,701,252) (4,501,252)
Total Backfill for IV-E Shortfalls $634,518 $597,230 $9,174,685 $10,406,433
General Fund Backfill 634,518 597,230 6,689,483 7,921,231
Other Funds Backfill 0 0 2,485,202 2,485,202

Additional FY 2010-11 Shortfall. It now appears that if the General Assembly wishes counties to
have access to allocations at the level appropriated in the FY 2010-11 Long Bill, additional backfill
may be required. This is for two reasons:

. Final federal action on the enhanced match rate for Medicaid and Title IV-E for FY 2010-11
was lower than the amount anticipated for the Long Bill. The Long Bill reflected the
assumption that the reimbursement for Title IV-E room and board costs would be 56.2
percent throughout FY 2010-11. Instead, this is the match rate for the first two quarters of
FY 2010-11. In the third quarter, the reimbursement falls to 53.2 percent, and in the fourth
quarter it falls to 51.2 percent. This is equivalent to a rate of 54.2 percent over the course
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of the year.

. The share of expenditures that will qualify for the enhanced match rate is expected to be
lower than was projected during figure setting. Based on FY 2009-10 actual figures, it is
apparent that ARRA receipts for FY 2009-10 (and thus FY 2010-11) were over-estimated.

This estimate includes no change to the "regular” Title IV-E reimbursement estimate, which staff
had already estimated would decline by 6.3 percent from the FY 2009-10 level.

Title IV-E at Title IV-E ARRA ARRA revenue
regular revenue as percent
reimbursement (enhanced regular revenue
rate reimbursement rate)

FY 2009-10 Actual $65,044,907 $3,824,709 5.9%
FY 2010-11 Appropriation (56.2%
enhanced match for room & board, higher
qualifying expenses) 61,255,286 5,496,339 9.0%
FY 2010-11 Revised Estimate (54.2%
enhanced match for room and board, lower
qualifying expenses) 61,255,286 2,439,980 4.0%
Estimated 1V-E Shortfall for FY 2010-11
due to ARRA shortfall 0 ($3,056,359)

During figure setting, staff noted that the $1,585,202 in ARRA funding used to assist in the backfill
of the "regular” Title I\V-E shortfall was uncertain and noted that, if revenue did not come in at this
level, there should not be an expectation that it would be replaced with General Fund. The balance
of funding ($1,471,157) represents federal ARRA funds that were used to refinance General Fund
on a supposedly temporary basis. There is not, however, any specific legal requirement that the
General Fund be reinstated. If funds are not available to backfill the lost revenue, counties will
simply need to absorb the reduction and the associated county match within their FY 2010-11
budgets (a reduction of approximately 0.9 percent).

FY 2011-12 Title IV-E. The Department's November FY 2011-12 budget request makes no effort
to address the likelihood that Title I'V-E revenue will continue to decline, apart from the end of the
enhanced match available under ARRA. However, given that total FY 2009-10 revenue came in
even lower than was projected, it is not unreasonable to anticipate further declines. Between FY
2008-09 and FY 2009-10, revenues for county child welfare allocations fell by $4.7 million (6.7
percent). Because this decline was partially compensated for by additional earnings for youth
corrections, department-wide Title IV-E revenues fell by $3.9 million (4.7 percent) over this period.

A federal funds revenue decline of 7.0 percent from the FY 2010-11 Title IV-E revenue projection
for child welfare allocations would translate to a revenue reduction of $4.3 million and, if not
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backfilled, a cut on the order of an additional 1.1 percent to child welfare allocations to counties
in FY 2011-12. Given ongoing revenue restrictions, this further cut may be unavoidable. However,
at a minimum, staff would expect the Department to recognize the reduction in budget documents
and (ultimately) county allocations, so that counties are not faced with unexpected, mid-year
restrictions as they were in FY 2009-10.
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