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Colorado Judicial Department Courts and Probation
FY 2023-24 Budget Summary

The FY 2023-24 Judicial Department budget request totals $704 million, including $457.6
million General Fund. This request represents a total increase of $38.5 million, or 5.79%, over
the FY2022-23 appropriation, which includes a $29.3 million General Fund increase. The table
below provides a summary of the Judicial Branch request which outlines the drivers of the
General Fund increase.

FY2024 Judicial Branch Budget Request

FTE Total GF CF RAF FF
FY2023 Judicial Branch Appropriation 4,020.9 665,509,117 428,317,273 178,273,478 50,307,520 8,610,846
Special Bill Annualization 5.1 1,085,111 599,477 485,634 - -
Prior Year Decision Item Annualizations 13.4 1,194,874 (2,386,104) 7,634,279 132,545 (4,185,846)
FY24 Annualizations 18.5 2,279,985.0 (1,786,627.0) 8,119,913.0 132,545.0 (4,185,846.0)
Non Prioritized Requests - 1,139,323 1,139,323 - - -
Statewide Operating Common Policy Adjustments - 2,069,822 2,877,236 (403,707) (403,707) -
Statewide Total Compensation Request 25,841,283 20,062,785 5,778,498
FY24 Statewide Common Policy and Non-Prioritized Request - 29,050,428 24,079,344 5,374,791 (403,707) -
Judicial Prioritized Decision Item Requests
RO1- System M aintenance Study - 246,272 240,821 5,451 - -
R02- Human Resources Staff 7.0 640,145 640,145 - - -
RO3- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. - 791,997 791,997 - - -
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration 2.0 1,094,776 1,094,776 - - -
RO5- Contract M anagement and Purchasing Staff 6.0 554,648 554,648 - - -
R06- Court Services Training Staff 8.0 606,442 606,442 - - -
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC 5.0 431,402 340,529 90,873 - -
RO8- Judicial Education Staff 2.0 210,879 - 210,879 - -
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File = 775,000 - 775,000 - -
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay - 378,343 378,343 - - -
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings = 1,302,525 1,302,525 - - -
R12- Administrative Requests (no costs associated) - - - - - -
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF = (779,250) 85,668 151,015 (1,015,933) =
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase - 978,933 978,933
FY24 Decision Item Requests 30.0 7,232,112 7,014,827 1,233,218 (1,015,933) -
FY2024 Continuation Budget Request 4,069.4 704,071,642.0 457,624,817.0 193,001,400.0 49,020,425.0 4,425,000.0
$$ change from FY23 48.5 38,562,525 29,307,544 14,727,922 (1,287,095) (4,185,846)
% change from FY23 5.79% 6.84% 8.26% -2.56% -48.61%




Organization Chart of the Judicial Department

The Colorado court system consists of the Supreme Court, an intermediate Court of Appeals, district courts and county courts.
Each county has both a district court and a county court. Special probate and juvenile courts created by the Colorado Constitution
exist in the City and County of Denver. Colorado statutes also authorize locally funded municipal courts with jurisdiction limited to

municipal ordinance violations.
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1- Exclusive to the City and County of Denver. In the rest of the state, the district court is
responsible for juvenile and probate matters.

2 - The Denver County Court functions as a municipal as well as a county court and is
separate from the state court system.

3 - Created and maintained by local government but subject to Supreme Court rules and
procedures.

4 — The Colorado Judicial Branch has no control over the ALJ (Administrative Law Judges)
who report to the Executive Branch.

5 —The Colorado Judicial Branch has no control over the Federal Court System.
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FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
01. Supreme Court/ Court of Appeals
HB22-1329 Long Bill $28,527,006 218.3 $16,737,724 $11,716,385 $72,897 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $28,527,006 218.3 $16,737,724 $11,716,385 $72,897 $0
TA09- FY23 Annualization BA5 Reporter of Decisions $5,860 0.0 $5,860 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $838,215 0.0 $838,215 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($53,886) 0.0 $0 ($53,886) $0 $0
TA34- Office of Attorney Reg Counsel true-up $3,083,832 10.0 $0 $3,083,832 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $14,671 0.0 $14,671 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $32,415,698 228.3 $17,596,470 $14,746,331 $72,897 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $32,415,698 228.3 $17,596,470 $14,746,331 $72,897 $0
02. Courts Administration
HB22-1329 Long Bill $259,122,266 520.3 $141,224,164 $102,915,289 $14,796,967 $185,846
HB22-1091 Online Availability Of Judicial Opinions $100,000 0.0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1133 Family And Medical Leave Insurance Fund ($478,680) 0.0 ($463,769) ($14,911) $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $49,042 0.5 $49,042 $0 $0 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $129,359 1.6 $0 $129,359 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $15,200 0.0 $0 $15,200 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $725,145 0.8 $725,145 $0 $0 $0
SB22-196 Health Needs Of Persons In Criminal Justice System $4,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $263,662,332 523.2 $141,634,582 $103,044,937 $14,796,967 $4,185,846
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff $10,355 0.8 $10,355 $0 $0 $0
TAO02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff $529,123 1.4 $29,123 $500,000 $0 $0
TAO03- FY23 Annualization R3 IT Infrastructure Request ($25,964) 0.0 $0 ($25,964) $0 $0
TAO04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff ($2,255) 0.2 ($2,255) $0 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access ($3,355) 0.3 ($3,355) $0 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
TAO06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program $1,462 0.1 $1,462 $0 $0 $0
TAO07- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin $18,010 0.0 ($4,400) $22,410 $0 $0
TA08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card $4,029 0.1 $4,029 $0 $0 $0
TA10- FY23 Annualization BA6 Technical Adj. $31,821 0.5 $31,821 $0 $0 $0
TA11- FY23 Annualization NPO1 Courthouse Capital ($3,377,086) 0.0 ($3,377,086) $0 $0 $0
TA13- Annualization Conf. Committe Courthouse Security Incr ($400,000) 0.0 ($400,000) $0 $0 $0
TA14- Annualization HB20-1026 Create 23rd Judicial District $200,000 0.0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0
TAL5- Annualization HB21-1214 Record Sealing Collateral Cons $71,066 0.0 $71,066 $0 $0 $0
TAL6- Annualization HB22-1229 Clean up SB21-271 ($124,800) 0.0 ($124,800) $0 $0 $0
TAL7- Annualization HB22-1091 Online Availability of Judicia ($70,000) 0.0 ($70,000) $0 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co $400 0.0 $400 $0 $0 $0
TAL19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev $1,600 0.0 $1,600 $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform ($40,200) 0.0 ($40,200) $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder ($9,185) 0.0 ($9,185) $0 $0 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $26,406 0.4 $0 $26,406 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired ($14,400) 0.0 $0 ($14,400) $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $252,563 0.2 $252,563 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $1,288,742 0.0 $1,070,913 $217,829 $0 $0
TA26-CARR FTE fix- booked in wrong PB program code $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($850,272) 0.0 ($850,272) $0 $0 $0
TA28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($116,047) 0.0 $403,707 ($116,047) ($403,707) $0
TA30- Annualization of PY Salary Survey ($12,460,475) 0.0 ($12,242,646) ($217,829) $0 $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $0 0.0 $0 $4,185,846 $0 ($4,185,846)
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $17,999,990 0.0 $12,798,146 $5,201,844 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $69,042 0.0 $68,342 ($131,845) $132,545 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $64,523 0.0 $41,752 $22,771 $0 $0
TA36- Payments to OIT Common Policy Adj. $3,323,801 0.0 $3,323,801 $0 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $7,440,634 0.0 $6,901,821 $538,813 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $277,501,860 527.2 $149,721,284 $113,254,771 $14,525,805 $0
NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet Vehicle Request $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
NPO3- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
R0O1- System Maintenance Study $246,272 0.0 $240,821 $5,451 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $640,145 7.0 $640,145 $0 $0 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $1,094,776 2.0 $1,094,776 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $554,648 6.0 $554,648 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $606,442 8.0 $606,442 $0 $0 $0
R07- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $431,402 5.0 $340,529 $90,873 $0 $0
RO08- Judicial Education Staff $260,879 2.0 $0 $260,879 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $675,000 0.0 $0 $675,000 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $285,245,269 557.2 $156,432,490 $114,286,974 $14,525,805 $0
03. Trial Courts
HB22-1329 Long Bill $201,191,207 1969.2 $164,029,817 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
HB22-1256 Modifications To Civil Involuntary Commitment $86,700 0.0 $86,700 $0 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $25,671 0.5 $25,671 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $201,303,578 1969.7 $164,142,188 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $2,291 0.0 $2,291 $0 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $216,261 3.2 $216,261 $0 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $7,470,620 0.0 $7,470,620 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $173,994 0.0 $173,994 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $209,166,744 1972.9 $172,005,354 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
R08- Judicial Education Staff ($50,000) 0.0 $0 ($50,000) $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF $85,668 0.0 $85,668 $0 $0 $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $210,559,688 1972.9 $173,448,298 $33,236,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
04. Probation and Related Services
HB22-1329 Long Bill $170,591,431 1306.1 $105,611,027 $28,992,748 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
HB22-1257 2022 Criminal And Juvenile Justice Commission Recommendations $53,390 0.7 $53,390 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $869,288 1.6 $138,362 $730,926 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $502,092 1.3 $0 $502,092 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $172,016,201 1309.7 $105,802,779 $30,225,766 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
TAL12- Annualization FY23 NP02-CTCF Request Annualization $1,250,000 0.0 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0
TAL8- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co ($3,137) 0.0 ($3,137) $0 $0 $0
TAL19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev ($18,587) 0.1 ($18,587) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform $31,205 0.4 $31,205 $0 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $473,628 0.8 $0 $473,628 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $90,000 0.0 $90,000 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $2,862,898 0.0 $2,862,898 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($233,774) 0.0 $0 ($233,774) $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $147,471 0.0 $132,401 $15,070 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $176,615,905 1311.0 $110,147,559 $30,480,690 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $100,000 0.0 $0 $100,000 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF ($864,918) 0.0 $0 $151,015 ($1,015,933) $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $175,850,987 1311.0 $110,147,559 $30,731,705 $32,171,723 $2,800,000
Total For: Judicial Branch
HB22-1329 Long Bill $659,246,064 4013.9 $427,602,732 $176,910,812 $50,307,520 $4,610,846
HB22-1091 Online Availability Of Judicial Opinions $100,000 0.0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1133 Family And Medical Leave Insurance Fund ($478,680) 0.0 ($463,769) ($14,911) $0 $0
HB22-1256 Modifications To Civil Involuntary Commitment $86,700 0.0 $86,700 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1257 2022 Criminal And Juvenile Justice Commission Recommendations $53,390 0.7 $53,390 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $869,288 1.6 $138,362 $730,926 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $74,713 1.0 $74,713 $0 $0 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $129,359 1.6 $0 $129,359 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $517,292 1.3 $0 $517,292 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $725,145 0.8 $725,145 $0 $0 $0
SB22-196 Health Needs Of Persons In Criminal Justice System $4,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $665,509,117 4020.9 $428,317,273 $178,273,478 $50,307,520 $8,610,846
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff $10,355 0.8 $10,355 $0 $0 $0
TAO02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff $529,123 1.4 $29,123 $500,000 $0 $0
TAO03- FY23 Annualization R3 IT Infrastructure Request ($25,964) 0.0 $0 ($25,964) $0 $0
TA04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff ($2,255) 0.2 ($2,255) $0 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access ($3,355) 0.3 ($3,355) $0 $0 $0
TAO06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program $1,462 0.1 $1,462 $0 $0 $0
TAQ7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin $18,010 0.0 ($4,400) $22,410 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card $4,029 0.1 $4,029 $0 $0 $0
TAO09- FY23 Annualization BA5 Reporter of Decisions $5,860 0.0 $5,860 $0 $0 $0
TA10- FY23 Annualization BA6 Technical Adj. $31,821 0.5 $31,821 $0 $0 $0
TA11- FY23 Annualization NPO1 Courthouse Capital ($3,377,086) 0.0 ($3,377,086) $0 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
TA12- Annualization FY23 NP02-CTCF Request Annualization $1,250,000 0.0 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0
TA13- Annualization Conf. Committe Courthouse Security Incr ($400,000) 0.0 ($400,000) $0 $0 $0
TA14- Annualization HB20-1026 Create 23rd Judicial District $200,000 0.0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0
TA15- Annualization HB21-1214 Record Sealing Collateral Cons $71,066 0.0 $71,066 $0 $0 $0
TAL6- Annualization HB22-1229 Clean up SB21-271 ($124,800) 0.0 ($124,800) $0 $0 $0
TA17- Annualization HB22-1091 Online Availability of Judicia ($70,000) 0.0 ($70,000) $0 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co (%$2,737) 0.0 ($2,737) $0 $0 $0
TAL19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev ($16,987) 0.1 ($16,987) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform ($8,995) 0.4 ($8,995) $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder ($6,894) 0.0 ($6,894) $0 $0 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $26,406 0.4 $0 $26,406 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $459,228 0.8 $0 $459,228 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $558,824 34 $558,824 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $12,460,475 0.0 $12,242,646 $217,829 $0 $0
TA26-CARR FTE fix- booked in wrong PB program code $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($850,272) 0.0 ($850,272) $0 $0 $0
TA28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($403,707) 0.0 $403,707 ($403,707) ($403,707) $0
TA30- Annualization of PY Salary Survey ($12,460,475) 0.0 ($12,242,646) ($217,829) $0 $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $0 0.0 $0 $4,185,846 $0 ($4,185,846)
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $17,999,990 0.0 $12,798,146 $5,201,844 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $69,042 0.0 $68,342 ($131,845) $132,545 $0
TA34- Office of Attorney Reg Counsel true-up $3,083,832 10.0 $0 $3,083,832 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $400,659 0.0 $362,818 $37,841 $0 $0
TA36- Payments to OIT Common Policy Adj. $3,323,801 0.0 $3,323,801 $0 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $7,440,634 0.0 $6,901,821 $538,813 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Summary

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds Federal Funds
FY 2023-24 Base Request $695,700,207 4039.4 $449,470,667 $191,768,182 $50,036,358 $4,425,000
NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet Vehicle Request $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
NPO3- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
R0O1- System Maintenance Study $246,272 0.0 $240,821 $5,451 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $640,145 7.0 $640,145 $0 $0 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $1,094,776 2.0 $1,094,776 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $554,648 6.0 $554,648 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $606,442 8.0 $606,442 $0 $0 $0
R07- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $431,402 5.0 $340,529 $90,873 $0 $0
RO08- Judicial Education Staff $210,879 2.0 $0 $210,879 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $775,000 0.0 $0 $775,000 $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF ($779,250) 0.0 $85,668 $151,015 ($1,015,933) $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $704,071,642 4069.4 $457,624,817 $193,001,400 $49,020,425 $4,425,000




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
01. Supreme Court/ Court of Appeals - (A) Supreme Court/ Court of Appeals -
Appellate Court Programs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $16,060,253 141.3 $15,988,253 $72,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $16,060,253 141.3 $15,988,253 $72,000 $0 $0
TA09- FY23 Annualization BA5 Reporter of Decisions $5,860 0.0 $5,860 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $823,300 0.0 $823,300 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $13,936 0.0 $13,936 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $16,060,253 141.3 $15,988,253 $72,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $16,903,349 141.3 $16,831,349 $72,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $16,903,349 141.3 $16,831,349 $72,000 $0 $0
Office of Attorney Regulation Counsel
HB22-1329 Long Bill $11,168,712 70.0 $0 $11,168,712 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $11,168,712 70.0 $0 $11,168,712 $0 $0
TA34- Office of Attorney Reg Counsel true-up $3,083,832 10.0 $0 $3,083,832 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $11,168,712 70.0 $0 $11,168,712 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $14,252,544 80.0 $0 $14,252,544 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $14,252,544 80.0 $0 $14,252,544 $0 $0
Law Library
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,073,309 7.0 $749,471 $250,941 $72,897 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,073,309 7.0 $749,471 $250,941 $72,897 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $14,915 0.0 $14,915 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $735 0.0 $735 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,073,309 7.0 $749,471 $250,941 $72,897 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,088,959 7.0 $765,121 $250,941 $72,897 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,088,959 7.0 $765,121 $250,941 $72,897 $0
Indirect Cost Assessment
HB22-1329 Long Bill $224,732 0.0 $0 $224,732 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $224,732 0.0 $0 $224,732 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($53,886) 0.0 $0 ($53,886) $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $224,732 0.0 $0 $224,732 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $170,846 0.0 $0 $170,846 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $170,846 0.0 $0 $170,846 $0 $0
01. Supreme Court/ Court of Appeals - (A) Supreme Court/ Court of Appeals -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $28,527,006 218.3 $16,737,724 $11,716,385 $72,897 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $28,527,006 218.3 $16,737,724 $11,716,385 $72,897 $0
TA09- FY23 Annualization BA5 Reporter of Decisions $5,860 0.0 $5,860 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $838,215 0.0 $838,215 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($53,886) 0.0 $0 ($53,886) $0 $0
TA34- Office of Attorney Reg Counsel true-up $3,083,832 10.0 $0 $3,083,832 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $14,671 0.0 $14,671 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $32,415,698 228.3 $17,596,470 $14,746,331 $72,897 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $32,415,698 228.3 $17,596,470 $14,746,331 $72,897 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
02. Courts Administration - (A) Administration and Technology -
General Courts Administration
HB22-1329 Long Bill $31,582,190 293.3 $20,385,193 $8,740,352 $2,456,645 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $35,842 0.5 $35,842 $0 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $58,632 0.8 $58,632 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $31,676,664 294.6 $20,479,667 $8,740,352 $2,456,645 $0
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff $66,155 0.8 $66,155 $0 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff ($371,677) 1.4 $128,323 ($500,000) $0 $0
TA04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff $16,345 0.2 $16,345 $0 $0 $0
TAO7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin $22,410 0.0 $0 $22,410 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card $10,229 0.1 $10,229 $0 $0 $0
TA10- FY23 Annualization BA6 Technical Adj. $31,821 0.5 $31,821 $0 $0 $0
TA1L4- Annualization HB20-1026 Create 23rd Judicial District $200,000 0.0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $3,215 0.0 $3,215 $0 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $16,149 0.2 $16,149 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $818,673 0.0 $816,004 $2,669 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. $0 0.0 $403,707 $0 ($403,707) $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $185,846 0.0 $0 $185,846 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $42,576 0.0 $36,866 $5,710 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $31,676,664 294.6 $20,479,667 $8,740,352 $2,456,645 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $32,718,406 297.8 $22,208,481 $8,456,987 $2,052,938 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $34,692,970 322.8 $24,183,045 $8,456,987 $2,052,938 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $596,745 7.0 $596,745 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $517,448 6.0 $517,448 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $556,842 8.0 $556,842 $0 $0 $0
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $309,529 4.0 $309,529 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet ($6,000) 0.0 ($6,000) $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $34,692,970 322.8 $24,183,045 $8,456,987 $2,052,938 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail
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Judicial Security Office
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $179 0.0 $179 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $179 0.0 $179 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $543,915 3.0 $543,915 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $543,736 3.0 $543,736 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $543,915 3.0 $543,915 $0 $0 $0
Information Technology Infrastructure
HB22-1329 Long Bill $26,382,042 0.0 $1,978,917 $24,403,125 $0 $0
HB22-1091 Online Availability Of Judicial Opinions $100,000 0.0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $659,993 0.0 $659,993 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $27,142,035 0.0 $2,738,910 $24,403,125 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff $1,000,000 0.0 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0
TAO03- FY23 Annualization R3 IT Infrastructure Request ($25,964) 0.0 $0 ($25,964) $0 $0
TA15- Annualization HB21-1214 Record Sealing Collateral Cons $71,066 0.0 $71,066 $0 $0 $0
TA16- Annualization HB22-1229 Clean up SB21-271 ($124,800) 0.0 ($124,800) $0 $0 $0
TA17- Annualization HB22-1091 Online Availability of Judicia ($70,000) 0.0 ($70,000) $0 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co $400 0.0 $400 $0 $0 $0
TA19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev $1,600 0.0 $1,600 $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform $2,400 0.0 $2,400 $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $800 0.0 $800 $0 $0 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $800 0.0 $0 $800 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $800 0.0 $0 $800 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $203,734 0.0 $203,734 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $27,142,035 0.0 $2,738,910 $24,403,125 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $28,202,871 0.0 $2,824,110 $25,378,761 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $28,232,871 0.0 $2,854,110 $25,378,761 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation
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Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $30,000 0.0 $30,000 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
RO6- Court Services Training Staff $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
R0O7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $28,232,871 0.0 $2,854,110 $25,378,761 $0 $0
ARPA/SLFRF - Federal Fund Appropriation
HB22-1329 Long Bill $185,846 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $185,846
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $185,846 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $185,846
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction ($185,846) 0.0 $0 $0 $0 ($185,846)
FY 2023-24 Base Request $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 0.0
IT Cost Recoveries
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,860,800 0.0 $0 $3,860,800 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,860,800 0.0 $0 $3,860,800 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,860,800 0.0 $0 $3,860,800 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $4,535,800 0.0 $0 $4,535,800 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $675,000 0.0 $0 $675,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $4,535,800 0.0 $0 $4,535,800 $0 $0
Indirect Cost Assessment
HB22-1329 Long Bill $945,846 0.0 $0 $945,846 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $945,846 0.0 $0 $945,846 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($116,047) 0.0 $0 ($116,047) $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $945,846 0.0 $0 $945,846 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $829,799 0.0 $0 $829,799 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $829,799 0.0 $0 $829,799 $0 $0
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02. Courts Administration - (A) Administration and Technology -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $62,770,878 293.3 $22,364,110 $37,950,123 $2,456,645 $0
HB22-1091 Online Availability Of Judicial Opinions $100,000 0.0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $35,842 0.5 $35,842 $0 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $718,625 0.8 $718,625 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $63,625,345 294.6 $23,218,577 $37,950,123 $2,456,645 $0
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff $66,155 0.8 $66,155 $0 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff $628,323 1.4 $128,323 $500,000 $0 $0
TAO03- FY23 Annualization R3 IT Infrastructure Request ($25,964) 0.0 $0 ($25,964) $0 $0
TA04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff $16,345 0.2 $16,345 $0 $0 $0
TAO7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin $22,410 0.0 $0 $22,410 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card $10,229 0.1 $10,229 $0 $0 $0
TA10- FY23 Annualization BA6 Technical Adj. $31,821 0.5 $31,821 $0 $0 $0
TA1L4- Annualization HB20-1026 Create 23rd Judicial District $200,000 0.0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0
TA15- Annualization HB21-1214 Record Sealing Collateral Cons $71,066 0.0 $71,066 $0 $0 $0
TA16- Annualization HB22-1229 Clean up SB21-271 ($124,800) 0.0 ($124,800) $0 $0 $0
TA17- Annualization HB22-1091 Online Availability of Judicia ($70,000) 0.0 ($70,000) $0 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co $400 0.0 $400 $0 $0 $0
TA19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev $1,600 0.0 $1,600 $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform $2,400 0.0 $2,400 $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $4,015 0.0 $4,015 $0 $0 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $800 0.0 $0 $800 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $800 0.0 $0 $800 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $219,883 0.2 $219,883 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $818,673 0.0 $816,004 $2,669 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($116,047) 0.0 $403,707 ($116,047) ($403,707) $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $185,846 0.0 $0 $185,846 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $42,755 0.0 $37,045 $5,710 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $65,612,055 297.8 $25,032,770 $38,526,347 $2,052,938 $0
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R02- Human Resources Staff $596,745 7.0 $596,745 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $573,736 3.0 $573,736 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $517,448 6.0 $517,448 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $556,842 8.0 $556,842 $0 $0 $0
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $309,529 4.0 $309,529 $0 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $675,000 0.0 $0 $675,000 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet ($6,000) 0.0 ($6,000) $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $68,835,355 325.8 $27,581,070 $39,201,347 $2,052,938 $0
02. Courts Administration - (B) Central Appropriations -
Health, Life, and Dental
HB22-1329 Long Bill $44,208,491 0.0 $42,732,376 $1,476,115 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $44,208,491 0.0 $42,732,376 $1,476,115 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $4,339,429 0.0 $1,516,267 $2,823,162 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $44,208,491 0.0 $42,732,376 $1,476,115 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $48,547,920 0.0 $44,248,643 $4,299,277 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $48,547,920 0.0 $44,248,643 $4,299,277 $0 $0
Short-term Disability
HB22-1329 Long Bill $461,925 0.0 $451,315 $10,610 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $461,925 0.0 $451,315 $10,610 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request ($19,224) 0.0 ($42,105) $22,881 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $8,828 0.0 $8,132 $696 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $461,925 0.0 $451,315 $10,610 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $451,529 0.0 $417,342 $34,187 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $451,869 0.0 $417,674 $34,195 $0 $0
R01- System Maintenance Study $340 0.0 $332 $8 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $451,869 0.0 $417,674 $34,195 $0 $0
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Amortization Equalization Disbursement
HB22-1329 Long Bill $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $678,474 0.0 ($111,338) $789,812 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $290,794 0.0 $269,048 $21,746 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $15,255,157 0.0 $14,112,241 $1,142,916 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $15,265,167 0.0 $14,122,029 $1,143,138 $0 $0
RO1- System Maintenance Study $10,010 0.0 $9,788 $222 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $15,265,167 0.0 $14,122,029 $1,143,138 $0 $0
Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbursement
HB22-1329 Long Bill $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $678,474 0.0 ($111,338) $789,812 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $290,794 0.0 $269,048 $21,746 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $14,285,889 0.0 $13,954,531 $331,358 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $15,255,157 0.0 $14,112,241 $1,142,916 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $15,265,167 0.0 $14,122,029 $1,143,138 $0 $0
R01- System Maintenance Study $10,010 0.0 $9,788 $222 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $15,265,167 0.0 $14,122,029 $1,143,138 $0 $0
PERA Direct Distribution
HB22-1329 Long Bill $158,710 0.0 $0 $158,710 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $158,710 0.0 $0 $158,710 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $922,022 0.0 $999,799 ($77,777) $0 $0
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FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $158,710 0.0 $0 $158,710 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,080,732 0.0 $999,799 $80,933 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,080,732 0.0 $999,799 $80,933 $0 $0
Salary Survey
HB22-1329 Long Bill $12,460,475 0.0 $12,242,647 $217,828 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $12,460,475 0.0 $12,242,647 $217,828 $0 $0
TA30- Annualization of PY Salary Survey ($12,460,475) 0.0 ($12,242,646) ($217,829) $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $10,307,842 0.0 $9,554,771 $753,071 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $6,830,451 0.0 $6,337,785 $492,666 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $12,460,475 0.0 $12,242,647 $217,828 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $17,138,293 0.0 $15,892,557 $1,245,736 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $17,364,205 0.0 $16,113,470 $1,250,735 $0 $0
RO1- System Maintenance Study $225,912 0.0 $220,913 $4,999 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $17,364,205 0.0 $16,113,470 $1,250,735 $0 $0
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Paid Family and Medical Leave Insurance
HB22-1329 Long Bill $478,680 0.0 $463,769 $14,911 $0 $0
HB22-1133 Family And Medical Leave Insurance Fund ($478,680) 0.0 ($463,769) ($14,911) $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $1,092,973 0.0 $992,090 $100,883 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $19,767 0.0 $17,808 $1,959 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,112,740 0.0 $1,009,898 $102,842 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,112,740 0.0 $1,009,898 $102,842 $0 $0
Workers' Compensation
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,254,896 0.0 $1,254,896 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,254,896 0.0 $1,254,896 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($266,539) 0.0 ($266,539) $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,254,896 0.0 $1,254,896 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $988,357 0.0 $988,357 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $988,357 0.0 $988,357 $0 $0 $0
Legal Services
HB22-1329 Long Bill $396,230 0.0 $396,230 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $396,230 0.0 $396,230 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy $261,079 0.0 $261,079 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $396,230 0.0 $396,230 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $657,309 0.0 $657,309 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $657,309 0.0 $657,309 $0 $0 $0
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Payment to Risk Management and Property Funds
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,317,981 0.0 $2,317,981 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,317,981 0.0 $2,317,981 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($551,058) 0.0 ($551,058) $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,317,981 0.0 $2,317,981 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,766,923 0.0 $1,766,923 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,766,923 0.0 $1,766,923 $0 $0 $0
Vehicle Lease Payments
HB22-1329 Long Bill $140,649 0.0 $140,649 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $140,649 0.0 $140,649 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $140,649 0.0 $140,649 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $140,649 0.0 $140,649 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $156,894 0.0 $156,894 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet Vehicle Request $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $8,640 0.0 $8,640 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet $6,000 0.0 $6,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $156,894 0.0 $156,894 $0 $0 $0
Ralph L. Carr Colorado Judicial Center Leased Space
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,820,097 0.0 $2,820,097 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,820,097 0.0 $2,820,097 $0 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $68,342 0.0 $68,342 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,820,097 0.0 $2,820,097 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,888,439 0.0 $2,888,439 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,888,439 0.0 $2,888,439 $0 $0 $0
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Payments to OIT
HB22-1329 Long Bill $4,218,602 0.0 $4,218,602 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $4,218,602 0.0 $4,218,602 $0 $0 $0
TA28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment ($14,291) 0.0 ($14,291) $0 $0 $0
TA36- Payments to OIT Common Policy Adj. $3,323,801 0.0 $3,323,801 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $4,218,602 0.0 $4,218,602 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $7,528,112 0.0 $7,528,112 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $8,646,733 0.0 $8,646,733 $0 $0 $0
NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $8,646,733 0.0 $8,646,733 $0 $0 $0
Digital Trunk Radio Payments
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy $10,016 0.0 $10,016 $0 $0 $0
TAZ28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment $14,291 0.0 $14,291 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $24,307 0.0 $24,307 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $24,307 0.0 $24,307 $0 $0 $0
CORE Operations
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,887,328 0.0 $1,887,328 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,887,328 0.0 $1,887,328 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($303,770) 0.0 ($303,770) $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,887,328 0.0 $1,887,328 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,583,558 0.0 $1,583,558 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,602,655 0.0 $1,602,655 $0 $0 $0
NPO3- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,602,655 0.0 $1,602,655 $0 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
Capital Outlay
HB22-1329 Long Bill $255,800 0.0 $255,800 $0 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $13,200 0.0 $13,200 $0 $0 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $13,040 0.0 $0 $13,040 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $15,200 0.0 $0 $15,200 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $6,520 0.0 $6,520 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $303,760 0.0 $275,520 $28,240 $0 $0
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff ($55,800) 0.0 ($55,800) $0 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff ($99,200) 0.0 ($99,200) $0 $0 $0
TA04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff ($18,600) 0.0 ($18,600) $0 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access ($24,800) 0.0 (%$24,800) $0 $0 $0
TAO06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program ($6,200) 0.0 ($6,200) $0 $0 $0
TAO7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin ($4,400) 0.0 ($4,400) $0 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card ($6,200) 0.0 ($6,200) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform ($42,600) 0.0 ($42,600) $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder ($13,200) 0.0 ($13,200) $0 $0 $0
TAZ22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim ($13,040) 0.0 $0 ($13,040) $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired ($15,200) 0.0 $0 ($15,200) $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $32,680 0.0 $32,680 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $303,760 0.0 $275,520 $28,240 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $37,200 0.0 $37,200 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $223,200 0.0 $210,800 $12,400 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $43,400 0.0 $43,400 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $12,400 0.0 $12,400 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $37,200 0.0 $37,200 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $49,600 0.0 $49,600 $0 $0 $0
R07- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $31,000 0.0 $31,000 $0 $0 $0
R08- Judicial Education Staff $12,400 0.0 $0 $12,400 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $223,200 0.0 $210,800 $12,400 $0 $0
02. Courts Administration - (B) Central Appropriations -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $99,631,642 0.0 $97,090,752 $2,540,890 $0 $0
HB22-1133 Family And Medical Leave Insurance Fund ($478,680) 0.0 ($463,769) ($14,911) $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $13,200 0.0 $13,200 $0 $0 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $13,040 0.0 $0 $13,040 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $15,200 0.0 $0 $15,200 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $6,520 0.0 $6,520 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $99,200,922 0.0 $96,646,703 $2,554,219 $0 $0
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff ($55,800) 0.0 ($55,800) $0 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff ($99,200) 0.0 ($99,200) $0 $0 $0
TAO04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff ($18,600) 0.0 ($18,600) $0 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access ($24,800) 0.0 ($24,800) $0 $0 $0
TA06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program ($6,200) 0.0 ($6,200) $0 $0 $0
TAO7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin ($4,400) 0.0 ($4,400) $0 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card ($6,200) 0.0 ($6,200) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform ($42,600) 0.0 ($42,600) $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder ($13,200) 0.0 ($13,200) $0 $0 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim ($13,040) 0.0 $0 ($13,040) $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired ($15,200) 0.0 $0 ($15,200) $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $32,680 0.0 $32,680 $0 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($850,272) 0.0 ($850,272) $0 $0 $0
TA28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA30- Annualization of PY Salary Survey ($12,460,475) 0.0 ($12,242,646) ($217,829) $0 $0
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $17,999,990 0.0 $12,798,146 $5,201,844 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $68,342 0.0 $68,342 $0 $0 $0
TA36- Payments to OIT Common Policy Adj. $3,323,801 0.0 $3,323,801 $0 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $7,440,634 0.0 $6,901,821 $538,813 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $114,456,382 0.0 $106,407,575 $8,048,807 $0 $0
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Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet VVehicle Request $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
NPO3- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
R01- System Maintenance Study $246,272 0.0 $240,821 $5,451 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $43,400 0.0 $43,400 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $21,040 0.0 $21,040 $0 $0 $0
RO5- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $37,200 0.0 $37,200 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $49,600 0.0 $49,600 $0 $0 $0
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $31,000 0.0 $31,000 $0 $0 $0
RO8- Judicial Education Staff $12,400 0.0 $0 $12,400 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet $6,000 0.0 $6,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $116,042,617 0.0 $107,975,959 $8,066,658 $0 $0
02. Courts Administration - (C) Centrally-Administered Programs -
Victim Assistance
HB22-1329 Long Bill $16,375,000 0.0 $0 $16,375,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $16,375,000 0.0 $0 $16,375,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $16,375,000 0.0 $0 $16,375,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $16,375,000 0.0 $0 $16,375,000 $0 $0
Victim Compensation
HB22-1329 Long Bill $13,400,000 0.0 $0 $13,400,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $13,400,000 0.0 $0 $13,400,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $13,400,000 0.0 $0 $13,400,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $13,400,000 0.0 $0 $13,400,000 $0 $0

Office of Restitution Services
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Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
HB22-1329 Long Bill $7,781,193 121.2 $0 $6,883,652 $897,541 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $116,319 1.6 $0 $116,319 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $7,897,512 122.8 $0 $6,999,971 $897,541 $0
TA22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $38,646 0.4 $0 $38,646 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $194,795 0.0 $0 $194,795 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $10,057 0.0 $0 $10,057 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $7,897,512 122.8 $0 $6,999,971 $897,541 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $8,141,010 123.2 $0 $7,243,469 $897,541 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $8,141,010 123.2 $0 $7,243,469 $897,541 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $8,141,010 123.2 $0 $7,243,469 $897,541 $0
Problem-Solving Courts
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,651,841 37.2 $143,809 $3,508,032 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,651,841 37.2 $143,809 $3,508,032 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $89,808 0.0 $89,808 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $4,623 0.0 $0 $4,623 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,651,841 37.2 $143,809 $3,508,032 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,746,272 37.2 $233,617 $3,512,655 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,837,145 38.2 $233,617 $3,603,528 $0 $0
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $90,873 1.0 $0 $90,873 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,837,145 38.2 $233,617 $3,603,528 $0 $0
Language Interpreters
HB22-1329 Long Bill $6,802,052 36.7 $6,752,052 $50,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $6,802,052 36.7 $6,752,052 $50,000 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access $21,445 0.3 $21,445 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $91,300 0.0 $91,300 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $3,896 0.0 $3,896 $0 $0 $0
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FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $6,802,052 36.7 $6,752,052 $50,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $6,918,693 37.0 $6,868,693 $50,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $7,710,690 37.0 $7,660,690 $50,000 $0 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $7,710,690 37.0 $7,660,690 $50,000 $0 $0
Courthouse Security
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,930,635 1.0 $400,000 $2,530,635 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,930,635 1.0 $400,000 $2,530,635 $0 $0
TA13- Annualization Conf. Committe Courthouse Security Incr ($400,000) 0.0 ($400,000) $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $2,956 0.0 $0 $2,956 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,930,635 1.0 $400,000 $2,530,635 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,533,591 1.0 $0 $2,533,591 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,033,591 0.0 $500,000 $2,533,591 $0 $0
RO4- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $500,000 (1.0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,033,591 0.0 $500,000 $2,533,591 $0 $0
Approp to Underfunded Courthouse Facility Cash Fund
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,000,000 0.0 $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,000,000 0.0 $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,000,000 0.0 $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,000,000 0.0 $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0
Approp to Underfunded Courthouse Facilities Grant Program
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $0
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FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $0
Courthouse Furnishings/ Infrastructure Maintenance
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,377,086 0.0 $3,377,086 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,377,086 0.0 $3,377,086 $0 $0 $0
TA11- FY23 Annualization NPO1 Courthouse Capital ($3,377,086) 0.0 ($3,377,086) $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,377,086 0.0 $3,377,086 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
Senior Judge Program
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,290,895 0.0 $990,895 $1,300,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,290,895 0.0 $990,895 $1,300,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,290,895 0.0 $990,895 $1,300,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,290,895 0.0 $990,895 $1,300,000 $0 $0
Judicial Education And Training
HB22-1329 Long Bill $962,974 2.0 $30,941 $932,033 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $962,974 2.0 $30,941 $932,033 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $62,404 0.0 $56,384 $6,020 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $726 0.0 $0 $726 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $962,974 2.0 $30,941 $932,033 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,026,104 2.0 $87,325 $938,779 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,274,583 4.0 $87,325 $1,187,258 $0 $0
RO8- Judicial Education Staff $248,479 2.0 $0 $248,479 $0 $0
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FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,274,583 4.0 $87,325 $1,187,258 $0 $0
Judicial Performance Program
HB22-1329 Long Bill $863,433 2.0 $214,500 $648,933 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $863,433 2.0 $214,500 $648,933 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $863,433 2.0 $214,500 $648,933 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $863,433 2.0 $214,500 $648,933 $0 $0
Family Violence Justice Grants
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,170,000 0.0 $2,000,000 $170,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,170,000 0.0 $2,000,000 $170,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,170,000 0.0 $2,000,000 $170,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,170,000 0.0 $2,000,000 $170,000 $0 $0
Restorative Justice Programs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,010,825 1.0 $0 $1,010,825 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,010,825 1.0 $0 $1,010,825 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $2,500 0.0 $0 $2,500 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $130 0.0 $0 $130 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,010,825 1.0 $0 $1,010,825 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,013,455 1.0 $0 $1,013,455 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,013,455 1.0 $0 $1,013,455 $0 $0
District Attorney Adult Pretrial Diversion Programs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $675,000 0.0 $100,000 $406,000 $169,000 $0
SB22-196 Health Needs Of Persons In Criminal Justice System $4,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000
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FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $4,675,000 0.0 $100,000 $406,000 $169,000 $4,000,000
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $0 0.0 $0 $4,000,000 $0 ($4,000,000)
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $4,675,000 0.0 $100,000 $406,000 $169,000 $4,000,000
FY 2023-24 Base Request $4,675,000 0.0 $100,000 $4,406,000 $169,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $4,675,000 0.0 $100,000 $4,406,000 $169,000 $0
Family Friendly Courts
HB22-1329 Long Bill $270,000 0.0 $0 $270,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $270,000 0.0 $0 $270,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $270,000 0.0 $0 $270,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $270,000 0.0 $0 $270,000 $0 $0
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Statewide Behavioral Health Court Liaison
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,776,601 11.9 $2,776,601 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,776,601 11.9 $2,776,601 $0 $0 $0
TA06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program $7,662 0.1 $7,662 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $17,417 0.0 $17,417 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $811 0.0 $811 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,776,601 11.9 $2,776,601 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,802,491 12.0 $2,802,491 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,802,491 12.0 $2,802,491 $0 $0 $0
SB19-180 Appropriation to the Eviction Legal Defense Fund
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,100,000 0.0 $1,100,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,100,000 0.0 $1,100,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,100,000 0.0 $1,100,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,100,000 0.0 $1,100,000 $0 $0 $0
SB19-180 Eviction Legal Defense Program
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,000,000 0.0 $0 $1,400,000 $600,000 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,000,000 0.0 $0 $1,400,000 $600,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,000,000 0.0 $0 $1,400,000 $600,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,000,000 0.0 $0 $1,400,000 $600,000 $0
02. Courts Administration - (C) Centrally-Administered Programs -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $74,437,535 213.0 $20,885,884 $48,885,110 $4,666,541 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $116,319 1.6 $0 $116,319 $0 $0
SB22-196 Health Needs Of Persons In Criminal Justice System $4,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $78,553,854 214.6 $20,885,884 $49,001,429 $4,666,541 $4,000,000
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TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access $21,445 0.3 $21,445 $0 $0 $0
TA06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program $7,662 0.1 $7,662 $0 $0 $0
TA11- FY23 Annualization NPO1 Courthouse Capital ($3,377,086) 0.0 ($3,377,086) $0 $0 $0
TA13- Annualization Conf. Committe Courthouse Security Incr ($400,000) 0.0 ($400,000) $0 $0 $0
TAZ22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $38,646 04 $0 $38,646 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $461,180 0.0 $254,909 $206,271 $0 $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $0 0.0 $0 $4,000,000 $0 ($4,000,000)
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $20,243 0.0 $4,707 $15,536 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $75,325,944 215.4 $17,397,521 $53,261,882 $4,666,541 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $500,000 (1.0) $500,000 $0 $0 $0
R07- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $90,873 1.0 $0 $90,873 $0 $0
R08- Judicial Education Staff $248,479 2.0 $0 $248,479 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $78,259,818 217.4 $19,992,043 $53,601,234 $4,666,541 $0
02. Courts Administration - (D) Ralph L. Carr Colorado Judicial Center -
Building Management and Operations
HB22-1329 Long Bill $5,454,511 0.0 $0 $5,454,511 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $5,454,511 14.0 $0 $5,454,511 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $8,889 0.0 $0 $8,889 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $1,525 0.0 $0 $1,525 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $5,454,511 0.0 $0 $5,454,511 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $5,464,925 14.0 $0 $5,464,925 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $5,464,925 14.0 $0 $5,464,925 $0 $0
Justice Center Maintenance Fund
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,288,538 0.0 $0 $0 $1,288,538 $0
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FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,288,538 0.0 $0 $0 $1,288,538 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,288,538 0.0 $0 $0 $1,288,538 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,288,538 0.0 $0 $0 $1,288,538 $0
Debt Service Payment
HB22-1329 Long Bill $15,353,316 0.0 $883,418 $8,084,655 $6,385,243 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $15,353,316 0.0 $883,418 $8,084,655 $6,385,243 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $700 0.0 $0 ($131,845) $132,545 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $15,353,316 0.0 $883,418 $8,084,655 $6,385,243 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $15,354,016 0.0 $883,418 $7,952,810 $6,517,788 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $15,354,016 0.0 $883,418 $7,952,810 $6,517,788 $0
02. Courts Administration - (D) Ralph L. Carr Colorado Judicial Center -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $22,096,365 14.0 $883,418 $13,539,166 $7,673,781 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $22,096,365 14.0 $883,418 $13,539,166 $7,673,781 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $8,889 0.0 $0 $8,889 $0 $0
TA26-CARR FTE fix- booked in wrong PB program code $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $700 0.0 $0 ($131,845) $132,545 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $1,525 0.0 $0 $1,525 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $22,107,479 14.0 $883,418 $13,417,735 $7,806,326 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $22,107,479 14.0 $883,418 $13,417,735 $7,806,326 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
03. Trial Courts - (A) Trial Courts -
Trial Court Programs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $182,995,066 1956.2 $149,168,925 $31,876,141 $1,950,000 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $25,671 0.5 $25,671 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $183,020,737 1956.7 $149,194,596 $31,876,141 $1,950,000 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $2,291 0.0 $2,291 $0 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $216,261 3.2 $216,261 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $7,470,620 0.0 $7,470,620 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $173,994 0.0 $173,994 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $183,020,737 1956.7 $149,194,596 $31,876,141 $1,950,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $190,883,903 1959.9 $157,057,762 $31,876,141 $1,950,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $190,833,903 1959.9 $157,057,762 $31,826,141 $1,950,000 $0
R08- Judicial Education Staff ($50,000) 0.0 $0 ($50,000) $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $190,833,903 1959.9 $157,057,762 $31,826,141 $1,950,000 $0
Court Costs, Jury Costs, And Court-Appointed Counsel
HB22-1329 Long Bill $9,200,532 0.0 $9,035,283 $165,249 $0 $0
HB22-1256 Modifications To Civil Involuntary Commitment $86,700 0.0 $86,700 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $9,287,232 0.0 $9,121,983 $165,249 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $9,287,232 0.0 $9,121,983 $165,249 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $10,644,508 0.0 $10,479,259 $165,249 $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $10,644,508 0.0 $10,479,259 $165,249 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
District Attorney Mandated Costs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,855,609 0.0 $2,655,609 $200,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,855,609 0.0 $2,655,609 $200,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,855,609 0.0 $2,655,609 $200,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,941,277 0.0 $2,741,277 $200,000 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF $85,668 0.0 $85,668 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,941,277 0.0 $2,741,277 $200,000 $0 $0
Action and Statewide Discovery Sharing Systems
HB22-1329 Long Bill $3,240,000 0.0 $3,170,000 $70,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $3,240,000 0.0 $3,170,000 $70,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,240,000 0.0 $3,170,000 $70,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $3,240,000 0.0 $3,170,000 $70,000 $0 $0
Federal Funds And Other Grants
HB22-1329 Long Bill $2,900,000 13.0 $0 $975,000 $300,000 $1,625,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $2,900,000 13.0 $0 $975,000 $300,000 $1,625,000
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,900,000 13.0 $0 $975,000 $300,000 $1,625,000
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $2,900,000 13.0 $0 $975,000 $300,000 $1,625,000
03. Trial Courts - (A) Trial Courts -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $201,191,207 1969.2 $164,029,817 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
HB22-1256 Modifications To Civil Involuntary Commitment $86,700 0.0 $86,700 $0 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $25,671 0.5 $25,671 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $201,303,578 1969.7 $164,142,188 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder $2,291 0.0 $2,291 $0 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $216,261 3.2 $216,261 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $7,470,620 0.0 $7,470,620 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $173,994 0.0 $173,994 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $209,166,744 1972.9 $172,005,354 $33,286,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
R08- Judicial Education Staff ($50,000) 0.0 $0 ($50,000) $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF $85,668 0.0 $85,668 $0 $0 $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $210,559,688 1972.9 $173,448,298 $33,236,390 $2,250,000 $1,625,000
04. Probation and Related Services - (A) Probation and Related Services -
Probation Programs
HB22-1329 Long Bill $99,575,491 1252.1 $90,692,534 $8,882,957 $0 $0
HB22-1257 2022 Criminal And Juvenile Justice Commission Recommendations $53,390 0.7 $53,390 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $138,362 1.6 $138,362 $0 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $88,797 13 $0 $88,797 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $99,856,040 1255.7 $90,884,286 $8,971,754 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co ($3,137) 0.0 ($3,137) $0 $0 $0
TA19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev ($18,587) 0.1 ($18,587) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform $31,205 0.4 $31,205 $0 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $60,333 0.8 $0 $60,333 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $90,000 0.0 $90,000 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $2,862,898 0.0 $2,862,898 $0 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $147,471 0.0 $132,401 $15,070 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $99,856,040 1255.7 $90,884,286 $8,971,754 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $103,026,223 1257.0 $93,979,066 $9,047,157 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $103,026,223 1257.0 $93,979,066 $9,047,157 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
Offender Treatment And Services
HB22-1329 Long Bill $20,702,342 0.0 $276,201 $15,335,322 $5,090,819 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $730,926 0.0 $0 $730,926 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $413,295 0.0 $0 $413,295 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $21,846,563 0.0 $276,201 $16,479,543 $5,090,819 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $413,295 0.0 $0 $413,295 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $21,846,563 0.0 $276,201 $16,479,543 $5,090,819 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $22,259,858 0.0 $276,201 $16,892,838 $5,090,819 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $22,410,873 0.0 $276,201 $17,043,853 $5,090,819 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF $151,015 0.0 $0 $151,015 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $22,410,873 0.0 $276,201 $17,043,853 $5,090,819 $0
Appropriation to the Correctional Treatment Cash Fund
HB22-1329 Long Bill $16,269,259 0.0 $14,642,292 $1,626,967 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $16,269,259 0.0 $14,642,292 $1,626,967 $0 $0
TA12- Annualization FY23 NP02-CTCF Request Annualization $1,250,000 0.0 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $16,269,259 0.0 $14,642,292 $1,626,967 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $17,519,259 0.0 $15,892,292 $1,626,967 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $17,519,259 0.0 $15,892,292 $1,626,967 $0 $0
S.B. 91-94 Juvenile Services
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,596,837 15.0 $0 $0 $1,596,837 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,596,837 15.0 $0 $0 $1,596,837 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $1,596,837 15.0 $0 $0 $1,596,837 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $1,596,837 15.0 $0 $0 $1,596,837 $0

Reimburse Law Enforcement Agencies for Returned Probationers




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
HB22-1329 Long Bill $187,500 0.0 $0 $187,500 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $187,500 0.0 $0 $187,500 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $187,500 0.0 $0 $187,500 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $287,500 0.0 $0 $287,500 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $100,000 0.0 $0 $100,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $287,500 0.0 $0 $287,500 $0 $0
Victims Grants
HB22-1329 Long Bill $650,000 6.0 $0 $0 $650,000 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $650,000 6.0 $0 $0 $650,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $650,000 6.0 $0 $0 $650,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $650,000 6.0 $0 $0 $650,000 $0
Federal Funds and Other Grants
HB22-1329 Long Bill $5,600,000 32.0 $0 $1,950,000 $850,000 $2,800,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $5,600,000 32.0 $0 $1,950,000 $850,000 $2,800,000
FY 2023-24 Base Request $5,600,000 32.0 $0 $1,950,000 $850,000 $2,800,000
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $5,600,000 32.0 $0 $1,950,000 $850,000 $2,800,000
Indirect Cost Assessment
HB22-1329 Long Bill $1,010,002 0.0 $0 $1,010,002 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,010,002 0.0 $0 $1,010,002 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($233,774) 0.0 $0 ($233,774) $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $1,010,002 0.0 $0 $1,010,002 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $776,228 0.0 $0 $776,228 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $776,228 0.0 $0 $776,228 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 00 - Reconciliation Detail

Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
Correctional Treatment Cash Fund Expenditures
HB22-1329 Long Bill $25,000,000 1.0 $0 $0 $25,000,000 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $25,000,000 1.0 $0 $0 $25,000,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $25,000,000 1.0 $0 $0 $25,000,000 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $23,984,067 1.0 $0 $0 $23,984,067 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF ($1,015,933) 0.0 $0 $0 ($1,015,933) $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $23,984,067 1.0 $0 $0 $23,984,067 $0
04. Probation and Related Services - (A) Probation and Related Services -
HB22-1329 Long Bill $170,591,431 1306.1 $105,611,027 $28,992,748 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
HB22-1257 2022 Criminal And Juvenile Justice Commission Recommendations $53,390 0.7 $53,390 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $869,288 1.6 $138,362 $730,926 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $502,092 13 $0 $502,092 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $172,016,201 1309.7 $105,802,779 $30,225,766 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
TA12- Annualization FY23 NP02-CTCF Request Annualization $1,250,000 0.0 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co ($3,137) 0.0 ($3,137) $0 $0 $0
TA19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev ($18,587) 0.1 ($18,587) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform $31,205 0.4 $31,205 $0 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $473,628 0.8 $0 $473,628 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $90,000 0.0 $90,000 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $2,862,898 0.0 $2,862,898 $0 $0 $0
TAZ29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($233,774) 0.0 $0 ($233,774) $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $147,471 0.0 $132,401 $15,070 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $176,615,905 1311.0 $110,147,559 $30,480,690 $33,187,656 $2,800,000
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $100,000 0.0 $0 $100,000 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF ($864,918) 0.0 $0 $151,015 ($1,015,933) $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $175,850,987 1311.0 $110,147,559 $30,731,705 $32,171,723 $2,800,000




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation
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Reappropriated

Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
Total For: Judicial Branch
HB22-1329 Long Bill $659,431,910 4013.9 $427,602,732 $176,910,812 $50,307,520 $4,610,846
HB22-1091 Online Availability Of Judicial Opinions $100,000 0.0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1133 Family And Medical Leave Insurance Fund ($478,680) 0.0 ($463,769) ($14,911) $0 $0
HB22-1256 Modifications To Civil Involuntary Commitment $86,700 0.0 $86,700 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1257 2022 Criminal And Juvenile Justice Commission Recommendations $53,390 0.7 $53,390 $0 $0 $0
HB22-1326 Fentanyl Accountability And Prevention $869,288 1.6 $138,362 $730,926 $0 $0
SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder Program $74,713 1.0 $74,713 $0 $0 $0
SB22-043 Restitution Services For Victims $129,359 1.6 $0 $129,359 $0 $0
SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring For Impaired Driving Offenders $517,292 1.3 $0 $517,292 $0 $0
SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $725,145 0.8 $725,145 $0 $0 $0
SB22-196 Health Needs Of Persons In Criminal Justice System $4,000,000 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000
FY 2022-23 Initial Appropriation $665,509,117 4020.9 $428,317,273 $178,273,478 $50,307,520 $8,610,846
TAO01-FY23 Annualization R1 HR FSD Staff $10,355 0.8 $10,355 $0 $0 $0
TA02-FY23 Annualization R2 IT Staff $529,123 14 $29,123 $500,000 $0 $0
TAO03- FY23 Annualization R3 IT Infrastructure Request ($25,964) 0.0 $0 ($25,964) $0 $0
TAO04-FY23 Annualization R4 Court Svc Training Staff ($2,255) 0.2 ($2,255) $0 $0 $0
TAO05- FY23 Annualization R5 Language Access ($3,355) 0.3 ($3,355) $0 $0 $0
TAO06-FY23 Annualization R9 Bridges Program $1,462 0.1 $1,462 $0 $0 $0
TAO7- FY23 Annualization BA3 Federal ARPA Admin $18,010 0.0 ($4,400) $22,410 $0 $0
TAO08- FY23 Annualization BA4 Commercial Card $4,029 0.1 $4,029 $0 $0 $0
TA09- FY23 Annualization BA5 Reporter of Decisions $5,860 0.0 $5,860 $0 $0 $0
TA10- FY23 Annualization BA6 Technical Adj. $31,821 0.5 $31,821 $0 $0 $0
TA11- FY23 Annualization NPO1 Courthouse Capital ($3,377,086) 0.0 ($3,377,086) $0 $0 $0
TA12- Annualization FY23 NP02-CTCF Request Annualization $1,250,000 0.0 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0
TA13- Annualization Conf. Committe Courthouse Security Incr ($400,000) 0.0 ($400,000) $0 $0 $0
TA1L4- Annualization HB20-1026 Create 23rd Judicial District $200,000 0.0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0
TA15- Annualization HB21-1214 Record Sealing Collateral Cons $71,066 0.0 $71,066 $0 $0 $0
TAL6- Annualization HB22-1229 Clean up SB21-271 ($124,800) 0.0 ($124,800) $0 $0 $0
TAL17- Annualization HB22-1091 Online Availability of Judicia ($70,000) 0.0 ($70,000) $0 $0 $0




FY 2023-24 Budget Request - Judicial Courts and Probation
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Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Funds  Federal Funds
TA18- Annualization HB22-1257 Criminal & Juvenile Justice Co ($2,737) 0.0 ($2,737) $0 $0 $0
TA19- Annualization HB22-1326 Fentynal Accountibility & Prev ($16,987) 0.1 ($16,987) $0 $0 $0
TA20- Annualization SB21-271 Misdemeanor Reform ($8,995) 0.4 ($8,995) $0 $0 $0
TA21- Annualization SB22-018 Expand Court Reminder ($6,894) 0.0 ($6,894) $0 $0 $0
TAZ22- Annualization SB22-043 Restitution Services for Victim $26,406 04 $0 $26,406 $0 $0
TA23- Annualization SB22-055 Alcohol Monitoring for Impaired $459,228 0.8 $0 $459,228 $0 $0
TA24- Annualization SB22-099 Sealing Criminal Records $558,824 3.4 $558,824 $0 $0 $0
TA25- Allocation of CY Salary Survey $12,460,475 0.0 $12,242,646 $217,829 $0 $0
TA27- FY24 Statewide Operating Common Policy ($850,272) 0.0 ($850,272) $0 $0 $0
TA28-Digital Trunk Radio Payment $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TA29- Indirect Cost Assessment Adj. ($403,707) 0.0 $403,707 ($403,707) ($403,707) $0
TA30- Annualization of PY Salary Survey ($12,460,475) 0.0 ($12,242,646) ($217,829) $0 $0
TA31- ARPA funds PB program coding correction $0 0.0 $0 $4,185,846 $0 (%4,185,846)
TA32- FY24 Statewide Total Compensation Request $17,999,990 0.0 $12,798,146 $5,201,844 $0 $0
TA33- Annualization Carr Building Lease Adj. $69,042 0.0 $68,342 ($131,845) $132,545 $0
TA34- Office of Attorney Reg Counsel true-up $3,083,832 10.0 $0 $3,083,832 $0 $0
TA-35 Pera Incremental Adj $400,659 0.0 $362,818 $37,841 $0 $0
TA36- Payments to OIT Common Policy Adj. $3,323,801 0.0 $3,323,801 $0 $0 $0
TA-37 COWINS Total Compensation Request $7,440,634 0.0 $6,901,821 $538,813 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $695,700,207 4039.4 $449,470,667 $191,768,182 $50,036,358 $4,425,000
NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet Vehicle Request $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
NPO3- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
RO1- System Maintenance Study $246,272 0.0 $240,821 $5,451 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff $640,145 7.0 $640,145 $0 $0 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
R04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration $1,094,776 2.0 $1,094,776 $0 $0 $0
R05- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff $554,648 6.0 $554,648 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff $606,442 8.0 $606,442 $0 $0 $0
R0O7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC $431,402 5.0 $340,529 $90,873 $0 $0
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R08- Judicial Education Staff $210,879 2.0 $0 $210,879 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File $775,000 0.0 $0 $775,000 $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF ($779,250) 0.0 $85,668 $151,015 ($1,015,933) $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Elected Official Request - Nov 1 $704,071,642 4069.4 $457,624,817 $193,001,400 $49,020,425 $4,425,000




FY 2023-24 Summary of Change Requests- Judicial Courts and Probation

Schedule 10

Request Name Interagency Review F::giz:;iison Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds Reappropriated Federal
Non-Prioritized Request

NPO1- OIT FY24 Budget Request Package Requires OIT Approval No $1,118,621 0.0 $1,118,621 $0 $0 $0
NP02-DPA Annual Fleet Vehicle Request Impacts DPA No $1,605 0.0 $1,605 $0 $0 $0
NPO03- DPA Transfer of PB to DPA Impacts DPA No $19,097 0.0 $19,097 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Non-Prioritized Request $1,139,323 0.0 $1,139,323 $0 $0 $0
Prioritized Request

RO1- System Maintenance Study No Other Agency Impact No $246,272 0.0 $240,821 $5,451 $0 $0
R02- Human Resources Staff No Other Agency Impact No $640,145 7.0 $640,145 $0 $0 $0
R03- Office of Language Access Contractor Rate Inc. No Other Agency Impact No $791,997 0.0 $791,997 $0 $0 $0
RO04- Judicial Security Office and Grant Restoration No Other Agency Impact No $1,094,776 2.0 $1,094,776 $0 $0 $0
RO5- Contract Management and Purchasing Staff No Other Agency Impact No $554,648 6.0 $554,648 $0 $0 $0
R06- Court Services Training Staff No Other Agency Impact No $606,442 8.0 $606,442 $0 $0 $0
RO7- Data Analyst Staff- Courts, Probation and PSC No Other Agency Impact No $431,402 5.0 $340,529 $90,873 $0 $0
RO08- Judicial Education Staff No Other Agency Impact No $210,879 2.0 $0 $210,879 $0 $0
R09- Cash Fund SA Inc- Interstate Comp. and E-File No Other Agency Impact No $775,000 0.0 $0 $775,000 $0 $0
R10- Child and Family Invest. Equalization Pay No Other Agency Impact No $378,343 0.0 $378,343 $0 $0 $0
R11- County Initiated Courthouse Furnishings No Other Agency Impact No $1,302,525 0.0 $1,302,525 $0 $0 $0
R12- Administrative Request- IT Fleet No Other Agency Impact No $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
R13- Annual Agency Request Adj- SOMB, DA Mandated and CTCF Impacts Other Agency No ($779,250) 0.0 $85,668 $151,015 ($1,015,933) $0
R14- Contract Attorney Rate Increase No Other Agency Impact No $978,933 0.0 $978,933 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Prioritized Request $7,232,112  30.0 $7,014,827 $1,233,218 ($1,015,933) $0
Total for Judicial $8,371,435  30.0 $8,154,150 $1,233,218 ($1,015,933) $0




Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY 2023-24 Funding Request State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-01

Request Detail: System Maintenance Study - Salary Adjustments

FY24 FY24 FY24
FY24 POTS | COWINS Decision November FY25
Fund (AppropFY23| Request Request [Item Request| 1st Request [ Increment

Total All Line Items Total | $41,494,178 | $11,645,566 | $7,420,867 $246,272 | $19,312,705 -
FTE - . . - r - -
GF 40,603,024 9,289,990 6,884,013 240,821 i 16,414,824 -
CF 891,154 2,355,576 536,854 5451 [ 2,897,881 -
RF - - - - r - -
FF - - - - r - -
(B) CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS Total 12,460,475 10,307,842 6,830,451 225,912 17,364,205 -
Salary Survey FTE - - - - - -
GF 12,242,647 9,554,771 6,337,785 220,913 16,113,469 -
CF 217,828 753,071 492,666 4,999 1,250,736 -

RF - - - -
FF - - - - - -
(B) CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS Total 14,285,889 678,474 290,794 10,010 979,278 -
Amortization Equalization Disbursements FTE - - - = - -
GF 13,954,531 (111,338) 269,048 9,788 167,498 -
CF 331,358 789,812 21,746 222 811,780 -

RF - - - - -
FF - - - - - -
(B) CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS Total 14,285,889 678,474 290,794 10,010 979,278 -
Supplemental Amortization Equal Distribution FTE - - - - - -
GF 13,954,531 (111,338) 269,048 9,788 167,498 -
CF 331,358 789,812 21,746 222 811,780 -

RF - - - - -
FF - - - - - -
(B) CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS Total 461,925 (19,224) 8,828 340 (10,056) -
Short Term Disability FTE - - - - - -
GF 451,315 (42,105) 8,132 332 (33,641) -
CF 10,610 22,881 696 8 23,585 -

RF - - - -
FF - - - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $246,272 of which $240,821 is General Fund and
$5,451 is Cash Funds, to pay for the implementation of the Department’s System Maintenance Study which
recommends the pay range realignment of 11 Judicial job class salary ranges, as identified by Segal Waters,
a third-party compensation consulting company. The Department’s compensation system, with funding from
the General Assembly, has successfully aided in the retention of existing staff and helped attract qualified
new candidates to the Judicial Department. The current salary distribution of the Department’s employees
does not suffer from compression and other salary bunching issues to the same extent as the salary distribution



in the Executive Branch. This is due to the General Assembly’s funding of the Department’s past system
maintenance studies, which has kept salaries spread throughout the pay ranges. Funding this request will help
the Department remain competitive in a difficult labor market, ensure healthy salary distribution within the
salary ranges and, most importantly, aid in the retention of quality employees. Funding this request will also
assist in avoiding equity issues in the affected job classes under the Equal Pay for Equal Work Act.

Current Program

Pursuant to Section 13-3-105 C.R.S., the Chief Justice of the Colorado Judicial Department is required to
maintain a compensation package that is comparable to the Executive Branch. To comply with this statute,
the Judicial Department conducts an annual Compensation study. This year, the Judicial Department
Compensation Unit again worked with Segal Waters, a third-party compensation consulting company, to
help evaluate the current pay grades in comparison to market salary conditions.

Problem or Opportunity

Segal utilized the Executive Branch classification system as one of the sources of information, as well as data
from the private sector, other state judicial branches, and other governmental entities. The data revealed that
while most of positions are within the acceptable range of the market, individual salary ranges are starting to
lag compared to the overall market. Ifjob classification ranges that are greater than an average of 6% out of
alignment are not adjusted, compression issues with current employees and newly hired employees start to
present problems for equitable pay.

A summary of the findings includes:
e 11 job classes out of a total of 100 studied, are recommended for pay grade realignment.
e Positions under market are on average 3.4% below median.

Maintaining a comprehensive and competitive compensation package is paramount to attracting and retaining
quality candidates for the Colorado Judicial Department. The priorities to achieve this goal include providing
a pay structure that mirrors market comparable data at the median of the market and ensuring employees
within the current pay structure continue to be paid at the appropriate levels given work performance and
length of service.

The Judicial Department, with the help of the General Assembly, has been able to maintain a competitive
compensation structure through the appropriation of dollars for past system maintenance studies. This has
kept salary ranges and the salaries of individuals in those ranges competitive and helped to minimize
compression issues while helping to reduce turnover by enabling employees to make progress through the
range.



This request seeks $246,272 (including PERA, AED/SAED, Medicare, STD for range realignments for the
11 job classes identified by Segal, as being out of alignment and represents approximately 86 persons. The
chart attached provides a detailed listing of the specific increase for all 11 job classes.

Job Classes Receiving a Range Adjustment and Amount

# of
Recommend incumbents
Job Classification Job Class # |market adjustment| Aug 2022
Budget Manager R43370 1.00% 1
Distance Learning Program Mgr R43473 7.00% 1
Law Clerk R45030 5.00% 72
Lead Systems Architect R44030 1.00% 1
Lead i Series System Architect R44027 1.00% 1
Systems Engineer lI R44022 1.00% 2
Senior Systems Engineer R44023 1.00% 3
Network Engineer I R44032 5.00% 1
Network Engineer | R44031 5.00% 1
Senior Network Engineer R44033 5.00% 2
Lead Network Architect R44020 5.00% 1
86

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

That this request is approved and that the funds will ensure that the Department maintains a comprehensive
and competitive compensation package.

Consequences if not Funded:

The compression and other compensation issues that plague the Executive Branch will also begin to adversely
affect the Judicial Department’s compensation system. This includes probable greater employee turnover,
leading to the lack of long-term experience at critical positions and a decrease in employee morale, as the
perception that movement through the salary range is unobtainable.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That 11 job classification ranges in the study move the percentages identified in the market
survey AND the employees in those classifications shall also move by that same percentage to
avoid compression in ALL studied classifications.

o First, the amount identified in the salary study is calculated and then the 5% ATB increase
is calculated



That funding this will not result in any incumbents falling below the range minimum and they
maintain their relative position within the range.

That the cost (including PERA, AED, SAED, Medicare, STD and Paid Family Leave Insurance)
is: $246,272 of which $240,821 is General Fund and $5,451 is Cash Funds



Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request

November 1, 2022

State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

Department Priority: R-02

Request Detail: Human Resources FTE

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request| Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $58,405,878 $640,145 | $59,046,023 13,045
FTE 293.3 7.0 300.3 -
GF 22,619,910 640,145 23,260,055 13,045
CF 33,329,323 - 33,329,323 -
RF 2,456,645 = 2,456,645 -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 31,768,036 596,745 [ $32,364,781 53,645
General Courts Administration | FTE 2933 7.0 300.3 -
GF 20,385,193 596,745 20,981,938 53,645
CF 8,926,198 = 8,926,198 -
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total | 26,382,042 - $26,382,042 2,800
Information Technology FTE - - - R
GF 1978917 - 1978917 2,800
CF 24,403,125 - 24,403,125
RF - - - -
(B) Capital Outlay Total 255,800 43,400 43,400 (43,400)
FTE - = - -
GF 255,800 43,400 g 43,400 (43,400)
CF - - -
RF - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $640,145 General Fund for 6.0 FTE for the Human
Resources Division and 1.0 FTE for an Assistant Legal Counsel position to advise on employment matters




for the State Court Administrators Office (SCAO) in FY24, annualizing to $653,190 in FY25 (an increment
of $13,045).

Current Program

The Human Resources Division currently consists of 31.0 FTE and provides human resource services to the
22 statewide judicial districts, the State Court Administrators Office, the Court of Appeals and the Supreme
Court, and seven independent agencies. The Division consists of three teams:

e The Organizational Develop Team
e The Total Compensation Team
e The Human Resources Business Analyst Team

There is an organizational chart at the end of this request detailing the structure of the Human Resources
Division.

There is currently just one attorney position in the State Court Administrator’s Office to advise the Human
Resources Division, the court and probation leadership in each of the 22 Judicial Districts on matters
involving employment law and personnel rules of the Judicial Department. This position annually drafts
numerous Personnel Rule changes, attends between 3-6 pre-disciplinary meetings and advises on between
15 and 20 terminations a month statewide in addition to advising on hundreds of other personnel matters
annually. If an employee appeals a disciplinary action, this attorney represents the Department’s
administrative authority before a hearing officer. In preparation for defending the decision of the
administrative authority, this attorney must draft pre-hearing statements, respond to motions, and present
evidence. There are between 3-6 appeals each year.

The attorney must advise on policies and implementation on a variety of employment related matters
including, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of
1972; 42 U.S.C. §§1981 and 1983, as amended; the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967, as
amended; the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended, including the ADA Amendments Act
of 2008; the Civil Rights Acts of 1991; the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993, as amended; the Equal
Pay Act; the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; the Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act, as amended;
the Colorado Judicial System Personnel Rules; and any Chief Justice Directive or Colorado Judicial
Department policy. The position is also responsible for the Departmental response for 4-6 EEOC/CCRD
charges a year and works with the Attorney General’s Office attorney to discuss strategy, transfer records,
and assist with witnesses on these cases.

Further, this position meets one time per week with the ADA Coordinator for the state and at least once a
week with the Department compensation team on implementation of the Equal Pay Act (EPA). This need for
advice is across every aspect of employment, from recruitment and hiring, through employee relations, and
to discipline or termination of an employee.



Problem or Opportunity

The Human Resources Division is significantly understaffed for the workload volume of the Judicial
Department. There are three primary drivers of workload growth for the Division:

e growth in Judicial Department as measured by FTE and dollars;
e growth in the number of newly created independent Judicial agencies; and
e growth in the number of statutorily created programs administered by the courts.

The Human Resources Division provides critical administrative human resources support to the judicial
districts around the state. The current staffing shortages have caused delays in hiring and other response
issues statewide. The SCAO Human Resources (HR) Team is unable to provide basic services due to being
fundamentally understaffed. The HR Team supports the entire judicial department, as well as multiple
independent agencies, which totals approximately 4,100 FTE statewide. Industry standard, according to
Bloomberg BNA's HR Department Benchmarks and Analysis report, shows the ratio is 1.4 full-time HR staff
per 100 employees. Further, the workload has increased in key areas of HR, such as compensation and
employee relations, due to employment law changes. Therefore, to be fully staffed the HR Team would need
a total of 41.4 FTE to reach 100% capacity. Currently the HR team has 31.0 FTE, not including the Director
position, which equates to 75% of capacity.

The Human Resources Division finds itself woefully understaffed due to growth in the number of employees
served over time, along with increased support for independent agencies, and the absorption of functions
from other divisions, often without additional FTE to serve those needs. While there are administrative staff
in each district that perform HR functions, such as processing paperwork for leave and benefits and answering
basic HR related questions, these are not their primary duties. Their contributions have been accounted for
in the industry standard at a partial rate.

Because it is operating at only 75% of full staffing, the Human Resources Division is unable to provide
multiple critical services to the districts and SCAO. . Beginning with the four (4) HR Analysts, who provide
across-the-board human resources services/support statewide, each supports an average of 667 employees.
The Department is acutely concerned about the potential for agency harm and litigation that can result when
employee relations matters are not able to be addressed in a timely manner due to lack of adequate FTE.
Additionally, the Colorado Equal Pay for Equal Work Act requires thorough analysis of each pay change
and new hire salary offer, which is critical to avoid potential litigation.

While there has been considerable growth in the total number of Judicial Department FTE in the past few
years, there has been no corresponding increase in Department attorney FTE to meet growing employment
law workload. Consequently, with a single FTE to respond to the needs of all the constituents across the
Department, some things must be delayed as more pressing time-sensitive matters arise. In addition, although
FLSA exempt, the Department has lost attorneys due to the current workload and time demands. The need
for additional attorney resources is immediate.



Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

If this request is approved, the 3.0 FTE requested for the Human Resources Business Analyst Team will
enable the Division to reduce the service area of the six existing HR professionals assigned to the districts.
These positions are HR generalists, who serve as the HR point of contact for the districts to which they are
assigned. There work includes employee relations, providing mandatory training, and first point of contact
for personnel issues. The three new positions will increase staffing in the Team by 50% and would reduce
the service area per Analyst from an average of 667 employees to an average of 444 employees, allowing for
increased service and attention to each of the district they serve.

By adding three FTE to the Classification and Compensation team, the analysis to comply with the Colorado
Equal Pay for Equal Work Act would be far more expeditious, aiding in attracting new talent and mitigating
liability branch wide. It would also allow for the important work of overhauling the Compensation and
Classification structure for Judicial to be done more swiftly, providing direct relief to the districts. One
additional FTE in the legal team, with focus on employment law, would also significantly increase service
to districts in the areas mentioned above, by way of disciplinary review, proactive training, and litigation
defense.

Employment law presents demands and risks for any employer. The Judicial Department must keep pace
with its growth and the ever-evolving complexities of employment law. An additional attorney FTE
dedicated to employment law matters will help reduce the workload on the existing attorney position. In
addition, with greater responsiveness on employment law issues, the Department helps to reduce its risk of
liability and better respond to the needs of its employees.

The current pay range for the Assistant Legal Counsel position is $7,318 to $10,123 per month. The lowest
paid attorney in the unit makes $9,017/month. The attorney handling employment issues left the Department
at the end of September with a salary of $9,991/month and this individual had 10 years of employment law
experience prior to coming to the Department five years ago. This complex area of law will require this new
position to be filled with someone with at least 5 years of experience in employment law, if not more, and
will likely be someone who has practiced representing employers in the private sector and who wants to join
the government sector. Therefore, a salary of at least $9,100 is deemed essential for this new position.

Assumptions and Calculations

o That the total FY24 personal services cost including PERA and Medicare for 7.0 FTE is $590,095
annualizing to $643,740 in FY25

e That the requested Assistant Legal Counsel FTE annual salary is $114,660 which is at the 63™
percentile of the adjusted range ($7,684 - $10,629) with the 5% across the board adjustment

e That the requested HR Analyst IV annual salary is $100,309 which is the range minimum after the
5% across the board increase



That the requested HR Analyst II annual salary is $73,886 which is the range minimum after the 5%
across the board increase

That the requested Compensation & Classification Analyst annual salary is $66,906 which is the
range minimum after the 5% across the board increase

That the operating and capital costs are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE;

That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,000/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software

That the total cost of this request is $640,145 in FY24 annualizing to $653,190 in FY25.
That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $2,800 in FY25

See the chart below for cost details



Compens ation

& Assistant
HR Analyst | Classification | HR Analyst Legal Year 2 Total
PERSONAL SERVICES I Analyst v Counsel FY24 Total (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 3.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 7.00 7.00
Monthly base salary $ 6,157 | $ 5576 | $ 83591 $ 9,555 | $ - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 11 11 11 11 11 12
Salary $ 203,188 $ 122,661 | $ 91,950 | $ 105,105 [ $ 522,903 | § 570,440
PERA (Staft, GF) 11.40% | $ 23,163 | $ 13983 | $ 10482 | $ 11,982 | $ 59,610 | $ 65,029
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45% | $ 2,946 | $ 1,779 | $ 1,333 | $ 1,524 [ $ 7,582 | $ 8,271
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 229297 | $ 138423 [ $ 103,765 | $ 118,611 [ $ 590,095 | $§ 643,740
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $ 229297 |$ 138423 | $§ 103,765 | $ 118,611 | $ 590,095 | $§ 643,740
FTE 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) $ 450 |S$ 1,350 | $ 900 | $ 450 | $ 450 | $ 3,150 | $ 3,150
Supplies (staff) $ 500|S$ 1,500 | $ 1,000 | $ 500 | $ 500 | $ 3,500 s 3,500
SUBTOTAL OPERATING| $ 950 | $ 2,850 | $ 1,900 950 | $ 950 | $ 6,650 | $ 6,650
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) $ 4,000 | S 12,000 | $ 8,000 4,000 | $ 4,000 [ $ 28,000 _
Computer/Software (staff) $ 2,200 |8 6,600 | $ 4,400 2,200 | $ 2200 ($ 15400 | $ 2,800
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:| $ 6,200 | $ 18,600 | $ 12,400 6,200 | $ 62008 43400 | $ 2,800
EQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $250,747 | $ 152,723 | $110,915 | $125,761 | $640,145 | $653,190
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental $10,042 % 27616 8% 18410 |8 92058  9205|8 64436 |38 70,294
Short-Term Disability 0.16%| $ 325 8 196 | $ 147 | $ 168 | $ 837 1 8 913
Family Medical Leave $ - $ - $ - $ - $ =
AED* 5.00%| 8 101598 6,133 | 8 4,597 $5,255 | 8 26,145 | 8 28522
SAED* 5.00%| 8 10,159 | $ 6,133 |8 4,597 $5255 | 8 26,145 |8 28522
ral Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) 8 48259 | § 30873 | § 18547 | § 19884 | $ 117,563 | 8 128,251
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: $ 299,006 | $ 183,595 |8 129,462 |$ 145645 |8 757,708 | $ 781,441
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Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY 2023-24 Funding Request State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-03
Request Detail: Contract Language Interpreter Rate Increase

FY24 FY24
Decision Item| November 1st FY25
Fund | Approp FY23 Request Request Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total $6,802,052 $791,997 $7,594,049 -
FTE 36.7 0.0 36.7 -
GF 6,752,052 791,997 7,544,049 -
CF 50,000 - 50,000 -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(C) Centrally-administered Programs Total 6,802,052 791,997 $7,594,049 -
Language Access FTE 36.7 - 36.7 -
GF 6,752,052 791,997 7,544,049 -
CF 50,000 - 50,000 -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) is requesting $791,997 General Fund in FY24 and each year
thereafter for the Office of Language Access (OLA). These dollars will be used to increase the rate paid to
contract interpreters to help ensure the Department is complying with mandates around Title VI of The Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and Chief Justice Directive 06-03. The Department anticipates submitting a supplemental
request for FY23.

Current Program

Individuals who are Limited English Proficient (LEP) do not speak English as their primary language and
have a limited ability to read, speak, write, or understand English. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and activities receiving
federal financial assistance. National origin discrimination includes, among other things, failing to provide
meaningful access to the courts for LEP individuals.



Language access is not limited to the LEP individual. All parties communicating with an LEP individual,
including clerks at the courthouse information desk, other parties named in a case, the judicial officer
presiding over a hearing, and the court reporter, utilize and benefit from the services of a professional
interpreter. Judicial officers rely on court interpreters to understand testimony and communicate with LEP
parties. Interpreters are vital to reaching case resolution, reducing the number of future appearances in court,
communicating requirements for an LEP individual, making informed and appropriate rulings, and ensuring
that court proceedings are fair and understandable.

In June 2011, Colorado’s then Chief Justice Michael Bender amended Chief Justice Directive 06-03 (CJD
06-03), “Directive Concerning Language Interpreters and Access to the Courts by Persons with Limited
English Proficiency”. This amendment ensured that approved language assistance would be provided at no
charge for LEP persons in all court proceedings, services, and programs, thereby ensuring access to justice
and due process for all parties irrespective of case type or indigence status.

The program consists of 33 FTE located in 13 Judicial Districts and 550 contractors representing over 120
languages. The Office of Language Access also provides translations and other bilingual resources to all
Colorado court locations. In addition to providing language assistance to the court for all on the record court
proceedings, the OLA program also provides services for off the record assistance customer service, mediation,
psychological evaluations and probation needs. The OLA also administers the interpreter certification and
credentialing program and provides training on best practices working with language professionals.

The Office of Language Access offers Spanish interpreters two status tiers; both require a passing score of 80%
in the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) written exam. The highest tier is Certification status, which
requires passing score in the oral examination with a minimum score of 70 percent. The second tier is Qualified
status, which requires a passing score in an oral examination with a minimum score of 65%. In addition to the
NCSC written and oral exam, candidates are required to obtain a minimum score in Oral Proficiency Interview
(OPI) which measures fluency levels in all working languages.

For Languages Other Than Spanish (LOTS), certification status is available for twenty (20) languages; this
requires passing a written examination and an oral examination with a minimum score of 70% and an OPI score
of at least an eight (8). The LOTS interpreters have available three other status’, each with a different oral exam
score requirement as follows, Qualified 80% and score minimum of eight (8) in the OPI, Conditionally Approved
80% and minimum of eight (8) in the OPI. Lastly, there is a Registered status for LOTS which does not require
a passing score in the written exam but does require a minimum score of eight (8) in the OPI.

Problem or Opportunity

Court proceedings needing the services of an interpreter have risen steadily, and additional ongoing funding
is needed to ensure continued equal access to the courts and to give LEP individuals an opportunity to be
heard.

The Department’s independent contract court interpreter hourly rate has not increased in five (5) years,
making private agencies and the Denver County Court a more lucrative choice. Court interpreters are losing
interest in seeking or continuing independent contracting with the Judicial Department given the rate
differences. This reality was demonstrated in the beginning of 2022 when the interpreting community



publicly expressed great dissatisfaction with the current rates. Independent contractors v threatened a
walkout and raising concerns with the media, resulting in an article in the Denver Post.

If the Department is unable to adjust the hourly rate, a reduction of qualified independent contract court
interpreters will result in limited availability when interpreters are required and will slow down case
processing. The Department will struggle to provide necessary interpretation and translation services to
court users who would not be provided with the required meaningful language access through required
communications with the courts and/or court services would need to be postponed.

Current Rates

FY23 Rates/Hour

Certifiable | Credentialed

Spanish | g0 oen | Other than

Spanish Spanish
Certified $45.00 $55.00 $55.00
Qualified $35.00 $45.00 $45.00
Conditionally Approved $40.00 $40.00
Registered $35.00 $35.00

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

The proposed hourly rate increase will keep independent contractor court interpreter rates within market
range and will allow the Judicial Department to remain competitive as a contracting agency. By remaining
competitive, the Judicial Department will continue to attract highly qualified interpreters and allow courts in
Colorado to meet the demands of program growth while maintaining the highest standards of language
access, providing access to justice, and contributing to efficiency in case processing.

The Department is requesting a $10/hour rate increase for independent contract court interpreters. See the
chart below for details:

Proposed FY24 Rates/Hour
Certifiable | Credentialed
Spanish | e oen | Other than
Spanish Spanish
Certified $55.00 $65.00 $65.00
Qualified $45.00 $55.00 $55.00
Conditionally Approved $50.00 $50.00
Registered $45.00 $45.00




The estimated cost of the $10/hour rate increase is $791,997. The actual expenditures for Professional
Services in FY22 was $3,464,988. Dividing that by $43.75 (blended FY22 rate) results in 79,199 contract
interpreter hours. Multiply the 79,199 hours by $10 equals a cost of $791,991 to implement a $10/hour rate
increase.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That the FY24 Language Access appropriation increase by $791,997 General Fund in FY24 and each
year thereafter for a total of $7,544,049 to pay for a contract interpreters rate increase.

e That an FY23 Supplemental will be forthcoming



Colorado Judicial Department Chief Justice Brian Boatright

Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-04

Request Detail: Judicial Security Office and Security Grant Funding Reinstatement

FY24 FY24
Approp Decision |November 1st FY25
Fund FY23 Item Request Request Increment

TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total $3,327,084 $1,094,776 30,148,102 16,838
FTE 1.0 2.0 3.0 -
GF 796,449 1,094,776 3214342 16,838
CF 2,530,635 - 26,933,760 -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total - 543,736 543,736 28,038
Judicial Security Office FTE - 3.0 3.0 -
new appropriation line GF - 543,736 543,736 28,038
CF - - - -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 26,382,042 30,000 $26,412,042 1,200
Information Technology Infrastructure | prTE - - - -
GF 1,978,917 30,000 2,008,917 1,200
CF 24,403,125 - 24,403,125 -
RF - - - -
(B) Central Appropriations Total 255,800 12,400 12,400 (12,400)
Capital Outlay FTE - - - -
GF 255,800 12400 | 12,400 (12,400)
CF - - - -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(B) Central Appropriations Total 140,649 8,640 149,289 -
Vehicle Lease Payments FTE - - - -
GF 140,649 8,640 149,289 -
CF - - - -
RF - - - -

FF - - - -




FY24 FY24

Approp Decision | November 1st FY25
Fund FY23 Item Request Request Increment

(C) Centerally-administered Programs | Total 2,930,635 500,000 3,030,635
Courthouse Security FTE 1.0 (1.0) -

GF 400,000 500,000 g 500,000

CF 2,530,635 - 2,530,635
RF - - -
FF - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $594,776 General Fund and 3.0 FTE for the
establishment of a Judicial Security Office and $500,000 for the reinstatement of General Fund to the
Courthouse Security appropriation that was eliminated during the COVID-19 budget reductions. The total
FY24 cost of this request is $1,094,776 General Fund annualizing to $1,111,613 in FY25 and each year
thereafter.

Current Program

This request seeks to establish a Judicial Security Office in the Judicial Department (Courts and Probation)
as a separate appropriation in the (2) Courts Administration (A) Administration and Technology section of
the Long Bill. In response to the ever-increasing threat environment being faced by judicial officers and
court and probation employees statewide, the Department added security and training responsibilities to the
FTE administering the Courthouse Security Grant Appropriation in FY17. HBI18-1210 established the
Administrator of Judicial Security as a peace officer that must be certified by the Peace Officer Standards
and Training Board (POST). The position has evolved from a courthouse security grants administrator to a
full time Security Officer/Coordinator with a workload that far exceeds the capacity of a single individual to
address the security needs of the Judicial Department statewide in 64 counties.

Courthouse Security Grant

The court security grant program established in section 13-1-201, C.R.S. provides grants to counties for
supplemental funding for on-going staff in counties with the most limited financial resources and provides
monies to counties for court security equipment, training of local security teams on issues of court security
and emergency needs relate to court security.



Problem or Opportunity

The Colorado Judicial Department and its 4,000 plus employees have been exposed to an increasing number
of security threats that are growing in complexity and level of criminal activity. Since 2017, the
Administrator of Judicial Security position was established, the number of threats to Judicial Officers,
Probation Personnel, and Court Staff continues to grow. While some threats are veiled and do not rise to the
level of a crime, some are very blatant and concerning. A few recent examples are:

e A notorious prison gang member threatened the Judge and DA in his case. A judicial officer from a
different judicial district presided over the case and was provided protection while in route and while
he was on the bench. This event required a significant amount of coordination and manpower from
two jurisdictions, court staff and judicial security.

e In a different event, a defendant in several cases contacted different judicial officers and their family
members while also providing details about their residences, family members and schedules. This
defendant acted across several judicial districts and the has required a significant amount of
coordination between various law enforcement entities.

e A sitting judicial officer was made aware of threats against her life that were identified by the
Colorado Information Analysis Center (CIAC). The jurisdiction where they lived immediately set up
24/7 security measures at their residence and to and from work. This jurisdiction was rapidly depleting
their overtime budget and was close to having to pull the detail off the judge when the suspect was
taken into custody.

e Lastly, a judicial officer received threatening communication to their personal cell phone which
included the judge’s home address. This incident again crossed jurisdictional boundaries and again
required a significant amount of coordination and funding to provide the judge 24/7 security as the
investigation was in its beginning steps.

These events listed are only a small sample of the security concerns that occur on a frequent basis, and all
require some action. Unfortunately, the Judicial Security Office has no way to quantify the threats that are
being received almost daily at probation offices and court clerk stations across the state as there is no database
or incident collection system. The Administrator of Judicial Security receives these threats from the 22
judicial districts statewide and from the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals and the Administrator visits
those situations that are deemed high priority. During these visits, issues such as physical security concerns,
emergency preparedness, and other security factors are examined. In addition to responding to security
incidents, the position also provides training that includes the Standard Response Protocol; Run, Hide, Fight,
fire evacuations, situational awareness briefings, and review of residential security options by performing
walkthroughs. The statewide workload exceeds the ability of a singular FTE to review threats and provide
training collaboration with our county partners on a statewide basis and dealing with security issues at the
Ralph L. Carr Judicial Center.



When the occasion arises that there are two high priority events occurring on the same day, the Administrator
of Judicial Security must determine which event has the lowest likelihood of an incident occurring and which
one is the highest security threat that demands immediate response. Further, while these events occur across
the state and require the attention of the single Judicial Security Administrator, a visit to one of these sites
inhibits the ability to respond to issues that may arise in other jurisdictions or the Ralph L Carr Judicial
Center.

Courthouse Security Grant

As a consequence of the COVID-19 pandemic, the General Fund appropriation to the Courthouse Security
Grant appropriation was eliminated and revenues designated for this Courthouse Security Cash Fund have
decreased. The FY23 grant requests totaled over $4.2 million, greatly exceeding the $2.8 awarded. Further,
most grant requests for equipment were denied as the funding priority is for staffing in counties with the most
limited financial resources by statute. Nonetheless, security equipment including magnetometers and x-ray
machines in many counties has exceeded its useful life and needs replacement. Reinstatement of the General
Fund to the Courthouse Security appropriation would enable replacement of these older machines in the
courthouses statewide and help sustain grants for personnel.

General Fund Appropriation History:

General Fund

Appropriation
FY16 $500,000
FY17 $500,000
FY18 $503,648
FY19 $381,215
FY20 $379,465
FY21 $0
FY22 $0
FY23* $400,000

*In FY23 $400,000 was appropriated one-time for supplemental security for high profile cases.

As the chart below shows revenues to the Courthouse Security Cash Fund have been decreasing since FY'18
(by nearly 20%) forcing the program to use fund balance to meet personnel service grant requests from
qualified counties. At the end of FY23 the fund balance is projected to be $0.



Courthouse Security Cash Fund Revenues

Percentage
Courthouse Security Change Change
Cash Fund Revenues Change FY18 to FY18 to
Annually FY22 FY22
FY18 $2,241,145 - - -
FY19 $2,223,560 | ($17,585) - -
FY20 $1,942,084 | ($281,476) - -
FY21 $1,819,647 | ($122,437) - -
FY22 $1,795,017 | ($24,630)| ($446,128)| -19.9%

Without an infusion of General Fund, grant awards for equipment will be curtailed regardless of need and
personnel grants will have to be reduced.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

The Department requests the creation of a small (3.0 FTE) security staff specializing in incident management,
security protection, and coordination with Colorado State Patrol and 246 law enforcement agencies across
the state. This team will also be able to work with our current security contractors at the Ralph L. Carr
Judicial Center as a force multiplier in times of crisis. The team could be utilized to assist the county law
enforcement entities that are understaff and unable to perform various security tasks, particularly in the rural
regions. An internal security team will dramatically increase the ability to address and find resolution to a
variety of concerns locally and across the state from staffing high profile trials and emergency preparedness
training to personal protection while the Court is in chambers or traveling.

The Unit will consist of the Administrator of Judicial Security and two assistant Judicial Security Officer
positions. These two positions will be POST certified which will require legislation for that authorization.
The Department intents to request legislation during the 2023 session to allow for this designation. All
positions are requested from the General Fund, and the 1.0 FTE in the Court Security appropriation will be
eliminated. The grant program management functions will be the responsibility of the Grants Management
position in the financial services Division of the State Court Administrators Office.

The two Assistant Administrators will be charged with the following duties:

Ralph L Carr Judicial Center daily security and Armed Emergency Incident Response
Technical assistance to the courthouse security grant program

Assistance to the Colorado State Patrol

Assistance in Emergency Preparedness training and project builds for the courts and tenants
Travel security for the courts when necessary



Equipment inventory

Emergency Preparedness room operational readiness

Human Resources Investigation assistance

Workplace concerns assistance

e Internet social platform(s) review and investigations

e Security assessments (locations and personnel)

e Terrorism Liaison Officer to assist in LE/Security informational awareness and sharing

e Provide 24 security assistance to Judicial Officers when threats arise, and the counties cannot
complete the task

The Judicial Security Unit will be an immediate presence that can be utilized to further capitalize on county
and Colorado State Patrol partnerships by assisting on matters that are difficult for a singular FTE to perform.
There have been numerous occasions when the Administrator has been forced to miss meetings, construction
walkthroughs , and personal travel due to not having sufficient staffing to attend events in different locations
across the state.

Partnering with the Colorado State Patrol

A critical component of this request is the need for a Colorado State Patrol Officer III. This position would
be utilized in the following ways:

e Provide access to Law enforcement databases to assist in investigations into security concerns
e Assist with Law Enforcement Intelligence gathering, preparing and sharing of information
e Assist with Criminal violations as they related to the Ralph L Carr Judicial Center (Justices, Judges

and staff) which is consistent with the current MOU with the Colorado State Patrol (CSP)

e Work as a liaison to facilitate communication between the Judicial Security Office and local CSP

Troopers to assist in security when the court travels or is involved in rural meetings or conferences

e May assist as a force multiplier for incidents at the Ralph L Carr Judicial Center

The additional requested CSP staff will benefit the Judicial Branch by assisting with the performance of
specific law enforcement duties that will augment the Judicial Security Office. This position will be able to
access specific law enforcement databases to which the current judicial security staff do not have access due
to infrastructure deficiencies. This position will be utilized in the investigation of threats and criminal activity
as it pertains to the Ralph L Carr Judicial center, threats against justices, judges, and judicial staff.
Additionally, the position will be a resource that will assist with criminal work ups, critical infrastructure
reports, and outreach to the State of Colorado’s fusion center (Colorado Information Analysis Center- CIAC).
Further, this position will provide assistance in facilitating communication between the Troopers at the
Capitol Complex and rural Troopers to ensure protection is scheduled when the Court travels or there are
meetings/ conferences outside the metro Denver area. Last, this position can assist the judicial security unit
with VIP protection while dignitaries attend events at the Ralph L Carr Judicial Center.



Court Security Grant

The reinstatement of the $500,000 General Fund appropriation cut during the COVID-19 pandemic will
allow for the continued funding of security personnel costs in the counties with the most limited financial
resources and expedite the replacement of outdated security equipment statewide. Further, the elimination
of the Judicial Security Administrator salary and expenses currently paid from the Courthouse Security Cash
Fund, which would be funded in the new Court Security request, will also free up dollars for grants for
personnel and equipment.

Assumptions and Calculations

e This is a General Fund request for $1,094,776 in FY24 annualizing to $1,111,613 in FY25 and each
year thereafter

e That a new line-item appropriation will be created entitled Judicial Security Office will be created in
the (2) Courts Administration (A) Administration and Technology Section of the Appropriations bill

e That the total personal services cost including PERA and Medicare for 3.0 FTE is $308,413 in FY24
annualizing to $336,450 each year thereafter

e That the requested Administrator of Judicial Security FTE annual salary is $120,000 not including
PERA and Medicare. This is slightly below mid-range of the Police Administrator II position in the
executive branch which reflects the duties of this position.

e That the requested Judicial Security Officer annual salary is $89,069 which is the minimum of the
State Patrol Trooper III range plus 5% due to the across the board pay increase to which this position
1s most equivalent. Judicial will have to create this job class in its personnel system as it does not
currently exist. These two positions will be POST certified

e That the Operating and Capital costs are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE

e That other operating expenses including travel, vehicle operating, ammunition and other related
expenses will be $69,360 in FY24 and each year thereafter

e That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,000/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software for a total of $12,400 for the two Judicial Security Officer positions (the
Administrator of Judicial Security position does not need Capital Outlay)

e That the Vehicle Lease Payments for two vehicles is estimated to be $360/month/vehicle annualizing
to a total of $8,640 annually.

e That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $400 in FY25 and
each year thereafter



That the estimated cost of an incident collections database is $30,000 in FY24 and each year thereafter

That the cost of a State Patrol FTE needed to coordinate with incident reporting etc with the Judicial
Security Office is $163,113 (information provided by Colorado State Patrol — Trooper III position)

That the Courthouse Security appropriation will be increased by $500,000 General Fund and the 1.0
FTE will be eliminated

See details of costs in the chart below (General Fund increase to Courthouse Security is not included)



Administrator| Judicial Year 2
of Judicial Security Total
PERSONAL SERVICES Security Officer |FY24 Total | (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Monthly base salary $ 10,000 [ $ 7,422 | $ - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 11 11 11 12
Salary $ 110,000 | $ 163,294 | $ 273,294 | $ 298,139
PERA (Staff, GF) 11.40%| $ 12,540 [ $ 18,616 | $§ 31,156 | § 33,988
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45%| $ 1,595 | $ 2,368 | $ 3963 [ § 4,323
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 124,135 | $ 184,278 | $ 308,413 | $ 336,450
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $ 124,135 | $ 184,278 | $ 308413 | $§ 336,450
FTE 1.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) $ 450 | $ 450 | $ 900 [$ 1350 (% 1,350
Supplies (staff) $ 500|353 500 |$ 1,000 |$§ 1,500 [$ 1,500
SUBTOTAL OPERATING| $ 950 | § 950 [ § 1,900 | $ 2,850 | $ 2,850
PROGRAM OPERATING
Transfer To State Patrol $ 163,113 | § 163,113
Supplies (ammunition, vehicle op, travel, training exp) $ 69360 | $ 69,360
Incident Database (IT Infrastructure) $ 30,000 | $ 30,000
Vehicle Lease $§ 8,640 | § 8,640
SUBTOTAL PROGRAM OPERATING $ - $ = $ 271,113 | § 271,113
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) $ 4,000 [ $ - $ 8,000 8% 8,000 _
Computer/Software (staff) $ 2,200 | $ - $ 4400 (8% 4400 |8$ 1,200
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:| $ 6,200 | $ = $ 12400 [ $ 12400 [ $ 1,200
TOTAL REQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $ 125,085 | $198,578 | $594,776 | $611,613
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental $10,042 | $ 9205 |8 184108 27,616 |8 30,126
Short-Term Disability 0.16% | 3 176 | § 261 | $ 437 | 8 477
Family Medical Leave $ - $ - $ -
AED* 5.00% | $ 5,500 | 8 8165 |8 13,6658 14,907
SAED* 5.00% | $ 5,500 | 8 81658 13,665|% 14,907
Central Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) S 20,381 | § 35001 |38 55382 |8 60417
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: 3 145,466 | § 233,579 | § 650,158 | § 672,030




Cash Fund Projections

Court Security Cash Fund #20W0; 13-1-204 (1)(a) C.R.S.

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information

Actual Actual Projected Projected Projected
FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025
Beginning Fund Balance 1,470,012 931,063 334,582 (30,221) 44,764
Total Revenue 1,819,647 1,795,017 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000
Expenditures:
Administrative Expenses* 138,463 137,874 142,010 12,010 12,010
Personnel Grants** 2,077,004 2,232,657 2,001,787 1,500,000 1,500,000
Equipment Grants** 130,842 7,962 8,000 200,000 200,000
Indirect Costs 12,287 13,005 13,005 13,005 13,005
Total Expenditures 2,358,596 2,391,499 2,164,802 1,725,015 1,725,015
Ending Fund Balance 931,063 334,582 (30,221) 44,764 119,749
Fund Balance as a % of Expenditures 37.8% 14.2% -1.3% 2.1% 6.9%
Reserve increase/(decrease) (538,949) (596,482) (364,802) 74,985 74,985

* Assumes personal svcs expenses will be moved out of the cash fund through the decision item process.
**Pprojections for FY24 assume $500,000 in general fund is approved through the decision item process. This
reduces personnel grants to a projected $1.5 million out of the cash fund.
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Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-05
Request Detail: Contract Management Unit Staffing

State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request | Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $58,491,457 $554,648 [ $59,046,105 11,723
FTE 293.3 6.0 299.3 -
GF 22,705,489 554,648 23,260,137 11,723
CF 33,329,323 - 33,329,323 -
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 31,768,036 517,448 [ $32,285,484 46,523
General Courts Administration FTE 293.3 6.0 299.3
GF 20,385,193 517,448 20,902,641 46,523
CF 8,926,198 - 8,926,198 -
RF 2,456,645 = 2,456,645
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION | Total | 26,382,042 - $26,382,042 2,400
Information Technology FTE - o - -
GF 1,978,917 - 1,978,917 2,400
CF 24,403,125 . 24,403,125 -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(B) Central Appropriations Total 255,800 37,200 37,200 (37,200)
Capital Outlay FTE - - - -
GF 255,800 37,200 37,200 (37,200)
CF - - - -
RF - - - -
FF - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $554,648 General Fund and 6.0 FTE in FY24,
annualizing to $566,370 in FY25 for the Contract Management and Purchasing Units within the
Financial Service Division of the State Court Administrator’s Office.



Current Program

The Purchasing Unit

The Purchasing Unit consists of 6.0 FTE: one Unit Manager and five Purchasing Agents. The Purchasing
Unit leads solicitations for judicial districts statewide and the State Court Administrator’s Office, including
Requests for Proposals, Requests for Qualifications, Requests for Bid, and Requests for Documented Quote
to ensure compliance with all Department Procurement Rules. The Purchasing Unit also works with all
Districts on their Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment (“FF&E”) capital projects. The Purchasing Unit issues
hundreds of solicitations annually. Due to the nature of work at the Judicial Department, the majority of
solicitations issued Requests for Proposals and Requests for Qualifications, which are the most complex and
time-consuming solicitations government agencies issue. These solicitations lead to awards to thousands of
vendors for services across the State.

Contracts Management Unit

The Contracts Management Unit (CMU), established in FY22, consists of 11.0 FTE:

One Unit Manager

Two Assistant Legal Counsel

One Contract Specialist III (supervisory)

Five Contract Specialist IIs (drafting focus)

Two Contract Specialist Is (administration focused)

The CMU leads an array of contracting best practices including documenting business transactions, avoiding
or addressing disputes with suppliers of goods and services, and advising Department staff on contract and
compliance matters. The CMU’s work contributes to the objectives of the Financial Services Division by
safeguarding state assets, increasing transparency, and continuously improving service delivery.

The CMU’s core work includes the following:

1. Legal Counsel and Contracting Advice: The CMU attorneys and Contract Specialists advise
Department employees on contractual matters through the application of Colorado law, Department
rules and policies, and experience. This work often directly impacts the nature and quality of services
provided to judicial branch stakeholders.

2. Contract Drafting and Related Services: The CMU also drafts thousands of contracts each year that
cover the full range of business activities within the judicial branch. Contracts range from
independent contractor and information technology agreements to probation and outpatient treatment
service contracts.

3. Contract Administration: CMU staff partner with the Procurement Team and technology team staff
to supply the needed contract administration tools to Department personnel. This includes a variety
of trainings, supply of reports and data, and other resources related to the management of contracts
and associated vendor obligations.



Problem or Opportunity

The Judicial Department has historically approached procurement and contracting with a decentralized view
that relied on the staff in the judicial districts to perform and manage these functions. However, the
Department recently enhanced the procurement function with additional professional staff, which has created
additional workload pertaining to contracts and contract management. The Department is continually
improving the scope of procurement and contracting support to cover all areas of the Department. This
increase in support has had a significant impact on the procurement and contracting needs at the State Court
Administrator’s Office and in the 22 Judicial Districts.

As mentioned above, the historical approach to procurement and contracting was the responsibility of the
districts with very little administrative support provided by the SCAO. Over time, this structure proved to
be insufficient by exposing the Department to unnecessary risk. This was highlighted in a recent audit by
the Office of the State Auditor and subsequent internal reviews. The Department is attempting to address
these risks and account for longstanding unmet need in these administrative functions.

To address the evolving purchasing and contracting practices of the Department the Joint Budget Committee
approved the Department’s FY22 Budget Amendment request BA-1 for 8.0 FTE for the Contracts
Management Unit and 1.0 FTE for the Purchasing Unit. However, the Committee did not approve a portion
of the Department’s FY22 R-1 request for 5.0 FTE for the Contract Management Unit and 1.0 FTE for the
Purchasing Unit. Of the 5.0 positions not approved, two were Assistant Legal Counsel FTE which are
essential for the operations of the Contracts Management Unit. Consequently, working with our JBC
Analyst, the Department converted two of the eight approved FTE in BA-1 from Contract Management
Specialists I (CMS 1II) to Assistant Legal Counsel positions. However, the Department is still in need of the
two Contract Management Specialist II’s and therefore is requesting them in this decision item.

The two additional Contract Management II positions remain necessary for the CMU to address the full
portfolio and volume of contracts of the Department. This includes contracts not currently being addressed
and that are anticipated in the upcoming fiscal year. Additional contract drafting resources, specifically the
2.0 Contract Management II positions, are needed to address these contract drafting responsibilities. Further,
the contract drafting work already underway has and will continue to increase the post-signature contract
compliance monitoring and management workload.

Purchasing Positions

Due to the decentralized nature of the Department, the wide geographic locations, and the lack of vendors
that service multiple locations, SCAO traditionally assisted with district solicitations, but then each location
was responsible for managing its individual contracts. However, none of the districts had staff assigned to
perform this function; instead, the function was a small portion of the workload for many
positions. Unfortunately, this led to no real vendor management and the Department only managing vendors
if a problem arose. Further, the Purchasing Unit was unable to keep up with the need for solicitations. This
led to an increase in procurement staff, more solicitations, and more resulting contracts that need to be
managed.



The Procurement Unit also started to issue statewide solicitations to gain efficiencies and better meet the
needs to the Department. However, this led to the required vendor management being too burdensome for
the staff performing vendor management in addition to their other job responsibilities.  Further, districts
often disagree about the performance of vendors and/or performance from location to location. To solve
these problems, the Department needed centralized staff reporting to the State Court Administrator that could
manage the operational vendor performance against existing contracts. However, there are no central staff
with this job duty or with the knowledge to effectively manage vendor performance.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

The CMU needs two Contract Management Specialists II FTE to address the current resourcing deficiency
in the CMU. The Contract Specialist II positions, which focus on contract drafting and related activities, are
core to the unit. With these positions, the unit will be able to handle additional contracts and provide related
services necessary to the better meet the workload of the Department.

The Purchasing Unit needs four Purchasing Agent FTE to address the current resourcing deficiency within
the State Court Administrator’s Office. These Purchasing Agent positions will focus on probation treatment
service contract management and vendor performance. They will bring the knowledge and skills required to
manage the nearly 2,000 vendors and contracts. With these positions, the unit will be able to proactively
manage vendors and ensure that they are hitting the key performance indicators (KPI’s) required. They will
also be able to ensure that vendors are measured fairly, equitably and consistently regardless of where they
provide services. These staff will also be able to provide additional guidance and service to the vendors who
often struggle with the procurement and contracting process because they are focused on providing quality
treatment and don’t understand or are intimidated by the public sector procurement and contract processes.

Assumptions and Calculations

o That the total FY24 personal services cost including PERA and Medicare for 6.0 FTE is $511,748
annualizing to $558,270 in FY25

e That the requested Contract Management Specialist II annual salary is $85,579 which is the range
minimum plus the 5% across the board increase, HOWEVER the salary annual requested is $113,564
which is the average of the two incumbent Assistant Legal Counsel FTE salaries

e That the requested Purchasing Agent annual salary is $66,893 which is the range minimum plus the
5% across the board increase

e That the annual operating costs are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE

e That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,000/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software for a total of $6,200/FTE

e That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $2,400 in FY25



e That the total cost of this request is $554,648 in FY24 annualizing to $566,370 in FY24.

e See the chart on next page cost details

Contract | Purchasing Year 2 Total
PERSONAL SERVICES Specialist IT Agent FY24 Total (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 2.0 4.0 6.0 6.0
Monthly base salary $§ 9464|838 5574 |8 - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 11 11 11 12
Salary $ 208,200 | $§ 245276 | $§ 453476 | $§ 494,701
PERA (Staff, GF) 11.40%| $ 23,735 8§ 27,961 | $ 51,696 | $ 56,396
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45%]| $ 3,019 | $ 3,556 | $ 6,575 | $ 7,173
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 234954 [ $ 276,793 [ $§ 511,748 | $§ 558,270
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $ 234954 | $ 276,793 | $ 511,748 | $§ 558,270
FTE 2.0 4.0 6.0 6.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) $ 450 | $ 900 | $ 1,800 | $ 2,700 | $ 2,700
Supplies (staff) $ 500 |S 1,000|$ 20008  3,000[S 3,000
SUBTOTAL OPERATING | $ 950 | § 1,900 | $ 3,800 | $ 5,700 | $ 5,700
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) s 4000 s 8000|s 16000 |s 24000 (TGN
Computer/Software (staff) $ 2200 |$ 4400|S 8800|8$ 13200 |$ 2400
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:| $ 6,200 | § 12,400 | $ 24800 |$ 37200 |S$ 2400
TOTAL REQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $249,254 | $305,393 | § 554,648 | $ 566,370
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental $10,042 |3 184108 36821 |38 55,2311 8 60,252
Short-Term Disability 0.16% | $ 3331 % 3921 % 726 | $ 792
Family Medical Leave $ - $ - 8 -
AED* 50068 104108 12,264 | $ 22,674 | $ 24,735
SAED* 500% |8 104108 12,264 |8 22,674 | $ 24,735
Central Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) S 39563 |8 61,741 |8 101,304 |8 110514
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: $ 288,818 | § 367,134 | § 655952 | § 676,884
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Department Priority: R-06

Request Detail: Court Education Specialists and Peer Training Specialists for Trial Courts

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY24
Decision FY24

Approp Item November FY25

Fund FY23 Request |1st Request | Increment

TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $58,405,878 $606,442 | $59,012,320 804
FTE 2933 8.0 301.3 -

GF 22,619.910 606442 | 23226352 (2,396)

CF 33,329,323 - 33,329,323 3,200
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -
FF - - . .

(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 31,768,036 556,842 | $32,324,878 47204
General Courts Administration FTE 293.3 8.0 301.3 -

GF 20,385,193 556,842 | 20,942,035 47204
CF 8,926,198 - 8,926,198 -
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -

(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 26,382,042 - $26,382,042 3,200
Information Technology Infrastructure | prg _ _ _ _

GF 1,978,917 - 1,978,917 3,200

CF 24,403,125 - 24,403,125

RF - - - -

(B) Capital Outlay Total 255,800 49,600 49,600 (49,600)
FTE - - - -

GF 255,800 49,600 [ 49,600 (49,600)

CF - - -

RF - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $606,442 General Fund and 8.0 FTE in FY24,
annualizing to $607,246 in FY25 in the Court Services Division of the State Court Administrator’s Office to




meet the demand for training in the 22 Judicial Districts statewide and to establish and support a newly
created Peer Training Specialist program.

Current Program

Court Education Specialists

Court Services currently has a team of eight Court Education Specialists that support training in the areas of
technology, best business practices, and legislation implementation for approximately 1855 trial court staff
in all 64 counties and 22 judicial districts across the state. During the 2020 budget reductions, one Court
Education Specialist position was lost and has yet to be recovered. They cover data integrity for all case
classes with special attention focused on coding that affects public safety. The orders, judgments, and
sentences entered by the court profoundly impact the individuals, communities, and governmental agencies
that the court serves on a daily basis. Additionally, the court data entered by court staff are routinely shared
with law enforcement, corrections, child support enforcement, and the department of human services in real
time. Statewide data sharing of important and sensitive data heightens the need for standards, data integrity
monitoring, and high quality, continuous training.

The Court Education Specialists are responsible for the formal education of trial court employees. They
provide a blended learning approach that provides a combination of virtual instructor-led training and in-
person instruction to provide a robust, research-based training program. The virtual instructor-led trainings
include over 60 unique courses that train the foundations of the 15 unique case classes and 199 unique case
types. The in-person training allows a hands-on training environment to apply the skills learned in the virtual
classes while also increasing the complexity of the subjects. Although the virtual instructor-led training has
many fiscal advantages, the in-person training is essential for the more complicated and dynamic court
processes that trial staff face daily. Current technology cannot replicate the hands-on experience of a
courtroom, particularly for more complex processes. In a survey sent to Court leaders and training
participants in 2022, results showed that 41% favored in-person training. In this same survey, one out of
every five respondents indicated their needs were not being met by the existing training program. While the
existing program strives to use every available resource to meet training needs, including a robust reliance
on on-demand trainings created by the Distance Learning program and virtual instructor-led trainings by
Court Education Specialists, there continues to be a unmet need for in-person training to cover the more
complex and nuanced areas of the work of court staff.

In order to support the existing training program, the Court Education Specialists devote a large portion of
their time to curriculum creation and updates. For example, 21 new courses were created in the last year with
28 additional trainings being updated with 2022 legislative changes alone. In the last year, 521 formal classes
were offered. Additionally, 543 individualized trainings were conducted for new employees, new Judges, or
employees struggling with learning the technical aspects of their role. The Court Education Specialists also
provided 56 6-hour new employee orientations covering the basics of case management systems and
applications. The Court Education Specialists create and distribute a quarterly newsletter to inform
employees of critical updates and changes to data integrity processes. They are front-line support for coding
questions, consult as the subject matter experts on legislative workgroups and committees, and create unique
class offerings for two separate annual conferences attended by approximately 500 court employees.



Current State of On-the-Job Training

While the training program offered by the Court Education Specialist team offers some support to new
employees, on-the-job training that spans an extended period of time continues to be vital to support new
employees and court staff working in unfamiliar areas of the trial courts. Currently each court location must
handle the direct onboarding and on-the-job training as best they can with very limited resources. Judicial
districts must either rely on Supervisors, Specialists, or even other Court Judicial Assistants to provide
education to new or rotating staff. Some districts have such high turnover rates that employees with only 3
months on the job are training new employees.

Problem or Opportunity

Currently, the trial courts must rely on a team of eight Court Education Specialists and local supervisors and
peers to meet training needs of more than 1,800 trial court staff covering a significant range of positions,
duties and specialized areas. Currently, any training conducted at the local level by peers and supervisors
varies greatly across the state and has no formal structure or support available. It also produces a significant
strain on existing court staff as they must assume the role of trainer while also keeping up with all of their
duties. The existing staff often take on training of others with little or no formal training in adult learning to
the detriment of the learners.

Although the training that is provided by the Court Education Specialists program is inextricably linked to
the day-to-day, on-the-job training that trial court staff provide to peers locally within each district, there is
currently no coordinated structure to support the full spectrum of training needs for trial court staff. Both
areas are significantly under-resourced making a comprehensive system of support and training in the current
landscape not viable. With the number of complex court procedures consistently expanding and the trial
court staff turnover at an all-time high, the Judicial Department is in desperate need of structured training
support.

Trial court staff require extensive training to develop the diversity of knowledge needed to accurately enter
coding in multiple complex data systems in a fast-paced and dynamic environment, and to develop customer
service skills to support citizens in highly stressful situations. Trial court staff are responsible for learning
and correctly entering coding across 15 unique case classes and 199 unique case types. For example, there
are 649 unique active event options and 130 unique scheduled event options staff must learn and utilize daily.
In criminal cases alone, there are 2,683 possible violations with 199 sentence penalty options. In just 2021,
there were 68,315 protection orders entered in criminal cases and an additional 11,909 temporary protection
orders in non-criminal cases. There were 183,993 warrants issued statewide. These events and coding
scenarios demonstrate the high volume of information court staff must master and highlights the essential
nature of doing it correctly. How a Court Judicial Assistant enters a code directly impacts public safety and
the lives of members of the public. Whether it is by keeping victims safe, ensuring individuals are released
from custody as soon as ordered, entering a parenting plan for a newly divorced couple, entering a judgment
to get money due, or entry of a mental health plan, the correct coding matters.



Court Education Specialists

The Court Education Specialists provide essential training and education to the court staff that assist Judicial
Officers and the public. High quality training and education of court staff ensures the work of the court is
done in an efficient, effective, accurate, and standard manner across the state. In 2020, a Court Education
Specialist position was eliminated because of statewide budget cuts. The current ratio of staff to trainer is
232:1. The large ratio limits the ability to meet the training needs of trial court staff even just focusing on
statewide process and procedure. Each Court Education Specialist supports two to four judicial districts.
Court Education Specialist’s regions can span over 20,000 square miles. The amount of time travelling for
such a large area limits the amount of training the Court Education Specialist can provide. On the other hand,
the Court Education Specialists assigned to metropolitan areas do not have the same distance challenges but
instead struggle to balance larger numbers of trial court staff which also limits the amount of time available
to offer required trainings and be readily available as issues and questions arise. For example, one Court
Education Specialist has more than 300 trial court staff in her region, or roughly 20% of all trial court staff
in the state. Even at the close of 2019, prior to the loss of one position, the Court Education Specialist
workload demands were unsustainable.

Need for Coordinated On-the-Job Support

The formal education from the Court Education Specialists is crucial to the development of employees, it
still leaves significant unmet needs in terms of training. Employees require daily repetition and hands-on
support in each of the 64 counties, especially new employees. Also, while the Court Education Specialists
cover statewide standards, the court staff supporting on-the-job training provide individualized training to
cover the unique variances that exist in each of the 64 locations. With diverse population size, varying judicial
officer opinions, and different access to resources having educators attuned to the specific location’s
landscape offers a significant advantage to the learner as well as expedites the holistic learning process.
Effectively meeting the needs of new learners is paramount in today’s employment landscape. Trial courts
statewide consistently struggle with turnover rates exceeding 10% over the last few years. The situation is
even more dire in some locations, as recent data shows five districts experiencing turnover rates close to or
over 20%. In the past two years, the trial courts have hired more than 700 new employees (excluding judges).
One of the largest districts in the state has experienced a turnover rate of 45% in the last 2.5 years and is
struggling to maintain day-to-day operations. Some districts have considered reducing hours and even
closing offices because of this.

Not only are districts needing more training resources to meet the needs of such significant numbers of new
employees, without any coordination and dedicated local resources for training, the courts are often having
to rely on staff with very limited experience and time on the job to step into training roles. Additionally, the
intense workload demands on all court staff (both new and tenured) are so great that it creates unsustainable
strain to cover their primary work and help train a new employee as well. In order to maximize the
effectiveness of training, further investment in dedicated court staff providing training is essential. Having
the local expertise to cross-train staff and the ability to coach and reinforce the formal education will be
paramount for the trial courts to ultimately be able to effectively serve the individuals and communities that
come into contact with the trial court system.



Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

To meet the needs outlined above, the Department is requesting additional resources to enhance the current
statewide formal education program delivered by the Court Education Specialist team through the addition
of 2.0 Court Education Specialist FTE. Secondly, this request would establish the Peer Training Specialist
program with 5.0 Peer Training Specialists FTE assigned to specific Districts to complement the work of the
Court Education Specialists. The Peer Training Specialist Program is designed to meet the on-the-ground
and immediate needs of trial court staff. To establish and build the Peer Training Specialist program, the
Judicial Department is initially requesting 5.0 FTE Peer Training Specialist and 1.0 FTE Court Education
Specialist to help coordinate and support the program. The Department anticipates expanding this program
statewide after this initial rollout in FY24.

The two requested Court Education Specialists FTE dedicated to the existing formal court education program
would decrease the statewide court staff to trainer ratio from 232:1 to 186:1. The addition of these two
positions will expand the program’s capacity to ensure the work of the court is done in an effective, accurate,
and timely manner across the state which ultimately improves the service and experience of members of the
public interacting with the court system. Specifically, the funding of these two positions will directly support:

e Increased public and judicial officer safety awareness

e Increased time to prepare training curriculum and focus on the most crucial trainings (warrants,
protection orders, sentencing, extreme risk protection orders, etc.) and the most requested trainings
while accurately updating material with legislative or rule changes.

e Increased frequency of course offerings both virtually and in-person.

e Increased knowledge of learning styles, virtual engagement strategies, and training skills to maximize
learner engagement and retention of content and skills.

e Increased ability to assess training outcome and return on investment.

e Reduced training region size to maximize the amount of time spent actively training court staff both
in-person and virtually.

e Reduction in travel expenses.

The request to establish a Peer Training Specialist Program will allow a greater opportunity to understand
and meet the specific needs of every court location. Having dedicated local staff with the necessary training
and support to serve in a training role for peers in a single judicial district will greatly enhance a learner’s
experience and lead to a more competent and effective workforce in courts. The Peer Training Specialists
will be able to train with real-life application following formal training. The repetition of data entry and
customer service combined with immediate feedback will help the learners retain the new information. The
program will also offer more timely access to training resources and an expansion of on-the-ground support.
For example, a Peer Training Specialist will be able to sit side-by-side with a new employee during an actual
docket to give real-time feedback and support as employees learn the job or take on new areas. This level of
support is vital to developing competency in the work but far exceeds the capacity of the Court Education
Specialist program that is designed to function at the regional and state level.

As this is a new program that is envisioned to work in tandem with the current Court Education Specialist
work and does not currently exist, the 1.0 Court Education Specialist FTE is vital to provide the necessary



support and coordination to successfully implement and sustain this model. The position will focus primarily
on collaboration with the Peer Training Specialists. It will also develop a program to teach learning styles
and facilitator skills in addition to establishing a standard level of data integrity education so those training
reinforce accurate and timely processes. A more detailed description of the roles is provided in the table

below.

Duties of Peer Training Specialist

Duties of Court Education Specialist

Conducts local new employee onboarding. Shows local
resources, facility, and introduces personnel.

Conducts virtual New Employee Training weekly to
cover the basics of all computer programs.

Creates local onboarding expectations and schedules
observation and formal training for both HR mandatory
classes and Court Education training.

Trains new legislative changes and changes in the case
management system.

Mentors new or struggling employees.

Mentors Peer Training Specialists.

Trains new employees on case process with
understanding of any local practice. Over an extended
period of time, the specialist will train, oversee hands-
on application, and coach new employees. The
Specialist will sit with new employees while working
court dockets, interacting with court customers, and
checks the work of the new employee.

Trains statewide standards for all case classes.
Instructor-led virtual classes and in-person workshops
are consistently trained and offered to any trial court
employee.

Creates and maintain local resources.

Creates training curriculum and job aides for statewide
consistency

Reinforces formal training and utilizes the questions
and activities created by the Court Education
Specialists. Allows repeated opportunity for learner to
apply skills learned.

Creates follow-up questions and/or activity for training
to improve retention of newly learned skills.

Works data integrity reports and helps employees
correct errors.

Analyzes data integrity reports for statewide adherence
and works with Peer Training Specialist as needed.
Creates additional training as needed.

Actively cross-trains employees on different court
process over an extended period of time.

Analyzes class attendance, feedback, and statewide
surveys to assess training need.

Is the initial point of contact for procedural questions
for district.

Assists the Peer Training Specialist with complicated
procedural questions.

Actively participates in statewide Peer Training
Specialist program. Is a liaison with the State Court
Administrator’s Office.

Creates and facilitates a program for Peer Training
Specialists to ensure their knowledge of data integrity
requirements, new implementation of legislation and
computer programs, and faculty skill training to ensure
effective understanding of how to best teach skills.

Attends classes and conferences to maintain knowledge
level

Creates and facilitates conferences

Facilitates advanced classes aimed at Clerks of Court for
improved management and knowledge of trial court
resources and data integrity reports.

Existing efforts to provide training to court staff is inadequate to meet the training demand. Additional Court
Education Specialists to support the existing formal education structure for trial courts as well as the
establishment of a Peer Training Specialist Program will be crucial with the continual hiring of trial court
staff, the increased use of virtual platforms, training and staffing rollouts of new software, and maintaining



timely and accurate data integrity training to ensure public safety. Trial Court staff must have the education
and support to do their jobs properly. The impact of poor data entry can cause cascading effects on the public.
Well-trained trial court staff ensure officers and victims are protected; a defendant spends the correct amount
of time incarcerated; information is shared to provide transparency but protected when it should remain
confidential by statute or rule; and the Judicial Department can provide customer service and access to justice
that is the core of its existence.

Assumptions and Calculations

That the total FY24 personal services cost including PERA and Medicare for 8.0 FTE is $519,242
annualizing to $566,446 in FY25

That the requested Court Education Specialist annual salary is $73,866 which is the range minimum
plus the 5% across the board increase

That the requested Peer Training Specialist annual salary is estimated to be $56,057. This job class
has not been formally created in the Judicial Personnel System, however the salary range is between
Court Operations Specialist ($47,280) and a Court Education Specialist ($70,368)

That the annual operating costs are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE
That the annual travel costs for the Peer Training Specialists is $6,000/FTE

That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,000/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software for a total of $6,200/FTE

That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $3,200 in FY25
That the total cost of this request is $606,442 in FY24 annualizing to $607,246 in FY24.

See the chart below for cost details



Court Peer Year 2
Education | Training Total
PERSONAL SERVICES Specialist |Specialist** | FY24 Total | (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 3.0 5.0 8.0 8.0
Monthly base salary $ 6,157 |8 4,671 | $ - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 11 11 11 12
Salary $ 203,188 [ $§ 256,930 | $ 460,117 | $§ 501,946
PERA (Staff, GF) 1140%| $§ 23,163 | § 29,290 [ $ 52453 [ $ 57,221
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45%| $ 2,946 | $ 3725 | § 6,672 | § 7,278
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 229297 [ $§ 289945 | $ 519,242 | § 566,446
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $ 229,297 [ § 289,945 | § 519,242 | § 566,446
FTE 3.0 5.0 8.0 8.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) 450 | $ 1,350 | S 2250 |$ 3,600 | $ 3,600
Supplies (staff) 500 | $ 1,500 | $ 2,500 | $ 4,000 '$ 4,000
Travel Expenses $ 30,000 ['$ 30,000 | $ 30,000
SUBTOTAL OPERATING 950 | $ 2,850 [ $ 34,750 | § 37,600 | § 37,600
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) 4,000 | $ 12,000 [ $ 20,000 [ $ 32,000 _
Computer/Software (staff) 2200 [$ 6,600 | $ 11,000 [$ 17,600 | $ 3,200
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY: 6,200 | $ 18,600 | $ 31,000 | $§ 49,600 [ $ 3,200
TOTAL REQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $250,747 | $ 355,695 | $606,442 | $607,246
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental 10,042 | 8 27616 |8 46,026 | § 73,641 % 80,336
Short-Term Disability 0.16% | $ 32518 411 $ 736 | $ 803
Family Medical Leave $ - $ - $ -
AED* 500% |8 10,159 |8 12,846 |8 23,006 (8% 25097
SAED* 500% (8% 10,1598 12,846 |8 23,006 |8 25097
Central Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) 8 482598 72,130 (8 120,389 |8 131,334
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: $ 299,006 | § 427,825 | $ 726,831 | § 738,580

** Using Salary range of the Staff Assist SCAO
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FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request| Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $62,057,719 $431,402 | $62,489,121 255257
FTE 330.5 5.0 335.5 -
GF 22,763,719 340,529 23,104,248 (2,529)
CF 36,837,355 90,873 36,928,228 257,786
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 31,768,036 309,529 [ $32,077,565 26,471
General Courts Administration | FTE 2933 4.0 297.3 -
GF 20,385,193 309,529 20,694,722 26471
CF 8,926,198 - 8,926,198 -
RF 2,456,645 - 2,456,645 -
FF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total | 26,382,042 - $26,382,042 252,000
IT Infrastructure FTE - - - R
GF 1,978,917 1,978,917 2,000
CF 24,403,125 - 24,403,125 250,000
RF - - - -
(B) Central Appropriations Total 255,300 31,000 31,000 (31,000)
Capital Outlay FTE - - - R
GF 255,800 31,000 d 31,000 (31,000)
CF - - - -
RF - - - -
(C) Centrally Administered Programs | Total 3,651,841 90,873 $3,742,714 7,786
Problem-Solving Courts FTE 37.2 1.0 382 -
GF 143,809 143,809 -
CF 3,508,032 90,873 3,598,905 7,786
RF - - - -
FF - - - -




Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $431,402 of which $340,529 is General Fund and
$90,873 is cash fund spending authority from the Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund for 5.0 FTE in FY24.
These positions are in the Research & Data Unit in Court Services Division (2.0 FTE); the Probation Services
Division (1.0 FTE); the Court Services Division (1.0 FTE) in the State Court Administrators Office and 1.0
FTE in the Problem-Solving Courts Program line to increase capacity for research and evaluation of court
and probation performance, processes, and programs and the growing data demands upon the Department by
external parties.

Current Programs

Court Services Research & Data

Current staffing for the Court Services Research & Data team includes 3.0 Court Programs Analyst II’s and
1.0 Court Programs Analyst III, who is responsible for supervisory duties of the team. This team supports
research, data, and evaluation needs for all of Colorado’s 22 judicial districts’ trial courts; the court programs
supported by the Court Services Division, the State Court Administrator, the Chief Justice and Supreme
Court; and external data requestors including legislators, attorneys, the media, universities and research
firms, and members of the public. This team is responsible for responding to internal and external data
requests, writing legislative fiscal notes for the trial courts, managing the data that informs trial court staffing
needs and allocations, facilitating weighted caseload studies, publishing the trial court portions of the Annual
Statistical Report, and preparing and publishing numerous legislatively required reports.

Court Appointed Counsel

Throughout the courts there are situations where a party is entitled to an attorney and if they cannot afford
one, the court may appoint an attorney to represent the party. There are also special roles in various case
classes (such as a Child and Family Investigator in a domestic relations case or a Special Visitor in a probate
case) where the court will appoint this role and it may be paid through state funding. When a judge makes
these types of appointments, the court staff enter the information into two systems, then the attorneys will
bill through one of the applications. Depending on the type of appointment and details of the court order,
there are several variables in the appointment including who pays the attorney, how much can be billed, when
that time can be billed, and the type of work for which the attorney may bill the courts.

The administration and support of the Court Appointed Counsel (CAC) process involves assisting court
appointed attorneys with access, billing and payment on cases where they have been appointed and assisting
court staff with appointments and determination of allowable payments provided for in various Chief Justice
Directives concerning these appointments. To help facilitate the appointments and billing, the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court has issued eight directives on various topics over the past twenty years, including
appointments of Advisory Council (04-04), Domestic, Probate and Juvenile appointments (04-05),
appointments through the Office of the Childs Representative (04-06), appointments of decision makers (08-
01), appointments in Juvenile Delinquency cases (14-01), appointments through the Office of Respondent
Parents’ Counsel (16-02), and appointments of Parental Responsibility Evaluators (21-02). Each of these



directives outlines policies that the branch must follow when making the various appointments and that court
appointed attorneys must follow when billing for those appointments.

Currently, multiple analysts in two different divisions at the State Court Administrator’s Office create and
maintain attorney information in the billing system, review flat-fee invoices for approval and process of some
non-automated payments, administratively process attorney contracts for appointments in mental health and
truancy matters, and assist with training in the judicial districts. Based on the past three fiscal years, there
are 106,416 cases with at least one CAC appointment, which represents nearly 20% of the total cases in
eligible case types. During this same time frame, roughly $5.5 million per year has been paid to CAC
attorneys.

Division of Probation Services

The Division of Probation Services comprises 25 staff that provide support to over 1,200 probation
employees around the state, as well as the State Court Administrator’s Office. There are currently eight (8)
Probation Services Analyst IIs that are split between probation program support and evaluation/data requests.
Each year the demand for information, data, and research increases and data-driven policy and decision
making, data governance, data sharing, and evaluating program effectiveness and outcomes are now essential
parts of any service organization. Probation Analysts’ assignments have been adjusted to meet the demands
of the legislature, partner agencies, the research community, media, local probation departments, and the
Judicial Department; however, the demands are now exceeding current resources, and the division is unable
to keep up with the needs and expectations of stakeholders and the Judicial Department. At this time, a data
request may languish for several weeks, and projects take years to complete, as the division processes the
time-sensitive requests first (e.g.: open records requests or fiscal note responses). Because certain requests
must be prioritized within short timeframes, data queries and analyses for issues such as stakeholder data
requests, evaluation of current work, and development of new programs is perpetually postponed.

Problem Solving Courts

The Problem-Solving Court (PSC) team is a sub-unit of the Criminal Justice Programs Unit (CJPU) in the
Court Services Division of the State Court Administrator’s Office. The team of 4.50 FTE Court Programs
Analyst II’s (CPA) are supervised directly by the CJPU Manager and work together to delegate projects,
programs, and committee work. The CJPU Manager is also responsible for the oversight and support of three
other statewide programs and additional 13.50 employees. The PSC sub-unit supports a broad array of
programs statewide including adult criminal drug, driving under the influence, mental health, veterans,
juvenile delinquency, dependency and neglect, and specialty dockets of domestic violence, child support,
truancy, and competency. As of September 2022, there are 76 operational PSCs in Colorado, staffed by over
700 team members who served approximately 2,500 participants last fiscal year. With the inclusion of
specialty dockets, these numbers are even higher, and one family treatment court program is currently in the
planning stages. The PSC sub-unit provides a significant amount of technical assistance support to all
programs. Statewide technical assistance (TA) includes, but is not limited to:

e Consulting and coaching in all areas of program operation including training, new team member
onboarding, software usage, data collection, data analysis, and adherence to best practices

e Leading process and policy reviews for accreditation and as part of the peer review process

¢ (Conducting site visits throughout the state



e Producing in-person and virtual training that is customized to address programmatic needs and
barriers

e Contracting with subject matter experts

e Facilitating meetings, strategic planning, and goal setting

The PSC sub-unit would like to prioritize additional areas in the future including equity training statewide,
process evaluations, site visits with facilitated team planning time, program operational tune ups and peer
support programs providing peer specialist training to program graduates.

Currently, there is no mechanism for consistent, centralized data collection for PSCs. Consequently, PSC
programs collect data in Excel spreadsheets and use a system, known as COGNOS, that downloads data
points from the court’s data entry system (JPOD) to an Excel for review of basic case data. This practice is
inefficient and has significant limitations, including end user data input errors and delayed accessibility to
data analysis. In 2020, the Statewide PSC sub-unit received the results of a statewide evaluation, which
reviewed data from 2009-2015. At the time of publishing the evaluation in 2020, the evaluation was limited
due to recent practice improvements fueled by the accreditation process. The statewide accreditation
program, established in 2017, directs programs to align practices and operations with national, research-based
standards.

According to national PSC research, a statewide program evaluation model would be capable of:
e Monitoring and evaluating adherence to best practice standards at least annually
e Monitoring and evaluating participant outcomes, including attendance at scheduled appointments,
drug and alcohol test results, completion rates, duration in the program, and technical violations at

least annually

e No less than once every five years, utilizing a skilled and independent evaluator to examine programs’
adherence to best practices and participant outcomes; and

e Routinely monitoring admission rates, services delivered, and outcomes achieved for members of
groups who have historically faced discrimination.’

As noted above, current data collection practices are not adequate and provide delays in evaluating program
outcomes and advancing program enhancements that save participants’ lives.

Problem or Opportunity

Court Services Research & Data

Although the Court Services Research & Data team is responsible for providing research and data support
for the trial courts, because of the demand and the limited size of the team, much of the team’s attention is
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spent fulfilling data requests. This leaves limited capacity to address other critical work including supporting
weighted caseload studies and staffing analysis, evaluating the numerous programs, initiatives, and processes
that exist in the trial courts, conducting advanced data collection and analysis and providing research support
for initiatives and critical projects for the Branch.

Weighted Caseload Studies & Updating Workload Models. The trial courts estimate workload and the
corresponding resource need using three weighted caseload models — one each for district court judicial
officers, county court judicial officers, and trial court staff. Weighted caseload studies are conducted to
capture all case and non-case related work during a defined time period to inform accurate case weights in a
workload model, or the amount of time each case class and / or type takes. While it is true that all case
activity is accounted for in a weighted caseload study, changes to those activities after a study is conducted
(e.g., as the result of legislation) are generally not incorporated into the workload model until a new weighted
caseload study is completed. The district court judge workload model was last updated in 2008-2009, with
the final report completed in 2010. While the district court judge model is currently being updated, there are
more than twelve years of legislative and administrative changes that have been implemented, impacting the
work of district court judicial officers. Even though the county court judge and trial court staff studies were
updated more recently with final reports completed in 2019 and 2017 respectively, both studies were
completed before numerous changes to case processing were implemented to help the courts cope with the
COVID-19 public health crisis (e.g., introducing / expanding the use of virtual hearings) along with the
implementation of some robust changes to court operations resulting from legislation (e.g., implementation
of HB21-1280).

Process Evaluation & System Improvement. To determine whether a program, initiative, process, or mandate
is achieving its intended outcomes and worth its cost, it must be evaluated. Over the last several years, the
trial courts in Colorado have implemented or expanded numerous programs and initiatives designed to
improve services and outcomes for the public. To date, evaluation of many of these programs and initiatives
has at best been limited. Consequently, programs and initiatives are being implemented and expanded
without knowing the cost, impact, or outcomes. These programs include:

o HB21-1280 implementation — 48-hour bond hearings. The portion of HB21-1280 that requires state
courts to hold an initial bond hearing within 48 hours of a person’s arrival at a detention facility went
into effect on April 1, 2022. As part of these implementation efforts, two regional bond hearing
offices were established. The magistrates appointed to these offices conduct weekend bond hearings
for persons arrested in judicial districts that elected to utilize the regional bond hearing offices.
Limited process evaluation efforts are underway, but the scope is narrow due to the limited workload
capacity of the current Research & Data team.

e Diversion. Pre-file and pre-plea diversion programs are intended to help people avoid many of the
negative consequences of conviction. Programs were established in four judicial districts in FY'15,
pursuant to Sec. 18-1.3-101, C.R.S. In FY23, funding was increased to support robust awards to
twelve programs statewide. There has been no evaluation conducted since the creation of the program.

e Bridges. The Bridges program works to 1) connect people charged with crimes to mental and
behavioral health resources, with priority given to those involved in competency services, and 2)
inform judicial decision-making to support positive outcomes for participants living with behavioral



health conditions. Over 1,700 people entered the Bridges program in FY21, during which court
liaisons working in the program connected people on bond to approximately 1,100 community-based
services. Evaluation of implementation fidelity and program outcomes is also needed for the Bridges
program. In the meantime, the legislature has submitted a substantial request for information related
to the Bridges program, which will likely require significant Research & Data team capacity to
respond.

e Problem Solving Courts. Problems solving courts are designed to serve individuals with substance
abuse and / or mental health disorders by integrating substance use treatment, behavioral health
services, and intensive judicial supervision as an alternative to incarceration. The first problem
solving courts were implemented in Colorado in 1994 and have since grown to 69 programs in 20 of
Colorado’s judicial districts. Existing programs include Adult Drug Courts, DUI Courts, Mental
Health Courts, Family Treatment Courts, Veterans’ Treatment Courts, and Juvenile Drug Courts, all
of which served over 2,500 people in FY22. Conducted by a third-party vendor, a recent evaluation
of problem-solving court programs in the state demonstrated a need for continued training and
implementation support. Expansion of the Research & Data team could allow for more timely and
robust measurement of these implementation support efforts, increasing the likelihood that programs
are being implemented with fidelity and will consequently achieve the intended outcomes.

o Court User Survey (formerly known as Access & Fairness Survey). The Access & Fairness Survey
was developed by the National Center for State Courts and administered in a face-to-face format in
Colorado between 2007 and 2019, when it was temporarily suspended due to the COVID-19 public
health emergency. The Research & Data team completed a comprehensive review of existing
customer / user survey research from both the public and private sector. A 5-district pilot of a revised
research-informed Court User Survey is underway. Efforts to modernize the administration of the
survey include continuous online survey collection. This administration modernization could mean
a significant increase in the number of surveys completed, increasing the analytical work that will be
necessary on the back end to make results meaningful and actionable for court locations and improve
services to the public overall.

As noted, many of these programs have only been minimally evaluated, if at all, and nearly all evaluation
work related to these programs has been completed by contracted evaluation firms, at a cost to the
Department. While there can be benefit and merit to contracting with a third party to evaluate program
outcomes, significant resources are needed to evaluate the implementation of these programs, before the
evaluation of outcomes is even appropriate. Evaluation of implementation efforts are often referred to as
process evaluations and can begin soon after implementation; the data can be used to inform stakeholder
decisions about program adaptations and adjustments, which is common when implementing new programs
or processes. Because the Research & Data team’s ability to conduct or support process evaluations is
limited, process evaluation may be delayed or even skipped in favor of evaluating outcomes. Further, even
when contracted evaluation firms are utilized to conduct outcome evaluations, Research & Data team
resources are often needed to support the evaluation. Such support can mean pulling and structuring complex
datasets from multiple sources, spending time describing and clarifying the scope and limitations of the
available data to personnel in the contracted evaluation organization, and reviewing the analytical
methodology used in a study to ensure that any assumptions made about the data are accurate and defensible.



Increased Volume & Complexity of Data Requests. Because of the volume of requests, the team spends a
significant amount of time responding to data requests from numerous internal and external stakeholders.
Additionally, as interest in data-driven decision-making has increased, not only has the volume of requests
increased, the nature of the data that is being requested has become more complex, especially given that the
Judicial Department’s case management system is not a data management system and therefore lacks the
capability to provide robust data analytics. Consequently, the data cleaning, preparation, and analytical work
for the trial courts largely falls to the Research & Data team analysts. For context, the team responded to
over 350 data requests during each of 2019, 2020, and 2021, with the highest number of requests coming in
2020 with over 430 requests. A significant proportion of these requests support other government agencies
(e.g., General Assembly, Sheriff’s Offices, Office of the State Public Defender, District Attorney’s offices,
and other state executive agencies), and these requests are often the most demanding.

Requests from the legislature specifically continue to increase in volume and complexity, both from
individual legislators seeking data to inform potential legislation and from the passage of various bills that
require data reporting from the trial courts. As stated previously, because the Judicial Department’s case
management system is not a data management system, complex data requests can often mean pulling and
preparing multiple reports, restructuring the data into a usable format, and then matching various datasets to
provide a requestor with the information they seek. One such example includes a request for information
(RFI) that was submitted to the Department by the Joint Budget Committee in 2021. The request was for
multiple data points related to Forcible Entry & Detainer cases. Those data points reside in four different
reports, all of which had to be restructured and combined into a single report. The data structuring and
quality assurance process took between seven and ten full working days, and the analyst responsible then
spent additional time discussing and clarifying the data with the research firm that the JBC tasked with further
analyzing the data. Certainly not all the 350+ annual data requests require this much resource, but it takes
relatively few of these to significantly impact the rest of the work of this team. In addition, the team is
currently responsible for preparing, in whole or in part, at least seven different legislatively required reports.
Further this kind of complex data request often comes to the team while the legislature is in session, when
the team is spending most of their time reviewing and preparing fiscal responses to proposed legislation
within extremely tight timeframes. In other words, the most time-consuming requests are often made when
the team has the least amount of time available.

Additionally, data requests from Department stakeholders are also increasing in complexity. Questions from
Department leadership about the impact of the following are all on a backlog of questions that involve
advanced data analysis that the existing team does not have the time to complete:

use of personal recognizance bonds,
increase in failure to appear rate,
competency motions,

post decree and post-conviction matters,
and outstanding warrants.

In short, although the team is responsible for research and data, the focus is primarily on data, and is generally
limited to the preparation of existing data extracted from the Department’s case management system, leaving
little time for the collection and in-depth analysis of data that may be useful to inform systemic improvements
in the trial courts.



Court Appointed Council

Due to lack of resources, the CAC process is currently supported by various staff members across multiple
divisions in the State Court Administrator’s Office. As a result of this shared work arrangement, appointed
attorneys, and court staff needing support are often having to work with two or three analysts to resolve their
issues. This ultimately results in an inefficient and frustrating experience for all involved. Additionally, the
fragmentation of support can lead to inconsistencies in service and process.

Division of Probation Services

Increased data requests: In the last several years, the need for data to inform decisions has increased
exponentially due to the increased importance of evidence-informed decision making. In the past year, DPS
has seen a 22% increase in data requests. As one might expect, the number of requests spike in the time
leading up to the session as well as the months during the legislative session. In addition to the increase in
volume, the team reports that the condensed timeframe to execute legislative-related work adds a layer of
intensity and focus that often prevents them from executing other work. Requests are often driven by the
legislature or external stakeholders’ desire to answer questions about probation volume, probationers’
characteristics, or the effectiveness of statutory changes. More recently, the legislature and stakeholder
groups (e.g.: Colorado Criminal Justice Reform Coalition (CCJRC) and Commission on Criminal and
Juvenile Justice (CCJJ)) have scrutinized the work of probaton and the courts, which has generated multiple

data requests. Because the Judicial Department’s case management system was not designed for data
collection and extraction, accessing the data needed to address these requests can be a complex process.
Furthermore, many of these requests require the analysis of both court and probation data. Court data is
captured on cases, while the probation data is captured on the individual client, resulting in the time-
consuming need to use multiple steps to match data on most requests. When a data request is received, it can
require multiple queries to collect the needed information, followed by hours of data matching, manual
verification, and analysis. In addition to court and probation records, DPS is currently under pressure to
produce financial data as it relates to the use of treatment funds. These data are not readily available and
what is available requires hours of investigating accessible data sources, conversations with multiple
divisions, and data matching and cleaning.

In addition to the increased number and complexity of data requests, the Division continues to require data
analysis to complete fiscal notes. In recent years, the legislature has taken an interest in probation, as well
as criminal justice reform, which has resulted in more bills related to probation’s business. Bills supported
by the CCJJ have required complex data queries and extensive analysis. For example, SB19-108 addressed
multiple areas of juvenile probation from pre-sentence to supervision. Several different queries and rounds
of analysis were required to respond to the bill. Additionally, in the 2021 session there was an overhaul of
misdemeanor crimes. The bill included almost 800 sections of the C.R.S. Queries were needed on almost
200 of these statutes to adequately assess the impact of the bill on the probation population. It is the intent
of CCJJ to continue to overhaul the sentencing grid and offense levels, which will again require numerous
data queries to formulate the most accurate response.

DPS is also responsible for the release of its data, which creates an additional staff burden. For example,
when the Division of Criminal Justice (DCJ) completes a report, publishes research, or releases information
that includes Probation’s data, DPS reviews the numbers to ensure accuracy and proper context. Moreover,
in the last three years, the Council for State Governments (CSG) and Crime and Justice Institute (CJI) have



completed assessments of Probation, which required a large commitment of DPS staff hours to pull data and
partner with the contractors to ensure accuracy and understanding. These responsibilities, when other
agencies may be analyzing data, create additional work for the Division, which it is not always anticipated
or properly resourced.

At this time, DPS has been forced to dedicate its resources to the variety of data requests to respond timely
to the legislature, the media, and stakeholders. Consequently, the analysts who were hired to provide high
level program evaluation, assessment validation, and fulfill internal research requests have experienced
restricted availability to complete the work related to improving probation outcomes. These important
internal projects are often placed on hold to fulfill data requests for external parties. As a result, evaluation
work aimed to improve probation services and the outcomes for probationers have been delayed. We expect
that an additional PSAII will be assigned as the lead on data requests. With this resource, responses to
requests will be timelier and free up existing resources for additional work.

Problem Solving Courts

The greatest areas of need for PSC programs statewide are expanded technical assistance and continuous
program evaluation. By design, these programs target many of the most challenging issues impacting not
only justice-system involvement, but the broader health and safety of the community. This requires programs
to rely heavily on established best practices and advanced skill development of staff to support positive
outcomes. Feedback and assessment of both practices and participant outcomes are essential to ensuring
these programs support justice-system involved persons as effectively as possible. NPC Research’s BeST
Assessment is used nationally by treatment court programs to measure their fidelity to research-based best
practices.? Colorado Adult Drug Courts and Veterans Treatment Courts statewide completed the BeST
Assessment and results recommended technical assistance focused in the areas of new team member training,
ongoing equity training, and program evaluation. To address these issues, the PSC sub-unit needs expanded
capacity and designated leadership to focus on day-to-day statewide technical assistance.

While leadership is one piece of this opportunity, a statewide database for PSC program data collection and
reporting is essential to provide critical information in a timeframe that supports continuous quality
improvement practices. Without coordination of data collection statewide, data points are defined and
counted differently by individual programs, leading to inconsistencies in information and threatening our
ability to understand and advocate for PSC programs at a statewide level. At the local level, programs face
significant obstacles to creating usable, meaningful reports for their programs, steering committees, and
stakeholders. Program team members are not data experts, nor should they be. Yet, evidence-based programs
that do not stay relevant by assessing participant outcomes and making program improvements could cause
harm to participants.

Programmatic case management and participant tracking are not functions of the current court case
management system (JPOD). JPOD cannot be used by PSC team members to review participant progress or
outcomes. Even in the limited circumstances where there is a way to designate PSC activities and events in
JPOD, programs have no incentive to enter data given that they cannot access the information and often have
to already enter the same information in other places (e.g., an Excel spreadsheet). This can lead to inconsistent
and unreliable data entry, which dilutes the limited program evaluation methods available. When program
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staff can use a database as a tool to track participant information and progress, the program is more likely to
enter data reliably and consistently and use the data to make program improvements.

The Problem-Solving Court Unit has secured one-time funding through a Bureau of Justice Assistance grant
to purchase a database system for problem solving courts statewide. However, the unit will need on-going
funding to pay the annual SaaS fees (software as a service) in FY25 and beyond. Therefore, this request
includes $250,000 in Cash Fund spending authority in FY25 and each year thereafter from the Judicial
Information Technology Cash Fund. To support the successful operations of CJPU’s statewide programs,
CJPU needs data to evaluate compliance with emerging evidence-based interventions, outcomes, and cost-
benefits of these efforts. While the PSC programs will be the primary users of the database, it is anticipated
that there would be opportunities to expand the system to also serve other programs, such as diversion, the
Bridges behavior health liaison program, and restorative justice.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

Court Services Research & Data

The most significant anticipated impact is increasing the opportunity for the Court Services Research & Data
team to provide research and evaluation support to existing trial court programs, along with performance
measurement and system improvement support across the state. Adding two additional analysts to the
Research & Data team will allow the team to provide more robust support for accomplishing many of the
strategies and goals that are currently identified in the Department’s performance plan, required by the State
Measurement for Accountable, Responsive, and Transparent (SMART) Government Act.

Expansion of the Research & Data team capacity will result in numerous efforts to bolster the Department’s
ability to reach its identified SMART Act goals. The addition of two analyst FTE will not allow the
Department to address all the research and evaluation needs described here. However, the increase in FTE
will be a critical component of a more comprehensive effort to expand research and evaluation in the trial
courts that also includes internal efforts to streamline public data access, increase evaluation collaborations
with education institutions, and prioritize the use of third-party program evaluators, particularly for program
outcome evaluations. Should this request be funded, the Research & Data team will work collaboratively
and strategically with trial court leadership, SCAO senior staff, and Court Services Division leaders and
colleagues to prioritize expanded evaluation efforts in a long-term evaluation plan.

Ultimately, increasing evaluation capacity, will result in a more informed decision-making process about
program and process efficiency, effectiveness, and an overall increase in satisfaction for the people served
by the Judicial Department. If this request is not funded, the Court Services Research & Data team will
continue to be limited in its ability to offer expanded data analysis and evaluation support. As outlined above,
the need far exceeds the current capacity, and the risk is that basic evaluation needs will continue to be unmet,
potentially leading to an under-utilization of successful programs and strategies and an over-utilization of
ineffective practices.



Court Appointed Council

A full-time analyst devoted to CAC support will enable the Judicial Department to deliver higher quality
support more efficiently to this vital area, but additional attention can also be devoted to the training and
resource development and maintenance for attorneys and court staff alike. For example, while targeted
training is offered in judicial districts, there is not currently coordinated training available to the attorneys
participating in this process or those considering a court appointed counsel role.

Continued expansion of the types of appointments courts make is another factor supporting the need for a
dedicated analyst to offer full-time CAC support. In the last five years, there have been ten bills passed
creating new appointment types in the courts. With every new appointment type scenario, we see additional
questions in the support inbox and experience an increase in the billing and training support required in this
area. The expansion of appointment types combined with adjustments to the existing appointments
underscore the need to appropriately resource the CAC process support to ensure those in need get the
representation they are entitled to by law and that the attorneys accepting these appointments are compensated
in accordance with all appropriate laws, rules and directives. The whole system will suffer should the
technical support for this vital work remain fragmented.

Division of Probation Services

The addition of a Probation Services Analyst II (PSAII) will enable the Division of Probation Services (DPS)
to complete multiple evaluations and projects that have been pending adequate staffing. For example,
probation utilizes several assessments to determine the proper supervision and services of probationers.
When these assessments are not validated for the population on which they are administered, they can result
in the probationer receiving inadequate supervision or improper services, which can result in poor outcomes
for the client and community. For years, the Division has wanted to re-validate several of its assessments to
ensure proper cut-off scores; hence, ensuring appropriate supervision of probationers in their communities.
Additionally, following legislative changes in 2013, DPS created new intensive programs. The effectiveness
of those programs has not been evaluated to date, despite the desire of the Division to do so. DPS also
recognized the need to evaluate the impact of gender, ethnicity, and race, as they relate to assessments,
supervision, and outcomes; however, this too has been postponed, to respond to data requests and more urgent
needs of the Division and stakeholders.

In addition to list of evaluations and projects, DPS would like to complete the assessment conducted by CJI
and its resultant recommendations that will likely create additional demands on DPS and could result in future
legislation. For example, one recommendation is to study the issue of probationer absconding. This type of
exploratory research will require multiple queries and layers of analysis. This is one of many
recommendations made by CJI and supported by the Chief Probation Officers that will result in an increase
in workload demands on current DPS staff. It is likely that work related to these CJI recommendations, as
well as future legislation, will take precedence over the evaluations and projects currently in queue.

The Division anticipates that adding a PSAII will provide the needed relief to expand the capacity to conduct
evaluations and research projects by dedicating the new FTE to data requests. It is also assumed that this
new position will provide support to these research and evaluation projects, as well.



Statutory reports: The number of statutory reports continues to grow. Just this year, SB22-1257 added
another report for the State Court Administrator, for which DPS will complete. For each report written into
new legislation, the Division has always responded through the fiscal note process that the work could be
absorbed within existing resources. However, as the number of these reports has increased, it has created
more than a minimal impact that can be absorbed with current resources. The list of reports below has been
generated from statute. Some reports are partially automated, while others require hours of work to cull
through individual case narratives to manually extract the needed data. In other words, some reports require
minimal work, such as the Pretrial Services report; however, other reports require interagency cooperation,
meetings, and complex data analysis, such as the outcomes report, mandated through SB19-108 (§24-33.5-
2402(1)(e)(IMT)). This report is so complicated, it has required regularly scheduled meetings with other
agency representatives, multiple internal meetings, new programming in the Department’s case management
system, and the dedication of multiple DPS staff to figure out how to capture, extract, and report the data.

With another PSAII, the resources needed to complete the reports would be expanded; again, ensuring that
more time can be devoted to internal projects, research, and stakeholder requests.

Legislatively Mandated Reports:
e Sexually Violent Predator: §18-3-414.5, C.R.S.
Juvenile Behavioral Responses and Incentive: §19-2-925(7), C.R.S.
SB19-108 Service Outcomes: §24-33.5-2402(1)(e)(III), C.R.S.
Pre- and Post-Release Recidivism, annual footnote to Long Bill
Pre-Trial Services Programs: §16-4-106, C.R.S.
Lifetime Supervision of Sex Offenders: §18-1.3-1011, C.R.S.
Report on Adult System of Behavioral Responses: §16-11-215(4)(a), C.R.S.
Request for Information on Private Probation: Joint Budget Committee

Staffing gaps: Lastly, it is worth noting that DPS lost a PSAII in the budget cuts of 2020. This position was
not restored. Thus, DPS has had to absorb the work of a PSAII, despite an ever-increasing demand on the
Division’s resources, with additional reports, increased data requests, and involvement in external
committees (e.g.: JJRC Outcomes Committee to develop data protocols for SB19-108 reporting), internal
work groups (e.g.: Treatment Tracking to resolve financial data queries) and external assessments (e.g.: CSG
and CJI). Moreover, in the past five years, the total number of district-based probation staff that the Division
directly serves has increased by 7%, while the Division’s FTE has decreased by 5% (April 2022 staffing).
Consequently, DPS is serving more district staff, as well as fulfilling increased stakeholder requests, with
fewer personnel than five years ago. As a result, work has been delayed and internal requests must be de-
prioritized to fulfill the time sensitive needs of external stakeholders and the legislature.

Problem Solving Courts

Improvement to technical assistance and program evaluation support for PSCs statewide is a critical need in
this program area. Requesting a Court Program Analyst III (CPA III) position for the PSC sub-unit is
necessary to support significant and sustainable statewide improvements that ultimately prevent harm and
save participant lives. Moving from ad hoc provision of these services to a comprehensive menu of support
for all programs across the state will be a significant undertaking that necessitates the advanced skills and
leadership qualities of a CPA III position. This will involve working closely with the PSC Advisory
Committee (or a similar entity) to identify key performance benchmarks to help develop data-driven



processes. The anticipated outcomes of adding this leadership position include developing and overseeing
day-to-day operations of a statewide technical assistance plan based on outcome evaluations and feedback,
providing support to the PSC Advisory Committee in implementing the statewide accreditation program, and
supporting timely program evaluation.

Sustainable funding of a database system is also essential to PSC programs and the individuals and
communities they serve. The database will significantly increase efficacy of program services by providing
accessible and timely reports at the click of a button. The anticipated outcomes of the database include
providing automated reports of program outcomes and areas for improvement, increasing the amount of data
entered, and enhancing data transparency through aggregate data dashboards within the system. With the
database streamlining data entry and analysis, we anticipate operational efficiencies for PSCs that increase
staff capacity to provide case management to participants, find and develop additional resources that improve
participant outcomes, and engage with community partners in collaboration efforts.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That the total FY24 personal services cost including PERA and Medicare for 4.0 FTE is $395,652
annualizing to $431,402 in FY25

e That the requested Courts Program Analyst Il annual salary is $70,368 which is the minimum of the
range plus the 5% across the board increase

e That the requested Probation Services Analyst II annual salary is $70,368 which is the minimum of
the range plus the 5% across the board increase

e That the requested Courts Program Analyst III annual salary is $86,927 which is the minimum of
the range (for the Problem-Solving Courts and is a cash funded position) plus the 5% across the
board increase

e That the operating expenses are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE;

e That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,200/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software for a total of $6,200 per FTE

e That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $2,000 in FY25

e That the total cost of this request is $431,402 in FY24 of which $340,529 is General Fund and $90,873
is Cash Fund Spending Authority annualizing to $686,659 in FY25 of which $338,000 is General
Fund and $348,659 is Cash Fund Spending Authority

e That the cash sources of this request are the Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund and the Judicial
Information Technology Cash Fund



e That the annual SAAS fees for the Problem-Solving Court Database starting in FY25 is estimated to
be $250,000 annually. These ongoing fees are to be paid from the Judicial Information Technology

Cash Fund
e See the chart below for cost details

e See Cash Fund projections below

Probation Court Court
Services | Programs | Programs Year 2 Total
PERSONAL SERVICES Analyst II | Analyst II | Analyst III | FY24 Total (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0 5.0
Monthly base salary $ 5864 (% 5864 |% 6899 |8$ - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 11 11 11 11 12
Salary $ 64504 | 8% 193,512 |$ 75889 |$ 333,905 | $§ 364,260
PERA (Staff, GF) 11.40%($ 7,353 | 8§ 22,060 [$ 8,651 |§ 38,064 [$ 41,526
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45%]| $ 935 1% 2806 ([$ 1,100 [$ 4842 |8 5,282
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 72,7792 |$ 218378 [ $ 85,640 | $ 376811 | $ 411,067
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $§ 72,792 | $ 218378 [ $ 85,640 [ $ 376,811 | § 411,067
FTE 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0 5.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) $ 450 (S 45018 1,350 | $ 450 | $§ 2,250 | $ 2,250
Supplies (staff) $ 500 (S 500 [$ 1,500 |$ 500 | $ 2,500 (s 2,500
SUBTOTAL OPERATING| $§ 950 | $ 950 [ $ 2,850 [ $ 950 | $ 4,750 [ $ 4,750
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) $ 4,000 ($ 4000 $ 12,000 |$ 4,000 |$ 20,000 _
Computer/Software (staff) $ 2200 (S 22008 6,600]% 2200 |$ 11,000 (S 2,000
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:| $ 6,200 [ $ 6,200 | $ 18,600 | § 6,200 | § 31,000 | $ 2,000
TOTAL REQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $ 79,942 | $ 239,828 [ § 92,790 | § 412,561 | § 417,817
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental $10,042 | $ 92058 276168 9205|8 46026 (8% 50210
Short-Term Disability 0.16% | $ 103 | § 3108 121 | § 534 |8 583
Family Medical Leave 3 - 3 - $ - 3 -
AED* 5.00%| 38 32258 9676 33,794 | $§ 16,695 | 8% 18213
SAED* 5.00%|3% 32258 9676 $3,794 | $ 16,695 |8 18213
Central Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) $ 15759 |8 472768 169158 799518 87,219
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: $ 95701 | 8§ 287,104 | $ 109,706 | $ 492,511 | § 505,036




Cash Fund Projections

Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund 13-32-101 (6) C.R.S.

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information
Actual Actual Projected Projected Projected
FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025
Beginning Fund Balance 7,667,639 6,457,265 9,414,544 10,267,843 10,554,721
Revenue:
Fee Revenue 27,008,470 29,437,331 28,000,000 28,000,000 28,000,000
Denver County 271,157 340,479 374,336 374,336 374,336
Interest 171,203 148,803 255,450 255,450 255,450
Total Revenue 27,450,830 29,926,613 28,629,786 28,629,786 28,629,786
Expenditures:
Trial Courts 24,038,782 22,446,874 22,671,343 22,898,056 23,127,037
Problem Solving Courts 2,999,125 3,529,279 3,508,032 3,602,408 3,602,408
Senior Judge Program 1,286,539 615,078 621,229 627,441 627,441
Judicial Education/Trng 330,687 334,252 932,033 1,171,152 1,171,152
PERA Direct - 41,974 41,974 41,974 41,974
Indirects/Treasury Fees 6,071 1,877 1,877 1,877 1,877
Total Expenditures 28,661,204 26,969,334 27,776,487 28,342,908 28,571,889
Ending Fund Balance 6,457,265 9,414,544 10,267,843 10,554,721 10,612,618
Fund Balance as a % of Expenditures 25.1% 32.8% 38.1% 38.0% 37.4%
Reserve increase/(decrease) (1,210,374) 2,957,279 853,299 286,878 57,897
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Judicial Department Information Technology Cash Fund (13-32-114 (1) C.R.S.)

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information
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Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-08
Request Detail: Judicial Education Staff

State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FF

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request |1st Request | Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $210,595,882 $210,879 | $210,806,761 (11,600)
FTE 1,958.2 2.0 1,960.2 -
GF 151,434,583 - 151,434,583 -
CF 57,211,299 210,879 57422,178 (11,600)
RF 1,950,000 - 1,950,000 -
FF - - - -
(C) Centrally Administered Programs Total 962,974 248 479 $1,211,453 -
Judicial Education & Training FTE 2.0 2.0 4.0 -
GF 30,941 - 30,941 -
CF 932,033 248,479 1,180,512 -
RF - - - -
(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 26,382,042 - $26,382,042 800
Information Technology Infrastructure FTE - - - -
GF 1978917 . 1978917 y
CF 24,403,125 - 24,403,125 800
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(B) Central Appropriations Total 255,800 12,400 12,400 (12,400)
Capital Outlay FTE - - R -
GF 255,800 - - -
CF - 12,400 12,400 (12,400)
RF - - - -
FF - - - -
(3) Trial Courts Total 182,995,066 (50,000)| $182,945,066 -
Trial Courts Programs FTE 1,956.2 - 1,956.2 -
GF 149,168,925 - 149,168,925 -
CF 31,876,141 (50,000)| 31,826,141 y
RF 1,950,000 . 1,950,000 y




Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $210,879 Cash Fund spending authority from the
Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund and 2.0 FTE in FY24, annualizing to $199,279 CF in FY25 for the Judicial
Education and Training Unit in the State Court Administrator’s Office. Also, as part of this request, the
Department requests that $50,000 in Cash Fund spending authority be transferred from the Trial Courts
Program line to the Judicial Education appropriation.

Current Program

The Colorado Judicial Education Unit (CJE) within the State Court Administrator's Office is responsible for
providing educational development, training, and performance support to judicial officers statewide. CJE
utilizes internal judicial expertise (judges, magistrates) as well as external resources (national judges, state
agencies, private service providers, etc.) to develop the Department’s training and education programs. The
current judicial education unit is a team of 2.75 FTE, of which a .75 FTE is VAWA (Violence Against
Women Act) grant funded position from Division of Criminal Justice and appropriated in the Trial Courts
Program Grant line. This team is responsible for virtual and classroom educational programming, online
resources, and individualized support for state judicial officers, including district court judges, county court
judges, and magistrates.

The mission of the CJE is to promote the highest standard of performance for Colorado Judicial Officers.
The CJE strives to provide judicial officers with the right level of support, at the right level of complexity, at
a specific moment of need. Further to meet the needs of a diverse judiciary, the CJE blends traditional
training, such as courses, programs, and presentations, with performance support resources, including bench
books, job aids, and interactive online research tools.

Problem or Opportunity

Over the past five years, the collective level of experience on the bench has declined with increased levels of
retirement and turnover. This decline has challenged the informal mentoring structure that has traditionally
occurred. Over the next five years, approximately 10% of Judicial Officers will become eligible for
retirement. Additionally, the average age of new judicial officers who are appointed to the bench has
decreased over the past 5 years, meaning that judicial officers are coming to the bench earlier in their careers
with less experience. As such, the CJE’s ability to support the development of judicial officers and bring
them up to speed as quickly as possible with respect to job proficiency within a complex, demanding and
often isolating role, continues to become more critical and demanding.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

The CJE currently consists of one Staff Development Administrator and one Judicial Education Specialist to
support classroom training, virtual training, job aids as well as individualized professional development



support for judicial officers in Colorado. The Judicial Education program has been successful in meeting
the professional requirements of our judicial officers thus far; however, the CJE continues to look for more
effective and efficient ways to deliver consistent learning experiences in a manner that is high quality and
easily accessible in a time of need across the span of a career. The current programming includes New Judge
Orientation, Advanced New Judge Orientation, the Annual Judicial Conference, Judicial Coaching and
Mentoring, faculty skills training, various case specific institutes, individualized professional development
support and webinars on various hot topics related to criminal, domestic relations, civil, county court, probate,
mental health, and ethics. The support of two additional positions will allow us to expand the quality and
frequency of virtual classes, offer expanded individualized support, and publish and update more job aids.

The two positions requested include a Judicial Education Specialist who will coordinate and support
continuous and ongoing virtual learning opportunities such as webinars, podcasts and on-demand,
curriculum-based education programs in addition to supporting the coordination of the judicial mentoring
and coaching programs.

The requested Court Programs Analyst III would be responsible for managing the development and
maintenance of the judicial learning portal as well as judicial job aids such as bench books, bench cards and
on-the-job reference materials. These bench books are guides to law and procedure for judicial officers.
Although judicial officers are responsible for their own research, these guides include comprehensive
information and case citations to get them started. There are separate bench-books for each different area of
law. This position will oversee all publications, continue to develop new ones and keep previously
publications up to date with new laws. The position will require a legal background, strong project
management skills, and technical writing and editing skills. The position will oversee the work of large teams
(approximately 20 individuals per team) of judicial officers and attorneys for development and sustainability
of these resources.

As part of this request, the Department is asking that $50,000 in cash fund spending authority be transferred
from the Trial Court Programs appropriation to the Judicial Education appropriation. This $50,000 has been
used to contract for judge mentors and more appropriately belongs in the Judicial Education budget. The
source of cash funds is the Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund established in Section 13-32-101 (6), C.R.S.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That this requested will be funded from the Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund

o That the total FY24 personal services cost for this request including PERA and Medicare is $196,579
CF for 2.0 FTE. The FY25 cost is the same as the FY24 cost as there is no annualization of personal
services for cash fund requests

e That the requested Court Education Specialist annual salary is $73,886 (not including PERA and
Medicare) which is the range minimum plus the 5% across the board increase

e That the requested Court Programs Analyst III annual Salary is $100,308 (not including PERA and
Medicare) which is the range minimum plus the 5% across the board increase



That the annual operating costs are based on common policy standard of $950 operating/FTE;

That the Capital Outlay costs in FY24 are $4,000/FTE for furniture; $2,200/FTE for computer,
monitor and software

That Trail Courts Programs appropriation be reduced by $50,000 CF and that the Judicial Education
appropriation be increased by $50,000 CF

That the ongoing cost for Microsoft 365 subscription is $400 annually/FTE costing $800 in FY25
That the total cost of this request is $210,879 in FY24 annualizing to $199,279 in FY24.
See the chart below for cost details

See chart below for Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund Projections



Court Court Year 2
Education | Program Total
PERSONAL SERVICES Specialist | Analyst IV | FY24 Total (FY25)
Number of FTE per class title 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Monthly base salary $§ 61578 8359 |8 - $ -
Number of months charged in FY23-24 12 12 12 12
Salary $ 73,886 | $ 100,309 | $ 174,195 | $ 174,195
PERA (Staff, GF) 11.40%| $ 8423 |$ 11435|$ 19,858 | $ 19,858
Medicare (Staff, GF) 1.45%)| $ 1,071 | $ 1454 | $§ 2,526 | § 2,526
Subtotal Base Salary/PERA/Medicare $ 83381 [$ 113,198 | $ 196,579 | $ 196,579
SUBTOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES $ 83381 |$ 113,198 | $ 196,579 | $ 196,579
FTE 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
OPERATING
Phone (staff) $ 450 |$ 450 |$ 450 |$ 900 |$ 900
Supplies (staff) $ 500 | § 500 | § 500 [ $ 1,000 '$ 1,000
SUBTOTAL OPERATING| $ 950 | $ 950 | § 950 | $ 1,900 | $ 1,900
CAPITAL OUTLAY
Office Furniture (staff) $ 4,000 |S$ 4000|S$ 4,000 (S 8,000 _
Computer/Software (staff) $ 2200(% 2200(|$ 22008 4400 (S 800
SUBTOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY:| $ 6,200 | § 6,200 | $ 6,200 | $ 12400 | $ 800
TOTAL REQUEST (if 20.0 FTE or Under): $ 90,531 | $ 120,348 | $ 210,879 | $ 199,279
CENTRAL APPROPRIATIONS (non-add)
Health/Life/Dental $ 10,042 | $ 9,205 | $ 9205 |8 1841038 20,084
Short-Term Disability 0.16% | $ 118 | 8 160 | 8 279 | 8 304
Family Medical Leave 3 - 3 - $ -
AED* 5.00%| 8 3,694 | § 5015 8 8,710 | 8 9,502
SAED* 5.00%| $ 3,694 | 8 5015 8 8,710 | 8 9,502
Central Appropriations Subtotal: (non-add) S 16,712 |8 19,397 |8 36,109 |8 39391
GRAND TOTAL ALL COSTS: $ 107,243 | § 139,745 | $ 246,987 | $§ 238,670




Cash Fund Projections

Judicial Stabilization Cash Fund 13-32-101 (6) C.R.S.

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information
Actual Actual Projected Projected Projected
FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025
Beginning Fund Balance 7,667,639 6,457,265 9,414,544 10,267,843 10,554,721
Revenue:
Fee Revenue 27,008,470 29,437,331 28,000,000 28,000,000 28,000,000
Denver County 271,157 340,479 374,336 374,336 374,336
Interest 171,203 148,803 255,450 255,450 255,450
Total Revenue 27,450,830 29,926,613 28,629,786 28,629,786 28,629,786
Expenditures:
Trial Courts 24,038,782 22,446,874 22,671,343 22,898,056 23,127,037
Problem Solving Courts 2,999,125 3,529,279 3,508,032 3,602,408 3,602,408
Senior Judge Program 1,286,539 615,078 621,229 627,441 627,441
Judicial Education/Trng 330,687 334,252 932,033 1,171,152 1,171,152
PERA Direct - 41,974 41,974 41,974 41,974
Indirects/Treasury Fees 6,071 1,877 1,877 1,877 1,877
Total Expenditures 28,661,204 26,969,334 27,776,487 28,342,908 28,571,889
Ending Fund Balance 6,457,265 9,414,544 10,267,843 10,554,721 10,612,618
Fund Balance as a % of Expenditures 25.1% 32.8% 38.1% 38.0% 37.4%
Reserve increase/(decrease) (1,210,374) 2,957,279 853,299 286,878 57,897
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Colorado Judicial Department
Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-09
Request Detail: Cash Fund Spending Authority Increases

State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

Chief Justice Brian Boatright

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request | Increment

TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total $4,048,300 $775,000 $4,823,300 -

FTE - 0.0 - -

GF - - - -

CcF [ 4,048,300 d 775,000 4,823,300 -

RF - - - -

FF - - - -

(2) COURTS ADMINISTRATION Total 3,860,800 675,000 $4,535,800 -

Information Technology Cost Recoveries FTE - - - _

GF - - - -

CF 3,860,300 675,000 4,535,300 -

RF - - - -

FF - - - -

(4) PROBATION AND RELATED SERVICES Total 187,500 100,000 $287,500 -
Reimbursement to Law Enforce for Costs

of Returning a Probationer FTE - = - -

GF - - - -

CF 187,500 100,000 287,500 -

RF - - -

FF - - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department is requesting $775,000 in cash spending authority increases (total) in FY24 and
each year thereafter in the Information Technology Cost Recoveries appropriation ($675,000) and in the
Reimbursement to Law Enforcement for the Costs of Returning a Probationer ($100,000) appropriation.



Current Programs

IT Cost Recoveries

The Courts’ e-filing system allows users to file and serve documents electronically in Colorado Courts.
Licensed attorneys may use the system for civil, criminal, domestic, water, probate, and appellate court cases.
Civil e-filing went live in June 2013 and criminal e-filing went live statewide in January 2017. In 2019 the
Department went live with self-represented user (non-attorney) e-filing in domestic relations cases. All users
are charged a transaction fee for a document being requested or filed.

The Department has contracted with a vendor to provide a payment and billing solution for all e-filing and
public access requests. Per the contract, the Department is required to pay the vendor a flat monthly fee and
a portion of each transaction fee paid by users to cover the costs of operating and maintaining the billing
system. Self-represented filings have an additional merchant fee the Department pays when a credit card is
used to pay the filing transaction fee. Finally, the Department is required to pay costs associated with postage
and printing.

Reimbursement to Law Enforcement for Costs of Returning a Probationer

Colorado is a member of the Interstate Commission for Adult Offender Supervision (ICAOS), which is
enacted in all 50 states and three U.S. territories (District of Columbia, U.S. Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico).
Revised in 2002, the compact provides states the authority, accountability, and resources to track the
supervision of offenders who move across state lines, thereby enhancing public safety and offender
accountability.

The courts and executive agencies in each compacting state shall enforce this compact and take actions
necessary and appropriate to effectuate the compact’s purpose and intent. The grounds for default include
failure of a compacting state to perform obligations or responsibilities imposed upon it by the interstate
commission bylaws and rules. The Interstate Commission has the responsibilities, powers, and duties set
forth in this compact, including the power to sue and be sued.

If a state violates the compact, completion of remedial training or technical assistance (which may include a
corrective action plan) could occur. This could include alternative dispute resolution, suspension/termination
of membership in the compact, and monetary penalties. The ICAOS Compliance Committee reviews matters
of non-compliance and make recommendations to the Executive Committee, who makes the final
determination regarding penalties assessed to a non-compliant state.

Whenever it is alleged that a Colorado probationer living in another state has violated any terms and
conditions of supervision, under the compact, a nationwide, no-bond warrant must be issued, and remain in
place until the offender has been retaken by the sending state. Per ICAOS Rule 4.107 Fees, a sending state
may impose a fee for each transfer application submitted by an offender. Based on this ruling, Colorado
passed HB 12-1310 which authorizes the assessment of a $100 fee if an offender applies to transfer his or
her probation to another state. This fee is deposited into the Interstate Compact Probation Transfer Cash
Fund (18-1.3-204 (4) C.R.S.).



The Department relies on sheriff offices throughout the State to provide the retaking services for every
Colorado violating probationer who lives out of state. By statute, the Sheriff may request reimbursement of
costs associated with bringing back of a violating probationer to Colorado from the Interstate Compact Fund.
At the end of FY22, the balance for this fund was approximately $590,000.

Problem or Opportunity

IT Cost Recoveries

The Department requested and received additional spending authority in FY20 to cover the costs of increasing
e-filing volume. As the Department continues to expand e-filing, transaction fees, postage and printing costs
have continued to increase since FY20. While there was a slight dip in activity in FY20, likely due to the
onset of the Pandemic, volume began rising again in FY21 and continued in FY22. The Department has been
able to absorb these increases over the years; however, in FY22, the Department exceeded current spending
authority by about $65,000 and had to use transfer authority to cover the shortfall. Assuming a 3% growth
rate in volume next fiscal year and each year thereafter, the Department is requesting an increase in cash
funding spending authority of $675,000 in FY24. The Department anticipates that this spending authority
will cover any increases over the next five fiscal years.

E-Filing Transactions and Expenditures
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Reimbursement to Law Enforcement for Costs of Returning a Probationer




COVIDI19 created many new challenges for the law enforcement communities and courts and probation
departments. Many Colorado sheriff offices had limited staffing and resorted to using private transportation
companies to return violating Colorado probationers. These private companies increased the rates which
Colorado sheriff offices had to pay for their services. There was also an increase in travel costs incurred by
Sheriff Deputies when they were conducting a retaking themselves. Consequently, this led the Judicial
Department to exceed its authorized spending authority in FY22 in the Reimbursement to Law Enforcement
Agencies for the Costs of Returning a Probationer appropriation by $25,949. This over expenditure was
remedied utilizing the Department’s transfer authority.

Proposed Solution and Outcome

If this request is funded, the Department will utilize the additional $675,000 in Cash Fund spending authority
in FY24 and out-years in the Information Technology Cost Recoveries line item to pay for costs associated
with the growth in e-filing. The revenue generated by this growth in e-filing volume is sufficient to cover
these costs.

The Department also seeks a $100,000 increase in cash fund spending authority in the Reimbursement to
Law Enforcement Agencies for the Cost of Returning a Probationer appropriation in FY24 and each year
thereafter to fulfill the requirements of the Interstate Commission for Adult Offender Supervision. Increasing
the spending authority will ensure Sheriff Offices are reimbursed for their costs of returning probationers
and ensuring compliance with the ICAOS compact requirements thereby decreasing the chance of a lawsuit
being filed against the state.

If this request is not approved, Colorado will not be able to maintain compliance with the of the federal
compact requirements and will place a financial burden on Sheriff Offices for these retaking operations.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That the cash fund spending authority in the IT Cost Recoveries appropriation will be increased
by $675,000 in FY24 and each year thereafter to pay for the anticipated growth in e-filing
expenses.

e That the cash fund spending authority in the Reimbursement to Law Enforcement Agencies for the
Cost of Returning a Probationer be increased by $100,000 in FY24 and each year thereafter.

e That the source of cash is the Judicial Department Information Technology Cash Fund (13-32-114
(1), CR.S))

e That the source of the cash is the Interstate Compact Probation Transfer Cash Fund (18-1.3-204 (4)
C.R.S).



o The Interest Compact Cash Fund and Judicial Department Information Technology Cash Fund
balances are shown below:

Cash Fund Projections

Judicial Department Information Technology Cash Fund (13-32-114 (1) C.R.S.)

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information
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Interstate Compact Probation Transfer Cash Fund (18-1.3-204 (4) C.R.S.)

Revenue and Expenditure Trend Information

Actual Actual Projected Projected* | Projected*

FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025
Beginning Fund Balance 579,757 643,047 590,769 466,051 342,962
Revenue:

Fees* 151,622 154,811 156,359 157,923 159,502

Interest/other 7,539 6,360 6,424 6,488 6,553
Total Revenue 159,161 161,171 162,783 164,411 166,055
Expenditures:

Transfer of Probationer 95,871 213,449 287,500 287,500 287,500
Total Expenditures 95,871 213,449 287,500 287,500 287,500
Ending Fund Balance 643,047 590,769 466,051 342,962 221,517
Fund Balance as a % of Expenditures 469.2% 616.2% 218.3% 119.3% 77.0%
Reserve increase/(decrease) 25,649 (52,278) (124,717) (123,089) (121,445)
*19% decrease in revenue from 2018 to 2022
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Colorado Judicial Department Chief Justice Brian Boatright
Courts and Probation

FY 2023-24 Funding Request State Court Administrator: Steven Vasconcellos

November 1, 2022

Department Priority: R-10

Request Detail: Child and Family Investigator Rate Equalization

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November FY25
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request | Increment
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total | $9,200,532 $378,343 [ $9,578,875
FTE - 0.0 -
GF 9,035,283 378,343 9,413,626
CF 165,249 - 165,249
RF - - -
FF - - -
(3) TRIAL COURTS Total 9,200,532 378,343 $9,578,875
Court Costs, Jury Costs and Court-
appointed Counsel FTE - - -
GF 9,035,283 378,343 9,413,626
CF 165,249 - 165,249
RF - - -
FF - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department (Courts and Probation) requests $378,343 General Fund for the Court Costs, Jury
Costs and Court-appointed Counsel appropriation in FY24 and each year thereafter to equalize payment to
non-Attorney Child and Family Investigators, adjust the state-paid cap on fees for Child and Family
Investigators, and the addition of a budget footnote authorizing the use of funds for mandatory training.

Current Program

A child and family investigator (CFI) may be appointed in a domestic relations case pursuant to section 14-
10-116.5, C.R.S. When a CFI appointment is appropriate, a court finds that there are concerns that the
children are at risk, and that their best interests are not or potentially are not being met. In these cases, an
independent investigation by a qualified CFI is helpful to assist the court in determining the best interest of
the children. The statutorily defined role of the CFI is to investigate, report, and make recommendations to
the court on issues affecting the best interest of the minor and dependent children involved in domestic
relations cases. Attorneys, mental health professionals, and other individuals with appropriate training,
qualifications, and independent perspectives acceptable to the court may serve as a CFI. The State Court



Administrator’s Office maintains a statewide eligibility roster of CFIs based on the completion of a CFI
Affidavit, background check, 40 hours of mandatory Colorado Judicial Department training, and mandatory
domestic violence and child abuse training set forth in 14-10-116.5 C.R.S. In 2021, additional training
mandates were adopted by the legislature in HB 21-1228.

Chief Justice Directive 04-05 sets forth compensation with respect to the appointment of state-paid CFIs
pursuant to 14-10-116.5, C.R.S. Currently, attorney CFIs are paid at an hourly rate of $85, while non-attorney
CFIs are compensated at $47 per hour. The maximum amount billable per appointment is $1,640, regardless
of the type of professional conducting the investigation. In FY21 there were 375 attorney and 208 non-
attorney CFI appointments.

Problem or Opportunity

Disparities in the state-paid compensation structure are beginning to reduce the number of qualified CFIs
willing to accept state-paid appointments, which may create barriers for children of indigent families.
Approximately 50 experienced CFIs have voluntarily removed themselves from the Statewide Roster since
July 2021. In 2022 the State Court Administrator’s Office conducted a poll of CFIs and 58 of the 120 non-
attorney CFIs on the statewide roster indicated they will, or are considering, no longer accepting state paid
CFI work if the state paid hourly rate is not equalized to match the rate paid to attorney CFIs per Chief Justice
Directive 04-05. CFI availability is particularly limited outside of the Denver Metropolitan area. The ability
to recruit and train a diverse and inclusive pool of professionals to serve as CFls statewide is becoming
increasingly difficult. Additionally, many CFIs that do accept state-paid appointments do so for a very limited
number of cases as these appointments generate a net loss financially for the CFI.

Disparities in compensation include an outdated cap on fees for state-paid CFI appointments and an
inequitable hourly rate paid to non-attorney CFIs versus attorney CFIs. Access to justice in domestic relations
cases for children of indigent families is at risk if these disparities are not addressed with a fair and equitable
compensation structure.

Maximum fees per appointment

State-paid CFI investigations ordered by courts are likely to receive a less comprehensive investigation than
private-paid investigations due to the state-paid compensation structure, especially when an attorney is
appointed to do the investigation. As stated above, the maximum amount that can be billed per appointment
is $1,640. This only allows attorney CFIs to bill for a total of about 19 hours per investigation. Information
gathered from CFIs demonstrate that most investigations take approximately 30 hours to complete.
Removing the cap on the number of hours attorney CFIs can bill to the Department will almost certainly
increase the total hours billed, resulting in an increase in expenditures.

Inequitable hourly rates

Under CJD 04-05, non-attorney CFIs are authorized to bill $47 per hour in comparison to $85 per hour that
attorney CFls can charge. The current CFI compensation structure generates a significant and visible pay
disparity between the hourly rate paid to attorney CFIs and non-attorney CFIs. Regardless of a CFI’s formal
education and field of expertise (i.e., attorney, or mental health professional), the individuals conducting the



investigation are performing the same work and are operating under the same standards set forth in Chief
Justice Directive 04-05, Chief Justice Directive 04-08, and 14-10-116.5, C.R.S. Every CFI is required to
pass a background check and complete the same mandatory training to be eligible for appointment. Most of
the CFIs on the statewide roster are either licensed attorneys or mental health providers, both of which have
comparable levels of advanced education.

The combination of the compensation structure, increase in cost of living, inflation, cost of training, the
increased complexity of family law cases that are assigned to a CFIL, and the cap on fees are all deterrents for
professionals to serve as CFIs and to accept state-paid cases. A consequence of not raising the cap and hourly
rate is the potential loss of experienced CFlIs to fill out an adequate state-paid CFI roster. This will likely
generate a substantial delay in the trial courts; negatively impacting children of indigent families in custody
matters and parties in other divisions of the court. Evidence shows that divorce and custody cases with long
timelines for final orders have more damaging effects on children, as these children need closure and need
the conflict to end.

The unequal pay problem has existed since oversight of attorney CFIs were transferred from the Office of
the Child’s Representative to the State Court Administrator’s Office pursuant to House Bill 15-1153 effective
January 1, 2016. The State Court Administrator did not request an increase to the mandated costs budget in
2015 and has not taken steps to increase the cap or equalize pay since 2016. In 2022, a workgroup was
established by the Chief Justice to study the issue and prepare recommendations because of the requests
received from CFIs to address the issue. The workgroup recommended equalizing pay for attorney and non-
attorney CFIs.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

To avoid additional loss of qualified CFIs and negative impacts on children of indigent families in custody
matters, the Department proposes an hourly rate increase for non-attorney CFIs from $47 per hour to $85, as
well as increasing the maximum fees cap to $2,550 for all CFIs. The total estimated cost of making these
changes is $378,343.

These changes will ensure that all state-paid CFIs receive adequate compensation to complete a quality
investigation. The state will maintain the ability to curate a state-paid CFI roster capable of handling the
demand of a variety of case types. Judicial officers will benefit from receiving more detailed and informative
investigations and reports that will assist in issuing custody orders that are in the child's best interest. An
adequate state-paid CFI roster will also ensure Judges receive timely investigation reports without delay to
final orders. Access to justice and equity for the children of indigent families will be improved if the cap and
hourly rate are increased and equalized. Indigent customers and their children will maintain access to the
same quality CFI investigations that the private pay parties can access. This will be accomplished by a
modification to CJD 04-05 and the funding of this request.

The proposed hourly rate increase will cost the Department $185,637, as calculated in the table below.



Non-Attorney CFI
Hourly Rate Increase from $47 to $85
Hours Billed [Hourly Rate| Billed
Current Pay 4,885 S47 $229,604
New Pay 4,885 S85 $415,241
Additional Cost:| $185,637

The Department also proposes an increase to the maximum allowable fees from $1,640 to $2,550. This
change will allow attorney CFIs to bill an appropriate number of hours when conducting an investigation.
The current maximum allows attorneys to bill about 19 hours for an investigation; however, it was reported
that typically a quality investigation and report will take closer to 30 hours. A review of billing data revealed
that attorney CFIs bill the maximum number of hours about 75 percent of the time. If the cap is raised to
$2,550, the Department estimates that an additional six hours, or $514 will be billed per appointment. The
Department paid a total of 375 attorney CFI appointments during FY21; therefore, will incur a total cost
increase of $192,706 by raising the cap.

Additional Costs
Attorney CFls

Additional Billable Dollars $910
Additional Billable Hours 10.71
% of New Hours Billed* 75%
Additional Available Hours 8.03
Additional Available Hours - Prorated** 6.05
Additional Cost per Appointment*** $514
Total Cost $192,706

*Not all cases will bill up to the new maximum. It is assumed that
only 75% will utilize all additional hours under the new cap.

**The cost per appointment is calculated by prorating the number of
hours that could be billed. Some appointments are paid partially by
the state and partially by a private party. Prorating the hours
accounts for these split-pay cases.

***Calculated by multiplying prorated hours by 375 appointments
per year.

The following consequences will occur without an increase in state paid CFI cap and equalization of pay for
the attorney and non-attorney CFI rate:

e CFIs will continue to remove themselves from the state-paid roster and will only accept private-paid
cases

e delays in the appointment of CFIs for state paid cases
e lack of mental health professional CFIs on the state paid roster

e poor quality control of mandatory domestic violence and child abuse training; and



¢ inadequate access to justice for children of indigent families
Most significantly, there is no justification for compensating a non-attorney CFI less than an attorney CFI,
as they are completing the exact same work and have the exact same requirements to be approved for
placement on the CFI roster. Moreover, in some custody cases the mental health CFI is the appropriate

professional and the attorney CFI is not well equipped to handle the issues at hand, it is imperative to retain
non-attorney CFIs on the roster.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That the hourly rate for non-Attorney CFIs is increased from $47/hour to $85/hour
e That the maximum allowable fees be raised from $1,640 to $2,550

e That the cost of these increases is $378,343 General Fund to the Court Costs, Jury Costs, and
Court-appointed Counsel appropriation
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Non-Prioritized Request: R-11

Request Detail: FY24 Courthouse Furnishings and Infrastructure Maintenance

FY24
Decision FY24
Approp Item November
Fund FY23 Request | 1st Request
TOTAL ALL LINE ITEMS Total $3,377,086 | $1,302,525 1,302,525
FTE - -
GF 3,377,086 1,302,525 i 1,302,525
CF - - -
RF - - -
FF - - -
(C) Centrally-administered Programs Total 3,377,086 1,302,525 1,302,525
Courthouse Furnishings and Infrastructure Maint| FTE - = -
GF 3,377,086 1,302,525 i 1,302,525
CF - - -
RF - - -
FF - - -

Summary of Request

The Judicial Department requests $1,302,525 General Fund for the State’s share of county-initiated
courthouse infrastructure projects that three counties are undertaking in FY24. This appropriation utilizes a
zero-based budgeting approach, as the FY?24 request is built from specific project budget estimates (detailed
below) and assumes the FY23 appropriation is annualized to $0. This provides the Joint Budget Committee
a clear picture of the cost of requested projects in a given fiscal year.

Current Program

Pursuant to sections 13-3-104 and 108, C.R.S. (2022), Colorado counties provide and maintain adequate
courtrooms, and other court and probation facilities, while the State provides the furnishings and staffing that
allow those facilities to function. Though each judicial district works with its county commissioners on
space-related issues, it is ultimately the counties—and often the voters as well—who decide when to provide
new or remodeled court and probation facilities. Once a new or remodeled facility is constructed, statute
requires the Judicial Department to provide the furnishings to make the facility useable for its intended
purpose (courts or probation).



Problem or Opportunity

Two counties, Arapahoe and La Plata are undertaking projects in FY24 that will require state expenditures
for AV, furnishings, IT networks and Tech Services. The costs per project by category are detailed below:

Architectural| Audio Tech.
Location Description Services Visual |Furniture |Services |[Network| Total
Construction of three new courtrooms as well as remodel of space for probation
intake and collections within existing facilities at the Arapahoe County Justice
18th JD, Arapahoe County |Center. $0| $200,000( $402,000( $35,000( $15,000 $652,000
La Plata County will be replacing carpet due to roof leaking, as well as painting
and refinishing woodwork in 5 courtrooms in Durango. The county will be fixing
the roof in June 2023. The district will need to install new furnishings as the
6th JD, La Plata County |[current furnishing should not be reinstalled due to condition. $4,200| $320,000 $325,325 $1,000 S0 $650,525

Total: $4,200 | $520,000 | $727,325 [ $36,000 | $15,000 |$1,302,525

Additionally, the Department requests that the Committee continue to approve a two-year appropriation for
the Courthouse Furnishings and Infrastructure Maintenance line. County budgets are on a calendar year
basis and a two-year appropriation would eliminate the need for most supplemental/budget amendment
requests that the Department has routinely submitted recently to match the appropriation to a revised project
timeline.

Proposed Solution and Anticipated Outcomes

In addition to meeting statutory obligations, the anticipated outcomes for this request include the prevention
of infrastructure system failure, improved employee efficiency, enhanced customer service, and long-term
savings for the State. These outcomes will help the Department provide equal access to the legal system; to
treat all with dignity, respect, and concern for their rights and cultural backgrounds; and to cultivate public
trust and confidence through the thoughtful stewardship of public resources.

Assumptions and Calculations

e That the FY23 appropriation for Courthouse Furnishings and Infrastructure Maintenance
appropriation is annualized to zero

e That the included project list provides the detail for this FY24 request totaling $1,302,525 General
Fund

e That cost assumptions for the projects come from estimates prepared by the Judicial Department
Purchasing, IT and facilities Management

e That the Joint Budget Committee will approve a two-year appropriation for these projects
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