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INTRODUCTION 

The most readiLy observed characteristic of the 
American criminaL justice system is its disarray. What 
is supposed to be a system of criminaL justice is reaLLy 
a poorLy coordinated coLLection of independent fiefdoms~ 
some ridicuLousLy smaLL~ which are LabeLed poLice~ courts~ 
corrections~ and the Like. 1 

Nationally, criminal justice functions have evolved from a simpl: ~ramework 
of community centered service to a huge and costly networ~ of,crlmlnal 
justice institutions. Demands ca~sed by growth and urbanlzatlon have 
spawned a proliferation of generally nonuniform and uncoordinated ~tate 
and local criminal justice agencies. Some of this development has been 
planned; however, much of it has been improvised. 

Many variables have shaped criminal justice services into a fragmented 
non-system. Some fragmentation is positive and constitutionally necessary. 
For exampl e, separati on of powers and preservati on of our adversary system 
of justice dictate organizational dispersion of some criminal justice functions. 
However, identifying and eliminating unnecessary fragmentation is essential to 
the deli\lery of coordinated, effective and cost-efficient criminal justice 
services. 

While sharing many of the criminal justice problems faced by other states, 
Colclrado is experiencing some additional and unique challenges. Colorado1s 
diversified topography, climate and population density patterns cause prob
lems in communication, transportation and provision of adequate and equitable 
resources. Development of mineral and energy resources is creating rapid 
population growth resulting in new IIboom towns. II Such growth taxes the 
ability of criminal justice agencies to prevent crime, preserve order, protect 
individual rights and serve the public. 

Colorado1s crime rate continues to be hiqher than that of the Mountain 
West States and is the sixth highest nationally. Substantial differences in 
fiscal resources at both the state and local levels of criminal justice ser
vices create disparity in staffing, salary scales and training. Consequently, 
some criminal justice services are not equally or adequately available on a 
statewide basis. 

To meet the increasing demands for criminal justice services, Colorado relies 
on agencies widely dispersed among state executive and judicial branch depart
ments and local political jurisdictions. For example, eight divisions, 
dispersed among six state executive branch departments, have jurisdiction over 
law enforcement, prosecution, corrections and over statewide criminal justice 
planning. Local government agencies, however, bear the major responsibility 
for law enforcement and public safety and also provide some prosecution and 
corrections services and criminal justice planning. 
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Although the organizational structure of Colorado's criminal justice agencies 
remains fragmented, attempts have been made toward a systemwide approach. 
Since 1971, an annual comprehensive criminal justice plan has been produced 
by the state planning agency, the Division of Criminal Justice, and subm~tted 
to the State Council on Criminal Justice. 2 The state plan is developed ln 
logically progressive steps allowing an analysis of criminal justice needs and 
problems. This analysis lends itself to activities aimed at meeting the needs 
and solving the problems. 

In addition, a Colorado Comprehensive Community Corrections Plan was developed 
through a planning study for community corrections conducted by the Division 
of Criminal Justice between January 31, 1976 and February 1978. The purpose of 
the Plan was to analyze community corrections, county jails, probation and 
the overall organizational structure of the corrections system in Colorado. 
Reorganization of the corrections component of Colorado's criminal justice system 
was included among the recommendations proposed in the Comprehensive Community 
Corrections Plan. 3 

Fragmentation of Colorado's judicial functions was reduced as a result of a 
constitutional amendment adopted in 1962 providing for reorganization of the 
judicial structure. The amendment transferred juvenile, probate and mental 
health jurisdiction to district court, except in the City and County of Denver, 
where separate juvenile and probate courts were created. Effective January 1, 
1970, the State of Colorado assumed full responsibility for funding all courts 
of record except the Denver County Court and municipal courts. This unified 
state court system has administrative jurisdiction over all state courts as 
well as administrative responsibility for probation and the state public de
fender's office. 

In 1968, reorganization of Colorado's executive branch of state government was 
initiated by the Colorado Administrative Organization Act reducing the number 
of executive departments from 48 independent and semi-independent agencies 
to a constitutional limit of 20. Eighteen departments were established in 
1968; a nineteenth department was added in 1974; the twentieth department was 
created in 1977. Thirteen of these twenty executive branch departments contain 
agencies with either primary or peripheral criminal justice responsibilities. 

In spite of several valuable studies and organizational changes in the executive 
and judicial branches of state government, there still is no systemwide approach 
to crime and public safety in Colorado. Organizational diffusion of criminal 
justice responsibility remains at the state and local levels of government; 
state criminal justice agency roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined; 
accountability is difficult to determine; service voids and duplication have 
developed; and, a proliferation of paperwork and statutory requirements have 
placed burdens on criminal justice practitioners. Information is not accessible 
in a consistent or timely manner and often is inaccurate. Training is minimal 
and there is confusion among state criminal justice agencies and related local 
government agency personnel regarding the location and function of state 
criminal justice agencies. 

Lack of systemwide cooperation and coordination causes many short and longterm 
froblems including duplication of services, conflicting policies, inefficient 
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serv~ce delivery and wasted resources. The Governor approved the Criminal 
~ustlce S~stem Study (CJSS) in April 1978, to study the present formal and 
:nformal lnterrelationships of criminal justice functions to determine how 
lmp~oved coope~a~ion a~d coordination could be achieved. A Law Enforcement 
~sslstance Admlnlstratlon (LEAA) grant awarded to the Office of the Governor 
ln J~ly 1978 provided funds for the project. The State Council on Criminal 
Justlce~ s~atutor~ly authorized and structured to examine the criminal justice 
syst~m :n ltS entlrety, was requested to act as the official Study Advisory 
Commlsslon to approve all preliminary and final recommendations for submission 
to the Governor. 

Study Objectives and Activities 

The objectives of the Criminal Justice System Study are as follows: 

~cope 

1. To describe and analyze the current organizational 
structure and interrelationships of criminal justice 
agencies and functions in Colorado. 

2. To describe and analyze alternative organizational 
structures and intersystem coordinating mechanisms 
eXisting in Colorado. 

3. To.c?mpar~ th~ advantages and disadvantages of 
crlmlnal Justlce organizational structures and co
ordinating mechanisms that exist in Colorado and 
other states. 

4. To ~e~ommend specific methods for improving the 
effl~l~ncy of criminal justice agency service 
provlsl0ns. 

For the ~urpose of. the ~r~minal Justice System Study, criminal justice fu;ctions 
and serVlces we~e ldent:f:ed a~ la~ enforcement, ~prosecution, defense services, 
courts~ correctlo~s~ crlmlnal Justlce planning, information systems, staff 
~duc~tlon an~ tralnlng, systemwide criminal justice issues and related criminal 
Justlce serVlces provided by other agencies, e.g., alcohol and drug abuse 
treatment for offend~rs by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division of the Health 
Department and vocatlonal rehabilitation in the Department of Social Services. 
The study focused on a thorough examination of the adult criminal justice 
system. The State Council proposed a separate study of the juvenile justice system. 

Implementation of the Criminal Justice System Study included the following 
activities: 

1. Interv!ews with state.agency officials and examination of statutes, 
executlve orders, POllCy manuals and budgets to develop profiles 
of state agencies. 

2. Co~l~ctio~ of.data through standardized field interviews with the 
crlmlnal JUstlce practitioners at state, county and municipal levels. 

3. Collection of data solicited from relevant noncriminal justice 
agencies through a standardized mail questionnaire. 

iii 
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4. 

5. 

Study and compilation of information rece-ived fro~ selected states, 
examining the organizational structure and operatlon of state 
criminal justice systems and their specific functions. 

Recording and analyzing data generated by responses to both the 
field interview questionnaires and the mail questionnaires. 

6. Presentation of major issues and concerns to the State Council on 
Criminal Justice to formulate preliminary recommendations for 
submission to the full State Council. 

Organization of the Criminal Justice System Study Full Report 

The report contains an Executive Summary including a brief discussion of 
problems identified by project findings and recommendations approved by the 
State Council on Criminal Justice. A section describing the methods and 
procedures employed to conduct the study follows the Executive Summary. 
Chapter I, "A Description of the Colorado Criminal Justice S.ystem," pr?vides 
information about each agency in state and local government lnvolved dlrectly 
or peripherally in criminal justice services. Agencies are grouped according 
to their criminal justice function to facilitate a better understanding of 
the Colorado criminal justice system as it currently is structured. 

Chapter II, I!Colorado Criminal Justice System Problems and Recommendations," 
discusses the problems and issues identified by Criminal Justice System 
Study interview data and research. The chapter is divided into sections which 
include systemwide issues, law enforcment, prosecution, public defense, courts, 
corrections and related services. Because of the nature of the study, the 
issues identified are primarily system and interagency issues and do not 
address intra-agency problems. 

The appendices include lists of State Council on Criminal Ju~tice members, state 
agencies responding to agency profi~e.survey~ types of agencles surveyed and 
pra~titioners and officals who partlclpated ln the Study. 

Implementation of State Council .Q!!. Criminal Justice Recommendations 

Recommendations resulting from the Criminal Justice System Studyca~ be imple
mented through one or more of four methods: statute changes, executive 
orders, Supreme Court directives, or admin~strative pol~cy.effecte~ by a~ency 
executives. Implementation of recommendatlons and contlnulng conslderatlon 
of all issues discussed by the State Council on Criminal Justice will provide 
additional opportunities to improve criminal justice service delivery. 
Finally, Criminal Justice System Study findings can serve as a valuable 
reference for future plans or programs. The task is just beginning. 
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FOOTNOTES 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

Daniel L. Skoler, Organizing the Non-System (Lexington, Mass., D.C. 
Heath and Company, 1977), p. xvii. 

2 The State Council on Criminal Justice is composed of eight ex-officio 
members (Attorney General, -Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Public 
D~fender, Director of the Colorado Bureau of Investigation, Executive 
Dlrector of the Department of Corrections, Director of the Division of 
Local Government in the Department of Local Affairs, State Court Admini
strator, and Chief of the Colorado State Patrol); 15 members appointed 
by the Governor for two-year terms (these include one trial judge, one 
judge of judicial planning commission, two police chiefs, one sheriff, 
one district attorney, one corrections staff, one public agency staff 
and ?ne private agency staff) and, a state senator appointed by the 
presldent of the senate and a state representative appointed by the 
speaker of the house. 

3 Colorado Comprehensive Community Corrections Plan (DIVISION OF CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE. Department of Local Affairs, State of Colorado, February 
1978), p.A-120. "Corrections in Colorado should be reorganized to achieve the 
following objectives: (a) To enhance community involvement in and re
sponsibility for treating offenders in the community; (b) To establish 
a state and local partnership to fund and support community corrections at 
the l?cal lev~l; (c) To increase accountability through state accreditation, 
_tech~lcal asslstance, monitoring and evaluation of jails, community cor
rectlo~s program~ ~nd servic~s; (d) To increase accountability by vesting 
aut~orlty to admlnlst~r fundlng and support of community corrections in 
a slngl~ state executlve branch agency; (e) To develop a widi range of 
correctlonal services and programs emphasizing reintegration and alternatives 
to incarceration at the local level; (f) To improve service delivery and 
develop a continu~m of services by coordinating correctional programs at 
the loc~l level; (g) To develop a comprehensive, systematic approach to 
correctlons; (h~ To elim~nate duplication of services and encourage sharing 
of resources; (1) To achleve greater efficiency and economy in service delivery.11 
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COLORADO. CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM STUDY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Focus and Objectives 

The focus of the Colorado Criminal Justice System Study was the service 
capability of Colorado·s fragmented criminal justice system, particularly 
at the state level. In April 1978, the Governor approved a study of the 
present formal and informal interrelationships of criminal justice functions 
to determine how improved cooperation and coordination could be achieved. 

The State Council on Criminal Justice was established as the official Advisory 
Commission by the one-year Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
grant awarded to the Office of the Governor and in this capacity was responsi
ble for discussing and approving all preliminary and final recommendations. 

The following study objectives were approved by the State Council on Criminal 
Justice: 

1. To describe and analyze tne current organizational structure 
and 'interrelationships of criminal justice agencies and functions 
in Colorado. 

2. To describe and analyze alternative organizational structures and 
intersystem coordinating mechanisms existing in Colorado. 

3. To compare the advantages and disadvantages of crimin~ justice 
organizational structures and coordinating mechanisms that exist 
in Colorado and other states. 

4. To recommend specific methods for improving the efficiency of 
criminal justice agency service provisions. 

The State Council considered objectives one and four to be the most critical. 

Scope 

The scope of the study was confined to the adult criminal justice system. 
The State Council proposed a separate study of the juvenile justice system. 
For the purposes of the study, the State Council on Criminal Justice identi
fied the following functions and services as essential for investigation: 
law enforcement, prosecution, defense services, courts, corrections, criminal 
justice planning, criminal justice information systems, criminal justice staff 
education and training and related criminal justice services provided by other 
agencies, e.g., alcohol and drug abuse treatment for offenders by the Alcohol 
and Drug Abuse Division of the Department of Health and vocational rehabilita~ 
tion services to offenders by the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in the 
Department of Social Services. 

1 
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Methods and Sources of Information 

The staff of " the Criminal Justice System Study researched criminal justice 
literature, appropriate Colorado statutes and documents and studied criminal 
justice systems in other states. The staff, assisted by the Division of Criminal 
Justice, employed survey techniques to conduct personal interviews with state 
agency administrators and with state, county and municipal criminal justice 
practitioners in nine counties. Data also was collected from personnel providing 
services to the criminal justice system through responses to a mailed questionnaire. 

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Issues and problems identified by the study supported the need for co
ordinated, cost-effective criminal justice services. All study findings 
were presented to the State Council on Criminal Justice. Members of the 
State Council on Criminal Justice approved recommendations to address 
thirteen of the identified issues and gave full consideration to most of 
the others. State Council members agreed that all identified issues and 
problems should be included in the study report. 

The following subsections present the general problems that relate to the 
delivery of criminal justice services. A final subsection lists the thirteen 
State Council recommendations. 

1 ) Organizational problems associated with the fragmented structure of the 
state criminal justice system and with the perceived inappropriate 
administrative location of some state criminal justice functions. 

2) The inadequacies of the present coroner system. 

3) Dissatisfaction with criminal justice staff education and training. 

4) Lack of an adequate criminal justice information management system. 

5) A need to include criminal justice functions in energy impact study 
and resources. 

6) The need for interagency information exchange and for providing agency 
input to top level decisionmakers. 

Law Enforcement Issues 

1) The need for statewide standards for law enforcement operations. 

2) Statutory clarification of the duties and qualifications of shcriffs, 
Colorado St~te Patrol officers and institutional law enforcement and 
public safety officers. 

3) The need for more timely and more regionalized laboratory, investi
gative, communication, records and intelligence gathering services. 

2 

;7 

Prosecution Issues 

1) The dat~ reveal~d the prosecution's reliance upon two funding sources 
to prov1de serV1ces in each of Colorado's 22 judicial districts is a problem. 

2) T~e nee~ fo~ guid~l~nes governing plea bargaining and 
d1scret10n 1n dec1s10ns to prosecute; a need for more 
consistent case disposition information flow and more 
of cases. 

district attorney 
timely, accurate, 
timely prosecution 

3) The need to analyze whether grand juries are being used ap
priately or are even necessary. 

Publi~ Defense Issues 

1) Inadequate funding for the Office of the Public Defender and court 
appointed private counsel is the major public defense problem. 

Judicial Services Issues 

1) Overlaps in jurisdiction and function in the current judicial structure 
and exclusion of municipal courts from the unified state court system. 

2) The need-to impleme~t effective jury management; to simplify judicial 
procedures, reclass1fy offenses and change the bail system to provide 
more timely and appropriate services. 

3) 

4) 

The need to establish statutory qualifications for county judges. 

Provision of adequate staffing and ialaries in the areas of district 
court judges and probation officers. 

Corrections Issues 

1) The need for a greater planning capability. 

2) The need for statewide guidelines for the construction, maintenance 
and operation of county or municipal jails. 

3) An increased market for Correctional Industries products. 

4) Guid~l~nes"needed for c?mmunity corrections programs and statutory 
clarlflcatlon of author1ty to supervise offenders sentenced to com
munity corrections programs by the courts. 

5) Inadequate and unpredictable funding for community corrections programs. 

6) The need for state funding of state mandated corrections services pro
vided by the sheriff. 

Related Services Issue~ 

1) The need for consistent and adequate followup in the provision of 
services to offenders. 

3 



2) Th~ need for specialized tr.aining for the staff of service ag~ncies. 

3) Better management of employment services to eliminate duplication and 
inadequacies. 

State Counci~ on Criminal Justice Recommendati0ns 

The State Council on 'Criminal Justice discussed the issues identified by the 
study. Many of the problems require additional study prior to making recom
mendations. These issues will be addressed by the Council in the future. 

. Several of the issues are being addressed by oth~r agencies or organizations. 
The Council made the fallowing recommendations which were presented to the 
Governor in Decembe~ 1979. 

TO CREATE A DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY TO INCLUDE THE COLORADO STATE PATROL, 
THE COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, THE COLORADO LA\~ ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
ACADEMY AND THE DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS. THE COLORADO STATE PATROL, THE 
COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, AND THE COLORADO LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
ACADEMY ARE TO BE TRANSFERRED FROM THI:R RESPECTIV~ DEPARTMENTS TO THE PRO
POSED. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY AS TYPE ONE TRANSFERS: :.THE RELOCATI?N PF 
THE DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS IS TO BE A TYPE TWO TRANSFER. 

TO CONTINUE TO OPERATE THE DIVISION OF CRlt~lNAL JUSTICE IN THE DEPARTt~ENT 
OF LOCAL AFFAIR~. 

TO DIRECT THE CHAIR OF THE STATE COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE TO APPOINT A . 
COMMITTEE OF THE COUNCIL TO STUDY THE CURRENT AND FUTURE ROLES AND FUNCTIONS 
OF THE DIVISION OF CRIM~NAL JUSTICE. 

TO CREATE A STATE MEDICAL EXAMINER'S OFFICE, FUNDED BY THE STATE, DECENTRALIZED 
FOR'OPERATIN~ PURPOSES AND INVESTED WITH THE AUTHORITY NECESSARY TO PERFORM ITS 
FUNCTIONS. THE ~lEDICAL EXAMINER'S OFFICE COULD BE LOCATED ADMINISTRATIVELY IN 
THE UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO MEDICAL CENTER. . 

TO EXAt1INE VARIOUS MODELS FOR COORDINATING TRAINING RESOURCES TO. PROVIDE ACCESS 
TO ALL PHASES OF TRAINING WITHIN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AND .ENSURE THAT 
NO AREAS ARE EXCLUDED OR DUPLICATED.' A STRUCTURE SHouLD BE DET~RMINED TO 
IMPLEMENT THIS CONCEPT. 

TO ESTABLISH A WORKING COMMITTEE COMPRISED OF MID-MANAGEMENT LEVEL STAFF 
REPRESENTING DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, PUBLIC DEFENDERS, PROBATION OFFICERS, LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, THE COURTS, PAROLE OFFICERS, COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS STAFF 

. AND THE DIAGNOSTIC UNIT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS TO ADDRESS AND RESOLVE 
THE ISSUES AND PROBLEMS RELATED TO OFFENDER CASE HISTORIES. 

TO INCLUDE THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM IN ANY STATE SPONSORED ENERGY DEVELOP
MENT AND OTHER RAPID GROWTH IMPACT STUDIES. 

TO INCREASE THE PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE FUNDING TO REFLECT T.IE NATIONAL 
STANDARD DF 150 FELONY EQUIVALENT CASES CLOSED PER PUBLIC DEFENDER PER YEAR 
AND A PUBLIC DEFENDER/lrlVESTIGATOR RATIO OF 3:1 PLUS APPROPRIATE OPERATING 
EXPENSES. 
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TO ESTA8LISH A TASK FORCE TO DEVELOP A PLAN FOR PROVIDING DIAGI-:0STIC EVALUATIONS 
TO COURTS AND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS. THE TASK FORCE SHOULD INCLUDE 
REPRESENTATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIJNS DIVISION OF MENTAL HEALTH 
DEPARTMENr OF SOCIAL SERVICES, DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ALCOHOL' 
ANDrDRUG ABUSE DIVISION, DIVISION OF HIGHWAY SAFETY, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, PUBLic 
D~FcNDERS, THE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT, DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS, PROBATION DEPARTMENTS AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS DIAGNOSTIC UNIT. 

TO ESTABLISH AND IMPLEMENT STATEWIDE HEASONABLE MINIMUM JAIL STMIDARDS. 

TO EXPAND THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COLORADO CONSORTIUM FOR CORRECTIONAL VOCATIONAL 
SERVICES (CCVS) TO INCLUDE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS AND PROBATION SERVICES AND . 
EXPAND ITS EFFORTS INTO OTHER AREAS OF THE STATE. THE GOVERNOR AND CCVS' SHOULD 
ENCOURAGE EACH COMMUNITY TO ESTABLISH AN EMPLOYMENT BOARD COMPRISED OF AP
PROPRIATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM PERSONNEL AND EMPLOYERS TO COMMUNICATE AND 
WORK WITH THE CCVS. LOCAL CRIMINAL JU~TICE ADVISORY COUNCILS SHOULD BE CON
TACTED FOR ASSISTANCE BEFORE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE LOCA~ EMPLOYMENT BOARDS 
IN THEIR JURISDICTION. . . 

TO IMPLEMENT A COORDINATED EFFORT BY THE DIVISION OF ~lENTAL HEALTH, THE 
DIVISION OF C~IHINAL JUSTICE AND OTHER AGENCIES TO GATHER INFORMATION ON 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE CLIENTS REGARDING WHAT PROGRAMS ARE WORKING; TO EVALUATE 
AND ASSESS THE EXTENT OF CONTINUITY AND QUALITY OF SERVICES AND REVIEW AP
PROPRIATE FUNDING ~lECHANISMS FOR ADDRESSING THE SERVICE CONTINUITY PROBLEM. 

TO DEVELOP AN ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT NEEDS MODEL FOR THE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM COMPARABLE TO THE COMMUNITY NEEDS MODEL; TO UTILIZE A COORDI
NATED STUDY GROUP TO IDENTIFY SERVICES ['lEEDS ,l\~lD DEVELOP PROGRAMS. 

5 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

COLLECTION OF COLORADO DATA 

As indicated in the introductory section, one of the objectives of the 
Criminal Justice System Study was to ascertain ho~ we~l vario~s state 
level criminal justice agencies currently are·dellverlng.servlc~s to. . 
each other and to the local units of government. To achleve thlS ObJ~ctlve, 
all criminal justice state agencies and nine of the s~xty-thre~ countles 
in Colorado were selected for indepth study. These nlne countles (Adams, 
Costilla, Denver, El Paso, La Plata, Moffat, Pue~lo, Washington and 
Weld) were selected because they are representatlve of th~ state a~ a.w~ole. 
Additionally, each of the counties selected represents a dlfferent Judl.clal 
district and regional criminal justice planning u~it in the state. See 
figures 1, 2 and 3 at the end of the methods sectl0n. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Adams County, located on the eastern sl~pe of Colorado, is 
primarily suburban in nature, but contalns rural areas as well. 

Costilla County, located in the south central portion of the 
state, is a rural and economically underdeveloped county. 

Den~er County, the most populous county in the st~te ~nd home 
of the state capital is highly urbanized and growlng ln terms of. 
business and industry, but is undergoing a small loss of populatlon 
to the suburban areas. 

El Paso County is one of the fastest growing counties in Colorado 
in business, industry and population. Its criminal justice system 
is impacted further by the presence of a large military base on 
the southern edge of Colorado Springs. 

La Plata County, in the southwest corner of Colorado, is basically 
a rural county that experiences a heavy impact from year-round 
tourism. 

Moffat county, in the northwest corner of the state, is on the 
edge of the state's energy development industry and may be the bell
weather of the future for that entire quadrant of Colorado. Energy 
development heavily affects Moffat County's criminal justice system. 

Pueblo County combines both industry and agriculture, but is 
basically static in its rate of population growth. 

Washington County, located in northeastern Colorado, is another 
rural county with primarily an agricultural economy. 

Weld County is also primarily a rural county, but is located close 
enough to the Denver metropolitan area to be experiencing some 
population and industrial growth. 

Before interviewing criminal justice personnel, it was necessary to determine 
the agencies to be included. For state agencies, an initial list of agency 
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types was assembled and statutes concerning these agencies were researched .. 
Twenty-seven state agencies were selected to develop agency profiles. Inter
vi ews :;'/ere conducted with the di rectol'S of each agency by the staff of the 
Criminal Justice System Study (CJSS) and Division of Criminal Justice. Based 
upon these interviews and statute research; a list of state agencies was 
assembled for the study. 

For county, regional and municipal interviews a list was made of criminal 
justice agencies and personnel in the nine selected counties, regional planning 
units and judicial districts. An examination indicated that only three of the 
nine counties (Adams, El Paso and Weld) contained more than four.municipalities 
each. Therefore, to prevent bias, four municipalities were selected from 
each county to be included in the interview process. 

At both the state and local levels, a further reduction was necessary where 
more than one person held the same position within an agency or entity selected 
for study, i.e., county commissioners, district attorneys, parole officers and 
public defenders. In these instances, the names chosen for interviewing were 
randomly selected. 

For the interview, selection of personnel within state agencies was based 
upon the function that person served within the agency. It should be noted 
that at the central office level of a state agency, staff were chosen based 
upon their decision and policymaking duties within the system. Positions 
chosen for interviewing were connected with supervision, program planning, 
training, fiscal management, information systems, program management 
and research. 

The master list was divided into two groups: those whose primary function was 
within the criminal justice system; and those who were responsible for delivering 
some type of support service. There were 308 personal interviews scheduled with 
those \'Ihose primary job duties were within the criminal justice system. The 
second group of 196 persons, representing support service to criminal justice 
practitioners, received a mailed questionnaire somewhat shorter in format than 
that used for criminal justice personnel. . 

In March, publication of a Request for Proposal was issued to hire a research 
firm to develop and pretest the questionnaire and assist in data analysis. 
A Boulder firm, the Center for Action Research, Inc. was selected for the task 
by a committee comprised of research staff from the courts, corrections and 
law enforcement. 

The questionnaire was pretested in Jefferson county, which was selected on the 
basis of several criteria: 1) it could not be one of the nine counties 
chosen for study interviews; 2) it must contain a good mixture of both state 
and local agency types in order to determine hO\,I well the questionnaire met 
the needs of all types of practitioners; and 3) it had to be located within 
reasonable commuting distance from Denver. 

At the conclusion of the pretest interview process, the staff of the 
Center for Action Research and Criminal Justice System Study analzyed the 
interview data and made appropriate revisions in the questionnaire. A final 
twenty-two page questionnaire was developed for the interviews. The quest~on
naire was then edited by the Criminal Justice Stystem Study staff to make lt 
appropriate for use by agency personnel on the mail out list of respondents. 
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Interviewers received a final half-day of training to acquaint them with the 
revised field questionnaire. This group of interviewers was comp~ised of .. 
three staff members of the Criminal Justice System Study, two reglonal crlmlnal 
justice planners and five staff from the Division of Criminal Justice. 

The field interview period lasted approximately two months with each interview 
taking approximately one-and-one-half to two hours. A total of 270 field 
interviews were completed while thirty-eight interviews could not be completed 
for a variety of reasons, i.e., the position was vacant or the respondent was 
on leave. 

Of the 196 mailed questionnaires, 67 (48.9%) were completed and returned. The 
low response rate can be explained by the fact that those receiving the question
naires were instructed not.to complete the form if they did not feel knowledgeable 
about the criminal justice system. 

A complete list of all respondents who participated in the study appears as 
Appendix C. 

Collection of Out-Of-State Data-

Objectives two and three of the Criminal Justice System Study were to describe 
and analyze the structure of criminal justice system organization in other 
states and compare these systems with Colorado. A State Agency Profile survey 
was sent to 15 selected states during the early period of the study to collect 
pertinent information. 

Ten states responded although the format, quality and quantity of data varied 
widely. The states who responded include: 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
Iowa 

Kansa9 
Kentucky 
Montana 

New Mexico 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Virginia 

After studying the data from the ten states that responded, the CJSS working 
committee of the State Council on Criminal Justice selected seven of the states 
to be compared with Colorado in over a dozen structural areas. 

Data Analysis 

The closed-ended responses of the completed questionnaires from both the field 
interviews and mail respondents were tabulated by computer. 

Thenpen-en.ded data, including Jefferson County's open-ended pretest data, were 
hand tabulated by the CJSS staff. Over 1,500 individual pieces of data were 
processed in this manner and grouped into agency and problem area categories. 

The questionnaire data was then combined to form a list of the most frequently 
reported problems and needs in the criminal justice system. First, problems 
experienced in the criminal justice system interfaces were grouped according 
to the agency involved. It became apparent a substantial amount of the data 
related to criminal justice systemwide problems rather than to specific agencies. 
This systemwide data was grouped into the categories of organization, statutes, 
process, planning, training and education, communications, legislative decision
making and philosophy. 
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Th~ major issues to be addressed b th . 
USlng a combination of closed- y eState Councll were then compiled 
the agency profiles; data from ~~~ ope~-ended data responses; information from 
f~om the Education and Training Su~~~~mi~f agency statu~e~ and budgets; reports 
tlon System Study subcommittee of th S tee and ~he Crlmlnal Justice Informa
reports on various aspects of the crfmi~~fe.cou~cll; and, numerous published 
completed at this point and the list f .JUs~lce system. Data analysis was 
State Council CJSS Working Committ fO m~Jor lss~es wa~ submitted to the 

ee or ltS conslderatlon. 

Detailed data information is on fl'le t th a e Division of Criminal Justice. 

Process for Making Recommendations _ .. _-:----
During the first weeks in A t 19 
S~a~e Counci1 on Criminal J~~~~ce m~~'w~he CJSS wo~king committee of the 
llmlnary recommendations based up th Jh the proJect staff to develop pre
of the full State Council. on e ata collected for the consideration 

At the State Council meeting of A 2 
~pproval to four of the committeeU;~~t 3-~4t.1979 the Council gave preliminary 
ln a format which included a brief d omm~n ~ lons. These four items, presented 
we~e.sent to Regional Criminal Justi~!C;lPtlon of th~ problems being addressed, 
Crlml~al .Justice Advisory Councils a d 1 lan~ers~ yarlo~s s~ate agency directors, 
assoclatlOns 'for their comments P n t.o~a cnmlnal JUstlce agencies and 
!n writing or to attend the next S rac ltlon~rs wer~ invited to submit comments 
ln Georgetown, Colorado to presentt~~:i;o~~~~~.meetlng on September 13-15, 1979 

At the September 1979 State Council meeti 
spent discussing both the preli l' ng, ~e~rly two-and-a-half days were 
improvement of the system At ~~narYdan~ a~dltlona~ recommendations for the 
p~eliminary recommendatio~s and t~r:n 0 .t.at meetlng, thre~ of the four 
wlth the understanding that furth ~ addltlonal recommendatlons were finalized 
meeting in October 1979 One f ~~ lnput was we~come at the State Council 
A r~vised briefing pape~ was s~nt t e ;~commendatlOns remained preliminary .. 
agaln inviting comment before or dU~inget~am~ group of agencies and practitioners 

e ctober State Council meeting. 
On October 5, 1970 additional testimon 
were ~eard by the State Council and th~ 
and flye others were passed. 

and comments from interested parties 
one remaining preliminary recommendation 

The State Council meeti f N b 
Criminal Justice Systemn~t~dY ovem er 16,.1979, was the last meeting where the 
C '1 f recommendatl0ns were act d b ouncl. or purposes of this report. e upon y the State 

A preliminary report was t d t 
presen e 0 the Governor on October 31, 1979. 
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CHAPTER 1: DESCRIPTION OF THE COLQR8QO CRIMI~AL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
The adult criminal justice system in Colorado con£ists of state, county and 
municipal law enforcement agencies and personnel: justices and judges; pro
secutors and probation; public defenders and private attorneys; jailers and 
correctional officers; administrators, planners, statisticians and computer 
experts; social service professionals, medical doctors, psychologists and 
psychjatrists; educators and many others. 

At the state level, most of the executive branch agencies providing criminal 
justice serviCeS on a statewide basis are located in departments not exclu
sively responsible for criminal justice functions. Problems associated with 
the delivery of criminal justice services as identified by the Criminal Jus
tice System Study, therefore, can be better understood within terms of Colo
rado's complex and fragmented system. Figure 4 on the following pages ir'ld"j
cates the current organization of Colorado state government and identifies 
agencies having criminal justice or related service responsibilities. Agen
cies below the level of a department interacting with the adult criminal jus
tice sys~~m are not shown on the chart. The various agencies responsible for 
providing law enforcement, court, corrections, systemwide criminal justice 
planning services and related services are described in the following five 
sections of this chapter. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
Executive branch agencies providing statewide law enforcement services are 
administratively located in the following departments: Local Affairs, High
ways, Administration and Law. Six other departments contain units providing 
law enforcement services within those departments but which mayor should 
interact with other law enforcement agencies. In addition, sixty-two county 
law enforcement jurisdictions are administered by sheriffs and more than 140 
law enforcement jurisdictions are administered by municipal governments. 

STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
DEPARn1ENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS 

The Colorado Bureau of Investigation and the Colorado Law Enforcement Training 
Academy are administratively located in the Department of Local Aff~irs esta
blished under the Administrative Organization Act of 1968 as the cabinet level 
liaison between state and local government. Other agencies located in the 
Department of Local Affairs include the Divisions of Commerce and Development, 
Criminal Justice, Housing, Planning, Local Government, Property Taxation, Mi
neral and Energy Impact and the Office of Rural Development and the Board of 
Assessment Appeals. 

The Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI) originally was created as a separate 
agency in July 1967 and then transferred to the Department of Local Affairs in 
1968. The FY 1979-80 CBI budget was $2,981,015 and the agency employed 80.5 
staff. Section 24-32-412, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) outlines CBI's numerous 
responsibilities. The agency assists local law enforcement in investigations; 
assists district attorneys in preparing case prosecution where CBI did the in
vestigation; provides laboratory services through three regional offices (Den-
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ver, Pueblo and Montrose); investigates suspected criminal activity at the 
direction of the Governor; and, investigates organized crime. In addition, 
the Medicaid Fraud Unit was transferred from the Attorney General's Office 
to the CBI in early 1979. 

CBI also maintains the Colorado Crime Information Center (CCIC) where the two 
basic components are the fingerprint and identification files and the Colo
rado Criminal History files. Data include arrest, identification and dispo
sitional information generated from law enforcement, courts, corrections and 
the Division of Motor Vehicles. The CCIC interfaces with the National Crime 
Information Center (NCIC) to facilitate and expedite the exchange of informa
tion. 

COLORADO LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING ACADEMY 
DEPARTt·1ENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS' 

The Colorado Law Enforcement Training Academy (CLETA) originally was esta
blished in 1963 under the supervision of the Colorado State Patrol. CLETA was 
transferred to the Department of Local Affairs in 1968 but, as provided in 
section 24-32-602, C.R.S. 1973, continues to be supervised by the Chief of the 
Colorado State Patrol. CLETA is charged with providing basic training to peace 
officers who are defined in section 24-32-603(4), C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) as 
"any undersheriff, deputy sheriff, other than one appointed with authority only 
to receive and serve summons and civil process, police officer, state patrol 
officer, town marshal, or investigator for a district attorney or the attorney 
general, who is engaged in full-time employment by the state, a city, city and 
county, town, judicial district or county within this state." Basic 8 week 
training classes are conducted at the Academy in Golden, at the Western Slope 
Academy and through ten local CLETA certified academies located in Col~rado 
Springs, Aurora, Denver, Lakewood, Jefferson County, Boulder County, Clty of 
Boulder, Eagle County, Pueblo and the City of Greeley. CLETA also provides 
some in-service training to peace officers. 

Of the $473,351 appropriated to CLETA for FY 1979-80, $305,951 were general 
funds and $167,400 were LEAA funds. Slightly over $90,000 of the general fund 
monies were set aside to reimburse local law enforcement training academies. 
In FY 1979-80 CLETA had 6.5 general fund staff and six staff paid under LEAA 
grants including five staff assigned to the Outreach Training Program. Because 
CLETA cannot keep pace with statewide training demands by using only the central 
academy at Golden, an Outreach Training Program was established to expand in
service training instruction. Outreach provides a resource to address local 
law enforcement needs by offering training that is coordinated, relevant and 
cost effective. 

The CLETA Advisory Board also was established in 1963. The Attorney General 
serves as the chair for the nine member advisory board, which also includes the 
special agent in charge of the Denver F.B.I. office, three chiefs of police, 
three sheriffs and a lay member. All board members are appointed by the Gover
nor. They are not salaried but are reimbursed for their expenses. Section 24-
32-605, C.R.S. 1973 describes the responsibilities of the CLETA Advisory Board: 

1) To establish reasonable standards for training, training 
academies and instructors. 
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2) To establish procedures for determining whether or not a 
peace officer meets the standards which have been set. 

3) To certify qualified peace officers and withhold or revoke 
certification in the manner provided. 

COLORADO STATE PATROL 
DEPARTt:1ENT' OF· HIGHWAYS 

Like CBI and CLETA, the Colorado State Patrol is located in an executive branch 
department predominantly composed of non-law enforcement agencies. The Colo
rado State Patrol is located in the Department of Highways established under 
the Administrative Organization Act of 1968. In accordance with provisions of 
section 24-1-126, C.R.S. 1973, the Department of Highways also contains the 
State Highway Commission, the Division of Highways and the Division of Highway 
Safety. Three other divisions, Administration, Transportation and Planning, and 
the Office of Management and Budget. have Been created administratively. 

The Colorado State Patrol originally was created as a separate agency in Sep
tember 1935 and transferred to the Department of Highways in 1968. Section 43-
5-113, C.R.S. 1973 classifies State Patrol officers as peace officers. The 
functions of the State Patrol are to enforce state laws pertaining to motor or 
other vehicles, check paperwork on shipments of livestock or agricultural pro
ducts, promote safety, protect human life, make arrests for highway violations, 
enforce auto theft laws, control traffic and investigate reported thefts of 
vehicles. Upon an order of the Governor, the Colorado State Patrol is empowered 
to aid local law enforcement officials in emergency situations. The state pa
trol, in accordance with section 43-5-117. C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) also pro
vides, at the Governor's discretion, security for the Governor's family and for 
the Lieutenant Governor. 

In addition, the Colorado State Patrol operates the state radio broadcasting 
and teletype system IIsubject to the review and approval of th.e state communi
cations coordinator,1I located in the Division of Communications,Department of 
Administration. In compliance with section 43-5-124, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.), 
the communications system serves the Colorado State Patrol, Department of High
ways, Division of Markets, Department of Agriculture, State Board of Stock In
spection Commissioners, Division of Wildlife, Division of Parks and Recreation, 
the state penitentiary, sheriffs, municipal police, Colorado Bureau of Investi
gation, and any other agency applying for service and approved by the state 
communications coordinator. Radio technicians, dispatchers and other necessary 
personnel are trained and paid by the Colorado State Patrol. 

Under section 43-5-103, C.R.S. 1973, "power, authority and responsibility are 
vested in the State Highway Commission to approve policies governing the acti
vities of the Colorado State Patrol •.• " The commission is a nine member board 
comprised of persons appointed by the Governor who hail from every geographic 
area of the state. For FY 1979-80, the Colorado State Patrol was authorized 
773.5 staff and a budget of $17,922,254 by the Appropriations Bill. The gene
ral fund provided $237,351 for security for the Governor and Capitol. Cash or 
federal funds provided monies for the balance of the authorized budget. Patrol 
officers accounted for 441 of the staff, 115 more were dispatchers and the re
maining 217.5 were administrative and civilian support personnel. 
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DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS 
DEPARTt·-1ENT OF Am.JINISTRATION 

The Division of Communications in the Department of Administration is closely 
integrated with statewide public safety functions. Approximately 80% of its 
duties are public safety related. Other statutory divisions of the Department 
of Administration are Accounts and Control, Archives and Public Records, 
Hearing Officers, Automated Data Processing, Purchasing and Central Services. 
Divisions created administratively include Management Services, General Govern
ment Computer Center and Capitol Buildings. 

The functions of the present Division of Communications were transferred from 
the Colorado State Patrol to the Department of Administration in 1970, under 
section 24-30-901, C.R.S. 1973, for the purpose of meeting the "present and 
future demands for the economical development and optimum use of present and 
future requirements of communications for the state government of Colorado which 
will provide a cohesive influence among its many departments, institutions and 
agencies ..• " The division is responsible for making recommendations and admi
nistering current and long-range communications planning for state and local 
agencies. Other activities include review of all existing and proposed commu
nications systems, and plans and approval of all acquisitions of communications 
equipment. The Division plans installation of communications equipment, and 
the Colorado State Patrol operates the state system once it is established. 
Agencies authorized to use the state communications system already have been 
enumerated in the preceding Colorado State Patrol section. 

During FY 1979-80, the Division of Communications had a budget of $5,232,233 
and 60 employees. Regional maintenance offices are located in Denver, Pueblo, 
Greeley, Grand Junction and Alamosa. 

ORGANIZED CRIME STRIKE FORCE 
DEPARfr.1rnrDF . LAH 

A full description of the Department of Law is presented in the Prosecution 
section of this chapter. The Department of Law is included here because 
one of its entities, the Organized Crime Strike Force, is involved in a state
wide law enforcement function o The Organized Crime Strike Force was established 
in 1969 with the mandate to investigate and prosecute organized crime in the 
state. The authority for the Attorney General to establish an agency to pro
secute organized crime is by way of legislative fiat giving the Attorney Gene
ral the responsibility for combating crime in Colorado. 

Section 20-1-201, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) allows all district attorneys to use 
staff of the Attorney General's office to prosecute cases in their districts. 
When both district attorney and Attorney General staff have investigated a par
ticular organized crime case, a joint decision is made by the entities involved 
to qetermine which agency will prosecute. Currently, these decisions a~e.made 
on a cooperative basis since there are no legal guidelines for such declslons. 

The Organized Crime Strike Force FY 1979-80 budget was $394,831 and paid from 
general funds. A staff of ten can be augmented by an additional ~9 staff on 
a loan basis as required from the following law enforcement agencles: Denver, 
Colorado Springs, Pueblo, Arapahoe County, Arvada, Northglenn, Adams County, 
Lakewood, Aurora, Colorado State Patrol and CBI. The total staff of 29 con
sists of 21 investigators, four attorneys and four clerical staff. Of the in
vestigative staff, two are located in Pueblo, two in Colorado Springs and one 
in Grand Junction. 
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INSTITUTIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUcATION-

The Department of Higher Education is authorized by section 24-7-101, C.R.S. 
1973 to hire security officers within institutions of higher education lito 
protect the property of the institution, agency, or department employing such 
officer and to perform such other police and administrative functions as may 
be deemed necessary." The department also contains two statutorily mandated 
divisions, the State Council on the Arts and Humanities and the State Histori
cal Society. Administratively included in this department are the following 
entities: Regents of the University of Colorado, State Board of Agriculture, 
Board of Directors of the Auraria Higher Education Complex, Board of Trustees 
for the University of Northern Colorado, Board of Community Colleges and Oc
cupational Education, Board of Trustees for the Consortium, and the Colorado 
Commission on Higher Education. 

Security personnel employed by the Department of Education are granted, in 
accordance with section 24-7-103, C.R.S. 1973, the powers of peace officers 
when on state owned or leased property, including the carrying of weapons. 
Section 24-7-102, C.R.S. 1973 places institutional security officers "under 
the control and supervision of the governing authority or head of the employ
ing state institution .•• (which) may permit its security officers to hold and 
receive .•. other law enforcement commissions or appointments as are appropriate 
to carry out their duties." As stated in section 24-7-104, C.R.S. 1973, state 
property is not exempt from local law enforcement jurisdiction, but law en
forcement officers from local jurisdictions are to coordinate their efforts 
with institutional security officers except when emergency situations do not 
permit. In addition, governing boards of the state institutions of higher 
education are authorized to cede jurisdiction for the enforcement of traffic 
laws to local law enforcement agencies if such is mutually agreeable. Because 
of these various statutory provisions, governing boards of state higher educa
tion institutions have fairly wide discretion in determining the jurisdiction 
and functions of their campus security personnel. Campus security staff are 
classified employees of the state and are granted the right to attend CLETA 
training under section 24-7-105, C.R.S. 1973. 

No budget figures for the various institutional security offices employed by 
the Department of Higher Education are available as they are not separate line 
items in the State Appropriations Bill. 

INSTITUTIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS 

The Department of Institutions was created in 1968 under the Administra-
tive Organization Act. Currently, the department contains the Division of 
Juvenile Parole, established by statute, and the following three divisions 
created administratively: Youth Services, Developmental Disabilities and Men
tal Health. The functions of the Division of Mental Health in relation to 
the adult criminal justice system will be discussed in the Related Services 
section of this chapter. 

The Department of Institutions, as a state agency, employs institutional secu
rity staff in accordance with statutory provisions which also apply to the De
partment of Higher Education. Security units within the Department of Institu-
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tions are located at the Colorado State Hospital in Pueblo, the Fort Logan Men
tal Health Center in Denver, the state home and training facilities in Denver, 
Grand Junction and Pueblo which are operated by the Division of Developmental 
Disabilities, and, facilities operated by the Division of Youth Services. 

No appropriation figures were available for these security services as there 
is no separate line item for institutional security included in the Appropria
tions Bill. 

DIVISION OF LIQUOR ENFORCEMENT 
DEPARTt-1ENT OF REVENUE 

The Divisions of Liquor Enforcement and Motor Vehicles provide law enforcement 
services to the Department of Revenue. Statutorily, the Departm~nt of Re~e~ue, 
created in 1968 under the Administrative Organization Act, conta1ns the D1V1-
sions of Port of Entry and Inheritance and Gift Tax. The Depa~tmen~ ~l~o con
tains administratively created Administrative and Data Process1ng D1V1S1ons. 

The Division of Liquor Enforcement, estab~ished in a~cordance with.section 24-
1-117, C.R.S. 1973, enforces compliance w1th state llqU?r laws: L1q~or Enforce
ment inspectors are vested with the powers of peace offlcers, 1nclud1ng those 
of arrest or issuing summons while enforcing the licensing, tax enforcement and 
unlawful acts provisions of section 12, articles 46 and 47, C.R.S. 1973, 1~78 
Repl. Vol. (1979 Supp.). Staff of the Division of Liquor Enforcement obtaln 
some training through CLETA. 

The FY 1979-80 funding for the Division of Liquor Enforcement was.$603,~57 from 
the general fund. This appropriation provided !o~ 28 e~ployees, lnclud1ng 18 
field officers, three supervisors and seven adm1nlstrat1ve and support staff. 

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 

The Division of Motor Vehicles also is established under section 24-1-117, 
C.R.S. 1973 and is statutorily charged by section 42-2-118, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 
Supp.) to maintain records on driving ap~licati~ns granted or.denie~, na~es of 
individuals with suspended or revoked dr1vers llcenses and drlver h1stor1es, 
i.e. court convictions and accidents. The relationship of the Divisio~ ~f.Mo
tor Vehicles to law enforcement is its record-keeping function. The D1vlslon 
estimates about 15% of its time is spent in criminal justice related duties. 
All Division of Motor Vehicles information is made available upon request to 
the State Patrol the Colorado Bureau of Investigation, the courts, county 
clerks and state'and local law enforcement agencies. This information is avail
able to the CBI through a computer interface and by telety~e to some of t~e 
other law enforcement agencies. The Division of Motor Vehlcles also provldes 
certification records on driver status to other requesting agencies such as 
district attorneys. 

The FY 1979-80 budget for the Division of Motor Vehicles was $6,653,365 in cash 
funds and a staff of 440 was employed. 

DIVISION OF BRAND INSPECTION 
DEPARTf.JEiIT OF AGRI CULTURE 

The Department of Agriculture was created in 1968 under the Administrative 
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O~g~n!zation Act. Within. the Department of Agriculture, the statutorily created 
D:v1s1on of B~a~d Inspect10n performs some law enforcement functions. In addi
t10n to the D1v1sion of Brand Inspection, the Department of Agriculture is com
posed o! the following statutorily established divisions: Markets, Plant Indus
try, Ammal Industry, Admini strative Servi ces, Inspecti on and Consumer Services 
and the Colorado State Fair and Industrial Exposition. 

The du~ies of. inspectors employed by the Division of Brand Inspection, as set 
forth 1n sect10n 35-53-102, C.R.S. 1973, are to inspect the brands and earmarks 
of any cat~le, horses or.mules being transported and to provide certificates 
of ownersh1~. Transport1ng these animals without such an inspection is a mis
deme~nor Wh1Ch becomes a class 5 felony on the third offense. As provided in 
sectlOn 35-53-128, C.R.S. 1973, a brand inspector "is authorized to ride the 
ranges~ pastures, and other localities within the state to protect the live
~tock 1ndust~y of the ~tate from depredations and theft.1f Brand inspectors, 
1n the ex~rc1se o! the1r statutory duties, are vested with all the powers of 
~rrest,.w1th or w1thout a warrant, conferred upon peace officers as set forth 
1n sect10n 16-3-101, C.R.S. 1973. The State Board of Stock Inspection Commis
s~on~rs also may authorize brand inspectors to carry arms. However, the Com
m1SS10n has no~ exercised its power to authorize brand inspectors to carry arms 
because brand lnspectors do not have access to CLETA and their inhouse training 
does not include the use of firearms. 

The State Board of Stock Inspection Commissioners is established by section 35-
41-101, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.). The Board is a five member body appointed 
b~ ~h~ Governor and is re~mbursed for expenses only. The Board, part of the 
D1V1~10~ of Brand Inspect10n, has two primary duties: to appoint the Brand 
Com~lss10ner, w~o is a civil service employee; and, to make the rules and regu
lat10ns concern1ng the manner of inspecting brands and livestock. 

Regional ?ffices of the Division of Brand Inspection are located in 
Fort Coll1ns, Denver, La Junta, Sterling, Brush, Lamar and Greeley. 
1979-80 budget was $1,313,289 in cash funds. The 75 staff employed 
66 brand inspectors and nine support staff. 

DIVISION OF:WILDLIFE 
DEPARTi·1ENT OF· NATURAL RESOURCES 

Burlington, 
The FY 

included 

Conservation officers of the Division of Wildlife in the Department of Natural 
Resources perform law enforcement functions related to wildlife protection 
Oth~r.divis~ons of t~e D~partment of Natural Resources, also created by th~ 
Admlnlstratlve Organ1zatlon Act of 1968, are Water Resources Water Conserva
t~on Board, Soil Conservation Board, Mines, Oil and Gas Cons~rvation Commis
Slon, Colorado Geological Survey. Parks and Outdoor Recreation, Natural Areas 
P~o~r~m, and, S~a~e Boa:d of Land Commissioners. The administratively created 
Dlv1s10n of Adm1n1strat10n and DiVision of Mine Land Reclamation also are lo
cated within the Department of Natural Resources. 

I~ accordance ~ith se~tion 33-6-101, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), Division of Wild
llfe conservatlon offlcers may conduct searches and make arrests when a viola
tion of the wildlife laws, rules or regulations occurs. District attorneys 
normally prosecute Division of Wildlife cases although section 33-6-129, C.R.S. 
1973 allows the Division to hire special counsel for this purpose. The FY 1979-
80 Long ~ill app~opriate~ $8~,344 for payments to the Department of Law for 
prosecut10n serVlces. Wlldl1fe conservation officers receive training through 
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their own division and do not attend CLETA. 

The FY 1979-80 budget for the Division of Wildlife was $18,002,590 of which 
$14,784,968 were cash funds, $3,100,041 federal funds and $117,581 general 
fund monies. The budget included 596 staff, ofwhich 248 were wildlife conser
vation officers. 

DIVISION OF PARKS AND OUTDOOR RECREATION 
DEPARTt·1ENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Officers of the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation have the same peace 
officer powers of search and arrest, under section 33-6-101, C.R.~. 1973~ as 
do the wildlife conservation officers. Parks and Outdoor Recreatlon offlcers 
are responsible for upholding the laws of the state related to control and li
mitation of fires use of motor vehicles and boats, sanitation, health and 
safety measures. 'Under the same statute, Parks and Outdoor Recreati?n o~fi
cers cooperate with the Division of Wildlife in the enforcement of wlldllfe 
laws, rules and regulations. 

The Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation also has the authority to hire 
special counsel to prosecute its cases under section 33-6-129, C.R.S. 1973. 
Of its FY 1979-80 budget, $27,000 was set aside for the Department of Law for 
purchase of services. 

Parks and Outdoor Recreation officers, like wildlife conservation officers, 
receive training through their own division and do not attend CLETA. 

Of the $5,441,098 appropriated for the FY 1979-80 Parks and Outdoor Recreation 
budget, $2,533,439 was cash, $1,237,002 was federal and $1,670,657 ~ere from 
general funds. The Divisionis FY 1979-80 employees included approxlmately 
100 field officers out of a total staff of 155. 

LA\~ ENFORCEt'lENT Arm SECURITY SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

A complete description of the Department of Corrections is pre~ented ~n the 
Corrections section of this chapter. However, the Department lS mentloned here 
because certain staff under specific conditions perform a law enforcement func
tion. 

Correctional staff are defined as peace officers in section 18-1-901(3)(1), 
C.R.S. 1973. Correctional officers have the power of arrest on grounds owned 
or leased by the Department of Corrections in accordance with the provisions 
of section 17-20-103, C.R.S. 1973. In addition, in the event of an escape by 
an inmate sentenced to the Department, the staff of the facility may pursue 
and arrest the escapee under the provisions of sections 16-3:101, 102, and 
106, C.R.S. 1973. Staff pursuing escaped inmates are authorlzed ~o ca~ry wea
pons both by section 17-20-122, C.R.S. 1973 and by departmental dlrectlve. 

The Department of Corrections has four investigators who perform d~ties.in ~he 
areas of surveillance and investigations for Department of Correctlons lnstltu
tions. Much of the work is done within the facilities, but circumstances may 
require the investigators to perform their functions beyond the confines of 
state property in conjunction with other state and local law enforcement agencies. 
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Parole violators may be arrested by parole officers or an assistant director 
or the director of the Division of Adult Services in accordance with section 
17-2-103(1), C.R.S. 1973. Parole officers also are designated as peace offi
cers under section 18-1-901(3)(1), C.R.S. 1973. 

Staff of the Department of Corrections are not eligible to attend CLETA training. 

COUNTY LAVl ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES· 

OFFICE OF THE SHER!FF 

T~e position of county sheriff is established within the Colorado Constitution. 
Wlth the exception of Denver, the sheriffs in the other 62 counties ~f the 
state are elected officials who serve four year terms. In Denver, the Sheriffls 
Department is part of the Department of Safety and is responsible to the Mana
ger of Safety rather than to an elected sheriff. The Manager of Safety is a 
mayoral appointee. The sheriff's department is supervised by the Director of 
~o~rections who also serves as the undersheriff and warden of the Denver County 
Jall .. T~ere are no qualifications for the position of sheriff other than being 
a quallfled elector of the state. In accordance with section 30-10-504, C.R.S. 
1973, the sheriff "shall appoint an undersheriff" to serve at the pleasure of 
the sheriff. The undersheriff assumes the duties of the sheriff anytime a va
cancy occurs in that position until a new sheriff can be appointed or elected 
as provided in section 30-10-505, C.R.S.1973. The sheriff also may appoint 
as many deputies as deemed proper in accordance with section 30-10-506, C.R.S. 
1973 (1978 Supp.). 

T~e budget for a sheriff"s department and jail are set by th.e county commi.s
Sloners and, in Denver, by the city council. The sheriffs~ salaries are set 
by the General Asc;embly except in Denver whe.re the salary of the Director of 
Corrections is set by the city council. 

The duties and responsibilities of the sheriff are outlined in section 30-10-
511.to 16, ~.R.S. 1973 as follows: charge and custody of the county jails; 
aC~lng as flre warden; extinguishing forest or prairie fires; transporting 
prlsoners to the penitentiary or elsewhere; executing wY'its and serving courts 
of record in the authorized county; and, preserving the peace and enforcing 
the laws. 

OFFICE OF TH.E CORONER 

The position of coroner is established in the Colorado Constitution. Coroners 
are elected in every county for a term of four years. There are no statutory 
requirements foY' eligibility for the coroners office other than being a quali
fied elector. Coroners may appoint a deputy coroner. They receive no salary, 
but are reimbursed at the rate of $25.00 per day for each day spent in making 
death investigationsor in holding inquests. Coroners also may be paid for 
mileage incurred in the performance of their duties. 

Section 30-10-604, C.R.S. 1973 provides that when there is no sheriff in a 
county, "it is the duty of the coroner to exerc'ise all the powers and duties 
o~ the sheriff of his county until a sheriff is appointed or elected and quali
fled; and when the sheriff for any cause is committed to the jail of his county, 
the coroner shall be keeper of such jail during the time the sheriff remains ~ 
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~~isoner." In practice, the coroner is likely to authorize the undersheriff 
to assume these obligations. . 

The coroner, in compliance with section 30-10-606, C.R.S. 1973, must immediately 
notify the district attorney and make proper inquiry respecting the cause of 
death of any person in that jurisdiction who dies from external violence, unex
plained cause, und~r suspicious circumstances, where no physician is in atten
dance, or where the physician in attendance is unable to certify the ~a~se of 
death. The same statute provides that the coroner may request a phys1c1an to 
conduct a postmortem examination and the coroner may conduct an inquest. 

The coroner also is authorized, statutorily, to issue subpoenas 
to make an arrest and take that person before the county court. 
615, C.R.S. 1973, establishes the warrant of a coroner as equal 
to that of the county courts. 

MUNICIPAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

OFFICE O~ TRE CHIEF OF POLICE 

and warrants, 
Section 30-10-

in authority 

Section 31-4-112, C.R.S. 1973 provides lithe •.• chief of police shall execute 
and return •.• all writs and processes directed to him by the municipal judge 
in any case ~rising under a city ordinance. The .•. chief of police ••. shall sup- J 

press all riots, disturbances, and breaches of the peace, shall apprehend a~l 
disorderly persons in the city, and shall pursue and arrest any person flee1ng 
from justice in any part of the state. He shall apprehend any person in the 
act of committing any offense against the laws of the state or ordinance of 
the city •.• " 

The office of the chief of police is an appointed one. In municipalities where 
the governing boqy consists of a mayor and city council, the chief of police is 
appointed by the city council in accordance with section 31-4-107(2)(a), C.R.S. 
1973 (1978 Supp.). In municipalities having the position of a city ~anager, 
the city manager is appointed by the city council and, in turn, appolnts the 
chief of police as provided in section 31-4~211(1), C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.). 

OFFICE OF THE TmlN ~lARSHAL 

In statutory municipalities, administrative authority is vested in a mayor and 
a board of trustees. The board of trustees appoints a marshal for the town. 
A marshal has t.he same statutory authority as a chief of police under section 
31-4-112, C.R.S. 1973, but in addition, has the same power that sheriffs have 
by law, coextensive with the county in cases of violation of town ordinances 
and for offenses committed within the limits of the town. 

OTHER PEACE OFFICERS 

Under section 18-1-901, C.R.S. 1973, there are several other types of practi
tioners classified as "peace officers,u most of which will be addressed in other 
sections of'this chapter. lhese practitioners are; district attorney, assis
tant district attorney, deputy district ,attorney, an investigator for a district 
attorney Ot the attorney general, probation officer, and a member of the Colo
rado National Guard while acting under call of the Governor in cases of emer
gency or civ"il di sot'der. 

24 

~,.--------------~------. 

, , 

PROSECUTION SERVICES 
DEPARTt1ENT . OF; [A~J 

~he Department of Law, created by the Administrative Organization Act of 1968, 
1S headed by the Attorney General who is elected by the voters of the state to 
a four year term. 

T~e~e.are th~rte~n.d~visions within the Department of Law, whereby two of chese 
d1v1s10ns, tne D1v1s10n of Legal Affairs and the Administrator of the Uniform 
Consumer Credit Code, are establ ished by statute under sectiorls 24-31-102, . 
C:R:S: 197~ and 5-6-103, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) respectively. Administrative 
d1v:s10ns 1nclude the Grand Junction, Pueblo, Administrative and Planning, 
Ant:trust, Appellate, Consumer Affairs, Human Resources, Legal Services, Liti
gat10n and Natural Resources Divisions as well as the Organized Crime Strike 
Force. 

The department has the statutory responsibility of providing legal counsel to 
all state agencies. In addition, the Attorney General's staff prosecutes and 
defends all ~ivil or criminal actions involving the state including appeals. 
Moreover, th1s agency provides written opinions on legal questions submitted 
b~ other.state agenci~s. Other activities include the investigation of orga
~lze~ ~r1me,.preparat1o~ ~f con~ract drafts, and defense of state employees 
1n C1V11 act10ns or adm1nlstrat1ve procedures brought about as a result of dis
charge of duties other than those actions brought about by an employer. 

In FY 1979-80 the department employed 166.6 staff and operated under a budget 
of $5,490,206 of which $3,360,429 were from general funds, $1,963,292 from cash 
funds and $166,485 from federal funds. 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

The position of district attorney is established by section 13, Article VI of 
the Colorado Constitution. A district attorney is elected for a term of four 
years in ~a~h of the state's 22 judicial districts. The district attorney must 
be a qual1fled elector, be a resident of the judicial district represented, be 
a member of the Bar and have practiced law in Colorado for at least five years. 

The district at~orney is responsible for appearing in district court as a pro
secutor on behalf of the state and the counties of that particular judicial 
di~trict. In accordance with sections 20-1-102 to 106, C.R~S. 1973, the dis
~r1ct ~ttorney must appear in cases of habeas corpus, appellate review and cases 
lnvolv1n~ change of venue, appear at coroner's inquests, provide legal opinions 
on quest10ns of law to city and county officials, and appear before and advise 
grand juries "in their respective districts." 

The district attorney may appoint deputy district attorneys, chief deputy dis
trict attorneys, assistant district attorneys, investigators and other employ
ees as outlined in state statutes. 

Under 20-1-306, C.R.S. 1973, 80% of the salary of a district attorney is paid 
by th~ state with the balance of the district attorney's salary and the other 
salanes and expenses of the district attorney's office paid by the counties 
within that particular judicial district. liThe proportion of each county's 
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payment shall be determined in October of each yea~ bas:d on the c~se load data 
prepared by the Judicial Department for the precedlng flscal year. 

In FY 1979-80 there were 645 personnel in the state attached to district attor
ney offices: 22 district attorneys; 242 deputy, chief deputy and assistant 
district attorneys; 101 district attorney investigators; and 280 support staff. 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY 

As provided in section 30-11-118, C.R.S. 1973, the board of county commissioners 
may appoint a county attorney employed primarily as the legal advisor for the 
county commissioners. A county attorney must be a member of the Colorad~ ~ar 
and at least 25 years of age. The county attorney plays no par~ in the lnl
tiation or conduct of ordinary criminal proceedings, and for thls reason, county 
attorneys were not included in the Criminal Justice System Study. 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

As provided in section 31-4-107, C.R.S. 1973 (1979.Supp.),.city attorneys are 
appointed by the city council, and in accordance wlth sectlon 31-4-208, C.R.S. 
1973 (1979 Supp.), must be attorneys-at-law licensed to practice in the state 
of Colorado. City attvrnejs may employ deputies and other personnel. 

City attorneys appear in municipal court on behalf of the city and prosecute 
all cases before the municipal judge including municipal ordinance violations 
and traffic cases. 

PUBLIC DEFENSE SERVICES 
OFFICE OF THE STATEYUBLIC DElllUllJL 

The public defender's office organizationally is located within the Judicial 
Department. Until recently, the Public Defender was appointed by t~e ~upr~me 
Court. Under H.B. 1396, effective July 1, 1979, a five member commlSS10n lS 
established by the Supreme Court to appoint the Public Defender. Section ~1-
1-101, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) states: "Three of the members of the commlS
sion shall be attorneys admitted to practice ~aw in t~is s~aterand two shal~ 
be citizens of Colorado not admitted to practlce law ln thlS s~ate. In maklng 
appointments to the commission, the supreme court shall conside~ p~ace of resi
dence, sex, race, and ethnic background. No member of the commlSSlon shall be 
at any time a judge, prosecutor, public defender, or employee of a law enforce
ment agency. II The statute also provides that no more than three members of 
the commission "shall be from the same political party." The public defender 
is appointed for a five year term and may be reappointed for one or more sub
sequent terms. The public defender must be a qualified attorney who has prac
ticed law in Colorado for at least five years. 

In compliance with section 21-1-103, C.R.S. 1973,"IT~e state public d~fender 
shall represent as counsel, without charge, each lndlgent person who lS under 
arrest for or charged with committing a felony." Under th: sam: statute, the 
public defender is to represent indig:n~ persons char~ed wlth mlsdemeano~s; 
juveniles upon whom a delinquency petltlon has been fl~ed; pe~s~ns held In.any 
institution against their will; and, persons charged wlth munlclpal code ~lola
tions. Clients are determined to be indigent by the public defender, subJect 
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to ~ev~ew by the court. T~e public defender also prosecutes any appeals if 
satlsfled there is arguable merit to the proceeding. 

The public defender may hire assistant and deputy public defenders, investiga
tors an~ oth:r nece~sary employees subject to the approval of the Supreme Court, 
afsf~rovlded ln sectlon 21-1-102, C.R.S. 1973, and may establish such regional 
o lces as deemed necessary. 

The~e a~e 19 regional public defender offices in the state and an appellate 
offl~e ln Denver. The average percentage of court terminations represented by 
publlC defend;rs fr~m 1974 to 1977 was 66.7% of felony cases, 26.9% of juvenile 
cases and 5.5% of mlsdemeanor and traffic cases. The average caseload is 164 7 cases per attorney. • 

The public defender's office was composed of 149.5 staff in FY 1979-80 where 
86 were attorneys and investigators and 63.5 were support staff. FY 1979-80's 
budget totalled $3,622,957: $3,407,883 from general funds, $61,741 from cash 
funds and $153,333 from federal funds. 

COURT APPOINTED ATTORNEYS 

S:ction 21-1-105, C.R:S. ~973 states "For cause~ the court may, on its own mo
tlon or u~on the appllcatlon of the state public defender or the indigent per
~on~ apPolnt an attorney other than the state public defender to represent the 
lndlgent person at any stage of the proceedings or on appeal. The attorney 
sha~l b: awarded reasonable compensation and reimbursement for expenses neces
sarlly 1 ncurred, to be fixed and pa i d by the court from state funds appropr'i ated therefor. II 

Such attorne~s have been appointed when a public defender was unavailable or 
over~oaded wlth other cases or when there was a conflict of interest. A court 
appolnted attorney has.the same responsibilities in a case as a public defender. 
The current. rate of relmbursement for court appointed attorneys is $35 per hour 
for court t:me and ~25 per hour for preparation time. Funding to the Judicial 
Department ln the flscal year FY 1979-80 for court appointed counsel for crimi
nal cases was.$8~5,039 from general funds and $288,346 from cash funds. This 
$total approprl~tlon of $1,153,385 is allocated as follows: conflict of interest 
$903,975; publlC defender overload $228,690; and, public defender unavailable 20,720. 

JUDICIAL SERVICES 
Col~rado's conso~idated (unified) state court system, established by a Consti
tut~onal change ln 1962, includes: the Colorado Supreme Court· Court of Appeals' 
Offlce of the State Court Administrator; Office of the State Public Defender' ' 
District Courts, and in Denver, the Superior, Probate and Juvenile Courts' ' 
County Courts; and Probation. Municipal courts are not a part of the con~oli
~ate~ state court system. The organization of Colorado's court system is shown ln Flgure 5. 

Judges of any court of record in the state, except county judges in the City 
a~d County of Denver,.are appointed by the Governor from a list of names sub
mltt~d by the approprlate nominating commission. Upon the expiration of the 
appolnted term, as provided in sections 20 and 25, Article VI of the Colorado 
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Constitution, the electors then determine whether the judge should be retained 
in office for a subsequent term. The qualifications, terms of office and se
lection process for county judges in Denver are established in the charter and 
ordinances of Denver. 

Staffing, budget and caseload figures for the various components of Colorado1s 
judicial system (excluding the Office of the Public Defender) are shown in Fi
gures 6 and 7 at the end of the section on Judicial Services. 

COLORADO SUPREr~E COURT 

The Supreme Court is established in section 1, Article VI of the Colorado Con
stitution. Its jurisdiction, as outlined in sections 2 and 3 of the same Arti
cle, is both appellate and original in nature. Appellate review by the Supreme 
Court of every final judgment of the district courts, the probate court in 
Denver, and the juvenile court in Denver is a matter of right. Original juris
diction is restricted to original and remedial writs as may be provided by rule 
of court with authority to hear the same. 

As provided in section 7, Article VI of the state constitution, there are seven 
justices on the Supreme Court who serve ten year terms. Qualifications of the 
justices are described in section 8, Article VI. A Supreme Court justice "must 
be a qualified elector of the state who has been licensed to practice law in 
Colorado for at least five years." As stated in section 5(2), Article VI, lithe 
Supreme Court shall select a chief justice from its own membership to serve at 
the pleasure of a majority of the court, who shall be the executive head of the 
judicial system,,1 Section 21, Article VI authorizes the Supreme Court to esta
blish the rules of both civil and criminal procedure and the rules and forms of 
practice, process and record-keeping for the courts. Sections 13-2-108, 109 
and 110, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) implement th·isauthorizaHon .. The Supreme Court 
also appoints the state court administrator pursuant to section 5(3) of Article 
VI. This position is discussed further in the State Court Administrator section 
of this chapter. 

COURT OF APPEALS 

The Court of Appeals is established by section 13-4-101, C.R.S. 1973, in accor
dance with legislative prerogative pursuant to section 1, Article VI of the 
Colorado Constitution and is located in Denver although a division of the court 
may sit in any county seat to hear oral argument. The same statute establishes 
the Court of Appeals as a court of record. 

Section 13··4-102, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) states: "Any provision of the law 
to the contrary notwithstanding, the court of appeals shall have initial juris
diction over appeals from final judgments of the district courts, superior 
courts, the probate court of the city and county of Denver, and the juv~nile 
court of the city and county of Denver.1I The Court of Appeals also hears mat
ters connected with issues of worker1s compensations, unemployment compensation, 
charters for new banks and other civil cases. 

There are ten judges on the Court of Appeals who serve eight year terms. There 
are three divisions of the Court, consisting of three judges each who are as
signed to a division by the chief judge of the Court of Appeals. The chief 
judge is appointed by the chief justice of the Supreme Court. Judges of the 
Court of Appeals must have the same qualifications as justices of the Colorado 
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Supreme Court: they must be qualified electors of the state and licensed to 
practice law in the state for at least five years. 

The Court of Appeals may certify any case before it to the Supreme.Cou~t ~or 
its review and final determination if it feels the case does not lle Wlthln 
its jurisdiction or for other cause as outlined in section 13-4-109, C.R.S. 
1973 (1978 Supp.). 

OFFICE OF THE STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

The State Court Administrator is appointed by the Supreme Court and performs 
duties as specified in section 13-3-101(1), C.R.S. 1973. These duties inc~ude: 

,establishing standards to insure proficiency in court reporting in the var~ous 
courts; keeping records of judicial decisions related to felony ca~es; maklng 
a continuous survey of the conditions of court docke~s and the bus~ness of.the 
courts of record (and m?king reports and recommendatlo~s to the Chlef Justlce); 
preparing the annual b'Jdget request; preparing.the capltal co~structlon budget 
request; developing the procedures to be used ln the ~reparatlon of budget ~e
quests; disbursement of funds appropriated by the leg~slature; ~n~ purchaslng 
and fiscal administration of the department. Regulatlons pertalnlng to budge
tary and fiscal procedures and forms and t~e disbursement.of fund~ are developed 
in consultation with the state controller ln accordance wlth sectlon 13-3-106, 
C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.)o 

DISTRICT COURT 

Colorado's district courts are established by section 9, Article VI of the Colo
rado Constitution. Section 13-5-101, C.R.S. 1973 authorizes the establish~ent 
of 22 judicial districts in~i~ated o~ th~ map in Figure 2 of t~e Method~ a~d.Pro
oedures Section, each contalnlng a dlstrlct court. The boundarles o~ a ~udlclal 
district, the number of districts in the state, and the number of dlstrlct court 
judges all may be increased or decreased by a ~wo-thir~s majority.vote of both 
houses of the General Assembly in accordance wlth sectlon 10, Artlcle VI of the 
state constitution. Currently there are 102 district court judges in the 22 
judicial districts. District judges serve six year terms. 

District courts are Colorado's trial courts of general jurisdiction. A dis
trict court has, pursuant to section 9, Article VI of the state constitution, 
original jurisdiction in domestic relations, civil, juvenile, probate, mental 
health and cri~inal cases, except in the City and County of Denver, wh~re p~o
bate and mental health matters are heard by the Probate Court and all Juvenlle 
matters by the Juvenile Court. Except in the City and County of Denver where 
the appellate court is Denver Superior Court, district courts have appellate 
jurisdiction over all final judgments in county court. 

The qualifications of district court judges as provided in section 11, A~ticle 
IV of the Colorado Constitution are: a qualified elector of the approprlate 
judicial district; have practiced law in Colorado for at least five ~ears; and, 
be a resident within that particular district during the term of offlce. The 
position of chief judge of the district court is mandated constit~tio~all~ by 
section 5(4), Article IV. The chief judge is appointed by the ~hlef Justlce 
of the Supreme Court and has administrative authority over all Judges of all 
courts within that particular judicial district. 

A district court judge temporarily may be assigned by the chief justice to a 
court in another judicial district to assist with caseloads. 
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DENVER PROBATE 'COURT 

The Denver Probate Court is established in section 1, Article VI of the state 
constitution adopted November 6, 1962 and effective January 12, 1965. Probate 
Court's jurisdiction as noted in section 9 of the same Brticle is exclusive in 
all matters of probate, settlement of estates of deceased persons, appointment 
of guardians, conservators and administrators and settlements of their accounts, 
and the adjudication of the mentally ill for the City and County of Denver. 

Section 13-9-104, C.R.S. 1973 provides one judge for Probate Court. The probate 
court judge serves a term of six years and the qualifications are the same as 
for a district court judge. 

Appeals from the Probate Court are made to either the Court of Appeals of the 
state Supreme Court. 

DENVER JUVENILE "COURT , 

The Denver Juvenile Court also is established in section 1, Article VI of the 
Colorado Constitution. Under section 13-8-103, C.RoS. 1973 (1979 Supp.), the 
Juvenile Court has exclusive jurisdiction over juvenile matters for the City 
and County of Denver, including delinquency, dependency and neglect, children 
in need of supervision, adoption, paternity and support and relinquishment. 

Section 13-8-104, C.R.S. 1973 provides three judges for the Juvenile Court. 
Denver juvenile judges serve for six year terms and the qualifications are the 
same as for a district court judge. 

Appeals from the Juvenile Court are made to either the Court of Appeals or the 
state Supreme Court. 

DENVER SUPERIOR COURT 

The Superior Court for the City and County of Denver is mandated by section 
13-7-101, C.R.S. 1973, which provides "In all counties or cities and counties 
of this state having a population of three hundred thousand or more inhabitants, 
there is h(-~"'~by established a court of record to be called a superior court." 
Jurisdiction of Denver Superior Court is concurrent with the District Court in 
civil actions where the amount involved is more than $1,000 and less than $5,000. 
In addition, the Superior Court has appellate jurisdiction over cases from the 
Denver County Court. 

As provided in section 13-7-105, C.R.S. 1973, there is one judge of the Denver 
Superior Court who has the same qualifications as a district court judge. 

COUNTY COURT 

County courts are established by section 16, Article VI of the Colorado Consti
tution and are located in each of Colorado's 63 counties. As provided in sec
tion 13-6-105, C.R.S. 1973, the C!.1unty Court is a court of limited jurisdiction. 
Section 13-6-104(1), C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) describes this jurisdiction as 
"concurrent original jurisdiction with the district court in civil actions, 
suits and procedures in which the debt, damage or the value of the personal 
property claimed does not exceed $1,000." 
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As provided in section 13-6-104(2), C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), the County.C~urt 
also has concurrent original jurisdiction with the District Court in petltlons 
for change of name, in cases of forcible entry, forcible detainer or unla~ful 
detainer, or, if the value of the monthly rental or the total damages clalmed 
is less than $1,000. Parties may file civil actions in the Small Claims Divi
sion of the County Court providing the debt, damage, tort, injury or value of 
personal property does not exceed $500. 

Furthermore, as described in section 13-6-106, C.R.S. 1973, the County Court 
has concurrent original jurisdiction with the District Court over misdemeanors 
and in the issuance of warrants, conduct of preliminary examination, issuance 
of bindover orders and the admission to bail in felonies and misdemeanors. 

Section 13-10-116, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) designates the County Court as the 
appeals court for municipal courts. Appeals from County Court are heard in 
District Court or Superior Court (Denver only) under Section 13-6-310, C.R.S. 
1973. 

In accordance with section 13-6-205, C.R.S. 1973 county judges serve four year 
terms. Qualifications are established by section 13-6-203, C.R.S. 1973, in 
accordance with a classification system described in section 13-6-201, C.R.S. 
1973 (1979 Supp.). In Class A and B counties (Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Clear 
Creek, Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, La Plata, Lar~mer, Mesa, Pueblo and 
Weld) county judges must be attorneys licensed to practice law in Colorado and 
must serve full time. In all other counties, which are either Class C or 0, 
county judges must be high school graduates or the equivalent. All county court 
judges must be qualified electors of their counties. 

Sections 13-5-102 through 122, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) outline the counties 
and number of judges for each of the 22 judicial districts. During the 1980 
second regular session of the General Assembly, S.B. 100 increased the number 
of county judges in Boulder County from 3 to 4. This increase brought the 
total number of county judges in Colorado to 109. 

~'urHCIPAL COURT 

Municipal court cost.s are borne by the municipality and revenues generated by 
these courts go into the general fund of the municipality. Section 13-10-105, 
C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) authorized the governing body of a municipality ~o.ap
point judges of the municipal court for terms of at least two years. Munlclpal 
judges may be reappointed. 

Section 13-1-106, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) specifies the qualifications of muni
cipal judges as follows: possession of a high school diploma or its equivalent; 
preference for persons trained in the law or licensed to practice law in Colo
rado; and, the municipal governing body may require that the candida~e.be ~ 
qualified elector of the municipality or of the county where the munlclpallty 
is located. 

The jurisdiction of municipal courts is limited to municipal ordinance viola
tions. Section 13-10-116, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) states that appeals of 
municipal court rulings may be taken to the county or superior.court if ~he 
municipal court is not a court of record (does not keep verbatlm tra~scrlpts. 
and the judge has not been admitted to the Colorado Bar) or to superl0r or dlS
trict court if the municipal court is a court of record. 
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PROBATION 

As pro~ided in.section 16-11-202, C.R.S. 1973, a court may grant a defendant 
pro~atl0n. !hlS referenced statute is the basis for the creation of the pro
batl0n.functl0n. On January 1, 1970 the state began to fund district court 
probatlon for ~ll courts of record except fur municipal courts and Denver County 
C~urt. Probatlon departments are located in each judicial district and are 
dlrectly answerable to the judges of that particular district. The State Court 
A~ministrator's Office performs a coordinating and advisory function by assis
tlng each department on request. 

The two primary functions of probation officers as outlined in section 16~.11":209 
C.R.S. 1973 are the supervision of probationers and the preparation of presen- ' 
tence or other reports for the court. Probation functions are described in Co
lorad?'s 1978 Comprehensive Community Corrections Plan as follows: "During 
the tlm~ between co~viction and ~entencing, the judge must decide among various 
~entenclng alternat~ves •• :The.prlmary source of ~entencing information for judges 
lS the presentence lnvestlgatlon report. Probatlon departments supervise offen
ders who have b~en placed on probation and may supervise those who receive de
ferred prosecutlon, deferred sentencing or community corrections." . 

Probation officers also have the function of collecting restitution for victims 
from offenders if restitution is a condition of probation. In FY 1978-79 
~lightly over $1.5 million was collected from adult and juvenile probatio~ers 
ln the form of victim restitution. 

In FY 1979-80, there were 220 probation officers, 60 probation administrators 
and 80 probation support staff in the state. 

FIGURE 6 
TYPES OF CASES IN COURT CASELOAD (1977-78) 

APrellate Courts 
Supreme Court and 
Court of Appeals) 

District Courts 
(including Probate, 
Juvenile & Superior) 

County Courts 
(including Denver) 

876 civil 
436 criminal 

2,196 other 
3,508 TOTAL 

64,934 Domestic 
64,999 Civil (excluding water cases) 
28,040 Probate 
37,697 Juvenil e 
4,311 Mental Health 

26,890 Criminal 
226,871 TOTAL 

68,475 Civil 
14~222 Small Claims 

210,934 Traffic 
41,935 Misdemeanor 

335,566 TOTAL (does not include felonies) 
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PROBATION WORKLOAD (1977-78) 

Probation Supervision Caseload Probation Investigations 

23,409 Adults 
10,385 Juveniles 
33,794 TOTAL 

FIGURE 7 

15,403 Adults 
19,641 Juveniles 
35,044 TOTAL 

STAFFING, BUDGET AND CASELOAD - JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

Staffing, budget and caseload figures for the various components of the judicial 
system (excluding the Office of the Public Defender) follow. Figures were drawn 
from the Annual Statistical Report of the Colorado Judiciary (July 1, 1978 to 
June 30, 1979). 

ENTITY 

Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

District Court 
(inc. Superior, 
Juvenile and 
Probate) 

County Court 
(exclud. Denver) 

Denver Co. Court 

Court Administrator 

Probation 

TOTALS 

1979/80 
STAFFING 

7 justices 
28 support 

10 judges 
31 support 

105 judges 

92 judges 

16 judges 
875 support* 

45 staff 

220 probe off. 
60 adminis. 
80 support 

1569 staff 

1979/80 1978/79 
BUDGET CASELOAD 

$ 955,265 1,291 

1,009,251 2,217 

26,612,004* 226,871 

290,857** 

44,709** 

4,544,901 

6,826,920 33,794 

$39,948,341 

* For District and County Courts combined 
** Does not include felony cases 
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CASELOAD 
INCREASE/DECREASE 
OVER 1977/78 

+ '5.1% 

+10.7% 

+ 7.4% 

+ 5.7% 

unknown 

+ 9.6% {' 
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CORRECTIONS SERVICES 
At the ~tate level, the corrections component of Colorado's criminal justice 
system lncludes s~ate correctional institutions, parole services, the parole 
boar9' the executlve clemency (pardon) board, and state operated community cor
rectlons programs. The Department of 'Corrections administers the correctional 
instit~tions, community corrections programs and parole services. The parole 
b~ard lS an adjunct to the administrative office of the Department of Correc
tlons ~nd has full policy-making responsibility as provided by statute. The 
executlve clemency board is an advisory body accountable directly to the Gover
nor. 

Adult c?r~ecti~n~ services pro~ided by local units of government 'include county 
a~d munlclpal Jalls and communlty corrections programs. Some c9mmunity correc
tlons programs also are operated by nongovernmental agencies such as private 
nonprofit organizations, corporations and associations. 

SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

The Department of Corrections, formerly the Division of Correctional Services 
under the Department of Institutions, was created by statute on August 1 1977 
according to the provisions of section 17-1-101, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. 'Vol. 
(1979 Supp.). The department contains four divisions. The Divisions of Adult 
Services and Correctional Industries are statutory, the Divisions of Management 
and Development and Community Services were established administratively. 

The purpose of the Department of Corrections beyond that of incarceration is 
not ~pecifically set out in the statutes. One partial mandate may appear in 
sectlon 17-1-103, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol., duties of the Executive Direc
tor, which states in part 1I ••• to improve, devedop, and carry forward programs 
of counseling and parole supervision to the end that persons now dependent upon 
tax-supported programs may be afforded opportunity and encouragement to be re
stored to productive independence •.• 11 and later in the same section " .•• To the 
extent practical, to develop industries within the institutions which have a 
reh~bilitative value for inmates and which also will serve the purpose of sup
plYlng necessary products for state institutions •.• " 

A se~ond statute which has some bearing on the function of the department is 
sectlon 17-40-102, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol., establishing the diagnostic 
unit: liThe pri mary functi on and purpose of the program sha 11 be to provi.de a 
diagnostic examination and evaluation of all offenders sentenced by the courts 
of this state, SQ that each such offender may be assigned to a correctional 
in~titution which has the type of security and, to the extent possible, appro
prlate programs of education, employment, and treatment available, which are 
designed to accomplish maximum rehabilitation of such offender and to prepare 
an offender for placement into as productive an employment as possible fol
lowing imprisonment." 

DIVISIQN OF ADULT SERVICES 

The Division of Adult Services, created under section 17-1-101, C.R.S. 1973 
(1979 Supp.), contai ns three management areas: I} i nstituti ona 1 services, 
including the Reception and Diagnostic Center, Canon City Correctional Faci
lity, Fremont County Correctional Facility, Buena Vista Correctional Facility 
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and Colorado Women's Correctional Facility; 2) offender services, which in
clude case management, classification and records; and 3) program services, 
which include mental health, medical and educational services. 

DIVISION OF CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES 
• i 

The Division of Correctional Industries also created under section 17-1-101, 
C.R.S. 1973, contains four management areas: services which have nonprofit 
functions within the facilities and include vocational education programs; 
marketing; programs and control; and, production, including the profit-making 
industries such as the tag plant (license plates), dairy, print shops, ranch 
and office partition manufacture. 

DIVISION OF r'lA~IAGH1ENT .l\ND DEVELOPt·1ENT 

The Division of Management and Development was created by administrative direc
tive October 1, 1972 and includes the functions of staff training, management 
information systems, research and evaluation, grants management, personnel and 
fiscal and budgeting functions. 

DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 

The Division of Community Services, the newest division in the Department of 
Corrections, was created administratively November 1, 1979. The division con
tains parole services; the three minimum security facilities at Delta,.Rifle 
and Golden; community corrections programs operated by the state at Balls Hall 
and Ft. Logan in Denver and local and nonprofit corrections facilities contrac
ting with the Department of Corrections to provide services. The Division of 
Community Services has regionalized its services for the areas of Denver, north
eastern Colorado, southeastern Colorado and the western slope. 

INSTITUTIONAL FACILITIES 

The Department of Corrections operates a total of nine correctional facilities 
plus the Reception and Diagnostic Center. 

Reception and Diagnostic Center - This facility is located at the Canon Correc
tional Facility and has a capacity of 118 inmates. All inmates are assigned 
to this facility upon their receipt by the department. Men are housed in the 
facility and women are brought to the facility on a daily basis for diagnosis 
and initial classification. This diagnostic process is designed to last about 
nine days and includes psychological testing, vocational testing, intelli$ence 
testing and screening for drug or alcohol abuse problems. At the concluslon 
of this process, inmates are then assigned a security classification and trans
ferred to one of the correctional facilities. 

Canon Correctional Facility - This institution is located in Canon City and has 
a capacity of 961 male inmates. There are five housing units con~ecte~ with. 
this facility. Four basic types of inmates are currently housed ln thlS facl
lity: workers, protective custody cases, inmates classified by the Diagnostic 
Unit but unable to be transferred to their assigned facility because of over
crowding and disciplinary cases. Inmates sentenced to the death penalty are 
located here as well as mental patients from the Colorado State Hospital who 
have been management problems there. Approximately 400 inmates at this facility 
are not involved in either work or educational programs. 
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Fre~ont Correctional Facility - This institution is located a few miles east 
of Canon City and has a capacity of 539 male inmates. Inmates are either 
housed in a cellhouse or dormitory within the fenced area or at the Industrial 
~raining Center located outside the fence on the grounds of the facility. All 
lnmates at this facility are engaged in either work or educational programs. 

Buena Vista Correctional Facility - This facility is located a few miles outside 
Buena Vista and has a capacity of 545 male inmates. The facility is divided 
into four housing wings. Inmates sentenced here are generally the younger, less 
hardened offenders. All inmates at this facility are engaged in either work or 
educational programs. 

Colorado Women's Correctional Facility - This institution is located on the 
eastern edge of Canon City and has a capacity of 96 female offenders. The fa
cility contains three housing wings and serves female offenders sentenced by 
the state as well as women from outside the ~tate placed there on contract with 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons. All inmates sentenced to this facility are in
volved in either work or educational programs. 

Delta Correctional Facility - This facility 'is located about eight miles south 
of Delta, Colorado and has a capacity of 99 male inmates. Inmates placed here 
are all in~olved.in e1ther.educational or work programs. Many of the work pro
grams are ln conJunctlon wlth state and federal agencies in the areas of parks 
and recreation, wildlife and forestry. 

Rifle Correctional Facil~ty - This facility is located about twelve miles north 
of Rifle, Colorado and has a capacity of 100 male inmates. All inmates located 
at this facility are involved in either work or educational programs. Again, 
many of the work programs are in the areas of parks and recreation, forestry and 
wildlife projects. 

Colorado Cor~ectional Center - This center is located on the grounds of Camp 
George West ln Golden, Colorado and has a capacity of 71 male inmates. Inmates 
at this facility provide maintenance and food services for CLETA, located at 
Camp George West, and for programs in forestry and parks and recreation with 
federal and state agencies. 

Bails Hall - This community corrections facility is located in Denver and has 
a capacity of 40 male offenders. It is primarily a work release program and 
is operated by the Department of Corrections. 

Ft. Logan Community Corrections Center - This program is located on the grounds 
of the Ft. Logan Mental Health Center in Denver. It has a capacity of 26 male 
and female offenders. This is the only coeducational program operated by the 
department and serves as both a work release and an educational release facility. 

The Department is currently constructing new maximum seC'urHy and close security 
facilities which should be ready for occupancy during the first quarter of 19810 
The move from the current maximum security facility to the two new facilities 
will result in an 80 bed reduction in total capacity. A bed shortage of over 
200 beds is projected by January 1981. 
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DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES -------------------------
In addition t~the central office located in Denver there are four regional pa
role offices. Parole offices are located in Denver, Lakewood, Pueblo and 
Grand Junction. Parole offices also are located at the various correctional 
facilities operated by the Department of Corrections. 

In FY 1979-80 there were 35 parole officers and seven parole supervisors and 
administrators plus support personnel serving the parole function. Some of 
these support personnel operate the crime victims restitution program. The 
averag~ caseload for a parole agent ~s approximately 85 cases. 

Parole agents located at the institutions assist inmates in preparing their pa
role pluns. Pre-parole investigations are conducted by parole agents for the 
use of the Parole Board in making its decisions. 

Parole officers supervise not only persons paroled from Colorado institutions, 
but 91so those from other states who parole to Colorado. In addition, parole 
agents supervise persons on probation who came to Colorado from other states. 
Currently, there are about 1900 persons being supervised by parole agents. 

Parole agents are responsible for providing counseling, assistance and super
vision to persons placed on parole by the Parole Board. Parole agents have the 
power to arrest or cause to be arrested any parolee when they have reasonable 
grounds to suspect that a parolee has violated the conditions of parole. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
BUDGET AND STAFF 

Excluding the State Board of Parole, the Department of Corrections had, in FY 
1979-80, an operating budget of $37,344,036 and employed 963 staff" Of the funds 
appropriated, $22,591,501 were general funds, $14,541,260 were cash funds and 
$211,275 were federal funds. The staffing and funding of each of the major en
tities of the department are as follows: 

Central Administration (including Division of 
Management and Development) 

Division of Adult Services 
Canon City complex 
Buena Vista complex 
Centra 1 Office 
Diagnostic Unit 

Division of Correctional Industries 
Division of Community Services 

Delta 
Rifle 
Golden 
Parol e 
Community Corrections - state operated* 

purchase of service 

Staffing 

35 

389 
118 

8 
26 

242 

15 
13 
11 
80 
23.3 

3 

Funding 

1,069,334 

8,193,862 
2,913,463 
5,815,054 

583,416 
13,966,642 

368,829 
274,029 
220,044 

1,692,484 
409,582 

1,839,297 

*Includes Grand Junction State Facility for 8 months through February 29, 1980. 
On that date Grand Junction ceases to be a state operated facility. 
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STATE PAROLE BOARD 

The State Board of Parole, created by section 17-2-201, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), 
consists of five members appointed by the Governor. The board members are sa
laried and devote full time to their duties as members. Qualifications for 
board members are: a knowledge of parole, rehabilitation, correctional admi
nistration and the functioning of the criminal justice system; and, five years 
experience or education in corrections, parole, probation, law, psychology, edu
cation or related fields. Members are appointed for six year terms and may suc
ceed themselves. The Parole Board is administratively attached to the Department 
of Corrections, but is accountable to the Governor. The Governor appoints a 
chairperson and vice-chairperson of the Board. The chairperson performs the ad
ministrative duties of the board. 

Before enactment of Colorado's determinate sentencing bill (H.B. 1589) the Parole 
Board had sole power to grant or refuse parole and to fix the condition and set 
the duration thereof. In accordance with section 17-2-201(3)(a-d), (5)(a), 
C.R.S. 1973, Parole Board members were required to promUlgate rules and regula
tions governing the granting and revocation of parole from state penal and cor
rectional institutions. They were also required to meet as often as necessary 
every month at these institutions to consider applications for parole. Provi
ding the inmate had served the minimum sentence less any possible time for good 
behavior, the responsibility for determining whether the inmate met the statu
tory requirement of demonstrating lIa strong and reasonable probabilityll that 
the inmate would not thereafter violate the law belonged to the Parole Board 
members. 

Effective July 1, 1979, however, lithe power of the state board of parole to 
grant parole and establish the duration of the term of parole" applies only to 
persons sentenced for conviction of a felony committed prior to July 1, 1979, 
persons sentenced for convictton of a misdemeanor or a sex offense, as defined 
in section 16-13-202(5), C.R.S. 1973, persons sentenced for conviction of a cla$s 1 
felony and, pursuant to section 16-13-1Q1(2), C.R.S. 1973, persons sentenced as 
habitual criminals. 

Although persons sentenced for conviction of a class 2, 3, 4 and 5 felony com
mitted on or after July 1, 1979 are, under the new legislation, punished by the 
imposition of a definite sentence within a presumptive range set by section 18-
1-105(1)(a-b), C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), provision is made for IIgood time ll and 
"earned time ll deductions from a convicted felon's sentence. The Parole Board 
is required to review at least annually (semiannually if inmate has 1 year or 
less of the sentence remaining to be served) the record of each inmate and to 
grant, if warranted, an earned time deduction from the sentence imposed. 

EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY ADVISORY BOARD 

The Colorado Constitution (section 7, Article IV) gives the Governor the IIpower 
to grant reprieves, commutations and pardons after conviction for all offenses 
except treason, and except in case of impeachment. 1I Section 16-17-101, C.R.S. 
1973, authorizes the Governor to commute the sentence in capital cases to im
prisonment for life or a term of not less than 20 years at hard labor. 

In an Executive Order dated February 13, 1975, the Governor established the 
Executive Clemency Advisory Board tn perform the function of II ma king recommen-
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dations to the Governor relative to reduction or modification of sentences of 
convicts .•. and in making recommendations concerning applications for pardon, 
reprieve or commutation." 

The Clemency Advisory Board has nine members including the Executive Director 
of the Department of Institutions, who is the chairperson; the Executive Direc
tor of the Department of Corrections, who is the vice-chairperson; one member 
of the State B~Jrd of Parole; a representative of the Attorney Generalis office; 
and, a representative of the Office of the Public Defender. Four other members 
also appointed by the Governor constitute the remainder of the Board. 

The Board meets monthly at the correctional facilities to review cases and also 
meets at least once annually to review policies and procedures. Members are not 
salaried but receive travel and per diem costs. FY 1979-80 funding was $1500 
from the Office of the Governor. 

COUNTY JAILS 

Except in Denver, county jails are administered by the sheriff of each county 
in accordance with the provisions stated i.n section 17-26-101 through 129, 
C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.). Sixty of Colorado's 63 counties have fully opera
tional jails. The jails in Park, Ouray and San Juan counties have been closed 
by the Department of Health. These counties transport prisoners held for more 
than 72 hours to jails in other counties. 

In Denver, the Sheriff's Department of the City and County of Denver is a com
ponent of the Department of Public Safety. The Sheriff's Department is super
vised by the Director of Corrections who also serves as undersheriff and warden 
of the Denver County Jail. 

The statutory mandate (17-26-101, C.R.S. 1973) governing a jail in each county 
does not compel the erection of jails in counties having a population of less 
than 2,000 or IIwhen the county owns a jail erected in any other place in the 
county." When there is no sufficient jail in any county, "any person charged 
with any criminal offense and ordered to be committed to jail may be sent to 
the jail of the county nearest having a sufficient jail" in accordance with 
section 17-26-119, C.R.S. 1973. 

A statewide moratorium on jail construction has been in effect since 1974. The 
Division of Criminal Justice and its Jail Advisory Committee, mandated by S.B. 
55, C.R.S. 17-2-110, enforce this moratorium. The Jail Advisory Committee re
views requests for construction of new or expanded jail facilities and is autho
rized to approve such construction. The moratorium on new construction is in 
effect until July 1, 1981. 

Currently, Colorado is one of only six states not having statewide standards 
governing the operation of county jails. A Jail Standards/Criteria Planning 
Commission was created on October 3, 1979 by Governor Richard D. Lamm through 
an executive order to develop jail standards. Draft standards have been deve
loped and as of the writing of this report are being reviewed. The only state 
inspection of county jails is conducted on an irregular basis by the Department 
of Health. 
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r1UNICIPAL' JAIL? 

In addition to the county jails, there currently are 45 fully operational mu
nicipal jails in Colorado. Section 31-15-401, C.R.S. 1973, grants to gover
ning bodies of municipalitie~ the power lito estab~ish and ere~t jails, cor~ec
tions centers and reform schools for the reformat10n and conf1nement of 101-
terers and disorderly persons and persons convicted of viola~i~g a~y.mun~cipal 
ordinance •.• 11 Subsection (k) of the same statute allows mUnlc1pal1t1es to 
use the county jail for the confinement or punishment of offenders subject 
to such conditions as imposed by law, and with the con~ent of the board of. 
county commissioners." Municipalities generally are b111ed by county comm1S
sioners for incarceration services provided by county jails to municipalities 
requesting such services. 

corV1UNITY CORRECTIONS SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL AGENCIES 

Through section 17-27-101, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol., the General Assembly 
has encouraged the development of community corrections programs in the state. 
In addition to the Bails Hall and Ft. Logan programs operated by the Department 
of Corrections, there are 15 other community corrections fa;ili~ies operated 
either by local units of government of by nongovernmental agenc1es. 

The locations of these other community corrections programs are as follows: 

Boulder 

Colorado Springs 

Denver Metro Area 

Durango 

Ft. Collins 

Grand Junction 

Pueblo 

Empathy House 

COM-COR 

Adams CommunHy Corrections Program 
Center for Creative Living 
Community Responsibility Center 
Denver Community Correcti.ons Center 
Emerson House 
Freedom Ministries 
Independence House Family 
OASIS of Chanda1a (nonresidential) 
Williams Street Center 

Southwest Community Corrections Center (Hilltop House) 

Larimer County Community Corrections Project 

Grand Junction Work Release Center 

Pueblo Area Work Release Center (Our House) 

Community corrections programs are defined in secti~n 17-~7-102, CD~D~' 1973, 
1978 Repl. Vol., as " ••• a cow.munity-based or co~mun1ty-or1ented fac111ty ?r pro
gram ••. which may provide r~sidentia~ accommodat1~ns for. offenders; an? Wh1Ch 
provides programs and serV1ces to a1d offenders 1n obta1n1ng and hold1ng ~e~u
lar employment, in enrolling in and maintaining academic courses, in part1c1-
pating in vocational training programs, ~n utilizing the r~s~urces of the com
munity i.n meeting their personal and famlly needs and provldlng treatment; and 
in parti.cipating in whatever specialized program~ exist within the communlty." 

41 



" , 

A residential program is one in which the offender lives at the facility, whereas 
nonresidential programs do not provide room and board for the offender. 

Community corrections programs may either be operated by a local unit of govern
ment or the local unit of government may contract with another agency to provide 
services. Community corrections programs may have a community corrections board, 
either advisory or functional in nature, as provided in section 17-27-103(2), 
C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol. The governing board of any local unit of government 
may delegate powers to the community corrections board. The community correc
tions board may establish and enforce standards for the operation of its commu
nity correctional facilities and programs and for the conduct of offenders. 
Acting in conjunction with either the judicial district or the Department of 
Corrections, it will establish procedures for screening offenders accepted into 
the program. Community corrections boards must consent to the placement of of
fenders into programs on a case by case basis. 

Community corrections facilities may accept two basic types of offenders: those 
in diversion programs and those in reintegration programs. Offenders in diver
sion programs are placed in a community corrections program by the courts as an 
alternative to being sentenced to the Department of Corrections. These offen
ders may include those found guilty of nonviolent misdemeanors or felonies, 
those on deferred sentencing or deferred prosecution for nonviolent misdemeanors 
or felonies, persons awaiting sentence, and those whose conditions of probation 
include participation in such a program. Section 17-27-103(3), C.R.S. 1973, 
1978 Repl. Vol. gives corrections boards the right to lIaccept, reject, or reject 
after acceptance the placement of any offender in its community correctional 
facility or program ••. 11 

The Department of Corrections also may contract with local community corrections 
programs for the placement of offenders who have been incarcerated and for whom 
the program would be beneficial as a reintegration orientation. Such contracts 
are authorized by section 17-27-106(4), C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol. (1979 Supp.). 
Community corrections programs must meet certain minimum standards set by the 
Department of Corrections before they may accept offenders from the department. 

Under current statute, reimbursement is paid to the community corrections pro
grams at a rate not to exceed $25 per day for each offender. The Department of 
Corrections pays for offenders placed both by the department and by the judicial 
system. In FY 1979-80, these funds were $1,773,900 plus $63,397 to the Depart
ment of Corrections for administering the programo Section 17-27-109, C.R.S. 
1973 requires both the Division of Criminal Justice and the Department of Cor
rections to provide technical assistance and advice to community corrections 
boards as needed. 

At the time of the writing, there were 363 offenders in community corrections 
programs, and 31 federal offenders, including 61 offenders located at Bails Hall 
and Ft. Logan Community Corrections Center. 

SYSTEMWIDE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

DEPARTt1ENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS . ~ 

The Division of Criminal Justice, originally created by Executive Order of the 
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Governor in 1968, was established statutorily (section 24-32-502, C.R.S. 1973) 
July 1, 1971 as a Type Two division within the Department of Local Af~airs •. 
In compliance with Federal PL 93-88, the statute describes the followlng dutles 
of the Division of Criminal Justice: 

1I ... In cooperation with other agencies, to collect and disseminate informat'ion 
concerning crime and criminal justice for the purpose of assisting the general 
assembly and of enhancing the quality of criminal justice at all levels of 
government in this state; 

(b) To analyze Colorado's activities in the administration of criminal 
justice and the nature of the problems confronting it and to make recommenda
tions and to develop comprehensive plans of action •.• for consideration and 
implementation by the appropriate agencies of state and local government ••• 
the division shall draw upon the planning capabilities of other agencies ••• 

(c) To advise and assist law enforcement agencies ••• to improve their 
law enforcement systems ••• 

(d) To act as the state planning agency under Public Law 93-83 ••• 
(e) To do all things necessary to apply for, qualify for, accept, and 

distribute any state, federal, or other funds made available or allotted under 
.•. Public Law 93-83 and under.any other law or program designed to improve 
the administration of criminal justice, court systems, law enforcement, prose
cution, corrections, probation and parole, juvenile delinquency programs and 
related fields; 

(f) To administer a statistical analysis center for the purpose of col
lecting and analyzing statewide criminal justice statistics. 1I 

Also included within the Division of Criminal Justice is the State Jail Advisory 
Committee created under Section 24-32-508, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.). This com
mittee consists of 13 members including four county commissioners, four sheriffs, 
one judge, two architects and two citizens who are appointed for t~rms of two 
years by the director of the DCJ. Committee members are not salarled, but re
ceive reimbursement for expenses. The duties of the Advisory Committee are to 
review and provide written comments concerning plans submitted to the director 
of the DCJ for the expansion of existing jails or the construction of new jails. 
They also develop guidelines for the construction and operation of jails. Cur
rently, DCJ staff funded by a grant from the National Institute of.Corrections 
are conducting a study of the jails in Colorado with a report due ln October 
1980. 

Under the FY 1979-80 appropriation, the Division was authorized a staff of 26.5 
people. Its appropriation was $6,787,542, of which $6,159,285 was spending 
authority for LEAA grant disbursements. $397,147 of LEAA funds, matched with 
$231,110 from the general fund were authorized for the administration of the 
Division. 

STATE COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

The State Council on Criminal Justice was created by section 24-32-504, C.R.S. 
1973, (1978 Supp.) and consists of 25 members. Eight of thes~ member~ are ex
officio members of the Council: the Attorney General, the Chlef Justlce of the 
Supreme Court, the State Public Defender, the Director of the Colorad? Bureau 
of Investigation, the Executive Director of the Department of Correctlon~,.the 
Director of the Division of Local Government (DOLA), the State Court Admlnl
strator, and the Chief of the Colorado State Patrol. Fifteen other members 
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of the Council are appointed by the Governor i~ acc?rdance w~t~ sta~uto~y guide
lines to insure that the members represent a dlverslty of crlmlnal Justlce prac
titioners and interested citizens. Of such fifteen members, one shall be a 
trial judge selected by the Governor from a list of no~ less tha~ three trial 
judges submitted by the Chief Justice; one shall be a Judge who lS a mem~er 
of the judicial planning committee appointed pursuant to the federal I:Crlme 
Control Act of 1976 11

; two shall be police chiefs; one shall be a sherlff; o~e 
shall be a district attorney; and nine sh,~ll be citizens of th~ state,of Whl~h 
two shall represent the state at large, one shall be,a correctl?nal llne offl
cer, one shall be involved with a public agency servlng youth dl~ectly rel~ted 
to prevention and control of juvenile delinquency, one shall be lnvo:ved wlth 
a private agency or person serving youth directly related to prevent:on,and con
trol of juvenile delinquency, and at least four shall be county commlSSloners 
or members of governing bodies of municipalities. One member shall be a state 
senator appointed by the president of the senate, and one member shall be,a 
state representative appointed by the speaker of the house of representatlves. 
Members serve for two year terms and may be reappointed. Persons appointed as 
elected officials serve only as long as they retain that office. Council mem
bers receive necessary expenses, but are not salaried. 

The duties of the Council include advising the Division of Criminal J~stice and 
its director in the performance of their duties; reviewing and approvlng r~les, 
and regulations, procedures and policies for the application for an~ ~he d~str:
bution of funds from LEAA or any other law or program related to crlmlnal Justlce; 
reviewing and approving the state criminal jus~i~e plans; a~d revie~ing,and ap
proving rules, regulations, procedures and pollcles concernlng,appllcatlo~s for 
LEAA or other federal funds and giving consideration to communlty correctlon~ 
programs. Staff to the Council is provided by the Division of Criminal Justlce. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADVISORY COUNCILS AND REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

Section 24-32-506, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) states that regions designated ~y 
the Division of Planning in the Department of Local Affairs may develop re~lonal 
criminal justice plans. There are 13 such regions in the state, as sho~n, ln 
Figure 3 in the nethods and Procedures Section. Sepat'ate cou~ty or munlcl~al 
plans also may be developed as necessary, Uenver has formed l~S ow~ pl~nnlng 
unit the Denver Anti-Crime Council, making a total of 14 crimlnal Justlce plan
ning'regions. Several regions share planners or have only part-time planners. 

These regional planning units are funded using a combination of local and LE~A 
funds to provide staff and operating expenses necessary to pe~form the P!annlng 
function. Staff of these planning units are hired by the reglonal Counclls of 
Government, except in Denver, where they are hire~ ~y the Ci~y and ~ounty of , 
Denver, and in regions nine and ten, where the Crlmlnal Justlce Advlsory Councll 
hires the staff. 

The regional criminal justice plann~rs prepar~ the ann~al criminal justice plan 
sepcific to the needs of their part:cular re~lon, R~glonal planners al~o deve
lop LEAA project proposals and provlde technlcal,ass.lsta~ce to LEAA proJects and 
to agencies in their regions which request technlcal asslstance. 

Under the above referenced statute, the director of the Division of Criminal 
Justice appoints a regional criminal justice board in each reg~on, calle~ ~ • 
Criminal Justice Advisory Council (CJAC), The CJACs ate compnsed of crll111nal 
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justice practitioners, elected officials and community representatives: The 
CJACs approve all regional criminal justice plans' developed by the reglonal 
planning units, establish priorities for programs and review all LEAA grant 
proposals originating from the region. The CJACs in three regions, the City 
and County of Denver, Region III (Denver Metro area) and Region IV (Colorado 
Springs area) approve the grant proposals. The grant proposals for the balance 
of the state and state agencies are approved by the State Council on Criminal 
Justice. 

After the regional criminal justice plans have been approved by the appropriate 
CJAC, they are forwarded to the Divi sian of Criminal Ju~,ti ce where they are 
integrated into the annual state plan and submitted for approval to the State 
Council on Criminal Justice before being sent to LEAA in Washington, The fun
ding of state and local criminal justice projects by LEAA and the approval of 
grants to the various entities by the State Council are both based up?n th~ 
needs expressed and the projects proposed to meet those needs as outllned ln 
the annual criminal justice plan. 

RELATED NONCRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES 
DIVISION OF DISEASE CONTROL AND EPIDEMIOLOGY 

.. DEPARH1ENr OF HEALTH 

The Department of Health, created in 1963, has three statutory divisions: Ad
ministration, Alcohol and Drug Abuse and the Water Quality Control Commission. 
In addition, it has eight divisions created administratively: Air Pollution 
Control, Disease Control and Epidemiology, Radiological Health and Hazardous 
Wastes, Community Health Services, Laboratory, Medical Care Licensing and Cer
tification, Emergency Medical Services and Family Health Services. The Division 
of Disease Control and Epidemiology and the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division pro
vide services to the criminal justice system. 

Section 25-1-107(l)(n), C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) mandates the Department of 
Health, through the Division of Disease Control and Epidemiology, to lIestablish 
sanitary standards and make sanitary, sewerage and health inspections and exa
minations for charitable, penal, and other public institutions, and, with respect 
to the state institutions under the Department of Institutions specified in 
section 27-1-104, C.R.S. 1973 or under the Department of Corrections specified 
in section 17-1-104, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), such inspections and examinations 
shall be made at least once each year. Reports on such inspections of institu
tions under control of the Department of Institutions or the Department of Cor
rections shall be made to the executive director of the appropriate department 
for appropriate action, if any. II The correct.ional institutions referred to in 
section 17-1-104 are the Colorado state penitentiary at Canon City, the Colorado 
state reformatory at Buena Vista, and the women1s correctional facility at Canon 
City. 

The division has prepared a set of Sanitary Standards and Regulations in conjunc
tion with its statutory duties. One section of these standards specifically , 
addresses penal institutions. Statutorily, however, the division has no authonty 
to close either a state institution or a local jail for failure to meet these 
standards. 

Four staff within this division spend approximately 10% of their time examining 
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jails, penal institutions and facilities operated by the Division of Youth Ser
vices and Social Services. 

In FY 1979-80, the division was authorized 54.5 staff and had an operating bud
get of $2,132,175. Of these funds, $1,283,474 were federal funds, $755,438 
were general funds, $57,445 were general revenue sharing funds and $35,818 were 
county funds for tuberculosis treatment for residents of those particular coun
ties. 

ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

As provided by section 25-1-102(2)(b), C.R.S. 1973, the Division, with the advice 
and recommendation of the State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Advisory Council, is sta
tutorily mandated to formulate a state plan for alcohol and drug programs inclu
ding surveys to include adequate health facilities, educational programs, the 
need for professional personnel, training programs for personnel, a review and 
update of the state plan at least annually. and supervision of administration 
of the state plan. 

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division may award grants from funds derived from 
either governmental or private sources to approved public programs. The division 
also purchases services from public or private nonprofit agencies and may esta
blish rules and regulations relevant to record-keeping, eligibility for grants 
and requirements for purchase of services. 

In addition, by Executive Order of the Governor, the division is designated as 
the state planning agency in accordance with section 409, PL 92-255 as the single 
state agency for drug abuse, and is also deSignated by the Governor to carry out 
licensing and regulatory functions related to methadone programs. 

Section 25-1-311, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) provides for involuntary commitment 
of alcoholics to the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division by court order if a hearing 
proves the person is incapacitated by alcohol or that the person is likely to 
inflict physical harm on someone else. 

The Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division uses a management information system called 
the Drug/Alcohol Coordinated Data System (DACODS) to collect data on client 
demographics, treatment flow and treatment outcome. Treatment programs are con
tractually bound to specific process and outcome objectives, and the division 
performs four site visits each year to each program. 

A 17 member State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Advisory Council was created by section 
25-1-208, CaR.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.). Council members are not salaried. Duties 
include adVising the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division in the formulation of the 
state plan, reviewing the state plan, making recommendations to the division in 
carrying out the plan, reviewing grant applications, recommending priorities 
for fund allocation, and deSignating a qualifications committee to recommend 
standards for drug and alcohol counselors to participate in public programs or 
to provide purchased services to the division. 

In 1979-80 the division had 108 staff and a budget of $11,192,769. Of these 
funds, $7,720,747 were general funds, $2,939,500 were federal funds and $532,522 
were cash funds. Of this total amount, $6,814,307 was designated for alcohol 
treatment, $2,866,497 for drug treatment and $590,677 in the form of alcohol ctnd 
drug abuse federal grantso 
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DIVISION OF MENTAL HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS 

The Department of Institutions has been discussed previously in this section 
in its relation to institutional security personnel. The other entity within 
this department interfadng with the adult criminal. justice system is the Di
vi~ion of Mental Health. 

Section 27-10-101, C.R.S. 1973, mandates the Division of Mental Health il(a) .To 
secure for each person who may be mentally ill such care and treatment as w11l 
be suited to the needs of the person and to insure that such care and t~eat~ent 
are skillfully and humanely administered ... (b) To deprive a person of h1S llberty 
for purposes of treatment or care only when less restrictive ~lternatives are 
unavailable and only when his safety or the safety of others 1S endangered; 
(c) To provide the fullest possible measure of privacy, dignity, and other. 
rights to persons .•• (d) To encourage the use of voluntary rather than coerC1ve 
measures to secure treatment and care •.. 11 

Treatment at a mental health facility may be either voluntary or involuntary. 
An emergency procedure for involuntary commit~ent may be invoke~ ~n.one of two 
ways. A peace officer (sheriff or police offlcer under the def1nlt10n) or a 
professional person (certified psychologist or medical doctor) who has reason to 
believe a person is mentally ill and may be an imminent danger may take the p~r
son into custody and place that person in a facility designated by the Executlve 
Director of the Department of Institutions for a 72 hour period of treatment a~d 
evaluation. Such a commitment also may occur by court order based upon an aff1-
davit sworn to before a judge. At the end of the 72 hour period (excluding Sa
turdays, Sundays and holidays unless treatment personnel are availa?le~ there 
are three options: (1) the person can be discharged based up~n a f1nd~ng that 
no serious mental health problems exist; (2) the person who 1S suffer1ng from 
mental illness can voluntarily sign a statement agreeing to further treatment; 
or (3) the facility can certify to the court that the person is suffering from 
mental illness. Whenever such certification occurs, the court appolnts an at
torney to represent the person so certified. If the person is found to be men
tally ill, that person may be certified for short t~rm (less t~a~ th~ee months) 
or long term treatment. In localities where no des1gnated fac111ty 1S nearby, 
persons may be held in a jail for a period of up to twelve hou~s under th~ ~mer
gency conditions until transportation can be arranged to a des1gnated fac111ty. 

The Division of Mental Health also is mandated under section 27-1-203, C.R.S. 
1973 to purchase community health services from the 24 mental health clini~s 
in the state. These may include in or outpatient services, emergency serV1ces 
or consultative or educational services. The Executive Director of the Depart
ment, through the Division, promulgates standards, rules ~nd regulations for 
such clinics in accordance with the statutes. These serV1ces from commun1ty 
mental health clinics can also be purchased by courts, local or state government 
entities and other political subdivisions under section 27-1-207, C.R.S. 1973. 

The Colorado State Hospital in Pueblo and the Ft. Logan Mental Health Center in 
Denver are also administered by the Division. The State Hospital was established 
for treatment and care of the mentally ill (including those in state institu
tions) and for those requiring medical care and treatment for alcohol or drug 
abuse. Section 27-13-109, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) provides that persons com
mitted to the Department of Corrections requiring the type of care or treatme~t 
available at the State Hospital may be transferred there for treatment of med1-
cal, mental health or substance abuse problems. Thus, mental health treatment 

47 



is available to all offenders statutorily whether they are institutionalized 
or not. 

In FY 1979-80 the Division had a staff of 1893 persons and a budget of $53,268,533. 
Of these funds, $37,108,118 were general funds, $25,278 grant funds, and 
$16,135,137 cash funds.* The four major programs of the Division were staffed 
and funded as follows: 

Administration 
Community Mental Health 
Colorado State Hospital 
Ft. Logan Mental Health 

29 staff 
N/A 

1349 staff 
Ctr 514 staff 

$ 1,390,883 
16,396,141 (pass through) 
25,273,649 
10,207,860 

* The majority of these funds are payments for services or funds appropriated 
from state and federal agencies. 

DIVISION OF SERVICES TO THE AGING 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

The Department of Social Services was created in its present form in 1968 by 
section 24-1-120, C.R.S. 1973. At this time the state board of public welfare 
was transferred to the Department as the State Board of Social Services. 

The Department of Social Services is mandated to exercise powers and perform 
duties relating to public assistance, welfare and vocational rehabilitation. 
It is administered by an executive director and the nine member State Board of 
Social Services and includes the following five other statutory boards and 
councils which are advisory in nature: Colorado Board of Veteran's Affairs, 
Colorado Commission on Aging, Advisory Committee on Licensing Child Care Fa
cilities, State Medical Assistance and Services and Merit System Council. In 
addition, the Department of Social Services includes nine nonstatutory divi
sions: Child Support Enforcement, Field Operations, Food Assistance, Income 
Maintenance, Medical Assistance, Services to the Aging, Special Services, Vo
cational Rehabilitation and Veteran's Affairs. The Division of Services to the 
Aging and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation provide assistance to adult 
criminal justice agencies. 

In compliance with section 26-1-108, C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), the executive 
director of the Department is responsible for the internal administration of 
the state and various county departments of social services; the Board is res
ponsible for rules, regulations and policies governing program scope and con
tent; requirements, obligations and rights of persons receiving and providing 
social services and other matters the Board deems to be matters of public policy. 

The Division of Services to the Aging is primarily an administrative body for 
the purpose of providing federal funds to Colorado's 13 local area agencies on 
aging (AAAs) and an adjunct to the Colorado Commission on Aging n1Rndated by 
section 26-11-105, C.RoS. 1973, to conduct and encourage studies and programs 
on behalf of the elderly. The Council of Governments in each of Colorado's 
planning regions sponsors programs for the aging by serving as the pass-through 
funding agency for AAA programs including crime prevention. 

The Division of Services to the Aging operates currently with a staff of 13 
full time employees and a budget of $4,462,379: $260,547 from general funds 
and $4,201,832 from federal funds. 
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DIvrSI0N OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
~DEPARn1ENT' OF' SOCIAL' SERVICES 

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation was created by section 26-8-101, 
C.R.~ .. 1~73 to carry ~ut ~he Department of Social Services' statutory res
pons1b111ty for coord1nat1ng and strengthening programs for rehabilitation 
of disabled and nondisabled persons lito the end that they may attain their 
max'imum potential in employment, self-care, and independent living.1I The 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation interacts with offenders ~nd ex-offen
ders in this regard through counseling, education and medical services. The 
~ivision also provides instructors for Correctional Industries programs and 
1S a member of the Colorado Consortium for Correctional Vocational Services 
described in the Department of Labor and Employment section of this chapter. 

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation had 383 full time employees in FY 
1979-80 and a total budget of $16,537,228: $2,138,815 from general funds, 
$818,495 cash funds and $13,579,918 federal funds. 

DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAI~ING 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT 

The Department of Labor arid Employment was established in its present form 
in 1977 by section 24-1-121, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) and consists of three 
s~atutory agencies: Employment and Training, Labor and the State Compensa
t10n Insurance Fund. The three entities within the Department most closely 
related to the adult criminal justice system are the Division of Employment 
and Training; the Office of Manpower Planning and Development, which reports 
to the Executive Director; and, the Office of the Executive Director itself. 

This Division was established by section 8-71-101, C.R.S. 1973 (1978 Supp.) and 
statutorily contains the Local Government Advisory Council, Colorado State Em
ployment Service and the Unemployment Compensation Section. As stated in 
section 8-72-106, C.R.S. 1973, the Colorado State Employment Service lIesta
blishes and maintains free public employment offices ll and also is charged to 
"take all appropriate steps to reduce and prevent unemployment; to encourage 
and assist in the adoption of practical methods of vocational training, re
training, and vocational guidance; •.. to promote the reemployment of unemployed 
workers throughout the state •.• and.:.to carryon investigations and research 
studies ... " . 

It accomplishes its goals through 32 job centers around the state. Employment 
services provided include formulating employability development plans, employ
ment counseling services, and referral to training or jobs. Division of Employ
ment and Training (DET) staff also provide assistance in diagnostic and voca
tional testing to institutionalized inmates. 

The DET interacts with the Colorado Consortium for Correctional Vocational Ser
vices by operating placement services for offenders. The CCCVS will be described 
later in this section. All of the funds for this division are federal funds 
(WIN, Job Corps, CETA, etc.). Funding for CETA prime sponsors (the counties of 
Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer, Pueblo and Weld) 
is ~d~inistered through this div~sion. The purpose of CETA funds is to provide 
tra1n1ng, employment and counsellng services for low income or unemployed per
sons in the state. 
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The Divisio~ had 1167 employees in FY 1979-80 and a budget of $39,931,860 in 
federal monles. The Division of Employment and Training also contains a small 
Public Employees Social Security Section which has five employees and, in FY 
1979-80, had a budget of $129,749 in cash funds. 

OFFICE OF MANPOWER PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT 

The Office of Manpower Planning and Development (OMPD) was established by Exe
cutive Order on ~lay 8, 1974 in compliance with federal CETA legislation (PL 93-
203) to improve coordination of all vocational service providers; staff the 
State Advisory Council on Vocational Services; de~onstrate new methods in vo
cational services; address "unmet" needs with Governor's CETA Discretionary 
funds; and assist in the development of policy or determination of state reac
tions to federal proposals, legislation and regulations. It provides coordina
tion and review for the CETA Prime Sponsors (the nine counties mentioned under 
the section on the Division of Employment and Training) and the Balance of State 
CETA program, providing services in the other 54 counties in the state. The OMPD 
administers the Governor's Discretionary CETA funds, providing grants to agencies 
or programs in accordance with priorities established by the Governor's Office. 
It also monitors and evaluates projects which contract with the Division. This 
agency is also a member of the Colorado Consortium for Correctional Vocational 
Services. 

The Office of Manpower Planning and Development is funded with approximately 
$3 million in federal monies and had ten staff employed in FY 1979-80. About 
$250,000 of these funds were for the administrative costs of the agency. 

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
DEPARH1ENT OF LABOR AND H1PLOYt·1ENT. 

The Colorado Balance of State CETA Prime Sponsor is attached to the Executive 
Director's Office in the Department of Labor and Employment by Executive Order. 
The Balance of State (BOS) program operates in the 54 counties in Colorado not 
served by the CETA Prime Sponsor program. Its function, as with the other CETA 
programs, is to assist unemployed, underemployed, economica1ly disadvantaged 
p~rsons ~hrough on-the-job training. vocational training. work experience, pub
llC serVlce employment, and occupational counseling programs. The main thrust 
of the BOS progfams is to provide training for employment, 

This program is entirely federally funded and has three regional advisory coun
cils which develop their own regional plans, which are then combined into one 
state plan by the State Advisory Council. An allocation formula is used to 
determine the funding level for each region. 

The FY 1979-80 staffing level for the BOS program was 32 and the program had 
funding of approximately $14,000,000. Administrative costs amounted to about 
$1,680,000 of these funds. 

COLORADO CONSORTIUM FOR CORRECTIONAL VOCATIONAL SERVICES 

As can be seen from the agency profiles in vocational services, this delivery 
system is fragmented and the potential for duplication of services among these 
agencies exists. Practitioners in the vocational training and job counseling 
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field recognized tt.1S fact some time ago. Faced with federal guidelines which 
precluded consolidation, the aqencies formed the Colorado Consortium for Cor
~ectional Vocational Services (CCCVS) in 1978 in the Denver area. This group, 
lnformally known as the labor consortium, includes the following agencies: 
Department of Corrections; Department of Labor and Employment; 'Division of 
Criminal Justice; Division of Employment and Training; Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation; Employ-Ex, Inc.; Denver Employment and Training Administration; 
Occupational Education Division; State Board of Community Colleges and Occupa
tional Education; Colorado Springs Manpower Administration; National Alliance 
of Business (Denver);· and, Pueblo f1anpower Administration. The goal of the 
CCCVS is to minimize fragmentation and duplication while providing the support 
services and continuity necessary in the employment system for offenders and 
ex-offenders. 
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CHAPTER II: PROBLEMS AND RE(O~MENnATlnNS 

The C~imi~al Justice System Study was designed to examine organizational and 
coord~n~tlon problems in the criminal justice system. The interviews with 
pract~tlon~rs and public officials focused on issues which affect the inter
relat~onshlps.~etween agencies in the system and between state and local 
agencles. Prlmary emphasis was on the state agencies, how they relate to 
each.other and the.adeguacy of their service to local agencies. Comments on 
the lnternal organlz~tlon and management of agencies were solicited only as 
they related to serVlces provided to other agencies. 

This chapter discusses t~e problems and issues identified in the study and 
p~esents the recommendatlons made by both the practitioners who were inter
~lewed ~nd by the St'ate Council on Criminal Justice. Discussion of several 
ls~ues .lden~ified did not result in recommendations. The State Council dealt 
prlmar:ly wlth sys~emwide issues but will continue to analyze and make recom
mendatlons on the lssues not yet addressed. Many of the issues were referred 
to other agencies for resolution. 

I~ the following sections systemwide criminal justice problems are discussed 
flrst, ~ollowed by law enforcement, prosecution, public defense, judicial, 
correctlons ~nd related services. 

SYSTEMWIDE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICE DELIVERY 
ORGANIZATION 

Statement of the Problem 

1. There is no coordinating agency for Colorado's law enforcement functions 
at the state level. 

2. The ?rganizational lo~ation of the Division of Criminal Justice, the 
PubllC ~efender'~ Offlce and Probation Services within state government 
may be lnappropnate for the most efficient delivery of services. 

pescription of the Problem 

At the state level, law enforcement functions are found in the following ten 
departments' 1) th~ ~olorado Bureau of Investigation (C8I) and the Colorado 
Law Enforcement Tralnwg Academy (CLETA) in the Department of Local Affairs' 
2~ ~h~ Colorado St~te ~atro~ (CSP) in the Department of Highways; 3) the ' 
Dl~lslon ?f Communl~atlons ln the Department of Administration; 4) the Organized 
Crlm~ Str:ke Force ln the Department of Law; 5) institutional law enforcement 
servlc~s ln colleges and universities administered by the Department of Higher 
Educatlo~;.6~ law enf~rcement services in the Department of Institutions; 
7) the D1V1Slons ?f.L:quor Enforcement and Motor Vehicles in the Department of 
Reve~ue;.8) the DlVls:on of B~and Inspection in the Department of Agricillture.; 
9) w11dllfe conservatlon enforcement for the Division of Wildlife and parks 
~nd outdoor recreation security for the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation 
1n the ~epartment of Natural Resources; and, 10) institutional and community 
correctlons and parole services in the Department of Corrections. 
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The.current administration of CLETA is typical of state law enforcement organi
zatlonal fragmentation. Although CLETA is a division in the Department of 
Local Affairs, the Academy is supe}'vised by the Chief of the Colorado State 
Patrol located in the Department of Highways. Statutorily, the CLETA Advisory 
Board is chaired by the Colorado Attorney General who directs the Department of 
Law. CLETA, therefore, must report to three supervisors representing three 
separate departments. 

The Colorado State Patrol operates an auto theft investigation unit although 
the Colorado Bureau of Investigation is mandated to assist local law enforce
ment in investigations. The State Patrol operates the state radio broadcasting 
and telephone system maintained by the Division of Communications in the Depart
ment of Administration. 

The Colorado Bureau of Investigation is mandated to investigate organized crime. 
However, the Organized Crime Strike Force which also investigates and prosecutes 
organized crime in the state is located in the Department of Law. 

Colorado's judicial services are combined and coordinated to some extent by a 
unified court system including the Supreme Court, an intermediate state Court 
of Appeals, district courts, county courts and separate Denver Superior, Probate 
and Juvenile courts. Probation and public defender services are also included 
in the unified state court structure. Although probation and public def~nder 
services provide services to the courts, they do not perform the same type of 
functions as the courts. 
The Division of Criminal Justice is organizationally located with the Depart
ment of Local Affairs. The Division provides services to both state and local 
criminal justice agencies. An issue of location has been raised because the 
Department is primarily a noncriminal justice agency. 

Survey Findings 

The Criminal Justice System Study respondents who indicated where they believed 
various state criminal justice functions should be located organizationally, 
demonstrated some support for relocating the functions of the state law enforce
ment agencies, Public Defender, Probation and Division of Criminal Justice. I 

The responses are shown in the table below: 
~~ \~anting 

% Wanting Function Function Placed 
Agency- Department Moved from Dept. In a New Agenc,l 

State Patrol Highways 44.2 30.5 

CBI Local Affairs 

-Criminal History (UCR) 45.8 31. 9 

-Laboratory Analysis 44.6 30.5 

-Criminal Investigation 50.2 31.2 

CLETA Local Affairs 51. 2 32.9 

Organized Crime Strike 
Force Law 20.1 20.6 

Probation Judicial 50.6 8.9 

Public Defender Judicial 36.3 30.0 
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The criminal justice practitioners surveyed, as well as state patrol personnel, 
view the Colorado State Patrol as a law enforcement agency because it patrols 
county roads and state highways, maintains an auto theft investigation unit, 
operates the radio broadcasting and teletype system and because its chief is 
the supervisor of CLETA. Although the majority of the respondents did not want 
the State Patrol to become a state police force, many local law enforcement re
spondents expressed a need for expanded services when requested. The State 
Highway Commission by statute is vested with the power of authorHy:and responsi
bility to approve policies governing the activities of the State Patrol. Many 
respondents felt that the state Patrol, as a law enforcement agency, was not 
appropriately placed in the Department of Highways. 

The survey showed that in general, criminal justice practitioners who use the 
services provided by CBr were satisfied with the quality of service, but rated 
response time low for investigative services, information from Colorado Crime 
Information Center (ccrc) and lab work. Of the respondents, 75.8 percent felt 
that more regionalized services for local law enforcement would result in better 
service delivery. CLETA \'las also rated low by survey respondents (41.8 percent) 
in timeliness of services and relevance of the training. There are often delays 
of up to one year in getting new officers trained. Survey respondents from the 
Divisions of Fish and Game, Liquor Enforcement and Motor Vehicles; and Public 
Defender and Department of Corrections inve~tigators, brand inspectors, institu
tionals law enforcement officers and coroners expressed a desire to attend train
ing at CLETA. Although these people per'form law enforcement duties, they are not 
statutorily eligible to receive CLETA training. 

As indicated in the previous table, 36.3% of the criminal justice practitioners 
interviewed believed that public defense services should not be supervised by 
the Supreme Court. Of the p~blic defenders interviewed, 80% believed public 
defense services should be relocated. The reason given most often was concern 
that the present location of the Public Defender's Office represents a conflict 
of interest since the Supreme Court hears appeals brought to it by public defenders. 

The survey results showed that just over 50% of the respondents felt that the 
current location of probation services under the authority of the Supreme Court 
is inappropriate. However, 72% of the judicial and probation personnel felt 
that probation is appropriately placed. 

Several of the questions on the survey dealt with organizational issues. The 
majority of the respondents indicated the following general philosophies be 
adopted: 

1. More centra 1 i zed pub 1 i c sa fe-:':y programs. 

2. More centralized data collection and reporting among agencies. 

3. Improved and more centralized criminal justice training. 

4. More centralized research and eva1uation of the criminal justice system. 

5. More centralized planning capability for the system. 

.6. Regionalized support services for local cri~inal justice agencies. 
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State Council Discussion 

The S~ate Council on Criminal Justice discussed the issue of organizational 
locatlon of the law enforcement agencies, probation, public defender's services 
and the Division of Criminal Justice. 

State Council members reviewed the survey results, looked at the location of 
these types of functions at the federal level and in other states and requested 
input from the affected agencies and other interested parties. 

The CJSS staff requested and analyzed information from six states of similar 
size regarding their state's organization of criminal justice functions. The 
states anayzed were Arizona, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Montana and New Mexico. 
The following chart shows .the organization of criminal justice functions in the 
five states with umbrella agencies: 

Functions Included in Public Safety Umbrella Aqenc.y 

Agency 

Crime Lab 

Investigation 

State Patrol 

Corrections 

Probation 

Parol e 

Public Defense 

Training 

State Pl anni ng 

.Il.ri zona 
Dept. of 
Public 
Safety 

X 

X 

X 

Iowa 
Dept. of 
Public 
Safety 

X 

X 

X 

Kentucky 
Dept. of 
Justice -'--

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Montana 
Dept. of 
Justice 

X 

X 

X 

X 

New Mexico 
Dept. of 
Justice 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

At the federal level, the following agencies are located within the Justice 
Department under the direction of the Attorney Gen~ral: the Bureau of Prisons, 
U. S. Parole Commission, Pardon Attorney, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration (LEAA), FBI, u. S. Marshal's Service, Drug Enforcement Administration, 
U. S. Attorneys, and Immigration and Naturalization Services. 

The Council discussed the advantages and disadvantages of various organizational 
models for criminal justice activities. A department of criminal justice in
cluding the present Department of Corrections was discussed. However, the 
Council felt many dissimilarities in philosophy, operation and goals exist be
tween the law enforcement and corrections functions. Also, the Department of 
Corrections was established only three years ago and combining it with law 
enforcement agencies could create unnecessary hardship'on corrections and 
law enforcement functions and I educe the visibility of each. 

Since the Judicial Department is in the judicial branch of government and the 
agencies in the balance of the system are in the executive branch, judicial 
functions could not be combined into one department with other criminal justice 
agencles. 
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Unlike law enforcement, the corrections and judicial functions are organizational
ly located within separate departments, administered by a cabinet level di-rector 
or head of a branch of government. The survey showed the greatest amount of dis
satisfaction with law enforcement services. The Council accepted input from 
various interested parties regarding the agencies or functions which should be 
included in a department of public safety. 

There was general agreement that the State Patrol, CBr and CLETA should be in
cluded in a new department. The Organized Crime Strike Force currently located 
vlithin the Department of Law was discussed. Plans were being made at that time 
to transfer the investigators to the new CBI. Therefore, the function would be 
included in the proposed transfer to the new department. 

The Council also discussed the functions and location of the Division of Com
munications indepth. Prior to the,reorganization of the exe~~t~ve branc~ of 
state government in 1968, the publlC satety tunctlon ot the D1Vl~l?n ot Com-. 
munications was supervised by the Colnrado State Patrol. An antlclpated 
benefit of relocating the Division of Conmuni~ations in th~ De~artment of , 
Administration was to improve the system serVlces by coordlnatlng all communl
cations systems in one agency, Division of COllllnunica~ions staff reported to 
the State Council that its workload is about 80% PU~llC safety r~lated ~nd, 
according to staff estimates is a~o~t,two years be~lnd.schedule ln the lnstal
lation of microwave equipment. Dlvlslon of CommUnlCatlOns staf~ also reported 
the implementation of nevI radio and mi~rovlave.channels for publlC safety 
communication has not increased appreclably Slnce 1970. As a result, some 
units of local government have contracted with private firms for the purchase 
and installation of communications equipment. 

Originally, the State Council disc~s~e~ the advanta~es ?f removing the ~adi? 
and microwave fUnctions from the Dlvlslon of Co~nunlcatlons,a~d relocat~ng lt 
in the proposed new umbrella Public Safety Department. Add~tlonal testlmony 
from practitioners and further research by some,State Councll .members resulted 
in concurrence that it could be counterproductlve to leave the telephone c?,n
munications function in the Division of Co~nunications and t~ansfer the radlo 
and microwave section to the proposed new Department of PUb~1C Safety. I~ter
action between the telephone and microwave functi9ns is an lmportant,consldera-
tion, particularly in light of plans to use the mlc~owave for long d~stance. _ 
instate telephone service, B~cause of the extrem~ lmportance of,radlo and mlcro 
wave and interacting telephonlc functlons to publlC safety agencles, the State 
Council concluded the entire Division of Co~nunications should be transferred 
to the proposed Department of Public Safe~y" Data gathe~ed ~rolJl other,state~ 
during the Criminal J~stice System Study lndlcate communlcatlo~s,func~10n~ ale 
usually located in umbrella departments of public safety or cnmlnal Justlce. 

Other state level law enforcement fUnctions include ~rand in~pecti?ns, wildlife 
conservation enforcement, liquor enforcement and vehlcle ~eglstratlon. Law 
enforcement is not the primary responsibilty of these of:lces,.th~refore, re
location in a department of public safety appears to be lnapproprlate. 

Institutional lavl enforcement personnel in the Departments of Higher Education 
and Institutions are, on the other hand, invol~ed,solely i~ l~w ~nf?rce~ent 
activities. However, their functions are speclal1zed and Jurlsdlctlon 1S , 
limited thus direct accountability to the departments served seems appropr~a~e: 
Because'the proposed department would include primarily law enforc~ment.act~v~t~es, 
the Council felt that the inclusion of the Public Defender, Probatl0n and 01vlslon 
of Criminal Justice would not be appropriate. 
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At the.time of the CJSS interviews, I·I.B. 1396, creating a five-member commission 
establlshed by the Supreme Court to appoint the State Public Defender, had not 
been passed. H.B. 1396 was approved April 25, 1979 prior to the Council dis
cus~ion of the issue. Section 21-1-101 (3), C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol. (1979 
Supp.), implementing H.B. 1396 stated: liThe public defender commission shall 
ap~oint and discharge, for cause, the state public defender, who shall be ap
pOlnted to a term of five years ... [and] ... may be reappoil1 t p,-d for one or more 
subsequent five-year terms. Vacancies ... shall be filled by ire public defender 
commissi'on ... " Paragraph 3 of this statute provides no more tllan three members 
of the publ ic defender commission shall be members of the same pol itical par.ty 
and three II sha 11 be attorneys admitted to the practi ce of 1 a'tl in Colorado, .and 
two shall be citizens of Colorado not admitted to the practice of law in this 
state." The statute also provides in paragraph 3: "No member of the commis-sion 
shall be at any time a judge, prosecutor, public defender, or employee of a 
law enforcement agency." 

Because of the General Assembly's enactment of H.B. 1396, the State Council On 
Criminal Justice felt the conflict of interest issue regarding the public 
defender's location had already been addressed. 

The advantages and disadvantages of combining probation services with parole was 
discussed. Both agencies are state funded and provide services and supervision 
to offenders on a regional basis. There are four regional parole offices in 
the state and probation offices are located in each of the 22 judicial districts. 
There are some similarities in skills and resources used by the probation and 
parole officers. However, Council members and other interested parties felt 
the purposes of each function differ and are not compatible. Rehabilitation is 
the purpose of probation, whereas, enforcement is the purpose of parole. 

If the CBI and CLETA were transferred to the proposed new Department of Public 
Safety, the Division of Criminal Justice (DCJ) would remain as the only criminal 
justice agency in the Department of Local Affairs. State Council discussion 
considered the fact that DCJ serves three branches of state government as well 
as local units of government. Although DCJ originally was placed in the Depart
ment of Local Affairs because of the Division's ties with local government, DCJ 
also was statutorily established to improve the statewide administration of 
criminal justice "regardless of whether the direct responsibility for action 
lies at the state level or with the many units of local government". Because 
of this diverse users group, the Council did not feel that placement within 
the proposed,Department of Public Safety was appropriate. 

With reductions the last several years in LEAA funds available to the state, 
the role and functions of the Division have been changing. More emphasis has 
been placed on meeting the planning and technical assistance needs of the criminal 
justice system in the state than on grant related functions. Council felt that 
further study of the future functions of the agency was necessary before any 
recommendations on organizational location could be made. 

State CouncJ.l. Recommendations 

1. TO CREATE A DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY TO INCLUDE THE COLORADO STATE PATROL, 
THE COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, THE COLORADO LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
ACADEMY AND THE DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS. THE COLORADO STATE PATROL, THE 
COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, AND THE COLORADO LAVI ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
ACADEMY ARE TO BE TRANSFERRED FROM THEIR RESPECTIVE DEPARTMENTS TO THE PRO
POSED DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY AS TYPE ONE TRANSFERS: THE RELOCATION 
OF THE DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS IS TO BE A TYPE TWO TRANSFER. 1 
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2. TO CONTINUE TO OPERATE THE DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN THE DEPART
MENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS. 

3. TO APPOINT A COMMITTEE OF THE STATE COUNCIL TO STUDY THE CURRENT AND 
FUTURE ROLES A~D FUNCTIONS OF THE DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE. 

4. The State Council agreed that further study of the organizational location 
of probation services would be necessary before a specific recommendation 
could be made. 

5. The State Council felt that the possible conflict of interest situation 
with Public Defender services location in the Judicial Department had been 
addressed by the enactment of H.B. 1396 and thus made no recommendation. 

Followup Activities 

The State Council's recommendation to create a Department of Public Safety was in
cluded as one of the three topics on the agenda of the Governor's conference on 
C~ime in,Colorado,. C~a:lenge for the 80's~ January 24,1980. Conference parti
clpan~s,lncluded declslonmakers representlng state and local criminal justice 
practltloners, county and municipal government officials, state agency officials 
and members of the State Legislature. 

The proposed transfer'of the investigators from the Organized Crime Strike Force 
in the Department of Law to the CBr has not been made. 

CORONER SYSTEr~ 

Statement of the Problem 

The present Colorado county coroner system is inadequate to meet the needs of the 
. criminal justice system. 

Descri pti on of the Probl em 

Under,the current statute, the coroner is required to perform two distinct 
functlons, One of these functions is medical in nature and is defined in Section 
20-10-606, C.R.S 1973 as performing "all proper inquiry respecting the cause and 
manner of death of any person ... who has died ... from external violence, unexplained 
cause, or under suspicious circumstances (or) where no physician is in attendance, 
or \'/here, though in attendance ... is unable to certify the cause of death" and the 
statute also authorizes a coroner to contract with a licensed physician to per
form a postmortem examination of the body lIif he or the district attorney deems 
it advisable." 

The second of these functions is that of a peace officer in pe~forming the duties 
addressed in Sections 30-10-602 and 30-10-604 et,al., C.R.S. 1973. These sections 
mandate that \'/hen there is no sheriff in a county, the county coroner shall per
form the services and exercise the powers of the county sheriff until such time 
as a sheriff is appointed or elected. Also, the coroner is the only official 
statutorily authorized to arrest the sheriff. 

The only statutory q~alification' for the position of coroner is that the person be 
elected. The statutory qualification does not insure that the county coroner will 
have the education or experience to perform either of the mandated functions. 
The following list indicates the professional background of the 63 county coroners 
in Colorado. .' 
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Forensic Pathologis 
Medical doctor 
Nurse 
Mortician 
Dentist 

Survey Fi ndi ngs 

5 
14 

5 
22 
1 

Physician assistant 
Emergency medical aide 
Business person 
Law enforcement officer 
Retired 

2 
1 
9 
2 
2 

The system study found that in some Colorado counties there may be no resident 
physician nor attorney to assist the coroner. However, the services of a forensic 
pathologist are available in certain other limited areas in the state. Denver 
has its own medical examiner system located at Denver General Hospital and con
tracts with several other counties in the metropolitan area. Some autopsy cases 
from southern Colorado are sent to New Mexico, a state having a medical examiner 
system. 

According to staff responses, the CBI and other criminal justice practitioners, 
the cause of death is often determined by inspection rather than medical examina
tion of the deceased. Also, it was noted that bodies are sometimes interred be
fore an investigation into the circumstances s'urrounding a death can be completed. 

The coroners interviewed were aware of the constraints to adequately fulfill their 
office and cited a need for minimum training and qualification requirements, 
access to forens ic pathol ogi st servi ces and sal ari edreimbursement to upgrade 
performance. Additionally, county coroners indicated their duties increasingly 
require more medical, technical and legal expertise in determining cause of death. 

Respondents also felt the current coroner system is inadequate in the areas of 
training, qualifications and equipment in dealing with large scale disasters . 
This problem became apparent during the Big Thompson Canyon flood in August of 
1976 where approximately 140 persons lost their lives. During this disaster, 
forensic pathology services were provided on an ad hoc basis from Denver and 
Colorado State University. It is important to note that some criminal justice 
practitioners feel criminals may often use disaster situations as a cover for 
criminal activities. There are no statewide procedures or guidelines for 
managing the forensic aspects of emergency situations. 

With respect to the coroner's duties as a peace officer, 37.5% of the coroners 
interviewed recommended they receive appropriate law enforcement training from 
CLETA to include training in the are'a of investigation of deaths. Twenty-five 
percent of the coroners suggested that the coroner's position be salaried; 
and 25% of the coroners, including several medically trained coroners and one 
forensic pathologist, recommended the creation of a state medical examiner's 
office to provide services and consultation as needed to Colorado's coroners. 

State Council Discussion 

The State Council on Criminal Justice reviewed the survey findings and recom
mendations and heard testimony by staff of the University of Colorado School 
of Medicine, Colorado State University Center of Human Identification, Denver 
General Hospital and the New Mexico Medical Investigator's Office. 

In discussing the county coroner's primary role, the testimony stressed the 
need to establish a state medical examiner's office to provide service and 
assistance to county coroners. The system should be adequately staffed and 
funded, have access to laboratory facilities and expert specialists, have close 
cooperation and coordination with state and local law enforcement offices and 
have independence and authority to perform its functions. 
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The State Council also discussed what other states had done regarding the issue of 
coroners and medical examiners. The state of New Mexico was discussed as having 
a state medical examiner's office assisting trained local investigators. The State 
Council also considered the cost of implementing a medical examiner system. Data 
was presented indicating the New Mexico system currently costs 85 cents per capita. 

It was estimated such a system in Colorado would cost approximately $1.02 per 
capita. The City and County of Denver, having a similar medical examiner's office, 
is experiencing a cost similar to the Colorado projected figure. 

The Council discussed three alternative locations for the State Medica1 ~xaminer's 
Office: the Department of Health, the University of Colorado Medical School and 
the proposed Department of Public Safety. It was recommended to the Council the 
best placement \'JOuld be in the University of Colorado Medical Center. Such a 
location could best serve the system by providing the needed independence, lab and 
staff facilities and availability of federal research grants. 

The State Council does not wish to abolish the current system of county coroners, 
but discussed the need to improve the system through the assistance and expertise 
available from a State Medical Examiner's Office. It was recommended the statutes 
be changed to exclude some persons (i.e., morticians) from being elected county 
coroners. Additionally, there exists a need to review the current statutes de
fining the county coroner's duties and qualifications for possible changes. It 
was recommended that one duty of the medical examiner's office should be the 
training of the coroners. 

The State Council elected not to formally address the need for county coroners to 
receive law enforcement training, because a separate area of the Criminal Justice 
System Study is devoted to systemwide criminal justice training needs. 

State Council Recommendation 

TO CREATE A STATE MEDICAL EXAMINER'S OFFICE, DECENTRALIZED FOR OPERATING PUkPOSES 
AND INVESTED WITH THE AUTHORITY NECESSARY TO PERFORM ITS FUNCTIONS. THE MEDICAL 
EXAMINER'S OFFICE COULD BE LOCATED ADMINISTRATIVELY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 
MEDICAL CENTER. 

The State Council emphasized the recommendation in no way implied elimination of 
the coroner system, and to succeed in its mission to assist coroners in particular 
and the criminal justice system in general, the State Medical Examiner's Office 
must be adequately funded and located where it can have convenient, consistent access 
to medical research resources and be relatively free from possible vested interest 
groups. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE STAFF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

Statement of the Problem 
Training and education available to criminal justice personnel in Colorado is 
inadequate in terms of availability, resources and relevance. 

Description of the Problem 

Approximately '\l ,000 people work in the criminal justice system in Colora~o at 
the state and local level. Providing basic and inservice training for thlS number 
of people is both difficult and expensive. 
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A(ccording t~ statute, the duties of the Colorado Law Enforcement Training Academy 
CLETA) Advlsory Board are: 

1. To establish reasonable standards for training academies and instructors. 
2. To establish procedures for determining whether or not a peace officer meets 

or has met standards, 

3) To certify qual~fied peace officers and withhold or revoke certification in 
the manner provlded by rules and regulations adopted by the Advisory Board. 

Althoug~ law enfor~ement officers are required to be certified, the waiting list 
to get lnto CLET~ lS often long. As a result, officers may be on the streets for 
up ~o.one year wlthout any training. In FY1978-79 applications for CLETA basic 
tralnlng numbered 404; CLETA was able to train only 285 officers at the facility 
at Golden and the Western Slope Academy: In January, 1980, the waiting list was 137. 

The follo~i~g personnel . perform law enforcement functions but are not eligible for 
C~ETA tra~nlng: brand lnspectors, correctional officers, liquor enforcement of
flcers, flSh and game enforcement officers and coroners. Security officers em
pl~y~d at a state inst~t~tion of higher education are now defined as peace officers 
ellg:ble for CLETA tralnlng, but because of the long waiting list are unable to 
get lnto classes. Other institutional law enforcement and security officers such 
as those employed at the Department of Institutions are not included in the CLETA 
peace officer statute. 

Training for other ~riminal justice personnel is not statutorily mandated, 
although some agencles have orders, rules and procedures to insure certain levels 
of training. Most.pers~nnel in th~ judicial branch of government are required 
by Supreme Court dlrectlve to recelve regular training. 

The American Correctional Association (ACA) has set the following standards for 
correctional personnel training: 

Standard 4090 requires that all new employees receive 40 hours 
orientation prior to job assignment and an additional 
40 hours of training during the first year of em
ployment. 

Standard 4091 requires that all employees continue to receive a mini
mum of 40 hours of training each year after the first 
year. 

Standard 4092 requires that all employees who work in direct and 
continuing contact with inmates receive 80 additional 
hours of training in their first year of employment 
and 40 additional hours each year thereafter. This 
training covers, at a minimum, security procedures, 
supervision of inmates, report writing, inmate rules 
and regulations, rights and responsibilities of inmates, 
fire and emergency procedures, first aid, communications 
skills, special needs of minorities, women and ex-offenders, 
and problem-solving and gui.dance. 
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Standard 4903 requires that the institutionls administrative and 
managerial staff receive at least 40 hours of additional 
training each year. This training covers, at Q minimum. 
administrative and management theory and practice, decision
making processes, labor law, employee-management relations, 
the interaction of elements of the criminal justice system 
and relationships with other service agencies. 

Standard 4096 requires all personnel who work with inmates in disciplinary 
detention and administrative segregation and with special 
needs inmates to receive specialized training. 

Standard 4097 requires all personnel authorized to use firearms to be 
trained in weaponry on a continuing, inservice basis. 
Such personnel are required to qualify annually. 

In April 1979, the Department of Corrections estimated that Colorado correctional 
training is only about 10% in compliance with these standards. The Department of 
Corrections has been unable to meet these standards because of limited resources 
and relief staff. In April 1980, the Department of Corrections reported that one 
facility (Buena Vista Correctional Facility) has met accreditation standards and 
one facility (Colorado Women IS Correctional Facility) has not quite met standards 
based upon recent site visits. However, the reports from the accreditation teams 
for both facilities noted staff training was inadequate. 

The recent Ramos case decision, against the State of Colorado, made some specific 
references to staff training. On page 25 of the Memorandum Opinion and Order 
dated December 20,1979, Judge John Ka'ne noted, "Given the cultural differences 
[among inmates], the need for staff training is accentuated. Yet staff personnel 
receive no continuing training. Initial training was only recently instituted 
and, while it is laudable, it is grossly inadequate. No staff training meets 
any known professional or occupation standards." 

Training for jailers, community corrections staff and juvenile justice personnel 
is not statutorily mandated and has been very 1 imited. 

Resources for criminal justice training in Colorado have been inadquate. Avail
able to a large extent through Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), 
these funds averaged $700,000 to $800,000 annually over the past several years. 
Rough estimates of projected training needs required to meet minimum standards 
were obtained by a survey of criminal justice practitioners in December 1979. 
According to figures provided in most cases from the agency representing each 
component of the system, resources available for criminal justice training should 
be increased by approximately 68%. The estimated cost of meeting minimum 
training needs is between $4,500,000 and $5,000,000. This is approximately 
two million dollars more than is currently available from local, state and 
federa 1 sources. 

Survey Findings 

The criminal justice practitioners surveyed expressed concern about the availa
bility of adequate training, the relevance of the course offered and the lack 
of resources to attend training. Fifty percent of those interviewed rated their 
access to state sponsored training as unsatisfactory or very unsatisfactory. 
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Approximately 42% were dissatisfied with the relevance of available training 
and 53.3% felt resources to attend training were inadequate. 

The following chart shows the satisfaction with training by components of the 
system. Law enforcement practitioners were more satisfied with training than 
practitioners in other components of the system. This can be explained in part 
by the fact that minimum levels of training are statutorily mandated for law 
enforcement. 

Availability Relevance Resources 
*S **u S u S U 

Law Enforcement 52.3 37.3 44.8 37.3 29.0 43.4 
Probation 50.0 40.0 60.0 40.0 22.2 66.6 
Prosecution 34.4 50.0 32.3 45.1 30.4 33.4 
Criminal Justice Planners 9.1 54.6 4.5 50.0 36.3 36.3 
Parole 21.4 64.3 21.4 64.3 0.0 100.0 
Corrections 8.1 67.5 13.5 67.5 5.7 82.8 
Public Defenders 21.4 42.8 50.0 28.6 20.0 60.0 
Judges 34.5 48.4 43.4 23.3 19.4 51.6 

Enforcement officials for the Department of Corrections, Fish and Game, Liquor 
Enforcement, Department of Motor Vehicles, public defender investigators, brand 
inspectors, coroners and institutional law enforcement officers requestee." access 
to CLETA training. Respondents felt the CLETA Outreach program should be expanded. 
And, several practitioners perceived CLETA training to be more relevant to large 
law enforcement agencies and to the State Ratro1 than to the smaller municipal 
law enforcement agencies. 

Many respondents expressed a need for more specialized courses. Law enforcement 
respondents requested specialized training in homicide, burglary and felony 
investigations, fingerprint 1.0., human, minority and public relations, crisis 
intervention, bombs, hostage management and issues geared to small town problems. 
Law enforcement personnel also requested case development training for district 
attorneys. District attorneys and investigators expressed a need for additional 
training in welfare fraud, crime scene photography and trial techniques. They 
also felt a need for training regarding legal opinions by the Attorney General IS 

Office. 

Department of Corrections respondents noted at the time of the study that 140 staff 
working at the Canon Correctional Facility (CCF) had never received any formal 
training and approximately 35-40% of the CCF staff had not received training in 
hostage management. Department of Corrections personnel felt a need for specific 
training in mental health and drug and alcohol problems, basic supervisory skills, 
psychology, upper and mid-management and treatment of female offenders. Judicial 
personnel expressed a need for specific training in sentencing, research and 
evaluation, treatment of offenders and inservice training for judges and staff. 
Parole personnel requested training in legal services, investigation, psychologi
cal and diagnostic evaluations, confidentiality and drug and alcohol diagnosis. 

*S=Satisfactory 
**U=Unsatisfactory 
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The study determined that the only formal training for local jailers was being 
provided through an LEAA grant. Prior to this project~ some sheriffs l offices 
sent their jailers, when funds were available, to the crisis intervention course 
offered by the Department of Corrections. Study data indicated that jailers l 
duties often are more correctional than law enforcement oriented. 

Community corrections program staff reported their training has been minimal 
because their austere staffing patterns allow line personnel to attend a training 
program for very short periods of time if at all. 

State Council Discussion 

The State Council discussed the problems related to adequate criminal justice 
training~ analyzed the survey results and reviewed the reco~mendation from the 
Education and Training Conference held August 17-18, 1979, ln Monument, Colorado. 
State Council discussion centered around the advantages and disadvantages of 
statutorily mandated training to insure minimum levels of training are provided 
for all criminal justice personnel. 

The Education and Training Subcommittee of the State Council recommended an 
lIumbrella ll mechanism to provide coordinated training. This training mechanism 
would be similar to a university concept with IIcolleges ll for law enforcement, 
judicial and corrections training. An entity of ~his t~p~ would have t~e ad
vantage of preserving the autonomy of each agency s tralnlng program whlle pro
viding general administrative support. It would include all courses offered 
in a single catalogue, eliminating duplication a.nd opening up all courses to ?ther 
people in the system who could benefit from the course. This should resul~ ln 
a cost savings to the system while providing for more efficient and effectlve 
delivery of training. 

State Council members also reviewed alternatives for funding as presented by 
the Education and Training Committee. These alternatives are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

Use a portion of the traineels salary to pay for basic training. 
Increase court costs in county or district court and forward the additional 
revenue to the state treasurer for credit to a special criminal justice 
training fund. 

3. Impose a penalty assessment fine following a criminal conviction and place the 
proceeds in a state criminal justice training fund. 

The State Council felt adequate funding was an important consideration in any 
recommendation concerning training. State Coun~il member~ ~xpressed a need.for 
an indepth analysis of various models for coordl~ated traln~ng a~d alter~atlve. 
sources of funding prior to making a recommendatlon for leglslatlve conslderatlon. 

State Council Rec~mmendation 

TO EXAMINE VARIOUS MODELS FOR COORDINATING TRAINING RESOURCES. TO PROVIDE ACCESS 
TO ALL PHASES OF TRAINING WITHIN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AND ENSURE THAT NO 
AREAS ARE EXCLUDED OR DUPLICATED. A STRUCTURE SHOULD BE DETERMINED TO IMPLEMENT 
THIS CONCEPT. 

Followup Activities 

IICriminal Justice Training Problems in Colorado ll was one of three topics of dis
cussion on the agenda of the Governorls Crime in Colorado, Challenge of the 80 ls 
Conference, held at the State Capitol, January 24, 1980. 
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A $50,000, 12-month LEAA grant to develop coordinated models for criminal justice 
staff education and training was approved by the State Council at its February 15, 
1980 meeting and the state match required for the grant was approved by the Gover
norls Office. The study will examine possible alternative organizational models. 
for coordinated delivery of training and alternative sources of funding criminal 
justice training. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION MANAGE~ENT SYSTEM 

Statement of the Problem 

Key data elements needed by criminal justice practitioners are not always available 
or are not available in a timely, convenient and accurate manner from the manual 
and the computerized segments of the criminal justice information network. 

Description of the Problem 

Major computerized information systems are operated by the Colorado Bureau of Investi
gation (CBI), the Department of Corrections, the District Attorneys Council and 
the Judicial Department. Because of the technical complexity of these systems 
the State Council established a subcommittee, the Criminal Justice Information 
System (CJIS) Advisory Committee.to assess the level of functioning, pinpoint 
deficiencies and recommend solutions in the Colorado criminal justice information 
system. As a part of the Criminal Justice System Study, the CJIS Advisory Com
mittee contracted with HMB Associates of Falls Church, Virginia to assist with this 
portion of the project. HMB Associates were to locate the points at which the 
individual computer systems and the existing links among the systems are breaking 
down; analyze the reasons for any such breakdowns; specify any additional links 
to be established; and, develop procedures for establishing those links so the 
availability of data elements for management and comprehensive planning and re
search can be assured. 

Problems identified by the CJIS study relate to substantive content of files main
tained on arrestees and convicted offenders, physical procedures required to capture 
and transfer data throughout the criminal justice s~5temand policy regarding the 
sharing of such information among the components of the criminal justice system. 
Findings of the CJIS study are presented under the following four subheadings: 
Background, Content Problems, Procedural Problems and Policy Problems. 

BACKGROUND The primary stages through which felony offenders are processed 
through the criminal justice system and the current offender information processes 
used by Coloradols criminal justice agencies are described here as background for 
discussion of problems related to content, procedure and policy. 

Once an~, incident is reported to or observed by law enforcement officials, a 
series of actions is set into motion, as illustrated by Figure 10. First, a 
report of the incident is generated and leads to an investigation, a case must be 
developed against the alleged felon and an arrest made where possible. The case 
is then turned over to the district attorney who determines whether the evidence 
is adequate to prosecute. If so, the appropriate charges will be brought against 
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the alleged offender. If the district attorney determines adequate evidence 
exists fo .... prosecution, a case is then filed; a preliminary hearing and arraign
ment are conducted and a trial and sentencing ensue. 

At each stage in the complex process, data are collected and stored, and selected 
information is passed on with the offender to the next stage. Each agency coming 
in contact with an offender must obtain enough information to process the offender 
properly. If the information is not passed on from the agency previously adjudi
cating the case, it must be collected by each successive agency processing the 
case. The potential for duplication in collection and maintenance of the same 
information is extremely high. 

Historically, each jurisdiction has developed its own process to ensure records 
are maintained within criminal justice agencies and information transferred among 
agencies. Efforts to develop procedures for sharing information across juris
dictions have been undertaken in the past with varying success. Such efforts 
include the development of a computerized Colorado Crime Information Center (CCIC) 
at C8I; a computerized Judicial Management Information System (JDMIS) at the 
Judicial Department; a computerized Offender Database System (008) at the Depart
ment of Corrections; a computerized Prosecutors Management Information System 
(PROMIS) through the District Attorneys Council for nine front range counties; 
and, a Pilot Disposition Reporting Project in Jefferson County. 

To best meet the need for systemwide information, each individual record system 
also should be able to transfer key information to a central repository. The 
CCIC at CBI is the desig"ated central repository for Colorado. "'his central 
repository should be accessi,ble by criminal justice agencies to obtain data for 
operational purposes; for example, criminal histories of arrestees and case dis
postion by individual and by charge. The central repository should also make 
accessible to criminal justice agencies summary data such as the number of arrests, 
filings, dispositions and length and location of incarceration. 

The C0lorado Criminal Justice Information System study identified the following 
information content, procedure and policy problems during its assessment of 
Colorado's criminal justice information management and services. 

Content The primary problem identified is the substantial duplication of data in 
the manual and computerized information systems maintained by the various compo
nents of thcl criminal justice system. Findings of the CJIS study revealed dupli
cation of data in local law enforcement agency, judicial and corrections records 
and in offender diagnostic workups. 

Local law enforcement agencies maintain as many as three separate manual record 
systems to meet internal and external reporting requirements with as much as 60% 
of the data duplicated in each record system. Local courts maintain manual systems 
for docketing information and submit the same information to the Judicial Depart
ment computer. The Department of Corrections maintains three separate computer 
based information systems which to varying degrees maintain common data elements. 
Information obtained in workups on persons detained pending trial or transfer to 
state correctional facilities often is not recorded in files accompanying the 
offender; consequently, multiple workups ,nust be done at each stage in the adjudi
cation process. 

In addition, adequate quality checks do not exist in all the computerized infor
mation systems. 
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P1'ocedure The CJIS study identified inadequate procedures related to the supply 
and transfer of offender identification numbers, documentation of existing com
puter programs, fingerprinting identification and timeliness of offender infor
mation. Inadequate procedures exist for supplying identification numbers and 
their transfer with case data into the Colorado Criminal History (CCH) files atthe 
CBI computer. Proper incident and tracking numbers are not entere~ consistently 
on criminal arrest cards by submitting agencies. Therefore, match1ng arrests 
with disposition numbers is generally not possible: The Jud~cial De~artm~n~ . 
computer system has made no special provisions to 1nclude un1versal 1dent1f:cat1on 
numbers on cases in the files, reporting of dispositions therefore is compl1cated. 
The CBI Identification Bureau is unable to process court orders limiting access 
to records without either the universal identification numbers or detailed infor
mation about the subject and the offense. Often, neither is provided. Since 
universal identification numbers are not included in case files submitted to the 
Department of Corrections, criminal history information on a sentenced offender 
is not available to the Department of Corrections until after the offender has been 
dia~nostically classified and placed in a correctional facility or program. 

The CBI computer is unable to respond to any reque~t for information.b~ users of 
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) data that does not f1t the currently llm1ted format 
since programs either do not exist or lack the flexibility necessary to respond 
to such requests. 

Inadequate documentation of existing computer programs.limits the ~bility o~ data 
processing staff to maintain and upgra~e p~ograms for :mproved ~el1very of 1n
formation. Judicial computer users ma1nta1n that desp1te the t1me and energy 
consumed putting data into the computer, very lit~le ~nformation is provided in. 
return. The problem seems to center around the t1mel1ness and usefulness of eX1st
ing reports. 

The Department of Corrections must use three separate com~u~er syst~ms to b~ respon
sive to management needs since the Offender Dat~base prov1d1ng.tne 1nformat10n can
not do so in all cases. The Offender Database 1S currently be1ng restruct~red 
to more clearly identify critical data elements and t~ develop a system \·,h1Ch can 
be reasonably maintained with existing resources and 1nput and user support. 

Because only information which has been m~tched throug~ fin~e~prints can be 
entered in criminal history files, otherw1se properly 1dent1f1ed da~a cannot be 
recorded in criminal history files in a timely manner due to a grow1ng backlog 
in the fingerprint section of CBI. In the Fall ~f 1979 the~e was a backlog 
between 50,000 and 70,000 fingerprint cards and 1t was grow1ng. Therefor~, 
only violent offenses accounting for roughly 50% of all offenses, ~ere be1ng 
processed. Criminal history f"iles are incomplete for some proportlOn of of
fenders since all arrests may not yet have been recorded. Furthermore, some . 
portion of multiple offenders escape detection if their offenses are not class1-
fi ed as vi 01 ent. 

Finally, information on probationers, parolees and individuals placed in community 
corrections programs is not retrievable by the existing criminal justice infor
mation system in a timely manner. 
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PolicH Findings of the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) study indicate 
thc.inadequ~te ~oordination existing among the various criminal justice infor
matl0~ sy~tems 1S related to two policy problems. First, there is no viable 
~rgan1zat10nal structure to establish intersystem policies, provide assistance 
~n system ~h~nges and assure coordinated, efficient development. Second, there 
1S no prov1s10n for the audit of both manual and computerized information systems 
to assure compliance with state and federal privacy security requirements. 

/\r;r:i'::inna~ problems related to.infomation management include the availability 
of p:~sen~~n~e reports and lack of training regarding cri~inal history files 
and Lile cn::nna1 recOl~ds lat'J. Section 16.,..11,,102[lJ, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Reol. 
Vo~. (1979 SuPP.) requires the probation officer to make an investigation' and 
\'/rltten report to the court "following the return of a verdict of guilty of 
a felony, other than a Class 1 felony, .. ,:or upon order of the court in any mis
demeanor conviction. " However, the same statute also allows the presentence 
report to be waived by the court with the concurrence of the defendent and the prosecuting attorney. 

Staff ~f the Dia?nostic Unit at the Canon City Correctional Facility report 
approx1mate1y 22% of offenders sentenced to the Department of Corrections are 
re~ei~ed with no accompanying presentence investigation report. The Diagnostic 
Un1t.1s r~sponsi~le (under. section 17-40-102 C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.) for per
form~ng d1~gno~t1c.evalu~t10ns for new inmates to assign prisoners lito a cor
rect10n~1 1nstltut10n Wh1Ch has the type of security and, to the extent possible, 
appropr1ate programs ... designed to accomplish maximum rehabilitation". Pre
sentence investigation reports play an important role in the diagnostic process. 
~ 1975.Col~rado Suprem~ Court directive recognizing the importance of presentence 
1nvest1gat10n reports 1nstructed the court system to transmit any available 
presentence report, offense report or diagnostic or clinical information to 
~he di~ect~r of any p~ogram to which an offender is sente1ced. If no presentence 
1nve~t1gat10n report 1S received with the new inmate by the Department of Cor
rect1~ns and.the ~ffender's mittimus does not indicate a waiver of the report, 
the D1agnost1c Un1t must contact the sentencing court to determine the status 
of the presentence investigation report. If no presentence investigation report 
ha~ been prepared, a copy of the offender's offense record is requested from CB1. 
Th1S process can result in delays in completion of the diagnostic evaluation. 

Offender information reaching the offender's case file is not uniform and often 
is not readily available. Part of this problem can be explained by the limited 
training available for practitioners who must provide the information. 

Training regarding the criminal records law is also limited. This law is complex 
and practitioners require training to adequately implement it. The criminal 
~ecords law ~s implemented by section 24-72-308 C.R.S. 1973 (1979 Supp.), which 
~n part prov1des: "Upon a finding that the harm to privacy of the person in 
1nterest or dangers of unwarranted adverse consequences outweigh the public 
interest in retaining the records, the court may order such records, or any part 
thereof except basic identification informafion, to be sealed. If the court 
finds that neither sealing of the records nor maintaining the records unsealed 
by the agency would serve the ends of justice, the cou~t may enter an appropriate 
order limiting access to such records." 

Defendants must be notified of their rights under this law at several points in 
the process: "Whenever a defendal1t has charges aga i nst him di sl11i ssed, is ac
quitted. or is sentenced following a conviction, the court shall provide him 
with a written aCvisement of his rights concerning the sealing or limiting the 
release of his criminal records ... Whenever a defendant completes his sentence or 
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satisfies conditions imposed in lieu of ~entence .. the re.rson having ;~medi.~te 
supervision of the defendant ... shall aga1n prov1de the defen~ant a w~l~t~n ad
visement of his right to petition for an order of court seal1ng or llm1t1ng 
the release of his criminal justice records." 

Survey Findings 

Data gathered from open responses to study questionnaires provi~e~ support for 
some of the CJIS study findings. Several law enforcement pract1t1?nerS com- , 
plained of delays in obtaining information through the Colorado ~r1me Informat1on 
Center from the Division of Motor Vehicles. Law enforcement off1cer~ rely upon 
such data for an immediate status check on drivers stopped for traff1c offenses 
or any other probable cause. Some smaller law enforcement,agencie~ must route 
requests for information through larger law enforceme~t un1ts .. Th1S process 
causes delays jeopardizing public safety and endanger1ng the llves of the of
ficers, 

A frequently mentioned issue among judges at th~ distric~ and coun~y court ,con
cerns the Judicial Department computer process1ng of tr1al cases 1n ~he maJ?r 
urban courts. Judges commented their clerical staf~ ~re overloaded wlth dut1es 
related to the provision of information for the Jud1c1al Depa~tm~nt,c?mputer. 
However, the information stored has limited relevance to the1r lnd1v1d~al courts 
for planning purposes. For example, loc~l courts.do not know how long Jury, 
trials are taking, how many cases are gOlng to tr1al or other facts ,necessary 
in effective cQurt management. The information on cases curren~ly 1n t~e com
puter system duplicates that in the case files, but is not readlly retr1evable. 
Another concern, expressed by 18.1% of Criminal Justice System Study respon~ents, 
identified the need to standardize information contained in offender case f11es, 
Interviewees mentioned statutes and directives affecting record contact and 
discrepancies in the flow of offender information as two major aspects of 
offender case history problems. 

Public defender respondents felt that investigation reports are needed,for 
better sentencing alternatives. Public defenders also expressed a des'lre to have 
an opportunity to make a greater contribution to these presentence rep?rts. 
Their work and close association with their clients make them a potent1ally 
valuable source of information which should be available for,reference when, , 
sentencing and treatment service alternatives are bei~g conslde~ed. ,I~ add1t1on, 
public defenders reported lack of a computer sy~tem h1nders the1r a~lllty to 
obtain statistics on their cases and to accompllsh management plann1ng for the 
effective delivery of public defense services, 

Respondents reported offender information frow breakdowns ~n ~t~er ar~a~. 
For example, a law enforcement agency holding ~n offender ~n Ja1l awalt1ng 
trial may fail to report serious offender med1cal or,emotlo~al problems ob
served during the detention period. If the offender,ls con~lcte~ and sentenced 
to the Department of Corrections, the staff of the D~agnJ~tlc U~lt may not b~ 
aware that a potential medical or mental emetgency sltuat10n eXlsts., Commun1ty 
corrections staff reported that although each inmate ~nderg?es a m~d1ca~ and 
dental examination while in the Department of Correct1on~ D1agnost1c Un1t, 
copies of examination rec?rd~ are not al~ays forwar~ed w1th the offender to 
community corrections fac1ltlPS. Communlty correctlons pro$rams, therefore! ' 
must pay to have another examination performed. The E~ecutlve C~e~enc~ Adv1sory 
Board, the Parole Board, and the Departmen~ of ~orre~t:ons ,class1f1ca~lon and 
community corrections boards, all report wlde d1 spar1tles 1n the q~al1ty and 
quantity of case management information avail~bl~ to the~. Probatlon staff 
indicated they find it very difficult to obtaln lnformatlon from the Department 
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of Correction on eXl"offenders who have dtsch~rged their ori.ginal sentences~ 
are now facing new charges and are the subject of new presentence investi
gations. 

Of all study respondents, 28.7% requested further training and technical assist
ance in interpreting and applying the 1977 Colorado Criminal records law. In 
particular, judges and Department of Corrections staff expressed concern about 
compliance with this law as well as addressing problems related to offender 
case history information. One district judge commented: "The records law has 
been a nightmare." Another observed: "The criminal records law is a big mess. 
Itls a nuisance and expensive to meet requirements." 

Council Discussion 

The Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) Advisory Committee presented 
its preliminary findings on information content, procedure and policy to the 
State Council on Criminal Justice in a report entitled Assessment of the Colorado 
Criminal Justice Information System (HMB Associates, 1979). The report was 
distributed to members of the State Council at their November 1979 meeting 
"to provide a mechanism for an exchange of ideas about the direction of the 
project from this point on and to serve as a catalyst for discussion of the 
issues presented. II State Council expressed concern about implementing any 
policy decisions regarding the criminal justice information system, particularly 
regarding the information needs of the criminal justice system versus the pro
tection of security and privacy rights. There was some discussion about the need 
for a coordinating group to provide linkages among federal, state and local 
entitities, State Council agreed the assessment findings should be included 
in the Criminal Justice System Study final report. 

The recommendations presented to Council and contained in the report of general 
findings of An Assessment of the Colorado Criminal Justice Information System 
conducted by HMB Associates for the CJIS Advisory Council are as follows: 

CJIS ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

That the following organizational structure be established for the purpose of 
coordinating the development of an integrated Colorado Criminal Justice Infor
mation System: 

1) Establish a criminal justice information systems coordinating body or "Board" 
consisting of members representing all criminal justice agencies and court 
system users, the State Legislature and the Office of the Governor. It is 
suggested, for reasons of manageability, to limit the Board to no more than 
twelve members, 

The criminal justice members should be ranking administrators capable of making 
binding decisions as to the agencies or courts they represent. Ex-officio but 
non-voting members might also be included in an advisory capacity. Typically, 
these latter members might include representatives of the State Planning Agency, 
the statels Data Processing division, the Director of the Statistical Analysis 
Center (SAC), representatives of local criminal justice agencies, etc, 

Board responsibilities and authority delegated or assigned to the Board could 
include the establishing of policy for the deve~opment, implementation and opera
tion of a statewide criminal justice information system including interrelation
ships with the various existing systems as appropriate. This data system would 
include, but not be limited to, criminal nistory record information with respect 
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to individuals who are arrested or against whom formal charges are preferred . 
within the state. The Board would also be responsible for insuring compliance' 
with the provisions of Colorado's "Privacy and Security" plan. The Board Chair
person or a designee, would act as a "system" representative where required 
in matters before the Legislature, the state Council on Criminal Justice and 
Budget office personnel. The Board would constitute a central coordinating body 
with policy setting role concerning matters affecting the integrated Criminal 
Justice Information system. 

This Board could be created either through Executive Order with the concurrence 
of the Chief Justice or by legislation to give it official status. It is fully 
recognized that "separation of powers" between the Executive and Judicial 
branches must be observed; thus, full cooperation by all concerned parties is 
essential to the success of this proposal. 

2) Division of Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center (SAC). The cur
rent personnel should act as staff to the Board, utilizing the "System Analyst" 
position now assigned to the SAC (currently unfilled) as the lead contact 
and primary staff. 

3) Establish a Technical Committee. This committee would be comprised of system 
user representatives who are directly involved in the day-to-day operational 
issues of their own systems. They would regularly meet to resolve operational 
issues impacting the operation of the integrated CJIS. This committee would 
also report to' the coordinating board an~ bring before it any policy questions 
developed at the committee level. Members of this committee might well also 
serve with members of the SAC staff acting for the Board on special project 
teams. 

One responsibility of the committee would be to review all existing legislation 
dealing with the collection, maintenance and utilization of criminal history 
record information. 

Privael/ and Security Requirements That the following actions be taken to bring 
Colorado into compliance with the federal regulations and to insure the complete
ness, accuracy and integrity of the state's criminal history information: 

1) Obtain an Executive Order and companion Judicial Directive providing 
for an annual audit of all criminal history record systems. 

2) Obtain an Executive Order and compan'jon Judicial Directive establishing 
security standards for criminal history record systems. 

3) By Executive Order of the Governor, promulgate a comprehensive set of 
rules and regulations relating to criminal history record information 
incorporating requirements of the federal regulations and Colorado statutes. 

Revieu1 and Rade ine Need or In' ormation S stems and S'tatistics That the State 
review the Comprehensive Data System CDS components and redefine the needs 
of Colorado for information systems and statistics. The master plans for these 
components should be reevaluated to determine if unser the current budget re
strictions and system priorities, the CDS concepts are still valid. The develop
ment and implementation of the remaining components may not be cost-justified 
as they are ,defined due to projected federal funding reductions. 

Comprehensive Usel'S Manual and Procedural Manual That a Comprehens i ve Users 
Manual and Procedural Manual. be developed in a format to serve as training 
manuals in addition to their primary functions. The Procedures Manual should 
explain the work and process flow of documents. The manuals should be pro-
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duced as a joint effort of the CBI UCR training staff, the Division of 
Criminal Justice System Analyst and representatives of the local agencies in 
Jefferson county, including police, sheriff and district attorney personnel. 

Restructured CJIS NL~ber That consideration be given to restructuring the 
CJIS number and a check digit added. The impact of such a change should be 
evaluated by the Colorado Crime information Center (CCIC). 

Noting CJIS and Universal Tracking N~bers(UTN) on Arrest Cards That procedures 
for noting CJIS and UTN numbers on arrest cards be incorporated in the Compre
hensive Users Manual. 

Reporting Final Disposition That the court system be modified to report only 
the "final" disposition. CCIC should identify which of the various dispositions 
in the court system are intermediate, which are final and when the disposition 
is to be provided. 

Edit Checks in Court System That the c wrt system be modified to contain field 
and cross-field edit checks to assure the integrity of the CJIS, Originating 
Charge by Agency (OCA) and final disposition code and date. 

Reduce Pilot Disposition Reporting Project with Statewide Disposition Reporting 
System That the Pilot Disposition Reporting System be discontinued and replaced 
with an enhanced disposition reporting system, described earlier. This recom
mendation, however, does not obviate the need to modify the court system to par
ticipate in the CJIS system in the future by providing court disposition data 
to the Colorado CCH system. 

Fingerprint Scanning Equipment That CCIC continue the effort to secure funding 
for fingerprint scanning equipment so that this remains,a viable option open to 
CCIC. 

It is also recommended that alternative solutions be investigated in case the 
automatic scanning system ceases to be an option. 

Disposition Form Accompnay Limited Access That, in those jurisdictions \I!here 
the Pilot Disposition Reporting System is implemented, a copy of the disposition 
report which contains the required data accompany the limited access order. 

Increase Uniform Crime Reporting (VCR) Staff to Implement Statewide Disposition 
Reporting System That two additional UCR staff positions be committed to imple
ment the disposition reporting system on a statewide basis. 

Reduction of Duplicate Reporting That, assuming the disposition pilot reporting 
system is to be implemented on a temporary basis, an evaluation of the reporting 
duplication be accomplished with the express purpose of consolidation of forms. 

Include CJIS N~ber in Judicial Department Management Information System (JDMIS) 
That, after transfer of JDMIS systems to the General Government Computer Center 
IBM 3033, JDMIS data entry procedures be modified to include the CJIS number 
for each charge and diSPosition, preferably through the adoption of the Colorado 
Disposition Report Form. ' 

Expanded Access to JDMIS Program and Improved Doe~entation That after conver·, 
sion of JDMIS to the General Government Computer Center IBM 3033, the 
capabilities of JDMIS programs be greatly expanded to provide access to all 
JDMIS data and that full documentation of its programs be developed. 
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JDMIS Editing and Security Processes That the editing and security process of 
JDMIS be tightened, with a particular emphasis on protection of the integrity 
of accurate case data already in the system. 

Provide JDMIS Linkages to State CJIS That, in the future development and 
design of JDMIS, explicit provision be made for linking JDMIS case data to 
CJIS, preferably by inclusion of CJIS, State Identification Number (SID) and 
case numbers in each case record. 

IncZusion of Probation Data in JDMIS That JDMIS explicitly provide for the 
incorporation of data on probation success or failure and probation data be 
linked to CJIS for the maintenance of complete and accurate criminal 
histories. 

CJIS Linkages to DOC That the development of an integrated CJIS provide for 
linkages to the Department of Corrections providing data on personal identi
fication and background criminal history (instate), as well as CJIS numbers. 

Use of State Identification Number (SID) as Primary Identifying Number 
That the SID Number, at the earliest possible point in time, become the primary 
identifying numbEr for purposes of system interface with other CJIS components 
whether or not a separate Department of Corrections number is maintain~d. 

Access to Offender Data Ease (ODE) Records Through CJIS That the Department of 
Corrections status indicator be directly linked in the CJIS system for query 
rurposes and that adequate support and system access capabilities be added to 
the parole offices of the Department to maintain accurate and timely data in 
these and other regards. 

The State Council on Criminal Justice agreed the entire information system dilema 
is of vital importance to proper treatment of offenders and to public safety. 
Failure to adopt a systematic approach to offender information can lead to 
duplications in paperwork and investigative activity, inefficient use of staff 
time and resources, faulty decisionmaking and subsequent misc'lassification of 
offenders. 

The Council felt the problems identified in this section could be addressed 
by establishing a mid-management level working committee of practitioners. 

State Council Action and Recommendation 

TO ESTABLISH A I~ORKING COMMITTEE COMPRISED OF MID-MANAGEMENT LEVEL STAFF REP
RESENTING DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, PUBLIC DEFENDERS, PROBATION OFFICERS, LAW ENFORCE
t~ENT OFFICERS, THE COURTS, PAROLE OFFICERS, COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS STAFF, AND THE 
DIAGNOSTIC UNIT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS TO ADDRESS AND RESOLVE THE 
ISSUES AND PROBLEMS RELATED TO OFFENDER CASE HISTORIES. 

The Criminal Justice Information Systems Board has been charged by the State 
Council with the responsibility for considering the recommendations of the CJIS 
study. State Council's restructuring of the CJIS Board in 1979 has changed 
its function from primarily grant review to concern f.or managerial problems. 
Originally created as a user's group, the Board was composed of technician 
designees and met only intermittently. The Board now has been given authority 
to address systemwide information management issues and is composed of the fol
lowing agency administrators: Executive Directors of the Department of Cor
rections and Department of Institutions; Associate Director for Criminal 
Justice Affairs, Department of Local Affairs; Director of Division of Automated 
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Data Processing Division, Department of Administration, a municipal Police 
Chief; and a judge of the Colorado Court of Appeals is Chairperson of the CJIS 
Board. 

INPUT TO DECISIONMAKERS 

Statement of the Problem 

Inadequate mechanisms exist for exchange of information among agencies within 
the criminal justice system. 

Descri pt'j on of the Problem 

Communication among Colorado's 11,000 criminal justice practitioners in hundreds 
of local ~nd s~ate agencies, as well as among practitioners in the various sup
port serVlces 1S an enormous task. Additional problems in this area include: 
lack o!.informatio~ regarding proposed legislation and policy until after-the
fact; lnadequate 1nformation and feedback from those in the agency or associa
tion with the responsibility for passing on information; and, uncertainty con
cerning to whom or how input can be made. Currently, there are at least four 
!eg~slative committees addressing criminal justice issues: Judiciary, Health, 
tnV1ronment, Welfare and Institutions (HEWI); State Affairs; and, the Interim 
~omm~tte~ on C~~rections. The multi-legislative committee approach to criminal 
Just1ce lssues 1S often confusing to practitioners who may wish to comment on 
a problem, but do not know which committee has the appropriate authority to 
address the problem. 

Survey Findings 

Approximately 58% of those interviewed rated their opportunity to provide input 
on policy, procedures and statutes affecting their responsibilit{es as unsatis
factory. 

S~xty-eight percent of the respondents favored the creation of one standing com
nnttee of the General Assembly to oversee all criminal justice issues and 
legislation. Several respondents felt the General Assembly did not have an 
adequate understanding of the needs and problems of the criminal justice system. 

State Council Discussion 

~he State Council on Criminal Justice reviewed the study findings and responses 
1n the area of interagency communication and input into the legislative process. 
The State Council felt the interagency communication problem could be improved 
if all agencies and professional associations such as the sheriffs' and district 
attorneys' associations made a concerted effort to keep agencies informed of 
problems, new legislation, policy changes and improved practices. 

The State Council recognized the difficulties of keeping informed of activities 
and coordinating input for the several different subcommittees responsible 
for criminal justice issues. 

State Council Recommendations 

The Council members generally agreed a General Assembly standing committee on 
criminal justice issues would be beneficial to the system as long as the legis
lators appointed to the committee were interested in and knowlegeable of the 
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criminal justice system. Members of the State Council agreed that the issues 
presented in this section should be included in the study report, but made no 
further recommendation. 

ENERGY IMPACT STUDIES 

Statement of the Problem 

Criminal justice issues have not been adequately addressed by energy impact 
planning. 

Description of the Problem 

A review of energy impact funding available to local units of governme~t.reveal 
that only.2 % of the funds provided to date have been allocated for cr1m1nal 
justice programs. However, "Crime seems to be one of the most sensitive areas 
of boom growth", according to a study of development of the oil shale region. 
Crimes tabulated in the police records of the ~bom town municipalities of Craig, 
Rifle and Meeker indicate an increase in crimeY. against property and persons 
anywhere from 76.9% to 266.1% during 1976-78. Rapid influx of population into 
small communities implies more crime and victimization, demographic change en
hancing the likelihood of criminal activity and changes in law enf~rc~ment 
practices such as more rigorous enforcement of the law. Recorded 1nc1dents 
reported to Rifle and Meeker police departments also imply, specifically, in
creas~s in spouse and child abuse cases, juvenile offenses, alcohol-~elated 
accidents, substance abuse and family disturbances. 

State Council Discussion 

The state Council on Criminal Justice discussed at length the greater demands 
imposed upon the criminal justice sytem by rapid growth related to energy de
velopment. State Council concurred on the need to include Colorado's criminal 
justice system in any energy development or rapid growth impact study. 

State Council Recommendation 

TO INCLUDE THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM IN ANY STATE SPONSORED ENERGY DEVELOP
MENT AND OTHER RAPID GROWTH IMPACT STUDIES. 

Followup Activities 

The Division of Criminal Justice began to gather information on rapid development 
and its impact on Colorado's criminal justice agencies. Plans incl~d~ sen~ing. 
a research team into affected areas to ascertain what happens to cr1m1nal Just1ce 
agencies under "boom" circumstances. The fina~ ~rodu~t o~ this ef~ort.will be 
a comprehensive report that can be used for cr1m1nal Just1ce plann1ng 1n affected 
areas. 

In addition to the ongoing resear~n on energy impact, the Divis~on of Crim~nal 
Justice sponsored a conference on the w~stern slope to address 1mpact fund1n~ 
for criminal justice agencies. Energy 1mpact conferences were also held to d1S
cuss problems relating to jails and jail construction in affected areas. 

76 

l 
I 
! 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
«I 

i t 

) 

I , 

( . 

{. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Law enforcement issues identified by the Criminal Justice System Study can be 
grouped into the following categories: statewide standards for law enforce
ment operations; clarification of duties, qualifications and authority; and, 
regionalized law enforcement services. Discussion of specific issues and 
problems related to each of these general areas of concern is presented in ~he 
following sUbsections. 

STATEIHDE'STANDARDS FOR LAW' ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS 

Statement of the Problem 

Great diversity in personnel qualifications, training, salaries, recordkeeping 
reporting format and procedures exists among the state, county and munic)pal 
law enforcement agencies in Colorado. 

Description of the Problem 

Minimum qualifications for law enforcement officers in Colorado vary in each 
jurisdiction. Municipalities establish qualifications for police personnel 
within their jurisdiction. Because the sheriff is an elected official, minimum 
qualifications are not established by statute. The only qualification for the 
position of sheriff is that one be a qualified elector of the state. 

Although law enforcement officers are required to receive a minimum amount of 
basic training to qualify for certification, there are no standards for r~gular 
inservice training. The laws officers must enforce are changed and techn1ques 
and equipment for law enforcement are refined and improved on a continuous ~asis. 
The amount of inservice training received by law enforcement personnel var1es 
greatly throughout the state. 

Salaries for police chiefs in Colorado vary fro~ a.lo~ o~ $500 per m~nth ~o 
approximately $3,800 per month. Only about 15 Jur1sdlct'lons pay thelr chlefs 
in excess of $800 per month. The salaries of the officers also vary, but are 
somewhat lower than the chiefs. Sheriff's salaries are set by statute (30-2-
102, C.R.S. 1973, 1979 Supp.) and range from $750 per month in c~owley Cou~ty 
to about $2,083 per month in Adams County. Over 75% of Colorado s 62 s~erlffs 
earn between $816 and $1,583 per month. In rural areas where the salarles are 
generally very low, law enforcement agencies are small, often.one ~ers~n de
partments where officers are on call 24 hours per day: The' dlsparlty 1n 
salaries results in high rates of personnel turnover 1n small departments. 

Recordkeeping and reporting format also vary among Colo~ad~'s law enforcement 
agencies. In some small police departments, no formal 1nc1d~nce.and task. 
records are kept at all and in the event of a vaca~cy occu~r1ng 1n ~he pollce 
chief's position, the successor has no background 1nforma~10n on Wh1Ch to make 
decisions and formulate policy. Also, researchers assess1ng the affect of 
energy and other rapid growth developments on local cri~inal justice s~stems, 
have experienced difficulty collect~ng valid dat~ on Wh1Ch to base ~h~lr 
projections because of differences 1n r~co~dkeep:ng methods and pol1c1es among 
"boom" town police departments and shenff S off1ces. As a pa~t of the . 
Uniform Crime Reporting Program, every law enforcement agenc~, 1n Colo~ado 1S 
required by statute (24-32-412 (5) C.R.? 197~ (1979 Supp.) to furnlsh such 
information to the bureau [eB!] concern1ng cr1mes, arrest, and stolen and 
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recovered property as is necessary for uniform compilation of statewide reported 
crime arrest, and recovered property statistics." However, o~ly 60 of the 6~ 
sheriffs' departments and 161 municipal and other local .agen~les.reported.crlme 
statistics to the CBI during 1979. There is also no unlformlty ln operatlonal 
procedures among the various agencies. The lack of uniformity in the operations 
and management of law enforcement agencies can result in differences in the 
quality of justice in various parts of the state. 

Survey Findings 

The establishment of statewide standards for law enforcement operations was 
cited as a need by 89.2% of criminal justice practitioners int~rvi~wed during 
the Criminal Justice System Study. Respondents recomm~nded gUldel~nes for . 
uniformity be developed through the efforts of approprlate profe~slona~ organl
zations such as County Sheriffs of Colorado and the Colorado Pollce Chlefs As
sociation enhanced with technical assistance from criminal justice planne~s or 
other law enforcement consultants. These guidelines should be developed ln 
place of enacting statutory standards. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendations 

State Council members agreed further study of statutory provisions and specific 
and interrelated functions of law enforcement agencies is required to determine 
the content and authority for such standards or guidelines. 

CLARIFICATION OF DUTIES 1_QUALIFICATIONS, AND AUTHORITY OF SHERIFFS, 
STATE PATROL OFFICERS AND INSTITUTIONAL SECURITY OFFICERS 

Statement of the Problem 

Statutory descriptions of the duties and qualifications of county s~eriffs, 
the duties, authority and jurisdiction of Colorado State Patrol off~cers and 
the authority and jurisdiction of institutional law enforcement offlcers often 
are vague and result in overlaps and gaps in service. 

Description of the Problem 

Specific problems l"elated to the need for statute clarification are presented in 
the following paragraphs: 

A sheriff's duties as broadly defined in section 30-1-516, 
C.R.S 1973, 1977 Repl. Vol. are: "to keep and preserve 
the peace ... to quiet and suppress all affrays, riots, and 
unlawful assemblies and insurrections." 

This statute also provides: "For that purpose, and.for the 
service of process in civil or criminal cases, and ln ap
prehending or securing any person for felony or breach of 
the peace" they, and every coroner, may call to the; r aid 
such person of their county as they deem necessary.: 

However, there is no legislative mandate stating.the s~eri!f's office can per
form public safety fUnctions such as patrol and lnvestlgatlons: 
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Certain specific duties of the sheriff as a county officer 
are mandated in sections 30-10-511 through 515, C.R.S. 1973, 
1977 Repl. Vol. e.g., serving as custodian of the county 
jail and as county fire warden "in case of prairie or forest 
fires ; tranporting prisoners; and executing writs and at
tending court." 

Sheriffs statutorily are defined as peace officers (section 18-1-901)(3)(1), 
C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol. However, because they are elected officials, 
sheriffs are not included among those peace officers mandated by statute 
(24-32-603 C.R.S. 1973) to receive CLETA certified training. 

The sheriff in some counties is the primary law enforcement officer. Deputies 
serve at the discretion of the sheriff and salaries are set by the sheriff and 
paid from fees. More than in any other type of law enforcement agencies, 
the quality, timeliness and appropriateness of services provided depend upon 
the person in charge. Without statewide clarification or definition of a 
sheriff's duties and qualifications, there are no guidelines to facilitate at 
least a minimum level of uniformity in services provided. 

The study revealed that sheriffs themselves are concerned about this lack of 
statewide guidelines, particularly for defining mimimum qualifications for 
the position of sheriff. 

The peace officer authority of the Colorado State Patrol troopers is defined 
by statute (43-5-113(3),C.R.S. 1973) as follows: "in an emergency and with 
the approval of the Governor ... (the Colorado State Patrol is authorized) to 
assist or aide any sheriff or other peace officer in the performance of his 
duties upon his request or the request of other local officials having juris
diction, and, on such occasions while so acting, they have the powers of any 
sheriff or other peace officer." 

Because there is no general description of the powers and duties of local law 
enforcement officers, there are areas of uncertainty and risk when a State 
Patrol officer apprehends or arrests a suspect while assisting local law 
enforcement officers. 

Confusion and disagreement caused by an apparent statutorily defined dual 
jurisdiction on state owned or leased property is the basis for the needs 
to more clearly describe the authority and jurisdiction of institutiona~ 1a~ 
enforcement agencies. For example, by statute (24-7-103, C.R.S. 1973) lnstl
tutional law enforcement officers have peace officer powers including the 
authority to arrest "on state owned or leased property." However, section 
24-7-104, C.R.S. 1973 states "nothing ... shall be construed to exempt state 
property from the authority of law enforcement agencies within whose juris: 
diction the state property is located, except ... such law enforcement agencles 
shall coordinate their official actions ... with the appropriate security of
ficers, except when emergency circumstances preclude such co~r~ina~ion." The 
apparent overlap in jurisdiction was identified as an undermlnlng In!luence 
on cooperative and coordinated law enforcement efforts to prevent ~rlme and 
protect the public on and adjacent to state owned or leased property. 
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Survey Fi ndi ng~ 

Several criminal justice practitioners expressed a need for clarification of 
~heriff\s duties and qualifications. Several smaller local law enforcement 
agency personnel felt the state patrol should be able to assist loc~l .law 
enforcement in emergencies without an order by the Governor. Practltlone~s 
interviewed commented upon the current level of Colorado law en~orcement lnter
action between the state patrol and local law enforcement agencles. Respond
ents were divided on this issue: 

12.2% wanted less interaction. 
37.5% were satisfied with the current level of interaction. 

23.8% wanted more interaction. 
26.1 % stated they were not famil i ar enough wi th state patrol-

local law enforcement interaction to express an opinon. 

Of the institutional law enforcement officers interviewed, 42.6% reported current 
statutory definitions of their authority and jurisdiction are confusing. 

Comments of institutional law enforcement personnel indicated their functions, 
objectives and needs are not always understood or shared by their governing 
agencies. 

State Council Discussion 

State Council members felt clarification of the duties of sheriff and institu
tional law enforcement personnel as peace officers should be a~d~e~sed as part 
of an assessment to revise or expand the general statutory deflnltlon of peace . 
officer (section 18-1-901(3)(1) C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol.). The St~te Co~ncll 
agreed that although to date the actions of the Colorado State Patrol ln maklng 
arrests on or adjacent to the highways and roa'dshave been upheld, the statutory 
issues related to the functions of the state patrol are a legitimate concern. 
State Council and state patrol staff also agreed they wou~d not support a~y 
statutory changes which might transform the state patrol lnto a state pollce 
agency. 

State Council Recommendations 

Members of the State Council agreed that the issues presented should be in
cluded among problems for possible future consideration. 

Followup Activities 

County Sheriffs of Colorado has begun a study of the problems o~ definiti~n 
of duties and qualifications of county sheriffs. Members of thlS professlonal 
organization recognize the need to provide a mo~e clearly define~ framew~rk 
for county law enforcement services and to provlde the ~e~t posslble basls 
for cooperation and coordination between county and munlclpal law enforcement 
agencies on a county, regional and statewide basis. 

The organization also recognizes the importance of assuring the sheriff's 
accountability and preserving sufficient flexibility and autonomy of authority 
to permit the sheriff to deal with individual county law enforcement needs. 
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REGIONALIZED LAW ENFORCErlENT SERVICES 

Statement of the Problem 

1. The~e is a need for more timely laboratory and investigative service 
dellvery to local law enforcement agencies. 

2. There is a need for regionalized communciations, records and intelli-
gence gathering. 

Description of the Problem 

Although the qu~lity ~f C~I services was identified as excellent, inadequate 
laboratory and lnvestlgatlve staffing and limited decentralization of ser
vices are perceived ~s causes for serv~ce delays. At the time of the study, 
the monthly backlog ln laboratory serVlces equaled twice the monthly intake 
of new cases. 

Communications and recordkeeping procedures, equipment and policies differ 
among the ~any law enforcement ag~n~ies. In the smaller, rural departments 
suc~ fun~tl0ns may ~e performed ~1nlmally, casually and often inadequately. 
R~g~onallzed commun1cations and recordkeeping could facilitate more cost ef
f1C1ent use of resources and provide greater unformity in service delivery. 

Survey Findings 

Local law enforcement interviewees (43.8%) rated timeliness of CBr services 
low., Criminal justice respondents (75.8%) favored more regionalized support 
serV1ces for law enforcement, particularly in the area of communications and 
records. To better track and apprehend offenders a need for more regionalized 
intelligence gathering was identified. One program, based in Facmington, 
New Mexico, already is established in the Four Corners area and cooperates 
with the Colorado Organized Crime Strike Force. The geography of the Four 
Corners area makes it relatively easy for offenders to move from one state 
~urisdiction to another. The cooperation of law enforcement practitioners 
1n the Four Corners area, through this intelligence network enables the 
agencies of all four states to better track and apprehend offenders. 

A regional csr office, including a laboratory, was opened in Pueblo just prior 
to the interviewing phase (April and May, 1979) of the Criminal Justice System 
Study. Practitioners anticipated the new facility would greatly improve ser
vice delivery time. On the western slope, practitioners asked the capability 
of the existing Montrose regional office be expanded, and in La Plata and 
Moffat Counties, a need to establish additional csr offices was identified. 
~uch regional services are needed especially for Craig and Durango to meet 
1ncreased demands for service caused by population influx in these areas. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

Members of the State Council agreed the issues presented in this section be 
included in the study report, but made no further recommendation. 

, 81 

~--



------------------------ - ------------------------------------------.------------r 

PROSECUTION 
Criminal Justice System Study data indicated funding sources, guidelines on 
decisions to prosecute, case disposition information, timeliness of prosecution 
services and the grand jury process were the areas of concern associated with 
prosecution services. Discussion of specific issues and problems related to each 
of these general areas of concern is presented in the following subsections. 

FUNDING SOURCES FOR PROSECUTION SERVICES 

Statement of the Problem 

The rel iance upon multiple funding sources for the provisiotl of prosecution ser
vices in each of Colorado's 22 judicial districts is a problem. 

Description of the Problem 

As provided in section 20-1-306, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol., the elected 
district attorney's salary is funded 80% by the state and 20% by the county 
commissioners included in that particular judicial district. Office and 
salary expenses for the balance of the staff are funded completely by the 
counties comprising the judicial district. 

Each county's proportionate share of its judicial district's funding of prose
cution services is also determined by statute: section 201-1-301, C.R.S. 1973, 
1978 Repl. Vol. establishes a minimum dollar amount for district attorney 
salaries and provides "any amount in excess ... shall be set by the boards of 
county commissioners of the county or counties comprising the judicial dis
tri ct or the city council of the respecti ve city and county affected." 

The number of counties to which district attorneys must present and justify 
their budget varies from one to seven counties. This can be a very time 
consuming process. 

Minimum salaries for district attorneys have not been adjusted for four years. 
Five years ago, the State Official's Compensation Commis~ion recommended a 
$37,500 minimum salary for elected officials. At that tlme, the Col~rado 
General Assembly specified a minimum amount of $29,00~ .. Any amount 1n exce~s 
of $29,000 was to be set by the boards of county commlSSloners of the count1'es 
comprising the judicial district affected. In June, 1979 the Colorado District 
Attorneys' Council estimated that the average annual district attorneys' salary 
is $34,000. 

In January, 1980, the State Official's Compensation Commission recom~e~ded 
the General Assembly raise the district attorney's salary from the m1nlmUm 
of $29,000. However, they did not recommend a minimum amount. As of January 
1981, the minimum salary for state district attorneys is.$35,000 annually. 
This salary is low compared to national standards and pr1vate defense attorneys. 

Over the past five years, several district attorneys in Colorado have filed 
law suits against counties within their judicial districts in an effort to 
obtain higher salaries and increase operating funds. 
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Survey Findings 

Interviewees reported funding of prosecution services by several counties in 
a judicial district causes problems. Some crimina" justice practitioners and 
~tate Council members expressed concern that current disparity in funding 
among the district attorney offices in Colordo could result in inadequate 
prosecution services in some judicial districts. 

Specific suggestions by prosecutors concerning the funding issue included: 
~alary.increases and equalization, additional equipment for district attorney 
ln~estlgators, state subsidies for complex investigations performed by dis
tr1ct attorneys and total funding of district attorney functions by the state. 
One district attorney interviewed said, "There is a complete lack of motiva
tion for career police and prosecutors because compensation is low, working 
conditions are bad and training is inadequate." 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

The State Council discussed the possibility of providing more state funding 
to assure equality and adequacy of prosecution services on a statewide basis, 
but no recommendation was made on this issue. 

GUIDELINES GOVERNING DECISIONS TO PROSECUTE 

Statement of the Problem 

There are no statewide gu1delines governing plea bargaining and district attorney" 
discretion in decisions to prosecute. 

Definition of the Problem ---

The public prosecutor exercises broad discretionary powers in deciding whether 
or not to prosecute, what charge to bring and whether or not to plea bargain 
a case and on what terms. 

Plea bargaining is the process whereby the state grants sentencing and other 
concessions in exchange for guilty pleas in criminal cases. There is general 
disagreement about what plea bargaining should accomplish, what plea bargain
ing actually does accomplish given the reality of the judicial process and 
how the existing practice could be modified through guidelines and standards. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals called 
for the elimination of plea bargaining by 1978. The ABA has taken a more 
equivocal posture, asking for reform not elimination. Chief Justice Burger 
has informed Congress that "there is increasing knowledge of both the inevita
bility and the propriety of plea agreements."2 

The prosecutor considers a number of factors in the decision to bargain. 
Studies indicate that most prosecutors consider the strength of a case 
as an important factor. Seriousness of the offense and the prior record and 
reputation of the offender are also important considerations. Some studies 
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have found that caseload and other pressures on the system, such as com
munity attitude, may also enter into the decision. 

The advantages of plea bargaining most often set forth are the cost and 
time savings to the judicial process. The prosecutor benefits from in
creased convictions. Since a trial is much more expensive than a guilty 
plea, prosecutor and court resources are saved. 

The major objections to plea bargaining are the danger of an innocent person 
being convicted, inconsistent application among offenders, reduction of 
the deterrent effect of the law and the penalty for a jury trial is general
ly longer sentences. 

The use of plea bargaining varies among jurisdictions in Colorado. Few 
jurisdictions have established guidelines or procedures for evaluating and 
disposing of cases. Such variations could result in a violation of equal 
justice. 

Survey Findings 

Although 61.3% of criminal justice practitioners responding to study question
naires favored district attorney discretion in decisions to prosecute, 67.5% 
also favored statewide policy and standards for local prosecution and 59.9% 
favored statewide guidelines governing plea bargaining. According to 47.5% 
of the respondents, plea bargaining should be used more often. However, as 
shown in the following table, the responses varied significantly depending 
on the part of the system the respondent worked in. 

Should Continue Should 
Be Less As Is Be More 

Law Enfurcement 68.9% 18.0% 4.9% 
Prosecution 27.3% 60.6% 9.1 % 
Public Defense 66.7% 26.7% 
Courts 14.7% 73.5% 5.9% 
Probation 70.0% 30.0% 
Corrections 64.7% 13.7% 4.0% 

State Council Discussion 

The State Council discussed the survey findings and also discussed problems 
related to information flow of plea bargained cases. A State Council rep
resentative from the Department of Corrections reported proper placement 
And treatment of offenders is jeopardized when complete information regard
ing the original or complete charge on which an offender was arraigned does 
not accompany the offender to a state correctional facility. State Council 
members noted efforts by probation, parole and community corrections also 
may be impeded by the lack of information regarding the charge prior to 
plea bargaining. 

State Council members agreed that unless extreme caution is used in cases 
that are plea bargained, offender treatment and public safety needs may not 
be met. 

State Council Recommendation 

Members of the State Council agreed that the issues presented in this 
~ection require further study and made no recommendation at this time. 
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OTHER PROSECUTION SERVICE ISSUES 

The following issues related to prosecution services were identified by 
~urvey respondents, but were not discussed by the State Council. These 
lnclude case disposition information, timeliness of prosecution services 
and grand jury process. 

Case Disposition Information 

~ata !rom Criminal Justice System Study questionnaire items designed to 
ldentlfy problems in case disposition information flow is a particular 
co~cern of Department of Corrections staff, probation officers, and dis
trlct attorneys. The Department of Corrections would like a disposition 
repo~t from the district attorney on each case filed against an inmate 
commlt~ed to a state correctional facility for case management purposes. 
Probatl0n sta!f also expressed a need to receive disposition reports on 
offenses commltted by their probationers from the district attorney in a 
m9re timely manner. District attorneys report they have difficulty providing 
tlm~ly information of case dispositions as requested by the Executive Clemency 
Advlsory Board. The Clemency Board routinely requests case information data 
!rom the.dis~rict attorneys as part of its decisionmaking process. Accord
l~g to dlstrlct attorneys, these requests lack uniformity and are not sub
mltted far enough in advance to facilitate a timely response. Several re
sP9nde~ts indicated they are hopeful the PROMIS information system, currently 
belng lmplemented by the district attorneys in nine front range counties, 
will assist the district attorneys in providing this information. 

Timeliness of Prosecution 

~hen.asked to evaluate services received from other agencies in the criminal 
Justlce system, local law enforcement, parole and fish and game enforcement 
officers indicated dissatisfaction with the timeliness of prosecution ser
vices. These practitioners generally were satisfied with the quality of 
prosecution services. However, they felt the time between an arrest and 
the fi 1 i ng of the case to be too long. They vi ewed thi s de.l ay in prose
cution services as mitigating the effectiveness of their law enforcement 
efforts. 

Grand Jury System 

Criminal justice practitioners interviewed during the study were fairly 
equally divided in their opinions regarding the grand jury system. Of 
the interviewees, 36.9% felt the criminal justice system could be improved 
by imposing limitations on the use of grand juries. A district attorney 
remarked during a study interview, "In rural areas, grand juries are witch
hunts." A probation officer noted, "Current grand jury proceedings are a 
Star Chamber. The defendant should have his day in court." A private 
attorney added this contribution: liThe grand jury structure is a tool of 
harassment by the district attorney. II Regarding such limitations, 31.3% 
felt the criminal justice system would be less effective. 

Criminal Justice System Study interviewees noted use of the grand jury process 
varies among the judicia1 districts. Responses to the grand jury question
naire item seemed to be influenced by interviewees' perceptions of the manner 
in which the grand jury process was used in their particular judicial district. 
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PUBLI C DEFENSE 

Statement of the Problem 

Funding for the Office of the Public Defender and court appointed private 
counsel is inadequate. 

Descriptioll of the Problem 

Section 21-1-103, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol., provides the state public 
defender shall represent as counsel, without charge, indigent individuals 
charged with an offense for which they could be imprisoned or involunt~rily 
committed. However, current funding of Colorado's public defense serV1ces 
is inadequate to assure representation of all defendants who are determined 
by public defender and judicial revievi and approval to be eligible for rep
resentation by counsel at state expense. In the fiscal years 1974-75 through 
1978-79, for example, there has been a 37% increase in public defender ca~e
loads, but lawyer staffing has increased only 16% and investigators have 1n
creased only 29%. In addition, public defenders report when the General 
Assembly approved funding for paralegal personnel, it reduced their alreadJ:' 
inadequate investigative staff by 33%. Currently four of the 19 area publ1C 
defender offices (Durango, Montrose, Steamboat Springs and Trinidad) do 
not have investigators on their staff. 

There are no·public defender offices in four rural judicial districts. 
However, in the more densely populated Second Judicial District (Denver) 
there are two offices. 

Most states base public defender funding on a national caseload formula of 
150 felony-equivalent cases closed per public defender per year as a recom
mended maximum and no fewer than one investigator to three public defenders. 
As illustrated in the following table, different types of cases carry dif
ferent felony-equivalent values: 

Type of Case. 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Juvenile 
Other Proceedings 
Appeals 
-Felony and Juvenile 
-Misdemeanor 

Original Proceeding 

Felony Equivalent 

1. 000 
. 375 
.750 
.375 

6.000 
1. 000 
2.000 

Colorado state funding of the public defender's office (FY1979-80) is based 
on 160-170 felony-equivalent cases closed per public defender per year: The 
current investigator-lawyer ratio in Colorado is one investigator to f1ve 
public defenders. 

Between theyec:l~sFY1973-74 and FY1978-7~, funding for district attorneys, 
adjusted for cost of living, increased 80%. The annual Colorado Gene~al 
Appropriation Bill (Long Bill) figures indicate ~hat for the same pe~19d 
state expenditures for public defenders, also adJusted for cost of 11v1ng, 
remained the same. An absolute comparison between public defender and 
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district attorney funding cannot be made because funding sources, juris
dictional organization and statutory obligations are not comparable. However, 
interviews with public defenders revealed basic items such as office machines, 
supplies and law libraries and other legal materials often cannot be purchased 
because of insufficient funds. 

State funding of public defense services is complicated by circumstances re
quiring court appointed private counsel rather than public defenders to repre
sent some indigent clients. Section 21-1-105, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol., 
provides the court may, "for cause," appoint an attorney other than the public 
defender to represent an indigent defendant. The court appoints private counsel 
under two conditions: 

1 ) 

2) 

In conflict of interest cases where there are two or more defendants and 
there is reason to bel ieve one lawyer cannot adequately represent all the 
defendants, the public defender is required to withdraw from representing 
all the defendants. Appointment of private counsel is required regardless 
of the ability of the public defender's office to meet public defense 
service needs. These appointments therefore require consistently adequate 
funding. 

In situations where case filings are sufficient in number to preclude com
petent public defender representation for all defendants and in situations 
requiring immediate representation, and a.public defender !s n9t availa~le 
the court will appoint an attorney. PubllC defender unavallab1lty appolnt
ments are few and usually occur in the rural parts of the state when the 
public defender is appearing in another county, and the court makes the 
appointment on its own motions. 2 

Funds to reimburse court appointed counsel and for operation of the public 
defender's office are appropriated separately withi~ the Judicial Department's 
appropriation. Judicial Department staff report s~veral problems related to 
state funding of court appointed private counsel: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Historically, the Judicial Department has not had the funds, manpower, or 
data base necessary to adequately administer the function of appointing 
private counsel . 

Court appointed private attorneys are paid $25-$~0 p~r ho~r by the s~ate, 
or about one-half the fee private attorneys recelve ln pr1vate practlce. 
Many attorneys are therefore reluctant to accept court appointments. 

Court appointed private attorneys may wait as l~ng as a year for paym~nt 
by the state and in many cases one-att~rney offlce~ must be c~ose~ whl~e 
the attorney is serving on a court asslgnment. Th1S results 1n flnanclal 
difficulties for the attorney. 

Another public defense funding problem cited by Jud~cial Departme~t perso~nel 
is the current constit~ional 7% limit on increases ln state spend1ng forc1ng 
the General Assembly to balance funding increases in one area with c~tbacks 
in another. For example, when the General Assembly has approved an lncrease 
in the number of public defenders, it has cut back the judicial budget for 
court appointed private counsel. 
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Survey' Findings 

Of those interviewed, 68.6% agreed state resources should be equally available 
to public defenders and district attorneys. 

Of the dis tri ct attor.neys i ntervi ewed, 65.7% concurred. 

In open responses, 19.4% of the private attorneys and court personnel inter
viewed felt a need for an improved method of payment and a higher rate of 
pay for court appointed private counsel. Public defenders noted during the 
Criminal Justice System Study interviews and State Council discussion that 
they are forced to establish priorities regarding the types of cases to ac
cept because of inadequate funding and staffing. One public defender com
mented: "In certain jurisdictions mere volume works against the full rights 
of the defendant.1I Another public defender observed: IIWe function on the 
constant brink of an ethical crisis.1I 

District attorneys and judicial personnel concurred with the public defenders 
on the need not only to increase trial lawyer and investigator staffing, but 
also to assure access to paralegal, psychologist or social worker services 
essential to the provision of adequate public defense representation. 

Some district attorneys who were interviewed felt that funding should be 
adequate enough to assure public defense counsel solely through the Office 
of the State Publ ic Defender. One di stri ct attorney commented: "~Je shoul d 
not have private attorneys as assigned counsel. Public defenders are more 
skilled. II A district judge felt the same way and commented: liThe best legal 
services go to those too poor to hire a private attorney.1I 

State Council Discussion 

State Council members agreed that regardless of differences in funding sources, 
jurisdiction and statutory duties, a better balance of resources available 
to district attorneys and public defenders is essential if the adversary· 
system of justice is to work. State Council discussion noted that deficiency 
in public defender staffing has led to some convictions being overturned be
cause of inadequate private counsel. Members of State Council emphasized 
the need to fund both public defenders and court appointed private attorneys 
at a level adequate to provide indigent defenders charged with felonies, mis
demeanors or juvenile offenses the public defense services required to provide 
constitutional rights and to comply with statutory mandates. 

The problem of taxpayer misunderstanding of the public defender's statutory 
obl igations al so was discussed by State Council members. State Council 
noted that the taxpayer's perception.: of the public defender's role, parti
cularly in prosecuting appeals, has a possible negative influence on state 
funding of public defense services. Many taxpayers feel the public defender 
is unnecessarily increasing his own caseload and causing unwarranted court 
delays through "frivolous" prosecution of appeals. These taxpayers m2 '/ be 
unaware of the following circumstances governing prosecution of appr -. filed 
in public defense cases: 

1) The defendant has an inherent right to appeal and unless the defendant 
waives this right, the appeal is considered and usually prosecuted by 
the public defender or the state court system. 
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2) As a~thorized in section 21-1-104(2), C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol., the 
~ubl1c.de!ender may refuse an appeal "unless the state public defender 
1S sat:sf1ed ... th~t there is arguable merit to the proceeding. II How
ever, 1f the ~ubl1C ~efender refuses to prosecute an appeal, the state 
court sys~em 1S requlred to do so in accordance with sections 2(2) and 
17 of artlcle VI of the Colorado Constitution and section 16-2-114(1) 
C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol. ' 

Judicial staff report that very few cases are without arguable merits. 
Therefore, most of the appeals represented by counsel at state expense are 
prosecuted regardless of the public defender's decision. 

State Council Recommendation 

Although State Council members agreed there is not sufficient data to formu
late a recommendation concerning assigned attorneys at this time, they unani
mous:y approved ~he following recommendation to address the problem of adequate 
fundlng for publlC defense services: 

TO INCREASE THE PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE FUNDING TO REFLECT THE NATIONAL 
STANDARD OF 150 FELONY EQUIVALENT CASES CLOSED PER PUBLIC DEFENDER PER 
YEAR AND A PUBLIC DEFENDER-INVESTIGATOR RATIO OF 3:1 PLUS APPROPRIATE 
OPERATING EXPENSES. ' 

Followup Actitivies 

Increased state appropriations for FY1980-81 and a state court-public de
fend~r contract to use funds appropriated to the Judicial Department for 
publ:c defender overloading wil! make reduction from the 160-170 case per 
publ1C defender to 150 per publlC def~nder, a strong possibility. 

JUDICIAL SERVICES 
Judicial structure, procedures, staffing of probation departments and 
co~r~s, and t~e preparation of diagnostic reports were identified by the 
Crlmlnal Justlce System Study RS concerns related ~o judicial services. 

These issues are discussed in the following SUbsections. 

JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

Statement of the Problem 

The unified state court system does not include municipal and special courts. 
Furthermore, there are overlaps in jurisdiction and function in the current 
judicial structure. 

Description of the Problem - ___ .;.....:...;c:....:....::.:.:.:. 

In January 1979, the State of Colorado assumed full responsibility for funding 
all courts of record with the exception of municipal courts and the Denver 
~ounty Court: While this consolid~t~on increased coordination and uniformity 
ln court pollcy.and procedure, munlc1pal courts remain excluded from access to 
the.a~ministrative, planning and training resources of the Judicial Department. 
Munlclpal courts now rely upon revenues generated by court penalties to fund 
many of their operating costs. 
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Since the court structure in Colorado was unified in 1969, few changes 
have been made in that structure or in the underlying jurisdictional 
boundaries and the overlapping jurisdiction in the trial courts has not 
been eliminated. For example~ although the district court is Colorado's 
court of general jurisdiction, the county court's jurisdiction ov~rlaps 
in money demands up to $1,000, misdemeanors, change of name, forc1ble a~d 
unlawful detainer. In addition, the Denver Superior Court has overlapp1ng 
jurisdiction with the district court in money demands from $1,000 to 
$5,000 and with the county court in demands ~f less than $1,000. Cur
rently, county courts hear bQth felony and m1sdemeanor cases. 

In addition, the court system of the City and COllnty of Denver (~ec~nd 
Judicial District) is an entirely separate court structure funct1on1ng 
very differently from other district court systems. Since 1969, the 
district court in the other 21 Colorado judicial districts has heard all 
cases relating to civil, criminal, juvenile, probate and mental health 
matters. In some judicial districts, the district court jud~e h~ars all .of 
these types of cases; in other jurisdictions, judges special1ze.1~ cer~a1n. 
types of cases on a rotating basis. However, in the Sec~nd JU~l~lal D1str1ct, 
probate and juvenile cases are heard in separate courts 1n add1t1on to the 
separate Denver Superior Court. 

Because the Denver court system includes a district, probate, juvenile and 
superior court, four separate clerks' offices and four ~ets of ,sup~ort.staff 
are required, Efficiency is reduced through fragmentat10n or ~upl~cat~on. 
In cases involving child abuse, for example, the custody ~f the ch11d 1S 
processed by the juvenile court, but :riminal charges.aga1nst t~e p~rents 
are filed in district court. These procedures necess1tate dupl1cat10n of 
staff work witness testimony and paper work. The parties involved must 
appear in fwo separate courts where court decisi~ns are arrived at ~nde
pendently and may not correspond vii th the best 1 nterest of the Ch1l d. 

Survey Findings 

Several of the study respondents recommended including the municipal courts 
in the unified state court system for the expressed purpose of.f~cilita~ing 
access to Judicial Department resources. Several of the ~ra~t1~10~er~ 1nter
viewed also recommended elimination of existing overlaps 1n Jur1sd1ct10n 
by combining district, county and municipal courts in some manner. 

In addition, study interviewees commented that the court system of the C~ty 
and County of Denver creates a second entirely separate court structure 1n 
what is supposed to be a unified court system. 

The Judicial Planning Council (JPC) recently conducted a Court Jurisdiction 
Study funded by a Law Enforcement Assistance Aiminist~ati~n ~LE~A).grant. 
One objective of the study is to examine the overlapp1ng Jur1sd1ct1on of the 
trial and appellate courts, and in that regar~, t~ d~li~ea~e three or ~ore 
alternatives for elimination of such overlapp1ng Jur1sdlct10ns. The flnal 
draft of the study report is scheduled ,for presentation to the JPC on October 15,1980. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

The State Council felt that these issues sho~ld be inc~uded in the study 
report, but because the Judicial Department 1S cond~ct1ng a Court Juris
diction Study the State Council made no recommendat10n. 
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PROCEDURES 

Statement of the Problem 

Effec~ive jury.management is required to eliminate many of the factors that 
~ake Jury.servlc~ a ~u~den.and to minimize the aggravating aspects of actual 
Jury serVlce. Slmpllflcatlon of the judicial process is needed to allow 
c~ses to be.h~ard i~ a more timely manner. Some offenses need to be reclassi
fled to !a~llltate.lmproved ~anagement and delivery of judicial services. 
T~e tradltl~na1 ball system lmposes too high a human and public cost and 
glves to ball bondsmen too great an influence in the administration of bail. 

Description of the Problem 

Section 13-71-116, C.R.S 1973 (1979 Supp.) provides that in any three year 
peri~d, lIa person shall not be required to serve or attend court for pros
pectlve service as a petit juror D~re than ten court days except when neces
sary t~ complete service in a particular case, or to serve on more than one 
g~and Jury, ?r to serve as both a grand and petit juror, or as may other
W1se be ~rov~ded by supreme court rule. 1I However, because a panel of 
prospectlve.JUrors lar~e,enough to provide an unbiased jury for all trials 
on the sess10n.docket !s called, some persons serving jury duty may wait 
d~ys before bel~g.examlned fo~ a particular case and then, during examina-. 
tlon, ma~ be ell~lnated as a Juror for that case, but have to wait or remain 
on call Tor posslble d~ty on an~ther ~ase. Such a situation imposes a burden 
on persons called for Jury serVlce WhlCh could be modified by better jury 
management pr2cedures. 

Anot~er problem associated,with judicial procedures is that of timeliness in 
hearlng c~ses. Wh~n the ~lme.be~ween the c~arge and t~e trial is too long 
preservatlon of eVldence 1S dlfflcult and wltness testlmony is less credible. 
When all cases regardl~ss of their ser~ou~n~ss are treated identically for 
the purpose of processlng through the Jud1clal system, more serious cases ' 
often are delayed and failure to provide a speedy trial may force the re
lease of persons dangerous to others. 

The Criminal Justice System Study identified a need to reclassify some of
fe~ses to f~c!lit~te improved management and delivery of judicial services. 
Crlme class1flcatlon and the companion topic of equity in criminal sentencing 
have been recognized as major criminal justice issues by legislative and 
administrative personnel for the past twenty years. Classification of of
fenses requires continuing review in light of changing correc'tional philosophy 
and constitutional protection of rights. 

Passage of the Presumptive Sentencing Law in 1977 (H.B. 1589) has made the 
n~ed to cons!der chan~e~ in crime.cla~sific~tion more urgent. The Presump
t1ve Sentenclng Law dlv1des felon1es 1nto flve classes distinquished from 
one another by the following presumptive penalties which are authorized upon 
conviction: 
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Class 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Presumptive Sentence 

Life imprisonment or death 
Seven and one-half years plus 
one year for parole 
Four and one-half years plus 
one year of parole 
Two years plus one year of parole 
Eighteen months plus one year of parole 

A person who has been convicted of a Class 2, Class 3, Class 4 or Class 5 
felony shall be punished by the imposition of the presumptive sentences un
less the court finds that mitigating or aggravating circumstances are present 
and would justify imposition of a lesser or greater sentence than the pre
sumptive sentence. However, the sentence so imposed shall not vary from 
the presumptive sentence by more than 20% and shall be for a definite term. 
If the person to be sentenced has previously been convicted of a felony, 
the court may increase the presumptive sentence by not more than 50%. In 
effect, the Presumptive Sentence Law reduces judicial d·scretion. However, 
the law also imposes by its nature, in the interest of fairness and pre
vention of time consuming appeals, an obligation to review classification 
of offenses. 

Colorado's bail bond procedure is still another area of concern identified 
by the Study. The traditional bail system gives to private business a 
dominant role in determining whether an ind:vidual is entitled to pretrial 
freedom. A Federal District Court judge has described the problem: liThe 
professional bondsmen hold the keys to the jail in their pockets. They 
determi ne for whom they wi 11 act as surety and who in thei r judgment is a good 
risk. The bad risks in their judgment, and the ones who are unable to pay 
the bondsmen's fees remain in jail. The court and the commissioner are 
relegated to the relat"jvely unimportant chore of fixing the amount of bail'" 3 
Surety for pretrial release in Colorado is in accordance with section 16-4-104, 
C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol., providing for pretrial release from custody 
upon execution of a personal recognizance or posting of specifically defined 
surety bonds. Posting of cash deposit bail directly to the court is not an 
alternative under current statutes. 

Survey Findings 

Study findings revealed both criminal justice interviewees and Judicial 
Department staff believe changes in the jury selection process a:~e needed 
to improve and expedite judicial services. Changes recommended by judges 
and attorneys interviewed included: using six-person juries for Class 4 
or 5 felony cases; eliminating trial by jury for petty offenses and three
and six-point traffic offenses; and, using a civil type jury selection pro
cess for criminal cases. 

The Judicial Department conducted the first phase of a one-day/one-trial 
pilot program for juror utilization and management in Colorado Springs 
between April 31, 1979 and August 3, 1979. According to the Center for 
Jury Studies Newsletter of November 1979, 98% of the jurors summoned during 
this experimental period indicated they preferred the one-day/one-trial 
procedure over the two-week (10 court days) jury service obligation now 
prescribed by statute. Judicial personnel also reported from the experi
ment the importance of establishing a sufficiently large list of prequalified 

92 
, I 

jurors before ins~i~uting a one-day/one-trial system. LEAA grant money 
awar~ed for a Judl~lal Department Juror Utilization and Management In
centlve Program WhlCh began October 1, 1979 has enabled judicial staff 
~lembers t~ proceed with a two-year project to assess all the elements of 
lmproved Jury management in the pilot program and in other local courts. 

To simplify t~e.judici~l pro~ess and allow cases to be heard in a more timely 
m~nner, practltloners lntervlewed recommended changes which included use of 
nlght or weekend courts to hear misdemeanor cases and the use of referees 
to hear minor c~v~l or cri~inal cases which could be disposed of at that 
level. The Judlclal Plannlng Council's Court Jurisdiction Study is also 
addressing this issue. 

In addition, several of the interviewees stated they believe some offenses 
~ee~ ~o be re~lassified to facilitate improved management and delivery of 
J~dlClal serVlces. Respondents mentioned specifically drug, theft and traf
flC offense~. The Governor, the Chief Justice and the Speaker of the House 
h~ve estab:lshed an Advisory Commission on Crime Classification and Senten
c~n$ comprlsed of re~re~entatives of the three branches of government and 
cltlzens to study thlS lssue and fulfill the following objectives: 

1) T? review statutory classification of crimes for appropriateness in 
llght of present criminal sentencing statutes in Colorado and to 
recommenQ changes in such classifications. 

2) To review the implementation of criminal sentencing statutes in 
Colorado and to report periodically on such implementation to the 
General Assembly, the Govenor and the Supreme Court. 

3) To review proposed changes to criminal sentencing legislation 
and to make recommendations on such proposed changes to the General 
Assembly and the Governor. " 

Respondents concerned about bail bond procedure proposed allowing defendants 
to post a 10% cash bond to the court to reduce the IIhuman and public costs II 
of the current system and to eliminate or reduce the influence of the bail 
bondsman. Research indicated there are two types of deposit bail procedures 
used to reduce or eliminate the bail bondsman's role in pretrial release 
determinations. One is a deposit bail system similar to the one instituted 
in Illinois January 1, 1964. The Illinois Ten Percent Deposit Plan retained 
the use of bail money as the predominant form of release, but eliminated 
the commercial bail bondsman by having the 10% bonding fee paid to the court 
which was then required to release the defendant on less than full bond. 
The fee paid to the court is refunded, less a small service fee, to the de
fendant upon completion of the case. The second type of deposit bail is 
deposit bail option. The option to allow a defendant to post a cash deposit 
rests with the judge. New Mexico has such a procedure. The defendant may 
choose to secure immediate release by paying a bondsman's fee rather than 
w~it until a court app~ar~nce to be able to post deposit bail. Judges inter
vlewed by study staff lndlcated Colorado's bail bond statute does not appear 
to be fulfilling its purpose of guaranteeing the presence of the accused in 
court. Several judges noted specifically property bonds are being misused. 
The same property in some instances is posted as bond in several courts; 
therefore, the value uf the property posted may be significantly less than 
the sums of bond values the property is securing. In 1975, the Colorado 
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Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals recommended in Standard 
1-5.16 the Illinois Ten Percent Deposit Plan as one of three possible money 
bail plans for Colorado. The other two alternatives were execution of an un
secured bond in an amount specified by the judicial officer, either signed by 
other persons or not, and the execution of a bond secured by the deposit of the 
full amount in cash or other property or by obligation of qualified secureties. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

The State Council agreed that the issues related to judicial procedure should be 
included in the study report but made no further recommendation. 

STATUTORY QUALIFICATIONS 

Statement of the Problem 

In 53 of Colorado's 63 counties, county judges do not have to be admitted to 
the practice of law in Colorado: 

Definition of the Problem 

As defined by statute (section 13-6-203(2), C.R.S. 1973), qualific~tions 
for county judges do not include having been admitted to the practlce of 
law in Colorado except in the Class A county of Denver and the Class B 
counties of Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Clear Creek, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, 
La Plata, Mesa, Pueblo and Weld. 

Survey Findings 

Several of the interviewees stated that the qualifications for all county 
judges should require having been admitted to the practice of law. Judicial 
Department staff reported that mandating a~torney qualificat~ons for county 
judges is a problem. For example, county Judges must be resldents of the 
county they serve. HO~lever, some counties hav~ no re~ident attorn~ys or . 
have no resident attorneys who are interested ln seeklng.a county JU~geshlp 
position. Judicial staff recognized, however, the functl0nal and phll~-. 
sophical desirability of requiring county 4ud~es to.be a~ legally quallfled 
as the county's prosecuting attorneys. Th1S 1ssue 1S belng addressed by the 
JPC in the Court Jurisdiction Study. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendations --- -
r~embers of the State Council agreed that the issue of county judge quali
fications should be included in the criminal justice system study report. 
However, no further recommendation was made. 

yUDICIAL AND PROBATION STAFFING 

Statement of the Problem 

Judicial Department staffing appears to be inadequate in the areas of district 
court judges and probation officers. 

Description of the Problem 

The assignment of district court judges is established by statute. Any re-

94 ( 

. p 

apportionm~nt of district court judges to address staffing inadequacies 
~ould requlre statutory change. Although the Chief Justice may tran~fer 'a 
Judge temporarily to another judicial district to hear cases as necessity 
demands, the transfer cannot be permanent since a district judge must re
side in the district \'/here he serves. Some of these temporary transfers may 
~ast for weeks or months and, therefore~ can be a hardship on both the 
Judge and that court deprived of the judge's services. County courts find 
they are increasingly involved in cases transferred from the district court 
so the impact extends into their jurisdiction as well. 

In ~d~ition, as illustrated by the follwing figures provided by the 
Judlclal Department, probation staffing is inadequate. 

Probation Staffing Needs 
FY1978-79 through FY1980-81 

FY 

1978-79 
1979-80 
1980-81 

Total Workload Units* FTE Needed FTE Appropriated 

466747 
470755 
499228 

244.1 
246.2 
261.1 

211.1 
223.35 
225.85 

To determine. the number of officers needed, the Probation Department uses 
weighted caseload figures based upon a mathematical formula taking into 
account the various types of duties probation officers perform.' 

The following JUd'/cial Department statistics for FY1978-79 help to explain 
the increase in probation workload units: 

There wasa 12% increase over FY1977-78 in new adult probationers, 
and only the fact that officers were able to terminate more cases than 
they received kept the situation manageable. 

As of June 1979, there were 13,424 adults and 4,847 juvpniles on 
probation in Colorado. 

Probation officers were required to conduct an additional 868 
adult investigations, 581 of which were presentence reports 
involving detailed investigations into the offender's past 
history and present status. 4 

Survey Findings 

Some practitioners, including judicial administrators, believe a closer 
examination of the staffing and caseloads of the various district courts 
is warranted. This issue is also being addressed in the Court Jurisdiction 
Study. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

The State Council felt that the issue of inadequate JUdicial Department 
staffing for district court jud~eships and probation officers should be 
included in the study report. HowE'ver, no further recommendation was approved. 

* Workload Units are based on previous year's caseload figures. 
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DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES TO THE COURTS 

Statement of the Problem 

ff d b d on the information contained Most judges currently sentenbce an °noe~i~grno:~~c report is available at in the presentence report, ecause 
the time of passing sentence. 

Description of the Problem 

In most judicial jurisdictions, diagnosis o~curs after a~e~:~~~d~~ ~~~s 
been sentenced to the Departmen~ of correctl~~~e~~~~~' (16-11-309(1), C.R.S. 
constraint, a statute to allow for sentence embl in 1977. The statute 
1973 [1979 Supp .1) was adopted ~y C the ~~~~~: ll/~~! 11 t~ansmi t to the sentenci ng 
provides that the Department ~ orre. nosis of the violent offender and 
court a report on the evaluat~on and dlai 1/ Although the proper time 
the court.,.ma~ thereupo~ mO~lfy ~he ~~ns:~~:~~ing in many cases no such for a diagnostlc evaluatlon l~ prlor , 
report is available at that tlme. 

, d bl' d fenders may have access in some Judges, probation °tff~ce~s,anat~Upr~~il: derived from a computer system 
cases to the compu erlze lnm h DOC f sychological test 
used by the 1ecepti on an~ Di a~nosti c Center ~f t e repre~~n~s' only a porti on of the 
scoring.and in~erpretatlon'AHoweye~, to~ ~~h~~o~~aluative measures such as 
total dlagnostlc process. varle y. a skills and drug and alcohol 
screening proc~sses r~~at~d t~ ~~~~~~O~x!minations and inmate intervi~ws 
abuse, IQ testlng, me lca an omplete diagnostic evaluation. The dlag-
must also be used to prepare a c 'C C'ty Correctional 
nostic unit,at the Department,of Correctlons .a~o~ndlalthough the length 
Faci~ity~can accommod~tet~18d~n~~~~~i~tu~~~ ~~~ been reduced durin~ the 
of tlme lnmates stay ~n t ella than two weeks, it would be imposslble to 
~:~io~~war~a~~e:~~~e~~~ d~ag~~~tiC evaluations at that facility, 

Survey Findings 

d' tic reports was identified primarily Because the issue ~f p~esent~nce lagnos related to the Department of 
during State Councll dlScusslon.of problems findir. s rimarily involve re
Corrections and tojudici~l s~r~lcest.s~r~~yposSibl'~ a~ternatives to address 
search performed to prov~de ln ~rma 10 'or to sentencing. One such 
the need.bY judges forddl~fnonlcd~~~o~~Sth~ladagnostic Unit at th~ Canon 
alternatlve was to se~.a 0 en d'a nosis. However, thlS process 
City Correctional Faclllty for.presente~ce legtrans orting offenders to 
is highly impractical becaU~et~t W~Uid ln~~l~dditionP the determination of 
Canon City from all parts 0 . ~ s a ~'financial support of these offenders 
who is responsible for supervlslon an . s to use local mental 
would have to be resolved. Another.alternatlve wacontract with the Division 
health units for diagnostic ev~luatlons th~~~~~m:l costly as mental health 
of Mental Health. Howev$~~O thl~ wO~~~t~:rmore, me~tal health resour~es vary 
diagnoses cost $200 to eaAcd· te funding would have to be proVlded on a widely throughout the state. equa 
statewide basis. 
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Study data indicate the problem of diagnostic reports is complicated 
because some non-correctional criminal justice practitioners view the 
computerized psychological test scoring and interpretation currently used 
by the Reception and Diagnostic Center as 1/9iagnosis b.v computerl/, and tend 
to place litt]e faith in the orocess. 

State Council Discussion 

The State Council discussed alternatives for providing presentence diag
nostic reports. The following options were discussed, but rejected be
cause the disadvantages outweighed the advantages: 

1) Allowing each criminal justice agency to contract with local consult
ants. However, diagnostic quality might vary widely. 

2) Assigning probation investigators to perform the function". Staff train
i-ng would be necessary as well as contracting with specialized backup 
consultants and hiring more probation officers. 

3) Allowing probation officers to employ or share psychologist staff with 
mental health units. However, such high level expertise is not re
quired for all offenders. 

4) Allowing criminal justice agencies to operate and supervise regional 
diagnostic centers. This alternative would require staff training 
and a large expenditure and engenders less credibility and cooperation from offenders. 

5) Implementing independent, multidisciplinary diagnostic centers, When 
the central intake unit was operating in Denver, the cost to interpret 
a Mir'Jesota Multiphasic Personality Indicator (MMPI) was $100 per offender. 

The State Council on Criminal JusUce'agreed a cooperative effort by all 
agencies involved in working with offenders is essential to develop a workable, 
comprehensive plan for providing diagnostic evaluations, prior to senten-
Cing of offenders, The following recommendation was approved. 

State Council Recommendation -
TO ESTABLISH A TASK FORCE TO DEVELOP A PLAN FOR PROVIDING DIAGNOSTIC 
EVALUATIONS TO COURTS AND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS. THE TASK FORCE 
SHOULD INCLUDE REPRESENTATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS, DIVI
SION OF MENTAL HEALTH, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, DIWSION OF VOCA
TIONAL REHABILITATION, ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE DIVISION, DIVISION OF 
HIGHWAY SAFETY, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, PUBLIC DEFENDERS, THE JUDICIAL DE
PARTMENT, DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS, 
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS DIAGNOSTIC UNIT, 

CORRECTIONS 
The Criminal Justice System Study identified corrections issues and prob
lems relating to planning, jail standards, community corrections and 
funding. The various specific issues included in these categories are 
discussed in the following subsection. 
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PLANNING CAPABILITIES 

Statement of the Problem 

Current statutes provide only a vague indication of purpose and goals for 
Colorado corrections services and resources available to the Department of 
Corrections for research, program planning and evaluation are inadequate. 

Description of the Problem 

The Colorado Comprehensive Community Corrections Plan states that: 

"In Colorado: as elsewhere, the lack of a clear purpose and goals 
for corrections has resulted in yearly changes in sentencing 
legislation, increases in funding for both institutional faci
lities and com~unity corrections programs, and a general lack 
of direction felt by all those who must work in the correctional 
system. II 

The Comprehensive Community Corrections Plan also mentions a clearly de
fined philosophy of corrections is needed to provide the basis for the 
essential common definition of success. Without such a definition, a valid 
comparative effectiveness study of correctional programs and services cannot 
be conducted. 

The following philosophy of corrections was stated in the Colorado Comp
rehensive Community Corrections Plan as a basis for proposed goals for 
corrections in Colorado: IIA correctional system must maximize public 
protection in a just and humane manner and afford offenders opportunities 
for successful reentry into society through the least restrictive means 
of control necessary. II Each new administration brings a new philosophy 
but in recent years none has stayed long enough to implement the change. 

The Department of Corrections planning, research and evaluation staff was 
sharply reduced when the Research and Planning Unit, funded for the three 
years 1974-1977 by an LEAA grant, became a state funded operation. Two of 
the six planning, research and evaluation staff were assigned to statistical 
and r:omputer research; one is doing facility planning for Correctional 
Industries; the remaining three were given other assignments in the Depart
ment of Corrections. The position of Director of Program Development and 
Evaluation was eliminated during FY1978-79. Currently, no staff is assigned 
to program development and evaluation. Prqgram development, monitoring, 

,evaluation and grants management functions now are being shared by various 
departmental staff who have other fulltime responsibilities. 

Survey Findings 

Open response study data indicated 20.8% of Department ot Corr~ctions staff 
interviewed were concerned about Coloradols lack of a state phllosophy 
and, 18.2% of community corrections interviewees expressed the same concern. 

Because current statutes do not provide stable philosophical guidelines for 
developing correctional programs and for designing and operating institutional 
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facilities, Department of Corrections staff interviewed reported planning 
within the Department is uncoordinated and lacking in continuity. For 
example, correctional service objectives often must be redefined to meet 
obligations imposed by frequent changes in state mandates related to cor
rectional functions. 

Department of Corrections staff interviewed generally discussed problems with
in their department rather than problems which might exist in their inter
actions with other agencies. Conversely, practitioners in other criminal 
justice agencies seldom mentioned the Department of Corrections or expressed 
actual disinterest in or a lack of understanding of Department of Corrections 
functions and operations. Increased planning and coordination would pro-
vide Department of Corrections staff with a better understanding of the prob
lems of the entire system and make other components of the system more aware 
of correctional problems. 

State Council Recommendation 

~1embers of the State Council on Criminal Justice agreed the lack of a state 
philosophy of corrections is an issue which should be included in this re
port. However, State Council made no further recommendation on this issue. 

JAIL STANDARDS FOR COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL JAILS 

Statement of. the Problem ---

Practices and policies of jail administration and operation vary throughout 
the state and there are no establised statewide guidelines for the con
struction, maintenance and operation of county or municipal jails. 

Description of the Problem 

Because Colorado is one of only six states without statewide jail standards, 
there are no uniform guidelines for Coloradols 60 fully operational county 
jails, several county holding facilities and the 45 municipal jails currently 
in operation. Statutory responsibility and liability for county jail 
operations rests with the sheriff; however, total funding appropriation for 
jail operations is determined by the county commissioners. Statute (17-26-
126, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. Vol.) requires that the county commissioners 
examine their county jail to evaluate its sufficiency and management IIduring 
each session of the board and to correct all irregularities and improprieties 
therein found. 11 There are no statewide guidelines defining lIirregularities li 

and lIimproprieties". State record requirements are minimal, therefore, both 
the degree and the impact of variance in jail administration and operation 
are not readily observable. For example, by statute (17-26-118, C.R.S. 
1973,1978 Repl. Vol.) the IIkeeper of the county jail ll is required to main
tain a daily record of the "commitments and discharges of all persons delivered 
to hi s custody. II In addition, the keeper of every ja ilmust by statute (17-
26-125, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol.) maintain "an accurate account of all 
moneys received by him on account of the confinement, safekeeping, and main
tenance of persons committed from other counties, fugitives from justice, 
and prisoners committed to the jail by authority of the United States ... 11 
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Finally, the sheriff is mandated (section 17-26-112, C.R.S. 1973, 1978 Repl. 
Vol.) to keep a record of "all infractions of the prison rules and regula
tions, as may be prescribed by law or by him." 

Without minimum guidelines for the qualifications of sheriffs or for the 
management of jails, uniformly adequate facilities, programs and conditions 
are difficult to achieve on a statewide basis. Currently, the Department of 
Health~s sanitary regulations represent the only element of statewide uniformity. 

The last statewide inspection of jails by the Department of Health was com
pleted in 1977. At that time, based on penalty points for deficiencies in 
14 major categories, only 33.9% of the jails were classified as good, 23.7% 
were rated as fair, 22% as poor, and 6.8% as unfit for habitation. Further
more, the inspection revealed even jails rated as good had deficiencies in 
some areas. 

A county jail survey conducted in June and July 1977 by the Colorado Compre
hensive Community Corrections Plan staff identified the following inadequa-
cies in jail operations: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Many jailers receive no training prior to beginning their actual 
job assignments. 

Some jails do not have adequate 24 hour supervision to deal properly 
with emergencies and to maintain proper inmate control and efficient 
jail operation. 

Provision of medical and mental health services to inmates is inadequate 
in some jails. 

Many jails provide inadequate or no exercise and recreation programs 
for inmates. 

Approximately one-third of surveyed jails have no written operating 
procedures or policies. 

The lack of established guidelines at the state level and, in some cases, 
at the local level, handicaps staff performance and increases the potential 
for litigation arising from inappropriate or damaging staff actions. Also, 
in the absence of state standards, more stringent federal standards may be 
imposed. Without acceptable statewide standards, equal treatment ~f inmates 
is difficult, if not impossible to attain. Although states, cou~tles ., 
or municipalities are not required by statute to operate correctlonal ~a~lll
ties, if these units of government choose to do so, they must operate Jalls 
in compliance with the constitution guaranteeing equal.treatment. If there 
are no state standards, minimum national standards designed gen~rally !or 
urban facilities may be imposed. Unless there is uniform compllance wlth 
state or national standards, a county or municipality is at the mercy of 
a judgels discretion if a suit against the jail administrators should be 
fi1ed. 
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Recogni~ing.th~ ~eed for guidelines to address identified problems and in
adequa~les ln Jall operations, County Sheriffs of Colorado in 1977 requested 
establlshme~t and enforcement of statewide jail standards. Essentially, 
Cou~ty Sherlffs of Colorado agreed with the 1977 recommendation of the 
NatlOnal Assembly on the Jail Crisis which met in Kansas: "Jail standards 
should be established in every state; these standards should be drafted by 
the state dnd not at the national level. Standards should be developed 
~n~er a ~t~te task force system, formed with equal representation by sheriffs, 
Jall admlnlstrators, and other state officials and resources." . 

Also.i~ 1977, a moratorium o~ the expansion of jails and the construction of 
new.Jalls except as approved by the Division of Criminal Justi'ce (originally 
untll July 1, 1979 then extended to July 1981) was imposed by statute 17-
27-110, C.R:S. 1973, (1979 Supp.). In the absence of statewide guidelines, 
the mora~orlum was enacted to assure the provision of some sort of state 
level ~uldance and.technical assistance to counties considering jail con
structlon or expanslon. 

Survey Findings 

Of those
o 
interviewed,.90% ~eli~ve statewide jail standards are necessary, 

and.56.~% f~vored reglonallza~l~n of the nume~ous.smaller jails through con
solldatlon lnto one large faclllty. The comblnatlon of jail functions at the 
c~unty level was favored over a multicounty regional jail concept by practi
tloners who often expressed concern about the risk and expense of transporting 
offenders over too great a distance. 

Staff of many agencies operating jail facilities expressed concern about the 
lack.of employment, mental health, and alcohol and drug abuse treatment 
servl~e~ for offend~rs in their facilities. Several local criminal justice 
practltlon~rs, partlcularly in rural areas, recognized a need for state and 
l~cal fundln~, and operation of additional regionalized corrections facili
tles ~o.provlde more se~v~c~s at less cost per client. According to these 
prac~ltloners, such fac~lltles could house a combination of misdemeanants 
servlng a sentence of SlX months or longer and felons serving a relatively 
short sentence of perhaps up to one and one-half to two years. Interviewees 
reported another advantage of this approach would be to allow offenders who 
need more supe~vision th~n.a community ~orrections program provides, but less 
than that pr~vlded by a Jall or correctlonal institution, to be housed closer 
t? home. Stlll ano~her advantage cited is the facilitation of compliance 
wlth the sta~utory lntent (section 17-26-105, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol.) 
to separate persons committed on c·rimi na 1 process and detained for tri a 1 
and ~ersons committed for contempt or upon civil process ... from ... prisoners 
convlcted and under sentence." 

State Council Discussion 

State ~ouncil discussion of corrections standards and statutes centered around 
stat~wlde standards for jail operations. Testimony presented during the dis
CUSSlon underscor~d a concern by county commissioners about imposing more 
rules and regulatlons and the need for funds to implement statewide standards 
Other testimony submitted to State Council stressed that if there are to be . 
state-mandated standards, the construction, maintenance and operation of 
county jails should be funded solely by the state. 
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Testimony before State Council also emphasized the fact that Colorado needs 
standards of its own to avoid having to comply with unrealistic federal 
guidelines in the absence of state~/ide jail standards. According to this 
testimony, the process of developing standards for Colorado will provtde a 
chance for making choices of one sort or another. Further down the line, 
when county personnel see the benefit of statewide standards, funds will come 
from local jurisdictions to support jails operated in compliance" with reason
able minimum state~/ide stalldards. 

State Council Recommendation 

TO ESTABLISH AND IMPLEMENT REASONABLE MINIMUM JAIL STANDARDS. 

Followup Activities 

In October 1979, the Governor of Colorado established by executive order a 
Jail Standards/Criteria Planning Commission funded through a National Institute 
of Corrections grant. County comnissioners, sheriffs, police chiefs, muni
cipal government officials, district attorneys, publ ic defenders, Colorado 
State Patrol, judges, youth service agencies, the American Civil Liberties 
~nion, legisl~tors and private citiz~ns are represented on the 23 member com
mission. The task of the project is to develop and define reasonable minimum 
standards/criteria for all municippl ann co~nty jails and to examine those 
law enforcement and judicial practices which contribute to jail overcrowding. 

The final report of the Jail Standards/Criteria Planning Commission is scheduled 
for publication September 1980. 

--

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES MARKET 

Statement of the Problem 

The market for Correctional Industries products is inadequate. 

Descr"i pti on of the Problem 

Statutory restrictions limited the sale of Correctional Industries products 
to governmental agencies. However, state agencies do not always purchase 
goods and services from Correctional Industries as mandated (section 
17-24-111(1) C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol.) The statute states: liThe state 
in its institutions, agencies and departments shall purchase; .. such goods 
and services as are produced by the (Correctional Industries) division. 
Such goods and services shall be provided at a price comparable to the 
current market price for similar goods and services. No similar goods and 
services shall be purchased by state agencies from any other source ... unless 
the division certifies ... that it is not able to provide the goods and 
services." 

The interstate sale of Correctional Industries products now is authorized 
by statute. Effective February 1980, the General Assembly repealed section 
17-24-106.5, C.R.S. 197,3,"1978 Rep1. Vol. (1979 Supp.) wh)ch had b~e~ passed" 
by the General Assembly' effective May 22, 1979, to authorlze the D1V1Slon 
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of Correctional Industries lito contract with other states or the federal 
government for the purpose of manufacturing and selling license plates, 
validation stickers or wood products to such governments. II The General 
Assembly amended section 17-24-l06(1)(f) to allow Correctional Industries, 
liTo sell all goods and services, including capital construction items, 
produced by the programs to agencies supported in whole or in part by the 
state, any political subdivision of the state, OTHER STATES OR THEIR POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISIONS, or the federal government." 

Survey Findings 

Open response data revealed 20.8% of the Department of Corrections staff 
viewed the inadequate market for Correctional Industries products as a 
major problem. Staff suggestions to resolve the market problem included 
allowing Correctional Industries to develop product and service contracts 
with private industry and develop an attractive product line at or below prices 
quoted elsewhere to encourage state agencies to purchase Correctional Industries 
goods. 

State Council Recommendation 

Members of the State Council agreed that this issue should be included in 
the study report, but made no further recommendation. 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ISSUES 

Statement of the Problem 

1. There is a lack of guidelines or standards for community corrections 
programs. 

2. The statutes do not define clearly who has authority to supervise of
fenders when they are directly sentenced to community corrections pro
grams and are not on probation; and, when offenders are sentenced to 
community corrections programs by the courts as a condition of probation. 

3. Funding for community corrections programs is inadequate and unpredictable. 

Description of the Problem 

No guidelines or standards for the operation of community corrections pro
grams currently exist. Community corrections programs have varied organiza
tional structures. Two programs are state operated, several are county 
operated and the balance are privately operated facilities. Qualifications 
for personnel are established by the unit of government of the facility 
director on board. Salaries for community corrections staff vary signi
ficantly from one facility to another. 

State operated community corrections facilities such as Bails Hall Work 
Release Center and Fort Logan Community Corrections Center in Denver receive 
an entry level monthly salary between $800 and $900; counselors in privately 
operated community corrections receive $700 to $1,000 per month at the 

. entry level, with most earning between $700 and $740. Entry level salaries 
for correctional or security officers range from approximately $750 per month 
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for private programs to $1,075 per month for state operated programs. The 
lack of standards or guidelines could result in inconsistent quality of ser
vices provided to clients. 

When offenders are sentenced directly to community corrections and are not 
on probation, these offenders are not supervised by either probation or 
the Department of Corrections staff. Furthermo~e, i~ t~e behavi~r of of
fenders sentenced directly to community correctlons lS lnapproprlate, com
munity corrections progr.am personnel do not have the authority to request 
directly that law enforcement personnel pick up and detain an offender w~o 
is disruptive or dangerous. This action must be requested of the probatlon 
department or the judge. However, the statutes do not make it clear that 
the courts have the jurisdiction to take this action on direct sentence 
cases. The only recourse is described in section 17-27-103, C.~.~ .. stating 
that if an offender is rejected by the corrections board after lnltlal ac
ceptance, the offender shall remain in the custody of the corrections board 
for a reasonable period of time pending. receipt of appropriate orders from 
the judicia" district or the department (Corrections) for the transfer of 
such offender. 1I 

In situations where an offender is sentenced to a community corrections 
program as a condition of probation, the statutes (17:27-105, C.R.~. 1973, 
1978 Repl. Vol.) do not define clearly whether probatlon or com~u~lty cor-
rections staff have the responsibility for supervision. The ~rlmlnal . 
Justi ce System Study revealed differC:'lces in. attitudes regardl ng approp~l ate 
supervisory authority in such cases. Intervlewees reported that ~ro~atlon 
and the courts have taken the position that these offend~r~ are wlthln . 
the community corrections facilities willingly as a.co~dl~lO~ of probatlon 
or direct sentencing and, therefore, are under the Jurlsdlctlon of the court 
through the probation department. 

Some community corrections staff feel, however, tha~ since ~h~s~ offenders 
are physically located within the community correctlons ~acllltles, they 
should be under the jurisdictior of facility staff, ~artlcularly be~ause 
such jurisdiction is necessary for appropriate behavlor control. Wlth~ut 
such jurisdiction, programs could be jeopardized ~imply be~ause.commu~lty 
corrections staff do not have the power to deal dlrectly wlth dlsruptlve 
behavior situations. 

Although in 1978, the Colorado Comprehensive Community Correcti~ns Plan re~om
mended that lithe full ramification of direct sentence to commu~l~y c~rr~c~lons 
should be studied by the judiciary for possibly statutory clarlflcatlon , 
the statutes remain vague and unclear. 

Although there is no statutory limit on state reimbur~ement paid to a pro
gram, community correcti ons facil iti es currently recelVe an average of 
$21-22 per day per offender. This rate does not adequately cover the costs of 
providing the appropriate services. 

In addition, because the annual Colorado General Appropriation ~ill always 
is passed late in the legislative session, Department o~ Correctlons ~taff 
do not know funding levels much in advance of the new flscal .ye~r maklng 
planning by local community corrections programs extremely dlfflcult. 
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Survey Findings 

Of the practitioners who responded to a survey question regarding community 
corrections, 91.7% felt that statewide guidelines for community corrections 
programs should exist. Community corrections staff noted during the inter
views the absence of statutory guidelines for their programs and requested 
such guidelines be developed by the Department of Corrections. Because of 
the absence of statutory guidelines for community corrections programs, 
more direction and technical assistance from the Department of Corrections 
is essential. For example, while the statutes emphasize funding of resi
dential treatment programs for both diversion and reintegration, they do not 
address how new programs are to be coordinated with each other and with 
existing correctional programs. 

A total of 18.2% of community corrections respondents reported problems in 
the interaction between community corrections and probation staff regarding 
responsibility for supervision of offenders sentenced to community cor
rections programs by the courts as a condition of py·obation. 

Funding problems were reported by 90.9% of staff of local community cor
rections progams funded through the Department of Corrections. In addition, 
the differences ;I~ salary levels among state, county and privately funded 
programs are seen by interviewees as a possible reason for what they felt 
is a high staff turnover rate for locally operated community corrections 
programs. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

State Council agreed issues regarding community corrections should be incuded 
in the study report. However, no specific recommendations for addressing 
these issues were considered. 

FUNDING OF STATE MANDATED CORRECTIONS SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE SHERIFF 

Statement of the Problem 

In some counties, as much as 50% of the jail operating budget is spent in 
providing custody or transportation services for offenders under state juris
diction without reimbursement from the state. 

Description of the Problem 

Placements by the Colorado State Patrol, parole violators and prison escapees 
are included among those offenders the sheriff is required to house, at least 
temporarily, in the county jail. The Department of Corrections has no written 
policy governing reimbursement expenses to sheriffs for the keeping of parole 
violators or escapees. However, the Department of Corrections does reimburse 
sheriffs if the Department of Corrections places an inmate in a county jail 
as is sometimes done, for example, in protective custody cases to safeguard 
the inmate. In addition, sheriffs are statutorily obligated (section 30-10-
514, C.R.S. 1973,1978 Repl. Vol.) to transport prisoners lito the penitentiary 
of the state, or other place of confinement, to convey to such penitentiary 
or other place of confinement at one time all prisoners who may have been 
convicted i.lhd sentenced and who are ready for such transportation. II 
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Survey Findings 

Approximately one-half (50.8%) of all survey respondents suggest the state 
reimburse local units of government for costs associated with the confine
ment and transportation of offenders under state jurisdiction. Several of 
the interviewees suggest in open responses the establishment of a regional 
or statewide offender transportation system to reduce expenses sheriffs now 
incur in cD~plying with section 30-1-514. Respondents indicated a regional 
or statewide offender transportation system could be operated on a cost
sharing basis. 

State Council Discussion and Recommendation 

The funding of state mandated services provided by the sheriff was discussed 
by the State Council on Criminal Justice. State Council agreed the issue 
of state reimbursement to local units of government for state mandated con
finement and transportation of offenders requires further study, and there
fore, no recommendation was made. 

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM IN RELATION 
'fO RELEVANT NONCRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES AND SERVICES 

Related services to offenders in the criminal justice system are provided in 
five general areas: employment and vocational training, mental hea~t~, drug 
and alcohol abuse treatment, diagnostic services and health. Practltloners 
expressed concern regarding the availability of these services in all of the 
above areas except health services. 

This section~ill discuss the four areas in which concern was expressed re
garding continuity, funding, duplication and timeliness of services, and the 
definition of the role of these agencies in providing assistance to the 
criminal justice system. 

Statement of the Problem ---
1. When needs of the offender are diagnosed, often followup in providing 

services is minimal. 

2. The availability of services to the offender is not consistent. 

3. Service agency staff often are not trained to work with offenders and 
are reluctant to treat of1~nders in their programs. 

4. Employment services are not coordinated~ are often duplicative and in-
adequate in other areas. 

Description of the Problems 

Practitioners in both the criminal justice system and agencies providing 
support services noted that even when the needs of the offender are dia~nosed, 
often followup in the provision of services is minimal. The problem ~Xlsts 
both in institutional and community settings. Several factors were clted 
as contributing to this problem. First, the availability of services a~ong 
the various state penal institutions is not consistent. Programs for dlag
nosed treatment ate not always available in the assigned facility. 
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If a program is available, there may be a waiting list or the services may 
be offered at a time which conflicts with the offender's work or educational 
schedule. This lack of treatment violates C.R.S. 17-40-102(2) which provides 
that "all offenders sentenced ... (receive) appropriate programs ... and treatment 
available ... to accomplish maximum rehabilitation .... " As noted in the Ramos 
case, "a'icohol and drug abuse treatment services are inadequate in state 
correctional facilities: Colorado prisoners are not given adequate opportunity 
to correct drug and alcohol problems ... prisoner self-help programs have been 
disallowed or severely restricted in number ... services by outside organizations 
have been discontinued. 116 

"Findings of Fact" in the Ramos case also stated: "There is little or no 
systematic training oriented to employment and no indication of joint plan
ning and program development between correctional industries, vocational 
education, and academic education." Therefore, if an offender is diagnosed 
as needin9 treatment but is unable to obtain it, the lack of treatment may 
reflect negatively on the offender's opportunities for parole or community 
placement. 

A second treatment issue is that staff in the community often are not trained 
to work with offenders and are reluctant to treat offenders in their programs. 
There is SUbstantial difference in the techniques required to provide mental 
health counseling for the self-referred individual compared to the offender 
who has been ordered to receive treatment as a condition of parole or com
munity placement and may be highly resistant. Each program needs to prove 
itself successful in its undertakings for purposes of accountability and 
funding, but offender progress may not be an accurate measure of program 
effectiveness. The complexity of offender treatment needs and offender 
resistance to mandated counseling present barriers within these programs 
not encountered in the treatment of self-referred clients. Current methods 
may penalize agencies who work with offenders by making them appear less 
effective than they are. 

Another major problem in providing continuity of services is that many 
related service agency personnel have little familarity with the workings, 
procedures and needs of the criminal justice system. Some of these practi
tioners expressed a need and desire to learn more about the system, but 
there is no established program to provide such information. Criminal 
justice personnel were concerned and interested in the assistance related 
service agencies could provide. They expressed an interest in knowing what 
services were available in their geographic area. A few of these practi
tioners suggested a manual be developed outlining related service resources. 
Service agency personnel requested better and more timely information from 
criminal justice agencies regarding the needs of the client. 

Job counseling and placement are frequently cited by practitioners as dupli
cative. Ironically, the availability of employment services was also cited 
as inadequate. 

Federal guidelines for federally funded employment programs help to explain 
existing duplication in employment service programs for offenders. For 
example, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in the Department of Social 
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Services statutorily is mandated to provide counseling and medi~al, e~uca
tional and vocational assistance to clients with mental or ph~SlC~l d1S
abilities and some offenders are among those who meet the gU1del1nes for 
receiving'these services. In addition, federal Compre~e~sive Employment 
Training Act (CETA) funds granted to the state are adm1n1stered by the Depart
ment of Labor and Employment. Under federal regulations, three separate 
types of funds are distributed: prime sponsor, balance of st~te~ and 
Governor's discretionary. As explained in Chapter I: "D~scr~ptlOn o~ 
the Criminal Justice System," all of these programs prov1de Job serV1ces 
to offenders. 

Job placement services also are provided through the thirty-two Colorado,Job 
Services Centers; however, no counseling services for offenders are provIded. 

Another agency involved in providing emplo~ment servic~s to ex-offenders is 
Employ-Ex, located in Denver, Colorado Spr1ngs and unt1l recently, Pueblo. 
Employ-Ex was established several years ago through federal LEAA,fu~ds and 
is now jointly funded by the General Assembly and CETA. It spec1al1zes 
in vocational counseling and job placement. 

Survey Findings 

According to CJSS respondents, no agency has ~stablished a comprehensive 
plan of service delivery to include the fun~t1ons of the ~eneral ,Asse~bly, 
la'tl enforcement district attorneys, probatlOn, courts, d1agnost1c Unlts, 
institutions, the Parole Board, parole agents, community corrections~ mental 
health, public defenders, alcohol and drug abuse, r~mploym~nt, educ~t1on and 
the private sector. Until such,defini~io~ and,agr~ement :s esta~llshed, 
agencies will continue to exper1ence d1ff1cult1es 1n serV1ce del1very. 

More mental health counseling and diagnostic services,w~re requeste~ by 63.3% 
of the interviewees. According to 61.7% of the pract1t1oners quest1o~ed, 
more alcohol and drug treatment services for offenders should be prov1ded. 

More employment and vocational training services were believed necessary by 
63.6% of the interviewees responding to the questionnaire. 

A need for medical services also was cited by 3S.S% of these respondents. 

Several related service agency personnel cited a need for more information from 
criminal justice practitioners regarding offenders in need of services, In 
addition, several interviewees requested better definitions of both criminal 
justice and related service agency roles in delivery of related services for 
the offender. 

State Council Discussion 

The State Council considered several possible recommenda~ions fJr better ser
vice provisions. One option was to develop support,serv1ces funded and 
operated by criminal justice agencies, However, th1s approach,present~ , 
three major problems: the plan would be costly, it would dupllcate eX1st1ng 

lOS 

~. : 

l 

iI 
r) 

Il 
I 

fi"1 
-'!-.i t 

I 
I 
I 
I 
l 

~!I 
11 

U 

, f 

services and staff credibility might be questioned by the offenders who often 
view criminal justice staff as adversaries. A second option was to train 
related service agency personnel' in the dynamics of the criminal justice 
system in order to structure and deliver treatment to offenders. This option 
also presents problems. Additional funding would be needed to develop and 
provide a training program for related service agency staff. Criminal justice 
training resources currently are inadequate. A second problem in this approach 
is training would have to be provided on a continuous basis to accommodate 
staff turnover. 

Staff turnover and "burnout" rate in the human services area was acknowledged 
during State Council discussion to be relatively high. In the employment 
services area, for example, testimony given to State Council indicated that 
if a job service Genter employee stays as long as two years, he or she usually 
makes a career out of the job. A Colorado Job Service Center administrator 
told Criminal Justice System Study staff in a later conversation that "build
ing the necessary 1:1 ratio between job counselor and client is the real 
problem." He felt job service staff turnover at his center to be relatively 
low and said that additional training for his staff would be welcome. 

State Council discussion noted mental health services for offenders are pro
vided mostly in a community situation and are quite varied and inconsistently 
available. 

State Council discussion of employment and vocational training services re
vealed the following factors related to availability of such services for 
the offender. The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation accepts offenders 
six months prior to release, but after release an ex-offender must be handi
capped to get into a program. The existence of Colorado's Job Centers is 
justified by the numbers of persons placed. Thus, there is constant pres-
sure to move skilled persons into jobs and an ancillary system to prepare 
ex-offenders to enter this skilled market is essential to placement. Although 
CETA prime sponsor~ receive over $100,000 a year to work with the disadvantaged, 
ex-offenders are not ~nc1uded. There are no programs for probationers or 
for offenders whose cases have been diverted or deferred. 

Comments of human service agency personnel indicate a willingness to work 
with offenders and ex-offenders, particularly if adequate funding and train
ing for such services are assured. A State Council member commented upon 
offender services as they currently exist, "It seems as if the whole system 
discriminates against the ex-offender. II 

Of the many recommendations offered by study interviewers and State Council 
members, a restructuring is needed to eliminate discrimination, close exist
ing gaps, minimize duplication and encourage greater cooperation among state 
and local criminal justice and related service agencies. 

State Council Recommendations 

TO EXPAND THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COLORADO CONSORTIUM FOR CORRECTIONAL VOCA7 
TIONAL SERVICES (CCCVS) TO INCLUDE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS AND PROBATION 

109 



-.-~ 

SERVICES AND EXPAND ITS EFFORTS INTO OTHER AREAS OF THE STATE. THE GOVERNOR 
AND CCCVS SHOULD ENCOURAGE EACH COMMUNITY TO ESTABLISH AN EMPLOYMENT BOARD 
COMPRISED OF APPROPRIATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM PERSONNEL AND EMPLOYERS 
TO COMMUNICATE AND WORK WITH CCCVS. LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADVISORY COUNCILS 
SHOULD BE CONTACTED FOR ASSISTANCE BEFORE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE LOCAL 
EMPLOYMENT BOARDS IN THEIR JURISDICTION. 

TO IMPLEMENT A COORDINATED EFFORT BY THE DIVISION OF MENTAL HEALTH, THE 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND OTHER AGENCIES TO GATHER INFORMATION 
ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE CLIENTS REGARDING WHAT PROGRAMS ARE WORKING; TO 
EVALUATE AND ASSESS THE EXTENT OF CONTINUITY AND QUALITY OF SERVICES AND 
REVIEW APPROPRIATE FUNDING MECHANISMS FOR ADDRESSING THE SERVICE-CONTINUITY 
PROBLEM. 

TO DEVELOP AN ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT NEEDS MODEL FOR THE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM COMPARABLE TO THE COMMUNITY NEEDS MODEL; UTILIZE A COORDINA
TION STUDY GROUP TO IDENTIFY SERVICES NEEDS AND GAPS AND TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

FOOTNOTES 

Section 24-1-105 C.R.S. 1973 defines the three types of transfer: 
Type One Transfer: transfers an existing department to a principal 
departm~nt; only budgeting, purchasing and related management functions 
are subJect to supervision by the head of the principal department. 
Type Two Transfer: pla~es all powers, duties and functions of the 
transferred department ln the head of the principal department. Type 
Three Transfer: also places all power, duties and functions in the 
head of the principal department and also abolishes the unit so 
transferred. 

Plea Barg~ining: Who Gains? Who Loses? William M. Rhodes, December 
1978 Instltute for Law and Social Research 

Judge Skelly ~right, Federal District Court for District of Columbia 
Pannell v. Unltes States, 320, F.2d, 693 (D.C. Circ.), 1963. ' 

Annual Statistical Report of the Colorado Judiciary (July 1 1978 to 
June 30,1979), pp. 170-1. ' 

Colo~ado C?m8r~hensive Community Corrections Plan (Department of Local 
Affalrs, Dlvlslon of Criminal Justice, February, 1978) p.III-55. 

IIFindings of Fa~tll,.Civil Action No. 77-K-1093, United States District 
Cou~t.fo~ ~he Dl~trlct of Colorado: Fidel Ramos, David Lee Anderson, 
Sadlkl Llslmba AJamu, et. a~.,.vs. Richard D. Lamm, Allen L. Ault, 
John Perko, Edgar Fox and Wl11lam Wilson (December 20, 1979), p. 33 



/ 

** 

** 

** 

APPENDIX A 

MEMBERS OF THE STATE CQUNCIL 
ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

The Hon. Richard Dana 
District Court Judge 

Chief Arthur G. Dill 
Denver Police Department 

Mr. John R. Enright 
Director, Colorado Bureau 

of Investigation 

The Hon. Jeanne Faatz 
Colorado State Representative 

Mr. Richard Friend 
Correctional Line Officer 

The Hon. Robert Gallagher 
District Attorney 

Sheriff Tom Gilmore 
Montr'ose County Sheriff's 

Department 

Ms. Na ncy Gray 
State Council Chairperson 
Fort Collins Councilwoman 

The Hon. Paul V. Hodges 
Chief Justice, Colorado 

Mr. Dwayne Longenbaugh 
Director, Division of Local 

Government 

**The Hon. J. D. MacFarlane 
Colorado Attorney General 

Mr. James Oleson 
Chairperson, Juvenile Justice 

Advisory Council 

The Hon. Jane Quimby 
Mayor of Grand Junction 

**The Hon. Joseph Quinn 
District Court Judge 

**Dr. James G. Ricketts 
Executive Director, Department 

of Corrections 

** 

The Hon. Leonard Roe 
Weld County Commissioner 

The Hon. Tim Schultz 
Rio Blanco County Commissioner 

Mr. Jeremy Shamos 
Private Attorney 

** Supreme Court 
Delegate: The Hon. Donald Smith, 
State Court of Appeals 

Chief John L. Tagert 

Colonel C. {lJayne Keith 
Chief, Colorado State Patrol 

Dr. Raymond Leidig 
Executive Director 
Department of Institutions 

*November 1979 

Colorado Springs Police Department 

Mr. James D. Thomas 
State Court Administrator 

**Mr. Greg Walta 
State Public Defender 

The Hon. Robert S. Wham 
Colorado State Senator 

** Members of the Criminal Justice System Study Subcommittee 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF STATE AGENCIES RESPONDING 

TO AGENCY PROFILE SURVEY 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division, Department of Health 
Brand Inspection Division. Department of Agriculture 
Colorado Balance of State CETA Prime Sponsor, Department of Labor and 

Employment 
Colorado Bureau of Investigation, Department of Local Affairs 
Colorado District Attorneys Council 
Colorado Law Enforcement Training Academy, Department of Local Affairs 
Colorado State Patrol, Department of Highways 
Department of Corrections 
Department of Labor and Employment 
Division of Communicatio~s, Department of Administration 
Division of Criminal Justice, Department of Local Affairs 
Division of Employment and Training, Department of Labor and Employment 
Division of Epidemiology, Department of Health 
Division of Mental Health, Department of Institutions 
Division of Services for the Aging, Department of Social Services 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of Social Services 
Division of Wildlife, Department of Natural Resources 
Enforcement Division, Department of Revenue 
Executive Clemency Advisory Board, Governor's Office 
Liquor Enforcement Division, Department of Revenue 
Motor Vehicle Division, Department of Revenue 
Office of Manpower Planning and Development, Department of Labor and 

Employment 
Organized Crime Strike Force, Attorney General's Office 
Parole Board 
State Council on Criminal Justice 
State Public Defender 
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APPENDIX C 

RESPONDENTS TO QUESTIONNAIRES* 

Randy Ackerman, Personnel Director, Court Administration, Judicial Branch 
Rex Ageton, Chief, Division of Criminal Justice Research and Evaluation, 

Department of Local Affairs 
William Aldrige, Chief Deputy Coroner, City and County of Denver 
James Allison, Chief Deputy District Attorney, Second Judicial District 
Roger Allott, Chairman, Region Three Criminal Justice Advisory Council 
Janet Ambrose, Director, Adult Diversion, Second Judicial District 
Dorothy Anders, Director, Division of Services to the Aging, Department 

of Socral Services 
A. J. Anderson, Administration and Telephone Manager, Division of Com-

munications, Department of Administration 
Harold Andrews, Weld County Sheriff 
Richard Andress, Northglenn City Manager 
Ray Archuleta, Chief of Security, Community College of Denver, North 

Campus 
Michael Argall, District Attorney, Sixth Judicial District 
James Arthurs, Adams County Coroner 
David Ashmore, Director, Division of Social Services, Department of 

Soci a 1 Servi ces 
Allen Ault, Executive Director (Former), Department of Corrections 
Rod Ausfahl, Region Seven Criminal Justice Planner, Southeast Regional 

Criminal Justice Planning Council 
John Aycrigg, Director, Fort Logan Mental Health Center 
James Ayers, Administrative Officer, Public Defender's Dffice 
John Baker, Public Safety Administrator III, Colorado State Hospital 
Robert Balliger, Acting Director, Basin Health Unit, Durango 
Rini Bartlett, Director of Training, Department of Corrections 
Sharon Bartlett, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Four 
Rolland Bashford, Kersey Police Chief 
Paul Beacom, District Attorney, 17th Judicial District 
Robert Behrman, Chief District Court Judge, 19th Judicial District 
Thomas Bennett, Bayfield Town Trustee 
Bill Berry, Motor Vehicle Dealers Administrator, Division of Motor 

Vehicles, Department of Revenue 
Steven Berson, Deputy Director, Department of Revenue 

.Darol Biddle, Pueblo Private Attorney . 
Bob Bing, Curriculum Development Specialist, .Colorado Law 'Enforcement 

Training Academy (CLETA), Department of Local Affairs 
Stephen Bloom, Director, Program Development and EValuation, Department 

of Corrections . 
Robert Boe, Executive Director, Southwest Colorado Mental Health Center, 

'Durango 
Larry Bohning, Denver City Attorney 
Bill Bokros, Director, Transition (Residential) Services, Department 
of Correcti ons 
Mel Boll, Director of Security, Denver General Hospital 
Clarence Boyd, Akron Municipal Magistrate 
Jay Brandes, Special Investigator, Division of Wildlife, Department of 
Natural Resources. 
Harold Bray, Jefferson County Sheriff 
Carl Breuning, Calhan Town Trustee 
Debbi Brincivalli, Region Nine Criminal Justice Planner 
Ron Broce Greeley Alcohol Recovery and Rehabilitation Center 
Al Brown, La Plata County Sheriff 
Cordell Brown, Agent-In-Charge, Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI) 

Department of Local Affairs 
Eugene Brown, Public Safety Administrator, Pikes Peak Community College 
Nolan Brown, District Attorney, First Judicial District 
Gray Buckley, Senior Agent-In-Charge, CBl, Department of local Affairs' 
Gordon E. Bugg, Durango Municipal Court Judge 
Robert Burke, Assistant Director, Operations; Division of Criminal 

Justice, Department of Local Affairs 
James Burrs, Evans Police Chief 
Donald Burton, Director, Region Three Criminal Justice Planning Council 
Dian Callaghan, Assistant Director, Planning; Division of Criminal 

Justice, Department of Local Affairs 
John Callahan, Officer-In-Charge, Planning and Research; Colorado State 
Patrol, Department of Highways 

~Names and titles at time of interview phase of the study (May 1979) 
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Craig Camp, Northglenn Police Chief 
Runal~ ~anady~ Director, Division of Communications Department of 

Admlnlstratlon ' 
Joe Cannon, District Court Judge, Fo'urth Judicial District 
sansdY.Carter, .Plann~r, Division of Social Services Department of 

oClal Servlces ' 
Richard Cas~on, Deputy Publ ic Defender,. 14th Judicial District 
GeoRrg~ Cer~lello, Program Director, Moffat CountY'Detoxification and 

eSldentlal Care Center 
Irene Coh~n~ ~nvoluntary Commitment Coordinator, Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse Dlvlslon, Department of Health 
Penny CoJlins, Director, Adam~ County Community Corrections 
Thomas Connell, Evans Municipal Judge 
Gordon Cooper, Pueblo County .Court Judge 
Thomas Cooper, ~uperintendent; Buena Vista Correctional Facility 
~~hn Coppom, Chlef Adult Probation Officer, 19th Judicial District 

°Smas Crago, Director, Office of Research and Management Information 
ystems, Department of Corrections 

Richar~ Cripe~ Executive Director, Weld County Mental Health Center 
Dan Dalley, DHector, Horizon's, Greeley 
Thomas Darnsa~, Colorado Springs City Attorney 
G~orge T. D~V1S, Supervisor, District Three Adult Paruie Office 
Rlchard Davls, Deputy State Public Defender, Second Judicial District 
Lynn Dawson, Plan~er, Division of Mental Health, Department of Health 
George De~aney, Dlrector of Management Services, Department of 

Correctlons 
Peter Delisle,' Director, COM-COR, Colorado Springs 
Rob~rt gevalle, Investigator, District Attorney's Office 14th Judicial 

Dlstrlct ' 
Robert D~Vries, Adult Probation Officer, 14th Judiciai' District 
Herman Dl~s~n~aus, Chief, Program Development Section, Alcohol and Drug 

Abuse Dlvlslon, Department of Health 
Art Dill, Denver Police Chief 
Joh~ Dolan, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Five 
Davl~ 901eshal, Clinical Administrator, Colorado Springs Drug Dependency CllnlC . 
Royal Donne, Washington County Court Judge 
Jam~s 90ver, Federal Heights Municipal Court Judge 
BenJamln D~art~, Ad~lt Probation Officer, 12th Judicial District 
R~lp~ Dubllnskl, Chlef Adult Probation Officer, 17th Judicial District 
Wl11lam.Eakes, Chief District Court Judge, Sixth Judicial District 
Davld El~ner, Deputy Public Defender, 17th Judicial District 
Edward Eltal, Tro?p B, District Four lieutenant, Colorado State Patrol 

Department of Hlghways ' 
Marvin Eller; liquor Control Chief, Division of Liquor Enforcement 

Department of Revenue ' 
Jan E~9I'fis, Training Standards/Grants Manager, Colorado law Enforcement 

Tralnlng Academy (CLETA), Oepartment of Local Affairs 
John Enright, Director, Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI) Depart-

ment of Local Affairs ' 
Tony Erosky, El Paso County Jail Administrator 
Steven Etienne, Otis Police Chief 
Donald Evans, Superintendent, Freemont County Correctional Facility 

Department of Corrections ' 
Robert L. Evans, Assistant Director of Staff, Division of Wildlife, 

Department of Natural Resources . 
Jack ~wing, As~ist~nt Superintendent, Colorado State Hospital, Depart

ment of Instltutlons 
Eugene Farish, District Attorney, 12th Judicial District 
Jam~s F~nnell, Investigator, District Attorney's Office Second Judicial 

Dlstrlct ' 
Stanley Ferguson, Disease Control and Epidemiology Division Department 

of Health ' 
Ronald Foster, Legal Training Consultant, Outreach Program, CLETA 

Department of Local Affairs ' 
Edward Fox, 9irector, Division of Correctional Industries, Department 

of Correctlons 
Craig Franklin, Coo~dinltor, Ala~osa. Transitional Care Facility 
Elayne Gallagher, Dlrector, Amencan Correctional Association Standards 

Study, Department of Corrections 
Charles Gallegos, San Luis Town Trustee 
Steven Garcia, .Marketing Manager, Department of Corrections 
Alexander Garlln, Deputy Public Defender, First Judicial District 

, 
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Joseph Garneau, Budget Officer, Department of Labor and Employment 
Elisabeth Gibson, Dlrector, Restitution Project, Department of Local 

Affairs 
Robert Gilbert, District Three Captain, Colorado State Patrol, Depart-

ment of Highways . 
Howard Gillespie, Chief Special Investigator, Co1orad~ Bureau of Inves-

tigation (CBI), Department of Local Affairs 
Gene Gladden, Director, Bails Hall Work Release Center, Denver 
Barbara G1etne, Director of Planning and Analysis, Judicial Branch 
Ruben Golka, Deputy Pub1 i c Defender, Fourth J'u;i ci a 1 Di stri ct 
Edward Gomez: Director, Pueblo Area Work Release Center 
Felix Gonzales, Unit Director, Pikes' Peak Manta1 Health Center 

. Daphne Goodwin, Civil Rights and Drug Abuse Specialist, Division of 
Criminal Justice, Department of Local Affairs 

Harry Gorman, La Plata County Jail Commander 
Roland Gow, Executive Director, Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments 
Mel Grantham, Law Enforcement Officer, Division of Liquor Enforcement, 

Department of Revenue 
Nancy Gray, Chairwoman, State Council on Criminal Justice; Fort Collins 

City Councilwoman 
Mel Green, Investigator, Department of Corrections 
Harry F. Greenman, Manitou Springs Police Chief 
William Greichen, Manager, Program Planning and Control Logistics, 

Department of Corrections 
John Griffi n, Superi ntendent, Co'' orado Women IS Correcti ona 1 Facil ity, 

Canon City 
A1 Haas, Durango Private Attorney 
Chuck Haines, Rehabilitation Supervisor, Colorado State Hospital, 

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of Social Services 
Earl L. Haller, Brand Inspector, Division of Brand Inspection, Depart

ment of Agriculture 
Robert Hanson, WIN Supervisor, Division of Social Services, Department 

of Social Services 
David Harrold, Executive Director, Jefferson County Mental Health Center 
Dean Harrow, Rehabilitation Program Supervisor, Division of Vocational 

Rehabilitation, Department of Social Services 
Cal Harvey, Director, Denver EMPLOY-EX 
Dav,id Hawker, Federal Heights City Manager 
Jonathan Hays, District Court Judge, 19th Judicial District 
Gordon Heggie, Parole Board Chairman 
Charles H~im, Chairman, Region Four Criminal Justice Advisory Council 
Harvey Hersch, Director, Denver C.A.R.E.S. 
Paula Herzmark, Executive Director, Department of Local Affairs 
Lou Hesse, Director, Reception and Diagnostic Center, Department of 

Corrections 
R. H. Heydt, Officer-in-Charge of Staff Services, Colorado State Patrol', 

Department of Highways 
Robert Hicks, Deputy State Public Defender, 19th Judicial District 
Maury Hilty, Director of Personnel, Department of Corrections 
Ron Hinton, Budget Officer, Colorado State Patrol, Department of 

Highways 
Donald Huff, Platteville Municipal Court Judae 
Jack Hogue, Chief of Wildlife Enforcement, Division of Wildlife, Depart

ment of Natural Re~ources 
John Holland, Staff Major, Colorado State Patrol, Department of Highways 
John Hollis, Troop B, District Two Lieutenant, Colorado State Patrol, 

Department of Highways 
Charles Holmgren, Director, Craig Mental Health Office 
Robert Houghton, Deputy Director of Correctional Industries, Department 

of Corrections 
Claus Hume, Chief District Court Judge, 14th Judicial District 
David Huson, Akron Police Chief 
Francis Jackson, Jefferson County Court Judge 
Steve Jacobson, Deputy Public Defender, Tenth Judicial District 
Jean Jacobucci, Chief District Court Judge, 17th Judicial District 
Jorja Jahrig, Colorado Springs Domestic Violence Center 
Mary Lynne James, Craig Private Attorney 
Max James, Director of Financial Services, Judicial Department 
Nelson Jennett, Senior Agent, Montrose Regional Office, Colorado Bureau 

,of Investigation (CBI), Department of Local Affairs 
Nancy Jewell, Researcher, Division of Criminal Justice, Department of 

Local Affairs 
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Doyle Johns, District Attorney, 13th Judicial District 
Bert Johnson, Adams County Sheriff 
Dean'Johnson, Chief Jud~e, 13th Judicial District 
Waino Johnson, District Judge, 13th Judicial District 
James Joy, Director, Denver American Civil Liberties Union 
Roy Judge, Data Processing Manager II, ADP Section CBI Department of 

Local Affairs ' , 
Kenneth Keim, Washington County Coroner 
Wayn~ Keith, Ch~ef, Colot'ado State Patrol, Department of Highways 
Bonnle Kelly, Dlrector, Moffat County Social Services 
Jerry Kempf,'Denver County Commissioner 
Stevens Kinney, Arvada Municipal ~ourt Judge 

, Roger Klein, Kersey I~unicipal Court Judge 
Haydee Kort, Director, Colorado State Hospital, Division of Mental 

Health, Department of Institutions 
James Kramer, Pueblo County Coroner 
Willis Kulp, Weld County Court Judge 
Jef7rey Kushner, Director, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division, Department 

of Health 
Cary Lacklen, Deputy Public Defender, 19th Judicial District 
Edmund Lambert, Wheat Ridge City Attorney 
Frederick Lane, Special Services Supervisor II, Division of Adult Services 

Department of Corrections ' 
Roger Lauen, ~ire~tor, Diversion Services, Department of Corrections 
Oyer Leary, Dlstrlct Court Judge, 17th Judicial District 
Raymond Leidig, Executive Director, Department of Institutions 
Dave Lemons, Wildlife Planning Supervisor, Division of Wildlife, Depart-

ment of Natural Resources 
Theodore Layba, Chief of Campus Security, University of Southern Colorado 
Joseph Lilly, Chief District Judge, Second Judicial District 
Thomas Lindquist, District One Captain, Colorado State Patrol Depart-

ment of Highways ' 
Mark E, Litvin, Director, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Depart-

ment of Social Services. ' 
F. J. Livingston, Chief Probation Officer, Fourth Judicial District 
Henry Labato, Costilla County Court Judge 
Joseph Lopez, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Three 
J. E. Losavio, District Attorney, Tenth Judicial District 
James Lowe, Chairman, Region Seven Criminal Justice Advisory Council 
James Lubker, Adult Probation Officer, 13th Judicial District 
Jack Ludlow, Educational Supervisor, Department of Corrections 
Michael Maag, Region Two Criminal Just;'ce Planner 
J. D. MacFarlane, State Attorney General, Department of Law 
Frederick Mack, Pueblo Municipal Court Judge 
Patrick Mahan, Jefferson County Attorney 
James Mahoney, Team Leader, Adams County Mental Health Center 
Pat Malak, Grants Administrator, Division of Criminal Justice Depart-

ment of Local Affairs ' 
George Manerbino, Presiding Judge, Denver County Court 
Howard Mann, Chairman, Region One Criminal Justice Advisory Council 
Frank Mansheim, Director, Division of Motor Vehicles, Department of 

Revenue 
George Manzanares, Ignacio Town Marshal 
Wayne Martin, Federal Heights Police Chief 
Hubert Mathers, Moffat County Court Judge 
Mary Jane McBean, Di~ector, Women's Assistance Service, Commerce City 
Jean McCorry, Supervlsor, Jefferson County Vocational Rehabilitation 
Lane McCrum, Rehabilitation Counselor, Vocational Rehabilitation, 

Colorado State Penitentiary, Department of Corrections 
Phillip McDonald, Region One Criminal Justice Planner, Northeastern 

Colorado Council of Governments 
William McDonald, Washington County Sheriff 
Howard McFadden, Director, THE ARK, Green Mountain Falls 
Jerry McNeil, Acting Chief, Division of Employment Training, Department 

of Labor and Employment 
Wallis Messamore, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Four 
Jan Michael, Region Four Criminal Justice 'Planner. Pikes Peak Area 

Council of Governments 
Donald Miller, Kersey Mayor 
Robert Miller, District Attorney, 19th Judicial District 
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Sutherland Miller, Director, Division of Mental Health, Department of 
Institutions 

Peter Mirelez, Chairman, Adams County Commissioners 
Ralph Mock, Director of Marketing, Correctional Industries, Department 

of Corrections 
Charles Mondragon, Costilla County Coroner . 
Jim Moore, Program Specialist, Office of Manpower Planning and Develop

ment, Department of Labor and Employment 
Scott Moore, Chairman, Denver Anti-Crime Council 
Sidney Morehouse, Supervising UCR Specialist, Colorado Bureau of Inves-

tigation (C~I), Department of Local Affairs' 
William Morris, Commerce City Municipal Court Judge 
Trudi Morrison, Law Enforcement Specialist, Division of Criminal 
. Justice, Department of Local Affairs 
Larry Muehleisen, Coordinator, Alcohol Receiving Unit, Colorado Springs 
Richard Mullins, Executive Director, Northeastern Colorado Council of 

Governments 
Carroll Multz, President, District Attorneys' Council, Moffat County 

District Attorney 
Whitford Myers, Chief District Court Judge, 12th Judicial District 
Richard Nathan, First Assistant Attorney General, Departme;;c of Law 
Donald Nicholas, Chief Investigator, Adams COIJnty Social Services 
H. Noon, Electrical Engineer, Division of Communications, Department of 

Administration 
Ronald Oberholtzer, Durango Police Chief 
Michael Obermeyer, Adams County Court Judge 
Lynn Obernyer, Assistant Attorney General for the Division of Wildlife, 

Department of Natural Resources 
Koleen Odenbaugh, Acting Platteville Police Chief 
Robert Ogburn, Costilla District Court Judge, 12th Judicial District 
David Pampu, Executive Director, Denver Regional Council of Governments 
John Parmenter, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Four 
Robert Pastore, Costilla County Deputy Public Defender, 12th Judicial 

District 
Timothy Patalan, La Plata County Deputy Public Defender, Sixth and 

22nd Judicial District 
Wayne Patterson, Denver County Undersheriff 
Mark Pautler, Courts Specialist, Division of Criminal Justice, Depart-

ment of Local Affairs 
William Paynter, Akron and Otis City Attorney 
Stanley Peek, Greeley Assistant District Attorney, 19th Judicial District 
Robert Pelc, Executive Director, Drug Abuse Treatment Center, Denver 
John Perez, Manager of Servic~s, Campus Security, Colorado School of 

Mines 
John Perko, Director, Division of Adult Services, Department of 

Corrections 
Mark Phelps, Adult Probation Officer, Sixth Judicial District 
Randall Phillips, Region Eight Criminal Justice Planner 
Steven Phillips, First Assistant Attorney General, Litigation Section, 

Department of Law 
Connie Pi~man, Secretary, Southwest Community Corrections Center 
Douglas Piersel, Pueblo County Deputy Public Defender, Tenth Judicial 

District 
Herb Porter, Law Enforcement Officer, Division of Liquor Enforcement, 

Department of Revenue 
Edward Post, Chief of Enforcement, Collection Division, Department of 

Revenue 
Kenneth Powell, Field Operations Major, Colorado State Patrol, Depart-

'ment of Highways 
Edward Prenzlow, Southeast Regional Manager, Division of ~Jil dl ife, 

Department of Hatural Resources 
Paul Quinn, Director, Division of Criminal Justice, Department of 

Local Affairs 
Matt Railey, El Paso County Court Judge 
Hope Ramirez, Director, OUR HOUSE, Pueblo 
Robert Ray, Greeley Pri vate Attorney, 
E. W. Renta, Bayfield Mayor , 
Gregory Rentchler, Criminal Investigator, Durango District Attorney's 

Office, Sixth Judicial District 
James Ricketts, Executive Director, Department of Corrections 
Warren Risch, Director, Denver Center for Creative Living 
David Rivera, Public Safety Administrator II, Auraria Department of 

Publ i c Safety 
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Adam Robison, Troop B, District Five Lieutenant, Colorado State Patrol, 
Departmellt of Highways 

John Rodman, Assi stant ,Attorney General, Department of Law 
Jose Rodriguez, Executive Director and President, INDEPENDENCE HOUSE 

FAMILY, Denver 
Leonard Roe, Weld County Commissioner 
William Rogers, Moffat County Jail Administrator 
Orlando Romero, Denver City and County Social Services 
Terry Rosen, Denver Citizens Response Office 
Chris Rowe, Director, Denver Employment Training Administration (CETA), 

Department of Labor and Employment ' 
H. L. Rowe, State Brand Commissioner, Division of Brand Inspection, De-

partment of Agriculture ' 
L~e Ruark, Public,Safety Administrator II, Adams State College, Alamosa 
Mlchael Rulo, Actlng Marshal, Green Mountain Falls 
Robert Russel, El Paso County District Attorney, Fourth Judicial District 
William Rutledge, Adult Parole Supervisor, Parole District Four 
Jonathan Rutstein, Executive Director, Larimer-Weld Regional Council of 

Governments 
Richard Saba, Deputy District Attorney, 14th Judicial District 
Arnold Salazar, Administrative Assistant, San Luis Vulley Comprehensive 

Community Mental Health Center 
Wayne Sandfort, Assistant Director, Operations; Division of Wildlife, 

Department of Natural Resources 
Ernest Sandoval, Costilla County Sheriff 
John Sauer, Public Safety Supervisor, Fort Lewis State College, Durango 
Youlon Savage, Executive Director, Adams County Mental Health Center 
Everett Schissler, Adult Probation Supervisor, First Judicial District 
Marvin Schlageter, District Two Captain, Colorado State Patrol, Depart-

ment of Highways 
Edward Schlatter, Chief Deputy Public Defender, Second Judicial District 
Richard Schnackenberg, Investigator,. District Attorney's Office, 

Fourth Judicial District 
William Scholten, Executive Director, .Bethesda ·Corrununity Health Center, 

Denver 
John Schroeder, Pueblo Director of Services and Programs, Division of 

Social Services, Department cf Social Services 
Walter Schuett, Supervisor, Hearings, Division of Wildlife, Department 
. of Natural Resources 

Leslie Seeley, Bayfield Marshal 
Daniel Spannon, Chief District Court Judge, First Judicial District 
Donald Shepherd, Pueblo Senior Agent; Colorado Bureau of Investigation 

(CBI), Department of Local Affairs 
Robert Sherman, Director of Security, University of Denver 
Lloyd Shinsato, Northglenn Municipal Court Judge 
Robert Silva, Chairman, Region Two Criminal Justice Advisory Council 
Robert Silva, Pueblo Police Chief 
John Simonet, Director, Denver Community Corrections Center 
Norvel Simpson, Director, Colorado Springs Human Services 
Gloria Sindt, Instructor, Colorado Law Enforcement Training Academy 

(CLETA), Department of Local Affairs 
Margaret Smiley, Executive Director, Washington House, Commerce City 
Merlin Smith, Pueblo Area Program Administrator, Balance-of-State Com-

prehensive Employment Training Administration (CETA) 
Eben Smith, San Luis MuniCipal Court Judge 
Bobbi Spicer, Director, Women in Crisis, Lakewood 
Robert Staggs, Investigator, District Attorney's Office 19th Judicial 

District 
John Stanley, Adult Parole Supervisor, Parole District Five 
Robert Steinborn, Deputy District Attorney, 17th Judicial District 
Sente Sternberg, Executive Director of Projects, District Attorney's 

Office, First Judicial District 
Paul Stoddard, Weld County Coroner 
David Stone, Project Supervisor, Drug Abuse Project, Durango 
William Stroup, Cal hun Town Marshal 
Marcia Swain, Deputy Director, District Attorney's Council, Denver 
Jerry Silva, Director, Colorado Correct~ons Center, Golden 
John Tagert, Colorado Springs Police Chief 
Arthur Tague, Denver Private Attorney 
Duane Tate, Investigator, District Attorney's Office, 17th Judicial 

Di s tri ct 
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William Taylor, Housing Representative Inspector, Consumer Protection 
Off: _, Department of Health 

Sam Taylor, Corrections Supe~visor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, 
Department of Social Servi~es 

Victor E, Taylor, Cl"a'ig Police Chief 
Wayne Teegarden, President, Institutional Law Enforcement Director's 

Association . 
Larry Theis, Assistant Attorney General, Anti-Trust Division, Department 

of Law 
Norman Thom, Deputy Public Defender, Fourth Judicial District 
James Thomas, State Court Administrator, Judicial Department 
Frederick, Thompson, Deputy Director for Ctirrectional Industries, Depart-

ment of Corrections 
Dan T i honovi ch, Pueblo County 'She ri ff 
Gene Tollis, RecorJs Manager, Department of Corrections 
Dale Tooley, Denver District Attorney, Second Judicial District 
Ronald Truax, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Three 
Arnold Trujillo, Campus Police Chief, University of Colorado, Colorado 

Springs 
Larry Trujillo, Chief Adult Probation Officer, Tenth Judicial District 
Robert Trujillo, Director of Parole, Division of Adult Services, Depart-

ment of Corrections 
Louis Tydings, Weld County Jail Administrator 
Paul Upah, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District One 
Raoul Urich, El Paso County Coroner 
S, L. Valdez, Moffat County Sheriff 
David Vela, Deputy Public Defender, 17th Judicial District 
Andrew Vogt, Executive Director, District Attorney's Council 
Ronald Vogt, Assistant Officer-in-Charge, Colorado Law Enforcement 

Training Academy (CL:'TA), Department of Local Affairs 
James Wadeill, Adult Parole Agent, Parole District Three 
James Walch, Director, Pueblo County Social Services 
Frances Walker, Acting Director of Program Services, Division of Mental 

Health, Department of Institutions 
Greg Walta, State Public Defender . 
Norman Walton, Colorado Springs MUnicipal Court Judge 
Robert Wasco, Morrison Police Chief 
Joseph Weatherby, Chief Trial Deputy, 13th Judicial District 
Art Weaver, Ignacio Chief of Tribal Police 

. Kay Weisbecker, Region II Criminal Justice Planner 
Charles Weller, Executive Director, Denver Anti-Crime Council 
Sandra Wells, Investigator, District Attorney's Office, Tenth Judicial 

District . 
Davi d I~est, Durango City Prosecutor 
Craig Westberg, District Attorney, Sixth Judicial District 
Roger Wheeler, Adult Parole Supervisor, Parole District Three 
Walter Whitelaw, Officer-in-Charge, Colorado Law Enforcement Training 

Academy (CLETA), Department of Local Affairs 
Carl Whiteside, Deputy Director, Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI), 

Department of Local Affairs 
James Whitmire, Deputy District Attorney, Tenth Judicial District 
Neal Wilkstrom, Commerce City Police Chief 
Alex Wilson, Chief of Community Based Programs, Department of Corrections 
William Wilson, Superintendent, Canon City Correctional Facility 
Thomas Yates, Director, Department of Public Safety, University of 

Northern Colorado, Greeley 
Walter Young, Evaluation Assistant, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division, 

Department of Health 
John Yurko, Chief Adult Probation Officer, Second JUdicial District 
John Zapien, Member of State Parole Board 
John Zivnuska, Director, Division of Alcohol Services, Lakewood 
Bruce Zoble, Moffat County Coroner 
David H. Zook, Deputy District Attorney, Fourth Judicial District 
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Ba~ic Ca teoorr: 

Law Enforcem~nt 

Pro:;"Cl;tion 

Public Defender 

Corrections 

Gourt 

TYPES OF AGENCIES SURVEYED 

~)~r.if1~ Cateoories 

Stat~ F~~roi 
Loca 1 (Genera 1 ) 
Local Sheriff 
Loca 1 Pv ii ce 
Colora.:!:: ~a~, Enforce:::e::: 7rair.ir.(j AcadeffiY (CLETA) 
Caj;~pus cr ri1stiut~~:,:al LoZ'n' Er,forcer.ier.'t 
Campus or Institutional Securi~y 
Cel~ra~;; Sureau of :nv2$::gatior. 
O~her (k~Y S~ecific Age~cy) 

Attorney General 
DistriGt Attorney 
Ci ty At~orney 
Organi:ed Crime S:-ike ~~rce (OCSF) 
Other 

State - Public Defender 
Legal Aid 
American Civil Liberties :Jnion 
Other 

Departrent of Corrections (DOC) (General) 
State Corr~ctional Facilities 
COr.TolUni ty Corrections Program( 5) 
Community Corrections Beard(s) 
Parole 
Parole Board 
Local/County Jails 
COlllTlute ooard 
Other 

Supreme Court 
Judicial ueoartment 
District Court (Excluding Probation) 
County Court 
Ci ty COurt 
Probation 
Other 

P}annlng 

Related Services 

SDec~fic Catencri~s 

C~I:~s~on of C:-iminz:i JU3t.ice (CCJ) 
Regional Plannins ~r.it (RPU) 
Cou~cil of Government (COG) 
Criminal JUStice Advisory Council (CJAC)/ 
':~~;j':nal JUSt1CC P~.l;'i~i~.g Cc~~ssion 
$;t:e ~ounc~l on ~:~~ind! J~St~~2 
JI;~lcial Planr.ir.g Couroeil 
efflee of Sta:e P;~nning and a~dseting (OS?3) 
C:.~.-::::"" 

,~\lcor:ol and Drug A!:l1 .. se Divisio!: (ADIID) 
Dc~Jrtr.cnt of Socia; S~rvicp.s (:S5) 
~~~ision of ~ental ~:~!1:~ (CMH) 
£",~lo;::cent - !lET/C;;-,;,"/():atior.a: Rehabil;~.:~:on 
Departh1ent of ~e! 1 :;! (Genera 1 ) 
PrivJte 
De~art~ent of Ir<ritutions 
Otn.:r 

Other Coroner 
Liquor Enforcemen~ 
Fish and Game 
Brand Inspec~ors 
Private Attorneys 
Mecic!:d Frau:! 
Ho~cr I/~hicle Division 
Adult Di vers i on 
local/County Govern~ent 
State Legislature - Including Joint Budget 
Cor..r.;ittee (JBC) 
Governor's Office 
Colorado Consortium of Correctional Vocational 
Sel'vi ces (CCCVS) 
Depar~"ent of Revenue (General) 
De;>artment of Na tura 1 Resources 
Department of Loca! Affa irs 
Department of Admin1stration 
De;>drtment of High\~ays 
De~artment of Personnel 
Department of Education 
Private Henlth Facility 
DC!partment of Higher Education 
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