DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS
FY 2012-13 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA

Monday, November 28, 2011
9:00 am —10:15 am

9:00-9:10 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS
QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS
9:10-9:25 A.PERFORMANCE -BASED GOALS AND BUDGET REQUEST
1. Please describe the process the department usedd@velop its strategic plan

A strategic plan is a living, fluid document th&ianges over time. The Department’s Strategic Rlan i
no different. DOLA, through its management teamyetigped the Department’s Vision and Mission

Statement during 2009. At this time, each respedivision was responsible for developing program
goals and metrics to evaluate these goals. Theas gre reviewed annually as the budget is deedlop

and progress on goals is monitored throughout ¢ae. y

1. Assessed the Constitutional and statutory requinésnaf programs.

2. Ensured consideration and articulation of values @iorities reflecting views expressed by those
involved are incorporated into the plan.

3. Reviewed and where necessary clarified portiondaf so it is succinct and easily translated into
guantifiable and useful measures.

4. Where appropriate, addressed conflicting mandatégaals.

5. Recognized that programs may have conflicting maasdand realistically identify what the
department can and cannot do in light of stateederfal mandates.

2. Is there data that was provided previously that wold be helpful in judging the effectiveness of
the departmental goals and performance measures lvgj contemplated?

No data previously provided address the effectissré the FY 12-13 departmental goals and
objectives. While each Division within DOLA has pieusly established division-specific goals with
associated performance measures and benchmarkmalsewithin the FY 12-13 DOLA strategic plan
were newly developed under Governor Hickenloopadisinistration. This administration is

committed to making better use of existing resosiroecreasing value to taxpayers, and reducing red
tape. To achieve our goal of making government naffreient, effective, and elegant, DOLA began
participating in the implementation of Lean managetprinciples. Lean management refers to a set of
tools and processes to streamline operations amchate waste, all with the goal of improving
customer value. These newly developed performareasures are aimed at creating sustainable
process improvement throughout the department emdding meaningful information to the public.
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3. Are there specific examples of data that the Depantent has already collected that provide more
information on whether DOLA is meeting all of its gpals and objectives as laid out in its strategic
plan?

The Department does collect data on various aspéds programs administered and the effectiveness
of these programs. The divisions within the Daparit collect various data as ways to measure the
overall effectiveness of their individual prograndg.the end of this section are examples of the dat
collected used in evaluating the overall effectesnof some specific division programs.

The functions of each division of the Departmemvpte significantly different services to our pats
and consumers. Each division has specific perfocmameasurements developed for the various
programs and services offered. The Department the process of developing methods to “roll up”
and more collectively evaluate the performancestha divisions at a department level. The
Department’s Strategic Plan provides specific detai these performance measures of each division.

The common thread or tag line for the Departmef®isengthening Colorado Communities DOLA
remains committed to this endeavor and much ofawtbk we do is providing technical assistance to
local units of government.

Here is an example of how the Division of EmergemMdgnagement and the Division of Local
Government are measuring the effectiveness ofa@haces they provide. The following are the results
from customer satisfaction survey completed in 2040 for the Division of Emergency Management:

July 2010 Results -Depicté of Agreement (sum of Strongly Agree and Agree

Responses)

Questions % Agreed
I. DEM staff isaccessibleYou are able to reach the DEM staff you need tonwaa 85%
need to.

2. DEM staff is professional and courteous. 89%
3. DEM staff is responsive. We return your emails phdne calls providing the 83%
information requested.

4. DEM staff is knowledgeable. We have the necessggrtise to provide the services 80%
you need

5. DEM staff is helpful. Our assistance is valuablgaor emergency management 86%
program.

6. Overall favorable customer service experience WM. 87%
7. DEM Operations staff provides services which megexpectations. 87%
8. DEM Field Services Staff provides services whicletmay expectations. 92%
9. DEM Training'. Staff provides services which meeat expectations 69%
10. DEM Grant/Financial Management staff provides ssrsiwhich meet my 83%
expectations

Il . DEM Mitigation staff provides services which meey expectations 95%
12. DEM Public Information staff provides services whimeet my expectations 86%
13. DEM meets my expectations of a state emergency gesnent office. 84%
14. The separation of homeland security from DEM hanlmeneficial to local 46%
emergency management.

From July 1, 2011 through November 10, 2011, tharBof Assessment Appeals (BAA) received
1,475 appeals. This compares to 2,052 appealsdiledg the same time-frame for the last propesty r
assessment cycle. The BAA will continue to recearassessment appeals through November 2011.
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The Board of Assessment Appeals performance obgutiour strategic plan is to ensure taxpayer
appeals are resolved on a timely basis througleftieent use of available resources. During FYE
6/30/2011, a total of 3,344 appeals were resolvéldeaBoard. This exceeded our performance goal for
the fiscal year by 21%. For the current fiscalryeaotal of 1,132 appeals have been resolveukat t
BAA through November 10, 2011. The BAA is on trackmeet its performance goal for resolving
appeals during FYE 6/30/2012.

The Division of Property Taxation tracks variousedi help evaluate the effective of their programs
The following information summarizes a couple @ thivision’s goals and objectives.

Division of Property Taxation Initiatives — Septeent2011activities

Reduce refund interest accruals at the county leyel - 17 abatements processed in September with an
by maintaining average age of abatements pending average of 8.9 days turn around
reviews to 30 days or less - 31 Abatements processed in August with an average

of 7.8 days turn around

Execute numerous statutory undertakings assighddvo new complaints filed in September for a tofaf o
to the property tax administrator, including the | officially filed so far in 2011.

investigation of any complaints filed against
assessors.

Promote professional growth of staff through New staff member, Joe Gomez, attended DPT clastes,
attendance at classes and specifically targeted | DPT staff attended our own classes for continuthgcation
conference when budget constraints allow credit.

The Division of Local Government (DLG) also compléta customer satisfaction survey in July 2010.

Five separate dimensions of customer service wekei@ed.

I. DLG staff are Professional. 89%
2. DLG staff are Accessible. 88%
3. DLG staff are Knowledgeable. 87%
4. DLG staff are Responsive. 86%
5. DLG staff are Useful. 86%

4. Please provide specific goals related to emergenmanagement. What is happening with federal
funds related to emergency management both statewadand locally?  Are federal funds for
emergency management increasing or decreasing? Whgre the emergency management
programs administered by DOLA?

“Emergencies” basically come in two flavors: matuisasters and criminal threats. Because the
nature of these two basic types of emergenciasndadmentally different, the approach to preventing,
preparing for, responding to, and recovering frolem requires fundamentally different strategies,
tools and cultures. Most “emergencies” in Colorad® natural disasters such as fires, floods and
tornadoes. Since all natural disasters are “owihgdhe communities which are directly impacted by
those disasters, the most appropriate role of thte $ to work with those communities to empower
them to deal effectively with those disasters wtieay occur. Because DOLA is the face of State
government in local communities throughout theestahd through our partnership with local
governments, we have established very effectivkiwgmrelationships with those communities, and
through DOLA'’s Division of Emergency Management (B we effectively administer emergency
management programs as concerns natural disastérsle DEM is primarily responsible for assisting
communities in the prevention/mitigation of, pregdéon for, and response to natural disastersival f
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of DOLA's divisions are actively involved in thea@very from such disasters. DOLA'’s Division of
Housing and Division of Local Government work aetivwith affected communities to provide
technical capacity and financial assistance to reeergency housing and infrastructure needs, and
DOLA’s Division of Property Taxation and Board osgessment Appeals work with those same
communities to equitably administer property taxdan light of adversely-impacted property values.

By contrast, the more infrequent (but equally tkeeang) emergencies which are associated with
criminal threats require very different strategies|s and cultures, and therefore these crimimalats
are effectively dealt with through the DepartmeinPuablic Safety.

The missiorof the Division of Emergency Management (DEM)dddad, manage and coordinate state
level actions for all hazards preparedness, nahazhrds mitigation, emergency response, and drsast
recovery in support of local governmemtthin Colorado. DEM'’s mission supports the Depaant
mission of “Emergency preparation, prevention, oese, and recovery” and the Department motto:
“Strengthening Colorado Communities”.

The Division of Emergency Management has a visspe¢ific goals) related to emergency
management as published in the Department of LAitairs Strategic Plan. Our vision is:

DEM is Colorado’s leader in emergency management,
* reducing risk to Colorado communities

» Dbetter preparing Colorado for the next emergency
» strengthening and maintaining relationships with l@¢al emergency managers and supporting
state agencies

The Division then specifies objectives and perfaragameasures for these objectives. The Division
has done this for many years, with the currentailjes and performance measures in place sincg earl
2008.

The specific objectives are:

Objective 1 Increase the number of Colorado counties the laafederally approved hazard

mitigation plan.

Objective 2 Identify, mitigate, and measure risk reductiondtate high risk hazards (those hazards to
communities which, if realized, would threaten pakkafety beyond the response capacity of local
government).

Objective 3 Improve state level incident response and regow@pability through scheduled training
and exercises based on written plans, procedutemaasured performance standards.

Objective 4 Improve the delivery of emergency managememiaes to local government.

The Division of Emergency Management was placeatierDepartment of Local Affairs by the State
Disaster Emergency Act of 1992 (C.R.S. 24-1-123¢¢ally address the need for a comprehensive
emergency management program. This legislation chiwe Office of Emergency Services from the
Department of Public Safety to the Department afdld\ffairs as the Division of Emergency
Management. The Division is responsible to mamthe State Emergency Operations Plan, the State
Emergency Operations Center/Multi-Agency CoordomatCenter, and conduct the exercises to keep
these functional. This requires interaction widd€ral, State, Local, and non-governmental agency
partners. In addition the Division must maintaia 8tate Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, the State
Disaster Recovery Plan, and in conjunction withtheoDivision within DOLA,_the Division of
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Housing, for the State Disaster Housing Plan

The primary Federal funding for emergency managemm@mes through the Emergency Management
Performance Grant (EMPG). This funding streamailbtinas remained stable during the last four
fiscal years. This is in contrast to Homeland Sig@rant Funding that has decreased significaintly
the last two Federal fiscal years and did not gxistr to the events of September 11th. EMPG has
existed for over 12 years and by Federal regulationst be passed directly to the State Emergency
Management Agency. EMPG is essential to providimgersonnel to administer emergency
management programs throughout the state. EMPGrescan equal match (50% Federal — 50%
Grantees (state) and Sub-Grantees (local goversinenhese grant funds are principally used to pay
for personnel to execute emergency managementsdatiated within local regions and tasks at

the state and local level.

Federal funding also comes through the Chemicalkpite Emergency Preparedness Program
(CSEPP). These funds are specifically to supporedgency Management functions which support the
CSEPP requirements as agreed to by DOD, FEMA, téie $f Colorado and Pueblo County. This
program is scheduled to end in 2018-2019 whenatstedf the chemical munitions are destroyed at the
Pueblo Chemical Depot.

The Federal Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant (PDManmsther source of Federal funding. This includes
federal funding for three positions (75%) in theyiBion’s Mitigation and Recovery Section, while the
State General Fund provides funding for one pasitgb%).

Based on the prior two state fiscal years, on @esrthe Division of Emergency Management spent
$11.2 million of federal grant funds for the fedgyeograms. The department estimates the federal
funds for emergency management may decline slightéyto financial forces placed upon the federal
budget.

5. Will the Department be utilizing GIS technology whe creating maps of the data associated with
objectives three and four of DOLA's strategic plan?If so, can other stake holders throughout the
state, including the general assembly, public, andther state agencies, access the departments
GIS mapping system? How is it accessed by theséet stake holders? If not, why not?

The department will be utilizing deskt@lS technology when the maps are created. Itfiguae goal

of the department to allow other stakeholders tess the data and GIS mapping system through the
internet. Within the next few months, the departmisnanticipating an affordable “cloud” based
internet software for GIS mapping to become avéelam the market. Department staff will work with
OIT on purchasing and configuring the newly devetbpndustry software. Not until this point can
department staff allow other stakeholders to useariternet to access the data and mapping system.

9:25-9:30 B.OTHER QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS
6. How does the Department define FTE? Is the Departnmt using more FTE than are appropriated
to the Department in the Long Bill and Special Bils? How many vacant FTE does the

Department have for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-117

OSPB and DPA are working with all departments tw/mte quarterly reports on FTE usage to the
JBC. These reports will ensure that all departsharg employing the same definition of FTE. This
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definition comprises a backward-looking assessrokttdtal hours worked by department employees to
determine the total full-time equivalent staffingeo a specific period. We intend for these reptrts
provide the JBC with a more clear linkage betweapleyee head-count and FTE consumption. As it
concerns FTE usage in excess of Long Bill 'autlations,’ departments will continue to manage hiring
practices in order to provide the most efficiend affective service to Colorado's citizens withe t
appropriations given by the General Assembly.

The department is not utilizing more FTE than appeded in the Long Bill and Special Bills. In FY
2009-10 the department had 20.5 vacant FTE and' in0A0-11 there were 15.4 vacant FTE. For FY
10-11, more than one-third (5.5 FTE) of the vadariE were in the Manufactured Buildings Program.
During the FY 11-12 figure setting, the Joint BudGemmittee reduced the FTE appropriation for the
Manufactured Buildings Program by 4.2 FTE, thusupoalg future FTE variances within this Long Bill
line item

9:30-9:45 C. AFORDABLE HOUSING

How Federal and State Moneys Are Spent

7. Are federal Section 8 and Affordable Housing fundseceived through the "American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009" and the "Housing andconomic Recovery Act of 2008" directly
tied to assistance for low-income households in r&al units or was it for other purposes? Ifitis
used for other purposes, what are these purposed?ow has this money been spent and where?

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRAR@O9 directed funding to Colorado in the
form of two programs: the Homeless Prevention amgi®R Re-Housing Program (HPRP) and the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Hausing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008
(HERA) was directed, through the Neighborhood Sitediion Program (NSP) by federal policymakers
toward the rehabilitation of foreclosed properti8smmaries of ARRA and HERA grants are below.
The Section 8 program was not funded through HERARRA.

Homeless Prevention Rapid Re-housing Program (HPRR)ARRA

The Division of Housing (DOH) is the state divisimsponsible for the administration of the
$8,154,036 federal allocation of Homeless Prevardgiod Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP) funds
received through ARRA. Funds were awarded to 3 gtantees so that funds would be available in all
64 Colorado counties. Lead agencies collaboratddlacal governments and non-profit partners to
provide a combination of temporary financial assise, housing counseling and case management
services to individuals and families who are hos®lar would be homeless but for this assistarnice. |
included: short term and medium term rental asst®tasecurity and utility deposits, utility paymsgnt
moving cost assistance, motel and hotel vouchase management, outreach, housing search and
placement services, legal services to help pedaleis their homes and credit repair services. sThu
some was directly tied to assistance for low-incdrmeseholds in rental units and there were other
purposes.

For the period July 1, 2009 — Sept 30, 2011, furadse been spent on both homelessness prevention
and housing assistance for 1,420 households ($&6gle). Persons leaving the program into
permanent housing totaled 2,246. Persons leawmigimporary destinations were 87. Persons who
moved into institutional destinations were 17.
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TANF — Non-ARRA

In September 2009 the JBC authorized the use 8frfifllion of TANF Emergency Contingency Funds
to expand the HPRP program. The Colorado Depattofdduman Services contracted with the
Division of Housing (DOH) to administer the TANF RP funding. DOH selected the Colorado
Coalition for the Homeless to be the lead entitgdministering these funds in metro Denver and the
balance of State Continuum of Care regions. DQAetsed the City of Colorado Springs to administer
the TANF for the Pikes Peak Continuum of Care negio

TANF funding was used to pay for non-recurrent,rsberm benefits designed to address crisis needs
that can be resolved within a four month periodngrily rental assistance. Short-term benefitslman
used to help resolve back rental payments to pteveomeless episode or for security deposit and fo
months of rent to families who can be expected éetmental obligations moving forward, for utility
assistance and case management assistance. Theseviere directly tied to assistance for low-income
households in rental units.

For the grant period October 1, 2009 through Sep&er80, 2011 this collaboration provided TANF
funded Prevention and Re-Housing Services to lysii2iplicated families across the state. A total of
5,940 persons, consisting of 2,835 adults and 3ub@biplicated children, have been assisted through
this TANF funded program.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) - HERA

Driven by the foreclosure rates in recent yearsigtess created the Neighborhood Stabilization
Program (NSP) to help cities, counties and stata@swlith community problems that are the result of
the mortgage foreclosure crisis in the nation. ptugram was designed to arrest foreclosure and the
resulting blight upon communities, and to revitalthe housing market in targeted communities most
impacted.

NSP1 Funding Summary — Colorado Entitlement Allocabns

A total $53,053,033 was awarded to five entitlemansdictions in the State of Colorado:
« Adams County: $4,600,211

» Aurora: $4,474,097

e Colorado Springs: $3,904,989

» Denver: $6,060,170

« State of Colorado: $34,013,566

Funds were received from HUD March 10, 2009, ancevidly obligated by the State by the
September 10, 2010 deadline. Funds are curreathghbnvested at the local level by grantees, and
sales proceeds are being recycled, in use purghasuhrehabilitating additional foreclosed homes an
properties in the targeted communities. Grantaksentinue to reinvest revenues from the sale of
rehabilitated properties until the end of the fumgdperiod in 2013. In July 2010 HUD Community
Planning and Development (CPD) conducted a monigaaiudit of the State’s NSP1 program to date,
with no findings. Throughout the program, the IGCRD office has used the State’s NSP1 program
administration and guidance materials as resouecpsovide technical assistance to other grantees.

NSP1 Project Profiles:

WELD COUNTY - Total NSP1 funding $5,472,189
Greeley Urban Renewal Authority (GURA) is using NSBnds to acquire and rehabilitate single
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family homes and multi-family rental housing in @&y and Evans. The organization has primarily
focused on single family homes and apartments gguke largest negative impact on the surrounding
community, targeting multiple homes contaminatethwiethamphetamine. Using the NSP funds to
fully abate the contamination and bring these hoapeto code, GURA is turning houses and
apartments that were a former blight on the comigunio safe, decent, affordable housing. To date,
GURA has purchased and rehabilitation 19 homeis iawn program, as well as partnered with
Greeley-Weld Habitat for Humanity on another fivaibes for sale to Habitat buyers at/below 50%
AMI. Properties are selling quickly upon hittinfgetmarket, and GURA has already purchased several
additional properties with sales proceeds.

Two multi-family properties were acquired and rahtgted (one with the substantial
methamphetamine contamination referenced abovwepeRies are in the process of being conveyed in
ownership to the local Housing Authority, and tbedavioral health organization, both of which will
provide affordable rental housing to tenants atlveéd0% area median income (AMI) for a minimum

of 30 years.

AURORA - Total NSP1 funding $2,604,009

The City of Aurora is using a portion of its NSRihdls for its single family program in partnership
with Habitat for Humanity of Metro Denver. Thisggram prioritizes sustainability and targets
homeownership for households at or below 50% i aredian income. Rather than demolishing the
properties, they are “deconstructed’taking apart the building piece by piece in otdesalvage
materials for recycling or for sale in Habitat'sRere resale outlets. New homes are then builhen
site using Habitat’s established and effective S\emity model, and then sold to Habitat-qualified
homebuyers. Funds are also used for acquisitidrremabilitation of single family homes for restide
households with incomes of up to 120% of the arediam income, and demolishing blighted
properties to be land banked until redevelopmewnigiganted. Upon completion of all project
activities, Habitat will sell seven homes to buyatelow 50% AMI, and the City will sell an
additional four or five homes to buyers at/belov0ZRAMI.

The City of Aurora has also used NSP1 funds tolpmse, demolish and land bank three blighted multi-
family properties in one city block of a future e@lopment zone. These properties will be held
beyond the NSP1 grant period, and will be redevedaopithin 10 years.

BROOMFIELD — Total NSP1 funding $349,543

The City of Broomfield and Flatirons Habitat for Fanity have acquired and rehabilitated two single
family homes using Habitat’s established sweattgquodel. Both homes have been completed and
have been sold to Habitat-qualified households &etow 50% of the area median income.

DENVER - Total NSP1 funding $3,620,176

The City of Denver uses its NSP1 funds in partriprelith Denver Neighborhood Revitalization, Inc.
and the Neighborhood Development Collaborative, to@cquire and rehabilitate, or demolish and
redevelop single family homes in the most distréssgghborhoods of Denver. To date, the program
has acquired 30 homes with grant funds, and sol@ than half of them to buyers with incomes
ranging from 50-120% of the area median incomeindgJsales proceeds, the program will purchase,
rehabilitate and sell an additional 12 homes betloeeend of the grant period.

! Information on deconstruction available here: http://divisionofhousing.blogspot.com/2010/07/neighborhood-stabilization-in-aurora.html
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EL PASO COUNTY AND COLORADO SPRINGS - Total NSP1 funding $5,243,203

Greccio Housing Unlimited, Inc. (Greccio) is a novffi organization that used NSP1 funds to
purchase and complete minor rehabilitation on taetBy Commons Apartments in partnership with
Partners in Housing and Rocky Mountain Communitgd_arust. Greccio acquired and now operates
the 24-unit formerly bank-owned property that wasaloped in 2006 intended for sale as
condominiums but was never occupied. Slightly nibes half of the site remains vacant land and is
expected to be developed into additional affordalokesing when the market allows. Half of the 24
units serve households at or below 50% of areaanadcome. An additional 21-unit property was
acquired and rehabilitated, all of the units in ethnow serve households at or below 50% of the area
median income.

Rocky Mountain Community Land Trust (RMCLT) is anpoofit organization using NSP1 funds to
acquire and rehabilitate properties with two sosir@eNSP1 funds for single family homes to be sold
to households between 50-120% of the area medtamie. RMCLT received a portion of the NSP1
funds from the Colorado Springs entitlement, and alao contracted by El Paso County as the
developer to use their allocation of funds for gineater county area. Using a combination of grant
funds and sales proceeds, RMCLT will produce d titda4 homes, of which three or more will be sold
to households at/below 50% of the area median ircom

ARAPAHOE AND DOUGLAS COUNTIES - Total NSP1 funding $4,531,451

Arapahoe Douglas Mental Health Network used $2&2¥1o acquire and rehabilitate two multi-
family properties to house the organization’s dkeas referred by the Arapahoe County Mental Health
Court system. All 26 households residing in theperties live between 30-50% of the area median
income.

The City of Englewood and Project ReBuild used dipo of the NSP1 funding to acquire and
rehabilitate single family homes in the most distiel area of the city. Three to five homes will be
resold to families at or below 50% of the area rmedincome, with assistance from the City’s self-
sufficiency programs, and the remainder will belgolhouseholds with up to 120% of the area median
income. A total of 20 homes will be produced, gsincombination of grant funds, sales proceeds, and
City discretionary loan fund.

As the sub-recipient of Douglas County, Douglas i@ptidousing Partnership (DCHP) uses NSP1
funds in a finance mechanism to create opportunitie homeownership through their established
Shared Equity Program, providing shared-equity $dan qualified homebuyers to purchase a
previously foreclosed home in the qualified arefahe county. Six households were served with $oan
of up to $40,000 each, benefitting buyers and tlmeanding neighborhood in this program.

ADAMS COUNTY - Total NSP1 funding $2,792,182

Adams County Housing Authority (ACHA), as the s@gipient of Adams County, uses NSP1 funds to
acquire single family homes to acquire and rehi@bdifor resale to households ranging from 50-120%
of area median income through the most distressss af the county. Using a combination of grant
funds and sales proceeds, a total of 20 homedwiiroduced in the single family portion of the
program. In addition, ACHA acquired a 16-unit nfgimily property in Westminster’s targeted
revitalization area, which has been rehabilitated fally occupied, providing affordable rental howgs
now, and preserving rental units for household0&b of the area median income in this target
community.
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PUEBLO - Total NSP1 funding $2,906,977

The City of Pueblo is using its NSP1 funding towog and rehabilitate three historic multi-family
buildings in the city center to stabilize the ndighhood and provide affordable rental housing for
households at and below 50% of the area mediammacdn partnership with Posada, Inc. and
Wounded Warriors, the City of Pueblo will house imimum of 16 veterans, and potentially families,
in greatest need. The remainder of the City’s NfsiAdls is used to acquire and rehabilitate, or to
demolish and redevelop single family homes in tieas of the city hardest hit by foreclosure and
blight. Using grant funds and sales proceedstah od eight homes will be resold to households
between 50-120% of the area median income.

JEFFERSON COUNTY - Total NSP1 funding $7,165,764

In partnership with Wheat Ridge 2020 and Pillargerty Services, LLC, Jefferson County has
acquired and is currently rehabilitating 24 siniglenily homes in Arvada, Lakewood and Wheat Ridge,
using a combination of grant funds and sales pagedll homes will be resold to qualified
households up to 120% of area median income, alhoim will receive down payment assistance.

Jefferson County Housing Authority (JCHA) used tbmainder of these NSP1 funds to acquire two
multi-family properties. One, a parcel of vacartd with infrastructure in Golden, was acquirechwit
NSP1 funds and is currently under construction méwa 50-unit rental housing property to house
seniors with incomes ranging from 30-60% of arediareincome, using an allocation of Nine percent
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). The secqmdperty acquired by JCHA is a 21-unit rental
complex in Wheat Ridge, which required minor rehttion and will preserve homes at 50% of area
median income for current and future residents.

NSP3 Summary — Colorado Entitlement Allocations Bodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act

A total $17,349,270 was awarded to eight entitleménisdictions in Colorado. Three of the
jurisdictions that received an allocation of NSRdnf the State continued to experience increasing
foreclosure rates in the following years, and tteceived entittement awards to further their effont
NSP3(italicized)

« Adams County: $1,997,322

* Aurora: $2,445,282

e Colorado Springs: $1,420,638

» Denver: $2,700,279

* Greeley: $1,203,745

* Pueblo: $1,460,506

* Weld County: $1,023,188

« State of Colorado: $5,098,309

Funds were received from HUD March 11, 2011. $3,2B4, or 50% of the total grant, must be
expended within two years, or by March 11, 2018e Btate prioritized the use of these funds for
multi-family projects in areas of greatest needyrider to target the ever-decreasing vacancy eatés
increasing rents across the State, at a time wireclbsed and abandoned, or vacant properties are
available for targeting by the program funds. Ehpeojects have been awarded funds to date, and
grant agreements will be executed with all of tHgnthe end of 2011. The local HUD Community
Planning and Development Office, as well as HUD ddgearters and Technical Assistance Providers
use the State as a resource in providing feedhatkyaidance regarding the new NSP3 entitlement
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communities, and in streamlining the implementatbprocedures and policies for these communities.
NSP3 Project Profiles:

ADAMS COUNTY - Total NSP3 funding $2,500,000

Adams County Housing Authority (ACHA) has been ateal an NSP3 grant for the acquisition, on-
site infrastructure and construction of the lan8&t Avenue and Welby Road in Thornton. The
property will be known as Welby Station and is niexthe site of the future north line of the lightl.
Welby Station Apartments will be developed in twapes, the first of which shall be approximately
119 units of affordable and mixed-income apartmesnsed to households at/below 120% AMI. 85 of
these units will serve households at/below 50% AMtoject financing includes NSP, HOME, CDBG,
public housing disposition funds, and either 9% Lioaome Housing Tax Credits, or a combination of
4% tax credits and 100% project-based Section 8.

COLORADO SPRINGS - Total NSP3 funding $1,046,000

Greccio Housing Unlimited, Inc. (Greccio) has begrarded an NSP3 grant for the acquisition and
rehabilitation of Woodbine Apartments at 2020 EoBijn Colorado Springs. The 36 unit apartment
building requires rehabilitation of the units andegior, which will be completed in phases in orter
prevent any displacement or relocation of the agsienants, which currently occupy 45% of the
building. The property recently went through fdoscire sale and is now bank-owned, and under a
purchase contract. Following completion of the kydne building will house tenants at 50% AMI and
80% AMI.

A balance of $232,575 of program funds remains @amdad for the Colorado Springs portion of the
grant, to potentially be awarded for additionalEzof work following completion of a needs
assessment on Woodbine Apartments.

OTERO COUNTY - Total NSP3 funding $1,512,000

Tri-County Housing, Inc. (TCH) has been awardedN&#®3 grant to substantially rehabilitate
(redevelop) the Melonaire Apartments in Rocky Fo@tiginally built in 1964 with 26 units in two 2-
story buildings, the property was purchased by T€BO003 with the intent to rehabilitate it, but was
found to need extensive asbestos and lead basadr@aiediation. The buildings were subsequently
gutted to the existing two cinder block shells witlofs, door/window frames, exterior stairs to the
second floors, and the second floor structuresH W@l redesign the units to better meet current
market needs, reducing the number of units to ¥8dwide larger units and add 3-bedroom units.f Hal
the units will be affordable at 50% AMI, and thstréor 80-120% AMI.

. How does investment in the rental sector compare Wi new starts in loans for single family
houses? What is the strategy for the Division of &lsing's investment? Are they investing in
housing that will eventually be foreclosed on or imental properties?

The State (DOH) does not own any residential pypeGrant making to programs geared toward
homeownership has declined significantly in recgsdrs. Both federal and state funds have been
primarily dedicated to the funding of rental howggiserving very-low-income and special needs
populations. The recent grants that have been ddvit homeownership have been made to large
statewide homeownership-related nonprofits sudHastat for Humanity.
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Defining Income and Rent-Burdened Households

9. Does the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Dewgment's calculation of area median
income (AMI) include payments from government agenes (i.e., food assistance, Medicaid, CHIP,
unemployment, etc)? Why or why not?

Eligibility for a housing voucher is determined tne public housing authority (PHA) based on thaltot
annual gross income and family size and is limitedS citizens and specified categories of non-
citizens who have eligible immigration status. émgral, the family's income may not exceed 50% of
the median income for the county or metropolitagaan which the family chooses to live. By law, a
PHA must provide 75 percent of its voucher to aggpits whose incomes do not exceed 30 percent of
the area median income. Median income levels abéghed by HUD and vary by location.

Income calculations are defined by U.S Housing dnoshn Development (HUD) rules. Food stamps,
Medicaid, and CHIP are not included. The followlisgs the items included in income calculations:

Annual income includes, but is not limited to:

1. The full amount, before any payroll deductionswaiges and salaries, overtime pay,
commissions, fees, tips and bonuses, and otheresagion for personal services;
2. Interest, dividends, and other net income of amg krom real or personal property;

3. The full amount of periodic amounts received froatidl Security, annuities, insurance
policies, retirement funds, pensions, disabilityeath benefits;

4. Payments in lieu of earnings, such as unemploymeatdisability compensation, worker's
compensation and severance pay;,

5. Welfare assistance payments. Welfare assistanceqrag made under the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program;

6. Periodic and determinable allowances, such as alaad child support payments, and regular
contributions or gifts received from organizatiammdrom persons not residing in the dwelling;

7. All regular pay, special pay and allowances of aniper of the Armed Forces;

8. Student loan amounts above and beyond the cositioint

10.What does total income look like for the typical hasehold that qualifies for aid through the
Department's affordable housing programs (i.e., Goernment assistance programs such as
Medicaid, food assistance, and CHIP plus income fro any job the recipient is performing)?

The average gross annual income for families réugirental assistance is $10,730. Among recipients
of housing assistance, there are 5,832 househedds/mg SSI and\or Social Security benefits with a
average annual amount of $6,992. The average annaaiployment benefit among recipients of
housing assistance is $8,898. The average anmktamp benefit among households receiving
housing assistance is $2,335. The Division doesrack Medicaid or CHIP assistance.

11.When DOLA computes its 30 percent of AMI figure inorder to determine who qualifies for low
income housing in Colorado, do they factor in utily and transportation costs as well?

Utility costs are factored into the Fair Market R&vels calculated by HUD. Transportation costs ar
not factored in as per HUD rules.
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12.Does the calculation for affordable housing accounfior the cost of living in whatever region the
affordable housing is being considered for?

The use of area median incomes as a metric isdateto account for the overall cost of living witla
county or urban market area.

Affordable Housing Performance Measures

13.Why does the Department's benchmark for special nes housing remain at 50 units when the
number of these units provided each year is rising?Vhat does this metric mean?

HUD requires a 5-year strategic plan that includkeschmarks for various types of housing production.
In recent years, the Division has increased itestment in housing for persons with special ne€ds.
Division has determined that serving populationshwapecial needs offers the greatest return on
investment for the limited public dollars devotedibusing production.

“Special needs” housing includes: housing for tl&alled, domestic violence shelters, permanent
housing for the homeless, housing for persons WIS, and shelters (temporary housing for the
homeless.)

14.How does the Division of Housing arrive at the berunarks they are using for its performance
based goals? Who determines them?

The State Housing Board provides advisory inpwgatiing benchmarks. The benchmark of 50 units is
a minimum number based on federal law which reguinat 5% of all new construction be built for
persons with disabilities.

9:45-10:00 DVOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTER PENSION PLANS

15.Background Information DOLA is proposing a change in statute to elinten&tate support for
volunteer firefighter pension plans that pay monthenefits of more than the $300 per eligible
participant per month and are determined to beagieily sound at the $300 benefit level for the thex
20 years. Those plans paying less than or equtiiedenefit of $300 and those paying more but
determined to have a need at the State's $300 bas#d on an independent actuarial study, will
continue to receive State support. The requestrasult in a General Fund obligation of $2,745,706
for FY 2012-13, reducing the Department’s Genetald-obligation by ($1,519,047).

a. Did the Department discuss this proposal with eachocality that would be affected by the
request? If so, what are their thoughts on potendl impacts?

The department did not discuss this proposal walbheindividual locality. The department
discussed the proposal with the Colorado Municigalgue (CML), Colorado Counties Inc. (CCl),
Special District Association (SDA), Fire & Policemision Association (FPPA), and the Fire Chief’s
Association. The Associations understand the mateofor the proposed policy change, but may not
necessarily support this policy change.
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The State has been a partner with local governmeritsxding the Volunteer Fire Pension (VFP).
However, the State has been very limited in thistngaship; limited solely to its financial
contribution.

The State’s contribution to the VFP is defined iold@ado Statutes. The formula for the locally
determined monthly benefit payable to retired viden firefighters is slightly different for those
plans that have a monthly benefit payable of $30Bebow per month to that of plans that have a
monthly benefit payable of more than $300 per month

The monthly payable benefit is solely determined dénch local government. Each local
government also determines other plan benefits siscBhort term disability, survivor benefits,
funeral benefits, etc. The VFP is essentially &ndd benefit plan for RETIRED volunteer
firefighters.

DOLA currently has an appropriation for $4.3 mitliof General Fund exempt used for formulaic
distribution to 227 qualified plans. This level®éneral Fund has been increasing steadily over the
past years.

The proposed policy change would impact only thas@s that have been determined to be “fully
funded” by an independent third party. “Fully fuall is used to denote those plans which, based
on actuarial review, are determined sound for ay@ér period at the current monthly payable
benefit level. In other words, these plans willdide to pay those retired volunteers who are edtitl

to pension benefits the full amount allowed by ithecal governments specified plan for the next
20 years without further contribution by their lbsponsoring government or the State.

When a plan is “fully funded” and local governmeotsitinue to make their contribution and apply
to the State for its contribution, the VFP creaésurplus” in the fund. This surplus can then be
used to increase the monthly benefit payable icetevolunteer firefighters. This is how most of

the local governments have, over time, increasedrtbnthly benefit payable while increasing the
State’s contribution to their local plan. Of the72gualified VFP plans, there are 137 local

governments that provide a monthly benefit payathl$300 or less and 90 local governments that
provide a monthly benefit payable of more than $300

The 90 local governments that have a monthly bepelyable to retired volunteer firefighters of

more than $300 receive more than 62% (more tha®6$2)00) of the State appropriation. The
balance of the local governments (137) receive tless 38% of the remaining State appropriation
to be shared based on the formulaic distribution.

The proposed policy change would “cap” the Statestribution to those VFP plans that pay a
monthly benefit of more than $300 per month toreetolunteer firefighters AND are determined to
be fully funded for a 20 year period by an actdasiady conducted by an independent third party.
This proposed policy change is estimated to sawé&thte approximately $1.5 million annually.

. How many and which special districts, municipalities, or counties would have to reduce the
actual pensions paid to eligible participants fromcurrent levels because of this request?
Would this result in any loss of volunteer firefigtters in these districts?

None of the plans would be required to reduce atirbenefit levels. Current benefit levels are
determined at the local government level withoutstdtation with the state. Based upon the most
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recent data, 62% of the plans that may be impaabexhdy contribute local funding above the
amount necessary to meet their current plan belesfiis. (Highlightedblue in chart) These plans
are funded at their current benefit level withche heed for additional state funding. The remaining
38% of those that may be impacted provide locatifuand use only a portion of the state funds
distributed to meet the plans current benefit levAhother interesting fact, seven of the plansenad
local contributions even though no contribution vaatuarially required because they were already
fully funded at their current level.

Contributed funding that exceeded

Plans that may be impacted ARC for current benefit level
Animas Fire Protection District
Arvada Fire Protection District
Aspen Fire Protection District
Basalt and Rural Fire Protection District
Berthoud Fire Protection District
Black Forest Fire/Rescue Protection Distric Yes
Burning Mountains Fire Protection District
Carbondale & Rural Fire Protection District
Castle Rock, Town of
Chaffee County Fire Protection District
City of Alamosa Yes
Clear Creek County Emergency Services
General Improvement District
Cortez Fire Protection District
Costilla County Fire Protection District
Craig Rural Fire Protection District
Crested Butte Fire Protection District
Delta County Fire Protection District No. 1
Delta County Fire Protection District No. 3
East Grand County Fire Protection District
No. 4 Yes
Eaton Fire Protection District
Elizabeth Fire Protection District
Elk Creek Fire Protection District
Evergreen Fire Protection District
Fairmount Fire Protection District
Fort Lupton Fire Protection District
Glenwood Springs, City of
Golden, City of
Grand Fire Protection District No. 1
Grand Lake Fire Protection District Yes
Grand Valley Fire Protection District Yes
Greater Brighton Fire Protection District
Greater Eagle Fire Protection District
Gypsum Fire Protection District
Hudson Fire Protection District
Jefferson-Como Fire Protection District Yes
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Contributed funding that exceeded
Plans that may be impacted ARC for current benefit level

La Salle Fire Protection District

Lafayette, City of

Larkspur Fire Protection District

Left Hand Fire Protection District Yes

Louisville Fire Protection District

Loveland Rural Fire Protection District

Loveland, City of

Lower Valley Fire Protection District

Lyons Fire Protection District

Milliken Fire Protection District

Monte Vista Fire Protection District

Montrose Fire Protection District

Mountain View Fire Protection District

Platteville-Gilcrest Fire Protection District

Rifle Fire Protection District

Rio Blanco Fire Protection District

Sheridan, City of

South Adams County Fire Protection Distric

Southeast Weld Fire Protection District

Wellington Fire Protection District

West Routt Fire Protection District

Wheat Ridge Fire Protection District

Windsor-Severance Fire Protection District

—

The department does not have any information ashther there would be direct reduction in
volunteer firefighters as a result of a policy aparo the State’s contribution of the VFP. Lessith
25% of the local government volunteer firefight@npion plans across the state would be directly
impacted by this proposed policy change. Localegoments still control to what pension level
they decide they should pay a retired volunteefijhter.

Does Deckers receive State assistance to help pangions to its volunteers? If not, why?

Deckers is one of seven communities that is seloyetthe North Fork Fire Protection District. The

North Fork Fire Protection District does receivatstassistance relating to the Volunteer Firefighte
Pension funding. Their plan currently pays a monb@nefit of $150 and would not be impacted by
the recommended change.

. Is the Department officially requesting that the JBC carry this bill?

The Governor included the request for the changeoalicy on the State’s contribution to the
Volunteer Fire Pension Fund in his budget balang@ngposal. The policy change will require
statutory modifications. Please see Appendix Department of Local Affairs FY 2012-13
Balancing Request November 1, 2@ddadditional information
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10:00-10:15 EPRoOPOSEDCASH FUND TRANSFER

16.

17.

Does the Governor's proposal to transfer $30 millio from the Local Government Severance Tax
Fund to the General Fund in FY 2012-13 guarantee #t $10 million will be available for the
Mineral and Energy Impact Grant Program (i.e., if current revenue assumptions do not hold and
revenues are less than anticipated)?

Under the September 2011 forecast and the progmsdgkt, the transfers to the General Fund should
take priority for FY 12-13.

How do communities that are impacted by energy andhineral extraction activities use the local
powers/means that are available to them in order tanitigate these impacts? Do they fully utilize
these means to mitigate impacts prior to utilizinghe Mineral and Energy Impact Grant Program
resources?

Colorado communities are using myriad land use la@égty measures to mitigate the existing and
potential impacts from extractive industry practiceMost common is the use of a Special Use Permit
(or conditional use permit) process to provide édher administrative or public review of proposed
activities. Local governments can review impaotsdads, aesthetics, water, and emergency services
through this process, just to name a few. Citiegl @ounties are also utilizing impact fees,
supplemental zoning regulations, and 1041 reguiati(areas and activities of state interest) as
mitigation tools to alleviate the impacts of oildagas development. As the technology for the itvgius
continues to improve and drilling areas expand,arammunities are developing new or reconsidering
their existing regulations. Forty-five percent ¥@bof the counties, and twenty-two percent (22%) of
the municipalities that participated in the 20101*OLand Use Survey stated that they have adopted
local regulations for oil and gas development.

Communities are and will continue to utilize thasdigation tools regardless of the Mineral and
Energy Impact Grant Program as part of their |d@atl use authority per statute. Local governments
have acted cautiously yet deliberately to avoidepmgtion and operational conflict with existing
regulations set forth by the Colorado Oil and Gasservation Commission (COGCC).

However, some jurisdictions incur a disproportienamount of impacts to the actual level of
production or conversion of energy. This could leslue to lower housing costs or location to
production or conversion sites. Some examples f iclude the impacts to a municipality for
production that occurs in the county. In cases likese, one jurisdiction does not have the legal
authority to impose an impact fee and the othesgiction can only impose an impact fee to the mixte
a nexus exists in their jurisdiction.

The impacted local governments rely upon the Depamt and the grant program to help address
capital needs incurred as a result of the impaetated by the production and/or conversion of gnerg
or energy fuels. These impacted communities ddewt“entitled” to these funds, but simply lack the
revenue to adequately address and mitigate thatampacts. Often times the direct distributionds

are used in the annual operations of a local gowent to offset the increased operations costs iiedur
from impacts. Again, capital needs are often deteruntil the local government is successful in
securing a grant from DOLA.

As previously stated, the majority of these gramids are used for capital construction. This grant
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program is really an economic stimulator for Cotlra It has been determined that for every $1
million of funds invested in capital projects, livedt, indirect and induced jobs are created @imed.

18.What is DOLA's methodology in projecting revenues ér severance tax and federal mineral lease
(FML) revenues? What is the Department's level oftonfidence in these projections? How
accurate have revenue projections been in the past?

While the property tax credit that can be usedngytaxpayer against this liability is based on
production value two years previous. As a resulien production values increase, property tax tsedi
lag, resulting in an amplified increase in seveeaiax revenues. The same type of amplificationlévou
occur with a production value decline, reducinggbeerance tax liability to zero.

DOLA uses the most conservative estimate from ei@®&PB or Legislative Council when estimating
available grant revenue for a cash fund transféneédseneral Fund. Revenue projections, in pagicul
Severance Tax, are complex and difficult to foredaasst years Severance Tax revenue projection had
a variance of -10%. The main source of the yearetar-variability in severance tax revenue from oil
and gas is a provision in the severance tax sté@fuRe.S. 39-29-105) for a property tax credit again
the calculated severance tax liability. Thesepiavisions amplify the effects of changes in thtalto
annual value of oil and gas production on the tespkeverance tax revenue. The severance tax
statute provides for a credit against tax liabitify87.5% of local property taxes assessed duhadax
year upon the production, excluding equipment acdifies. Property tax payments on oil and gas
ownership in year are based on the value assessment intykailhese, in turn, are based on the
actual production quantity and price in ye& Severance tax gross liability in ygas based on
production value in the same ye@arThus when a change in production value occussréflected
quickly in the calculation of gross severance lighi

Figure 1 shows a schematic of the lagged credit calculagioan individual taxpayer.

severance tax property tax
lia b ility credit

! tim e

Since the typical property tax mill rate on theueabf production by a taxpayer is higher than the
severance tax rate, much of the severance taxyigaid when the taxpayer has growing production
value, shown as a shaded area.

Additional Confounding Factors:
1. Local Government Mill Levy Adjustments:
In addition to this property tax credit lag, logavernments modify their mill levy as a result of
the wide swings in oil and gas property assessketyadding or subtracting from the general
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level of the property tax credit.

2. Wide swings in gas prices:
These set in motion the swings that are then amaglify the structure of the severance tax.

3. High concentration of severance revenue in a fewdiproducers —Estimated to be around 24
producers.

4. Accrual calculation for severance tax in the stataccounting system:
At the end of each fiscal year the state is requgethe accounting system to calculate
severance taxes receivable and payable in thefuteiae and add this to the calculation of fiscal
year revenue.

Appendix B is explains DOLA’s methodology for foesting which tends to be a little closer year over
year. DOLA uses its forecasting model for grant dimdct distribution planning purposes. DOLA staff
has made themselves available to Legislative Cbandi OSPB as a sounding board and
reasonableness test of projections.
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ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES A RE REQUESTED

1. What is the Department’s entire Information Technobgy (IT) budget for FY 2011-12 and FY
2012-13? Does the Office of Information TechnologfOIT) manage the Department’s entire IT
budget? If not, what IT activities is the Departmen managing separate from OIT and what
percentage is that of the entire IT budget for theDepartment for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13?
Of the IT activities the Department still manages atside of OIT, what could be moved to OIT?

Nearly all IT-related personnel appropriations hagen consolidated into the Governor's Office of
Information Technology. IT-related professionalvéeses and operating expense budgets continue to
reside in departments' individual appropriatiomg] have not been consolidated into OIT. At thiseti

it is expected that budgets for IT professionavisess and operating expenses will remain in the
departments’ individual appropriations. Howevaridg this fiscal year, all IT procurements will be
centralized through the Office of Information Teology (the OIT Storefront). For FY 2012-13, the
Executive Branch believes this represents the eftistent division of IT-related appropriations to
ensure that departments maintain appropriate disorgn making technology and program decisions.
The Executive Branch will consider further consatidn of IT appropriations in future fiscal years.

2. What hardware/software systems, if any, is the Deptment purchasing independently of the
Office of Information Technology (OIT)? If the Department is making such purchases, explain
why these purchases are being made outside of OIT?

The department does not purchase hardware or seftsyatems independent of OIT.

3. With the Centura Health move, are they still gettirg a property tax exemption on the vacant
property located on Conejos in Denver?

1. The Division of Property Taxation reviewed oecards and those of the city and county of

Denver. It appears as though the real propedy@® W. Conejos Place has always been taxable. An
application filed in 1991 was denied and no appilbicehas been made since. We do show an
exemption for personal property owned by Inner Eigalth Center at this location. An adjoining
vacant parcel at 4235 W. Colfax Avenue, which soalwned by Catholic Health Initiatives, has also
been taxable.

2. Exemptions granted by the Property Tax Admiatsirterminate either upon transfer of the property
to a different owner or when the requirements fameption are no longer met, such as the property
becoming vacant. The process can take some tumeyhen a property is no longer owned and used
solely and exclusively for a religious, charitableprivate school purpose, or if the property isdifor
private gain or corporate profit, the propertyaturned to the tax roll retroactive to the dat@ionger
qualifies.
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Department Priority: BRI-1 of 1

Reduce General Fund Support for the Volunteer Firefighter Pension Plan

DEPARTMENT OF
LOCAL AFFAIRS

FY 2012-13 Balancing Request
November 1, 2011

John W. Hickenlooper
Governor

Reeves Brown
Executive Director

Summary of Balancing Proposal for Total Funds | General Fund FTE
FY 2012-13
Reduce the General Fund support for those plans
which do not need the State contribution in oraer t($1,519,047) ($1,519,047) 0.0
remain actuarially sound.

Request Summary:

This proposal will change current statute to elaénState
support for volunteer firefighter pension plans ttipay
monthly benefits of more than the $300 per eligible
participant per month AND are determined to be atally
sound at current benefit levels for the next 20rye@hose
plans paying less than or equal to the benefit3®0SAND
those paying more but determined to have a nedtieat
state’s $300 level based on an independent acltsiuidy,
will continue to receive State support. As part @f
comprehensive rewrite of the statute, this propegalld
also include a provision to limit benefit levels fohich the
state would provide assistance.

This change will result in a General Fund savinds o
$1,519,047 in FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14. This will
reduce the State General Fund obligation for theggam
from FY 2011-12 appropriated levels of $4.3 milliom
$2.8 million in FY 2012-13.

The term “fully funded” is used here to denote thpfans
which, based on actuarial review, are determineshddor
a 20 year period at the $300 state current beleef.

DOLA currently has an appropriation for $4.3 mitiamf
General Fund Exempt used for distribution to 22@lijed
plans. The Department is required by statute talgohan
application process through which local firefigigtin
agencies (including fire protection districts, nuipalities
and special improvement districts) may apply foat&t
assistance. In order to qualify for assistancealibes must
submit to DOLA an actuarial review of their plans
“soundness” over the next 20 years. DOLA uses these
studies to determine how much assistance eachtioeall
receive. Under current law, any locality which suisna
request will be funded at some level, regardlesstudther
the plan requires such funding to meet its $30Qridmrtion
level.

The proposed change will impact approximately 25%e
227 plans with applications for State assistanceeatly on
file with the Department of Local Affairs (based arfour
year average). Table 1 on the following page detadw
the different participants will be affected by tttenge.

Anticipated Outcomes:

These changes will result in fewer General Fundueses
spent on volunteer firefighter retirement planst thave
been independently verified asot requiring State
assistance in order to meet their benefit obligetiolrhe
proposal will not impact those plans that do need state
assistance in order to meet benefit obligations.isit
anticipated that the proposed changes wilt negatively
impact actual pension benefits paid to any retireldnteer
firefighter throughout the State.

Assumptions for Calculations:

The 57 plans assumed to be affected by this
change would have received $1,519,047 General
Fund support from the State in FY 2012-13. If
statute is changed as proposed, these localities
would no longer receive this assistance and the
savings would be realized in the General Fund.

Consequences if not approved:

The State will continue to follow the statute as
currently written and contribute unnecessarily to
those plans that are determined to be “fully
funded” and actuarially sound for the next 20
years. In a time of significant restriction on stat

Page 21



revenue, it seems prudent to direct resources Current Statutory Authority or Needed Statutory
towards those plans which require state assistance Change:

to ensure their volunteers have adequate ps (2011) 31-30-112 (2) (b) — Governing thetsSta

retirement coverage. participation in volunteer firefighter pension pdam This
proposal will require statutory change. Specifigall
language in the referenced statute would need to be
changed to eliminate the State obligation to subsithose

Impact to Other State Government Agency: plans identified as actuarially sound and payingartban
the $300 monthly benefit. Other changes may also be
N/A — the proposal will not impact any other stagencies. required.

Relation to Performance Measures:

N/A — this is a budget efficiency measure for thiepose of
reducing General Fund expenditures.

Table 1: Proposed Statutory Changes Presented byff&cted Plan Type

New Statutory Provisions Number of Plans Impacted
1 Continue State support for any plan paying $30&ss in benefits per

month, per eligible retiree.
2 Continue State support for any plan payingre than$300 in benefits

per month per eligible retiree, BUT whose overalarpis NOT
determined “fully funded” and actuarially sound pam independent
review. 170
3 Discontinue State support for any plan paymgre than$300 in
benefits per month per eligible retiree, AND whaseerall plan IS
determined “fully funded” and actuarially sound pam independent
review. 57
Total Plans on file with Department of Local Affars 227
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Appendix B: DOLA’s Forecast model

Severance forecast documentation

Documentation of the severance forecasting modslisin to several elements to address
different levels of complexity. It provides an iittve overview of the process (including

data), select technical/statistical documentatowl, the computer code used to implement the
forecast.

The computer code itself, written in E-Views, consaextensive comments to document what
processes are being performed.

There are several components of the severanceuevigure used by DOLA for budgeting.
They are the following:

I Tax revenue from oil and gas extraction

[ Tax revenue from coal, mineral, and metal extractio
I Interest income on loans and fund balance

[ Accrual adjustment

Different natural resources are taxed differentlgl are thus treated differently in the model.
Current (2010) taxes are as follows:

Oil, Natural Gas, CO,, Methane:
Oil and gas are taxed on a sliding scale basetenalue of production, although almost all
production is either taxed at 5% of production eatm exempt from severance tax.

The severance tax rate is applied to the valueadfyzction less costs for transportation,
federal royalties, and other production costs. Bceds can also claim against this tax 87.5%
of their property taxes paid.

Coal:
Coal producers are allowed 300,000 tons per quaftzix free production (1.2 million tons
per year). As of 2010, only the following seven asrproduced more than this:

Foidel Creek (Routt County/7.7 million tons)

West Elk (Gunnison County/4.8 million tons)

Elk Creek (Gunnison County/3.8 million tons)
Colowyo (Moffat County/2.6 million tons)

Trapper (Moffat County/2.2 million tons)

Deserado (Rio Blanco County/1.7 million tons)
Bowie/Orchard Valley (Delta County/1.3 million tgns

Beyond this tax free allowance, the coal tax flatés with the producer price index.
Currently (2010) it is $0.78 per ton. It increadés for every 1.5% increase in the BLS
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producer price index for all commodities.

Molybdenum:

Currently the only active molybdenum mine in Cotiivas the Henderson mine. The Climax
mine is inactive, but will likely begin production the near future. Molybdenum producers
can extract 625,000 tons per quarter tax-freer@liion tons/year). Beyond this the tax is
$.05 per ton.

Precious Metals:

Precious metals producers are allowed a certainuatrod tax free production. Instead of
being based on weight as with molybdenum and ¢t@mbased on value: $19 million. This
makes precious metals essentially gold extractidheaVictor Clear Creek Mine in Teller
County. There are also small mines for uraniumrasadttolite.

Precious metals are taxed at 2.5% of the valueazfyztion and can claim a credit against
this of 100% of their property taxes paid up to 50Bseverance tax owed.

There are two key elements for updating the madided. first is where the input data are
stored, modelin.xls. The second is the e-views famog og-fcast.prg.

This paper has several parts:

The data

Methodology

Accuracy

Appendix A: Statistical model detail
Appendix B: E-Views program used

agrwnhE

Data
The data file used is in g:\grp\fs\miner\dk-foregaap modelin.xls

Data are stored in different categorized workshé&éis goes through worksheets and lists
sources.

annual

These are annual commodity prices specific to Golor The source for gas is COGCC (past)
as well as the gas index in g:\grp\fs\miner\datassigaspriceindexcalc.xls. This also contains
fiscal year net severance revenue data. Rigs coonerfg reports as well as historical Baker
Hughes data. Net withdrawals are from the EIA.

annualf

These are long term forecasts of several indicaldre Henry Hub (Louisiana) natural gas
price, the Cushing (Oklahoma) West Texas Intermedieude oil price, the national producer
price index for oil and gas producers, the 12 margasury bill yield rate, and the number of
chapter 11 bankruptcies filed by businesses. Ctiyrdrese come from Moody’s
economy.com. EIA also publishes gas price forec#stsay be worthwhile to use their
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projections if they are better than Moody’s. Cuthge(2011) they are more conservative.

Stateprod
This contains annual state production data foawd gas. All data come from the EIA except
for Colorado’s production numbers. Colorado productomes from the COGCC.

Cntyconstants

These variables are more or less constant over fimerural mill is from DPT’s annual
report. It's their total mill for each county mintlee mill for municipalities. Gas and oil
TPMR are calculated, per Steve Colby, by takingvidee of production minus the assessed
value. It's expressed as the percentage of theuptimoh value that isn’'t included in the
assessed value. Gas and oilprime is the perceotggeduction in each county that is
primary.

Cnty(oil/gas)tpmr

This contains a panel of TPMR data over time, andes from DPT via Steve Colby/Jennifer
Robinson’s PPTY .xls spreadsheet. Essentially tiheyhe actual values of production minus
the assessed value of production divided by praécilueialue. Future values are the average of
the last three year’s values. Values for 1979 @80%are 1981 values.

Forecast Methodology

Prices

Oil and gas prices in Colorado are based on ther@db composite of hub prices. Forecasts
of Henry Hub (gas) or West Texas Intermediate @#) benchmarked to Colorado oil and gas
indices.

Colorado Gas Production

Gas production in Colorado is estimated using whkhown as a vector error correction
model (details in appendix A) with a set of exoges@r “outside” variables. These may
change over time as certain factors become mdessirelevant or new data sets are
discovered.

County production also needs to be estimated iardaldetermine the amount of the ad
velorem tax credit. Gas production in the largeloCao counties (Garfield, Weld, Rio
Blanco, La Plata, and Moffat) is assumed to fole\ilying geese” model of productién
Producers serve similar markets and face similaepr Costs, efficiencies, and some price
variations can differ from formation to formatidhus moving activity without impacting
overall demand. Production in smaller Colorado tiesns estimated using an ARIMA

’ There is extensive academic literature about this model, especially relating to manufacturing in Asia. For more
information on modeling this with a VECM see “Market Recycling in Labor-Intensive Goods, Flying-Geese Style: An
Empirical Analysis of East Asian Exports to the U.S” Journal of Asian Economics Volume 14, Issue 1, (February 2003):
35-50 (co-authored with D. Berri and T. Ozawa).
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model, which is essentially a type of trend.
For a more thorough explanation of an error colweatnodel see Appendix A.

Once county production is estimated the produatiembers are scaled down such that the
sum of county production equals the state prodongirojection. The county forecast is to
know how to distribute the statewide number.

Colorado oil production

Oil production is estimated slightly differentlyathh gas production, but only in which
variables are used. Both utilize a vector erroraxiion model.

County production

County production in Colorado is important becaofséhe property tax exemption and
because producers can deduct certain costs, whrghby county. In Colorado most gas
production occurs in Garfield, Weld, Rio Blanco, fiéd, and La Plata counties. Garfield and
Weld are the biggest producers. The same “flyirgsgé model used to estimate state gas
production is applied to these counties. A simpi®gegressive equation is used to estimate
production in smaller counties.

All county oil production is estimated with sim@atoregressive equations.

County production estimates are needed to gettiabdison of activity, not for the levels of
production themselves. Production is controllethtostate totals.

Each county has a value of production in a giverdpction year. Costs are deducted based
on data from DPT. In a given fiscal year t grosgesance revenue is given as:

Sev: Net severance revenue

Costs: Percentage of production value that caredeated as costs

Value: Volume of production subject to taxation &limvells are not taxed) times price

Sey = 0.05*Valug;*(1-Costs.)

Net severance is gross severance minus any prap&rpaid. This credit can be calculated as:
Prime: Portion of production that is primary (fr@a®T)

Second: Portion of production that is secondamn(fDPT)

Mill: The mill levy at the site of production

Credit = Mill .2*(1-Costs.2)*(Value.2)*(0.875*Prime., + 0.75*Secong)

An additional credit can be added if $ewas greater than Credit The severance payment
cannot be negative, and unused credits from thequre fiscal year may be carried forward.
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Once data on the theoretical gross severance addschave been generated, an estimate
must be made to calculate net severance collectfartaal tax collections do not precisely
match theoretical collections (chart 1). An equaimused to fit the theoretical components of
severance collection to the actual net severantected.

Chart 1: Theoretical and actual severance collecti®90 to 2010
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Accrual Adjustment

There is also an accrual adjustment, which can hasignificant impact on severance tax
revenue if there are large swings in productiotinegipositive or negative. This
adjustment is estimated by pulling apart theoréseaerance tax revenue if all producers
were using cash account or all producers were wsngial accounting.

Accuracy

The variability and volatility in severance taxlection as well as lack of timely
production data make projections very far in toftitare extremely difficult. Tests
truncating and forecasting out from 2005 to 20@dythe following results:

Actual 63,702,238 273,451,351 139,550,829 125,893,600 201,687,726
2010 2009 2008 2007 2006
Forecast  Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
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2009
2008
2007
2006
2005

63,072,669

69,317,245 283,423,001

56,519,791 282,122,743 132,740,736

67,352,866 268,487,168 167,534,325 129,891,665

82,937,189 241,502,254 152,821,238 105,360,534 194,107,346

As can be seen, one year projections tend to lenatliree to four percent of actual.
There is quite a bit more volatility in two yeaojgctions, increasing from three to 20
percent of actual. Interestingly, three and fowaryestimates performed better than two
year estimates, falling within two to 12 percentaofual. This is due to sharp changes in
production and revenue that spike up one year s down the next.

It is likely that these can be improved, especidiy/ two year projections, with more
attention to modeling and better data over timlegiber predict rapid adjustments.

2005 Based Forecast
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2006 Based Forecast
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2008 Based Forecast
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Appendix A: Error Correction Models

A cointegration error correction model (ECM) cotsisf a series of lagged n-element
vectors along with a matrix of cointegrating vestand a matrix representing their
responsiveness. In equation form:
(1) AXi = AXilM 1 + AX ol o +...+ AXt_p+1I'p+1 + Xt_pl'l + 6

In this case Xis a (1K) matrix, representing observations at time t sEkies.l1 is a (K1)
matrix of the cointegrating relationships, and aéso be written aBl = fa. The responsiveness
of the ECM to disequilibrium in the cointegratingotor is measured loy, an (f1) vector of
coefficients, r being the cointegrating rarfkis a (Kr) matrix of cointegration coefficients within
the cointegrating vector.

o 1 0
(Z)a{A;ﬂ= 0 1;X=[w z vl
i A A,

@) XB=[w + Ay, z+Ay] E(X,5)=0
(4) X Ba =X N =a,(w +Ay,)+a,(z + Ay,

The cointegrating relationships composfhiyinction to make two non-stationary vectors
stationary. For example, ifxand % are both vectors integrated of order 1, theand % are
cointegrated if there exispssuch thap(x; + x2) = 0.

There are at least two nonstationary series thrabeanade stationary with a linear
component. The expected values of (3) and (4baite zero. Looking at the first element of
equation (4), asixhanges, weacts.
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State of Colorado
Community Services Block Grant (CSBG)
Application and Plan
For
FFY 2012 and 2013

‘ SECTION 1-EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(A) CSBG State Legislation: The State of Colorado has no State legislation that pertains specifically to the Community
Services Block Grant (CSBG).

(B) Designation of Lead Agency to Administer the CSBG Grant: Colorado’s Governor, John Hickenlooper, has designated
the Department of Local Affairs as the lead State agency to administer the CSBG Grant.

Lead Agency: Colorado Department of Local Affairs
Division of Local Government
1313 Sherman Street, Room 521
Denver, CO 80203

Executive Director: Reeves Brown
(C) Public Hearing Requirements:

(1) Public Hearing: The CSBG public hearing will be held during the same date, time and location as the
legislative hearing. The legislative hearing is typically held during January when our department is scheduled to
appear before the Colorado Legislature, Joint Budget Committee. Once our department has held the CSBG hearing,
we will forward supporting documents evidencing its occurrence. Please note that the Colorado Legislature regular
session is January through May of each year.

The public will be notified of the public hearing as follows:

Publish a notice in the Denver Post which has statewide circulation

Post the Draft Plan a notice of the hearing on our department web page.

The State Plan will be sent to all designated eligible entities

Request that our eligible entities post the plan and a notice of the public hearing in their offices

(2) Legislative Hearing: The last legislative hearing was held in January 2010. The next scheduled legislative
hearing will be conducted in January 2012 before the State Legislature’s Joint Budget Committee regarding this
Application and Plan.

(3) Public Inspection of the State Plan: The Department encourages public participation in the development of the
Plan, including the opportunity to review and/or submit written comments. In order to facilitate the citizen
participation requirements the Draft Plan was available on the DOLA website and a public notice was published in
the Denver Post Newspaper, which has State-wide circulation, soliciting inspection and comment. Additionally,
each eligible entity was provided a copy of the Plan and requested to post the Plan on their web site soliciting
comment.

SECTION 2-STATEMENT OF FEDERAL AND CSBG ACT ASSURANCES

As part of the biannual Application and Plan required by Section 676 of the Community Services Block Grant Act, as
amended, (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.), the designee of the chief executive of the State hereby agrees to the Assurances in Section
676 of the Act.



(A) Programmatic Assurances:

Assurance (676)(b)(1): The State assures that funds made available through this grant or allotment will be used:

(a) To support activities that are designed to assist low-income families and individuals, including families and individuals
receiving assistance under part A of Title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), homeless families and
individuals, migrant or seasonal farm workers, and elderly low-income individuals and families, and a description of how
such activities will enable the families and individuals to:

(i) remove obstacles and solve problems that block the achievement of self-sufficiency (including self-sufficiency
for families and individuals who are attempting to transition off a state program carried out under part A of Title IV
of the Social Security Act);

(ii) secure and retain meaningful employment;

(iii) attain an adequate education, with particular attention toward improving literacy skills of the low-income
families in the communities involved, which may include carrying out family literacy initiatives;

(iv) make better use of available income;
(v) obtain and maintain adequate housing and a suitable living environment;

(vi) to obtain emergency assistance through loans, grants, or other means to meet immediate and urgent family and
individual needs; and

(vii) achieve greater participation in the affairs of the communities involved, including the development of public
and private grassroots partnerships with local law enforcement agencies, local housing authorities, private
foundations, and other public and private partners to document best practices based on successful grassroots
intervention in urban areas, to develop methodologies for widespread replication and strengthen and improve
relationships with local law enforcement agencies, which may include participation in activities such as
neighborhood or community policing efforts.

(b) To address the needs of youth in low-income communities through youth development programs that support the primary
role of the family, give priority to the prevention of youth problems and crime, and promote increased community
coordination and collaboration in meeting the needs of youth, and support development and expansion of innovative
community-based youth development programs that have demonstrated success in preventing or reducing youth crime, such
as:

(i) programs for the establishment of violence-free zones that would involve youth development and intervention
models (such as models involving youth mediation, youth mentoring, life skills training, job creation, and
entrepreneurship programs);

(i) after-school child care programs; and

(iii) to make more effective use of, and to coordinate with, other programs (including State welfare reform efforts).

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(1): Each eligible entity is required to submit a comprehensive community needs
assessment and an action plan to DOLA describing what activities are being proposed and how CSBG funds will be used to
carry out the activity(s) in a ROMA format. Action plans and needs assessments will be evaluated by CSBG staff and must
clearly demonstrate the manner in which the eligible entity determined the need and how the agency will use and account for
CSBG funds. Eligible entities will be required to update their action plan and needs assessment every three (3) years. In
addition, the action plan format requires eligible entities to:

o Describe the need, problem or situation;

Identify the service, activity or intervention that will be provided to address the need, problem or situation;
Describe the expected outcome for the client or community;

Estimate the projected number of clients and percentage of success expected; and

Describe the measurement tool that will be used to determine success.

The action plan format also requires eligible entities to provide the following information:
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¢ A detailed budget to support each program activity;

¢ A needs assessment and description of the collection and analysis process;

e Tri-partite Board roster and a description of any training the Board have attended;

e Tri-partite Board meeting minutes from the previous 12 months;

¢ An agency audit;

e Tri-partite Board by-laws;

e CSBG staffing report;

e CSBG policies and procedures; and if applicable,

e Sub-grantee Agreements and a description of how program policy and procedures are communicated to subgrantees.

All CSBG funds distributed pursuant to a DOLA approved action plan will be awarded to an eligible entity under a contract
with DOLA covering a 36-month period ending on September 30, 2014. Action plans must demonstrate how proposed
activities and services will increase family self-sufficiency, provide other needed supportive services, and form partnerships
to leverage additional community resources to address poverty. Eligible entities must fully account for the use and
expenditure of all CSBG funds and are not required to secure a local match.

Assurance 676(b)(2): To describe how the State intends to use discretionary funds made available from the remainder of the
grant or allotment described in section 675C(b) in accordance with the Community Services Block Grant program, including
a description of how the State will support innovative community and neighborhood-based initiatives related to the purposes
of the Community Services Block Grant program.

Plan for Carrying Out Assurance 676(b)(2): A maximum of 5% of Colorado’s CSBG allocation will be used to support
discretionary projects such as, but not limited to, supplemental funding for single-county eligible entities which receive less
than $5,000 annually in their formula allocation, administrative costs for the Citizen Advocate Office and Workforce
Development and the Colorado Community Action Association, or for any of the following purposes:

Training and technical assistance needs;

Coordination of State operated programs and services targeted to low-income households;

Coordination and communication among eligible entities;

Coordination of State initiatives to improve the efficiency of CSBG delivery Statewide;

An analysis of the distribution of funds under the CSBG Act within the State to determine if such funds have been
targeted to the areas of greatest need; and

e  Support of innovative programs and activities conducted by community-based organizations to eliminate poverty,
promote self-sufficiency, and promote community revitalization.

The criteria used to select activities for funding include: (1) activities that closely reflect DOLAS mission; (2) services to
assist special or un-served populations; and (3) other initiatives that expeditiously respond to the needs of low-income people
as determined by DOLA.

Assurance 676(b)(3): To provide information provided by eligible entities in the State, containing:

(a) A description of the service delivery system, for services provided or coordinated with funds made available
through grants made under section 675C(a), targeted to low-income individuals and families in communities within
the State;

(b) A description of how linkages will be developed to fill identified gaps in the services, through the provision of
information, referrals, case management, and follow-up consultations;

(c) A description of how funds made available through grants made under section 675C(a) will be coordinated with
other public and private resources; and

(d) A description of how the local entity will use the funds to support innovative community and neighborhood-
based initiatives related to the purposes of this subtitle, which may include fatherhood initiatives and other initiatives
with the goal of strengthening families and encouraging effective parenting.

Plan for Carrying Out Assurance 676(b)(3): DOLA requires eligible entities to describe their service delivery system,
provide a description of how linkages will be developed to fill identified gaps in services, and to provide a description of how
the agency will use funds to support innovative initiatives as a part of their application and action plan submission.

(a) Service Delivery System: Colorado has 39 CSBG eligible entities; thirty-two (32) are county governments, three (3) are
organized as a Council of Governments (COG), two (2) are non-profit organizations and two (2) are private community
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action agencies. The service delivery system consists of two basic parts: a broad range of services to families to assist them
to achieve self-sufficiency and efforts to form partnerships with business, non-profit, and government entities to address
community poverty issues. The scope of family services provided by each eligible entity varies greatly based on the size of
the community and resources available to the agency. Most eligible entities manage other State, Federal and local funding
sources in addition to CSBG. Many of these funding sources are used in coordination with one another to assist low-income
families to link with community services and achieve greater self-sufficiency. In addition, eligible entities engage in
partnerships with other local and state departments to identify priorities, develop collaborative strategies, and partner on
service delivery.

(b) Linkages: CSBG eligible entities operate within a network of local service providers to reduce duplication of services
and to coordinate resources to address various client circumstances. Eligible entities have developed extensive information
and referral networks to meet the many needs of clients seeking assistance. Linkages are established within the service area
and are utilized to connect individuals to an array of programs and services to meet the needs of low-income households.
Eligible entities are also involved in coordination activities with other local service providers to maximize outcomes for low-
income families. These types of partnerships are determined by local needs and resources. The majority of the CSBG funds
that eligible entities receive are sub-awarded to area non profits which carry out activities that meet the intent of the CSBG
Act.

(b) Coordination with Other Public and Private Resources: DOLA is a conduit for linking communities with planning
and development resources, facilitating its mission to strengthen Colorado communities by providing technical assistance and
training, and supporting local community development and capacity building activities. DOLA’s interdisciplinary staff
works across programs to enhance service delivery with a focus on housing production, community development, economic
development, sustainable development and municipal governance in order to help communities effect change and better
manage development.

Working in cooperation with the Federal government, other State agencies, local governments, local and regional non-profits,
and the private sector, DOLA is responsible for planning, implementing and monitoring the delivery of Federal and State
anti-poverty, neighborhood economic development, homeless prevention, community development and affordable housing
programs across the state. The Department of Local Affairs administers and uses resources such as Community Services
Block Grant (CSBG), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), the Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), the Housing Choice Voucher Program and HOME funds and other State and
Federal grants, as well as technical expertise of staff, to support a wide variety of community, housing, and economic
development efforts.

At the local level, eligible entities work in partnership with a variety of groups, organizations, and institutions and local
governments. To maximize outcomes for low-income families many eligible entities are involved in both broad human
service coalitions as well as specialized coalitions focused on issues such as homelessness, housing, and mental health.

These coalitions provide a forum for eligible entities to advocate for improved strategies for addressing poverty and also
work to ensure there is greater coordination of the resources that are available at the community level to address the needs of
low income residents. The most common services that are coordinated at the local level by an eligible entity and other public
and non-profit organizations is employment, case management, housing, food assistance and information and referral. CSBG
funding is the key source of funding that is used by an eligible entity to link sources of funding together to achieve greater
levels of economic self-sufficiency.

(b) Innovative Community and Neighborhood-Based Initiatives: Eligible entities will work in concert with local service
providers to develop a comprehensive approach to support innovative community and neighborhood based initiatives related
to the purposes of the CSBG Act. As part of the application process, eligible entities provide information describing these
innovative community and neighborhood-based initiatives, which may include fatherhood initiative and other initiatives with
the goal of strengthening families and encouraging effective parenting.

Assurance 676(b)(4): To ensure that eligible entities in the state will provide, on an emergency basis, for the provision of
such supplies and services, nutritious foods, and related services, as may be necessary to counteract conditions of starvation
and malnutrition among low-income individuals.

Plan for Carrying Out Assurance 676(b)(4): The intake and referral process will include linking families in need of
emergency services with resources in the community. Most eligible entities are involved in providing one or more
emergency services to stabilize families in crisis. Emergency services are typically coordinated with other public and private
resources in the community such as food banks, motels, and shelters, etc.

Assurance 676(b)(5): To ensure that the State and the eligible entities in the state will coordinate and establish linkages

between governmental and other social services programs to assure the effective delivery of such services to low-income

individuals, and to avoid duplication of such services, and to provide a description of how the State and the eligible entities
4



will coordinate the provision of employment and training activities, as defined in section 101 of such Act, in the state and in
communities with entities providing activities through statewide and local workforce investment systems under the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998.

Plan for Carrying Out Assurance 676(b)(5): Eligible entities participate in community human service coalitions and
specialized partnerships with other service organizations to address identified community needs such as unemployment,
homelessness, mental health issues and drug abuse per the CSBG contract. DOLA will coordinate CSBG with other State
programs and initiatives in an effort to further develop the service delivery system.

DOLA will also work with the Colorado Community Action Association (state CSBG association) to evaluate and expand
the quality and quantity of state-wide collaborations.

Assurance 676(b)(6): To ensure that the State will ensure coordination between antipoverty programs in each community in
the state, and ensure, where appropriate, that emergency energy crisis intervention programs under title XXVI (relating to
low-income home energy assistance) are conducted in such community.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(6): The Low-Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) is a federally funded,
State supervised, and county administered program. Many of the eligible entities are local governments which serve as the
local intake site for LEAP. Eligible entities, who do not offer LEAP intake, refer households to the nearest LEAP office.

Assurance 676(b)(7): The State will permit and cooperate with Federal investigations undertaken in accordance with the
CSBG Act.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(7): The State will retain records for the required period and will make those
records available upon request.

Assurance 676(b)(8): To ensure that any eligible entity in the state that received funding in the previous fiscal year through a
community services block grant made under this subtitle will not have its funding terminated under this subtitle, or reduced
below the proportional share of funding the entity received in the previous fiscal year unless, after providing notice and an
opportunity for a hearing on the record, the State determines that cause exists for such termination or such reduction, subject
to review by the Secretary.

Plan for Carrying Out Assurance 676(b)(8): DOLA will adhere to the policy that any eligible entity that received CSBG
funding in the previous fiscal year will not have its funding terminated, or reduced below the proportional share of funding
the entity received in the previous fiscal year unless, after providing notice and an opportunity for a hearing on the record, the
State determines that cause exists for such termination or such reduction, subject to review by the HHS through CSBG
program policy and procedures.

Assurance 676(b)(9): To ensure that the State and eligible entities in the state will, to the maximum extent possible,
coordinate programs with and form partnerships with other organizations serving low-income residents of the communities
and members of the groups served by the State, including religious organizations, charitable groups, and community
organizations.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(9): Partnership building is an ongoing activity and the linkage between
community action agencies, the public, private and non-profit networks in across the state. DOLA will coordinate CSBG
with other state programs and initiatives in an effort to further develop the service delivery system. DOLA will also work
with the Colorado Community Action Association to evaluate and expand the quality and quantity of state-wide
collaborations.

Assurance 676(b)(10): To require each eligible entity in the state to establish procedures under which a low-income
individual, community organization, or religious organization, or representative of low-income individuals that considers its
organization, or low income individuals, to be adequately represented on the board (or other mechanism) of the eligible entity
to petition for adequate representation.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(10): Eligible entities are required to describe their established procedure during
the application process. CSBG staff review tri-partite board by-laws, which are also required to be submitted during the
application process, for appropriate procedures. Eligible entities are required to have written procedures documenting how
low-income individuals or representative can petition for representation. The procedure is verified through monitoring and
during the application assessment review.

Assurance 676(b)(11): To ensure that the State will secure from each eligible entity in the State, as a condition to receipt of
funding by the entity through a community services block grant made under this subtitle for a program, an (which shall be
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submitted to the Secretary, at the request of the Secretary, with the State plan) that includes a community-needs assessment
for the community served, which may be coordinated with community-needs assessments conducted for other programs.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(11): Each eligible entity is required to submit a comprehensive community needs
assessment and an action plan to DOLA describing what activities are being proposed and how CSBG funds will be used to
carry out the activity(s). Action plans and needs assessments will be evaluated by CSBG staff and must clearly demonstrate
the manner in which the eligible entity determined the need and how the agency will use and account for CSBG funds.
Eligible entities are required to update their action plan and needs assessment every three (3) years.

Assurance 676(b)(12): To ensure that the State and all eligible entities in the state will, not later than fiscal year 2001,
participate in the Results Oriented Management and Accountability System, another performance measure system for which
the Secretary facilitated development pursuant to section 678E(b), or an alternative system for measuring performance and
results that meets the requirements of that section, and a description of outcome measures to be used to measure eligible entity
performance in promoting self-sufficiency, family stability, and community revitalization.

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(12): DOLA CSBG staff has worked extensively with all eligible entities to
implement and carry-out Results-Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) Act requirements in their CSBG
program. ROMA outcome based management is required of all eligible entities receiving CSBG funds. ROMA mandates are
included in the CSBG contract with eligible entities and application and final reports require ROMA based outcomes.

676(b)(13): To provide information describing how the State will carry out the assurances[676(b)(13). (Narrative State
Plan).

Plan for Carrying out Assurance 676(b)(13): DOLA will provide a narrative description of how Colorado plans to carry out
their assurances bi-annually in the State application and action plan.

(B) Administrative Assurances:

The State further agrees to the following administrative assurances, as required under the Community Services Block Grant
Act:

675A(b): To submit an application to the Secretary containing information and provisions that describe the programs for
which assistance is sought under the Community Services Block Grant program prepared in accordance with and containing
the information described in Section 676 of the Act.

675C(a)(1) and (2): To use not less than 90 percent of the CSBG funds made available to the State to make grants to eligible
entities for the stated purposes of the Community Services Block Grant program and to make such funds available to eligible
entities for obligation during the fiscal year and the succeeding fiscal year, subject to the provisions regarding recapture and
redistribution of unobligated funds outlined below.

675C(a)(3): That in the event the State elects to recapture and redistribute funds to an eligible entity through a grant made
under Section 675C(a)(1) when unobligated funds exceed 20 percent of the amount so distributed to such eligible entity for
such fiscal year, the State agrees to redistribute recaptured funds to an eligible entity, or require the original recipient of the
funds to redistribute the funds to a private, nonprofit organization, located within the community served by the original
recipient of the funds, for activities consistent with the purposes of the Community Services Block Grant program.

675C(b)(2): To spend no more than the greater of $55,000 or 5 % of its grant received under Section 675A or the State
allotment received under section 675B for administrative expenses, including monitoring activities.

675(c): To comply with the requirements and limitations specified in Section 675(c) regarding use of funds for statewide
activities to provide charity tax credits to qualified charities whose predominant activity is the provision of direct services
within the United States to individuals and families whose annual incomes generally do not exceed 185% of the poverty line in
order to prevent or alleviate poverty among such individuals and families.

676(a)(2)(b): That DOLA will hold at least one hearing in the State with sufficient time and statewide distribution of notice of
such hearing, to provide to the public an opportunity to comment on the proposed use and distribution of funds to be provided
through the grant or allotment under Section 675A or ‘675B for the period covered by the State Plan.

676(a)(1): That the chief executive officer of the State will designate an appropriate State agency for purposes of carrying out
State Community Services Block Grant program activities.



676(a)(3): To hold as least one legislative hearing every three years in conjunction with the development of the State action
plan.

676(e)(2): To make available for public inspection each action plan or revised State action plan in such a manner as will
facilitate review of and comment on the plan.

678(b)(a): To conduct the following reviews of eligible entities:
i. A full onsite review of each such entity at least once during each three-year period;

ii.  Anonsite review of each newly designated entity immediately after the completion of the first year in
which such entity receives funds through the Community Services Block Grant program;

iii.  Follow-up reviews including prompt return visits to eligible entities, and their programs, that fail to meet
the goals, standards, and requirements established by the State; and

iv.  Other reviews as appropriate, including reviews of entities with programs that have had other Federal,
State or local grants (other than assistance provided under the Community Services Block Grant
program) terminated for cause.

678(c)(a): In the event that the State determines that an eligible entity fails to comply with the terms of an agreement or the
State Plan, to provide services under the Community Services Block Grant program or to meet appropriate standards, goals,
and other requirements established by the State (including performance objectives), the State will comply with the
requirements outlined in Section 678C of the Act, to:

i.  Inform the entity of the deficiency to be corrected,;
ii.  Require the entity to correct the deficiency;

iili.  Offer training and technical assistance as appropriate to help correct the deficiency, and submit to the
Secretary a report describing the training and technical assistance offered or stating the reasons for
determining that training and technical assistance are not appropriate;

iv. At the discretion of the State, offer the eligible entity an opportunity to develop and implement, within 60
days after being informed of the deficiency, a quality improvement plan and to either approve the
proposed plan or specify reasons why the proposed plan cannot be approved; and

v.  After providing adequate notice and an opportunity for a hearing, initiate proceedings to terminate the
designation of or reduce the funding to the eligible entity unless the entity corrects the deficiency.

678D(a)(1) and 678D(a)(2): To establish fiscal controls, procedures, audits and inspections, as required under Sections
678D(a)(1) and 678D(a)(2) of the Act.

678D(a)(3): To repay to the United States amounts found not to have been expended in accordance with the Act, or the
Secretary may offset such amounts against any other amount to which the State is or may become entitled under the
Community Services Block Grant program.

678E(a)(1): To participate, by October 1, 2001, and ensure that all-eligible entities in the state participate in the Results-
Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) System.

678E(a)(2): To prepare and submit to the Secretary an annual report on the measured performance of the State and its eligible
entities, as described under 678E(a)(2) of the Act.

678F(a): To comply with the prohibition against use of Community Services Block Grant funds for the purchase or
improvement of land, or the purchase, construction, or permanent improvement (other than low-cost residential weatherization
or other energy-related home repairs) of any building or other facility, as described in Section 678F(a) of the Act.

678F(b): To ensure that programs assisted by Community Services Block Grant funds shall not be carried out in a manner
involving the use of program funds, the provision of services, or the employment or assignment of personnel in a manner
supporting or resulting in the identification of such programs with any partisan or nonpartisan political activity or any political
activity associated with a candidate, or contending faction or group, in an election for public or party office; any activity to
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provide voters or prospective voters with transportation to the polls or similar assistance with any such election, or any voter
registration activity.

678FC: To ensure that no person shall, on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under, any program or activity funded in whole or in part with
Community program funds. Any prohibition against discrimination on the basis of age under the Age Discrimination Act of
1975 (42 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) or with respect to an otherwise qualified individual with a disability as provided in Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 19734 (29 U.S.C. 12131 et seq.) shall also apply to any such program or activity.

679: To consider religious organizations on the same basis as other non-governmental organizations to provide assistance
under the program so long as the program is implemented in a manner consistent with the Establishment Clause of the first
amendment to the Constitution; not to discriminate against an organization that provides assistance under, or applies to
provide assistance under the Community Services Block Grant program on the basis that the organization has a religious
character; and not to require a religious organization.

Other Administrative Certifications: The State also certifies the following:

(1) To provide assurances that cost and accounting standards of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB Circular A-110
and A-122) shall apply to a recipient of Community Services Block Grant program funds; and

(2) To comply with the requirements of Public Law 103-227, Part C Environmental Tobacco Smoke, also known as the Pro-
Children Act of 1994, which requires that smoking not be permitted in any portion of any indoor facility owned or leased or
contracted for by an entity and used routinely or regularly for the provision of health, day care, education, or library services to
children under the age of 18 if the services are funded by a Federal grant, contract, loan or loan guarantee.. The State further
agrees that it will require the language of this certification be included in any sub-awards, which contain provisions for
children’s services and that all sub-grantees shall certify accordingly.



‘ SECTION 3 -STATE PLAN NARRATIVE

A. Administrative Structure

(1) State Administrative Agency: The Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) is the State’s principal agency for housing and
community development concerns that affect the State’s sixty-four (64) counties.

(a) Mission and Responsibilities: DOLA administers the Community Services Block Grant, the Community Development
Block Grant, the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, the Housing Choice Voucher Program, the HOME Program, and the
Emergency Shelter Program which serve low-income households. The mission of the Department is to “Strengthen Colorado
Communities. To accomplish this mission, DOLA provides leadership, professional assistance, and Federal and State financial
resources to address affordable housing development, economic development, neighborhood revitalization, and services to meet
the needs of low-income residents in Colorado communities. By partnering with the community services network, Federal,
State and local governments, service providers and community based organizations DOLA is able to assist Colorado
communities achieve their goals and strengthen their communities.

Adherence to the mission and responsibility is addressed in a variety of ways, including program and fiscal monitoring;
certification of eligible entities’ capacity to meet legislative requirements; provision of training and technical assistance to
ensure agencies that require additional assistance are provided assistance; coordinating with and forming partnerships with
other organizations serving low-income residents; and coordinating and establishing linkages between governmental and other
social services programs to assure effective service delivery.

(b) Department Goals and Objectives: The following is an outline of the goals and objectives of the Department of Local
Affairs for administration of the State’s CSBG program:

Goal: Programs will be administered in accordance with the CSBG statutory purposes and in compliance with all other
applicable State and Federal statutes, rules, regulations, policies and procedures.

Objective 1: Funds will be distributed in a timely manner and in accordance with applicable Federal and State statutes.

Objective 2: The CSBG application and action plan will be distributed for public review and comment and will be
submitted to the Department of Health and Human Services.

Obijective 3: A comprehensive onsite review of each eligible entity will be conducted at least once every three years in
accordance with Section 678B of the CSBG Act. Priority assistance will be given to grantees designated as vulnerable or
at risk.

Objective 4: CSBG funds will be administered in coordination with governmental and other social services program to
assure effective delivery of services and to avoid duplication.

Objective 5: A comprehensive report (CSBG IS) will be prepared documenting the use and outcomes of CSBG funds
annually and will be submitted to the Department of Health and Human Services.

(2) Eligible Entities: The following chart provides a list of eligible entities, county areas served, the FY 2011 funding level and
the projected funding for FFY 2012 and FFY 2013 eligible entity distribution with proposed base funding changes.
See Table 1.

(3a) Distribution and Allocation of Funds: See Table 1.

TABLE 1
Eligible Entities (Grantees) Current Proposed Allocation

Allocation

FFY 2011 FFY 2012 FFY 2013
ADAMS COUNTY $416,133 $416,133 $416,133
ARAPAHOE COUNTY $369,760 $369,760 $369,760
BACA COUNTY $9,896 $9,896 $9,896
BENT COUNTY $13,053 $13,053 $13,053
BOULDER COUNTY $340,707 $340,707 $340,707




Table 1

Eligible Entities (Grantees) FY 2011 Proposed Proposed
Allocation FFY 2012 FFY 2013
Allocation Allocation
BROOMFIELD CITY AND COUNTY $20,980 $20,980 $20,980
CLEAR CREEK COUNTY $8,999.80 $8,999.80 $8,999.80
COLORADO EAST COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY $78,554 $73,554 $73,554
(MCSA) (Serves Cheyenne, Elbert, Kit Carson, and
Lincoln Counties)
SAN LUIS VALLEY COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY $139,411 $162,718 $162,718
(MCSA) (Serves Alamosa, Conejos, Costilla, Mineral,
Rio Grande, and Saguache Counties)
CROWLEY COUNTY $8,627 $8,627 $8,627
DELTA COUNTY $43,229 $43,229 $43,229
DENVER CITY AND COUNTY $1,028,053 $1,028,053 $1,028,053
DOUGLAS COUNTY $48,963 $48,963 $48,963
EAGLE COUNTY $42,555 $42,555 $42,555
EL PASO COUNTY $532,675 $532,675 $532,675
GARFIELD COUNTY $42,357 $42,357 $42,357
GILPIN COUNTY $4,903.80 $4,903.80 $4,903.80
GUNNISON COUNTY (also serves Hinsdale County) $26,503 $26,503 $26,503
SOUTH CENTRAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS $49,869 $49,869 $49,869
(Serves a two County area of Huerfano and Las
Animas Counties)
JACKSON COUNTY $5,287.80 $5,287.80 $5,287.80
JEFFERSON COUNTY $354,104 $354,104 $354,104
KIOWA COUNTY $4,956.80 $4,956.80 $4,956.80
LARIMER COUNTY $298,588 $298,588 $298,588
MEXICAN AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT ASSN $88,860 $86,975 $86,975
(MCSA) (Serves Montrose, Ouray and San Miguel
Counties)
MESA COUNTY $153,931 $153,931 $153,931
MOFFAT COUNTY $14,348 $14,348 $14,348
NORTHEAST CO ASSN of LOCAL GOVTS (MCSA) $130,502 $153,459 $153,459
(Serves Logan, Morgan, Phillips, Sedgwick,
Washington, and Yuma Counties)
OTERO COUNTY $49,056 $49,056 $49,056
PARK COUNTY $10,609 $10,609 $10,609
PITKIN COUNTY $12,115 $12,115 $12,115
PROWERS COUNTY $36,399 $36,399 $36,399
PUEBLO COUNTY $270,169 $270,169 $270,169
RIO BLANCO COUNTY $9,726.80 $9,726.80 $9,726.80
ROUTT COUNTY $15,630 $15,630 $15,630
HOUSING SOLUTIONS FOR THE SOUTHWEST $150,713 $161,962 $161,962
(MCSA) Serves Archuleta, Dolores, La Plata,
Montezuma, and San Juan Counties
SUMMIT COUNTY $27,718 $27,718 $27,718
TELLER COUNTY $14,480 $14,480 $14,480
UPPER ARKANSAS AREA COUNCIL OF GOVTS $124,841 $122,577 $122,577
(MCSA) Serves Chaffee, Custer, Fremont and Lake
Counties
WELD COUNTY $290,912 $290,912 $290,912

Distribution amounts are estimates based on the previous year’s CSBG allocation from HHS.
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(B) Description of Criteria and Distribution Formula: All eligible entities in good standing will receive an allocation in FFY
2012 and FFY 2013. The basic criterion of CSBG fund distribution will be the number of people below poverty in each County
based on the most recent U.S. Census or American Community Survey estimates. Allocations to eligible entities will be made
available annually.

(C) Description of Distribution and Use of Restricted Funds: DOLA anticipates that Colorado may receive approximately
$5,876,415 in CSBG funding from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services during fiscal years 2012 and 2013 of
which 90% will be awarded to its network of eligible entities based on a funding formula. Colorado has 39 CSBG eligible
entities, thirty-two are county governments, three are organized as Council of Governments (COG), two are non-profit

organizations and two are private community action agencies. In most cases an eligible entity serves a single county, but in a
few cases an eligible entity also serves a contiguous county or multiple counties.

Sixty-three of Colorado’s sixty-four counties will be served with CSBG funds. Grand County is the only county not served with
CSBG. In 2011, Grand County notified DOLA they were relinquishing their CSBG allocation due to the administrative and
reporting burden of the program. Grand County’s allocation of $11,904 was therefore divided among the five (5) single-county
eligible entities which receive the least amount of CSBG allocation. This increase equated to an additional $2,380.80 per
eligible entity. DOLA will continue to distribute the funds in the same manner until an eligible entity is identified and
designated in Grand County.

Proposed FFY 2012 and 2013 CSBG Budget:

State Administration (5%) $ 293,820
State Discretionary (5%) $ 293,820
Eligible entity Distribution (90%) $5,288,775
TOTAL $5,876,415.00

The State has determined that eligible entities which join together to form a multi-county service approach (MCSA), with a
designated lead agency is efficient and reduces the State’s and an eligible entities contract management over-site duties. The
multi-county concept is encouraged where possible and the concept of a base allocation is used as an incentive for the creation of
anew MCSA. Therefore, a “base funding” formula was developed by which groups of at least three (3) eligible entities who
engage in a multi-county service approach will receive $12,500 for each eligible entity in the MCSA in addition to their CSBG
formula allocation. CSBG base funding will be distributed from the 90% eligible entity allocation and then each eligible entity’s
proportional poverty-based allocation is added. If an eligible entity opts not to remain within a specific MCSA, and wishes to
continue a multi-county service approach, the eligible entity may, after consultation and approval of the State, maintain the base
funding provided a new MCSA is formed with a minimum of three (3) eligible entities. However, should an eligible entity
withdraw from a MCSA and become a single eligible entity their base funding would be terminated. If an MCSA is reduced to
less than three eligible entities base funding will be discontinued for all eligible entities within the MCSA. If this occurs, the base
funding would be returned to the CSBG budget available for eligible entity distribution. Eligible entities opting not to form an
MCSA will be funded as a single county service area.

In the event that CSBG appropriation for FFY 2012 and FFY 2013 is less than the amount received in FFY 2011, DOLA shall
allocate funding to eligible entities based on a distribution formula that reduces each eligible entities allocation and base funding,
if applicable, by the percentage reduced in the State’s allocation, or in any manner which is consistent with the requirement of
the CSBG Act.

The State will not require eligible entities to return funds until such time as the two year grant period has expired. Eligible
entities will not be allowed to draw down on new funds until prior year funds are expended or obligated. If the amount of carry
over funding exceeds 20%, the State may either require the eligible entity to follow the procedure for carry over balances, or
require the eligible entity to redistribute the funds. CSBG funds that are redistributed will be granted to a private, nonprofit
organization, located within the community served by the original recipient of the funds for activities consistent with the intent
of the CSBG Act.

(D) Description of Use of Administrative Funds: DOLA proposes to use approximately 5% of the State’s CSBG allocation for
administrative costs. Admin dollars partially fund ten (10) positions or two (2.6) FTEs at the Department of Local Affairs for
administration, monitoring and planning related to carrying-out the CSBG program. Administrative funds may also be used to
support indirect costs related to the CSBG program.
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SECTION 4-PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Program Overview

Community Needs Assessment: Beginning with the 2013 eligible entity application and plan submission time frame each
eligible entity will be required to conduct a community needs assessment every three years that describes local poverty related
needs, and identifies and prioritizes eligible activities to be funded by CSBG. Each agency must also describe the process the
agency used to gather relevant information, involve its board and community, and ensure that the needs assessment reflects the
current priorities of low-income residents. Because the range of CSBG funding can be anywhere from a few hundred dollars to
over a million dollar for an eligible entity, the State has determined that the quality of a needs assessments can also range from a
basic agency survey to a more comprehensive community-wide needs assessment due to the cost.

Tripartite Boards: DOLA requires each eligible entity to submit with their action plan a Tri-partite Board member roster and
the previous 12 months of Tri-partite Board meeting minutes. Meeting minutes are reviewed and evaluated by CSBG staff to
determine whether and how board members have been involved in the development, planning, implementation and evaluation of
the program to serve low-income people. The Board roster is reviewed to assure that not fewer that 1/3 of its members is
representative of low-income individuals and families in the neighborhood served. DOLA requires eligible entities to conduct a
minimum of two Tri-partite Board meetings per program year contractually.

Compliance with the Tri-partite Board requirements may be verified by several means to include, but not limited to, the review of
Board by-laws and meeting minutes as well as on-site monitoring. DOLA has entered into a partnership with the Colorado
Community Action Association (State CSBG association) for the provision of training and technical assistance services for the
CSBG network with an initial emphasis on Board development and ROMA.

A description of the method of selection for low-income community representatives is also required to ensure that a democratic
selection process is taking place for targeted communities, and that Board members reside in the neighborhood they represent.
Technical assistance on Board development will be a priority for the State and the Colorado Community Action Association
during the 2012 and 2013 program years.

State Charity Tax Program: The State of Colorado does not have a charity tax program.

‘ SECTION 5-FISCAL CONTROLS

(1) State Program Monitoring: DOLA has implemented a monitoring process consisting of four components: 1) Pre-
assessment, 2) Desk monitoring, 3) On-site monitoring, and 4) On-going training and technical assistance.

In addition to this monitoring process, DOLA monitors the progress of projects and administrative initiatives against the goals and
objectives stated in each eligible entity’s action plan. To the extent possible, DOLA utilizes a proactive approach in identifying
and addressing programmatic and organizational deficiencies and provides assistance to eligible entities to implement measures to
avoid non-compliance.

Pre-assessment review-during the application process, eligible entities are evaluated on the capacity of the organization to
complete the project as described. The evaluation includes, but is not limited to, a review of the following:

A detailed budget to support each program activity;

A needs assessment and description of the collection and analysis process;

Tri-partite board roster and a description of any training the Board have attended;

Tri-partite board minutes from the previous 12 months;

An agency audit;

Tri-partite board by-laws;

CSBG staffing report;

CSBG policies and procedures; and if applicable,

Sub-grantee agreements and a description of how program policy and procedures are communicated to sub-grantees.

Desk monitoring review-CSBG contract administrators are responsible to review quarterly performance and financial reports,
year end reports, payment requests, requests for information, and any other relevant information to identify problem areas or
technical assistance needs.
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On-site monitoring review-DOLA will monitor eligible entities at least once every three years. An eligible entity may be
monitored more frequently if they receive a large amount of funds, are experiencing problems, or who have turnover in
experienced key positions. Each newly designated agency will receive a site visit within three months following their first year of
operation.

DOLA is in the process of improving the CSBG monitoring tool which includes changes which will provide a more
comprehensive review to ensure eligible entities are meeting Federal and State requirements. DOLA will implement the
monitoring tool no later than the beginning of the 2012 State CSBG Program Year.

During an on-site monitoring review with the eligible entity, CSBG monitors may review various documents such as bylaws,
articles of incorporation, program policies, client files, financial statements, sub-grantee agreements, financial reports, audits and
interviews with key management and program staff and Board members. The Action plan plays a fundamental role in the
monitoring process. In order to determine whether an eligible entity is meeting the goals of the CSBG Act, DOLA reviews the
link between the goals that eligible entities establish in their Plan to what is corroborated later in progress and year-end (IS)
reports submitted to DOLA.

Once the monitoring review is completed a written monitoring report will be sent to the eligible entity within 45 days of the
review. The monitoring report may include any concerns or deficiencies noted during the review, provide recommendations for
continuous improvement, and identify if a corrective action is required and a time schedule for correction or implementation.
Eligible entities are required to respond in writing to monitoring reports that contain concerns or deficiencies. The response must
include corrective actions that have been taken to address the deficiency or concern. These actions must be approved by DOLA
and will be later verified through progress reports or on-site monitoring. If corrective actions are not conducted as required,
CSBG funds may be withheld.

On-going technical assistance-The monitoring process is further enhanced by regular communication and technical assistance
between DOLA CSBG contract managers and the eligible entity at all stages from application to close-out. DOLA has entered
into a partnership with the Colorado Community Action Association for the provision of technical assistance for eligible entities
which initially will focus on ROMA and Board recruitment and development. DOLA may also institute a requirement of
quarterly phone calls between DOLA CSBG contract managers and all eligible entities to facilitate a forum for information
exchange and discussions and questions related to the CSBG program.

(2) Corrective Action, Termination and Reduction of Funding: The monitoring system strengthens the possibility for
corrective action by increasing the opportunities to identify deficiencies in an eligible entities program or organization.

Corrective actions may be established whenever an eligible entity is not meeting a performance standard or receives a finding as a
result of a monitoring review by DOLA. If DOLA determines that an eligible entity has failed to comply with the corrective
action plan or the agency does not meet appropriate standards, goals, and other requirements established by the State (including
performance objectives), DOLA will follow a process consistent with Section 678C of the CSBG Act.

A public hearing will be held prior to reducing the proportional share of funding to any eligible entity. Circumstances under
which a public hearing will be held to reduce an entity’s proportional share of funding include restructuring the formula to better
address the needs of the State, updates based on poverty statistics, and the termination of an eligible entity due to poor
performance.

(3) Fiscal Controls, Audits, and Withholding: Fund accounting procedures are established by the State of Colorado State
Controller. Each grant award to the State is segregated into its various components. These funds are set up in appropriate sub-
funds and cost centers to report expenditures for various purposes. Eligible entities are required to submit budgets detailing the
proposed use of CSBG funds and are subject the cost and accounting standards of applicable Federal Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circulars.

Grantees are not eligible to receive advances. Payments are authorized on a reimbursement basis only and must include cost
documentation to support the payment request. In addition, eligible entities are required to submit quarterly financial reports
which are approved and tracked by CSBG staff. CSBG funds may be withheld if an eligible entity’s reports are past due, if
corrective action plans have not been addressed to the satisfaction of the State, or if renewal applications are not submitted in a
timely manner. Funds will be released as soon as the past due item is submitted and approved.
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| SECTION 6-ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

(A) Results Oriented Management and Accountability: DOLA has been working with eligible entities since the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) passed in 1993 to facilitate a transition from service-based to outcome-based approaches
using guidelines available mainly due to the implementation of the Results-Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA)
Act in 1998. DOLA will continue its on-going effort of ROMA implementation during this Plan period.

Financial and program progress reports will be required quarterly in accordance with the procedures established by the
Department of Local Affairs. Quarterly reports must be submitted within thirty (30) days after the end of each calendar quarter.
A financial audit report is due within 180 days of the end of the calendar year.

(B) Annual Report: Section 678E(a)(2) The annual report for 2011/2012 Colorado CSBG/IS report will be submitted to the U.S.
Department of Human Services by March 31, 2012,

| SECTION 7-APPENDICES

(A) Documentation of Legislative and Public Hearings:
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Introduction

The Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) serves as firimary interface between the State and
local communities. The department provides finalngupport to local communities and training and
technical assistance to elected community leadetfsei areas of governance, housing, property tax
administration, and emergency management. WHhittade governments provide such services
through various departmental structures, Coloradpjfgoach is unique in that these local
community services are gathered into one departoféihbcal Affairs” which has a central focus

on strengthening those communities and enhanacradility. In this role, DOLA serves as the
portal through which most communities access gfaternment services.

DOLA makes financial resources available to suppomimunity infrastructure (i.e. water, sewer,
road and bridge projects) and services (i.e. hguasimd emergency management) either through
statutory formula distributions of state and fetl&rads (i.e. energy impact, gaming impact,
Community Service Block Grants) or through state faderal grants at the discretion of the
Executive Director with guidance from citizen baardRoughly 95 percent of the monies for which
the department is responsible returns to the cisize improve communities and individual lives.
These investments in local communities not onlyroap the quality of life for citizens, but they
also put people to work; every $1 million investedhese communities creates 17 jobs (direct,
indirect and induced).

DOLA is perhaps most known for distributing thetst®menergy impact funds (severance taxes and
federal mineral lease revenues) to local governsmoughout the state to mitigate the adverse
impacts of the development of the state’s abundaetgy reserves. While the approximately 40%
of formulaic funds which goes directly back to enempacted communities remains in place, the
remaining 60% of these funds which are typicallydmavailable through competitive grants has
been swept into the state’s General Fund for thietfeo years to help balance the state’s budget.
This diversion of energy impact funds has causedws®hardship on local governments which are
already struggling with significantly reduced logabperty tax revenues, and has resulted in a huge
backlog of much-needed community infrastructurggats. Consequently, local governments are
increasingly utilizing DOLA'’s technical assistars®rvices to improve efficiencies in performance,
plan for the future, and leverage the limited reses which they have available.

DOLA has established a culture within the departntiest encourages collaboration and efficiency.
When administrative functions and programmatic $asle shared across the organization, our
customers at the local level, including local edecand appointed officials, receive more integrated
services. This sharing of expertise and functaong with workload, provides considerable
administrative efficiency. Cross-training and teerk among our divisions creates the conditions
for better service to local communities.
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Statutory Authority

The statutory authority is found in Title 24, Ate32, Colorado Revised Statutes (2011).
Division of Property Taxation (DPT) authority cae found in Article X, Colorado Constitution;
Title 39, Article 2.

Board of Assessment Appeals (BAA) authority cariduend in Article I, Title 39 of the Colorado
Constitution.

Division of Housing authority can be found in Ti2d, Article 32, Section 702, Colorado Revised
Statutes (2011).

Division of Local Government authority can be foundritle 24, Article 32, Section 102, Colorado
Revised Statutes (2011).

Division of Emergency Management authority candaentl in Title 24, Article 32, Section 2105,
Colorado Revised Statutes (2011).
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Organizational Chart

Executive Director’s Office
Director Reeves Brown

14.2 FTE
$5,092,340
I 1
Division of Property Taxation D|V|_S|on of Local Government
Property Tax Administrator D|rectorE:rlo4n'):/TI;ernandeZ
JoAnn Groff :
67 ErE $246,486,273
$2,869,531
1 1
Board of Assessment Appeals Division of Emergency Management
Director Mike Beery Director Dave Hard
13.2 FTE 279 FTE
$551,831 $19,857,317
|
Division of Housing
Director Pat Coyle
47.7 FTE
$88,597,624
191.1 FTE $363,437,279

$6,089,213 GF  $4,294,753 GFX  $228,629,982 CF $7,104,146 RF $117,319,185 FF

November 2011
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Mission Statement

DOLA strengthens communities and enhances livahiliColorado by providing accessible assistancthia
following areas:

»  Equitable and consistent implementation of prop&akylaws

e Community development that is revitalizing anda&usble

*  Financial support for community needs

e  Safe, affordable housing

«  Emergency preparation, prevention, response andvery
DOLA strives to be responsive, attentive, solutionsnted and respectful, within and beyond ouratépental
boundaries.

DOLA's tag line to its mission statement has been!Strengthening Colorado’s Communities."DOLA remains
committed to this tag line.

Vision Statement

The Colorado Department of Local Affairs strengthenmmunities and enhances livability in Colorado.
Using reliable and objective assessment method$,A0@idges the gap between localities and state
government, partnering with local leadership tovsoh wide range of problems and address a broadtspa
of issues and challenges. Through responsivergdiiexibility, and unparalleled customer serviGe&LA
helps to ensure safety, equity, and vitality thiowug the state.

DOLA structures its budget with this vision statern@& mind. DOLA views itself as a partner to lbgavernments to
enhance the livability of Colorado communities thgh strategic investments using various financials and with
technical support provided by the department's.staf

Obijectives

1. Improve the efficiency of programmatic systems asrihe department to support the pursuit of dimisio
specific goals. Automate systems where most apatepand cost-effective.

The Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) is pursuipgogrammatic systems efficiencies throughout the
department as a way to help enhance service levelsstomers. One of the programmatic systemsarea
DOLA is targeting is in the Division of Housing.egislative action last year, HB 11-1230, transfitie
Supportive Housing and Homeless Program (SHHP)rarodor the Department of Human Services to
DOLA's Division of Housing (DOH). DOH already presses approximately 2,543 housing choice vouchers
monthly as part if its Section 8 program and SHH&tesses an additional approximately 3,200 houdhoice
vouchers monthly. With the assimilation of the fgrograms into one department, DOH now processes
approximately 5,743 housing choice vouchers moniklyg two distinctly different computerized progrs
and processes. DOLA feels it would be more effectind efficient to integrate these two systents ame
process and achieve some greater economies of sediletion in errors processing payments and &sing
customer satisfaction.

FY FY FY
Performance Measure Outcome 12-13 13-14 14-15
Reduce processing errors to Benchmark New - TBD
under 2%
Actual
Increase customer satisfaction | Benchmark New - TBD
Actual
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2. Coordinate financial and programmatic approachessadivisions within the Department to improve the
quality of life in communities throughout the state

The Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) administehe State’s Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) Program to non-entitlement communities. Biate’s CDBG allocation is divided equally in tsr
between the Division of Housing, Division of Logabvernment and the Office of International Tradeé an
Economic Development for consideration of projeékts meet the Federal and State objectives. THerke
allocation for this program has been declining dherpast few years and this trend will likely dooe. With
fewer of these program funds available to the Sfa@& A will begin to look at more strategic waysitwest
the respective CDBG funds in local community pregeddOLA will begin to evaluate the leverage ofsb
grant funds with other funds and local match ineorid maximize the impact of these funds. CDBGl&ioan
be used as a way to augment other investmentstaipomitigate and offset other social and econaroaits.

FY FY FY
Performance Measure Outcome 12-13 13-14 14-15

Increase the leverage of other funds| Benchmark New - TBD
and local match to the investment of
CDBG funds in projects. Actual
Increase the mitigation or offset of | Benchmark New - TBD
other social costs.

Actual

3. ldentify and pursue strategic community engagemehtsh promote community stability and sustainaypili
and encourage local economic development oppoigsnit

FY FY FY
Performance Measure QOutcome 12-13 13-14 14-15
Identify and map (by county) the Benchmark New - TBD
number of community engagement
actions Actual
Community engagements are intentional processesrbbilize financial and/or intellectual resourtesolve a common
challenge.

4. Identify strategic employee engagement and ddrf@rDOLA services beyond funding grant requestsrider
to serve our customers more effectively.

FY FY FY
Performance Measure Outcome 12-13 13-14 14-15
Identify the number of employee Benchmark New - TBD

engagements with local government

officials regarding compliance and [ actual

local government general governande

technical assistance
The Department of Local Affairs is the state’s acoibdor providing coordination of state serviceslanformation to
assist local governments in effectively meeting ieeds of Colorado citizens.
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Program Objectives and Performance Measures

Division of Property Taxation (DPT)

Constitutional and Statutory Reference:
Pursuant to Article X, Section 15 of the Coloradon€&titution, it is the duty of the Property Tax
Administrator to administer the property tax lawes forth in Title 39, Articles 1 — 14, C.R.S.

Under the general laws of Colorado, the Property A@ministrator heads the Division of Property
Taxation. Their charge is to administer the impatation of property tax law throughout
Colorado’s 64 counties to ensure that valuatioesuaiform and that each property class contributes
only its fair share of the total property tax reven

Vision Statement
The Division is committed to the fair, accurate aodsistent application of property tax law for the
benefit of all residents and property owners of giate.

Mission Statement
The Division staff strives for excellence in altibes to ensure the fairness and equalization of
property taxation for all Colorado taxpayers.

Division-wide Goal

Coordinate and administer the implementation opprty tax law throughout the 64 counties of this
state to ensure that valuations are uniform. Tukides the granting of exemptions, valuation of
state assessed companies for ad valorem taxatmndimg technical assessment assistance, and
promoting the equalization of property valuation.

Appraisal Standards Section

Description:

Appraisal Standards prepares and publishes appnagsaials, procedures and instructions. It holds
schools and seminars regarding all areas of agrdisconducts field studies and provides
statewide assistance in agricultural land classion, natural resources and personal property
valuation, as well as assistance in the valuatfaegidential, commercial and industrial propetrties
The section assists in reappraisal efforts, revietesnal appraisal forms used by assessors, and
investigates and responds to taxpayer complaints.

The Division offers a wide variety of courses amatkghops throughout the year. The Appraisal
Standards section conducts three tested coursesic Bppraisal Principles, Basic Appraisal
Procedures, and Uniform Standards of Professiopptdisal Practice (USPAP).
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Goal:

Assist county appraisal staff and the public wihvalorem valuation issues. This includes the

application of sound appraisal principles, comp&with statutory and constitutional mandates and

interpretation of applicable court decisions.

Budget measurement standardeducation — achieve 95% student pass rate. nPA8@46 rate of
student satisfaction. Attain 80% rate of assesabsfaction with student skill transfer back te th

job.
Administrative Resources FY FY FY FY
and Appraisal Standards Outcome 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Performance Measures Actual Actual Estimate | Request
Education —Achieve 95% | Benchmark
student pass rate. Attain | No. of Students in
80% rate of student Tested Courses 225 225 225 225
satisfaction. Attain 80%
rate of assessor satisfactignPass Rate 95% 95% 95% 95%
with student skill transfer
back to the job. Student Satisfaction
80% 80% 80% 80%
Assessor
Satisfaction
80% 80% 80% 80%

Actual

No. of Students in

Tested Courses 138* 204

Pass Rate 97.90% 97.44

Student

Satisfaction 90.00%| 92.00%

Assessor

Satisfaction 80.00%| 87.98%

Evaluations will be based on a scale of 1 to Shit’ reflecting a response @kry poor (20%), “2” reflecting a
response opoor (40%), “3” reflecting a response f#ir (60%), “4” reflecting a response gbod (80%), and “5”
reflecting a response wéry good(100%).

Administrative Resources Section

Description:

Administrative Resources prepares and publishesrasinative manuals, procedures and
instructions. It conducts classes and seminaerdatyy the administrative functions of the
assessors’ offices. It performs field studies pravides statewide assistance with issues such as,

tax increment financing, the administration andra#ibn of manufactured homes, feasibility studies,

senior and disabled veteran exemptions, classdicaif property, title conveyance, mapping,
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production of the Abstract of Assessment, certiftcaof values to taxing entities, and the tax
warrant. . The section also investigates taxpagarplaints. It is responsible for various studies
and reports such as fiscal impacts for Legislafeencil, the residential assessment rate study and
the Property Tax Administrator’s Annual Reporthe General Assembly and State Board of
Equalization It also coordinates with agencies having arr@siein property taxation. In addition,
the field staff works closely with assessors ireaflas of property taxation. Administrative
Resources is also responsible for approving opgisaving all petitions for refund or abatement of
taxes in excess of $1,000.

If taxes have been levied erroneously or illegalbyinty treasurers are to abate such taxes and
interest accrued thereon. The Property Tax Adrmatsr shall approve or disapprove any
abatement or refund in excess of $1,000, § 39-2-C1®.S.

Goal:

Increase the knowledge, competency and effectigenie€olorado assessors and their staff in the
fulfillment of their duty to complete the tasks mesary to produce the tax warrant. Spearhead and
execute numerous statutory undertakings assigné tBroperty Tax Administrator, such as special
requests from Legislative Council or legislatohsprove the efficiency of internal processes fa th
benefit of the counties, the taxpayers and allrodiffected parties.

Budget measurement standard ISame as above for Appraisal Standards

Budget measurement standard Reduce refund interest accruals at the couns/ key
maintaining average age of abatements pendingwewi&0 days or less.

FY FY FY FY
Performance Outcome 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Measure Actual | Actual | Estimate | Request
Reduce refund Benchmark
interest accruals at 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
the county level by | Days to Process
maintaining average ["acijal
age of abatements 18.5 14.9 15
pending review to 30 Days to Process
days or less.

Exemptions Section

Description:

The Exemptions section is responsible for detemgigjualification for exemption from property
taxation for properties that are owned and usedéiagious, charitable and private school purposes.
Exempt property owners are required to file anmepbrts with DPT to continue with the exemption
status. This section provides assistance to aegiatid taxpayers with inquiries about exempt
properties, conducts hearings on denied exemppphcations and revocations of exemptions, and
defends appeals of such denials and revocations.
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Goal:

Thoroughly, accurately and promptly evaluate all mequests for exemptions from charitable,
religious, and private school organizations, revedhannual reports from granted exempt
organizations in a similar manner, and enhancegutgjewner convenience.

Budget measurement standard®rocess 100% of applications for exemption wittrmonths of
receipt.

FY FY FY FY
Performance Measure Outcome 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Actual Actual Estimate | Request
Exemptions —Process Benchmark 100% 100% 100% 100%
100% of applications for
exemption within 12 Actual 93.65%| 93.40%
months of receipt.

State Assessed Section

Description:

The State Assessed section is the only area @®¥ewhich regularly performs original valuation

of property on an annual basis. The section vadllgaublic utilities, rail transportation compasje
airlines and renewable energy facilities doing bess in Colorado. The company valuations are
then apportioned to the counties for collectiohoohl property tax. Both county commissioners and
public utilities may protest the value assignedttde assessed property, and both may appeal to the
Board of Assessment Appeals (BAA) if the protestasresolved at the Division level. The
statutorily set deadlines and nature of this warkoentrates much of the specific activity of the
section into a seven month time frame from appraxaty February 1 through the end of August,

the deadline by which any appeal of value musilbd &t the BAA.

The remaining five months are dedicated to premarand presentation of information as necessary
for any values that have been appealed to the Bp&ither the public utility or the county
commissioners. Additionally, there is extensiviean up” after the valuation season: documenting
information to files; destroying old files; ensugiall references to companies are appropriately
updated and information for all companies are curire preparation for the next appraisal season; et
al. This time is also used for state assessefitstegsearch information and attend specifically
targeted classes or conferences to stay currehtgsiteral industry trends, and become familiar

with any new industry assignments. Additionalhg state assessed staff assist in projects of other
DPT sections as appropriate.

Goal:

Produce accurate, equitable and defensible vatuggdperty tax purposes of public utility
companies operating in Colorado in compliance si#tutorily set deadlines. This requires staff to
stay current with industry trends and provide tynelsponse to any appeal of the values they
establish.

- Budget measurement standard?rovide accurate, uniform and defensible valumatibstate
assessed companies measured by the number of egppables upheld by the BAA.
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FY FY FY FY
Performance Measure Outcome 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Actual Actual Estimate | Request
State Assessed Provide | Benchmark
accurate, uniform, and Companies Valued 570 570 580 590
defensible valuation of state
assessed companies. Protests Filed 85 85 85 85
BAA Appeals 2 2 2 2
Value Upheld 2 2 2 2
Value Adjusted 0 0 0 0
Actual
Companies Valued 565 526
Protests Filed 69 73
BAA Appeals 19 na
Value Upheld na na
Value Adjusted na na

*Due to the BAA’s workload, appeals may not be kigfar up to 18 months after the protest to the §}on of Property
Taxation. For this reason, the BAA outcomes pertaiappeals filed in prior tax years.

Board of Assessment Appeals

Introduction

The Board of Assessment Appeals (BAA) hears appiadsby real and personal property owners
regarding the valuation placed on their propertypimperty tax purposes.

County Assessors are responsible for valuing alberty in their county except for exempt property
and state assessed properties. Taxpayers mayl dppasasigned value to the Assessor and the
County Board of Equalization (valuation appealjmthe Board of County Commissioners
(abatement). These cases may then be appeales BAA.

State assessed properties and exemptions are egpppedhe property tax administrator. These cases
may then be appealed to the BAA.

Appeals may also be filed with the BAA when a CouBbard of Commissioners or a County Board
of Equalization has failed to make a timely decisim a matter properly presented.

Appeals to the BAA must be made in writing to theaBl within 30 days from the date of the
decision that is being appealed. After the apedbcketed, a receipt of appeal is sent to the
Petitioner. A notice of hearing is mailed to akfes at least 30 days prior to the scheduledrpar
The Board's decision is transmitted in a writtetheorand mailed to all parties. Board decisions are
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also posted on the Board's website. Board de@simay be appealed to the Colorado Court of
Appeals.

Members of the Board are appointed by the Goveaindrconfirmed by the State Senate. By statute,
the Governor may appoint from three to nine appraifo the Board. At this time, there are nine
members of the Board to allow cases to be heaaltonely basis.

Statutory Authority

The statutory authority for the Board of Assessnfgeals (BAA) can be found in Article X of the
Colorado Constitution and Title 39, Article 2 ottRolorado Revised Statutes.

BAA Mission Statement

The Board of Assessment Appeals exists to strengffidorado communities by providing a fair
and impartial forum for taxpayers to appeal rea personal property valuations or exemptions.

The Board of Assessment Appeals strives to be:
- Responsive to the needs of taxpayers and counties.
Careful with resources.
Solutions-oriented in our approach to problems.
Respectful of the people with whom we work bothdesand outside the Division.

BAA Vision Statement

The Board of Assessment Appeals is recognizedrfmrighng an accessible forum for resolving
taxpayer valuation and exemption appeals in aifapartial and timely manner. In order to achieve
this vision, the Board of Assessment Appeals witiuis on: (1) reducing the time it takes for a
taxpayer’s appeal to be resolved; and (2) improaogessibility to a fair and impartial hearing
process for taxpayers.

BAA Objectives

Objective 1: Ensure taxpayer appeals are resauetnely basis through the efficient use of
available resources.

Objective 2: Improve accessibility to a fair andoantial hearing process for taxpayers.
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BAA Performance Measures and Benchmarks

Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/08 | 6/30/09 | 6/30/10 | 6/30/11 | 6/30/12
Benchmark None 1,775 2,100* 2,750%*  3,340**4

Number of Petitions Resolved

Actual 1,750 1,993 2,680 3,340 unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/08 | 6/30/09 | 6/30/10 | 6/30/11 | 6/30/12
Number of Educational and Benchmark None 10 11 12 12
Outreach Activities Actual 9 10 11 12 unknown

* The benchmark for FYE 6/30/10 was increased Iy 2009 after taking into account the Division’ssass in
resolving significantly more cases in FYE 6/30/88rt originally planned.

** The benchmark for FYE 6/30/11 was increaseduly 2010 after taking into account the Divisionigsess in
resolving significantly more cases in FYE 6/30/t@rt originally planned.

*** The benchmark for FYE 6/30/12 was increaseduty 2011 after taking into account the Divisioaigcess in
resolving significantly more cases in FYE 6/30/tart originally planned.

BAA Strategies

Strategy 1:  Background

The Board of Assessment Appeals receives and weseslarge number of appeal petitions each
year. In FYE 6/30/10, the Board received 3,945cappetitions. This represented a 65% increase
in the number of appeal petitions filed with theaBbover the comparable filing period for FYE
6/30/08. In FYE 6/30/11, the Board received 2,apfeal petitions. This represented a 61%
increase in the number of appeal petitions filethwhe Board over the comparable filing period for
FYE 6/30/09. Most appeal petitions are filed dgrine months of August through December. BAA
staff does an excellent job receiving and procegsia high volume of petitions received.

After a petition has been received and processedset for hearing. Prior to FYE 6/30/09 and the
implementation of this strategic plan, BAA staffiiseut about 150 notices of hearing per month
(about 1,800 per year). This was thought to bentheimum number of hearing notices that could
be issued given existing resource limitations. Bémly has two hearing rooms to hear petitions.

Strategy 1 was implemented to reduce the amouininefit takes for a petition to be resolved with
existing resources.

Strategy 1:  Implementation

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, tharB@f Assessment Appeals implemented a new
process for setting cases for hearing. This neeggss is known as a trailing docket. Under the
trailing docket, BAA staff issues notices of hegrapproximately 90 days in advance of hearing
dates. All hearings scheduled for a particular al@yset at 8:30 am in the BAA'’s offices. Multiple
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hearings are scheduled at the same time. Appragiynzn (10) days prior to the hearing date and
after many cases have been resolved through setitewn petition withdrawal, the parties in the
remaining cases are informed of the exact timé¢heir hearing. This process allows significantly
more cases to be set for hearing and results ired@ution of more cases each month. This new
process has been very successful. In FYE 6/3040%, more cases were resolved at the BAA than
in FYE 6/30/08. In FYE 6/30/10, 54% more casesewesolved at the BAA than in FYE 6/30/08.
In FYE 6/30/11, 91% more cases were resolved aB## than in FYE 6/30/08.

Strategy 2:  Background

The Board of Assessment Appeals provides a costtfe forum for taxpayers to appeal real and
personal property valuation and exemption decistendered by counties. In many of these cases,
taxpayers appear pro-se (without representatibiearings before the Board are similar to trialsihel
in non-jury civil courts. The process can be indiating for unrepresented taxpayers who are not
familiar with the court process.

In order to make the process more accessible pataxs from counties outside of the Denver-metro
area, the Board has held hearings in recent yeagkmosa and Grand Junction. These remote
hearings have been well-received by taxpayers, wight not otherwise be able to exercise their
right to challenge the county’s valuation and exeompdecisions. The remote hearings are also
well-received by counties, who are able to allowenaf their staff to attend the hearings and learn
about the appeal process.

The Board of Assessment Appeals is committed torowmg accessibility to a fair and impartial
hearing process for taxpayers through the increasesk of educational and outreach activities.
Strategy 2 is being implemented to better inforrpégyers of the appeals process and to improve
accessibility to the process.

Strategy 2:  Implementation

In order to assist taxpayers and counties in battderstanding the appeal process, the Board
provides educational opportunities about the pmcdis includes web-based and DVD-based
educational materials, which are accessible byingthe Board’'s web page or by mail for

taxpayers who do not have internet access. Theatidnal materials help taxpayers and counties be
better prepared for their hearing and result ingredficient hearings. The Board and its staff also
engage in other outreach activities, such as spgatgagements which offer opportunities to learn
about the appeal process.

The Board will continue to engage in outreach @iy designed to provide accessibility to the
hearing process. These activities may include terhearing locations, telephone hearings, video
conference hearings and other outreach designetpbtove accessibility to the appeal process. The
opportunity for partnering with State colleges atider governmental agencies for video conference
hearings will be explored.
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Division of Housing

Introduction

The Department of Local Affairs, Division of Hougif{DOLA Housing Division) works with a
variety of partners to increase the availabilityatfbrdable housing to residents of Colorado. DOLA
Housing Division provides grants, loans, rentalssdies and bond authority to local governments,
housing authorities, non-profit organizations, poofit and non-profit developers, private landlords
and other organizations to create, preserve arabii@hte housing for Colorado's workers, families,
seniors and those with special needs. DOLA HauBivision also certifies all
factory/manufactured structures built in or shippe€olorado and approves multifamily
construction in counties with no construction codes

To assist in meeting the affordable housing neattsmthe DOLA Housing Division administers
the following grant, loan, bond authority and mautifired housing programs:

 HOME Investment Partnership Grant/Loan Program

e Community Development Block Grant Program

* Emergency Shelter Grant Program

* Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS Granbéham

* HOME Investment Trust Fund Loan Program

* Private Activity Bonds (balance of State) Program

* Housing Choice Voucher, Homeownership and Familf+Sefficiency Program

* Manufactured Housing Dealer Registration Program

* Inspection and certification programs for all fagtbuilt (modular) housing, commercial
structures, and manufactured homes.

* Consumer complaint service program for factory/nfiactured structures

* Manufactured Home Installation Program

Colorado State Housing Board

The Colorado State Housing Board (the Board) waated in 1970 to advise the General Assembly,
the Governor, and the DOLA Housing Division on Gabio housing needs. The seven member
Board reviews financing requests and adopts paligessist in the development of affordable
housing. The Board also adopts regulations gomgrfactory built structures and multifamily
housing in counties with no codes.

Statutory Authority
The statutory authority for the Colorado DivisidnHousing can be found within the Colorado
Housing Act of 1970, Colorado Revised StatuteeTdd, Article 32, 701 - 718.

DOLA Housing Division Mission Statement
The mission of the DOLA Housing Division is to ensthat Coloradans live in safe, decent, and afflolel housing.
We do this by helping communities meet their hogigoals.
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DOLA Housing Division Vision Statement
With stakeholders, create a strategic directioritierDOLA Housing Division to improve the state's
impact on affordable housing.

Preparation of the DOLA Housing Division StrategicPlan

DOLA Housing Division develops two housing plansiaally that assist in setting the strategic plan
for the Division. The State Consolidated Plan #tredHousing Choice Voucher Annual Plan

identify DOLA Housing Division strategies and gotdsaddress affordable housing needs in
Colorado communities. DOLA Housing Division reli@s a number of resources and publications
to identify the greatest needs for affordable hogish Colorado. These sources include a quarterly
vacancy survey report, foreclosure report, hougeimmome report, housing needs assessments, US
census building permits, unemployment reports, esoa growth report and public housing waiting
lists. Information from these reports is suppletadrby data from the DOLA demography section
and outside sources. All the information referehabove is utilized in preparing the DOLA

Housing Division Strategic Plan.

DOLA Housing Division also has a Community Houshggistance Team, or "CHATS" staff that
works one-on-one with local communities throughGatorado to identify housing needs, prepare
housing strategies, identify potential housing @ctg and create financing packages for new housing
and to preserve existing housing. The team h#fsist@enver and in two field offices in Colorado.
The CHATS work with other affordable housing furgl@€olorado Housing Finance Authority,
Department of Housing and Urban Development, RDealelopment, Mercy Housing, Enterprise
Foundation, etc.) to identify and maintain a pipelof potential affordable housing projects.

Livability Focus

DOLA, in partnership with local governments, thédpeiand private sector, is strategically linking
each of its programs to improve peoples' livesvia &reas: jobs, housing, transportation, education
and environment. This is accomplished by levemggiogram dollars and staff consultation within
DOLA for our partners and stakeholders as welltengthening coordination of services and
funding resources from other state agencies. DBbAsing Division's leadership and participation
in this effort is essential.

Because safe and affordable housing is fundamenmthé ultimate success of all Colorado
communities, DOLA Housing Division will target tii@lowing objectives with the greatest
emphasis of providing housing to those earningtless 50% of the Area Median Income.

DOLA Housing Objectives

Objective 1: Preserve the existing statewide supphffordable rental or home-ownership
housing.

Objective 2: Increase the statewide supply of dtibie "workforce" rental housing and home-
ownership opportunities.

Objective 3: Increase the capacity and stabilitypcal housing and housing service providers
statewide.
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Objective 4 Increase statewide pre-purchase homeownership elmg$or low/moderate income
and minority households.

Objective 5:  Meet community needs for the hoselatewide by providing supportive services
and increasing the number of shelter beds availabl

Objective 6: Increase statewide supply of hayéim persons with special needs coupled with
services that increase or maintain independence.

Objective 7:  Provide rental subsidies stateviddéow-income households who would otherwise
have to pay more than 30% of their household irecéon housing.

Objective 8: Ensure the statewide safety andtalitity of factory/manufactured structures

through program services that are efficient andatife.

DOLA Housing Performance Measures and Benchmarks

Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Preservation of affordable rental Benchmark 910 910 910 910 910
and homeownership housing  "acal 509 774 257 unknown unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Increase supply of workforce | Benchmark 550 550 550 550 550
rental and homeownership Actual 887 519 559 unknown unknown
housing.
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Provide Community Housing Benchmark 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Development Organization Actual 90% 100% 84% unknown unknown
operating funding equal to 5% of
HOME allocation
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Fund prepurchase housing trairl Benchmark 1,000 1,000* 1,000 1,000 1,000
programs for a minimum of,Q00[" ¢y 7] 110 5,000 4,800 unknown unknown
potential homebuyers
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Increase the number of Benchmark 115 115 115 115 115
shelter beds or the number Actual 56 264 66 unknown unknown
of homeless service
agencies funded
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Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Sustain and increase the numbeBenchmark 5 6 7 7 7
of educational activities (Sec. 8 A qal 6 10 13 unknown unknown
training, Developer's Tool Kit,
Advanced Financing etc.)
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Fund 50 units of special needs | Benchmark 50 50 50 50 50
housing. Actual 292 307 372 unknown unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Increase and sustain the numb¢ Benchmark 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600
households receiving rental Actual 2,552 2,445 2,693 unknown unknown
assistance
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Reduce residential plan review| Benchmark 15 10 5 5 5
turn-around time (days) Actual 9 4 14 unknown unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Reduce commercial plan review Benchmark 20 15 10 5 5
turn-around time (days) Actual 15 12 22 unknown unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Meet manufacturer plant Benchmark 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
inspection request dates Actual 100% 100% 98% unknown unknown
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Reduce average field inspection Benchmark 20 18 18 18 18
turn-around time (days) Actual 10 22 15 unknown unknown

DOLA Housing Division Strategies to obtain Objecties

Objective 1,
Strategy #1

To preserve existing statewide affordable houdd@l A Housing Division will fund projects that inved
acquisition and/or rehabilitation of affordable ta&rproperties or rehabilitation of owner-occupleslising.
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Objective 2,
Strategy #1
To increase the supply of statewide workforce hogidDOLA Housing Division will fund new rental and
single-family construction projects aimed at howudés whose income is at or below 80% of Area Median
Income.

Objective 3,
Strategy #1
To increase the stability and capacity of localding and housing service providers statewide, D®lodsing
Division will fund as many CHDO Operating applicats as possible with the 5% of HOME funds available
for that purpose.

Strategy #2
To increase the stability and capacity of localding and housing service providers statewide, D®lodising
Division will sustain and increase the number af@tional activities it sponsors.

Objective 4
Strategy # 1
To increase and maintain responsible home ownefshipw/moderate-income minority households stadeyw
DOLA Housing Division will fund pre-purchase homewmavship counseling efforts through the NSP and
CDBG programs as opportunities arise.
Strategy #2
To increase and maintain responsible home ownefshipw/moderate-income minority households stadiew
DOLA Housing Division will support Down Payment a@tbsing Cost assistance efforts with HOME and
CDBG funds.

Objective 5,
Strategy #1
To meet community needs for homeless shelters emites statewide, DOLA Housing Division will us&&
and CDBG funds to support homeless shelter op&isaad services, and CDBG funds to increase shelter
capacity in non-entittement areas of the state.

Objective #6
Strategy #1
To increase the statewide supply of housing fosqes with special needs coupled with servicesititcatase
or maintain independence, DOLA Housing Divisionl\iind permanent supportive housing for seniors, th
disabled, the chronically homeless and victimsarhdstic violence using HOME, CDBG, HDG and RLF
funds.

Objective #7,
Strategy #1
DOLA Housing Division will apply for at least 5@ditional rental vouchers annually (when incrementa
vouchers are available through HUD) to give addaidamilies in the State the opportunity to reeeaigntal
assistance.

Objective #8
Strategy #1
To increase efficient and effective service statieidy reducing plan review and inspection resptinses
DOLA Housing Division will utilize third party planeview and inspection agencies.
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Division of Local Government

Introduction

The Division of Local Government (DLG) achieves thission and vision of the Colorado
Department of Local Affairs by partnering with ldcaits of government to foster sustainable
community development and improve quality of liée €itizens across the state. Utilizing a
comprehensive approach, DLG bolsters the resoar@sapabilities of local communities. With a
complement of technical and financial assistanogiams and services, DLG’s toolbox serves
Colorado in vital ways. Communities with engageadership and accessible high quality public
services are vital and sustainable.

Statutory Authority
The Statutory Authority for the Division of Localo@ernment can be found in Title 24, Article 32,
Section 103, Colorado Revised Statutes.

The Division of Local Government Mission Statement

The Division of Local Government provides high gtyalechnical and financial assistance services
to local governments and communities throughoubf2alo to enable them to achieve sustainable
community development.

The Division of Local Government Vision Statement
The Division of Local Government strengthens Caloraommunities by assuring that local
governments and their citizens receive the resguteey need to achieve their goals.

Financial Assistance

DLG administers an array of federal and state furelrassistance programs specifically designed to
address public facility and service needs. Throeaygrdination and outreach with the department's
field offices, grant and loan resources are distatd on both a formula and discretionary basis
depending upon applicable state statutory provssitederal requirements and/or program
guidelines. The Financial Services section co@tdis applications and contract and payment
distribution processes, develops and maintain;eestips with federal funding agencies and
conducts training sessions for local governmentges in project administration activities.

Technical Assistance

DLG’s Local Government Services (LGS) section pdegi technical assistance to local officials and
staff in the day-to-day operation of government aaitth understanding and complying with
statutory requirements. LGS delivers assistan@aitfh workshops, publications, individual
consultations and on-line resources. Technicadt@asge topics include: budgeting and financial
management, land use planning, elections, genevargment administration, procurement,
personnel and water and wastewater management.

The State Demography Office is the primary statnayg for population and demographic
information. Its data are used by state agenlneal governments, private citizens and businesses
to forecast demand for facilities and servicese Demography Office makes the data publicly
available on the department’s website, answersastqdor economic and demographic data and
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provides training workshops on accessing and usiaglata. The State Demography Office also
serves as the state liaison to the federal govarhfoeCensus 2010. The Census results direct
allocation of billions of dollars of federal fund$gtermines political districting and other bournydar
districting, creates temporary jobs and providé®aable information about Colorado communities.

Field Services

In order to provide the best possible service thhowt the state, DLG has eight regional offices
throughout Colorado, including Denver. Regionahagers and field staff help local elected and
appointed officials and community agencies defioiecerns and opportunities, evaluate options,
identify solutions and achieve results. Thesdezkistaff members, most with local government
administration backgrounds, also offer managenpatning, community development and
technical assistance.

Sustainability Initiative

DOLA, in partnership with local governments, andblmiand private sector organizations, is
strategically linking each of its programs to imyg@eoples' lives by utilizing seven sustainability
principles: increase economic competitiveness; pteraquitable, affordable housing; support
existing communities; provide more transportatibnices; conserve, responsibly utilize and protect
valuable natural resources; value healthy comnmesé#nd neighborhoods; and enhance integrated
planning and investment. This is accomplishedebvgidaging program dollars and staff consultation
within DOLA for our partners and stakeholders al a® strengthening coordination of services and
funding resources from other state agencies. Dl€adership and participation in this effort is
essential.

Boards, Commissions and Advisory Groups
DLG utilizes the guidance and recommendations wéisé advisory committees. Among them:
» State Energy and Mineral Impact Assistance Advisooynmittee
* Local Government Limited Gaming Impact Advisory Quitiee
» County Elected Officials Salary Commission
* Volunteer Firefighter Pension Advisory Committee
» Severance and Federal Mineral Lease Direct DigtahtAdvisory Committee

Division of Local Government Objectives

Objective 1: Increase the effectiveness and acedility of municipalities, counties and special
districts by ensuring compliance with statutoryuiegments in the following areas:
» Budget preparation assistance of local governments
* Property Tax Revenue limitations (CRS 29-1-301)

Objective 2: Promote increased regional collaboneimong local governments through strategic
grant investments. With local partners, identifyltijjurisdictional projects that
improve efficiencies in public services such adtheservices, water and wastewater
treatment and emergency preparedness.

Objective 3: Enhance accessibility of and satigéactvith technical services statewide through
webinars, teleconferences and other outreach sstvRroviding cost-effective
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alternatives to “must-have” information will touchitlying areas and engage our

customers.

Objective 4:

Report the number of jobs createcetained through DLG programs. This can be

achieved, in part, by marketing financial assistaservices through every available
channel to key stakeholders to improve systemsaaodssibility in times of limited
funds, and publishing the results to convey divisffectiveness.

Objective 5:

Improve internal and statewide extecngtomer relations. Doing so will support

DOLA’s vision of responsive action, flexibility andhparalleled customer service.

Division of Local Government Performance Measuresrad Benchmarks

Objective 1
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09 | 6/30/10 | 6/30/11 | 6/30/12| 6/30/13
Assist to ensure local Benchmark 100% 100% 100%
government compliance
with Annual Levy Law Total Orders/ 39/39 39/39 33/33
(CRS 29-1-301) Total
Violations
Monitor local governments
and Order mill levy Actual 100% 100% 100%
reduction for those found
in violation.
Assist to ensure local Benchmark 95% 95% 95%
government compliance
with completing and filing | Total to be 2,868/128| 2,946/120 3,000/149
Annual Budget (CRS 29-1-filed/ Total
113) Withheld
Monitor local Actual 95.5% 95.9% 95.1%

governments, provide late
notification, and direct
county Treasurer to
withhold funds.
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Objective 2
Performance Outcome FYE FYE 6/30/10 FYE FYE FYE
Measure 6/30/09 6/30/11 6/30/12 | 6/30/13
Promote Increase the 10% 12% 14% 16% 16%
increased number of
regional multi-
collaboration | jurisdictional
among local projects
governments | funded per
through year
strategic grant | Actual 19.4% of 18 % 16.9% unknown| unknown
investments. projects projects projects
With local funded were| funded were| funded
partners, multi- multi- Less grant
identify multi- jurisdictional | jurisdictional | dollars were
jurisdictional available
projects that reallocation
improve of Energy
efficiencies in Impact
public services dollars to
such as health General
services, water Fund
and wastewatel
treatment and
emergency
preparedness.
Objective 3
Performance Measure | Outcome | FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09| 6/30/10 | 6/30/11 | 6/30/12 | 6/30/13
Earn an 95% Customer | Benchmark| New 85% 85% 90% 95%
satisfaction rate on Approval | Approval | Approval | Approval
webinar and other rate rate Rate Rate
trainings on budgets,
governance, planning,
elections (elections
training is in 2012)
Actual New 97% 100% unknown  unknow
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Objective 4
Performance Measure Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
6/30/09| 6/30/10| 6/30/11| 6/30/12 | 6/30/13
Report the number of jobs | Jobs generated/ 4000 1500 1500 1500* 1500
generated/retained through | retained per
strategic investment of DLG | DLG dollar
financial resources invested
Actual 4,113 | 3,471 1,335 unknowmnknown

* The Energy and Mineral Impact Assistance fundespnts approximately 60% of DLG grant
funding. When EIAF funds are redirected to the Gainéund, jobs generated will decline

proportionately.

Objective 5
Performance | Outcome FYE FYE FYE FYE FYE
Measure 6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11 6/30/12 6/30/13
Achieve 95% Benchmark 92 200 300 responses 300 300
local responses responses, 90% good | responses| responses
government 87% 85% good| and/orvery | 90% good| 95% good
customer overall | and/or very good and/or very| and/or very
satisfaction with approval good approval good good
DLG services approval approval | approval
Actual 92 363 *No results | unknown unknown
responses responses| this year
87% 87.27% | Working with
overall good private sector
approval | and/or very| to survey
good customers
approval Prior year
done
internally

* DLG is working with a private company to implemem enhanced customer survey. As of July 1
the survey had not been completed.

STRATEGIES

Objective 1:Increase the effectiveness and accountability of micipalities, counties and
special districts by ensuring compliance with statiory requirements in the following areas:
Budget preparation assistance of local governments

Property Tax Revenue limitations (CRS 29-1-301)

Background:

The Division of Local Government currently admieist several local government statutory
compliance enforcement responsibilities with thendal Levy Law and Annual Budget Filing
programs being two of the more broadly applicaibh@ag the more than 70 types of local
governments in Colorado. In addition, enforcenwthese two requirements has significant
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impacts on the financial resources of these loogegiments.
Objective 1 Implementation:

Most of Colorado’s 3,300 local governments voluihtazomply with these statutory requirements;
however, due to the many small local governmentis volunteer staff and the transitional nature of
these officials, the Division proactively providesninders and information to these governments to
help ensure timely and accurate compliance wittuiey requirements. In addition, because of the
technical nature of these requirements, the Dimigi@vides training materials, workshops,
worksheets, and individual consultations with repreatives of the many small local governments
that lack technically proficient staff.

While currently meeting program benchmarks, theidbiwi is continuing to work to reduce the
number of governments requiring enforcement actidhsring the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011,
the Division began developing a structured webiagpbn to allow local governments to obtain an
online account with the Division to receive eleoioally filed documents that are statutorily
required to be filed with the division such as aarhudgets. This ability to receive and publicly
access electronic documents will increase the lpoaérnment’s ease of filing. In addition, the
availability of information will further allow inteested local governments officials to determine if
they are compliant with these two programs beftatitory deadlines.

Objective 2: Promote increased regional collaboratin among local governments through
strategic grant investments. With local partnersjdentify multi-jurisdictional projects that
improve efficiencies in public services such as hidla services, water and wastewater treatment
and emergency preparedness.

Background

The Division of Local Government administers selgrant programs which provide a variety of
assistance to local governments primarily in tleaarof planning, construction and maintenance of
public facilities and the provision of public seres. Examples of public facilities include wateda
sewer infrastructure, town/city halls, county cborises, community centers, health clinics, public
roads, and emergency medical and fire protectioiittas. Examples of public services include
community development assistance to local govermsnarternship programs and community
revitalization assistance. As grant funds tenldgwolatile, particularly during this time of
economic recovery, it is important to maximize tise of these funds through strategic grant
investments that support collaboration and coomeramong local governments.

The division has eight regional managers locatesltyhout the state. Two of their responsibilities
are to help Colorado communities identify, priaétiand address their capital improvements needs,
and assist them in improving and enhancing themmanity’s livability and sustainability.

Objective 2 Implementation

The division’s regional managers work with commigsitto identify projects that can benefit from
collaboration with other entities to further enhanice services being provided. Review of
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applications include as part of the rating criteaia evaluation of the applicant’s efforts to erdean
services through collaboration.

Three examples of successful regional effortstaeolorado Sustainable Main Streets and New
Energy Communities and the Water Treatment Fadoitysliver Plume and Georgetown.

TheColorado Sustainable Main Streetdnitiative is a tremendous success story of acaute-

based approach focused on collaboration, whichalhased the communities of Five Points in
Denver, the Town of Fowler, and the Cities of Mo¥iista and Rifle to make remarkable progress
toward downtown main streets revitalization. Ihyogight months, the four pilot communities were
able to accomplish several projects ranging frostonic preservation and fagcade improvements to
conceptual design and financial strategy buildmgnfiajor redevelopment sites. These catalyst
projects helped the pilot communities achieve imentrgoals while bridging sustainable community
development to the future.

Due to the success of the initiative, the Departroghocal Affairs, along with the four pilot
communities, received over $1.2 million in US Depaant of Housing & Urban Development
(HUD) Challenge and US Department of Transportatio®T) TIGER Il grant funds. These funds
will allow the four pilot communities to completevgeral projects conceived during the Sustainable
Main Streets Initiative.

The New Energy Communities

Fourteen communities were selected as part ofriliative. One example of regional effort is in
Garfield County. In addition to education projefcsall municipalities, a program was
implemented that enables local governments to titaeik utility costs and compare year over year
expenses before and after installation of solaelsaat major facilities. These solar panel
improvements were implemented at town halls, liesaand county facilities. There have also been
major benefits to home business in Garfield County.

Water Treatment Facility for the towns of Silver Pume and Georgetown

For many years the two towns in Clear Creek Cobatye jointly paid for the operation of the
Georgetown wastewater treatment plant. An Intergowental Agreement (IGA) created a Joint
Wastewater Commission to oversee the operatiotisedfeatment plant that is wholly owned by
Georgetown. Although revised several times, thetag agreement was not working and the Joint
Commission constantly fought over the cost allarastructure. The existing plant was 30 years old
and in need of a major upgrade to meet Colorad@aieent of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) requirements. DOLA assisted the towns barfting the upgrades in a phased project.
With the completion of the first two phases, thetallocation formula caused major problems for
the Town of Silver Plume. Silver Plume could notke#he required payments and fell into arrears
further exacerbating the tension between the towhe.DOLA Regional Manager assisted the two
towns to revise their IGA which would help them quete for American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act dollars. Their application wascassful and the 2010 task to revise the cost
allocation between the two towns was successfulvBestaff was brought in to complete a 30-year
operating and debt analysis for the treatment plant
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DLG also provided technical assistance in develppimew common rate structure for both towns.
The Regional Manager assisted Silver Plume in pistgifunding to pay the money owed to
Georgetown. The two towns are cooperating very ared are on track for the adoption of a new
rate structure in early 2011. Denver staff andRlegional Manager are helping with policy
formation to guide the implementation of the nemaficial structure. The new IGA also will have
the towns exploring the inclusion of the two calien systems into a joint system and are also
exploring the creation of an authority to operatéhlihe plant and the collection systems

Objective 3: Enhance accessibility of and satisfaicin with technical services statewide through
webinars, teleconferences and other outreach seres. Providing cost-effective alternatives to
“must-have” information will touch outlying areas and engage our customers.

Background

The Division of Local Government currently providesining to local governments in workshop
and webinar settings usually in association wittalgovernment or professional associations. The
two most attended training programs involve thecgealistrict election and local government
budget processes. Recent efforts have shiftedbtadging training via electronic forums with the
first occurring in the fiscal year just ending. @éfforts in these two training programs are now
provided electronically, previous performance measent is not related and therefore not
presented here.

Objective 3 Implementation

While currently meeting program benchmarks, theiddiw is continuing to work to improve the
selection and quality of our live and recorded Wwabed trainings. During the fiscal year ending
June 30, 2010, the Division created on-line couasespresented these to local election officiats an
budget officers. Such increased availability afrimg allowed interested local government offigial
to attend such training without incurring the castsravel in time and money. The Division is
continuing to refine the presentation of this tragnto make it more readily accessible to local
governments.

Objective 4: Increase the number of jobs createdraetained through DLG programs. This
can be achieved, in part, by marketing financial asistance services through every available
channel to key stakeholders to improve systems aratcessibility in times of limited funds, and
publishing the results to convey division effectiveess.

Background

The Division of Local Governments historically i@asvided the largest grant dollar investment for
the department. This large grant award was beazfuibe amount of revenue from the Energy
Impact Fund. As the General Assembly reallocatesernergy Impact dollars to the General
Fund, grant dollars have been reduced to zerohddfitthe Energy Impact dollars, state investment
in local government community development projelgsreases. The average ratio of state energy
impact dollars to local government dollars is 1This means for every one state energy impact
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dollar granted, it is leveraged by three local gawgent dollars. These energy impact dollars are
used for capital improvements such as: water ptejevaste water, sewer, public facilities, and
public safety and small capital projects.

Objective 4 Implementation

Community development projects generate directiagidect jobs in the local economy. For the
fiscal year 2010-2011, 1,335 direct and indirebsjavere generated. This is a significant reduction
from the prior fiscal year because of significaaduction of grant dollars available due to the
reallocation to the General Fund. The division wihtinue to make strategic investments in
community development through its financial assisgaprograms. Community applicants for funds
are encouraged and assisted to leverage local goeeit, private sector, non-profit and foundation
resources to maximize community investments. Wlecantinue to analyze and document the
generation and retention of jobs attributable tofmancial assistance programs.

Objective 5: Improve internal and statewide externacustomer relations. Doing so will
support DOLA's vision of responsive action, flexiblity and unparalleled customer service.

Background

DLG began to measure customer satisfaction thramgbn-line survey. Based upon analysis of last
year’s results, the survey instrument and methapoWere refined to secure more usable results.

Objective 5 Implementation

DLG is contracting with a professional survey reskaonsulting firm to achieve more accurate
measures of customer satisfaction through the ussndom sampling, focus groups and related
techniques. No survey was conducted for 2011. é¥ew a new survey will be sent to our
customers in the near future. We will continu@eg# to encourage higher participation in the
customer satisfaction survey by using email, madl aotices in local government association
newsletters.

Survey results, particularly customers’ commentili,be analyzed to identify strategies on how

delivery of services to customers can be improv&dalysis of quantitative data will inform
decisions regarding areas of service delivery raggfocused efforts to improve satisfaction.
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DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
(DEM)

INTRODUCTION

The Division of Emergency Management (DEM) is regpble for the State's comprehensive
emergency management program which supports locbBtate agencies. Activities and services
cover all phases of emergency management: Prepagdvitigation, Response, and Recovery for
the hazards that may be encountered by the residétite State. These hazards include natural,
technological, and human caused. To legally addtes comprehensive emergency management
program, in 1992 the State Legislature enactedthte Disaster Emergency Act which assigns the
following responsibilities to the Division:

1. Reduce vulnerability of People and Communitieshif State to damage, injury, and loss of life arapprty
resulting from natural catastrophes or catastroph&siman origin, civil disturbance, or hostile itaity or
paramilitary action;

2. Prepare for prompt and efficient search, rescumwvery, care, and treatment of persons lost, epédp
victimized, or threatened by disasters or emergaci

3. Provide a setting conducive to the rapid and oydsdrt of restoration and rehabilitation of peisand
property affected by disasters;

4. Clarify and strengthen the roles of the GoverntateSAgencies, and Local Governments in preverdgfon
preparation for, response to, and recovery frorasiéss;

5. Authorize and provide for cooperation in disastevention, preparedness, response, and recovery;

6. Authorize and provide for coordination of activitieelating to disaster prevention, preparednespprese, and
recovery by agencies and officers of this Statesamilar State-Local, Interstate, Federal-Statd, Boreign
activities in which the State and its political didisions may participate;

7. Provide a disaster and emergency management sgstdodying all aspects of pre-disaster and pre-esnesg
preparedness and post-disaster and post-emergespgnse;

8. Assistin prevention of disasters caused or aggeavay inadequate planning for regulation of pubhd
private facilities and land use.

DEM'’s activities are primarily funneled through @@mergency managers. This takes the form of
technical assistance in such areas as developgdigaster mitigation plans, developing emergency
operation plans, sponsoring training courses, eNiag exercises, providing financial

documentation requirements during disasters or ganeres, and providing liaison staff to local
disasters in an effort to identify potential aredmere State assistance can be requested.

During a State declared disaster or emergency, D&dAdinates the State response and recovery
program in support of local governments. DEM meiimg the State's Emergency Operations Center

(SEOC) where representatives from other State thapats and agencies come together to
coordinate the State response to the situation.

STATUTORY AUTHORITY

The statutory authority for the Colorado DivisidnEamergency Management (DEM) is found in
Title 24, Section 32-2105, Colorado Revised Stat(2608).
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MISSION STATEMENT

The mission for the Division IiDEM leads, manages and coordinates state levebastior all
hazards preparedness, natural hazards mitigatiomergency response, and disaster recovery in
support of local governments within Colorado.

The operational aspects of this mission are fourstigditorily in the State’s Disaster Emergency Act
and are specified in the department’s mission statd. The actions of preparedness, mitigation,
response and recovery set the purpose for theibivisThey also directly support the state’s
Homeland Security Strategy and its goals to: Ptd@@etorado’s Communities, Critical

Infrastructure, And Key Resources Against All-HalsarRespond To All Incidents; and Recover
From All Incidents. The accomplishment of the Diwiss mission serves as an enabler for the
department to achieve its vision of “Strengtherfigdorado Communities”.

A NARRATIVE ON THE DIVISION'S VISION

The vision of the Division iSDEM is Colorado’s leader in emergency managemeycing risk to
Colorado communities, better preparing for our néisaster/emergency and strengthening
relations with our customers, partners and empleyee

This vision sets the strategic direction for howNDBpplies its efforts and limited resources to
improve the safety of Colorado residents. Of inignatr note regarding resources, the state depends
heavily on federal funding to meet its statutoryeegency management responsibilities. All of the
state general funds provided to DEM are leveragenatch to receive federal funding. The state’s
funds are dedicated to salary and benefits fooBtBe Division’s 30.1 full-time employees (FTE).
The federal government funds the remaining 20 @MDivision’s FTE along with nearly its entire
annual operating budget. Fortunately, federalirequents for this funding (risk reduction and
preparedness) complements the state’s statutomyreeeents and the visions of the Division and
Department. The following funding sources provwide annual operating budget to support the
Division’s vision: _

« State General and Re-appropriated Funds approgiiateYy 2012 Long Bill — $639,923

« Federal Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparednesgdm Grant (CSEPP) — $988,371

» Federal Emergency Management Program Grant (EMP53)632,815

» Federal Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant (PDM) — $894,

The Division also helps strengthen Colorado commesby serving as the administrator for federal
emergency management grants. In FY11-12, DEMpwilide an estimated $12,010,988 in federal
grants to support local emergency management pregaad projects, and, mitigation plans and
projects throughout Colorado.

" Based upon a January 2009 National Emergency Mamagt Association survey, the State of Coloradariked 49th out of 50 States and territories
that participated in the survey in receiving Stateding for its operations.

" By 2021, all mustard agent and its associatechesgnt are scheduled to be destroyed. Once thatf¢€SEPP funding will no longer be provided
to the State, resulting in the loss of approxinya2€1% of the division’s funding for personnel aqzkmtions costs.
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OBJECTIVES

DEM has identified four objectives which correspaadhe Division’s vision:

* Objective 1:Increase the number of Colorado counties that haeeerally approved hazard
mitigation plan.

* Objective 2: Identify, mitigate, and measure risk reductiondtate high risk hazards (those
hazards to communities which, if realized, woulc#ten public safety beyond the response
capacity of local government).

* Objective 3: Improve state level incident respoaise recovery capability through
scheduled training and exercises based on writerspprocedures and measured
performance standards.

* Objective 4: Improve the delivery of emergency agegment services to local government.

These objectives support the department’s visidistoéngthening communities and enhancing
livability in Colorado” while also supporting théase’s homeland security vision of, “Colorado
communities working together for a safer tomorrow.”

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

The Division vision identifies three focus areastfte future: Reducing risk to Colorado commusitieetter preparing
for the next disaster/emergency; and strengthemgifagionships. The Division will measure progresthese focus
areas with five outcome based performance measures.

Performance Measure Outcoms FY FY FY FY

09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13
Actual Actual Estimate Request

Percent of counties that have a Benchmark 75% 75% 75% 75%

federally approved hazard mitigation

plan Actual 42% 59% 70% unknowr

Percent of state high risk hazards thaBenchmark 5% 15% 25% 75%*

have a current risk management and

response plan Actual 7% 30% 50% unknowr

Number of exercises conducted Benchmark 6 6 6 6

annually to improve state
government response capability in

accordance with the State Emergency Actual 6 8 6 unknown
Operations Plan
Number of state incident and Benchmark 2 6 6 6

capability annexes of the State
Emergency Operations Plan that are

updated and validated annually Actual 1 9 6 unknown
Percentage of positive responses | Benchmark 90% 90% 90% 90%
from customers surveys regarding

the satisfaction with DEM’s serviceS™  Actyal 86% 85% TBD** | unknown
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*This is 75% of the original twenty identified higlsk hazards; there may be new high risk hazaddséto the list in
FY11-12 and/or FY12-13.
**The survey for FY11-12 is delayed due to the &iian to a new DEM Director and the transfer a Division PI1O.

STRATEGIES

DEM began laying the foundation for this strategy &s associated performance measures early in
calendar year 2008. The first action was the tesref homeland security grant management from
DEM to the Governor’s Office of Homeland Securifihis opened the door for the second key
action, which was an internal reorganization. DEdrganized functionally to meet its statutory
responsibilities and fall in line with the fedepabgrams which provide the majority of the

Division’s fiscal resources. The Division’s Mitijan Section receives the majority of its funding
from the Federal Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant beatls the Division’s responsibility for reducing
risk to Colorado communities. The Preparednesideeceives most of its funding from the
Federal Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedneggdm and provides the planning, training
and exercise support for the state’s emergencyapeepess program. The Response Section
receives its funding from the Federal Emergency &g@ment Performance Grant and serves as the
driver for the state’s response actions and assisteo the local partners for preparedness and
response. The reorganization of DEM in 2008 crkateorresponding change in strategy. As a
result, the past performance measures from FY O&e€8 no longer applicable and new measures
had to be established.

In most cases, data collection and divisional pgees were not in place for the new performance
measures and their benchmarks. With the comptetagjanization, DEM put in place the processes
to track these new performance measures and watvalihe established benchmarks. The
paragraphs that follow provide the details on hbevDivision achieves its benchmarks.

DEM'’s strategy for reducing risk to Colorado comnti@s focuses efforts on increasing the number
of counties that have a federally approved hazatigation plan and on managing known
community high hazard risks. The resources far sliiategy are mainly staff effort. Historically,
the Division has been unable to meet the hazaidatitn planning benchmark. The reason for this
has been a lack of Mitigation staff to do the wohk.2008, the Department submitted a change
request for an additional FTE which would servenasch to receive federal funding for an
additional three FTE. The state legislature appdahis request in June 2009. By March 2010, the
Division had the new staff in place and began astio assist counties with their hazard mitigation
plans. In addition to hazard mitigation planniBdM staff is assisting communities with managing
known high hazard risks. In 2008, the Division@ipged a senior staff member in its Response
Section with the additional duty as the state hdzask manager. This position, along with DEM’s
Regional Field Managers, works with local emergemeyagers to identify known hazards, assess
the risk they pose to their communities, identifiyl amplement risk mitigation and management
actions, and develop state response plans to suppal government in the event the hazard occurs.
The efforts of DEM’s Mitigation and Response Stadmbined with limited federal grant resources
are the strategy the Division implements to achiessbenchmarks for reducing risk in Colorado
communities.

The Division’s strategy for better preparing Coltwdor the next emergency focuses on developing
and validating the state’s ability to implementident and capability based action plans. This
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strategy also involves a re-focusing of DEM'’s stHfbrt and the targeted application of federal
grant resources. In the Division’s recent reorgainon, it added an Operations Officer to its
Response section. This position is responsibléghstate’s response readiness. In the
reorganization, DEM also created its Preparednadsos. The Preparedness section supports the
Operations Officer with developing preparednessried plans, training and exercises. The
requirement for thorough preparedness planningcistiaal component of this strategy. In order to
meet the established planning benchmark, DEM aghjpiea federal Homeland Security grant to
supplement its current emergency planner. The cwadlefforts of the Preparedness and Response
staff, augmented with federal grant resources att@\Division to execute an annual series of six
exercise events to assess state response capafailitiate incident action plans and improve the
state’s ability to respond to the next disasterrgerecy. DEM also recognizes the value of private
sector resources in the overall preparedness mis$iith this in mind, DEM is working with

private sector partners for participation in reg@planning and exercises. These regularly
scheduled exercises, with measured outcomes arldnmapted improvement plans will better
prepare Colorado for the next emergency.

DEM depends on its relationships with local emecgemanagers and supporting state agencies to
meet its statutory responsibilities. The Divis®strategy for strengthening and maintaining these
relationships involves a combination of customeistection surveys and targeted action plans to
improve satisfaction.

In July 2008, DEM conducted its first survey ofdbemergency managers to measure customer
satisfaction. The survey asked questions to meagigtomer satisfaction with Division staff's
accessibility, professionalism, responsivenesswkenge, helpfulness, customer service and
whether the Division was meeting the local emergaenanager’'s expectations. This survey
established the baseline for measuring the Divisiostomer satisfaction and also provided the
information needed to target improvement plans.

Additionally, the Division recognizes that its eropées are the asset that builds the relationships
and ultimately delivers the services to DEM’s castos. With this in mind, DEM leaders
previously surveyed employees and implemented stejpsprove employee satisfaction. DEM will
perform these actions again during FY11-12 and F¥3.2 This combination of surveying
customers and employees combined with targetedracgilans strengthen the Division’s key
relationships.

EVALUATION OF SUCCESS IN MEETING BENCHMARKS

At the close of Fiscal Year 10-11, the Division egded three of the five established performance
measures. This performance fell short of meetihgfahe established benchmarks but was well
within expectations and in line with the Divisionfaplementing strategies.

DEM had determined that it would require an addiioc4 FTE in order provide local governments
with the necessary technical services to meetabard mitigation planning benchmark. For FY 09-
10, DEM submitted a budget change request for madit general fund to support 1 FTE as
leverage for federal match dollars (25% state/7&@éerfal cost share). The change request was
approved and the Division hired the additionalfstekeded to support the required mitigation
planning. Currently thirty-eight counties havesddrally approved hazard mitigation plan. This
equates to 59% of Colorado’s counties compareldeg@stablished benchmark of 75% (or 48
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counties) with approved plans. Note that thesgytight counties comprise 92% of the State’s
population. There are currently seventeen coutttigshave plans in progress and one county with a
previously approved plan that is undergoing requrevision. It is projected that DEM will meet

the 75% benchmark during FY11-12 and/or FY12-1thase progressing plans gain approval. This
is a reflection of the success of adding the faldittonal FTE.

The Division exceeded its objective in the arealehtifying and planning for high risk hazards.

This was a new objective after the Division’s reomgation in 2008. To this date, the Division has
identified twenty high risk hazards in the statd aalidated the risk management / response
planning process for six of the hazards. This tuto thirty percent of the known sites verses the
fifteen percent established performance measune. nietrics for this measure will vary as new sites
are identified however; the Division is on trackctntinue meeting the ramped performance
measure through FY12-13.

The Division exceeded its exercise and planninggnedness objectives. The Division has
established an operational business cycle whidhdes bi-monthly exercises to update and validate
state plans and state staff training for the statergency operations center. During FY11-12 and/or
FY12-13, DEM aims to expand its exercise programllmv and encourage local participation.

This business process is working well with curmr@sburces so we anticipate no issues with meeting
established performance measures in FY11-12 anohbley

In July 2010, DEM conducted its third annual sureéjocal emergency managers to measure
customer satisfaction. While the individual quexssi demonstrate a slight decline (-1% to -7%); the
final question demonstrates a 14% improvement iMDEeeting the expectations of a state
emergency management office. DEM chose to dekaytily 2011 survey due to the transition in
the Division Director position and the July 5, 2afansfer of the Division Public Information

Officer to another State Department. DEM will cdeatp this survey by December 31, 2011.

Questions July 2009 July 2010 Difference
DEM staff is accessible. You are able to reachtBé 90% 85% -5%
staff you need to when you need to.
DEM staff is professional and courteous. 96% 89% % -7
DEM staff is responsive. We return your emails phdne 85% 83% -2%
calls providing the information requested.
DEM staff is knowledgeable. We have the necessary 87% 80% -T%
expertise to provide the services you need.
DEM staff is helpful. Our assistance is valuablgdar 87% 86% -1%
emergency management program.
Overall customer service experience with DEM. 91% 7%8 -4%
DEM meets my expectations of a state emergency 70% 84% +14%
management office.
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