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To the Members of the Joint Budget Committee of the Colorado General Assembly:

Thank you for considering the Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) budget request for fiscal year
2023-2024. We recognize that each budget year presents difficult and significant challenges for the state.
OSPD has worked diligently to ensure that this request contains only the reasonable and necessary
budgetary needs of our agency to meet our constitutional and statutory mandates.

In 1963, the United States Supreme Court ruled that the United States Constitution requires states to
provide counsel for the indigent accused in criminal cases. The court stated that:

[flrom the very beginning, our state and national constitutions and laws have laid a great emphasis
on the procedural and substantive safeguards designed to assure fair trials before impartial
tribunals in which every defendant stands equal before the law. This noble ideal cannot be realized
if the poor man charged with crime has to face his accusers without a lawyer to assist him.

Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 US 335, 344 (1963).

In 1970, the Colorado General Assembly created a statewide system of providing counsel for the indigent
accused. The statutory mandate of the OSPD requires our agency to serve clients

independently of any political considerations or private interests, provide legal services to indigent
persons accused of crime that are commensurate with those available to non-indigents, and
conduct the office in accordance with the Colorado Rules of Professional Conduct and with the
American Bar Association standards relating to the administration of criminal justice, the defense
function.

Section 21-1-102 (1), C.R.S.

To fulfill this statutory mandate, OSPD staffs 21 regional trial offices, serving clients in each of Colorado's 22
judicial districts and all of Colorado's 64 counties. A central Appellate Division represents clients on appeal
to the Colorado Court of Appeals and the Colorado Supreme Court. The OSPD Central Administrative Office
provides administrative support (including IT, finance, budget, human resources, and training) to these 22
offices. The central office also provides leadership and guidance for all offices to ensure that each remains
mission-driven and upholds the necessary standards of legal representation. Because we are a direct
service agency, 85% of our budget is spent on personal services, with the remaining 15% supporting
mandated and operational costs.
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| remain extremely proud of the work of all Defenders - their work ethic, their dedication to the OSPD
mission, and their willingness to handle the daily challenges of serving our client population. All clients we
serve are victims of poverty. Justice has always been an illusory concept for the poor and disenfranchised.
Recent events highlighting the racism and classism in the criminal legal system challenge even further client
confidence in law enforcement and court systems and our ability to build trusting relationships with our
clients. COVID - 19 and its impact on the criminal legal system has only exacerbated these challenges over
the last two and a half years.

As was predicted in our FY2022-23 SMART Act and budget presentations, the most significant request in
our budget submission for FY 2023-24 is the request for salary increases for our staff. This year, the Central
Administrative Office contracted with outside professionals to conduct an independent salary survey for all
staff. That salary survey supports our budget request. We are essentially below market across the board
but significantly below in some positions. We know that salary and benefits substantially impact our ability
to hire and retain staff. We are experiencing both hiring and retention challenges and this has resulted in
challenging workload increases for all current staff.

OSPD has a long history of presenting the Joint Budget Committee with data to support our budget
requests. We have submitted the data again this year. In addition to relying on this data, we are also
requesting that the JBC understand the impact of many dynamic factors that are expanding our workload.
For example, as we have detailed before, the changing landscape of discovery in criminal cases continues to
create challenges for our system.

Again, thank you for your consideration of our funding request. We look forward to discussing our agency
and answering your questions during the budget process.

Sincerely,
i

Megan A. Ring
Colorado State Public Defender
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Office of the State Public Defender
FY 2023-24 Budget Summary

The total FY 2023-24 budget request for the Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) is $ 152,111,474
and 1,098.1 FTE. We are asking for four prioritized Change Requests in our FY 2023-24 Budget Request.

e FY 2022-23 Appropriation of $ 130,103,751
PLUS Annualizations of $ 2,500,573
PLUS Common Policy of $ 6,953,236

e FY 2023-24 Base Request of $ 139,557,560
PLUS Change Request #1 for $10,958,435
PLUS Change Request #2 for $ 705,612
PLUS Change Request #3 for $ 539,867
PLUS Change Request #4 for $ 350,000

e FY 2023-24 Budget Request of $ 152,111,474

FY 2023-24 Budget Request

Annualizations and Common
Policy, 6%

Prioritized Change Requests,
8%

FY 2022-23 Appropriation, 86%




Office of the State Public Defender
FY 2023-24 Budget Change Summary - by Fund Source

FTE Total GF CF FF
Long Bill
H.B. 22-1329  Office of the State Public Defender 1,050.3 §$ 129,853,751 $ 129,698,751 $ 155,000 $ -
1049.2 FTE 1.1FTE
Special Bills
Special Bill, S.B. 22-188 - $ 250,000 $ - $ 250,000
Total FY2022-23 Appropriation 1,050.3 $ 130,103,751 §$ 129,698,751 $ 405,000 $ -
Prior Year Budget Change Annualizations
Annualization Capitol Outlay - $ (533,200) $ (533,200) $ - $ -
Annualization #R-1, Public Defense in the Digital Age 22 9% 777,952 % 777,952 $ - $ -
Annualization #R-2, Paralegal Staff Request 403 $ 2203269 $ 2,203269 $ - $ -
Annualization #R-3, Discovery Clerk Staff Request 12 $ 52,552 $ 52,552 § - $ -
Total Prior Year Budget Change Annualizations 437 $ 2,500,573 $ 2,500,573 $ - $ -
Salary Survey and Merit
FY 2023-24 Salary Survey Increase - $ 4,532,004 $ 4,532,004 $ - $ -
Total Salary Survey - $ 4,532,004 $ 4,532,004 $ -3 -
Common Policy Adjustments
Health Life Dental Increase - $ 1,199,276 $ 1,199,276 $ - $ -
Short Term Disability Increase - $ 2861 $ 2861 $ - $ -
AED Increase - $ 323,361 $ 323,361 $ - $ -
SAED Increase - $ 323,361 $ 323,361 $ - $ -
Family and Medical Leave Insurance Program - $ 379,172 $ 379,172 % - $ -
NP-1 Common Policy Adjustment - Annual Fleet Vehicle Request - $ (10,694) $ (10,694) $ - $ -
Lease Escalator - $ 203,896 $ 203,896 $ - $ -
Total Common Policy Adjustments - $ 2,421,232 $ 2,421,232 $ - $ -
[Total FY 2023-24 Base Request 1,094.0 $ 139,557,560 $ 139,152,560 $ 405,000 $ -
Budget Change Requests
#R-1, Salary Survey - $ 10,958,435 $ 10,958,435 $ - $ -
#R-2, Leased Space - $ 705,612 $ 705,612 $ - $ -
#R-3, Central FTE 41 $ 539,867 $ 539,867 $ - $ -
#R-4, Training - $ 350,000 $ 350,000 $ - $ -
Total Decision Items/Budget Amendments 41 $ 12,553,914 $ 12,553,914 $ - $ -
[Total FY 2023-24 Budget Request 1,098.1 $ 152,111,474 §$ 151,706,474 $ 405,000 $ -
#1$$ change from FY 2022-23 478 $ 22,007,723 $ 22,007,723 % - 0§ -
% change from FY 2022-23 4.6% 16.9% 17.0% 0.0% 0.0%




Office of the State Public Defender

FY 2023-24 Reconciliation of Department Request, by Long Bill Group

Long Bill Line Item Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds ReaprJsgzated Federal Funds
Personal Services
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $90,786,187 1049.2 $90,786,187 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $90,786,187 1049.2 $90,786,187 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Salary Survey allocated to Personal Services $2,463,110 0.0 $2,463,110 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-1, Public Defense in the Digital Age $269,857 22 $269,857 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-2, Paralegal Staff Request $1,898,509 40.3 $1,898,509 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-3, Discovery Clerk Staff Request $52,552 1.2 $52,552 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $95,470,215 1092.9 $95,470,215 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $1,148,525 0.0 $1,148,525 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $419,327 4.1 $419,327 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $97,038,067 1097.0 $97,038,067 $0 $0 $0
Health Life and Dental
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $11,157,201 0.0 $11,157,201 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $11,157,201 0.0 $11,157,201 $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy (incremental change) $1,199,276 0.0 $1,199,276 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $12,356,477 0.0 $12,356,477 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $41,250 0.0 $41,250 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $12,397,727 0.0 $12,397,727 $0 $0 $0
Short Term Disability
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $131,956 0.0 $131,956 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $131,956 0.0 $131,956 $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy (incremental change) $2,861 0.0 $2,861 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $134,817 0.0 $134,817 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $14,190 0.0 $14,190 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $594 0.0 $594 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $149,601 0.0 $149,601 $0 $0 $0
AED
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $3,889,657 0.0 $3,889,657 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $3,889,657 0.0 $3,889,657 $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy (incremental change) $323,361 0.0 $323,361 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $4,213,018 0.0 $4,213,018 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $443,446 0.0 $443,446 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $18,563 0.0 $18,563 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $4,675,027 0.0 $4,675,027 $0 $0 $0
SAED
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $3,889,657 0.0 $3,889,657 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $3,889,657 0.0 $3,889,657 $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy (incremental change) $323,361 0.0 $323,361 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $4,213,018 0.0 $4,213,018 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $443,446 0.0 $443,446 $0 $0 $0




Office of the State Public Defender

FY 2023-24 Reconciliation of Department Request, by Long Bill Group

Long Bill Line Item Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds ReaprJsgzated Federal Funds
#R-3, Central FTE $18,563 0.0 $18,563 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $4,675,027 0.0 $4,675,027 $0 $0 $0
FAMLI
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy (incremental change) $379,172 0.0 $379,172 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $379,172 0.0 $379,172 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $39,910 0.0 $39,910 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $1,671 0.0 $1,671 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $420,753 0.0 $420,753 $0 $0 $0
Salary Survey
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $2,463,110 0.0 $2,463,110 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $2,463,110 0.0 $2,463,110 $0 $0 $0
FY 2021-22 Salary Survey allocated to Personal Services ($2,463,110) 0.0 ($2,463,110) $0 $0 $0
Total Compensation Common Policy $4,532,004 0.0 $4,532,004 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $4,532,004, 0.0 $4,532,004 $0 $0 $0
#R-1, Salary Survey $8,868,918 0.0 $8,868,918 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $13,400,922 0.0 $13,400,922 $0 $0 $0
Operating Expenses
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $2,511,878 0.0 $2,481,878 $30,000 $0 $0
Special Bill, S.B. 22-188 $250,000 0.0 $0 $250,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $2,761,878 0.0 $2,481,878 $280,000 $0 $0
Annualization #R-1, Public Defense in the Digital Age $1,900 0.0 $1,900 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-2, Paralegal Staff Request $36,100 0.0 $36,100 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,799,878 0.0 $2,519,878 $280,000 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $4,750 0.0 $4,750 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $2,804,628 0.0 $2,524,628 $280,000 $0 $0
Vehicle Lease Payments
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $111,197 0.0 $111,197 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $111,197 0.0 $111,197 $0 $0 $0
#NP-1, Common Policy - Annual Vehicle Lease Request ($10,694) $0 ($10,694) $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $100,503 0.0 $100,503 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $100,503 0.0 $100,503 $0 $0 $0
Capital Outlay
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $533,200 0.0 $533,200 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $533,200 0.0 $533,200 $0 $0 $0
Annualization from Prior Year ($533,200) 0.0 ($533,200) $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-1, Public Defense in the Digital Age $13,340 0.0 $13,340 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-2, Paralegal Staff Request $253,460 0.0 $253,460 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $266,800 0.0 $266,800 $0 $0 $0




Office of the State Public Defender

FY 2023-24 Reconciliation of Department Request, by Long Bill Group

Long Bill Line Item Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds ReaprJsgzated Federal Funds
#R-3, Central FTE $33,350 0.0 $33,350 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $300,150 0.0 $300,150 $0 $0 $0
Leased Space / Utilities
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $8,042,972 0.0 $8,042,972 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $8,042,972 0.0 $8,042,972 $0 $0 $0
Lease Escalator $203,896 0.0 $203,896 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $8,246,868 0.0 $8,246,868 $0 $0 $0
#R-2, Leased Space $705,612 0.0 $705,612 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $8,952,480 0.0 $8,952,480 $0 $0 $0
Automation Plan
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $2,192,564 0.0 $2,192,564 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $2,192,564 0.0 $2,192,564 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-1, Public Defense in the Digital Age $492,855 0.0 $492,855 $0 $0 $0
Annualization #R-2, Paralegal Staff Request $15,200 0.0 $15,200 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $2,700,619 0.0 $2,700,619 $0 $0 $0
#R-3, Central FTE $1,800 0.0 $1,800 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $2,702,419 0.0 $2,702,419 $0 $0 $0
Attorney Registration
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $156,634 0.0 $156,634 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $156,634, 0.0 $156,634 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $156,634 0.0 $156,634 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $156,634, 0.0 $156,634 $0 $0 $0
Contract Services
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $49,395 0.0 $49,395 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $49,395 0.0 $49,395 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $49,395 0.0 $49,395 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $49,395 0.0 $49,395 $0 $0 $0
Mandated Costs
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $3,813,143 0.0 $3,813,143 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $3,813,143 0.0 $3,813,143 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $3,813,143 0.0 $3,813,143 $0 $0 $0
IFY 2023-24 November 01 Request $3,813,143 0.0 $3,813,143 $0 $0 $0
Training- New Line
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
#R-4, Training $350,000 0.0 $350,000 $0 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $350,000 0.0 $350,000 $0 $0 $0




Office of the State Public Defender

FY 2023-24 Reconciliation of Department Request, by Long Bill Group

Long Bill Line Item Total Funds FTE General Fund Cash Funds ReaprJsgzated Federal Funds
Grants
FY 2022-23 Long Bill, H.B. 22-1329 $125,000 1.1 $0 $125,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Appropriation $125,000 1.1 $0 $125,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $125,000 1.1 $0 $125,000 $0 $0
|FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $125,000 1.1 $0 $125,000 $0 $0
FY 2022-23 Total Appropriation (Long Bill plus Special Bills) $130,103,751 1,050.3 $129,698,751 $405,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 Base Request $139,557,560 1,094.0 $139,152,560 $405,000 $0 $0
FY 2023-24 November 01 Request $152,111,474 1,098.1 $151,706,474 $405,000 $0 $0
Change FY 2022-23 Appropriation to FY 2023-24 Base Request $9,453,809 43.7 $9,453,809 $0 $0 $0
Change FY 2023-24 Base Request to FY 2023-24 Nov 01 Request $12,553,914 4.1 $12,553,914 $0 $0 $0
Percent Changes 9.0% 0.0 9.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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AGENCY STATEMENT
Mission

The mission of the Office of the State Public Defender is to defend and protect the rights,
liberties, and dignity of those accused of crimes who cannot afford to retain counsel. We do so
by providing constitutionally and statutorily mandated representation that is effective, zealous,
inspired and compassionate.

Vision

It is the vision of the Office of the State Public Defender that every OSPD client served
receives excellent legal representation though the delivery of high-quality legal services and
compassionate support from a team of dedicated Public Defenders.

Primary Performance Objectives

Goal 1: to provide effective attorney services and advocacy in both the trial and appellate
courts throughout the state of Colorado for indigent clients.

Goal 2: to hire and retain a sufficient number of quality staff to effectively manage the ever-
increasing workload in each office in the state.

Goal 3: to provide a high quality and quantity of staff development, training, technology support
and other resources to adapt our response to the constantly changing criminal legal system so
that our advocacy and legal services are commensurate with those available for non-indigent
persons as is required by the OSPD statute.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Brief History of Defender Services in Colorado

In 1963, the United States Supreme Court issued Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 US 335 (1963),
ensuring the right of the indigent accused to representation of counsel in criminal cases.
During this same year, the Colorado General Assembly passed the Colorado Defender Act in
response to the Supreme Court's decision in Gideon. This act authorized Colorado counties to
either establish a public defender's office or remain under the previous ad hoc system of
appointing counsel for indigent people accused of criminal offenses. Four county public
defender offices were established under the act in Denver, Brighton, Pueblo and Durango.




In 1969, the General Assembly passed the Administrative Reorganization Act. Pursuant to this
act, the state assumed oversight of the court system which had responsibility for the
appointment and funding of counsel for indigent defendants. The Office of the State Public
Defender was created by statute and became an independent agency in 1970.

Core Functions

The Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) is a single purpose program devoted to
providing effective and zealous criminal defense representation to indigent persons charged in
criminal cases. Our clients live in poverty and are disproportionately people living with mental
illness or behavioral health disorders or identify as black, indigenous or other persons of color.
They are people who face the possibility of incarceration unable to afford private counsel and
who without appointed counsel would otherwise be denied their constitutional right to
representation throughout the criminal proceedings. Attorneys, investigators, social workers,
paralegals, administrative assistants and other legal support staff are necessary to provide
effective representation of counsel as mandated by the federal and state constitutions,
Colorado Revised Statutes, American Bar Association standards, and the Colorado Rules of
Professional Conduct.

Regional Trial Offices

OSPD operates 21 regional trial offices which align with the state's 22 judicial districts and 64
counties. Each regional trial office is headed by a leadership team of the office head, the office
manager, and the chief or lead investigator. The lawyers in these offices appear on behalf of
clients from the start of the case, at first appearance/advisement, through sentencing and any
post-conviction litigation. The OSPD model is vertical representation, one lawyer-one client
throughout the case and all efforts are made to keep the assigned lawyer on the case through
final disposition. Defenders in the trial offices handle a multitude of criminal legal hearings,
including arraignments, dispositional hearings, pre-trial conferences, trials to the court, jury
trials, sentencing hearings, probation revocations, community corrections revocations or
placement hearings, motions hearings, post-conviction hearings, and appeals from county
court to district court.

In accordance with the American Bar Association Standards for the Defense Function, Fourth
Edition (2017), trial counsel must operate zealously and ethically in providing legal
representation which includes:

e a duty of confidentiality regarding information related to the client's representation;

e a duty of loyalty to the client;

e a duty to communicate and keep the client informed and advised of significant
development and potential options and outcomes;




e a duty to be well-informed regarding legal options and developments that can affect the
client’s interests during criminal representation;

e a duty candor towards the court tempered by the duties of confidentiality and loyalty;

e a duty to continually evaluate the impact that each decision or action may have at later
stages, including trial sentencing and post-conviction review;

e a duty to be open to possible negotiated dispositions of the matter including the possible
benefits and disadvantages of cooperating with the prosecution;

e a duty to consider collateral consequences of decisions and actions including, but not
limited to, the collateral consequences of conviction;

e a duty to make a clear and complete record for potential review;

e a duty to be proactive in efforts to detect, investigate and eliminate improper biases with
particular attention to historically persistent biases like race in all of counsel's work;

e a duty to abide by all of the ethical rules regarding conflicts of interest that apply in the
jurisdiction and to be sensitive to facts that may raise conflict issues;

e a duty to establish and maintain an effective client relationship which includes but is not
limited to communication with the client with special attention when the client is a minor,
elderly or suffering from a mental impairment or other disability; and

e aduty to investigate in all cases and to determine whether there is sufficient factual
basis for criminal charges and whether there are constitutional challenges to the action
of law enforcement.

Regional office attorneys are appointed by the court to all cases where the accused qualifies
as indigent under the Supreme Court’s guidelines. Counsel is only appointed when the
defendant faces the possibility of incarceration. Regional trial offices cannot control their
caseloads as they accept all cases when appointed, unless there is a conflict. The number of
cases an individual attorney will handle varies depending on the overall number of cases in an
office, the complexity of the cases, and the experience level of the attorney staff in an

office. Attorneys handling more serious felonies may have more than 100 cases at any one
time and attorneys handling misdemeanor caseloads may have several hundred cases on any
given day. Office heads and supervisors are responsible for ensuring workload parity as much
as possible given the caseload and experience level of staff in each office. Each Defender
works to support the others in the office and helps with caseload responsibilities when needed,
especially when attorneys are in trial.

Appellate Division

OSPD maintains a centralized appellate division that represents indigent clients in felony and
juvenile appeals from every jurisdiction in the state, regardless of who may have represented
them in prior court proceedings (OSPD, Alternate Defense Counsel or privately retained
attorneys). Similar to trial court procedures, the court determines the person is indigent before




the OSPD is appointed as appellate counsel. Appellate attorneys must also comply with all
required duties as outlined in the ABA standards.

Appellate attorneys review the trial record and file briefs on behalf of clients in both the
Colorado Court of Appeals and the Colorado Supreme Court. The briefs address errors in the
trial court proceedings, often raising significant constitutional issues requiring in-depth and
sophisticated legal analysis. Each person convicted at trial is entitled to one appeal as a
matter of right. This appeal is usually to the Colorado Court of Appeals. Discretionary review
by the Colorado Supreme Court, sought by filing a petition for writ of certiorari, is not common
but can occur. Supreme Court cases frequently take precedence over the briefs due in the
Colorado Court of Appeals and as a result appellate attorneys will prioritize filings with the
Supreme Court.

In addition to handling felony appeals statewide, the division also assists in the appellate
process for county court appeals handled by the regional trial offices. Further, the appellate
staff consults with trial lawyers on complex or novel issues related to trial litigation. The
Appellate Division serves as an advisory group for training issues related to significant legal
issues that trial attorneys confront on a regular basis.

Central Administrative Office

The central administrative office houses the leadership team for the OSPD system. OSPD'’s
mission and performance expectations are guided and monitored by this leadership team. The
office coordinates all support functions to assist our regional trial offices and the Appellate
Division in providing competent and zealous legal services to our clients. The administrative
functions delivered by the administrative office include:

e Program direction, analysis and planning, including statistical compilation and
development.

o Workforce development, training personnel, policy compensation analysis, and practice
development.

e Payroll and benefits coordination and administration.

e Legislative affairs and statutory analysis.

e Intergovernmental and Intragovernmental affairs.

e Budget analysis, development, allocation and management.

¢ Financial management analysis tracking, transaction processing, procurement and
accounting.

e Facilities, planning development and lease negotiation.

e Contracts and grants management.

e |IT support and development.

e Human Resources.




e Development, distribution and maintenance of the agency's computer information and
telecommunications systems.

Given the number of OSPD employees coupled with the need to ensure that all regional offices
are mission-driven, the central administrative office leads the recruitment and hiring process
for attorneys. Given the national reputation of OSPD for excellence, applications for attorney
positions are received from across the country. Applications are heavily screened and only
those applicants with a commitment to serve our client population with skill and dedication are
selected to serve.

Key Support Programs

Lawyer Training

In 2021, the Colorado Office of the State Public Defender received the Champion of Justice
Award from the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers, in recognition of its
longstanding excellence in training lawyers. OSPD has developed a strong and intensive
training program for all attorneys. The training frequently starts prior to admission to the bar
through the summer intern trial training program. The classroom portion of the intern program
lasts for one week where specific areas of courtroom skills are demonstrated for and then
practiced in a mock setting by the future attorneys. The interns then learn through experience
and under direct attorney supervision in the regional offices throughout the state during the
summer.

After hiring, lawyers participate in Basic Lawyer Training, which is comprised of six segments
each one to two days in duration. The Basic Lawyer Training concentrates on core skills and
practice pointers for new lawyers in the system. These initial trainings also include sessions
on attorney ethics specifically in the criminal defense context. After approximately one year in
a trial office, all trial lawyers participate in Boot Camp, which is a six-day trial-based training
program where simulated trials occur and each lawyer is evaluated and given feedback on a
trial case they have selected for their Boot Camp week.

New OSPD appellate attorneys receive more individualized training specific to criminal
appeals. This specialized, intensive training is necessary and critical because an appellate
Defender’s caseload consists almost entirely of felony-level casework.

In addition, OSPD has an annual training conference lasting two to three days attended by all
OSPD staff. The conference addresses issues related to trial and appellate practice, often
concentrating on advanced issues lawyers will face in litigation. This year's conference
included sessions on forensic science, the modern Supreme Court, juvenile law, restorative
justice, ethics, investigations, diversity, equity and inclusion, wellness, and more. OSPD works




with the Office of Attorney Regulation to receive continuing legal education accreditation for
most of its conference courses as well as for other trainings provided during the year.

Recognizing that training never ends, ongoing advanced programs are offered by the training
division and by regional offices on specific issues, including topics such as advanced homicide
litigation and post-conviction litigation. Juvenile representation is consistently addressed along
with legislative changes that impact the work of attorneys. Lawyers also attend trainings
offered by the Colorado Criminal Defense Bar and the Colorado Bar Association through
scholarships, as well as trainings hosted by the National Association of Criminal Defense
Lawyers and the National Association for Public Defense. OSPD continues to work on
developing new and better ways to offer continuing training for all staff.

Internal Communication and Case Law Updates

OSPD has developed an internal communication system called Advocate available to all
employees on matters related to their job and practice. It includes not only office, personnel,
and HR policies but also provides subject matter information on important topics, often with
sample pleadings and supporting briefs that can used by attorneys in the representation of
their clients.

The Advocate also houses case law updates provided twice each month by the Appellate
Division, so all attorneys have access to information on Colorado Supreme Court and Court of
Appeals opinions, along with an analytical summary of the issues presented in each case.
Important decisions from US Supreme Court are also addressed.

Social Workers

Criminal defense experts in Colorado and nationwide view the expertise of social workers on
the defense team as critical to providing clients constitutionally effective representation. Social
workers are able to provide context for client conduct related to mental health systems,
substance abuse disorders, intellectual and physical disabilities, and prior trauma. Social
workers are experts in developing non-carceral plans for a client’s safe existence in the
community including identifying behavioral health treatment options, finding housing, and other
support services. The work of social workers has the potential to result in cost savings to the
state by reducing incarceration while still contributing to public safety by effectively addressing
the circumstances contributing to criminal conduct. The OSPD has 23 social worker positions
working on behalf of OSPD clients throughout Colorado in both juvenile and adult cases. The
social worker supervisor works out of the central administrative office to develop state-wide
policies and procedures, comprehensive trainings, and to provide direct support to OSPD
social workers in the regional trial offices.




Employee Evaluations

To maintain the quality of representation and performance, employees are evaluated by a
designated supervisor on an annual basis. For trial and appellate attorneys, the annual
evaluation involves an assessment of the attorney’s courtroom work, work habits, and
relationships with clients. The assessment can include a review of client files, observations in
court, communication with judges and other relevant persons including other office staff
members about factors relating to quality lawyer skills. Each performance evaluation provides
goals for development and improvement and additional support is offered if there are
weaknesses identified in the annual evaluation. Although not common, an employee can be
terminated for poor performance.

IT and Technical Support

IT and technical support services primarily operates out of the central administrative office,
although help desk and technical support is available in multiple locations throughout the state.
The IT department handles all technical operations for OSPD including user support,
networking, telecommunications, security, application development, servers, and storage.

In the fall of 2021, a new case management system, Legal Server, was introduced. This new
case management system has the capacity to fully automate case files and allow for better
communication between all staff regarding client information, case status and case-related
activities. The system will also capture data points that will allow for the collection of more
specific data on trends and practices in the criminal legal system. Because Legal Server is a
web-based system, consistent Wi-Fi connectivity in all courthouses and jails continues to be an
important goal for OSPD.

Due to the increased workload on many cases and the explosion of the amount and complexity
of e-discovery in almost every case, the central administrative office and IT staff have worked
diligently to address some of these issues through management efficiencies. For example,
OSPD, in conjunction with the Colorado District Attorneys Council, developed a system for the
direct transfer of e-discovery through the central administrative office (rather than directly to
the regional offices) to be distributed electronically during the nighttime hours to the regional
offices. Although this does not address many of the problems related to the increased amount
of e-discovery, it eliminates some of the download time that was taking place during and after
normal business hours that overwhelmed our regional office computer systems and kept
administrative staff in the regional offices from being able to perform some of their core
functions.

Committee, Task Force and Commission Representation

Members of OSPD staff serve on numerous commissions, task forces, committees,
subcommittees, and working groups throughout the state. Often serving as the only voice for




the criminally accused and the impacted families and communities, OSPD’s role frequently
extends past the courtroom and into policy, both state-wide and regional in scope.

Megan Ring, State Public Defender, serves as OSPD representative on the Colorado
Commission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice (CCJJ). Other staff from the state and regional
offices serve on various committees with CCJJ, the Governor's Office, the Office of Behavioral
Health, Department of Public Safety, the Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Board, Sex Offender
Management Board (SOMB), Domestic Violence Management Board (DVOMB) and others too
numerous to name. Our attorneys serve on Judicial Department committees, including rule-
making committees developing court and practice procedures. Lawyers also serve on
committees and boards for the Colorado Bar Association, as well as many of Colorado’s
specialty and diversity bar associations. In regional offices, lawyers represent their clients and
communities by serving on community corrections boards, crime control commissions, drug
court and other problem-solving court committees. Office Heads and supervisors in each of
our 22 offices are tasked with working with the district attorneys and attorneys general, the
sheriffs and the chief judges in their jurisdiction to address issues related to court management
and confront practices that work to the detriment of our clients.

OSPD accepits its responsibility to impact the criminal legal system as a whole in addition to
the core function of representation of indigent clients. Often it is through policy and systemic
change that OSPD can better achieve outcomes and support for our clients who are so
marginalized in the communities in which they live.

Diversity, Equity, Inclusion (DEI)

In late 2018, the OSPD started an intentional approach to improve diversity, equity and
inclusion within the agency. OSPD leadership has partnered with an experienced DEI expert
to develop a strategic, systemic and sustainable approach to diversity, equity and inclusion
(DEI) in the OSPD. The expert conducted focus groups of Defenders from many offices and
job types to listen and receive feedback about the system and then helped provide OSPD
trainings on a variety of DEI topics for managers and staff, start two employee affinity groups
(one focused on BIPOC Defenders and one focused on LGBTQ+ Defenders), and is
continuing to work on, among other initiatives, providing an inclusive leadership course for all
managers and supervisors in the OSPD.

Employee Wellness

The Colorado Task Force on Lawyer Well-Being identified the ever-increasing legal pressures
and the need for organizations to commit to evidence-based well-being strategies to increase
satisfaction and well-being in the workplace. Our staff experience heightened stress due to the
nature of criminal defense work, the many challenges our clients face, and significant
caseloads. The injustices within our systems and institutions are difficult to ignore and can be
painful to witness and experience. Many of our cases reflect the violence, illness and trauma




of our current society. Defenders often experience secondary trauma through their work. The
OSPD has employed several approaches to support and improve employee wellness. The
central administrative office established a Wellness Committee consisting of Defenders from
different offices and job types to consider strategies and initiatives to improve the well-being of
all staff in our system. The Committee has taken an intentional approach to a variety of
wellness-related activities and trainings. An outgrowth of the Committee’s work is the OSPD
Peer Support Team, created in collaboration with the Colorado State Employee Assistance
Program. The PST consists of trained Defenders who are available to employees who wish to
speak to someone else who understands the work of Public Defenders and can provide
connections to external resources available for employees. In 2022, the legislature passed
SB22-188, Behavioral Health Support for Criminal Justice Advocates, which allocated funding
for dealing with the secondary trauma and mental health stress that can come from working in
the criminal legal system. The OSPD has worked to create a variety of programs with the
funding allocated in SB22-188, including reimbursements for the costs of counseling services;
direct service providers; and training and education programs that address job-related trauma.

Budget Efficiencies

OSPD remains the most efficient model for providing constitutionally and statutorily mandated
legal representation to our clients. Public Defenders staff courtrooms in every Judicial District
in the state. Over the past five years, the OSPD has averaged approximately 175,000 active
cases per year, meaning that on any given day in courtrooms across Colorado, Defenders are
representing clients in thousands of cases. Most requests for hiring expert witnesses,
significant mandated costs, and other spending go to the central administrative office to allow
OSPD to closely monitor expenditures. Access to in-house resources in substantive practice
areas such as forensics, immigration, and sexual offenses create additional efficiencies.
Centralizing core functions in the central administrative office including finance, training, IT,
Human Resources, payroll, and lawyer recruiting and hiring creates efficiencies that allow
regional offices to focus more heavily on representing clients.




OFFICES: The following is a map of Colorado’s 22 Judicial Districts. The dots represent OSPD office locations.
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The following chart illustrates the functional organizational structure of the OSPD.
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Office of the State Public Defender Organizational Chart
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CASE TRENDS




REGIONAL TRIAL OFFICE CASELOAD
CASE TRENDS

Total Cases. The Office of the State Public Defender tracks and monitors its caseload in four
distinct categories: new, closed, active, and outstanding cases. Although various factors may
typically impact the number of cases handled by the OSPD, over the past couple of years, the
COVID-19 pandemic had a major impact. The number of new OSPD cases dropped
significantly in the spring of 2020, slowly began to rebound in FY 2020-21 and over the past
year, the office is beginning to see levels increase back to pre-Covid levels and higher within
certain categories.

In FY 2021-22, the OSPD actively worked on 179,581 cases. Active caseload incorporates all
cases in which the OSPD is actively representing clients in a given year: the total new cases,
plus the remaining unfinished cases from prior years and therefore carried forward into the
current year. The OSPD was appointed on 127,391 new cases, closed 130,421 cases and at
the end of FY 2021-22, the OSPD had 49,160 outstanding cases.
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Outstanding Cases. As the chart above shows, in the first two years, as the number of new
cases increased, there was a corresponding increase in the outstanding cases which is to be
expected. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic can be seen in the years since whereas
although the number of new, closed and active cases have dropped, the number of outstanding
cases has increased as seen in the trend line. Between FY 2016-17 and FY 2020-21, the
number of outstanding cases had increased 32 percent from 39,551 to 52,190 cases. In FY
2021-22, the number of outstanding cases slightly decreased to 49,160 cases as the OSPD
was able to process cases that had been delayed due to the pandemic. However, the number
of outstanding cases at the end of the FY 2021-22 is still quite high when compared to pre-
pandemic levels.
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The predominant increase in outstanding cases is in felony and misdemeanor cases, which
accounts for 95% of our total cases and is shown in the chart below.
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Many of the challenges presented in the spring of 2020 due to the pandemic have continued to
impede the efforts of our attorneys to resolve cases for their clients, contributing to this increase
in outstanding cases. For example:

e Meeting with clients in custody is still a challenge. Depending on the detention
facility’s COVID protocols, facility outbreak status and the COVID-positive or
COVID-exposed status of the individual clients, clients may not even able to
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meet with their attorney. Disruptions in safe in-person visits and a lack of
confidentiality in many video or phone visits mean attorney-client relationships
have suffered and building those relationships creates additional work and
time spent on a case.

e Throughout much of the pandemic, as with the society at large, attorneys
report that a greater percentage of clients are dealing with mental health
issues, which means it can take more time to effectively represent the client
and determine whether the client’'s competency is an issue.

The chart below shows the OSPD experienced a dramatic 48 percent increase in the average
days needed to close a case in FY 2020-21 when compared to FY 2018-19. In FY 2021-22, we
have seen a slight decrease of 5 days in this average number of days, yet it is still 42 percent
higher than four years ago.
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CASE TYPES

Felony Cases. Through FY 2018-19, the OSPD had experienced significant increases each
year in active felony cases reaching 86,668 cases, which was over a 50 percent increase since
FY 2011-12. In FY 2019-20 the number of cases dropped to 79,374 and, by the end of FY
2020-21, the OSPD had 70,860 active felony cases. Felony cases in FY2021-22 are
rebounding in a significant way with an increase of 9.5 percent from FY2020-21 to 77,619
cases.

Although felony cases make up approximately 43 percent of our trial cases, they require 66
percent of our trial FTE resources.
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While it appears felony cases were on the downturn in FY 2020-21, this decrease is somewhat
misleading and is likely the result of a couple of changes. First, in March 2020, House Bill 19-
1263, reducing the penalty for certain violations pursuant to the “Uniform Controlled
Substances Act of 2013,” took effect and reduced the classification of possession drug
charges. As a result, cases historically charged as a drug felony (DF4) are now charged as
misdemeanors. Second, the number of Other Proceedings handled by OSPD, which consists
largely of revocations, had declined as well. The drop in jail admissions and reduced in-person
probation activities that occurred during the pandemic, as well as fewer technical violations
being pursued, had contributed to a drop in revocation numbers across the state.

After taking into account the above changes and analyzing the remaining cases, the reality is
that certain felony cases continue to increase. Specifically, many OSPD offices have
experienced a significant increase in the number of higher level felony cases including
homicides and class 2 felonies. In addition, the number of class 5-6 felonies has surpassed
pre-pandemic levels. Since FY18, the OSPD has experienced a nearly 18.5 percent increase
in these active cases, increasing from 39,734 to 47,065 cases this past year. In addition, the
number of revocations are beginning to return to near pre-pandemic levels. This has a
tremendous impact on the agency since felony cases require the greatest attorney experience,
effort, time and dedication of resources.
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CASE TYPE FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22
Felony 1 325 360 368 381 435
Felony 2 586 515 527 649 718
Sex Assault Felony 2, 3,4, 50r 6 2,744 2,863 2,762 2,720 2,462
Felony 3 or 4 (COV) 5,224 5,372 5,119 5,509 5,421
Felony 3 or 4 (non-COV) 12,304 13,111 12,603 12,339 13,447
Felony 5 or 6 17,386 18,600 17,533 19,603 23,462
DUI Felony 4 1,165 1,172 1,115 1,111 1,120
subttl without Drug cases 39,734 41,993 40,027 42,312 47,065
Drug Felony 1, 2, 3 or 4 14,886 16,327 13,591 6,862 6,131
Felony Cases 54,620 58,320 53,618 49,174 53,196
Misc. Proceedings 6,884 6,745 6,092 4,447 4,135
Revocations 21,937 21,539 19,592 17,168 20,211
Appeals 53 64 72 71 77
Felony Other Proceedings 28,874 28,348 25,756 21,686 24,423
Total Felony,| 83,494 86,668 79,374 70,860 77,619

Misdemeanor Cases. In FY 2018-19, misdemeanor caseloads seemed to have stabilized with
the OSPD handling 88,089 cases. Caseloads were consistent through the first eight months of
FY 2019-20 but were similarly impacted by COVID-19 and dropped in the final 3 months of the

fiscal year resulting in 79,797 active cases in FY 2019-20. In FY 2020-21, the OSPD had

81,046 active misdemeanor cases, a slight increase over the previous year. In FY 2021-22,
misdemeanor cases have surpassed pre-pandemic levels, totaling 95,255 cases. This increase

is in part due to the changes in legislation impacting drug felony (DF4) cases as well as a

significant increase in the number of traffic cases.

Misdemeanor cases represent about 53 percent of our total cases and require about 30 percent

of our trial FTE resources.
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As discussed in the felony section above, House Bill 19-1263 changed the classification of
possession drug charges (DF4) from a felony to a misdemeanor and that change has impacted
the number of active misdemeanor cases. When separating out the Traffic and Other
Proceedings cases, the remaining higher level misdemeanor cases have increased from 47,495
cases in FY 2017-18 to 57,821 cases this past year, a 21.7 percent increase. The chart below
shows this change.
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Misdemeanor - Active Cases

FY18-FY22

FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22

Active Active Active Active Active

CASE TYPE Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
Misdemeanor Sex Offense 1,053 1,008 1,025 988 962
Misdemeanor 1 20,663 20,979 20,259 25,180 27,413
Misdemeanor 2 or 3 16,366 17,035 15,613 16,657 21,831
Misdemeanor DUI 9,413 9,083 8,490 8,613 7,615
subttl without Traffic/Other 47,495 48,105 45,387 51,438 57,821
Misdemeanor Traffic/Other 16,650 16,719 14,445 14,080 19,714
Misdemeanor Cases 64,145 64,824 59,832 65,518 77,535
Misc. Proceedings 4,057 3,579 3,300 1,832 1,572
Revocations 19,502 19,267 16,283 13,429 15,955
Appeals 413 419 382 267 193
Misdemeanor Other Proceedings 23,972 23,265 19,965 15,528 17,720
Total Misdemeanor 88,117 88,089 79,797 81,046 95,255

Juvenile Cases. Through FY 2017-18, the OSPD had experienced an increase in its juvenile
caseload, due to legislation. House Bill 14-1032 requires the OSPD to be present at detention
hearings, allows the court to appoint the OSPD when the parents refuse to provide counsel,
allows the court to appoint the OSPD when the court deems it to be in the best interest of the
child, and intentionally makes it more difficult for juveniles to waive counsel. The number of
active juvenile cases peaked at 11,469 in FY 2017-18 and has since been decreasing down to
6,707 in FY 2021-22.
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However, we expect this downward trend to turnaround as the OSPD experienced a slight
increase in the number of its new higher level juvenile cases going from 3,108 cases in FY
2020-21 to 3,519 cases in FY 2021-22.
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Juvenile cases represent about 4 percent of our total cases and require about 4 percent of our
trial FTE resources.

MISCELLANEOUS HEARINGS

As a result of House Bill 13-1210, the Rothgery bill, and House Bill 14-1032, the Juvenile
Defense bill, OSPD began tracking the number of both felony and misdemeanor
advisement/bond hearings along with juvenile detention hearings. These statistics are shown
separately below and are not included in the Other Proceedings category.

Advisement/Bond Hearings and

Juvenile Detention Hearings FY18 FY19 FY20 | FY21 | FY22
Advisement/Bond, Felony 38,570 | 42,416 | 37,719 | 27,050 | 42,491
Advisement/Bond, Misdemeanor 35,457 | 34,503 | 30,720 | 24,726 | 41,314
Juvenile Detention Hearings 3,625 3,338 | 2,069 789 | 1,199




CASE WITHDRAWALS

In specific situations, the OSPD will request to withdraw from a case either as the result of a
conflict of interest or for non-conflict reasons, such as private counsel entering or OSPD clients

deciding to proceed pro se.

OSPD Trial Office Withdrawals

FY18-FY22
FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22
New Opened Cases 143,552 144,219 124,586 113,453 127,391
Conflicts
Co-Defendant 4,386 4,853 4,006 3,160 3,553
Witness 5,112 5,664 5,676 6,603 7,368
Other 1,074 1,465 1,519 1,551 3,193
Total 10,572 11,982 11,201 11,314 14,114
% of New Cases 7.4% 8.3% 9.0% 10.0% 11.1% 9.1% avg
Non-Conflicts
Private Counsel 2,447 2,645 2,454 2,358 2,458
Pro Se 491 502 378 313 403
Other 960 1,076 859 942 2,567
Total 3,898 4,223 3,691 3,613 5,428
% of New Cases 2.7% 2.9% 3.0% 3.2% 4.3% 3.2% avg
Total 14,470 16,205 14,892 14,927 19,542
% of New Cases 10.1% 11.2% 12.0% 13.2% 15.3% 12.4% avg

Conflict Withdrawals. A conflict of interest occurs in situations where the OSPD represents a
co-defendant or a person who is a witness in the case, or other circumstances as identified in
the Colorado Rules of Professional Conduct. The withdrawal rate due to a conflict increased to

11 percent this past year.

Year

Adult Juvenile Total
New Cases Conflicts % of new |New Cases Conflicts % of new Total New Conflicts % of new
FY18 134,895 9,601 7.1% 8,657 971 11.2% 143,552 10,572 7.4%
FY19 136,218 10,650 7.8% 8,001 1,332 16.6% 144,219 11,982 8.3%
FY20 118,120 10,123 8.6% 6,466 1,078 16.7% 124,586 11,201 9.0%
FY21 108,942 10,589 9.7% 4,511 721 16.0% 113,453 11,310  10.0%
FY22 122,777 13,256 10.8% 4,614 858 18.6% 127,391 14,114 11.1%




CASE STATISTICS




OSPD Trial Office - Outstanding Cases
FY18-FY22
FY22 %
o/s
CASE TYPE FY18 O/S| FY190/S| FY200/S | FY21 O/S | FY22 O/S Cases

Felony 1 181 179 190 231 232 0.5%
Felony 2 184 188 237 299 305 0.6%
Sex Assault Felony 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 1,036 1,130 1,110 1,211 725 1.5%
Felony 3 or 4 (COV) 1,643 1,719 1,832 2,172 1,143 2.3%
Felony 3 or 4 (non-COV) 3,307 3,461 3,844 4,381 5,337 10.9%
Felony 5 or 6 4,649 4,658 5,127 6,869 6,679 13.6%
DUI Felony 4 374 412 453 460 416 0.8%
Drug Felony 1, 2, 3 or 4 3,377 3,734 2,865 1,969 1,771 3.6%
Felony Cases 14,751 15,481 15,658 17,592 16,608 33.8%
Misc. Proceedings 1,473 1,517 1,297 1,169 986 2.0%
Revocations 3,920 4,060 4,440 5,108 5,039 10.3%
Appeals 19 30 27 34 23 0.0%
Felony Other Proceedings 5,412 5,607 5,764 6,311 6,048 12.3%
Total Felony 20,163 21,088 21,422 23,903 22,656 46.1%
Misdemeanor Sex Offense 150 362 389 423 227 0.5%
Misdemeanor 1 4,734 5,174 6,031 8,164 6,348 12.9%
Misdemeanor 2 or 3 3,279 3,685 4,116 5115 5,527 11.2%
Misdemeanor DUI 2,575 2,675 2,971 3,364 1,864 3.8%
Misdemeanor Traffic/Other 3,546 3,990 3,825 5,066 6,338 12.9%
Misdemeanor Cases 14,284 15,886 17,332 22,132 20,304 41.3%
Misc. Proceedings 946 797 689 324 232 0.5%
Revocations 2,844 3,053 3,305 3,638 3,494 71%
Appeals 207 213 183 100 87 0.2%
Misdemeanor Other Proceedings 3,997 4,063 4177 4,062 3,813 7.8%
Total Misdemeanor 18,281 19,949 21,509 26,194 24,117 49.1%
Juvenile Sex Offense 145 239 249 217 209 0.4%
Juvenile Felony 948 868 993 718 854 1.7%
Juvenile Misdemeanor 1,024 1,001 1,046 691 911 1.9%
Juvenile Cases 2,117 2,108 2,288 1,626 1,974 4.0%
Misc. Proceedings 278 210 96 65 56 0.1%
Revocations 576 534 481 396 352 0.7%
Appeals 23 8 4 6 5 0.0%
Juvenile Other Proceedings 877 752 581 467 413 0.8%
Total Juvenile 2,860 2,869 2,093 2,387 4.9%

ummary
Total Cases 31,152 33,475 35,278 41,350 38,886 79.1%
Total Misc. Proceedings 2,697 2,524 2,082 1,558 1,274 2.6%
Total Revocations 7,340 7,647 8,226 9,142 8,885 18.1%

Total Appeals

Total Other Proceedings

Grand Total Outstanding Cases 41,438 43,897 45,800 52,190 49,160 100.0%




OSPD Trial Office - Active Cases
FY18-FY22
FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY22 %
CASE TYPE Active Active Active Active Active Active
Felony 1 325 360 368 381 435 0.2%
Felony 2 586 515 527 649 718 0.4%
Sex Assault Felony 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 2,744 2,863 2,762 2,720 2,462 1.4%
Felony 3 or 4 (COV) 5,224 5,372 5,119 5,509 5,421 3.0%
Felony 3 or 4 (non-CQV) 12,304 13,111 12,603 12,339 13,447 7.5%
Felony 5 or 6 17,386 18,600 17,533 19,603 23,462 13.1%
DUl Felony 4 1,165 1,172 1,115 1,111 1,120 0.6%
\Drug Felony 1,2, 3 or 4 14,886 16,327 13,591 6,862 6,131 3.4%
Felony Cases 54,620 58,320 53,618 49,174 53,196 29.6%
Misc. Proceedings 6,884 6,745 6,092 4,447 4,135 2.3%
Revocations 21,937 21,539 19,592 17,168 20,211 11.3%
Appeals 53 64 72 71 77 0.0%
Felony Other Proceedings 28,874 28,348 25,756 21,686 24,423 13.6%
Total Felony 83,494 86,668 79,374 70,860 77,619 43.2%
Misdemeanor Sex Offense 1,053 1,008 1,025 988 962 0.5%
Misdemeanor 1 20,663 20,979 20,259 25,180 27,413 15.3%
Misdemeanor 2 or 3 16,366 17,035 15,613 16,657 21,831 12.2%
Misdemeanor DUI 9,413 9,083 8,490 8,613 7,615 4.2%
Misdemeanor Traffic/Other 16,650 16,719 14,445 14,080 19,714 11.0%
Misdemeanor Cases 64,145 64,824 59,832 65,518 77,535 43.2%
Misc. Proceedings 4,057 3,579 3,300 1,832 1,572 0.9%
Revocations 19,502 19,267 16,283 13,429 15,955 8.9%
Appeals 413 419 382 267 193 0.1%
Misdemeanor Other Proceedings 23,972 23,265 19,965 15,528 17,720 9.9%
Total Misdemeanor 88,117 88,089 79,797 81,046 95,255 53.0%
Juvenile Sex Offense 574 594 538 469 453 0.3%
Juvenile Felony 3,077 3,294 2,958 2,465 2,228 1.2%
Juvenile Misdemeanor 3,431 3,570 3,176 2,463 2,464 1.4%
Juvenile Cases 7,082 7,458 6,672 5,397 5,145 2.9%
Misc. Proceedings 1,513 911 739 426 230 0.1%
Revocations 2,826 2,594 1,918 1,550 1,317 0.7%
Appeals 48 42 12 13 15 0.0%
Juvenile Other Proceedings 0.9%
Total Juvenile 3.7%
ummary

Total Cases 125,847 130,602 120,122 120,089 135,876 75.7%
Total Misc. Proceedings 12,454 11,235 10,131 6,705 5,937 3.3%
Total Revocations 44,265 43,400 37,793 32,147 37,483 20.9%

Total Appeals 514 525 466 351 285

Total Other Proceedings 57,233 55,160 48,390 39,203 43,705
Grand Total Active Cases 183,080 185,762 168,512 159,292 | 179,581 100.0%




OSPD Trial Office - New Cases
FY18-FY22
FY22 %
New
CASE TYPE FY18 New| FY19 New| FY20 New| FY21 New| FY22 New| Cases

Felony 1 157 182 189 192 204 0.2%
Felony 2 377 319 339 414 419 0.3%
Sex Assault Felony 2, 3,4, 50r 6 1,682 1,782 1,603 1,575 1,251 1.0%
Felony 3 or 4 (COV) 3,620 3,558 3,381 3,676 3,249 2.6%
Felony 3 or 4 (non-CQV) 9,360 9,834 9,184 8,502 9,066 7.1%
Felony 5 or 6 13,342 14,104 12,885 14,493 16,593 13.0%
DUI Felony 4 741 787 703 655 660 0.5%
Drug Felony 1, 2, 3 or 4 11,873 12,980 9,876 3,997 4,162 3.3%
Felony Cases 41,152 43,546 38,160 33,504 35,604 27.9%
Misc. Proceedings 5,374 5,285 4,589 3,160 2,966 2.3%
Revocations 18,225 17,590 15,516 12,704 15,103 11.9%
Appeals 19 47 42 45 43 0.0%
Felony Other Proceedings 23,618 22,922 20,147 15,909 18,112 14.2%
Total Felony| 64,770 66,468 58,307 49,413 53,716 42.2%
Misdemeanor Sex Offense 755 656 658 595 539 0.4%
Misdemeanor 1 16,008 16,412 15,049 19,134 19,249 15.1%
Misdemeanor 2 or 3 13,249 13,740 11,941 12,562 16,716 13.1%
Misdemeanor DUI 6,756 6,606 5,814 5,634 4,251 3.3%
Misdemeanor Traffic/Other 13,178 13,077 10,472 10,253 14,648 11.5%
Misdemeanor Cases 49,946 50,491 43,934 48,178 55,403 43.5%
Misc. Proceedings 3,347 2,654 2,509 1,160 1,248 1.0%
Revocations 16,624 16,394 13,207 10,106 12,317 9.7%
Appeals 208 211 163 85 93 0.1%
Misdemeanor Other Proceedings 20,179 19,259 15,879 11,351 13,658 10.7%
Total Misdemeanor 70,125 69,750 59,813 59,529 69,061 54.2%
Juvenile Sex Offense 342 328 299 218 236 0.2%
Juvenile Felony 2,285 2,438 2,088 1,470 1,510 1.2%
Juvenile Misdemeanor 2,518 2,564 2,165 1,420 1,773 1.4%
Juvenile Cases 5,145 5,330 4,552 3,108 3,519 2.8%|
Misc. Proceedings 1,258 638 525 333 165 0.1%
Revocations 2,222 2,014 1,385 1,061 921 0.7%
Appeals 32 19 4 9 9 0.0%
Juvenile Other Proceedings 3,512 2,671 1,914 1,403 1,095 0.9%
Total Juvenile 8,657 8,001 6,466 4,511 4,614 3.6%

ummary
Total Cases 96,242 99,367 86,646 84,790 94,526 74.2%
Total Misc. Proceedings 9,926 8,577 7,623 4,653 4,379 3.4%
Total Revocations 37,115 35,998 30,108 23,871 28,341 22.2%

Total Appeals

Total Other Proceedings

Grand Total New Cases 143,552 144,219 124,586 113,453 | 127,391 100.0%




OSPD Trial Office - Closed Cases
FY18-FY22
FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY22 %
CASE TYPE Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed
Felony 1 118 141 147 113 169 0.1%
Felony 2 285 272 217 282 362 0.3%
Sex Assault Felony 2, 3, 4, 5or 6 1,704 1,676 1,578 1,449 1,677 1.3%
Felony 3 or 4 (COV) 3,398 3,419 3,120 3,175 4,110 3.2%
Felony 3 or 4 (non-COV) 8,108 8,878 7,874 7,164 7,483 5.7%
Felony 5 or 6 12,080 12,914 11,405 11,692 15,886 12.2%
DUI Felony 4 782 742 645 644 695 0.5%
Drug Felony 1, 2, 3 or 4 10,669 11,524 9,871 4,489 4,047 3.1%
Felony Cases 37,144 39,566 34,857 29,008 34,429 26.4%
Misc. Proceedings 5,410 5,229 4,795 3,278 3,116 2.4%
Revocations 18,017 17,479 15,152 12,062 14,977 11.5%
Appeals 32 34 45 37 54 0.0%
Partial Service 2,682 3,274 3,104 2,568 2,387 1.8%
Felony Other Proceedings 26,141 26,016 23,096 17,945 20,534 15.7%
Total Felony 63,285 65,582 57,953 46,953 54,963 42.1%
Misdemeanor Sex Offense 687 636 627 556 724 0.6%
Misdemeanor 1 15,581 15,219 13,511 15,990 20,156 15.5%
Misdemeanor 2 or 3 12,659 12,886 10,949 10,874 15,697 12.0%
Misdemeanor DUI 6,776 6,344 5,450 5,169 5,699 4.4%
Misdemeanor Traffic/Other 12,897 12,486 10,349 8,588 13,024 10.0%
Misdemeanor Cases 48,600 47,571 40,886 1177 55,300 42.4%
Misc. Proceedings 3,111 2,780 2,610 1,511 1,319 1.0%
Revocations 16,646 16,214 12,978 9,790 12,282 9.4%
Appeals 206 206 199 167 106 0.1%
Partial Service 1,209 1,368 1,615 2,211 2,131 1.6%
Misdemeanor Other Proceedings 21,172 20,568 17,402 13,679 15,838 12.1%
Total Misdemeanor 69,772 68,139 58,288 54,856 71,138 54.5%
Juvenile Sex Offense 294 344 279 238 244 0.2%
Juvenile Felony 1,989 2,095 1,710 1,574 1,243 1.0%
Juvenile Misdemeanor 2,269 2,338 1,929 1,665 1,406 1.1%
Juvenile Cases 4,552 4,777 3,918 3,477 2,893 2.2%
Misc. Proceedings 1,235 701 639 361 166 0.1%
Revocations 2,251 2,060 1,438 1,153 949 0.7%
Appeals 25 34 8 7 10 0.0%
Partial Service 391 583 468 292 302 0.2%
Juvenile Other Proceedings 3,902 3,378 2,553 1,813 1,427 1.1%
Total Juvenile 8,454 6,471 3.3%
Summary

Total Cases 90,296 91,914 79,661 73,662 92,622 71.0%
Total Misc. Proceedings 9,756 8,710 8,044 5,150 4,601 3.5%
Total Revocations 36,914 35,753 29,568 23,005 28,208 21.6%
Total Appeals 263 274 252 211 170 0.1%

Total Partial Service 4,282 5,225 5,187 5,071 4,820

Total Other Proceedings 51,215 49,962 43,051 33,437 37,799
Grand Total Closed Cases 141,511 141,876 122,712 107,099 | 130,421 100.0%




OSPD Trials (Jury & Court)

FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22
Trials Trials Trials Trials Trials
Felony
F1 38 35 37 17 42
F2 24 33 17 9 28
F2-F6 Sex 60 84 57 19 31
F3-F4 COV 99 89 95 28 23
F3-F4 Non COV 75 85 75 43 89
F5-F6 82 114 60 37 90
DUI Felony 4 42 32 27 9 14
Drug Felony 37 46 30 10 14
Felony Total 457 518 398 172 331
Misdemeanor
Misd Sex 33 30 26 14 11
M1 290 223 197 98 136
M2-M3 141 129 122 56 79
Misd DUI 245 220 169 98 142
Traffic/Other 52 52 a7 18 79
Misdemeanor Total 761 654 561 284 447
Juvenile
Juv Sex 4 6 2 6 6
Felony 20 20 18 11 4
Misdemeanor 24 27 22 18 10
Juvenile Total 48 53 42 35 20
Grand Total 1266 1225 1001 491 798




APPELLATE DIVISION CASELOAD

APPELLATE CASE TRENDS

Appellate Cases. The Office of the State Public Defender maintains a centralized
Appellate Division (the Division) that represents indigent clients in felony appeals from
every jurisdiction in the state, regardless of who may have represented them in prior
court proceedings (e.g., court-appointed counsel, Alternate Defense Counsel and
private attorneys). The Division is expected to handle a total of 1,629 cases in FY
2022-23, of which 779 are in phase one and 850 are in phase two.

e Phase one is where an initial OSPD brief has not yet been filed and is the phase
during which the most resources are required. We estimate the Division will see
480 new cases, along with 299 cases carried over from previous years.

e Phase two is the continuation of the case through the appeals process, which

can take several years to complete.

APPELLATE DIVISION

Briefs Cases | Appeals Cases Standard | Cases in | Cases Total

FISCAL | New Filed by Resolved | Closed | awaiting | Caseload | excess of | Phase 2 | Active

YEAR (Appeals PD Other |in Phase | filing of per NLADA |(after OB| Felony
Ways 1 initial brief| NLADA | standards filed) Cases
FY 14 573 367 127 495 749 279 470 1000 2341
FY 15 533 422 122 544 738 363 375 985 2282
FY 16 511 486 141 627 622 359 263 1049 2234
FY 17 525 459 101 560 587 351 236 879 2196
FY 18 523 421 150 571 539 351 188 820 1989
FY 19 563 381 118 499 603 368 235 761 1922
FY 20 514 454 133 587 530 368 162 816 1878
FY 21 256 433 66 499 287 308 0 890 1602
FY 22 379 310 57 367 299 273 26 850 1556
FY 23 Est. 480 343 112 456 324 279 45 778 1629
FY 24 Est. 495 378 116 494 324 293 31 757 1596
FY 25 Est. 510 378 119 498 336 300 36 735 1590
FY 26 Est. 525 378 123 501 360 307 53 713 1596
FY 27 Est. 541 378 127 505 395 307 88 691 1613

Phase One:

The chart above references the appellate caseload standards that have been published
by the National Legal Aid & Defender Association (“NLADA”) for appellate defender
offices since 1980. In FY 2013-14, the number of backlog cases (those awaiting an

initial brief) peaked at 749, the highest ever experienced, exceeding the NLADA




standard caseload for the Division by 470 cases. The following year, the Division
requested and received additional FTEs and funding to help lower this number and has
been successful in doing so, dropping to 530 cases as of FY 2019-20, which was the
lowest level in over a decade. Furthermore, with the delay in felony cases being
processed due to the COVID-19 pandemic, new appellate cases assigned to the
Division had dropped by nearly 50 percent in FY 2020-21. This allowed the Division to
make great strides in working through the backlog of cases.

However, as expected last year, it was anticipated that as the trial courts began to open
back up and conduct trials, felony cases would be resolved and appellate cases would
follow the same general trend and would once again increase, In FY 2021-22, the
Division did experience this same upward trend as it received 379 new cases, yet staff
was able to maintain the number of cases awaiting the filing of the initial brief at a
manageable level of 299 cases by year-end which is still in line with the NLADA
standards.

With the continued increase in felony cases at the trial level, it is projected that as these
felony cases are resolved, appellate cases will continue to increase, returning to pre-
COVID levels in FY 2023-24.

Historically, the NLADA standards have been based on the complexity of the appeal
and/or the number of pages on the record. The more serious the case, the more
complex it would be and have more pages of record to be reviewed. Standards per the
NLADA are based on the assumption that an attorney can handle 22 cases per year
based on an average of 500 pages on the record. In FY 2021-22 the Division was
seeing an average of 1500 pages per case and when adjusted using the NLADA 500
page base, attorneys would be expected to carry 7.3 cases per year.

Last year, the Division had noticed a significant increase in the incoming number of
large or complex appeals, which are typically cases resulting in first-degree murder
convictions with life sentences, sex assaults, or cases involving eight days or more of
trial. Such cases usually involve lengthy records and numerous appellate issues and
are thus more time consuming than other appeals. In FY 2021-22, the Division
experienced a 40-50 percent increase in such appeals. If that pace continues
throughout the year, it could have a significant impact on the Division’s workload, even
if the number of overall appeals remains below normal levels.

As of the beginning of FY 2022-23, although the current caseload is manageable, the
Division is facing attorney turnover and currently has 11 vacant positions which will
necessarily be filled as caseloads return to pre-pandemic levels.




Phase Two:

After an opening brief is filed, the case remains active as it progresses through the
appellate process and the work involved extends well into subsequent years. Almost
with exception, Phase Two involves subphases, which includes filing, consistent with
appellate court deadlines, a reply brief in response to the attorney general’'s answer
brief, and filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the Colorado Supreme Court asking
for review of the Court of Appeals’ decision. In a modest percentage of cases,
attorneys also file a petition for rehearing in the Court of Appeals or Supreme Court
asking for that court to reconsider its opinion. In statutorily eligible direct appeal cases,
once the direct appeal has concluded, a postconviction motion under Crim. P. 35(b) is
filed in the district court asking for reduction of sentence.

Court deadlines for briefs and petitions in the Colorado Supreme Court often must take
precedence over briefs due in the Colorado Court of Appeals. As a result, appellate
attorneys frequently pause work on briefs in the Court of Appeals in order to prioritize
filings with the Supreme Court. While this may incur some delay in the filing of opening
briefs in the Court of Appeals, it has also had the effect of more timely reduction of the
cases pending in the second phase of the appeal. The Division estimates there are
currently 850 cases at various stages within this process (phase two).

Briefs, Pleadings & Arguments
Reply Briefs 328
Motions 150
Cert Petitions 252
35B Filed 80
Oral Arguments 68

In addition to processing felony appeals statewide, the Division also assists in the
appellate process for both county court and juvenile appeals. This past year, staff
consulted or worked on over 208 cases, handled roughly 77 queries from juvenile
attorneys in the trial offices, and held numerous statewide trainings, enabling trial offices
to achieve improved administrative efficiencies as well as increased representational
effectiveness.




JBC REQUEST FOR INFORMATION



Judicial Branch, Office of the State Public Defender, FY 2022-23, RFI #1

The State Public Defender is requested to provide by November 1, 2022, a report
concerning the Appellate Division's progress in reducing its case backlog, including the
following data for FY 2021-22: the number of new cases; the number of opening briefs
filed by the Appellate Division; the number of cases resolved in other ways; the number
of cases closed; and the number of cases awaiting an opening brief as of June 30,
2022.

Appellate Division Overview

The Office of the State Public Defender maintains a centralized Appellate Division
(Division) that represents clients in felony appeals from every jurisdiction in the state
regardless of who may have represented the clients in prior court proceedings (e.g.,
court-appointed counsel, Alternate Defense Counsel and private attorneys). The
Division is expected to carry 779 cases this year (FY 2022-23), including 480 new cases
and 299 backlog cases carried over from previous years. This 779 number represents
those cases where an initial brief is expected to be filed and is the phase during which
the most resources are required. After the brief is filed, the case remains active as it
progresses through the remainder of the appellate process. The Division estimates
there are currently 850 cases at various stages within this second phase of the process
and the work involved extends well into subsequent years.

Legislative Action

The legislature provided the OSPD with additional funding and staffing beginning in FY
2014-15 to help reduce the rapidly expanding appellate backlog, address the impact of
additional staff received by the Attorney General and to streamline the appellate
process for all appeals.

FY 2022-23 Statistics
Following are the statistics requested for FY 2021-22, as of June 30, 2022:

Number of new cases — 379;

Number of initial briefs filed - 310;

Number of cases resolved in other ways - 57;
Number of cases closed - 367; and

Number of cases awaiting an opening brief - 299.

abhwn =



1.

State Of Colorado, Judicial Branch, Office of the State Public Defender,
FY 2023-24, RFI1 #1

Based on the Department's most recent available record, what is the FTE vacancy
and turnover rate: (1) by department; (2) by division; (3) by program for programs
with at least 20 FTE, and (4) by occupational class for classes that are located within
a larger occupational group containing at least 20 FTE?

FY 22 FY 22
Turnover | Vacancy
Occupational Group Rate Rate

Attorneys 20.8% 3.7%
Investigators/Social Workers 10.1% 2.0%
Administrative Assistants 29.5% 2.9%
Central Administration 13.0% 1.3%

Total 19.4% 3.0%

To what does the Department attribute this turnover/vacancy experience?

While we have seen many reasons for why employees leave the OSPD, a consistent
theme over time has been the opportunity for higher pay in other jobs, including
government jobs.

Do the statewide compensation policies or practices administered by the
Department of Personnel help or hinder the department in addressing vacancy or
turnover issues?

The statewide compensation policies administered by the Department of Personnel can
help to some degree with our agency’s vacancy and turnover issues if funding for salaries
keeps the OSPD at or near market level.

How much in vacancy savings has the Department had in each of the past five fiscal
years? How has the Department utilized these funds (i.e. increasing salaries within
the salary range, providing bonuses or additional pay for certain positions, hiring
additional staff, etc.)? Please provide a breakdown of the expenditures from
vacancy savings, including the amount and purpose, for the past five fiscal years.

Information regarding total vacancy savings is not readily available on the state systems
and cannot be quantified. There are costs that can be determined. For example, the use of
overtime is a mechanism that is used to reallocate work on a temporary basis to existing
staff. Also, when staff leave state employment, earned paid time off is paid to the
employee. In addition, although vacancy savings cannot be used to hire additional
permanent staff, temporary staff are sometimes brought on to help fill the gap until a
replacement can be found. Finally, other payroll expenses occur during the year such as



unemployment premiums that need to be paid. These costs are in the following table for

FY2018 - FY2022:

FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22
Overtime 19,083 29,968 40,349 27,076 66,029
PTO payout 829,193 | 908,892 | 600,532 | 966,991 | 1,340,167
Temporary staff 420,740 | 946,525 | 751,960 | 433,975 | 1,333,639
Other (UI Premiums) 8,439 34,836 46,432 32,724 12,938
Total | 1,277,455 | 1,920,221 | 1,439,273 | 1,460,766 | 2,752,773




CHANGE REQUESTS



Office of the State Public Defender
FY 2023-24 Change Requests Schedule 10

SUMMARY
For FY 2023-24 the Office is submitting four prioritized decision item requests and one non-
prioritized common policy request.

Priority Decision Item FTE Total GF CF
1 #R-1, Salary Survey 0.0 S 10,958,435.00| S 10,958,435.00| S -
2 #R-2, Leased Space 0.0 S 705,612.00| $ 705,612.00( $ -
3 #R-3, Central FTE 4.1 S 539,867.00| $ 539,867.00( S -
4 #R-4, Training 0.0 S 350,000.00( $ 350,000.00( S -
Non-prioritized |\ -+ Common Policy = 00 |$  (10,694.00)|$  (10,694.00) $ -

Annual Vehicle Fleet Request

Total Prioritized Change

4.1 $ 12,553,914.00( $ 12,553,914.00| $ -
Requests

Total Non-prioritized Change

0.0 10,694.00
Requests 2 ( )

wn

(10,694.00)| $ -

Total ALL Change Requests 4.1 |$ 12,543,220.00 | $ 12,543,220.00| $ -




TAB1



OFFICE OF THE STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER Megan A. Ring

State Public Defender

FY 2023-24 Budget Request
November 1, 2022

Department Priority: 1

Request Title: R#1, Salary Survey

Summary of Incremental Funding Change for Total Funds | General Fund FTE
FY 2023-24
Salary Survey & Related POTS | $§ 10,958,435 | $ 10,958,435 0.0
Total | $ 10,958,435 |$ 10,958,435 0.0
Summary of Annualized Funding Change for Total Funds | General Fund FTE
FY 2024-25
Salary Survey & Related POTS | § 11,954,656 | § 11,954,656 0.0
Total | $§ 11,954,656 | $ 11,954,656 0.0

Request Summary:

The Office of the State Public Defender (OSPD) requests 0.0 FTE and $10,958,435 General Fund spending
authority for FY 2023-24 and $11,954,656 in FY 2024-25 and on-going to fund OSPD’s most recent
compensation study to provide more competitive salaries for the agency.

Background:

The OSPD contracted with an independent compensation firm, Logic Compensation Group (LCG), to
conduct a 2022 compensation study. This study revealed that, effective July 1, 2022, the OSPD’s pay
structure is significantly below the market average for 98 percent of its staff within the regional offices.
This decision item does not incorporate the FY 2023-24 Department of Personnel and Administration’s
Common Policy salary survey request.

Because the Department of Personnel and Administration’s annual Compensation Survey Report does not
include an analysis of many of the OSPD salaries, historically the OSPD has contracted with an
independent compensation firm, in conjunction with the Department of Law, to assess market
compensation practices for attorneys in comparable positions in Colorado public sector attorney
organizations. This year, for the first time, the independent study included all job classifications within the
agency in the market analysis. In prior years, the OSPD analyzed remaining job classifications internally
using available market data. The study compared OSPD salaries versus actual salaries with Colorado public
sector organizations at the local, city and county, state, and federal government levels.

In FY 2023-24, the agency will employ 1,093 FTE comprised of approximately 577 attorneys, 173
investigators, 154 administrative assistants, 112 paralegals, 54 centralized management and support



positions, and 23 social workers. To staff the positions, it is imperative the OSPD maintain a compensation

plan that is competitive with the market.

The statutory function of the Office of the State Public Defender is to “provide legal services to indigent
persons accused of crime that are commensurate with those available to nonindigents, and conduct the

office in accordance with the Colorado rules of professional conduct and with the American Bar

Association Standards relating to the administration of criminal justice, the defense function.”

To meet those obligations, the OSPD must have the resources and funding for staffing levels to meet the
requirements of providing effective representation. If the OSPD is not sufficiently funded to be able to hire
and retain staff, caseloads will exceed both internal standards and national standards for the number of
cases an attorney can effectively handle without impairing the quality of representation or breaching

professional obligations.

The findings of the 2022 compensation study (Appendix A) demonstrate that, overall, the Public
Defender’s average salaries have not kept up with the market average in Colorado and have left the OSPD

in a non-competitive position. Consequently, the independent survey recommends increases to address

these significant below-market conditions.

The survey results for the primary job classes within the OSPD, which covers approximately 95% of

OSPD’s total FTE show:

Critical deficits exist in the attorney classification, where the average salary is 26.2% below the

[ ]
market average salary for 417 out of the agency’s 577 attorneys - nearly 73% of all attorneys.
Range minimums are below the market for all levels, with deficits ranging from 8% to 17.9%.
OSPD DATA Market Data Comparison
Market Market Market Market
n Avg. N Range Range OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs
Ospp Title Salary Range Min MidPt Max sﬁ:g' Market Range Market Range Market Range Market
v Min. Midpt. Max
Deputy Public Defender $69,242 $66,192 $81,756 $97,308 $87,369 -26.2% $78,044 -17.9% $94,000 -15.0% $109,957 -13.0%
Senior Deputy Public Defender $81,796 $80,112 $98,940 | $117,768 | $103,226 -26.2% $89,473 -11.7% $112,485 -13.7% $135,496 -15.1%
Lead Deputy Public Defender $113,409 | $96,432 | $120,540 | $144,648 | $129,069 -13.8% $105,432 9.3% $134,060 -11.2% $162,678 -12.5%
Supervising Deputy Public Defender $127,461 | $114,600 | $143,256 | $171,900 | $153,517 -20.4% $123,731 -8.0% $156,088 9.0% $188,427 9.6%
Public Defender Office Head $162,490 | $128,472 | $160,596 | $192,708 | $172,962 -6.4% $142,289 -10.8% $173,145 -7.8% $204,312 -6.0%
e Critical deficits also exist in the investigator classification, where the average salary for an
Investigator and Senior Investigator is 31.5% and 36.4% below the market average salary. Range
minimums are below the market, with deficits ranging from 8.7% to 21%.
OSPD DATA Market Data Comparison
Market
Market Market
. . Range Market OSPD vs OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs OSPD vs
D oRacy/ Regelii MidPt SSROSi Avg. Salary| Market R Avg. " Market Range Market LT Market
ange Min. Midpt Range Max
Investigator $56225 | $54120 | $¢4944 | $757¢8 | $73954 | -315% | $63439 | -172% | $75139 | -157% | $86839 | -14%
Senior Invesfigator $66324 | $60780 | $75072 | $89.352 | $90495 | -3¢4% | $73571 | 210% | $90.364 | 204% | $107.166 | -19.9%
Lead Investigator $83126 | $71016 | $88776 | $106524 | $91.651 | -103% | $77.060 | -87% | $94800 | -68% | $112439 | -56%
Supervising Investigator $90.722 | $77,400 | $96,756 | $116,100 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Chief Investigator $106,495 | $84,768 $105,960 | $127,152 | $115.279 -8.2% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A




e Large deficits exist in the Paralegal classification, where the average salary for a Paralegal and
Senior Paralegal is 28.0% and 26.4% below the market average salary. Range minimums are below
the market for all levels with deficits ranging from 9.1% to 20.7%.

OSPD DATA Market Data Comparison
Market
OSPD Title Ao Sl e Range Ry Market | OSPD vs M:;kei OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs M:Jke' OSPD vs
g. Sdlary| kang MidPt 9¢ M| Avg. Salary| Market 9 | Market | Range | Market 9 | Market
Range Min. Midpt Range Max|

Paralegal $49,132 $48,300 $57.960 $67.620 $62,881 -28.0% $52.712 -9.1% $64,645 -11.5% $76,577 -13.2%
Senior Paralegal $59,432 $53,100 $65,580 $78,060 $75,118 -26.4% $62,101 -17.0% $75,546 -15.2% $88,990 -14.0%

Lead Paralegal $74,559 | $60048 | $75060 | $90072 | $81,949 -9.9% $67,139 -11.8% $82,500 -9.9% $97.861 -8.6%
Supervising Paralegal $96,372 $64,248 $80,316 $96,372 $95,109 1.3% $77.,559 -20.7% $95,975 -19.5% $114,391 -18.7%

Managing Paralegal $103,128 | $68,748 $85.944 | $103,128 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

e C(ritical deficits exist in the Administrative Support Staff classification, where the average salary for
four of the five levels of this job class, which represents 87% of the administrative staff, is 10.5% to
32.8% below the market average salary. Range minimums are below the market for almost all levels
with deficits ranging from 9.1% to 29.5%.

OSPD DATA Market Data Comparison
Market Market Market Market
OSPD Title Avg. Range Min Range Range Av OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs Avg. OSPD vs
Salary 9 MidPt Max 9: Market Range Market Range Market Range Market
Salary . n
Min. Midpt. Max
Administrative Assistant $39.866 | $38,772 | $46,524 | $54,276 | $44,053 -10.5% $36,540 5.8% $44,802 3.7% $53,002 2.3%
Senior Admin Assistant $45406 | $39.444 | $48720 | $57,984 | $50,459 -11.1% $43,014 9.1% $51,681 -6.1% $60,349 -4.1%
Lead Admin Assistant $59.619 | $45036 | $56,304 | $67.560 | $57.890 2.9% $49,182 9.2% $59.447 -5.6% $69.712 -3.2%
Supervising Admin Assist $58,982 | $49.548 | $61,944 | $74,328 | $70,076 -18.8% $57,881 -16.8% $70,041 -13.1% $82,200 -10.6%
Office Manager $66,939 | $54,504 | $68,136 | $81,756 | $88,903 -32.8% $70,605 -29.5% $83,249 -22.2% $98,269 -20.2%

e Large deficits exist in the Social Worker classification, where the average salary for a Licensed

Social Worker is 19.1% below the market average salary.

OSPD DATA Market Data Comparison
Market
OSPD e ava. Salary| Range Min| R9N9  |rance max| Market | OSPDvs M:;ke’ OSPDvs | Avg. | OSPDvs M:Jke' OSPD vs
g. alary| kang MidPt 9 Avg. Salary| Market R 9 | Market Range Market 9. Market
ange Min. Midpt Range Max|

Licensed Social Worker $54,689 $52,704 $63,252 $73,788 $65,123 -19.1% $53,456 -1.4% $66,528 -5.2% $79,599 -7.9%
Senior Social Worker $71,520 $55,836 $68,964 $82,080 $75,935 -6.2% $61,063 -9.4% $76,261 -10.6% $90,718 -10.5%

Supervising Social Worker $85,104 $71,412 $89.268 | $107.124 | $91932 -8.0% $75,431 -5.6% $90,512 -1.4% $105,593 1.4%

* OSPD utilizes forensic Social Workers and fewer than 5 organizations responded so these results reflect the total market for all types of
Social Worker classifications. Forensic social work is the application of social work to questions and issues relating to law and legal systems.

Over the past few years, the OSPD has been hit particularly hard by increasing attrition rates. Factors

outside the agency’s control such as high caseloads, the COVID-19 pandemic, and higher inflation have
exacerbated already high attrition rates. Attrition is always a concern as it drains agency expertise and
strains offices and resources, which damages the OSPD’s ability to meet its mission of providing effective
representation to clients. The loss of experienced employees means the loss of an incredible investment of

state resources and requires the OSPD to spend more time and resources on recruitment and training.




The OSPD attrition rate over the last five years has been driven by attorneys and administrative assistants,
but in the last two years all job categories have seen increased attrition. In FY 2021-22, the OSPD’s
regional offices, employing 95 percent of the agency’s total FTE, experienced a 22.5 percent attrition rate.
Specifically, the OSPD has seen a dramatic increase in attrition for administrative assistants, with rates in
FY 2020-21 at 19.3 percent that increased to 29.5 percent in FY 2021-22. Attorney attrition has also
dramatically increased in the past two years, with attrition in FY 2020-21 at 14.8 percent, rising to 20.8
percent in FY 2021-22. In FY21, the OSPD lost 84 attorneys with an average of 4.5 years of service. In
FY22, we lost 119 attorneys with an average of 4.6 years of service.

Attorney and Administrative Assistant Attrition

25%
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One especially important component of the attrition rate is not only the overall rate but also the experience
level of those leaving. For example, in the attorney group, experienced attorneys typically carry the most
complex and serious cases, mentor and train beginning attorneys, and take on additional workload as they
develop to an independent level of practice. When the Public Defender loses too many experienced staff,
and if able to fill vacancies in this highly competitive market, new attorneys are unable to handle caseloads
where clients face higher-level charges (felony cases). This problem is compounded by the significant
increases the OSPD is experiencing in the number of felony cases where the need for these experienced
attorneys is vital.

If the significant market lag of the OSPD pay structure is not addressed, the attrition rate will continue to
increase. A consistent theme from employees who have left the agency has been the opportunities
elsewhere for higher pay with the equivalent amount of experience. Below-market pay has prevented
employees from moving ahead financially, especially those struggling with common issues like the effects
of inflation, higher cost of living, sizable student loan debt, and supporting young families.

A high attrition rate of seasoned staff contributes to unmanageable caseloads, which inevitably exacerbates
stress levels, damages morale throughout the agency, and creates the risk that the OSPD will be unable to



fulfill its obligations to clients. Increased attrition thus has an exponential effect on the OSPD’s duty to
provide effective representation consistent with the mandates required by constitution, statutes, and rules.

Anticipated OQutcomes:

This request will provide funding to raise salaries to place the OSPD employees in a competitive market
salary range.

Funding this request will close a significant gap in salaries between the OSPD and the public sector in
Colorado and put the OSPD in a more competitive position with its counterparts throughout the state.
While this request will not raise pay to match that of the private market, it will help keep the OSPD as a
viable option for employment in the legal profession in Colorado. Historically, OSPD salary adjustments
based on independent compensation studies have had a significant positive impact in reducing attrition. If
approved, it is expected that attrition among developing and experienced staff will slow and, over the
course of several years, the OSPD will regain and maintain the overall experience necessary to effectively
represent clients in accordance with its obligations under constitutions, statutes, and rules.

Assumptions for Calculations:

e Effective July 1, 2023;

e Independent salary survey analysis based on July 1, 2022, market data, thus this request does not
include any salary survey data that may be approved for the FY2023-24 state fiscal year;

¢ Includes Pay date shift;

e Separate from DPA FY2023-24 Common Policy salary survey of 5 percent across the board;

e The request includes Legislative Council standards for STD, AED, SAED, FAMLI, PERA and
Medicare.

Pay date Shift FY2023-24

Salary 8,868,918
PERA 1,019,926
Medicare 128,599
AED 443,446
SAED 443,446
FAMLI 39,910
STD 14,190
Total 10,958,435

FY2024-25 Annualized

Salary 9,675,183
PERA 1,112,646
Medicare 140,290
AED 483,759
SAED 483,759
FAMLI 43,538
STD 15,480

Total 11,954,656




Consequences if Not Funded:

First, because increased turnover is leading to a lack of experience at critical positions, failure to fund the
request means the OSPD’s ability to provide representation to clients as directed by the federal and state
constitutions and Colorado statutes, in accordance with the Colorado Rules of Professional Conduct and the
American Bar Associations Standards, will be significantly damaged.

Second, service to the public will inevitably be harmed as there is a decreasing number of experienced staff
available to assist and resolve issues.

Third, failure to fund this request will exponentially and negatively affect employee morale and lead to
potentially even more attrition throughout the agency.

Impact to Other State Government Agencies:

Not funding this request may cause delays in court proceedings due to the inability to cover the required
number of cases in the required number of courtrooms as attrition continues. Any delays could affect
scheduling and workloads in the Colorado Judicial Department and District Attorney Offices.

Not funding this request may cause delays in central administrative office regular interactions with other state
entities as lack of sufficient central staff could negatively impact the OSPD’s ability to respond in a timely
manner to other state agencies.

Current Statutory Authority or Needed Statutory Change:

Funding for the Office of the State Public Defender is authorized under C.R.S. Title 21. Specifically, the
OSPD enabling legislation, § 21-1-101(1), C.R.S., states “The general assembly hereby declares that the
State Public Defender at all times shall serve his clients independently of any political considerations or
private interest, provide legal services to indigent persons accused of crime that are commensurate with those
available to nonindigents, and conduct the office in accordance with the Colorado rules of professional
conduct and with the American Bar Association Standards relating to the administration of criminal justice,
the defense function.”

Additional Request Information Yes | No Additional Information

Is this request driven by a new statutory mandate?

Will this request require a statutory change?

Is this a one-time request?

Sltsltalls

Will this request involve any IT components?
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Base Reduction Item FY 2023-24

Supplemental FY 2023-24

Budget Amendment FY 2023-24

This supplemental is requested due to: (1) an emergency or act of God; (2) a technical error in calculating the original appropriation; (3) data that was not
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Total of All Line Items Total 101,160,567 = 109,074,405 10,958,435 120,032,840 11,954,656 131,987,496

FTE - - - - - - -
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Judicial Department,
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Defender, Salary Survey GF 2,463,110 - 4,532,004 8,868,918 13,400,922 9,675,183 23,076,105
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LOGIC COMPENSATION GROUP

CLASSIFICATION & COMPENSATION STUDY
REPORT
Draft for Phases 1 and 2

Prepared for the Office of the Colorado State Public
Defender

October 25, 2022



Logic Compensation Group (LCG) makes no warranties on the data presented in this report. While LCG has taken
measures to ensure that data contained in this report has been collected, reviewed, validated, and calculated
according to standard professional practice and that the content of this report is accurate, errors and omissions
can occur.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group
All rights reserved.



SECTION 1: STUDY OBJECTIVES

The Office of the Colorado State Public Defender (OSPD) undertook a classification and
compensation study in 2022 to review its compensation policies, classification structure, and
actual employee salaries for alignment both internally and externally with employers it
competes with in the market for recruiting and retaining compassionate and qualified
employees. Specific objectives of this study included:

# Review internal job evaluation and classification system to ensure appropriate internal
alignment within and across job families and class levels based on the nature and level
of work

# Conduct a market analysis and review of compensation to assess the competitiveness
of OSPD pay ranges and actual employee salaries in relationship to employers in the
market the OSPD competes with, or compares to, for similar jobs.

#® Review and recommend policies for the administration and maintenance of OSPD
compensation and classification systems and practices.

@ Assist in, orrecommend, training and communication in compensation policies and
practices to staff and managers.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 2
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SECTION 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To be completed at the end of all study phases.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 3
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SECTION 3: STUDY STEPS AND RESULTS

Logic Compensation Group (LCG) believes that the most successful classification and
compensation studies are those that have been developed with the active participation of
the organization's staff. The updated classification and compensation plan should
complement the operating characteristics, philosophy, needs, objectives and culture of the
organization.

Our approach, therefore, consisted of a series of logical and inter-related activities that
provided for OSPD management input throughout the study. The activities and results
associated with the classification, compensation phases are detailed in the following
sections.

PHASE 1: STUDY INITIATION AND PHILOSOPHY DEVELOPMENT

OBJECTIVES

This task focused on managing the study relationship between Logic Compensation Group
and the OSPD, developing an understanding of the OSPD’s current classification and
compensation systems, and developing a framework that would guide the remainder of the
study. This phase created a roadmap for completing the study and the parameters
surrounding how the study will be conducted.

PROCESS & METHODOLOGY

During this phase of the study, LCG collected and reviewed a variety of documents related
to the OSPD’s classification and compensation systems, including: current job descriptions,
pay plans, policies and procedures, employee census data, and organizational charts.
Additionally, Study Team meetings were scheduled on a bi-weekly basis with LCG.

Following the review of these materials, LCG met with the OSPD’s designated Study Team to
discuss a variety of strategic items surrounding the conduct of the study. The OSPD’s Study
Team consisted of the following individuals:

Human Resources Director Lee Renfrow (since retired)

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 4
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Veronica Graves

Senior Human Resources Analyst Kristi Rudy (since retired)

The purpose of the initial meeting with the Study Team was to review the OSPD’s current
sifuation, ensure understanding of the shared documents, and plan for the on-site meeting
with the OSPD managers and Study Strategy Team.

During this on-site visit and before the Strategy Team meeting, Logic Compensation Group
staff facilitated interview meetings with representatives of the organization’'s management
team located in the State Office and regional offices. The purpose of these interviews was to
determine their thoughts on:

1) What aspects are working well with the systems.

2) What aspects are not working well.

3) Understand current job structure issues.

4) Understand current recruitment and retention issues.
5) Understand desired outcomes of the study.

The results of these interviews were included in the subsequent Strategy Team meeting also
held during the study initiation phase.

The Strategy Team meeting including not only the Study Team members but also members of
OSPD’s executive management team and regional managers. During this meeting, the
discussion focused on the following topics and study goals:

e Compensation & Classification Strategy: defines how the organization determines job
structure and pay.

o Study Goal: Update or create a compensation philosophy for the organization
that is aligned with its mission, vision, and values and emphasizes the
organization’s total compensation package.

e Classification: Job classification objectively and accurately defines and evaluates the
duties, responsibilities, tasks, authority level, and requirements for a job or group of jobs.

o Study Goals: Review and update classification structures and existing job series,
as appropriate.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 5
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o Create new or update existing job descriptions.

o Ensure the criteria for classification (and reclassification) align with accepted
compensation practices.

¢ Compensation: Create a system of pay that aids in the recruitment and retention of
talent.

o Study Goals: Ensure external market competitiveness of jobs with organizations
that the OSPD competes with for talent.

o ldentify and implement mechanisms to ensure the system is fransparent and
easy to maintain.

o Recognizes/rewards employee contributions/performance/skills/knowledge.
o Is fair and equitable.
o Complies with regulations.

¢ Study Communication: Keep stakeholders apprised of study.

o Study Goal: Ensure appropriate messaging and/or engagement of appropriate
stakeholders at the appropriate time.

e Study Timeline: Original completion timeframe was January 2023.

During the Strategy Team meeting, it was determined that the OSPD need an additional
infernal meeting to decision a few areas. The OSPD then provided feedback to LCG at a
later time. Also during the study initiation process, it was determined that the compensation
study should be conducted as the second phase of the study because of the State’s
budgeting cycle to provide the OSPD data for the budget process that occurs in the first half
of 2023. The compensation phase provides external equity data to the process of developing
pay ranges while the classification phase provides internal equity information to the process.
Because only the compensation phase has been completed at the time of this draft report, a
new classification structure and associated pay ranges have not been developed.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 6
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OUTCOMES & DELIVERABLES

Following the review of materials and study initiation meetings with the OSPD’s Study Team
and Strategy, the following deliverables were provided to the OSPD for input and approvail:

1. Classification and Compensation philosophy and supporting strategies which will
continue to be refined throughout the study as data is provided for each phase.
2. Proposed comparator organizations to survey during the compensation survey.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 7
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PHASE 2: COMPENSATION STUDY

OBJECTIVE

Market data was collected and analyzed to gain information about pay practices and as
well as salary levels of comparable jobs in organizations with whom the OSPD competes for
talent. The OSPD has a general philosophy of utilizing the Colorado public sector market as
the labor market for comparing and developing its compensation system. Logic
Compensation Group conducted a survey of salary and pay practices collecting market
data. The survey covered 53 benchmark classifications representing all OSPD’s jobs.

PROCESS & METHODOLOGY

Develop Survey Document

The purpose of the market collection and analysis phase of the compensation study was to
collect and analyze market data from comparable public and private sector organizations
that the OSPD competes with for qualified personnel.

Logic Compensation Group worked with the OSPD'’s study team to determine the pay
practices questions to include in the survey, and the classifications for which to collect market
data. Data compiled for these benchmark classifications were utilized to determine the
OSPD’s market competitive position of current pay levels. Characteristics utilized to
determine benchmark classifications to include in the custom survey included:

s Classifications that are common to other organizations.
# Classifications with many incumbents.
s Classifications for which the OSPD has experienced market competitive problems.

@ Classifications distributed throughout the hierarchy and departments/functions/job
families of the OSPD.

Comparator organizations from which to compile market data were identified. Comparator
organizations identified during this process are shown. Data were collected using the
following methods: 1) survey participation, 2) data research of specific organizations’
websites, and 3) published survey data. Also shown within the following tables are the

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 8
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T
organizations included in each specific data categories of: 1) Primary and 2) Secondary
markets. The Primary Market is the key market for many of the OSPD jobs while the Secondary
Market is utilized to provide market data to other less functional aligned public sector
organizations.

Public Sector Comparator Organizations Surveyed

District Attorney’s Offices Market Sl Sl
Source
st Judicial District Attorney's Office - Jefferson County Primary No Participation
& Gilpin County
2nd Judicial District Attorney's Office - Denver County Primary Data Researched
4th Judicial District Attorney's Office - El Paso County & Primary Survey Participation
Teller County
5th Judicial District Attorney's Office - Clear Creek Primary No Participation
County, Eagle County, Lake County, & Summit County
6th Judicial District Attorney's Office - La Plata County, Primary Participation
Archuleta County, & San Juan County
8th Judicial District Attorney's Office - Larimer County Primary Participation
& Jackson County
9th Judicial District Attorney's Office - Garfield County, Primary No Participation
Pitkin County, & Rio Blanco County
14th Judicial District Aftorney’s Office — Moffat, Routt, Primary No Participation
Grand
17th Judicial District Attorney's Office - Adams County Primary No Participation
& Broomfield County
18th Judicial District Aftorney's Office - Arapahoe Primary Participation
County, Douglas County, Elbert County, & Lincoln
County
20th Judicial District Attorney's Office - Boulder County Primary Participation
21st Judicial District Aftorney's Office - Mesa County Primary Participation
State and Federal Agencies Market He Tl et el
Source
State of Colorado Department of Law (Office of the Primary Participation
Colorado Attorney General)
State of Colorado Judicial Department Primary OSPD Analyst
Matches
State of Colorado Executive Branch (Department of Primary Participation
Personnel and Administration)
Federal Legal Organizations Primary Data Research
Office of Veteran Affairs Primary Data Research
© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 9
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Public Sector Organizations BEILE Parﬁcsizs:::o: el
Aurora Municipal Public Defender Primary No Participation
Denver Municipal Public Defender Primary Participation
City and County of Denver Secondary Participation
City and County of Broomfield Secondary Participation
Arapahoe County Secondary No Participation
Adams County Secondary No Participation
Boulder County Secondary Participation
Douglas County Secondary Participation
El Paso County Secondary Participation
Jefferson County Secondary No Participation
Larimer County Secondary Data Research
Mesa County Secondary No Participation
City of Aurora Secondary Data Research
City of Arvada Secondary No Participation
City of Lakewood Secondary Participation
City of Englewood Secondary No Participation
City of Littleton Secondary No Participation
City of Northglenn Secondary Data Research
City of Westminster Secondary Participation
School Districts - Utilized for only Social Work and Market Participation and
Administrative Jobs Source
Denver Public Schools Secondary Data Research
Cherry Creek Public Schools Secondary Data Research
Aurora Public Schools Secondary Data Research

LCG, in consultation with the OSPD’s Study Team, developed a customized survey instrument
that was distributed to all organizations but the school districts as identified above.

The custom survey instrument included questions on pay practices and collected data for 53
benchmark jobs. To assist comparator organizations in determining appropriate job matches
based on duties, responsibilities, and level rather than title, the survey instrument contained

job summaries and required minimum qualifications. Considerable LCG and OSPD contact

was made with these organization to ensure completion of the survey. Benchmark jobs are

listed as follows. The benchmark jobs are also listed by functional area.
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Benchmark Jobs

Benchmark # Benchmark Job Title

Attorney Specific
1 Public Defender
2 First Assistant State Public Defender
3 Chief Trial Deputy
4 Managing Deputy Public Defender/Office Head
5 Supervising Deputy Public Defender
6 Lead Deputy Public Defender
7 Senior Deputy Public Defender
8 Deputy Public Defender
Management
9 Administrative Director - Budget & Finance
10 Administrative Director - Human Resources
11 Administrative Division Officer - Chief Information Officer
12 Division Director: Legislative Policy & External Communications
Finance & Human Resources
13 Accounting Technician |l
14 Senior Accounting Technician
15 Payroll Technician
16 Payroll Coordinator
17 Budget/Finance Analyst
18 Senior Budget & Finance Analyst
19 Contracts/Procurement Administrator
20 Accounting Supervisor
21 Senior Human Resources Analyst
22 Human Resources Generalist
Information Technology
23 Technical Support Specialist |
24 Technical Support Specialist I
25 Technical Support Analyst
26 Applications Specialist/Trainer
27 Systems Administrator
28 Senior Systems Administrator
29 Senior Telecommunications Analyst
30 Senior Program Developer/Database Administrator
31 Information Security Analyst
32 IT Manager, End User Support
33 IT Manager, Info Security & Infrastructure
Social Work
34 Licensed Social Worker
35 Senior Social Worker
36 Supervising Social Worker
© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 11
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Benchmark # Benchmark Job Title

Investigations
37 Investigator
38 Senior Investigator
39 Lead Investigator
40 Supervising Investigator
4] Chief Investigator
Paralegal
42 Paralegal
43 Senior Paralegal
44 Lead Paralegal
45 Supervising Paralegal
46 Managing Paralegal
Administrative
47 Administrative Assistant
48 Senior Administrative Assistant
49 Lead Administrative Assistant
50 Supervising Administrative Assistant
51 Office Manager
52 Senior Executive Assistant
53 Staff Support Specialist

Published Survey Sources

In addition to the customized survey document, LCG also collected data from a number of
valid and credible survey sources to supplement the data collected during the survey
process. Data were adjusted to July 1, 2022 consistent with OSPD’s data and adjusted to
Denver labor market as appropriate. The published survey source data were included in the
Primary Market category. The survey sources utilized are shown below:

Survey Source Effective Date
2022 Employer's Council OSPD January 1, 2022
Benchmark Survey
2022 Employers Council information OSPD January 1, 2022
Technology Survey
2022 Employer’s Council Public OSPD January 1, 2022

Employer’s Survey

Economic Resource Institute’s LCG July 1, 2022
Salary Database

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 12
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Data Analysis and Review

Upon receipt of all completed participant surveys, LCG performed the following activities to
ensure data integrity and appropriate matching of jobs by comparator organizations:

e Reviewed all data provided by comparator organizations.
e Performed an outlier analysis to identify any benchmark data falling outside 3 standard
deviations of the mean and reviewed this data for exclusion from data analysis.
o No data points were omitted from the data analysis after data review.
e Performed follow-ups with comparator organizations to clarify any questions regarding
data submitted.

Following these quality checks, LCG performed an assessment of how the OSPD compared to
the markeft for the various benchmark and pay practices surveyed. Market data were
discussed and reviewed with the OSPD, which allowed for an internal review of the data and
served as an additional step in the validation and quality control checking process.

COMPARISON OF PAY PRACTICE INFORMATION

General organizational information was collected during the survey process and is
summarized beginning below. Not all organizations responded to each question.

Summary of Comparator Organization Demographics

Primary Market:
Organization Total Annut.:ll Annl{ql Annual Benefits Total FTEs -  Total FTEs - Non
Operating Salaries # Job Titles
Data Customers N Budget/Cost Attorney Attorney
Expenditures
OSPD 5,900,000 $134,132,631 $89,739,977 $21,699,707 534 391 66
AVERAGE 1,265,941 $18,813,416 $14,487,053 $4,964,331 82 83 166
MEDIAN 341,438 $2,503,586 $7.381,306 $2,443,664 38 56 32
LOW 10,000 $246,009 $1,674,471 $500,361 11 16 16
HIGH 5,700,000 $112,000,000 $58,000,000 $20,000,000 350 223 932
© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 13
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Secondary Market:

Organization Total Annut:.:l Anm{al Annual Benefits Total FTEs-  Total FTEs - Non
Data Customers Il seleliles Budget/Cost Attorney Attorney o el s
Expenditures Budget/Cost
OSPD 5,900,000 $134,132,631 $89.739,977 $21,699,707 534 391 66
AVERAGE 326,964 $197.389.825 $79,936,795 $18,982,824 13 750 338
MEDIAN 339,533 $221,200,000 $102,709,854 $14,311,250 10 801 387
LOW 38,599 $6,977,145 $3,694,460 $1,551,673 8 11 11
HIGH 720,403 $375,498,716 $110,633,011 $45,757,123 22 1,287 496

Total Market:

Annual Annual
Operating Salaries
Expenditures Budget/Cost

Organization Total

Annual Benefits  Total FTEs- Total FTEs - Non

Budget/Cost Attorney Attorney b el L

Data Customers

OSPD 5,900,000 $134,132,631 $89,739,977 $21,699,707 534 3N 66
AVERAGE 679,080 $101,233,297 $38,286,959 $10,061,965 53 361 238
MEDIAN 341,438 $10,180,349 $7,844,233 $2,443,664 20 109.375 64

LOW 10,000 $246,009 $1,674,471 $500,361 8 11 11

HIGH 5,700,000 $375,498,716  $110,633,011 $45,757,123 349.6 1287 932 .

% Conducting a Pay Equity Study in next year

Organization Data Total Market

OSPD No

Yes 14%

No 14%
Unsure/Unknown 5%
No Response 67%

Summary of New Hire Pay Practices
In the OSPD, for jobs in regional offices, new employees are typically hired at the minimum of
the range for the entry-level job classification. For management and professional jobs in the

administrative services office (IT, Finance, HR), new-hire salaries are based on candidate
qualifications.

The majority of the responding organizations indicate that minimum qualifications are

established for starting pay, and experience, education and internal equity are factored into
the decision-making.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group
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Summary of Pay Comparison Targets

OSPD’s pay comparison target is the average of the market. Targets utilized at other
organizations across the total market are reflected in the chart below, indicating both the
actual count followed by the percent of responding organizations reflecting that category:

Pay Comparison Target

B Median ™ Average M60th ®75th

Summary of Primary Pay Metrics for Market Comparison

OSPD’s primary metric for comparing pay is range minimum for entry-level classifications and
range midpoints for all others with some focus on range maximums. Metrics utilized at other
organizations across the total market are reflected in the following chart, indicating both the
actual count followed by the percent of responding organizations reflecting that category:

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group
All rights reserved.

15



Primary Metric

>

m Actual Salaries m Range Minimums

= Range Midpoints m Combination of Ranges & Actuals

Summary of Pay Practices Information

This section details the results of the Pay Practices portion of the survey. Where fewer than 5
organizations responded, “N/A” is shown in the table. Where fewer than 5 organizations
responded in the separate markets (primary and secondary), the results reflect the total
market.

Summary of Increase Information
The tables in this section summarize the most recent and planned percentage increases
organizations made and anticipate making to their pay structures and employee salaries,

either as merit increases or COLA increases. Zeros (no increases) are included in calculations.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group
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Most Recent

Most Recent

Planned

————
Pay Structure Adjustments

Most Recent
Attorney

Most Recent
Non-Attorney

Planned
Attorney

Attorney Non-Attorney Attorney Attorney
3% 3% N/A N/A
Average 2.35% 2.32% 4.85% 1.05%
Median 0.00% 1.30% 4.05% 1.05%
Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
High 10.00% 10.00% 11.30% 2.10%
Merit Increases

Attorney

0% 0% N/A N/A
Average 2.79% 3.07% 3.60% 3.80%
Median 3.10% 3.10% 3.50% 3.50%
Low 0.00% 0.00% 3.00% 3.00%
High 4.00% 4.32% 4.50% 5.00%

Most Recent
Attorney

COLA Increases

Most Recent
Non-Attorney

Planned
Attorney

Attorney

3% 3% N/A N/A
Average 1.83% 1.65% 0.00% 0.83%
Median 1.80% 1.80% 0.00% 0.00%
Low 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
High 4.00% 4.00% 0.00% 2.50%

Planned Non-

Planned Non-

Planned Non-

Summary of Pay Plan Design Information
The tables below summarize the type and design of pay range structure indicated by the
responding organizations, separated by primary, secondary, and total markets.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 17
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Primary Market

Aftorney

Non-Attorney

% of Org'’s with
Open Ranges /e I
% of Org’s with
Combination of Open 22% 13%
Ranges & Steps
% of Org’s with Single 0% 13%
Pay Rates
% of Org’s with Step Pay
Plan e e
Average # of Steps N/A N/A
Average % Step N/A N/A
Increments

Secondary Market

Aftorney Non-Attorney

Open Ranges Open Ranges

% of Org’s with
Open Ranges — S
% of Org’s with
Combination of Open 0% 25%
Ranges & Steps
% of Org’s with Single
Pay Rates 197 197
% of Org’s with Step Pay
Plan 0% 13%
Average # of Steps N/A N/A
Average % Step N/A N/A
Increments
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Total Market

Aftorney Non-Attorney

% of Org'’s with

Open Ranges S —
% of Org’s with

Combination of Open 12% 19%
Ranges & Steps

% of Org’s with Single % 13%
Pay Rates

% of Org’s with Step Pay

Plan U I
Average # of Steps N/A N/A
Average % Step N/A N/A
Increments

Summary of Hiring and Retention Information
OSPD does not offer hiring or retention bonuses and incentives.

Only two organizations offer hiring bonuses/incentives to attorneys and only three
organizations offer hiring bonuses/incentives to non-attorneys.

Only two organizations offer retention bonuses/incentives to both attorneys and non-
attorneys.

Summary of Special Pay Program Information

OSPD does not offer special pay programs. Six of the responding organizations offer bilingual
pay, and only one organization indicated offering attorney assignment pay and location
pay. The bilingual annual payment amount is shown in the following table.
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Annual Bilingual
Payment Amount

None

Average $1,580

Median $1,700
Low $420

High $2,500

Summary of Tuition and Loan Forgiveness Program Information
OSPD does not offer loan forgiveness. The tables below summarize the prevalence of tuition
assistance and loan forgiveness, separated by primary, secondary, and total markets.

OSPD No No No No
Primary Market 32% 32% 11% 1%
Secondary Market 22% 22% 0% 0%
Total Market 26% 26% 5% 5%

* Organizations indicated that as a public employer, loans are forgiven after so many years under the federal
public service loan forgiveness.

The organizations providing tuition assistance indicated it is provided for all employees, with
the annual maximum payment amount separated by primary, secondary, and total markets
is shown in the table as follows.

© 2022. Logic Compensation Group 20
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Primary Market Secondary Market Total Market

Max. Annual Tuition Max. Annual Tuition Max. Annual Tuition
Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimbursement
Payment Amount Payment Amount Payment Amount
Not Specified Not Specified Not Specified

Average $3,650 $2,300 $3,200
Median $2,250 $2,000 $2,000

Low $500 $1,500 $500

High $12,000 $4,000 $12,000

COMPARISON OF CURRENT OSPD PAY TO MARKET PAY

This section summarizes the analysis and comparison of the OSPD’'s compensation levels to
those in the market.

Benchmark jobs where fewer than 5 organizations reported matches were excluded from any
analyses because fewer than 5 matches to a given benchmark are considered an insufficient
sample size for drawing conclusions. These benchmarks and any other statistics with data
from fewer than 5 organizations are noted on each chart with an “N/A”.

The market difference for each benchmark job and for all jobs is calculated using the
following formula and is represented as a percentage (%):

Market Difference = (OSPD salary — Market salary) / OSPD salary

The overall market difference is not an average of all benchmark jobs’ market differences but
is calculated as follows and presented as a percentage (%):

Overall Market Difference: (Sum of all OSPD salaries — Sum of all Market Salaries) / Sum of all
OSPD salaries

(Note: Salary data must be available for both the OSPD and the market for a specific job’s data to be
included in this calculation.)

The following table demonstrates accepted compensation practice guidelines for
determining market alignment of individual jobs and pay structures with regard to the OSPD’s
stated pay strategy and pay target.
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Market Difference Market Alignment

+/- 5% Highly Aligned
+/-51t0 10% Aligned
+/-10t0 15% Misaligned
Greater than +/- 15% Significantly Misaligned

The OSPD has a pay strategy of targeting pay at the average of the market, however, the
specific market utilized does vary by type of OSPD job. The key market is identified for each
job category as outlined below as well as the associated data for that market. Overall, the
results are as follows:

Actual Range Range Range

Market Salary Minimum Midpoint Maximum

Difference Difference Difference Difference
?ﬂon.\?y Primary -5.0% -8.5% -7.1% -6.0%

pecific

Management FUETY 0.1% -2.3% -6.4% -8.9%
Finance & HR Total 3.5% -5.5% -3.9% 2.9%
;’:ﬂ:&t‘;’; Total 5.5% 110.0% 9.3% 8.9%
Investigations Primary -19.0% -15.2% -13.8% -12.8%
Social Work Total -10.3% -5.6% -5.3% -4.9%
Paralegal Total -12.7% -15.0% -14.3% -13.8%
Administrative loirel -6.1% -9.8% -5.6% -3.4%
All Jobs Total -6.7% -9.8% -8.7% -8.0%
All Jobs Primary -4.0% -6.5% -6.8% -7.0%
All Jobs Secondary -8.6% -11.9% -9.1% -7.3%

While the information above is reflective of the respective employee groups and overall for alll
benchmark jobs, results of individual job classes varied. Relevant market data for each job
family is shown as a data summary table. The data shown for each benchmark job family:

e includes data collected from organizations identified previously in this report;
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e are effective as of July 1, 2022, and;
e depict OSPD in orange coloring and the market in grey coloring within the tables.
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Attorney Specific:

A A DATA 0 A 0
OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY RANGE MINIMUM RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market
Market Market Avg Mkt
Bench . Avg Range | Range Range OSPD vs OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPDTitle) #0Orgs | #Inc | colary | Min | MidPt | Max ASV;':rge Mkt R’:‘:e':’g\ein Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | mkt | ©SFP :"r';?;
1 & MidPt Max i
1 Public Defender 14 57 $191,724 N/A N/A N/A $191,389 0.2% $180,557 N/A $213,963 N/A $247,369 N/A N/A 37.0%
2 First Assistant State Public Defender 17 74 $205,740 | $141,888  $173,820 [ $205,740 | $189.721 7.8% $155,223 -9.4% $188,849 -8.6% $217,880 -5.9% 45.0% 40.4%
3 Chief Trial Deputy 7 28 $172,674 | $136,380 | $167,064 | $197,748 | $153,527 11.1% $134,648 1.3% $154,138 7.7% $176,800 10.6% 45.0% 31.3%
4 |Managing Deputy Public Defender/Office Head 7 239 $162,490 | $128,472| $160,596 | $192,708 | $172,962 -6.4% $142,289 | -10.8% | $173,145| -7.8% | $204,312 | -6.0% 50.0% 43.6%
5 |Supervising Deputy Public Defender 9 130 $127,461 | $114,600 | $143,256 | $171,900 | $153,517 | -20.4% | $123,731 -8.0% | $156,088 | -9.0% | $188,427 | -9.6% 50.0% 52.3%
6 Lead Deputy Public Defender 15 440.5 $113,409 | $96,432 [ $120,540 | $144,648 | $129,069 -13.8% $105,432 -9.3% $134,060 | -11.2% | $162,678 | -12.5% 50.0% 54.3%
7 |Senior Deputy Public Defender 23 820 $81,796 | $80,112 | $98,940 | $117,768 | $103,226 | -26.2% $89,473 -11.7% | $112,485 | -13.7% | $135,496 | -15.1% 47.0% 51.4%
8 Deputy Public Defender 19 245 $69,242 | $66,192 | $81,756 | $97.308 $87,369 -26.2% $78,044 -17.9% $94,000 -15.0% | $109,957 | -13.0% 47.0% 40.9%
AGGREGATE COMPARISON -5.0% -8.5% -7.1% -6.0% 47.7% 43.9%
Management:
A A DATA 0 A 0
OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY RANGE MINIMUM RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market
Market Market Avg Mkt
Bench q Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average [ OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPD Title) #0rgs | #Inc | colary | Min | MidPt | Max As";':’rge Mkt R‘::e':fn?n Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | mit | OSPP :"r';iz
v g MidPt Max B
Administrative Director-Budget & Finance 13 114 $147,864 | $100,680 | $125,856 | $151,020| $140,941 4.7% $100,565 0.1% $128,684 | -2.2% |$156,801 -3.8% 50.0% 55.9%
10 |Administrative Director-Human Resources 14 101 $134,676 | $100,680 | $125,856 | $151,020| $147,837 -9.8% $107,480 -6.8% $140,534 | -11.7% | $172,516| -14.2% 50.0% 60.5%
11 |Administrative Director-Chief Information Officer 13 12 $184,800 | $133,716 | $163,800 | $193,884| $178,181 3.6% $134,713 -0.7% $172,837 -5.5% |$210,987| -8.8% 45.0% 56.6%
12 |Division Director-Legislative Policy & Extnl. Comm's. 3 3 $169,434| $128,472 | $160,596 | $192,708 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0% N/A
AGGREGATE COMPARISON 0.1% -2.3% -6.4% -8.9% 48.7% 57.7%

24




Finance & HR:

TOTAL MARKET COMPARISONS
OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY | RANGE MINIMUM | RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market Market
Market Avg Mkt
Bench n Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs |Average | OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPD Title) #0rgs | #Inc | colary | Min | MidPt | Max A;’;':rge Mkt | Range | Mki | Range | Mkt | Range | mkt | ©SPP :“r';%z
1 Min MidPt Max P
13 |Accounting Technician i 11 348  VACANT| $38,232 | $47,796 | $57,348 | $52,461 N/A | $42,564 | -11.3% | $51.932 | -8.7% | $61,300 | -6.9% | 50.0% | 44.0%
14 |Senior Accounting Technician 9 195 $49,908 | $42,432 | $53,040 | $63,648 | $59,236 | -18.7% | $47.829 | -12.7% | $57.773 | 8.9% | $67.718 | -6.4% | 50.0% | 41.6%
15 |Payroll Technician 12 74 $55,620 | $42,432 | $53,040 | $63,648 | $62,800 | -12.9% | $51.765 | 22.0% | $62,814 | -18.4% | $73.861 | -16.0% | 50.0% | 42.7%
16 |Payroll Coordinator 9 203 $76,284 | $50,856 | $63,576 | $76,284 | $73,627 | 3.5% | $57.816 | -13.7% | $73,550 | -15.7% | $89.283 | -17.0% | 50.0% | 54.4%
17 |Budget/Finance Analyst 9 175 $63,480 | $63,480 | $79,356 | $95,220 | $74,952 | -18.1% | $62,421 1.7% | $76,486 | 3.6% | $90.551 | 4.9% 50.0% | 45.1%
18 |Senior Budget/Finance Analyst 12 151 $121,608 | $81,072 [$101,340[ $121,608] $98,345 | 19.1% | $78.829 | 2.8% [ $96.655 [ 4.6% [$114,449] 59% 50.0% | 45.2%
19 |Contracts/Procurement Administrator 8 52 $99,396 | $67,932 | $84,924 [ $101,904] $89,923 | 9.5% | $66,847 | 1.6% | $84777 | 02% [$102,706] -0.8% | 50.0% | 53.6%
20 |Accounting Supervisor 15 95.5  $101,124] $74,040 | $92,556 [$111,060] $97.106 | 4.0% | $77.208 | -4.3% | $94.736 | 2.4% [$112,264] -1.1% | 50.0% | 45.4%
21 |Senior Human Resources Analyst 11 121 $99,090 | $67,932 | $84,924 [ $101,904] $87,392 [ 11.8% [ $70,862 | -4.3% | $86,930 [ -2.4% [$102,999| -1.1% | 50.0% | 45.4%
22 [Human Resources Generalist 11 158 VACANT| $54,936 | $68,676 | $82,404 | $70,922 N/A | $59.301 | -7.9% | $72.336 | -5.3% | $85371 | -3.6% | 50.0% | 44.0%
AGGREGATE COMPARISON 3.5% -5.5% -3.9% -2.9% | 50.0% | 46.1%
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Information Technology:

TOTAL MARKET COMPARISONS

OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY | RANGE MINIMUM | RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market Market
Market Avg Mkt
Bench q Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs |Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs
ID Benchmark (OSPD Title) #Orgs #Inc Salary Min MidPt Max Asvaelr:rge Mkt Range Mkt Range Mkt Range Mkt OspD :urr;iz
b Min MidPt Max B
23 |Technical Support Specialist | 11 219 $43,860 | $43,860 | $54,828 | $65,796 | $54,879 | -25.1% | $46,827 -6.8% $57,092 | -41% | $67.357 | -2.4% 50.0% 43.8%
24 [Technical Support Specialist Il 13 401 VACANT | $49,116 | $61,404 | $73,680 | $65.304 N/A $54,070 | -10.1% | $66,119 | -7.7% | $78,166 | -6.1% 50.0% 44.6%
25 |Technical Support Analyst 7 42 $66,917 | $55,020 | $68,784 | $82,536 | $77.434 | -15.7% | $62,574 | -13.7% | $76,809 | -11.7% | $91.044 [ -10.3% 50.0% 45.5%
26 |Applications Specialist/Trainer 2 3 $77,400 | $55,020 | $68,784 | $82,536 | $74,052 4.3% $55,605 -1.1% $68,507 0.4% $81,409 1.4% 50.0% 46.4%
27  [Systems Administrator 13 168 VACANT | $64,836 | $81,048 | $97.260 | $87,613 N/A $70,179 -8.2% $87,681 -8.2% |$105.181 -8.1% 50.0% 49.9%
28 |Senior Systems Administrator 13 179 $111,690 | $81,696 | $102,120| $122,544| $108,377| 3.0% $86,114 | -5.4% |$105512| -3.3% |$124911| -1.9% 50.0% 45.1%
29  [Senior Telecommunications Analyst 9 28 $113,460 | $75,648 | $94,560 | $113,472| $112,751 0.6% $87,903 [ -16.2% | $107,270| -13.4% | $126,636| -11.6% 50.0% 44.1%
30 [Senior Program Developer/Database Administrator 13 329 $118,890 | $81,696 | $102,120| $122,544| $121,473| -2.2% | $93.804 | -14.8% | $116,651 | -14.2% | $139,499| -13.8% 50.0% 48.7%
31 [Information Security Analyst 7 62 $89,592 | $75,648 | $94,560 [ $113,472| $96,000 | -7.2% $77.482 | -2.4% $98,918 | -4.6% |$120.353 [ -6.1% 50.0% 55.3%
32 |IT Manager-End User Support 11 181 $108,204 | $81,696 | $102,120| $122,544| $126,367 | -16.8% | $97.917 | -19.9% | $122,298 | -19.8% | $146,679| -19.7% 50.0% 49.8%
33 [IT Manager-Info Security & Infrastructure 9 125 $125,940 | $98,028 | $122,544| $147,048| $131,537 | -4.4% | $106,292| -8.4% |$134,903| -10.1% | $163.513| -11.2% 50.0% 53.8%
AGGREGATE COMPARISON -5.5% -10.0% -9.3% -8.9% 50.0% 47.9%
Investigations:
A A ) A A ) A )
OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY RANGE MINIMUM | RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market
Market Market Avg Mkt
Bench i Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPD Title) #Orgs | #Inc | colary | Min | MidPt | Max As";':’rge Mkt Rg;e':f,\ein Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | mkt | OSPP :"r';ied
v & MidPt Max B
37 [Investigator ) 22 $56,225 | $54,120 | $64,944 | $75,768 | $73,954 -31.5% $63,439 -17.2% | $75.139 | -15.7% | $86.839 | -14.6% 40.0% 36.9%
38 |Senior Investigator 10 174 $66,324 | $60,780 | $75,072 | $89,352 | $90,495 -36.4% $73,571 -21.0% | $90.364 | -20.4% | $107,166| -19.9% 47.0% 45.7%
39 |Lead Investigator 2 68 $83,126 [ $71,016 | $88,776 | $106,524| $91,651 -10.3% $77.160 -8.7% $94,800 -6.8% | $112,439 | -5.6% 50.0% 45.7%
40 |Supervising Investigator 2 7 $90.722 | $77.400 | $96.756 | $116,100] N/ N/A N/A N/A N/A NA | oA | A | soom | A
41 [Chief Investigator 6 6 $106,495 [ $84,768 | $105,960| $127,152| $115,279 -8.2% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0% N/A
AGGREGATE COMPARISON -19.0% -15.2% -13.8% -12.8% | 47.4% 42.8%
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Social Work:

TOTAL MARKET COMPARISONS

OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY | RANGE MINIMUM | RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market Market
Market Avg Mkt
Bench q Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average [ OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPD Title) #0Orgs | #Inc | ciary | Min | MidPt | Max A;’;':rge Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | mikt | ©OSFP :"r’;%fi
v Min MidPt Max E
34 |Licensed Social Worker 12 238 $54,689 | $52,704 | $63,252 | $73,788 | $65.123 | -19.1% | $53.456 | -1.4% | $66,528 | -5.2% | $79.599 | -7.9% 40.0% 48.9%
35 [Senior Social Worker 12 504 $71,520 | $55,836 | $68,964 | $82,080 | $75.935 [ -6.2% | $61,063 | -9.4% | $76,261 | -10.6% | $90,718 | -10.5% 47.0% 48.6%
36 |Supervising Social Worker 12 135 $85,104 | $71,412 | $89,268 [ $107,124| $91,932 [ -8.0% | $75.431 -5.6% | $90,512 [ -1.4% |$105593| 1.4% 50.0% 40.0%
AGGREGATE COMPARISON -10.3% -5.6% -5.3% -4.9% 45.7% 45.8%
Paralegal:
TOTAL MARKET COMPARISONS
OSPD DATA ACTUAL SALARY | RANGE MINIMUM | RANGE MIDPOINT | RANGE MAXIMUM | RANGE SPREADS
Market Market Market
Market Avg Mkt
Bench . Avg Range | Range | Range OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs | Average | OSPD vs
ip |Benchmark (OSPD Title) #Orgs | #Inc | colary | Min | MidPt | Max As";':rge Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | Mkt | Range | mit | OSFP :“r';iz
v Min MidPt Max B
42 |Paralegal 11 112 $49,132 | $48,300 | $57,960 | $67.620 | $62,881 -28.0% | $52,712 -9.1% $64,645 | -11.5% | $76,577 | -13.2% 40.0% 45.3%
43 [Senior Paralegal 14 308 $59,432 | $53,100 | $65,580 | $78,060 | $75.118 | -26.4% | $62,101 | -17.0% | $75,546 | -15.2% | $88,990 | -14.0% | 47.0% 43.3%
44 |Lead Paralegal 5 60 $74,559 | $60,048 | $75,060 | $90,072