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THE CHAIRMAN MAY ALTER THE ITEM SEQUENCE OR TIMES
The times indicated for each topic on the Commission agenda are an estimate and
subject to change. Generally, upon the completion of each agenda item, the
Commission will immediately move to the next item. However, the order of agenda
items is tentative and, when necessary to accommodate the public or the
Commission's schedules, the order of the agenda items is also subject to change.
Documents are posted at http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportationcommission/meeting-agenda.html no less than 24 hours prior to the meeting. The
documents are considered to be in draft form and for information only until final
action is taken by the Commission.
Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are in CDOT HQ Auditorium.
Wednesday, March 18, 2015
8:00 a.m. Commission Retreat [Hyatt Place]
12:00 p.m. HPTE Board Meeting [Call to Order in Room 225]
12:55 p.m. HPTE Board Break
1:00 p.m. HPTE Board Meeting [Reconvenes in Auditorium]
2:00 p.m. Commissioner Meetings with RTDs
 Region 1 – Commission Conference Room
 Region 2 – Aspen Conference Room (3rd floor)
 Region 3 – Room 225
 Region 4 – Room 262
 Region 5 – Room 212
2:30 p.m. Program Management Workshop (Richard Zamora, Josh Laipply, Maria
Sobota)........................................................................ ......... Tab 01
3:00 p.m. Draft FY 16-19 STIP Workshop (Maria Sobota, Deb PerkinsSmith) ......................................................................... ......... Tab 02
3:30 p.m. Budget Workshop (Maria Sobota)................................. ......... Tab 03
Return to Agenda

4:00 p.m.
4:30 p.m.

Audit Review Committee (Barb Gold) [Room 225]
Adjournment

Thursday, March 19, 2015
7:30 a.m. Breakfast Meeting [Room 262]
9:00 a.m. Safety Committee (Darrell Lingk) ................................. ......... Tab 04
9:20 a.m. DBE Committee (Heidi Humphreys) ............................ ......... Tab 05
9:40 a.m. Break
*****************************************************
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING
10:00 a.m. 1. Call to Order, Roll Call
10:00 a.m. 2. Audience Participation; Subject Limit:
10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
10:00 a.m. 3. Comments of Individual Commissioners
10:05 a.m. 4. Executive Director’s Report (Shailen Bhatt)
10:10 a.m. 5. Chief Engineer’s Report (Josh Laipply)
10:15 a.m. 6. HPTE Director’s Report (Michael Cheroutes)
10:20 a.m. 7. FHWA Division Administrator Report (John Cater)
10:25 a.m. 8. Act on Consent Agenda ........................................... ......... Tab 06
a) Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of February 19,
2015 (Herman Stockinger) ............................. Consent Agenda p 01
b) Resolution to Approve the Special Workshop Minutes of February 5,
2015 (Herman Stockinger) ............................. Consent Agenda p 30
c) Resolution to Approve 4.0 Audit Division Policy and Charter (Barb
Gold) ............................................................. Consent Agenda p 49
d) Resolution to Approve of Policy Directive 1300.0 and Repeal of Related
Policy Directives (Heidi Humphreys, Herman Stockinger)
...................................................................... Consent Agenda p 76
e) Resolution to Approve SH67 Town of Victor Devolution Time Extension
(Karen Rowe) ................................................. Consent Agenda p 93
f) Resolution to Approve Greenwood Village Willow Drive Relinquishment
(Tony DeVito) ................................................. Consent Agenda p 97
g) Resolution to Approve Lyons Fire Department Disposal
(Johnny Olson) ............................................... Consent Agenda p 101
Return to Agenda

h) Resolution to Approve SH287 Parcel Exchange
(Johnny Olson) ............................................... Consent Agenda p 105
i) Resolution to Approve Devolution of US 6 – 40 and SH 103 to Idaho
Springs (Tony DeVito) .................................... Consent Agenda p 113
j) Resolution to Approve Revised Central City SIB Loan Resolution
(Maria Sobota) ............................................... Consent Agenda p 119
10:30 a.m. 9. Discuss and Act on 9th Supplement to the FY’2015 Budget (Maria
Sobota)........................................................................ ......... Tab 07
10:35 a.m. 10. Discuss and Act on Adoption of Fiscal Year 2016 Budget (Maria
Sobota)........................................................................ ......... Tab 08
10:40 a.m. 11. Discuss and Act on the Resolution to Approve the 2040 Statewide
Transportation Plan (Deb Perkins-Smith)..................... ......... Tab 09
10:50 a.m. 12. Acknowledgements
 Lean Process Improvement
 Shumate Building Remediation
 Cultural Team
10:55 a.m. 13. Other Matters
11:00 a.m. 14. Adjournment
*****************************************************
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS ...................................... Tab 10
11:05 a.m. Call to Order and Roll Call
11:05 a.m. Audience Participation
Subject Limit: 10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
11:05 a.m. Act on Consent Agenda
a) Resolution to Approve Regular Minutes from February 18, 2015
(Herman Stockinger) ................................. Bridge Enterprise p3
11:05 a.m. Discuss and Act on 7th Bridge Enterprise Budget Supplement (Maria
Sobota)............................................................... Bridge Enterprise p7
11:10 a.m. Discuss and Act on Resolution to Approve the Use of HPTE’s
Procurement Guidelines for PPP Projects
(Michael Cheroutes)............................................ Bridge Enterprise p11
11:15 a.m. Resolution to Approve Appointment of Bridge Enterprise Director (Scott
McDaniel) ........................................................... Bridge Enterprise p64
Return to Agenda

11:20 a.m. Monthly Progress Report (Scott McDaniel) .......... Bridge Enterprise p66
11:20 a.m. Adjournment
*****************************************************

Following the Bridge Enterprise Meeting, there will be a media event to announce the
Statewide Transportation Plan, featuring Executive Director Shailen Bhatt,
Transportation Commission Chair Ed Peterson, and STAC Chair Vince Rogalski. All
Commissioners are invited to attend.
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4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Room 262
Denver, CO 80222

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

March 18, 2015
Transportation Commission
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Maria Sobota, Interim Chief Financial Officer
Richard Zamora, Office of Program Management Director
Program Management Workshop

Purpose
The Program Management Workshop provides the Transportation Commission with
an update on the delivery of programs and significant projects. This month there is
a focus on the Asset Management Program.
Details
A primary performance metric for the integration of Cash Management and
Program Management is the cash balance. Included in the Powerpoint is a diagram
reporting the actual cash balance for all CDOT funds—including Local Agency,
Flood, etc.—against our path to target that has been set. The cash balance is
approximately $1,231.8 million, $220.0 million above the target. Cash decreased
compared to same time last year, but is not currently decreasing at the rate set by
our target.
A related measure is the cash plus cash equivalents balance. As shown in the
Powerpoint diagram, the cash plus cash equivalents balance is approximately
$1,586.1 million, $57.5 million over the target. This balance is now closer to our
normal expectations for this time of year. The federal obligation, which is CDOT’s
authorization to bill FHWA for reimbursement of expenditures, is the main driver
of cash equivalents. In a normal year CDOT receives federal obligation for the
entire year in October. Due to the Continuing Resolution impacting FHWA, CDOT
received its federal obligation in prorated amounts this year to date. In January,
FHWA authorized obligation of approximately $300 million through May 31, 2015
bringing cash equivalents back in line with expectations.
We are continuing to monitor program delivery at the statewide level using the
expenditure performance index (XPI) to evaluate actual construction expenditure
performance as compared to planned. This month the XPI increased to 0.78, a
sixth consecutive monthly improvement of XPI as the Department draws nearer to
its $900 million 2015 expenditure goal.
As discussed, an XPI by program is being developed. Looking at the expenditure of
surface treatment funds, the surface treatment program has an XPI of 1.26
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through January and 1.30 through February. This program is performing well.
Additional program-specific XPI data continues to be developed.
This month’s presentation includes a focus on the Asset Management Program for
years FY14 through FY16. The Transportation Commission receives updates
monthly for all programs and receives a rotating focus into individual programs.
These updates are included in the attached PowerPoint presentation.
The PMO Reporting Overview slides provide a status update of the four main
programs being reported on by the Program Management Office. The SPI for Flood
remained at 1.00, 2014 Asset Management increased to a 1.0, while the 2015 Asset
Management and RAMP Partnership and Operations programs both increased to
0.91 and 0.89 respectively. This month introduces an SPI of 0.89 for 2016 Asset
Management.
The 2014 Asset Management Program has only one project remaining in design,
with a scheduled Advertisement date of March 2015. The full commission
allocation has been either been expended or encumbered. A breakout of spending
for each Asset Category has been provided.
To date, over 50 percent of the 2015 Asset Management projects with planned
advertisment dates have been advertised and over 70 percent of the Commission
Allocation has been encumbered or expended. There are projects identified
within the program that are maintenance or procurement projects. These projects
are not being monitored for delivery status, however their expenditures are being
included in the overall category and program totals.
The projects indentified within the 2016 Asset Management program are in the
process of being scoped and programmed for delivery with a goal of full
compliance by the end of February. In 2016 two new Asset Categories, Traffic
Signals and Walls, were added which contributes to the increase in projects.
The Chief Engineer and Chief Financial Officer have made it a priority that all
RAMP partnership projects be managed so that scope and project costs do not
exceed their original TC approved project amounts. The apparent successful
bidder for the I-25 & Cimarron project was selected and the contract amount will
be less than forecast last month. Savings of $2,468,862 from that opening will be
returned to the Contigency RAMP Reserve fund.
An overview of the RAMP Partnership and Operations program shows steady growth
in expenditures and encumbrances as more projects are being budgeted and
advertised. A brief desciption on the remaining RAMP Projects that require
Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) is provided in the PowerPoint presentation.
Attachments
1. Powerpoint Presentation
2. RAMP Partnership Program Controls Update (table)
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RAMP Partnership Program Controls Update

PCN

Project Name

March 2015
Original TC
Approved
Budget
[A]

Current
Total Project
Forecasted Cost
Cost Variance
Estimate
[A-C]
[C]

Prelim.
Scalable
Review

Additional
Non-CDOT
Contribution

Additional
RAMP
Contingency

Additional
CDOT
Contribution

Project Controls Comments

Unlikely

$0

$0

CMGC (ICE Consultant is part of the project team);
Project is currently tracking within budget; 30%
Plans complete and first ICE underway; 60% Plans
scheduled for July 2015

19192 I-25/ARAPAHOE RD INTERCHANGE

$74,000,000

$74,000,000

0

Scalable to
budget, with
CMGC input.

19954 US 160 Turnouts

$1,015,000

$1,565,573
$493,898

521,102

Estimated
($600,000)

Unlikely

$0

$0

Project scope has been scaled back to a single decel
lane; Alternatively, both decel lanes would cost over
$2.1 million; Scaled project is within original budget

US50/Dozier/Steinmeier Intersection
19906 Improvement & Signal Improvements
(companion Ops project 2-9)

$2,500,000

$2,500,000

0

Yes
Completed

Unlikely

$0

$0

Project is currently tracking within budget; FOR
Level Estimate complete; Additional Local
Contribution unlikely; Project is not scalable

18331
I-25 AND CIMARRON EXPRESSWAY
19039

$95,000,000

$116,093,450
$113,624,588

(18,624,588)

Completed
($11,500,000)

$2,050,000

$5,000,000
$2,531,138

US 50 / SH 45 Interchange, Wills to
19056
Purcell - Pueblo (companion Ops project
19751
2-10)

$11,200,000

$11,075,452

124,548

Bundled
Projects

$0

$0

In-Progress

Likely
($2,400,000
or more)

In-Progress

Possible
Likely
($900,000
or more)

19094

I-70 Simba Run Underpass (Vail
Underpass)

SH 9 - Frisco to Breckenridge: Iron
19930 Springs Alignment and Vail Pass Multiuse Path Devolution

$20,800,000

$21,985,000

$29,000,000

$26,595,518

(8,200,000)

(4,610,518)

Awarded; Apparent successful proposer was
selected in February; TC Approved additional RAMP
$14,043,450
Contingency funds; $2.5 M in savings from bid
opening returned to RAMP Contigency

$0

Awarded; Total Project Cost proposed (Ramp +
Surface Treatment) is $13,426,152

$0

CMGC (ICE #1 completed in November); Project
team identified significant cost savings; Value
engineering effort ongoing; Planned FOR for April;
ICE #2 scheduled for mid to late April; Total Project
Cost Estimate exceeds 7.5% threshold

$0

$0

Value engineering effort ongoing; Additional Local
Partner participation identified - pending results of
FOR level estimate; Planned FOR for late March; ICE
scheduled for April 2015; Total Project Cost Estimate
exceeds 7.5% threshold

$0

$0

Scalability review complete; Additional Local Partner
participation confirmed; Planned FOR for March;
Total Project Cost Estimate exceeds 7.5% threshold

$6,627,747

$0

Awarded; Increased Local Contribution; TC
Approved additional RAMP Contingency funds
needed to Award

$0

19911 I-70 Exit 31 Horizon Drive Roundabouts

$5,000,000

$5,800,000

(800,000)

Possible
Complete

Possible
Likely
($400,000
from Utility
Co)

19910 SH 9 CO River South Wildlife & Safety

$46,000,000

$52,627,747

(6,627,747)

Completed
($4,200,000)

Completed

$22,000,000

$29,000,000
$26,595,518

(4,595,518)

Possible

Completed

$0

$0

ICE Complete; Bids Opened; Project team is the
process of reevaluating the design and other cost
saving elements; Planned FOR for March; Total
Project Cost Estimate exceeds 7.5% threshold

$2,000,000

$2,000,000
$1,627,796

372,204

No
Complete

Unlikely

$0

$0

Project is currently tracking within budget; FOR
complete; Bid alternates are not being considered at
this time

$1,800,000

$1,800,000
$1,729,562

70,438

No
Complete

Unlikely

$0

$0

Project is currently tracking within budget; FOR
complete; HazMat and Geology test results could
impact project cost; Bid alternates being considered

19397 SH 145 AT CR P SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

$1,660,194

$1,640,221
$1,676,597

(16,403)

No
Possible

Unlikely

$0

$0

Project is currently tracking within 1% of original
budget; FOR complete; Likely savings from design
phase; One decel lane could be removed; Bid
alternates being considered

18972

US 285 Antonito Storm Drainage System
Replacement

$2,742,429

$3,343,337

(600,908)

Bundled
Projects

Completed

$0

$0

Awarded; Local in-kind contribution increased by
$350,000; (Bundled with $7.0 mil SUR project for
bidding economy)

19411

SH 62 Ridgeway Street Improvements
(pending approval of local match)

$13,791,257

$13,463,955

327,302

Likely
In-progress

Unlikely

$0

$0

Scalability is on-going during design; Project is
currently tracking within budget; Planned FOR
planned for early May

$2,497,090

$2,597,090
$2,780,174

(283,085)

Yes
Possible
(3 options)

Unlikely

$0

$0

Scalability and Local Contribution under region
review; Project to be bundled with $8 mil SUR
project; Further reduction of scope and FA items
possible; Planned FOR for August

$323,990,970

$370,452,811
$366,934,143

($42,943,173)

($600,000)

$4,950,000
$5,750,000

$11,627,747
$9,158,885

$14,043,450

($15,240,644)
($13,991,438)

Total
Original

Total
Forecast

Total
Variance

Total Scope
Reduction

Total Local
Contribution

Total RAMP
Contingency

Total CDOT
Contribution

Remaining Projected Liability

12372
18401 US 287: Conifer to Laporte Bypass (Phase
19561 1 - SH1 to Laporte Bypass)
20632

19909

US 550 Sky Rocket Box Culvert
Replacement

19908 SH 172 / 151 SIGNALIZATION

US 24 Enhancement Project in Buena
19643
Vista

Subtotals

Legend:
Project Awarded (blue)

Updated cells (yellow)
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Program Management Update
March 18, 2015
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Cash & Equivalents
Target Balance
RAMP
Announced

Target Established

As of March 4, 2015
Return to Agenda
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Expenditure Performance Index
Total Construction Expenditures FY 15
Cumulative
Monthly Actual
(Label Refers to XPI)

$1,800

$1,600

Path to $900 M
(2015 Goal)

$1,400

$1,200

Path to $750 M
(FY14 Actual)

Millions

$1,000

Path to $500 M
(Historical Average)

$800

$600

$400
0.75

$200

0.68

0.77 0.78

0.72

0.63
$0

0.59 0.52
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As of March 2, 2015

PMO Reporting Overview
by Program
Schedule
Performance

Financial Performance
($Millions)
Program

Quarterly
Rotation

Program
Expenditure
through
1/23/2015

Program
Expenditure
through
2/20/2015

$
Change

SPI

Flood

$122.1

$126.2

$4.1

1.00

Apr. 2015

RAMP P&O (Overall)

$148.0

$169.5

$21.5

0.89

May 2015

$1.4

$5.9

$4.5

0.90

Apr. 2015

$146.6

$163.6

$17.0

0.89

May 2015

FASTER and HSIP

$430.7

$436.0

$5.3

-

May 2015

Asset Management

$692.1

$756.8

$64.7

*

Mar. 2015

RAMP P&O
(Local Agency)
RAMP P&O
(CDOT)

Notes:
1. SPI’s shown are for Preconstruction.
2. FASTER and HSIP funds are used on projects in multiple programs and as a result, an SPI is not provided for these programs.
3. Asset Management expenditures are a combination of 2014, 2015, 2016 and include MLOS and Roadway Equipment.
(Note: MLOS and Road Equipment are excluded from SPI calculations)
01 Program
Management
4. * The SPI’s for each Asset Management program are provided
on the next
page Workshop:Page 7 of 19
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As of February 20, 2015

PMO Reporting Overview
by Program
Precon.
SPI This
Month

Precon.
SPI Last
Month

1.00

1.00

0.89

0.88 RAMP P&O Total Program ($1,352 M)

0.90

0.89

RAMP P&O Local Agency ($112.2 M)

0 89
0.89

0 88
0.88

RAMP P&O CDOT ($1,240 M)

0 89
0.
0.89

N/A
N/
/A

2016 Asset Management ($612.8 M)

0 91
0.91

0 75
0.75

2015 Asset Management ($630.2 M)

1
00
1.00

0 98
0.98

2014 Asset Management ($622.9 M)

Financial Performance (Precon. and Construction)
Flood ($227.8 M)

Safety - HSIP ($212.7 M)
Safety - FASTER ($469.9 M)
0%
Expenditure (%)

20%
Encumbered (%)

40%
Unencumbered (%)

60%

80%

100%

Unbudgeted (%)

Total Cumulative Program Amounts are for the duration of the program. Program amounts and duration vary for
each program. RAMP P&O refers to RAMP Partnership & Operations.
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As of February 20, 2015

Overview of 2014 Asset
Management
2014 Asset Management Financial Status
$800.0
$700.0
Commission Allocation

Millions

$600.0
$500.0
$400.0
$300.0

$200.0
$100.0
$0.0

Unencumbered (Millions)
Encumbered (Millions)
Expenditure (Millions)
Other CDOT Funds
(Millions)
2014 Approved Budget
(RAMP & Baseline) Less BE
and Bridge Fixed Costs
Return to Agenda

2014 Approved
Budget (RAMP &
Baseline) Less BE
and Bridge Fixed
Costs

As of February 20
2015
$44.8
$123.3
$535.6

Asset Management
Projects
(108 Total)
Complete

In Construction

In Bid/Award

In Design
1
10

50

47

$79.2
$622.9
As of February 20, 2015
01 Program Management Workshop:Page 9 of 19

As of February 20, 2015

Overview of 2014 Asset
Management
2014 Allocation Spending Overview
2014 MLOS ($249.0 M)

2014 Road Equipment ($20.9 M)

2014 Culverts ($11.5 M)

2014 ITS ($10.2 M)

2014 Buildings ($11.3 M)

2014 Rockfall ($9.0 M)

2014 Tunnels ($7.4M)

2014 Bridge PM and Repair ($53.5 M)

2014 Surface Treatment ($238 M)
0%
Expenditure (%)

Return to Agenda

20%
Encumbered (%)

40%
Unencumbered (%)
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60%

80%

100%

Unbudgeted (%)

As of February 20, 2015

Overview of 2015 Asset
Management Program
2015 Asset Management Financial Status
$700,000,000

2015 Asset Management
Project Status
(98 Total Projects)
In Construction
In Bid/Award
In Design

$600,000,000
$500,000,000
$400,000,000
$300,000,000

47
$200,000,000
$100,000,000
$0

2015 Approved Budget
(RAMP & Baseline) Less
BE and Bridge Fixed
Costs

17
As of February 20, 2015

Unbudgeted

$41,076,000

Unencumbered

$144,958,417

Encumbered

$228,427,936

Expenditure

$215,786,308

2015 Approved Budget (RAMP &
Baseline) Less BE and Bridge
Fixed Costs
Return to Agenda

34

As of February 20, 2015
$630,248,610
01 Program Management Workshop:Page 11 of 19

As of February 3, 2015

Overview of 2015 Asset
Management Program
2015 Allocation Spending Overview
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

2015 MLOS

2015 Fleet

2015 Culverts

2015 ITS

2015 Buildings

2015 Rockfall

2015 Tunnels

2015 Bridge PM and Repair

2015 Surface Treatment

Expenditure (%)

Return to Agenda

Encumbered (%)

Remaining Project Budget (%)
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Unbudgeted

As of February 3, 2015

Overview of 2016 Asset
Management Program
2016 Asset Management Financial Status
$700,000,000

2016 Asset Management Project
Status (144 Projects Identified)
In Construction
In Bid/Award
In Design
Scoping

$600,000,000
$500,000,000
$400,000,000

9
$300,000,000
$200,000,000
$100,000,000
$0

2016 Approved
Budget (RAMP &
Baseline) Less BE and
Bridge Fixed Costs

119
As of February 20,
2015

Unbudgeted

$501,500,000

Unencumbered
Encumbered

$52,692,372
$54,179,880

Expenditure

$5,424,839

2016 Approved Budget
(RAMP & Baseline) Less BE
and Bridge Fixed Costs
Return to Agenda

6
10

$612,800,000

As of February 20, 2015
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As of February 20, 2015

Overview of RAMP P&O Program
$1,400,000,000

$1,200,000,000

$1,000,000,000

$800,000,000

$600,000,000

$400,000,000

$200,000,000

$0
Feb 2014

Mar 2014

April 2014

SAP Expenditure

May 2014

June 2014

July 2014

SAP Encumbered

August
2014

September
2014

October
2014

November December
2014
2014

SAP Remaining Project Budget

Note: RAMP Allocation does not include in-kind match funds nor locally administered cash match
Return to Agenda
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As of February 20, 2015

January
2015

February RAMP P&O
2015
Program

RAMP IGA Update
• 42 RAMP IGA’s have been executed, 3 are awaiting
local review/signature, 7 are being drafted at HQ,
and 3 are pending submittal to HQ.
• Of the ten (7+3) IGAs still in draft stage, none are
currently delaying CDOT construction; seven are
associated with devolution; and three contain
unique local in-kind match to be documented in
the IGA.
As of February 27, 2015
Return to Agenda
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Coming Attractions
• Update of Cash Balance
• Updated Expenditure Performance Index
• Update on Flood Program and RAMP Local Agency

Return to Agenda
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262
Denver, CO 80222

MEMORANDUM
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Anthony R. DeVito, P.E. Region 1 Transportation Director
DATE: March 11, 2015
SUBJECT: Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder Lanes Construction Package 3 Bridge Enterprise Request and Update
Purpose
To provide the Transportation Commission (TC) an update on the I-70 Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder
Lane (EB PPSL) project estimate and funding plan. Region 1 is also seeking approval to add additional
Surface Treatment and RPP funds to construction package 3.
Action
Approval of the requested budget action of $4.6 million for the I-70 EB PPSL project.
Background
In May 2014, the TC approved $18.6 Million for the EB PPSL project to fund CP 1, complete project
design, and design of the Clear Creek County Greenway. In August 2014, the TC approved $16,348,000.00
for the I-70 EB PPSL construction package 2.
In December 2014, the TC approved the $72,750,000 EB PPSL budget that included Highway Safety
Improvement Program and ITS funds. The TC approved the commercial loan amount of $18.35 million for
construction package 3. The Bridge Enterprise Board also approved $9.75 million for the eligle portion of
the EB PPSL project.
Additional Highway Safety Improvement Program and National Highway Performance Program Funds were
added for sign replacement and critical cuvlert repairs in early 2015.
On Friday March 6, 2016, the Construction Agreed Price proposal was opened for Construction Package 3
(CP 3) of the Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder Lane project. The contractor submitted a CAP of
$24,650,000 for biddable items. With Force Account items, OCIP, and CE and Indirects, the total amount
of CP 3 is $33,065,749.60. The contractor’s CAP was within 5% of the Independent Cost Estimate which
totaled $31,712,991.46. The Region determined that awarding the project to the contractor was in the
best interest of the State.
The current approved budget for the project is $73,870,000. Including previous packages and design, the
total final budget is $78,500,000. The increase in the overall project budget can be attributed to
schedule acceleration to meet the Fall 2015 opening date, additional ground improvementsfor the bridge
foundation at the MP 241 interchange, and ITS equipment installation deferred from Package 1.

Construction Package 1: Mainline Widening
Construction Package 2: SH 103 Bridge
Replacement and related improvements
Construction Package 3: Final Paving and
Tolling

Estimate(rounded)
$16.9 Million
$15.3 Million
$21.8 Million

Timeline
Commenced July
Scheduled:
September 2014
Scheduled:
February 2014
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Construction Package 3: Bridge Enterprise
Project: Exit 241 Bridge and Interchange

$11.85 Million

Design, Greenway, Long Lead Time
Procurement, and E-470 costs
Total:

$12.6 Milion

Scheduled:
Spring/Summer
2015
Scheduled: 20142015
Open to traffic:
November 2015

$78.5 Million

The deficit for the project is $4.60 million that includes the following:

$3.1 million for the non-Bridge Enterprise elements for construction package 3.

$1.50 million for the Bridge Enterprise elements for construction package 3.
The Region has identified funds that are available to make the project whole including Surface Treatment
and RPP funds. A supplement request for the additional Bridge Enterprise funds has been submitted in a
separate request.
The overall funding plan for the project is detailed in Appendix A.
Details
The requested budget action consists of the following funding sources and amounts:

Project Description
Region 1 RPP/ Surface Treatment (20308)

EB PPSL Package 3
Construction
(20308.20.10/19984.20.10)
$3,098,029.88

Bridge Enterprise (19984)

Total Budget Request
$3,098,029.88

$1,505,719.71

$1,505,719.71

Totals

$4,603,749.59

To meet the aggressive schedule, the project funding needs to be transferred in March 2015 to provide an
opportunity for the project team to deliver CP 3 and open the managed lane in the Fall of 2015.
Key Benefits
The economic benefits and travel time savings this project will have are significant. It is estimated the
travel time savings to users of the lane could be as much as 30 minutes. For the TIGER grant application,
the project investment was expected to yield over $322 million in benefits—even with the cost increase,
the benefits are still great. The benefits of opening the project one ski season earlier are noteworthy as
well saving the I-70 resort region up to $15 million in user costs and lost revenue. From a toll revenue
perspective, the project is estimated to generate $1.06 million dollars of revenue that first season as
reported in Peak Period Shoulder Lane Traffic and Revenue Study. Even with the new higher estimate,
the benefit cost ratio for the whole project is between 4:1 and 6:1.
Attachments
Attachment A: EB PPSL Project Funding Plan
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I-70 Mountain Corridor Program
425A Corporate Circle
Golden, CO 80403
Project No: NHPP 0703-401 / 19474

I-70 EB Peak Period Shoulder Lane Overall Project Funding 03/11/2015

Funding Source

RAMP

Current
Estimates

Amount
Encumbered

Amount Needed

Notes

$20.00 million

$20.00 million

$0.00

million

$2M to Greenway, $3.25 for TO#3, $1.5 in April, $13.25 for CP #1

Const. Package #1 Supplement

$0.55 million

$0.55 million

$0.00

million

Supplement for CP #1 overage

Surface Treatement (FY 15)

$5.10 million

$4.77 million

$0.33

million

$350K for design in May 2014, $4.42 M for CP #2

Bridge Prevenative Maintenance

$0.10 million

$0.10 million

$0.00

million

$100K for CP #2

$10.80 million

$10.80 million

$0.00

million

$10.798 for CP #2

FASTER Safety

$3.00 million

$3.00 million

$0.00

million

$3 million for CP #1

National Highway Performance Program

$0.36 million

$0.36 million

$0.00

million

$367k for Critical Culvert Repair CP #3

RPP

$5.07 million

$2.30 million

$2.77

million

$1.5M used for TO#1, $800K for TO#2, RPP for Construction and Design for CP #3

Highway Safety Improvement Program

$0.60 million

$0.60 million

$0.00

million

HSIP Funds for I-70 Traffic Sign Replacement

CDOT ITS

$0.75 million

$0.75 million

$0.00

million

CDOT ITS Funds for I-70 Fiber Backbone Replacement

Bridge Enterprise

$11.85 million

$10.35 million

$1.50

million

19984 - $600K for design, $9.75 million for CP #3 BE. $1.2 million Supplement for CP #3

Commercial Bank Loan (December 2014)

$20.30 million

$20.30 million

$0.00

million

$2 million LLTP, $600K design, $17.7 CP #3 Non-BE

Total

$78.5 million

$73.9 million

$4.6

million

RAMP Package #2

EB PPSL Construction Package 2
EB PPSL Construction Package 3 ‐ BE
EB PPSL Construction Package 3 ‐ Non ‐ BE

I-70 EB Peak Period Shoulder Lane Construction Package Project Funding 03/11/2015
Amount
Estimated

Project and Project No.
CCC Greenway (19474)

$

Amount
Encumbered

Amount Needed

2.0

million

2.0 million

$

-

million

Funding Source and Notes
$2 million RAMP

PPSL Construction Package 1 (20306)

$ 16.9

million

16.9 million

$

-

million

$13.25 million RAMP, $3 million FASTER Safety, $0.55 million Supplement

PPSL Construction Package 2 (20307)

$ 15.3

million

15.3 million

$

-

million

$4.42 million Resurfacing, $100k Bridge Maintenance, $10.798 RAMP

LLTP (19474)

$

2.0

million

2.0 million

$

PPSL Construction Package 3 BE (19984)

$ 11.9

million

10.4 million

$

1.50 million

9.75 million Bridge Enterprise; $1.5 million Supplement for CP 3, $600k design

PPSL Construction Package 3 Non-BE (20308)

$ 21.8

million

18.7 million

$

3.10 million

Includes E470 construction costs, RPP, Surface Treatment

Design (19474 & 19984)

$

million

8.6 million

$

$78.5 million

73.9 million

Total

8.6

-

-

$4.6

million

million

HPTE Commercial Loan Funds

RAMP, Surf. Treat, RPP, LLTP

million

EB PPSL Construction Package 2
EB PPSL Construction Package 3 ‐ BE
EB PPSL Construction Package 3 ‐ Non ‐ BE
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

March 19, 2015
Transportation Commission
Maria Sobota, Acting Chief Financial Officer, Division of Accounting and Finance
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director, Division of Transportation Development
Draft FY 2016-2019 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

Purpose
To provide the Transportation Commission (TC) with an overview of the Draft FY 16-19 STIP, including a summary
of STIP funding levels, programs, projects, and anticipated performance, in advance of the release of the STIP for
a 30 day public review and comment period.
Action
Transportation Commission approval to release the Draft FY 16-19 STIP for a 30 day public review and comment
period.
Background
Federal regulations require that the STIP cover a period of at least four years and be updated at least every four
years. The current FY 12-FY 17 STIP was adopted by the TC in May 2011 and became effective on July 1, 2011. A
new four year STIP must be approved by the TC and approved by FHWA and FTA no later than June 30, 2015 in
order to take effect on July 1. The STIP is also required to be the subject of a 30 day public review and comment
period, and a public hearing. Pending TC approval, the Draft FY 16-19 STIP will be released for the 30 day public
review and comment period scheduled to begin after the March 27 STAC meeting and continuing through April 26.
A public hearing is planned for the April 16 TC meeting, with TC adoption of the STIP anticipated in May. Staff will
work with the Commission to address questions or issues prior to adoption in May. Additional refinement and
enhancement to the FY 16-19 STIP is planned after adoption.
The Draft FY 16-19 STIP is available at https://www.codot.gov/business/budget/statewide-transportationimprovement-program-stip-reports-information. Public notice of the 30 day review and comment period will be
provided through a variety of means, including through the CDOT website, e-mail announcement, newspaper
advertising, and via mail. Hard copies of the Draft FY 16-19 STIP will also be available at CDOT Region and HQ
offices, FHWA Colorado Division and FTA Region 8 offices, TPR offices, and at Colorado Depository Libraries.
Details
Overview of the STIP
The approach and framework for the STIP was evaluated as part of cash and program management initiatives. The
Draft FY 16-19 STIP incorporates several changes resulting from this process, including the shift to a rolling four
year STIP, an expenditure basis for CDOT projects included in the STIP, and changes designed to streamline the
STIP, increase flexibility, and reduce the need for frequent amendment.
In the past most projects, regardless of type or size, were identified individually with funding amounts and years in
the STIP. This detail goes beyond what is required by federal regulations and results in the need for frequent
amendment of the STIP. The Draft FY 16-19 STIP is aligned with federal requirements and individually identifies
the funding amount and year only for those projects considered regionally significant. Regionally significant
projects are projects serving regional transportation needs and of sufficient scale to be typically included in
transportation demand modeling for air quality emissions analysis. Federal regulations provide guidance on
determining if a project is considered regionally significant. Smaller projects including resurfacing projects, bridge
rehabilitation, bike/ped projects, and safety projects are generally not considered regionally significant and are
identified within the appropriate STIP funding program. The benefits of this approach will include a significant
reduction in the number and frequency of STIP amendments, increased flexibility to make minor changes to
projects or programs without triggering a STIP amendment, and a more streamlined and user-friendly STIP.
STIP Funding Levels
The STIP must be fiscally constrained. Fiscal constraint of the STIP is based on the 2040 Program Distribution
adopted by the TC in February 2014. Fiscal constraint of the STIP, however, is not equivalent to Program
Distribution as some programs are not included (i.e. Program Delivery/Administration, Debt Service, Road
Equipment, Property, Safety Education, etc.) in the STIP while other additional revenue sources (i.e. Regional
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Transportation District (RTD) funding) from MPO TIPs are included. The Draft FY 16-19 STIP includes approximately
$5.6 billion in programs and projects (including $1.3 billion in RTD funds). Additional projects and programs will be
programmed in the STIP as they are ready and incorporated into the STIP through subsequent STIP amendments or
administrative modifications.
STIP Performance
The Draft FY 16-19 STIP includes programs totaling approximately $3.7 billion, $1.3 billion in RTD projects and
programs, and 16 regionally significant projects totaling $617 million.
Funding allocations for Capital Maintenance (Asset Management) and Annual Maintenance in Program Distribution
and in the STIP are based on objectives from Policy Directive (PD) 14. Based on STIP funding levels, it is projected
that PD 14 performance objectives for Bridge, Pavement, and Maintenance will be met for the period of the STIP.
Projections of the performance of safety and system performance investments are not currently available,
although performance will be closely monitored. Safety investments include FASTER Safety, Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP), and Hot Spots projects. System Performance investments include investments in
Operations and ITS, as well as major mobility or capacity projects. Examples of major mobility or capacity projects
in the FY 16-FY 19 STIP include:

I-70 East Reconstruction

US 36: Boulder to I-25 Managed Lanes/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

C-470 Managed Toll Express Lanes: Kipling to I-25

I-25 and Cimarron Interchange

SH-21 Intersection/Interchange Improvements

I-25 through Pueblo

I-70B Widening in Grand Junction

SH 82 Grand Ave. Bridge

SH 9 Breckenridge North

I-25 North: SH 7 to SH 14 Design and ROW

SH 86 Intersection Improvements in Elizabeth

US 385 Improvements in Cheyenne Wells

US 550/160 Interchange Connection

SH 145 Shoulder Widening and/or Passing Lane

US 50 Passing Lanes/Vehicle Turnouts east of Salida
STIP Refinement and Enhancement
The current phase of STIP development has focused on critical system modifications to support the STIP, the
incorporation of identified projects and programs, and the development of a FY 16-19 STIP document to meet the
federal approval timeline. A second phase of STIP development will commence upon approval of the FY 16-19 STIP.
This phase will include further refinement of STIP data, and incorporation of additional projects and programs not
ready for inclusion in the initial FY 16-19 STIP. The FY 16-19 STIP represents the first major changes to approach
and format of the STIP in several years. Staff will continue to work on refinement and enhancements to the STIP in
the months ahead. These changes will be incorporated into the STIP via a subsequent STIP amendment. Additional
STIP enhancements will also be made and will include development of a refined STIP report and improved web
interface.
Next Steps
Release of the STIP for 30 day public review and comment period
STIP Public Hearing on April 16
Attachment
STIP Presentation
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FY 16-19 Draft STIP

March 2015
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STIP Development Process / 4P
•

•

The STIP is developed through the continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive statewide multimodal transportation planning
process CDOT carries out with the 15 TPRs.
The process includes:
–
–
–
–

•

Return to Agenda

Identification of transportation conditions and needs, forecasted
revenues, performance objectives, and policies;
The development of long‐range multimodal Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs);
The development of the long‐range multimodal Statewide
Transportation Plan (SWP);
The Project Priority Programming Process (4P).

This process provides the foundation for the creation of the
STIP.
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STIP Development Process / 4P
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Overview of STIP
•
•
•

STIP evaluated as part of Cash and Program Management
initiatives
Changes and improvements were coordinated with CDOT
Regions and with MPOs to ensure alignment with TIPs
Changes from previous STIPs include:
–

–
–
–

Return to Agenda

Rolling four year STIP to maintain a full four years of programmed projects
(new rolling four year STIP will still be developed through 4P every four
years along with long‐range plans)
CDOT projects shifting from budget based approach in STIP to expenditure‐
based to align with cash management
Streamlined to better align with federal requirements, increase flexibility,
and reduce need for frequent amendment
More public friendly document – future improvements planned
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Overview of STIP
•

What’s included:
–

Regionally Significant projects
•

•
•

–

Programs
•
•

–

Specific funding programs are identified individually in the STIP.
Examples: Surface Treatment, Transportation Alternatives, CMAQ

MPO TIPs
•

Return to Agenda

A project serving regional transportation needs and of sufficient scale
to be typically included in transportation demand modeling for air
quality emissions analysis and identified individually in the STIP.
Projects are determined to be regionally significant for STIP purposes
on the basis of federal guidance.
Examples: New highway segment, new lanes, new grade separated
interchanges, significant improvements to existing interchanges

Regionally significant projects and programs from all 5 MPO TIPs are
incorporated into the STIP.
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STIP Funding Levels
•
•

STIP funding levels are based on 2040 Program Distribution.
Funding allocations for Capital Maintenance (Asset
Management) and Annual Maintenance in Program
Distribution and in the STIP are based on PD 14 objectives.

*Reflects updated SB 228 forecasts. Does not include Program Delivery/Administration or Debt Service.
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STIP At a Glance
•

Approximately $5.6 B in projects and programs for FY 16‐19
–
–

•

Return to Agenda

Programs totaling $3.7 B plus $1.3 B in RTD projects and
programs
16 regionally significant projects totaling $617 M

Additional projects and programs will be programmed as they
are ready and incorporated into the STIP through subsequent
STIP amendments or administrative modifications.
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STIP At a Glance
•

Selected Mobility and Operations
Projects
–

•

•

•

–

I‐25 and Cimarron Interchange
SH 21 Intersection/Interchange
Improvements
I‐25 through Pueblo

•
•

I‐25 North: SH 7 to SH 14
Design and ROW
SH 86 Intersection
Improvements in Elizabeth
US 385 Improvements in
Cheyenne Wells

Region 5
•
•

Region 3
•

Return to Agenda

•

•

Region 2
•
•

–

I‐70 East Reconstruction
US 36: Boulder to I‐25
Managed Lanes/BRT
C‐470 Managed Toll Express
Lanes

Region 4
•

Region 1
•
•

–

–

I‐70B Widening in Grand
Junction
SH 82 Grand Ave. Bridge
SH 9 Breckenridge North
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US 550/160 Interchange
Connection
SH 145 Shoulder Widening
and/or Passing Lane
US 50 Passing Lanes/Vehicle
Turnouts east of Salida

STIP Performance
PD 14 Goal Area

Primary PD 14 Objective

Primary STIP Funding Programs Projected Performance

Maintenance

Maintain the % of state
highway total bridge deck area
that is not structurally deficient
at or above 90%.
Achieve 80% High/Moderate
Drivability Life for the state
highway system.
Achieve an overall
Maintenance LOS B grade for
the state highway system.

Safety

Reduce the fataility rate per 100
million VMT by 0.02 per year.
Reduce the serious injury rate FASTER Safety
per 100 million VMT by 0.2 per HSIP
year.
Hot Spots

Program funded to meet
objective.
Performance to be monitored.
FASTER Safety and HSIP projects
identified with the Regions
using data‐driven processes to
identify locations and projects
with the most significant safety
benefits.

System Performance

Prevent the spread of
congestion by maintaining a PTI
of 1.24 or less on 90% or greater
of interstate centerline miles.

Performance to be monitored.
Includes operations and ITS
projects and limited capacity
improvements.

Bridges

Highways

Return to Agenda

Bridge Enterprise
Bridge On‐System

Programs funded to meet
objective.

Surface Treatment

Program funded to meet
objective.

Maintenance

ITS Investments
Congestion Relief
Traffic Signals
SB 228
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STIP Approval Timeline
• Timeline
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
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March 18: TC review of Draft STIP and approval to release for
public comment period
March 27: STAC review of Draft STIP
March 28‐April 26: 30 day public comment period
April 16: STIP Public Hearing at TC meeting
April 24: STAC review of Draft STIP and public comments
May 21: TC approval of STIP
June: FHWA / FTA Approval of STIP
July 1: FY 16‐FY 19 STIP effective
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STIP Refinement and Enhancement
• Programming of additional projects and programs not ready for
inclusion in initial FY 16‐19 STIP.
• Review of STIP programs and projects for consistency in
programming, naming conventions, etc. and appropriate
updates.
• Development of refined STIP Report.
• Development of new web interface and functionality including
mapping of projects.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262
Denver, CO 80222

MEMORANDUM
T0:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
MARIA SOBOTA, ACTING CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
MARCH 19, 2015
FINAL FY2016 BUDGET

Purpose
This memorandum presents the final FY2016 Annual Budget and summarizes line item changes that have occurred
since the draft was adopted by the Transportation Commission (TC). Specific line Item changes in the revised
FY2016 Annual Budget are:





Administration (Appropriated)
Aeronautics
Permanent Recovery
TC Contingency

Action
This month the Transportation Commission is being asked to review final changes to the FY2016 Annual Budget and
to adopt the budget (Attachment A, presented here in the format required by the Office of State Budget and
Planning (OSPB)) prior to the submission to the Governor for approval on or before April 15, 2015.
Background
Prior to adopting the final budget each spring, the TC reviews and adopts the Transportation Draft Budget each
fall. In November 2014, the TC was presented with the FY2016 Draft Annual Budget in the official format required
by OSPB and the Joint Budget Committee (JBC). It was then reviewed and adopted by the Commission for
submission to OSPB and the JBC. The FY2016 Draft Annual Budget:



Balanced the budget;
Included anticipated transfers from Senate Bill 09-228. CDOT anticipates receiving $102.6 million in
FY2016, which is reflected on the strategic projects and transit projects lines within the budget. As
outlined in the bill, ten percent of the anticipated funds are allocated to transit projects. The most
recent transfer scenario was included in the Information Only section of the January TC packet in the
memo “Senate Bill 09-228 Transfer Scenarios for FY2015-16 and FY2016-17.”

Also during the November TC meeting, the Commission was informed that there were no material changes made to
the Budget Narrative which was originally presented to the Commission in October 2014 for review. As such, the
final version of the Budget Narrative is not included in the March packet but will also be submitted to the Governor
for approval on or before April 15, 2015.
Details
The TC was informed in November that the final FY2016 Annual Budget would be presented in the spring with
minimal adjustments. To highlight those adjustments, this month, the TC will review the “Fiscal Year 2016 Budget
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Allocations March 2015,” and the “Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget Allocations March 2015,” which is
designed to highlight changes to the TC-approved draft budget. Corresponding line item numbers on the final
budget have shifted slightly from the earlier draft budget. The “Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget Allocations
March 2015” (Attachment B) is for informational purposes and will not be submitted with the final budget
documents. The “Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue Comparison” (Attachment D), which highlights changes between the
FY2016 Draft Projected Revenue and FY2016 Projected Revenue, is also included for informational purposes and
will not be submitted with the final budget documents.
Changes made to four line items within the budget are as follows:





Administration (Appropriated)—Line Number 62 increased from $28,812,139 to $29,037,385;
Aeronautics—Line Number 69 reduced from $39,400,000 to 30,000,000;
Permanent Recovery—Line Number 95 increased from $87,000,000 to $174,500,000;
TC Contingency—Line Number 98 reduced from $2,198,160 to $1,972,914.

The Administration (Appropriated) budget has been increased by $225,246. As an executive department, CDOT
builds its Administration line of the budget in conjunction with the JBC. Previously, the Office of Financial
Management and Budget (OFMB) within the Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) estimated an Administration
line item of $28,812,139. OFMB received the final common policy numbers from the JBC that reflect higher figure
setting numbers due to common policy changes regarding health, life, and dental coverage.
The increase in the budget to Permanent Recovery of $87,500,000 will aid in delivering projects needed for the
ongoing flood recovery, and reflects changes in planning level estimates and construction start date changes. One
additional project and related planning level estimate was added for $10,000,000, and 15 projects either added or
changed construction start dates. Of those 15 projects, 10 moved from FY2015 to FY2016. The budget increase is
funded by the Federal Highway Administration’s Flood Disaster Emergency Relief Funding.
A reduction in budget to the Division of Aeronautics to Airports accounts for the $9,400,000 reduction in budget to
Aeronautics. CDOT’s long-term and short-term model forecasts the volumes of jet fuel sold as a function of jet
fuel prices, and the trend, cyclical and seasonal components of jet fuel sales in prior months. The line item
reduction reflects an unprecedented fall in oil prices and therefore a fall in forecasted gas tax revenue.
Since CDOT funds its Administration budget with State Highway Fund dollars, the increase to the Administration
line item is mirrored by a decrease of $225,246 to the TC Contingency. By accessing budget allocated originally to
the TC Contingency, other programs are kept whole.
During the November 2014 budget workshop, the TC was informed that the FY2016 budget allocation to the
Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund has been reduced from prior fiscal years to balance the
budget. In contrast to the $20.0 - 25.0 million TCCRF allocation that was common in previous fiscal years, the
FY2016 TCCRF allocation will be $1,972,914 primarily due to declining revenues, expected salary increases, and
approved program allocations. The March TCCRF balance (pending March items) is $59,135,813. Staff projects the
fund will end FY2015 with a balance between $42,885,813 and $54,885,813.
Options
1.
2.
3.

and Recommendations
Adopt the FY2016 Final Annual Budget by resolution (see Attachment C) (Staff Recommendation);
Request additional changes to FY2016 Annual Budget prior to review and adoption;
Do not approve the FY2016 Annual Budget.

Next Steps
Upon adoption, the FY2016 Budget will be forwarded to the Governor for approval on or before April 15, 2015. As
in previous years, the budget may be updated to include revised Common Policy and Legislative Decisions. In
addition, the budget may be updated to reflect updated SB 09-228 estimates. Toward the end of March, OSPB and
the Legislative Council will release forecasts for SB 09-228, which will detail the likelihood of TABOR refunds and
the transfer CDOT might expect. The budget will be updated to reflect new information provided by these
forecasts.
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In March and April 2015, DAF will:

Update the budget to include Common Policy and Legislative decisions;

Update the budget to reflect SB 09-228 transfers.
Update on PD 703.0
In April, the TC will be provided with recommended changes to the matrix within Policy Directive 703.0 "Annual
Budget, Project Budgeting and Cash Management Principles” for review. The updated matrix will be presented in
June for approval.
Attachments
Attachment A – Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Allocations March 2015
Attachment B - Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget Allocations March 2015
Attachment C – Fiscal Year 2016 Final Budget March 2015 Resolution
Attachment D – Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue Comparison
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Colorado Department of Transportation
Final 2016 Annual Budget
Budget Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Program Area

Directed
by

Attachment A
FY16 Allocations

FY16 Budget

Funding Source

Maintain - Maintaining What We
Have
CDOT Performed Work
Roadway Surface
Roadside Facilities
Roadside Appearance
Structure Maintenance
Tunnel Activities
Snow and Ice Control
Traffic Services
Planning and Scheduling
Material, Equipment and Buildings

TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC

39,075,453
20,162,777
7,805,488
8,556,025
6,908,508
73,350,077
67,707,695
14,870,563
15,963,414
254,400,000

39,075,453
20,162,777
7,805,488
8,556,025
6,908,508
73,350,077
67,707,695
14,870,563
15,963,414
254,400,000

SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH

Surface Treatment /1 /2
Structures On-System Construction /1 /2
Structures Inspection and Management /1
Geohazards Mitigation /1 /2
Highway Safety Investment Program
Railway-Highway Crossings Program
Hot Spots
Traffic Signals
FASTER - Safety Projects
Maintain-Related Indirects/Overhead /2
Maintain-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2

TC
TC
TC
TC
FR
FR
TC
TC
TC

149,500,000
22,300,000
8,400,000
5,100,000
29,154,151
3,150,245
2,167,154
1,472,823
56,300,000
277,544,373

126,016,243
18,797,072
7,080,511
4,298,882
24,574,559
2,655,398
1,826,733
1,241,469
47,456,284
26,859,002
16,738,219
277,544,373

FHWA/ SH/ 09-108
09-108
09-108
09-108
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
09-108

Road Equipment /2
Capitalized Operating Equipment /2
Property /2

TC
TC
TC

11,500,000
3,448,525
1,011,722
15,960,247
547,904,620

11,500,000 SH
3,448,525 SH
1,011,722 SH
15,960,247
547,904,620

TC
TC
TC

6,107,619
14,400,000
20,507,619

6,107,619 SH
- SH
14,400,000 SH
20,507,619

Comb
TC
TC

11,090,000
4,000,000
50,000,000
65,090,000

9,347,961 NHTSA / SSE
3,371,672 FHWA / SH
42,145,901 FHWA / SH
6,299,002
3,925,465
65,090,000

TC

10,000,000
10,000,000
95,597,619

10,000,000 SH
10,000,000
95,597,619

Contracted Out Work

Capital Expenditure

Total:

Maximize - Safely Making the Most
32 of What We Have
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49 Expand - Increasing Capacity
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
Deliver - Program
58 Delivery/Administration
59
60
61
62
63
64
Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
65 Grants
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
Transportation Commission
90 Contingency / Debt Service
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105

CDOT Performed Work
TSM&O: Performance Programs and Services
TSM&O Traffic Incident Management
TSM&O: ITS Maintenance
Contracted Out Work
Safety Education /3
TSM&O: Congestion Relief
Regional Priority Program
Maximize-Related Indirect/Overhead /2
Maximize-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2
Capital Expenditure
TSM&O: ITS Investments

Total:
CDOT Performed Work

-

-

Contracted Out Work
Strategic Projects
Expand-Related Indirect /2
Expand-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2

SL

Total:

Operations [including maintenance support]
Administrative Compliance
DTD Planning and Research - SPR
Administration (Appropriated)
FY2016 Common Policy Anticipated Salary Increase

TC
TC
FR
SL
Total:

92,340,000
92,340,000
92,340,000

77,835,050 09-228
8,936,086
5,568,865
92,340,000
92,340,000

31,123,151
1,855,000
12,711,092
29,037,385
2,005,647
76,732,275

31,123,151
1,855,000
12,711,092
29,037,385
2,005,647
76,732,275

29,100,000 SA
900,000 SA
30,000,000

SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
SH

Aeronautics
Division of Aeronautics to Airports
Division of Aeronautics Administration

AB
AB

29,100,000
900,000
30,000,000

Recreational Trails
Transportation Alternatives Program
STP-Metro
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality
Metropolitan Planning
Bridge Off-System - TC Directed
Bridge Off-System - Federal Program

FR
FR
FR
FR
FR
TC
FR

1,591,652
12,045,642
46,972,177
45,539,598
7,829,342
3,164,139
6,285,272
123,427,822

Federal Transit
Strategic Projects -Transit
Transit and Rail Local Grants
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants
Regional Commuter Bus
Transit Administration and Operations

FR
SL
SL
SL
TC
SL

29,236,280
10,260,000
5,000,000
5,800,000
3,000,000
1,200,000
54,496,280

TC
Total:

500,000
208,424,102

Highway
1,591,652 FHWA
12,045,642 FHWA / LOC
46,972,177 FHWA / LOC
45,539,598 FHWA / LOC
7,829,342 FHWA / FTA / LOC
3,164,139 FHWA / SH / LOC
6,285,272 FHWA / SH / LOC
123,427,822

Transit
29,236,280 FTA / LOC
10,260,000 09-228
5,000,000 09-108
5,800,000 09-108
3,000,000 09-108
1,200,000 FTA / 09-108
54,496,280

Infrastructure Bank
Infrastructure Bank

500,000 SIB
208,424,102

Permanent Recovery
Permanent Recovery
Recovery-Related Indirect/Overhead /2
Recovery-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2

174,500,000
174,500,000

147,089,194 FHWA
16,887,015
10,523,792
174,500,000

Contingency
TC Contingency
Snow & Ice Reserve

TC
TC

1,972,914
10,000,000
11,972,914

1,972,914 FHWA / SH
10,000,000 SH
11,972,914

Strategic Projects - Debt Service
Certificates of Participation-Property
Certificates of Participation-Energy

DS

167,840,075
2,362,200
1,041,850
171,244,125
357,717,039
1,378,715,655

167,840,075 FHWA / SH
2,362,200 SH
1,041,850 SH
171,244,125
357,717,039
1,378,715,655

1,378,715,655

1,378,715,655

Debt Service

DS
Total:

Revenue
Notes:

/1 FASTER Safety funds were substituted for flexible funds in appropriate Asset Management Programs. Resulting available flexible funds were then added to Regional Priority Program.
/2 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and Indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.
/3 This amount includes NHTSA - required State match.
TC Contingency (Line 97) - Contingency Fund Budget reduced due to lower flexible revenue estimates and higher Delphi funding.
Key to acronyms:

LOC=Local Matching Funds
SIB=St. Infrastructure Bank Interest
TC=Transportation Commission
Shaded Areas=Flexible

Return to Agenda

DS=Debt Service Covenants
AB=Aeronautics Board
FR=Federal Requirements
Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible

SH=State Highway funding
FHWA=Federal Highway Administration
FTA=Federal Transit Administration
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SL=State Legislation
Comb=Combination
SSE=State Safety Education

09-228=Funds from SB 09-228
09-108=Funds from SB 09-108 (FASTER)
NHTSA=Nat. Hwy. Traffic Safety Administration

State Bridge Enterprise
Final 2016 Annual Budget
Budget Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Directed
by

Program Area

FY16 Allocations

FY16 Budget

Funding Source

Maintain - Maintaining What We
Have
CDOT Performed Work
Bridge Enterprise - Maintenance
Bridge Enterprise - Scoping Pools

BEB
BEB

Bridge Enterprise Projects
Maintain-Related Indirects/Overhead /1
Maintain-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /1

BEB

250,000
750,000
1,000,000

250,000 09-108
750,000 09-108
1,000,000

Contracted Out Work

Total

Maximize - Safely Making the Most
12 of What We Have
13
14
15
16 Expand - Increasing Capacity
17
18
19
Deliver - Program
20 Delivery/Administration
21
22
Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
23 Grants
24
25
Transportation Commission
26 Contingency / Debt Service
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

102,954,096
102,954,096
103,954,096

86,781,862 09-108
9,963,251
6,208,983
102,954,096
103,954,096

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work
Total

-

-

Total

-

-

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work

Bridge Enterprise - Administration and Legal Fees
Total:

1,911,904
1,911,904

1,911,904 09-108
1,911,904

Highway
Total:

-

-

Bridge Enterprise - Contingency

BEB

-

-

Bridge Enterprise - Debt Service

DS

Contingency
09-108

Debt Service

Total:

Revenue

18,234,000
18,234,000
18,234,000
124,100,000

18,234,000 FHWA / SH
18,234,000
18,234,000
124,100,000

124,100,000

124,100,000

/1 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.

Key to acronyms:
BEB= Bridge Enterprise Board
DS= Debt Service Covenants

Shaded Areas=Flexible
Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible

High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Final 2016 Annual Budget
Budget Category
1
2
3
4

Directed
by

Program Area

FY16 Allocations

FY16 Budget

Funding Source

Maintain - Maintaining What We
Have
CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work
Total

-

-

Total

-

-

Maximize - Safely Making the Most
of What We Have

5
6
7
8
9 Expand - Increasing Capacity
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work

CDOT Performed Work
High Performance Transportation Enterprise--Maintenance

HPTEB

-

-

-

Contracted Out Work
High Performance Transportation Enterprise--Projects
Expand-Related Indirect /1
Expand-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /1

HPTEB

Total

575,000
575,000
575,000

Total:

1,249,148
1,249,148

484,678 Tolls
55,645
34,677
575,000 Tolls
575,000

Deliver - Program
19 Delivery/Administration
High Performance Transportation Enterprise-Administration and Legal Fees

20
21
Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
22 Grants
23
24
Transportation Commission
25 Contingency / Debt Service
26
27
28

1,249,148
1,249,148

Highway
Total:

Contingency
Debt Service

-

-

750,852
750,852
2,575,000

750,852
750,852
2,575,000

-

2,575,000

2,575,000

-

Total Consolidated Allocations

1,505,390,655

1,505,390,655

Total Consolidated Revenue

1,505,390,655

1,505,390,655

Total:

Revenue
/1 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.

Key to acronyms:
HPTEB=High Performance Transportation Enterprise Board
Shaded Areas=Flexible
Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible

Return to Agenda
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Colorado Department of Transportation
Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget March 2015
Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We
1 Have
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
Maximize - Safely Making the Most
32 of What We Have
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49 Expand - Increasing Capacity
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
Deliver - Program
58 Delivery/Administration
59
60
61
62

Program Area

Directed
by

FY 2016 Draft
Budget

FY2016 Final
Budget

Final Over
(Under) Draft

A

B

B-A

Funding Source

CDOT Performed Work
Roadway Surface
Roadside Facilities
Roadside Appearance
Structure Maintenance
Tunnel Activities
Snow and Ice Control
Traffic Services
Planning and Scheduling
Material, Equipment and Buildings

TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC

39,075,453
20,162,777
7,805,488
8,556,025
6,908,508
73,350,077
67,707,695
14,870,563
15,963,414
254,400,000

39,075,453
20,162,777
7,805,488
8,556,025
6,908,508
73,350,077
67,707,695
14,870,563
15,963,414
254,400,000

-

SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH
SH

Surface Treatment /1 /2
Structures On-System Construction /1 /2
Structures Inspection and Management /1 /2
Geohazards Mitigation /1 /2
Highway Safety Investment Program
Railway-Highway Crossings Program
Hot Spots
Traffic Signals
FASTER - Safety Projects
Maintain-Related Indirects/Overhead /2
Maintain-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2

TC
TC
TC
TC
FR
FR
TC
TC
TC

122,731,164
18,307,057
6,895,932
4,186,816
23,933,932
2,586,175
1,779,113
1,209,106
46,219,161
30,616,236
19,079,683
277,544,373

122,731,164
18,307,057
6,895,932
4,186,816
23,933,932
2,586,175
1,779,113
1,209,106
46,219,161
30,616,236
19,079,683
277,544,373

-

FHWA/ SH/ 09-108
09-108
09-108
09-108
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
09-108

Road Equipment /2
Capitalized Operating Equipment /2
Property /2

TC
TC
TC

11,500,000
3,448,525
1,011,722
15,960,247
547,904,620

11,500,000
3,448,525
1,011,722
15,960,247
547,904,620

-

SH
SH
SH

TC
TC
TC

6,107,619
14,400,000
20,507,619

6,107,619
14,400,000
20,507,619

-

SH
SH
SH

Comb
TC
TC

9,104,272
3,283,777
41,047,212
7,180,152
4,474,587
65,090,000

9,104,272
3,283,777
41,047,212
7,180,152
4,474,587
65,090,000

-

NHTSA / SSE
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH

TC

10,000,000
10,000,000
95,597,619

10,000,000
10,000,000
95,597,619

-

SH

Contracted Out Work

Capital Expenditure

Total:

CDOT Performed Work
TSM&O: Performance Programs and Services
TSM&O Traffic Incident Management
TSM&O: ITS Maintenance
Contracted Out Work
Safety Education /3
TSM&O: Congestion Relief
Regional Priority Program
Maximize-Related Indirect/Overhead /2
Maximize-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2
Capital Expenditure
TSM&O: ITS Investments

Total:
CDOT Performed Work

-

-

-

Contracted Out Work
Strategic Projects
Expand-Related Indirect /2
Expand-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2

SL

Total:

Operations [including maintenance support]
Administrative Compliance
DTD Planning and Research - SPR
Administration (Appropriated)
FY2016 Common Policy Anticipated Salary Increase

63
64

TC
TC
FR
SL
Total:

Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
65 Grants
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
Transportation Commission
90 Contingency / Debt Service
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105

Attachment B

75,805,991
10,186,131
6,347,878
92,340,000
92,340,000

75,805,991
10,186,131
6,347,878
92,340,000
92,340,000

-

09-228

31,123,151
1,855,000
12,711,092
28,812,139
2,005,647
76,507,029

31,123,151
1,855,000
12,711,092
29,037,385
2,005,647
76,732,275

225,246
225,246

(9,400,000) SA
- SA
(9,400,000)

SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
SH

Aeronautics
Division of Aeronautics to Airports
Division of Aeronautics Administration

AB
AB

38,500,000
900,000
39,400,000

29,100,000
900,000
30,000,000

Recreational Trails
Transportation Alternatives Program
STP-Metro
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality
Metropolitan Planning
Bridge Off-System - TC Directed
Bridge Off-System - Federal Program

FR
FR
FR
FR
FR
TC
FR

1,591,652
12,045,642
46,972,177
45,539,598
7,829,342
3,164,139
6,285,272
123,427,822

1,591,652
12,045,642
46,972,177
45,539,598
7,829,342
3,164,139
6,285,272
123,427,822

-

FHWA
FHWA / LOC
FHWA / LOC
FHWA / LOC
FHWA / FTA / LOC
FHWA / SH / LOC
FHWA / SH / LOC

Federal Transit
Strategic Projects -Transit
Transit and Rail Local Grants
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants
Regional Commuter Bus
Transit Administration and Operations

FR
SL
SL
TC
TC
TC

29,236,280
10,260,000
5,000,000
5,800,000
3,000,000
1,200,000
54,496,280

29,236,280
10,260,000
5,000,000
5,800,000
3,000,000
1,200,000
54,496,280

-

FTA / LOC
09-228
09-108
09-108
09-108
FTA / 09-108

TC
Total:

500,000
217,824,102

500,000
208,424,102

- SIB
(9,400,000)

71,422,149
9,597,069
5,980,782
87,000,000

143,254,770
19,249,294
11,995,936
174,500,000

71,832,621 FHWA
9,652,225
6,015,154
87,500,000

Highway

Transit

Infrastructure Bank
Infrastructure Bank

Permanent Recovery
Permanent Recovery
Recovery-Related Indirect/Overhead /2
Recovery-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /2
Contingency
TC Contingency
Snow & Ice Reserve

TC
TC

2,198,160
10,000,000
12,198,160

1,972,914
10,000,000
11,972,914

(225,246) FHWA / SH
- SH
(225,246)

Strategic Projects - Debt Service
Certificates of Participation-Property
Certificates of Participation-Energy

DS

167,840,075
2,362,200
1,041,850
171,244,125
270,442,285
1,300,615,655

167,840,075
2,362,200
1,041,850
171,244,125
357,717,039
1,378,715,655

- FHWA / SH
- SH
- SH
87,274,754
78,100,000

Debt Service

DS
Total:

Revenue
1,300,615,655
1,378,715,655
78,100,000
/1 FASTER Safety funds were substituted for flexible funds in appropriate Asset Management Programs. Resulting available flexible funds were then added to Regional Priority Program.
/2 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.
/3 This amount includes NHTSA - required State match.
TC Contingency (Line 97) - Contingency Fund Budget reduced due to lower flexible revenue estimates and higher Delphi funding.
Key to acronyms:
LOC=Local Matching Funds
DS= Debt Service Covenants SH=State Highway funding
SL=State Legislation
09-228=Funds from SB 09-228
SIB=St. Infrastructure Bank Interest
FHWA=Federal Highway Administration
AB=Aeronautics Board
Comb=Combination
09-108=Funds from SB 09-108 (FASTER)
TC=Transportation Commission
FTA=Federal Transit Administration
FR=Federal Requirements
SSE=State Safety Education NHTSA=Nat. Hwy. Traffic Safety Administration

Shaded Areas=Flexible

Return to Agenda

Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible
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State Bridge Enterprise
Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget March 2015
Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We
1 Have

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Directed
by

Program Area

FY2016 Draft
Budget

FY2016 Final
Budget

Final Over
(Under) Draft

A

B

B-A

Funding Source

CDOT Performed Work
Bridge Enterprise - Maintenance
Bridge Enterprise - Scoping Pools

BEB
BEB

250,000
750,000
1,000,000

250,000
750,000
1,000,000

-

09-108
09-108

Bridge Enterprise Projects
Maintain-Related Indirects/Overhead /1
Maintain-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /1

BEB

84,519,572
11,356,984
7,077,540
102,954,096
103,954,096

84,519,572
11,356,984
7,077,540
102,954,096
103,954,096

-

09-108

Contracted Out Work

Total

Maximize - Safely Making the Most
12 of What We Have

13
14
15
16 Expand - Increasing Capacity
17
18
19
Deliver - Program
20 Delivery/Administration
21
22
Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
23 Grants
24
25
Transportation Commission
26 Contingency / Debt Service
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work
Total

-

-

-

Total

-

-

-

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work

Bridge Enterprise - Administration and Legal Fees
Total:

1,911,904
1,911,904

1,911,904
1,911,904

-

09-108

Highway
Total:

-

-

-

Bridge Enterprise - Contingency

BEB

-

-

-

09-108

Bridge Enterprise - Debt Service

DS

FHWA / SH

Contingency

Debt Service

Total:

Revenue

18,234,000
18,234,000
18,234,000
124,100,000

18,234,000
18,234,000
18,234,000
124,100,000

-

124,100,000

124,100,000

-

/1 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.
Key to acronyms:
BEB= Bridge Enterprise Board
DS= Debt Service Covenants

Shaded Areas=Flexible
Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible

High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Fiscal Year 2016 Draft vs Final Budget March 2015
Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We
1 Have

2
3
4

Directed
by

Program Area

FY2016 Draft
Budget

FY2016 Final
Budget

Final Over
(Under) Draft

A

B

B-A

Funding Source

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work
Total

-

-

-

Total

-

-

-

Maximize - Safely Making the Most
5 of What We Have

6
7
8
9 Expand - Increasing Capacity
10

CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Out Work

CDOT Performed Work
High Performance Transportation Enterprise-Maintenance

11
12
13

HPTEB

-

-

-

-

Tolls
Tolls

Contracted Out Work

14
15
16
17
18

High Performance Transportation Enterprise--Projects
Expand-Related Indirect /1
Expand-Related CDOT Construction Engineering /1

Total

472,043
63,429
39,528
575,000
575,000

472,043
63,429
39,528
575,000
575,000

Total:

1,375,000
1,375,000

1,249,148
1,249,148

HPTEB

-

Tolls

Tolls

Deliver - Program
19 Delivery/Administration
High Performance Transportation Enterprise-Administration and Legal Fees

20
21
Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal
22 Grants
23
24
Transportation Commission
25 Contingency / Debt Service
26
27
28

(125,852) Tolls
(125,852)

Highway
Total:

Contingency
Debt Service

-

-

-

625,000
625,000
2,575,000

750,852
750,852
2,575,000

Revenue

2,575,000

2,575,000

Total Consolidated Allocations

1,427,290,655

1,505,390,655

78,100,000

Total Consolidated Revenue

1,427,290,655

1,505,390,655

78,100,000

Total:

125,852
125,852
-

/1 Budget excludes RAMP projects; CE and indirects are calculated based on total programs as shown.
Key to acronyms:
HPTEB=High Performance Transportation Enterprise Board
Shaded Areas=Flexible
Non-Shaded Areas=Inflexible

Return to Agenda
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#REF!

Attachment C
Resolution # TC
RESOLUTION FOR THE FY 2015-2016 BUDGET
WHEREAS, in accordance with § 43-1-113 (2), C.R.S. the Transportation Commission
of Colorado formally approved and submitted a draft budget allocation plan for the
moneys subject to its jurisdiction for the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2015 to the
Joint Budget Committee, the House Transportation Committee, the Senate
Transportation Committee and the Governor on December 15, 2014 for their
review and comment; and
WHEREAS, C.R.S. § 43-1-113(9)(c) requires the Transportation Commission adopt a
final budget allocation plan, which shall upon approval by the Governor constitute the
budget for the Department of Transportation for Fiscal Year 2015-2016; and
WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop — a workshop that
included the Executive Director and other members of Senior Management, Regional
Transportation Directors, Asset Managers, and staff from the Division of
Transportation Development and the Division of Accounting and Finance as well as
the Regions—met on January 30, 2014 and came to consensus on a recommendation
to the Asset Management Committee of the Commission for the Fiscal Year 2015-2016
budget and RAMP program (sized at $150 Million annually) for all asset management
programs; and
WHEREAS, the chart below shows the baseline Fiscal Year 2015-2016 budget
recommendations and the recommended FY 2015-2016 RAMP program allocations for
each asset.

(In Millions)
Surface Treatment
Bridge, BE & Bridge
Fixed Costs
MLOS
Road Equipment
ITS Investments
Geohazard Mitigation
Buildings
Tunnels
Culverts
Walls
Traffic Signals
Total

Return to Agenda

FY16 Asset
Management
Workshop
Baseline
Budget
$149.5

$149.5

Asset
Management
Workshop
RAMP $150M
Average
$86.4

$140.3

$140.3

$23.8

$164.1

$254.4
$11.5
$10.0
$5.1
$1.0
$2.5
$3.6
$0.0
$1.5
$579.4

$254.4
$11.5
$10.0
$5.1
$1.0
$2.5
$3.6
$0.0
$1.5
$579.4

$0.0
$6.9
$11.4
$4.1
$11.9
$2.7
$4.6
$2.4
$4.2
$158.4

$254.4
$18.4
$21.4
$9.2
$12.9
$5.2
$8.2
$2.4
$5.7
$737.8

FY16 Budget
Recommendation to TC
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FY16 Budget
Total With RAMP
$235.9

WHEREAS, under Policy Directive 703.0, those Asset Management programs with
Transportation Commission approved metrics shall rely on statewide asset
management models to develop their projects lists and those without approved metrics
shall provide project lists to the Transportation Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop presentation by the
Tunnel Program included a baseline request for $2.5 Million and RAMP request of $2.7
Million. Proposed projects for these funds are as follows:











$0.3
$0.4
$0.1
$0.1
$0.1
$0.3
$0.1
$1.6
$0.3
$1.9

Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

Fire System
a Transformer
Fire Control Panel Upgrade
Fan Monitoring Relays
Digital Voice Upgrade
Tunnel Control Servers
Control Room Upgrade
Upgrade Cameras
Fiber Optic Design
Inspection Program

WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop presentation by the
Geohazard Mitigation Program included a baseline request for $5.1 Million and RAMP
request of $4.1 Million. Proposed projects for these funds are as follows:




$5.5 Million for Corridor Risk Reduction Projects
$1.4 Million for High Risk Site Outside Corridor Projects
$2.3 Million for Geohazard Management

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Colorado Department of Transportation’s
FY 2015-2016 budget allocation plan for the period beginning July 1, 2015, including
$579.4 Million allocated to Asset Management Programs as indicated above, and
approved by the Transportation Commission and submitted to the Governor on or
before April 15, 2015.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Colorado Transportation Commission accepts
staff recommendations for funding RAMP Asset Management in FY 2015-2016 with
modifications outlined in this resolution and with the understanding that staff will
implement the projects and spirit and intent of the plans as presented to the
Transportation Asset Management Committee or shall return to that Committee for
approval of revision to those projects or plans.

________________________________________
Transportation Commission Secretary

Return to Agenda

03 Budget Workshop:Page 9 of 11

_______________________
Date

Colorado Department of Transportation
Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue Comparison
REVENUE SOURCE

FY 2016 Draft
Projected Revenue

FY 2016 Projected
Revenue

Attachment D

Draft vs Final ‐ Over
(Under)

.
Total Colorado Department of Transportation Revenue
STATE FUNDS
HUTF Revenue to CDOT
CDOT Miscellaneous Revenue
General Fund Revenue to CDOT
State Infrastructure Bank
State Safety Education Funds
Aeronautics Funds
FASTER FUNDS
FASTER Safety ‐ State Share to CDOT
FASTER Safety ‐ Local Share for Rail and Transit
FEDERAL FUNDS
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Federal Aviation Administration
LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS
Local Match for FHWA Funding
Local Match for FTA Funding
Notes:
Total CDOT Flexible
Total CDOT Inflexible

Return to Agenda

1,300,615,655
577,177,300
412,477,300
19,200,000
102,600,000
500,000
3,000,000
39,400,000
111,300,000
106,300,000
5,000,000
581,471,260
364,737,932
188,448,051
20,645,277
7,640,000
0
30,667,095
19,876,092
10,791,003

1,378,715,655
567,777,300
412,477,300
19,200,000
102,600,000
500,000
3,000,000
30,000,000
111,300,000
106,300,000
5,000,000
668,971,260
364,737,932
275,948,051
20,645,277
7,640,000
0
30,667,095
19,876,092
10,791,003

796,415,232
504,200,423

796,415,232
582,300,423
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78,100,000
(9,400,000)
0
0
0
0
0
(9,400,000)
0
0
0
87,500,000
0
87,500,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
78,100,000

NOTES

Colorado High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue Comparison
REVENUE SOURCE

High Performance Transportation Enterprise Revenue
STATE FUNDS
Tolling Fee Revenue (Enterprise)
Tolling Violations
Interest Income ‐ Exempt
Consulting Fees
Transfer From CDOT
LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Managed Lanes Revenue

FY 2016 Draft Budget
Allocations

2,575,000
2,575,000
375,000
0
200,000
2,000,000
0
0

FY 2016 Budget
Allocations

2,575,000
2,575,000
375,000
0
200,000
2,000,000
0
0
0

Draft vs Final ‐ Over
(Under)

NOTES

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Colorado Statewide Bridge Enterprise
Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue Comparison
REVENUE SOURCE

Statewide Bridge Enterprise Revenue
STATE FUNDS
Other Enterprise Charges
Interest Income ‐ Exempt
Cost Recovery
FASTER FUNDS
FASTER ‐ Bridge Surcharge
FEDERAL FUNDS
Buy America Bonds Credit
Re‐distributed FHWA for BE Projects

Total Transportation Revenue

Return to Agenda

FY 2016 Draft Budget
Allocations

FY 2016 Budget
Allocations

Draft vs Final ‐ Over
(Under)

124,100,000
3,000,000
0
3,000,000
0
100,100,000
100,100,000
6,000,000
6,000,000
15,000,000

124,100,000
3,000,000
0
3,000,000
0
100,100,000
100,100,000
6,000,000
6,000,000
15,000,000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1,427,290,655

1,505,390,655

78,100,000
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NOTES

Transportation Commission of Colorado
Safety Committee Meeting Agenda
March 19, 2014 @ 8:00 a.m.
4201 East Arkansas Avenue; Auditorium
Denver, Colorado

Darrell Lingk
Director,
Office of Transportation Safety
Herman Stockinger
Secretary
Kathy Connell, Chair
District 6, Steamboat Springs

Steve Hofmeister
District 11, Haxtun

Heather Barry
District 4, Westminster

Sidny Zink,
District 8, Durango

THE AGENDA MAY BE ALTERED AT THE CHAIRMAN’S DISCRETION
1.

Call to Order and Roll Call

2.

Discuss & Act on Safety Committee Minutes of December 18, 2014

3.

Loss History (Excellence In Safety Update) – 5 minutes

4.

Annual Highway Statistics – Charles Meyer – 5 minutes

5. Geo Hazard Program – Ty Ortiz - 10 minutes
7. Adjournment

1
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TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF COLORADO
SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
December 18th, 2014
Chairperson Kathy Connell called the meeting to order at 9:15 a.m. on
Thursday December 18th, 2014 in the auditorium of the headquarters building
at 4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Denver, Colorado.
PRESENT WERE: Commissioner Kathy Connell, District 6
Commissioner Sidny Zink, District 8
Commissioner Steven Hofmeister, District 11
ALSO PRESENT: Commissioner Shannon Gifford, District 1
Commissioner Edward Peterson, District 2
Commissioner Gary Reiff, District 3
Commissioner Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Commissioner Douglas Aden, District 7
Commissioner Bill Thiebaut, District 10
Darrell Lingk, Director of OTS
Herman Stockinger, Director, Government Relations
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Heidi Humphreys, Director, Admin. & Human Resources
Scott Richrath, Chief Financial Officer
Tony DeVito, Regional Transportation Director, Region 1
Karen Rowe, Regional Transportation Director, Region 2
Dave Eller, Regional Transportation Director, Region 3
Johnny Olson, Regional Transportation Director, Region 4
Kerrie Neet, Regional Transportation Director, Region 5
AND: Other CDOT & State Staff
One audiotape and supporting documentation is filed in the Transportation
Commission office.
August 20th, 2014 Transportation Commission of Colorado Safety
Committee Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Connell asked if there were any comments on the August
committee meeting minutes. There were none and the minutes were approved.
Loss History (Excellence in Safety Update)
Office of Transportation Safety Director Darrell Lingk gave a 5 minute overview
on the loss history results for CDOT employees since the inception of our new
safety process titled “Excellence in Safety” in early 2013.
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-

There are four charts provided in the meeting packet that show the
trends in Worker’s Compensation Claims, Lost Time Injuries, Motor
Vehicle Accidents and Property Damage incidents.

-

This summer, we interviewed many of our employees to solicit ideas on
how we can be more visible out on the roadways. As a result we came up
with a series of recommendations including things like reflectivity
modifications on some of our vehicles so they are more visible and a new
PR campaign for the general public. The PR office will be doing radio
spots during rush hour periods all across the state to appeal to the
traveling public with personalized messages directly from our snow plow
operators’ perspective. We recorded actual CDOT snow plow drivers
talking about what they see out of their windshields to try and give
drivers some idea of what things may be like from their perspective and
to ask that they give them some space.

Commissioner Connell: Do you see more incidents of the traveling public
hitting snow plow drivers than of snow plow drivers hitting the public?
Darrell: The number of incidents where the snow plow was at fault has had a
slight increase whereas we have seen a greater increase in the number of
incidents where the driving public is at fault.
Commissioner Hofmeister: Somehow we need to get State Patrol more involved.
I have seen cars weaving in and out of a line of 3 properly spaced snowplows.
This type of thing is a highly dangerous situation. If a State Patrol car was
present this probably would not be taking place.
Darrell: Good point and we do work closely with CSP through the use of
Federal Grant money to pay for overtime and get them out on the street more
often.
Hofmeister: We should have snow plow drivers take pictures of license plates.
Darrell: We are working with PR office to put cameras on some of our
snowplows to get clips of dangerous situations and appeal to drivers through
social media.
Commissioner Zink: Graphs only carve out a 4 month period to look at this
data. It doesn’t seem like a very good representation.
Darrell: We look at the data in all different ways – including by fiscal year and
calendar year but trends are usually similar overall. This was just the group of
data we decided to look at and put in the packet for this committee meeting.
Commissioner Connell asks if there are any further questions in regard to this
and there are none.
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-

-

Additional conversations were held while waiting for the next presenter to
arrive.
Commissioner Reiff raises topic of concern about the number of
accidents on I-25 on the stretch between Santa Fe and 6th Avenue and
how can we change driver behavior.
Tony DeVito gave a historical account of the area’s accident history and
the successful changes that have been implemented already. He talked
about the challenges of the North bound stretch we are facing and the
strategies currently in place to address issues over the entire area.
Josh Laipply commented on the challenges of having the two merges in
one area and ramp metering plans.
Commissioner Peterson asks Tony if we are continuing to have
discussions with Denver Fire and PD on not blocking lanes when there
are accidents.
Tony agreed that we should continue those conversations.

Highway Fatality/Injury Update
CDOT State Traffic Engineer Charles Meyer gives a 5 minute presentation
highlighting trends regarding both on system and off system fatalities and
serious injuries over the last few years. Several charts are provided in the
packet to show these trends in various categories including: older drivers,
pedestrians, unbelted fatalities and impaired driving fatalities.
-

-

These charts are the monthly update of traffic statistics that we issue to
HQ & the Regions so they can see the trends and where we are heading
in terms of our goals.
The Strategic Highway Safety plan is in draft form and currently under
review for adoption.
The numbers in the charts are as of the end of November and encompass
City Streets and County Roads, as well as Highways.
The summary report shows that last year we had 481 fatalities and we
are currently at 452. We are hoping to achieve our goal of 476 fatalities
this year, which is part of the overall goal of a reduction in fatalities by
12 per year for the next 5 years.
Other graphs are representative of trends in specific focus areas.

Commissioner Connell: The programs toward education don’t seem to be doing
quite as well as we have seen in the past.
Darrell: Motorcycle fatalities are going up. We are going to ramp up our efforts
from an education standpoint and do a more focused motorcycle safety
campaign. Particularly for older riders age 40 – 55.
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Charles gave some details about the focus areas of the Strategic Highway
Safety plan and thanked Commissioner Connell for her work on it.
Commissioner Connell asked if there are any further questions. There were
none.
CDOT Rock Fall/Geohazards Report
Bob Group – in place of Ty Ortiz - gave a 5 minute update on CDOT’s new
Geohazards Program. In addition, a presentation is given in the meeting
packet showing the corridors that pose the greatest total geohazard risk to the
state transportation system at this time.
-

-

We are making some changes with the geohazards management plan as
far as how we assess sites. We are going with a new grading system for
the hazard sites where they will be rated A – F. The goal is to get 80% of
sites to a grade C or better and eliminate all F sites throughout the state.
The total number of hazards is changing because we are adding in
landslides and sink holes.
No big changes with emergency response protocol.
2 new ER contracts for next year. Advantage will be that they will be
spatially organized throughout the state – one being near Durango.

Darrell: Do you have a timeline for upgrading the “F” sites?
Bob: It is tough to say – we are looking at 5-7 years.
Commissioner Connell: That seems like a long time.
Bob: Ratings are partially based upon the volume of traffic and not entirely
rated on the hazard itself.
Commissioner Connell asked if there are any further questions. There were
none.
Other Matters and Adjournment
And there being no further matters to discuss, Chairperson Connell adjourned
the meeting at 9:45 p.m. on Wednesday, August 20th, 2014.
_________________________________________
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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Loss History Results
July 1 – February 28

Workers’ Compensation Claims
242

260
240

17% decrease in 2014 – 2015 compared to
mean average displayed

236

232

213

220
200
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180
160
140
120
100

Average 2010 – 2011, 2011 – 2012,
2012 - 2013 = 237 WC claims

80
60
40
20
0

2010 - 2011

2011 - 2012

2012 - 2013

2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

Workers’ Compensation Lost Time Claims
140

121

31% decrease in 2014 - 2015 compared to
mean average displayed

129

120

107

110

100

82
80
60

Average 2010 – 2011, 2011 – 2012,
2012 - 2013 = 119 Lost Time Claims

40
20
0

2010 - 2011

2011 - 2012

2012 - 2013

2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

*All Claims valued as of March 3, 2015. Number is subject to change due to late reporting. Each bar
represents the number of claims filed during the same time frame from 07/01 to 02/28 of the following year.
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Colorado Fatalities & Serious
Injuries Year-to-Date Monthly
Summary Report

Traffic and Safety Engineering Branch

As of 2/28/2015
(* 2015 Data is Preliminary)

Colorado Traffic Safety Goals
Serious Injuries

Fatalities

Fatality Rate

Reduce from 548 in
2008 to 415 by 2019

Reduce from 1.15 in
2008 to 0.88 by 2019

Reduce from 3,580 in
2008 to 2,682 by 2019

2015 Goal: 0.97

2015 Goal: 3,017

2015 Goal: 464

Serious Injury Rate
Reduce from 7.5 in 2008
to 5.49 by 2019

2015 Goal: 6.45

2014 Traffic Safety Trends (compared to past 5 years)

Fatal Crashes

Fatalities

Serious Injury Crashes

Serious Injuries

Total Crashes

2015*:
2014*:
2013:

59
48
48

2015*:
2014*:
2013:

67
49
52

2015*:
2014*:
2013:

78
382
366

2015*:
2014*:
2013:

97
459
442

2015*:
2014*:
2013:

6,278
19,516
17,981

2010‐2014 Average

44

2010‐2014 Average

48

2010‐2014 Average

348

2010‐2014 Average

418

2010‐2014 Average

17,567

Emphasis/Focus Areas:
Older Driver Fatalities (Age ≥ 65)

Young Driver Fatalities (15 ≤ Age ≤ 20)
7

8
7

6

5

2010‐2014 Average

4
3
2

5

Older Driver Fatalities

7
5

5

2005‐2014 Average

Fatality

Fatality

6

1

0

0

Motorcyclist Fatalities

2013

2014 *
Year to Date

3
2015 *

Motorcyclist Fatalities Without Helmet Use
4.5
4

5

3.5

4

2010‐2014 Average

3

5

2

2

3

2005‐2014 Average

4

Motorcyclist Fatalities
without Helmet Use

3

Motorcyclist Fatalities

Fatality

Fatality

3

2
2012

2015 *

6

1

2005‐2014 Average

2

4

2013
2014 *
Year to Date

2010‐2014 Average

6

3

1
2012

Young Driver Fatalities

4

2010‐2014 Average

2.5

4

2
1
0.5

0

2005‐2014 Average

1.5

1

2

1

0
2012
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2013

2014 *
Year to Date

2015 *

Colorado Fatalities & Serious
Injuries Year-to-Date Monthly
Summary Report

Traffic and Safety Engineering Branch

As of 2/28/2015
(* 2015 Data is Preliminary)

Emphasis/Focus Areas:
Pedestrian Fatalities

Bicyclist Fatalities
12

1.2

10

1

2010‐2014 Average

0.6

1

0.4
0.2

8

Bicyclist Fatalities

0

1

2005‐2014 Average

Fatality

Fatality

0.8

4

2013
2014 *
Year to Date

2015 *

25
Construction Zone
Related Fatalities

0.6

1

2005‐2014 Average

Occupant Fatalities
without Restraint Use

20
Fatality

2010‐2014 Average

0.4

2010‐2014 Average

15
10

23

20

5

0

0

0

2012

2013
2014 *
Year to Date

27

2005‐2014 Average

16

0

0

2012

2015 *

On-System Fatalities

2013
2014 *
Year to Date

2015 *

Off-System Fatalities

45

30

40

25

35
30

On‐System Fatalities

25

2010‐2014 Average

33

38

42
31

2005‐2014 Average

20
Fatality

Fatality

2005‐2014 Average

Vehicle Occupant Fatalities Without Restraint Use

1

15

8

9

30

0.8

20

9

2012

2015 *

Construction Zone Related Fatalities

Fatality

2010‐2014 Average

10

0

2013
2014 *
Year to Date

1.2

0.2

Pedestrian Fatalities

2

0

0
2012

6

10

10

Off‐System Fatalities
2010‐2014 Average

15

25
17

5

5

14

18

0

0
2012
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2013
2014 *
Year to Date

2015 *

2005‐2014 Average

Transportation Commission of Colorado – Geohazards Program Update – March 2015
Current Projects
R1 – US 6 Clear Creek Canyon Corridor - Ongoing construction with feasibility and design for
second phase in progress.
R2 – I 25 Raton Pass Corridor – Scheduled for advertisement this spring. Design for second phase
in progress.
R3 – I 70 Glenwood Canyon – Work incorporated into the advertisement of a scheduled project
in the canyon. Bid tabs have been opened with an apparent low
bidder.
R3 – SH 133 Paonia Reservoir – Project awarded to TK Construction of Grand Junction, CO.
Construction to begin late spring/summer.
R5 – US 550 Ridgeway – Project awarded to Rock Solid Solutions of Palisade, CO. Construction to
begin spring/summer.
Unmanned Aerial System
In the fall of 2014 CDOT’s “Low Altitude Large Scale” aerial reconnaissance work was put on hold
pending the issuance of a Certificate of Authorization (COA) from the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). The COA application has been submitted and has gone through a
preliminary review by FAA. Additional information regarding CDOT’s equipment and pilot ability
was requested. The information has been provided and the application is in final review. The
expected issuance is not known but anticipated this spring.

Geohazard Response Highlights
The Geohazards Program is working with Region personnel on several projects ranging from landslide
investigation and design to rock anchor design review. The ability to offer Region support for geohazard
needs beyond rockfall was the impetus behind revamping the program from rockfall only to a more
encompassing Geohazards Program. It was understood, though, that response to rockfall and rockslide
emergencies would still be a priority for the Program. A few of the emergency projects of particular
interested the Geohazards Program has responded to or assisted with are listed here:
US 24 approximate mile post 150 – Tennessee Pass
On December 27, 2014 a large rock feature released from the steep slopes above US 24 near the
base of Tennessee Pass above Minturn. This was the second slide sourced at this location in the
last year. Additional rock removal is in the planning stages but because of the difficult access to
the source, the work will not begin until late spring to summer.
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Transportation Commission of Colorado – Geohazards Program Update – March 2015

Rock feature that failed in
December 2014

Site conditions after December 2014
incident
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Transportation Commission of Colorado – Geohazards Program Update – March 2015
US 6 approximate mile post 268.5 – Clear Creek Canyon
On February 24 a rockfall incident impacted a vehicle on US 6 in Clear Creek Canyon and closed
the highway for several hours. At the time of reporting property damage and minor injuries
only indicated. During their response, Geohazards Program personnel removed residual rocks
from the slope that were threatening the highway. Additional rock scaling and stabilization
work is scheduled for March 2015.

Site conditions
immediately after incident

Residual rock feature to be
stabilized

Geohazards Management Plan (GMP)
The Geohazards Program is continuing its efforts to improve the deterioration curves for geohazards to
be fully incorporated into CDOT’s Asset Investment Management System. The deterioration curves
follow the current Risk Based Asset Management Plan of looking at a system wide affect geohazards
have on travel. The GMP takes a corridor approach to mitigate statewide geohazard risk. Individual
sites are categorized into letter grades of A, B, C, D and F and corridors are selected based upon grade
point average of the corridor. Additionally, F sites or corridors with a specific hazard that significantly
contributes to the geohazard risk are considered individually.
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Transportation Commission of Colorado
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE) Committee
Agenda
Wednesday, March 18, 2015
4201 East Arkansas Avenue; Auditorium
Denver, Colorado
HEATHER BARRY, Chairwoman
District 4
BILL THIEBAUT
District 10

KATHY CONNELL
District 6

LES GRUEN
District 9
HERMAN STOCKINGER
Policy and Government
Relations Director/Secretary
The Chairwoman may change the item sequence or timing

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Call to order
Approval of Minutes from December 18, 2014 ................. p 04
DBE Program Update (Report, Goal-Setting) ..................... p 06
Industry Forum Update (GFE Report)
Connect2DOT Program Update
ADA Curb Ramp Inventory Update
Other Updates
Public Input/Comments
Adjournment
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 6, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Heidi Humphreys, Director, Division of Administrative Service
SUBJECT: March Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Committee Meeting

DBE Program Update
The Federal Fiscal Year 2015 (10/1/2014 – 1/31/2015) end of
January DBE report for federal aid construction contracts shows
CDOT exceeding its overall goal of 10.25% with 10.30% DBE
Participation.
Of the 109 awarded prime and subcontracts shown in the full report
attached, 61 went to individual DBE firms.
DBE Program Goal-Setting
By August 1, 2015, CDOT is required to submit a three-year overall
annual DBE goal and methodology to FHWA. CDOT has decided to
conduct a dual goal setting process with the I-70 East project goal setting so all major factors are being considered at the
same time. The result will be two separate goals, one for the I-70 East project and one for CDOT's overall annual goal for FY
2016-2018. The analysis will consider the type of work anticipated for I-70 East and other projects statewide. It will also look
at the relative availability of DBE firms that are ready, willing, and able to work on CDOT projects and other relevant market
factors.
Industry Forum Update (Quarterly GFE Report)
The CDOT Civil Rights & Business Resource Center (CRBRC)
continues to engage with industry stakeholders to find ways to
continuously improve its programs. During the summer of 2014,
the Colorado Contractors Association (CCA) as well as the
Colorado Asphalt Pavement Association (CAPA) raised some
concerns regarding CDOT’s Good Faith Effort (GFE) Process. In
response, CDOT held 4 industry forum sessions which included
several DBE firms and minority contracting organizations in
addition to CCA and CAPA. As a result of these discussions, the
CRBRC has posted additional GFE Guidance (which will include
GFE “case studies”) on its website at
https://www.codot.gov/business/civilrights/dbe/good-faitheffort-guidance-construction-projects.

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Connect2DOT Program Updates (www.connect2dot.org)
The Connect2DOT Program is a statewide strategic partnership between CDOT and the Colorado Small Business Development
Center Network (CSBDC). Funded jointly by the Colorado Transportation Commission and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the Program is designed to help small businesses in the transportation industry become more competitive and
successful in bidding and contracting with CDOT. Current program highlights include the following:
1.
2.

Leading Edge program underway (12 participating firms)
This fiscal year to date (10/1/14 – 3/5/15)
a. Total of 77 consulting clients (15 DBE firms & 8 ESB firms)
b. 186 consulting sessions
c. 378 consulting hours spent
d. 13 training classes

ADA Curb Ramp Inventory Update
Since September 2013, CDOT has been conducting an ADA curb ramp inventory project to catalog all curb ramps that are
within CDOT's Right of Way. The inventory will be used to determine which curb ramps are not accessible and to develop a
schedule for the Transition Plan to estimate when the curb ramps would be made accessible. Project recently completed
with 20,093 curb ramps' geometric and Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) data collected statewide in 15 months (Sept '13Dec'13 - 4,527 ramps; April '14 - Feb '15 - 15,566 ramps).

Attachments
December 2014 DBE Committee Meeting Minutes
2015 DBE Participation Report

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Transportation Commission DBE Committee Minutes
December 18, 2014

Call to Order:
Meeting called to order by Commissioner Gruen at 9:05 am.
Attendees:
Commissioner Connell
Commissioner Gruen
Heidi Humphries
Herman Stockinger
Monica Vialpando
Katherine Williams

Commissioner Thiebaut
Greg Diehl
Joshua Laipply
Kerrie Neet
Cathy Kramer
Richard Zamora

Minutes:
Approval of Minutes
Motion to approve the minutes by Commissioner Connell. Seconded by Commissioner Thiebaut.
Unanimously approved.
DBE Participation Update
CDOT exceeded its 10.25 % DBE goal with an overall participation rate of 11.7%. The next goal setting
will begin in the spring for Federal Fiscal Years 2016‐2018.
Connect2DOT Update
184 small businesses received one‐on‐one assistance through the Connect2DOT program and additional
firms attended trainings and classes. There are currently 14 locations delivering services throughout the
state. The small business centers also track jobs created; 20 jobs have been created and 35 maintained.
CDOT is beginning its Leading Edge course for transportation this spring. It is a nine week course held
every Thursday for three hours to help transportation‐related businesses grow.
Industry Collaboration Update
The Civil Rights and Business Resource Center (CRBRC) has responded to the industry’s request for
additional information on the good faith effort process by adding additional guidance information to its
website. Additionally, it will be posting past good faith effort reviews on its website. The good faith

Return to Agenda

05 DBE Committee:Page 4 of 6

effort updates are one of many initiatives stemming from the industry collaboration meetings hosted by
the CRBRC. The next meeting will be in March.
Commissioner Gruen asked whether the CRBRC is addressing the industry’s concerns. Greg Diehl and
Joshua Laipply, Chief Engineer, both affirmed that the primary issue seemed to be clarifying the process
and that the CRBRC is doing so.
Name Change
The committee name change will be postponed until the rules are opened for other reasons.
Adjourned:
Moved to adjourn by Commissioner Gruen at 9:16am.
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

2/26/2015

DBE MONTHLY REPORT FOR CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS
Federal Fiscal Year 2015 to Date (10/1/2014 - 1/31/2015)
Federal Dollars Only
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

Total Dollars

Total Number

Total to DBEs
(dollars)

Total to DBEs*
(number)

Total to DBEs
/Race
Conscious
(dollars)

Total to
DBEs/Race
Conscious
(number)

Total to
DBEs/Race
Neutral (dollars)

Total to
DBEs/Race
Neutral
(number)

Percentage of
total dollars to
DBEs

1. Prime contracts awarded this period

$136,563,088

26

$869,539

1

$0

0

$869,539

1

0.6%

2. Subcontracts awarded/committed this period

$30,773,335

353

$13,202,273

108

$9,271,739

67

$3,930,535

41

42.9%

$14,071,813

109

$9,271,739

67

$4,800,074

42

10.3%

E

F

G

AWARDS/COMMITMENTS MADE
DURING THIS REPORTING PERIOD
(total contracts and subcontracts awarded or
committed during this reporting period)

3. TOTAL

DBE AWARDS/COMMITMENTS THIS
REPORTING PERIOD-BREAKDOWN BY
ETHNICITY & GENDER

4. Total Number of Contracts (Prime and Sub)
5. Total Dollar Value

A

B

C

D

Black
American

Hispanic
American

Native
American

Asian
American

6

46

3

2

52

0

109

$342,707

$6,199,051

$652,296

$220,575

$6,657,184

$0

$14,071,813

TOTALS (for this
Non-Minority Other (i.e. not of
any other group reporting period
Women
listed here)
only)

A

B

C

D

E

Number of Prime Contracts
Completed

Total Dollar Value of Prime
Contracts Completed

DBE Participation Needed to
Meet Goal (Dollars)

Total DBE Participation (Dollars)

Percentage of
Total DBE
Participation

6. Race Conscious

20

$35,448,934

$2,666,463

$3,720,767

10.5%

7. Race Neutral

5

$3,778,219

$1,367,620

36.2%

8. Totals

25

$39,227,153

$5,088,387

13.0%

ACTUAL PAYMENTS ON CONTRACTS
COMPLETED THIS REPORTING
PERIOD

* The 109 prime and subcontracts shown in this column went to 61 individual DBE firms.
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Transportation Commission of Colorado
Regular Meeting Minutes
February 19, 2015
Chairman Ed Peterson convened the meeting at 9:05a.m. in the auditorium of
the headquarters building in Denver, Colorado.
PRESENT WERE: Ed Peterson, Chairman, District 2
Kathy Connell, Vice Chairman, District 6
Shannon Gifford, District 1
Gary Reiff, District 3
Heather Barry, District 4
Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Sidny Zink, District 8
Les Gruen, District 9
Bill Thiebaut, District 10
Steven Hofmeister, District 11
EXCUSED:

Doug Aden, District 7

ALSO PRESENT: Shailen Bhatt, Executive Director
Scot Cuthbertson, Deputy Executive Director
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director of Division of Transportation
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Heidi Humphreys, Director of Admin & Human Resources
Barb Gold, Audit Director
Amy Ford, Communications Director
Scott McDaniel, Staff Services Director
Scott Richrath, CFO
Herman Stockinger, Government Relations Director
Mike Cheroutes, Director of HPTE
Kyle Lester, Director, Division of Highway Maintenance
Ryan Rice, Director of the Operations Division
Darrell Lingk, Transportation Safety Director
Tony DeVito, Region 1 Transportation Director
Karen Rowe, Region 2 Transportation Director
Dave Eller, Region 3 Transportation Director
Myron Hora, Region 4 Representative
Kerrie Neet, Region 5 Representative
Kathy Young, Chief Transportation Counsel
John Cater, FHWA
AND: Other staff members, organization representatives,
the public and the news media
An electronic recording of the meeting was made and filed with supporting
documents in the Transportation Commission office.
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Audience Participation
Commissioner Peterson stated that there was no one in the audience who wanted to
address the Commission.
Addition of Item to the Agenda
Chairman Peterson stated that he would like to add an additional item to the agenda.
That item will be the C-470 Resolution to be inserted between Item 13 and Item 14.
He asked for consensus from the Commission and received that consensus.
Individual Commissioner Comments
Commissioner Barry thanked Westminster for hosting Bagels with Barry this month.
She stated that it is always nice to have it in her own city. There was also a US 36
Road Trip, led by some of the CDOT. There were representatives from Boulder,
Broomfield, Lafayette, and other colleagues from that corridor. It was great to see the
progress that has been made. It is very exciting to see all of the growth and all the
development along the corridor. She thanked the new Executive Director for joining
them in Westminster last week.
Commissioner Gilliland welcomed the new Executive Director. She thanked him for
coming to Weld County a few weeks before to introduce himself. She stated that it
goes so far in getting everyone to recognize him and learning a little about him. She
stated that she appreciated his efforts in stretching out and doing that early on. She
stated that she hoped to see him out and about frequently. She also mentioned that
she and Don Hunt met with twelve business leaders in Northern Colorado a few
weeks ago and discussed the need for transportation funding and the issues
surrounding that. They talked about the business community’s participation in
helping solutions long term for transportation. That meeting went really well. She
stated that she also attended several meetings over the last month concerning P3s.
One was with the Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce. Mike Cheroutes was there to
speak. It is interesting hearing the perspective, the support for P3s and the need to
use that as a tool. It is not appropriate for every issue or every project, but it is
certainly nice to know that given some of the concerns over US 36 in the past that
people are recognizing that it is something that needs to be looked at to get major
funding in Colorado.
Commissioner Gifford welcomed the new Executive Director.
Commissioner Thiebaut recognized that over the last several weeks that there has
been a lot of change in personnel. People are coming and going. For those that are
going, he wanted to make sure that they knew that the Commission wishes them well
in their new endeavors. For those that are coming, the Commission looks forward to
working with each of them. He welcomed the new Executive Director. He stated that
he was very impressed with the vision that the new Executive Director has for the
state transportation system, a multimodal system. He encouraged all the employees
to work with the new Executive Director and to buy into the program. In that regard,
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everyone will move forward and make Colorado’s transportation system the best in
the county.
Commissioner Zink mentioned that they had a terrific turnout in Durango for the
whirlwind tour of the new Executive Director. It was very nice to have a number of
people there. There was a good showing, including representatives from both of the
Native American tribes as well as several counties and cities. It was an important
time.
Commissioner Reiff stated that in the past month he has had breakfast meetings
with both Mayor Cathy Noon of Centennial and Mayor Steve Hogan of Aurora. Both
have been historically and remain today strong supporters of transportation and the
Commission. They have a lot going on in their areas, and CDOT is going a lot with
them. Secondly, he stated that he would be remiss if he did not recognize Scott
Richrath. The Commission wished him the best of luck and stated that they are very
grateful to him and indebted to him for all he has done for CDOT over his years of
service. Without Scott, Asset Management may still be fleeting, and the transparency
that Scott brought to the budget and finance office has been rewarding for everyone.
He wished Scott the best of luck in his future endeavors. He joined the other
Commissioners in saying that they are very excited about the vision and direction of
the new Executive Director and that they look forward to working with him.
Commissioner Connell stated that Commissioner Zink was voted to be Citizen of the
Year in Durango, and a former member of the Commission Steve Parker was runner
up. So there are high quality people who are and have been on the Transportation
Commission. She congratulated Commissioner Zink on that prestigious award. She
also welcomed the new director and stated anyone who would get on I-70 on
President’s Day weekend and Valentine’s Day was well off for CDOT. She stated she
was looking forward to working with him. In the last month, she met with Clear
Creek County Commissioners in the area on some of the issues that they continue to
have with all the work that is going on around Clear Creek. She stated that she is
looking forward to going to Washington DC with the Chairman and the new Executive
Director.
Chairman Peterson stated that he too wanted to welcome the new Executive Director
on board. He stated that he had had the privilege to meet with him on several
occasions. The new director is incredibly insightful, very directed and an excellent
choice to lead this organization for the several years. They had a great dinner
honoring the most recent past Executive Director Don Hunt. He will be moving on to
continue his dedication to transportation in Colorado through several venues as well
as back into the private sector. He wished Don and his family all best and stated it
was a privilege and an honor to serve with him for four years. He thanked Scott
Richrath for the service he provided to the Commission and to the state of Colorado
as the Chief Financial Officer. The transparency and the work that Scott did was
appreciated not only by the Commission but also by everyone who uses the
transportation system. Financing is an integral part of that system, and Scott has
been wonderfully open and very accessible.
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Executive Director’s Report
Executive Director Shailen Bhatt thanked everyone for their kind words and stated
he looked forward to working with all of them as well. He stated that he landed on
Wednesday afternoon and at 6:45am on Thursday morning began a tour around
Colorado. They went to Westminster, Loveland, Greeley, Denver, Pueblo, Colorado
Springs, Alamosa Springs, Durango. He stated that he drove over Red Mountain
Pass. They went to Grand Junction, through several tunnels, Frisco, Idaho Springs to
meet with some of the people who had concerns there. They then made their way
back to Denver. It was 62º and warm. There was no snow, and it was 70 miles per
hour all the way into Denver. He stated the one thing that he heard all around
Colorado was and around the country is that transportation is an incredibly
important part of their lives. It is incredibly important with economic development,
quality of life, and livability. It plays such a huge role, and he thanked the
Commission for doing a tough job, having to represent various parts of the state and
bring all these issues together. The amount of work and effort that they put in is
incredible. He stated that he looked forward to working with all of them. He also
thanked John Cater from the Federal Highway Administration because he was along
for the entire tour.
He is excited about leading this organization. Several people have asked him what his
vision is, and it is a little early to be rolling out specific plans. But he wants to make
this the best DOT in the country. In some ways CDOT already is, and that should be
discussed more. In other places it needs to be driven forward. He is excited about
delivering some of the incredibly large projects over the next few years and driving in
the changes that Don Hunt began, as well as moving CDOT into the 21st century.
Chief Engineer’s Report
Josh Laipply stated that the Colorado Construction Index came out in February
2015. Over last quarter, there has been a 10% increase in the number of bidders.
Some of the labor market is beginning to come back and that is a really good thing.
There was a discussion of asphalt prices at the last Commission meeting. Asphalt
prices in the last quarter are up 10%. Even though fuel prices are down, asphalt
prices are still holding up. Concrete and earthwork came down; earthwork was
mostly because of fuel prices and labor.
He stated that he wanted to welcome Shailen Bhatt as well. They went on the tour of
Colorado last week. He stated that he was only on the tour for one day, but the road
trip was a great thing. Everywhere they went Shailen was well-received. There was
great feedback on the RTDs, the Commissioners and all the constituents. It turned
out to be a huge success.
One of the things that the new Executive Director mentioned is that one of his goals
is to be the best DOT. Staff is behind that and looks forward to working with him.
They support him on that mission 100%.
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HPTE Director’s Report
Mike Cheroutes stated that he had three items from the HPTE Board meeting the
previous day that he wanted to report to the Commission. They are about 2/3 of the
way through the legislative audit process that was directed by the Legislature last
spring. They had in Executive Session a report from the audit team on their
recommendations, specifically relating US 36. He stated that he is not able to speak
publicly until that report is delivered, but the HPTE Board got a good briefing on
where things stood with that activity.
The Board adopted a resolution yesterday in support of the role that the Commission
will be considering for the Board in the I-70E project. They stand ready to move in
whatever direction the Commission decides. He participated individually and as a
director of that unit in a staff recommendation, which the Commission will hear
about during this meeting. The Board is ready to move with the Commission’s
recommendation.
He stated that in contemplation of the opening of the Phase I segment of US 36 they
have a toll adjustment process that will culminate in a public meeting on March 3,
2015, at 10am, during which the HPTE Board will consider the toll request that
Plenary is making for that project when it opens around July 2016.
He also thanked Scott Richrath, stating that he was instrumental in providing a key
concept for the sustainability of HPTE as an enterprise going forward. That is
something they had been searching for. Scott had some great ideas. Mike thanked
him for that and for all the loyal support he gave the Board. He wished Scott luck in
all his new activities.
FHWA Division Administrator Report
John Cater thanked everyone for the opportunity to be on the state tour. He stated it
was a great opportunity to meet people and have conversations with elected officials,
public works directors and others across the state. He stated it was great to get that
contact and to hear their concerns as well as some positive things about the highway
program and transportation program is being delivered in Colorado. It is great for
everyone to know that the CDOT staff, including RTDs and others, are doing a great
job in delivering that program. They heard over and over again very positive things
about how things are going. It is great to hear that and a challenge to keep that
momentum going and to build on that, delivering the major projects that are coming
up.
CDOT received the History Colorado Stephen H. Hart Award for Historic Preservation
a few weeks ago. This is the biggest award they have. CDOT was nominated by the
State Historic Preservation Office. They were nominated for a new process for
“developing and applying a collective approach for mitigating adverse effects to
historic properties.” That means that CDOT came up with a way to mitigate for
impacts and did it in a very collaborative way, and they were singled out for
“meaningful mitigation for adverse historic effects.” He stated that some examples of
that are videos that were developed. One in Clear Creek County was called “Force of
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Nature: Passage and Preservation from Georgetown to Silver Plume.” Another was
called “Moving Mountains: Colorado’s First Interstate Tunnels.” Those are great
examples of telling the story of transportation, both where we were and where we are,
and the ability to give those to the public. Those are presented at the Georgetown
Visitor’s Center so the public can see it. It personalizes it and helps people
understand transportation. This is an area in which CDOT could have taken the
simple path and not done something so extensive, but this a great example of
something that brought it home to people and helped them touch and feel it a little
more. They have done several things in the Metro Area like reports on Denver’s brick
sewers, metropolitan Denver subdivisions, historic ditches and other things CDOT
impacts all the time but doing it in a programmatic way. Now they have something
that is there and has simplified the process for everyone. It has been noted by the
historic people, and it is great for CDOT to be recognized that way. He congratulated
all the winners of the award.
He stated that he had some good news. The day before CDOT received a $56 million
allocation of ER funds, which is the latest allocation of that. Colorado received a
larger portion of the $500 million than any other state in the country. That will allow
the projects in Region 4 to keep going.
He stated that they are working through the process for the Stewardship and
Oversight Agreement. That is a document between CDOT and the FHWA that lays out
a framework for roles and responsibilities of how they oversee federal aid projects.
That is done annually, and it is a process that ensures both agencies are on the same
page as far as who is doing what and allows course corrections up front rather than
allowing things to fester and have a major issue happen. They are held up as one of
the examples across the country for their process. They have had a few more bumps
this year, as there is more of a standardized process nationally. There is a more
standardized framework. They are having to mold what they normally do here in
order to fit that national framework. They are working through that, and it is a big
deal for FHWA and a big deal for many of the people in the field as well. They are
almost done with that, and he thanked everyone involved for the work they have done
on that.
Finally, he expressed his regrets that Scott Richrath is leaving. He stated that they
had had a great working relationship. He appreciated Scott’s efforts. He wished Scott
the best in his future endeavors.
Act on Consent Agenda
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the Consent Agenda.
Commissioner Gruen moved to approve the Consent Agenda, and Commissioner
Connell seconded the motion. Upon vote of the Commission, the resolution passed
unanimously.

Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 6 of 121

7

Resolution #TC-15-2-1
BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission’s Regular Meeting
Minutes for January 22, 2015, are approved as published in the official agenda of the
February 18 & 19, 2015, meeting.
Resolution #TC-15-2-2
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Resolution #TC-15-2-3

Discuss and Act on the 8th Supplement to the FY2015 Budget
Maria Sobota stated that Commissioners should refer to the updated copy of the
Budget Supplement. It is a relatively short budget supplement. It includes two items
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for request for funding from the Contingency reserve, two requests to shift funds from
Personal Services to Operating Costs, and the walk on that was discussed yesterday.
The first two items are from the Commission Contingency Reserve. The first is a
Region 5 request for $402,000 to purchase right of way from the Iowa Pacific
Holdings and San Luis and Rio Grande Railroad that is currently encroached by US
285. The second should be somewhat familiar. This is typically the time of year that
staff requests additional funding for Snow and Ice from the Snow and Ice
Contingency. This is based on a statistical analysis of how much of the year of snow
and ice is expected vs how far the state is into the season. Currently, the request
from maintenance organization is $3.0 million with some change.
The next requests are the requests for cost center shifts. In PD 703 Commission
asked staff to come back when there was a shift of funds requested from Personal
Services to Operating Costs over $1 million. This month bot the TSM&O and the
Division of Transit and Rail requested the budget office to make shifts. In the case of
TSM&O, the funds will be used for the design and integration of Phase II of the
Situational Awareness Software Building on the work completed in Phase I. This will
be used to accelerate the development of critical additions and enhancements of what
has already been delivered in Phase I, which was approximately $3 million. This
amount is on top of that. They have asked to move $1 million of Personal Service to
Operating to cover that. For the Division of Transit and Rail as they unfolded the
business process for Bustang, they realized that there were some other items that
needed to be addressed, like Information Technology needs, some administrative
support, and some project management support. They are able to fund that due to
the slight delay in the launch of Bustang. They have asked to move $1.5 million from
Personal Services to Operating.
Commissioner Reiff stated that he had a question about the DTR request. He asked if
this is a new cost or if it was one that was included in the original budget. Maria
stated that it is not an additional cost but that they are dollars that will be used for a
different purpose. Commissioner Reiff asked if they would be losing something by not
using them for the originally scheduled purpose that the Commission will be asked to
make up at a later date. Maria stated that was not the case.
Maria stated that on the last page of items that the Commission will be asked to
approve is the RAMP Public-Private Partnership. The Commission is being asked to
move the C-470 Managed Toll Express Lanes from red on the RAMP list to green. The
Commission will see that reflected in the report next month if they choose to approve
it today.
She stated that she also wanted to draw attention to two informational items. There
were two items that were brought to the budget office to be funded through the
Transition Fund. The Commission approved $10 million to be used for program
funding in the event that due to a program change or a formula change the funding
would no longer be available. These two items are the US 85/SH 86 Factory Shops to
Allen Way request $142,000 and a small request of $1000 from Region 3 for the SH
82 pedestrian underpass. If you approve the use of the Transition Fund for these
projects, there will still be $6.6 million remaining in that fund.
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Commissioner Gilliland stated that she had no problems with the Informational Items
but was a little surprised that the Commission was asked to approve something for
$1000 because the amount is so small. Maria Sobota stated that they discussed
whether or not it should be included, but they chose to err on the side of full
disclosure because it is part of the Transition Fund, under which all items are to be
brought to the Commission for review.
Commissioner Thiebaut stated that in reference to the walk on request, the budget
supplement pre-supposes that the Commission will pass the resolution. He asked
Maria if that was correct. Maria stated that was correct and that the order could be
switched if they needed to be. Commissioner Thiebaut stated that was unnecessary
but wanted to ensure that the two were tied together. Maria stated that they were.
Chairman Peterson stated that if the Commission chooses not to pass the resolution
that the Budget Supplement will be modified to reflect that.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the 8th Budget Supplement for
the FY2015 Budget. Commissioner Connell moved for approval of the resolution, and
Commissioner Gilliland seconded the motion. Upon vote of the Commission, the
resolution passed unanimously.
Resolution #TC-15-2-4
BE IT SO RESOLVED, That the Eighth Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2014-2015
Budget as amended be approved by the Commission.
Discuss and Act on the Resolution for the I-70E Project
Scott Richrath thanked everyone for their warm comments and stated that he would
begin the presentation but ask Brett Johnson to contribute as well. He stated that on
February 5, 2015, the Commission had a great meeting, received some great public
comment and laid out next steps. He thanked Chairman Peterson for focusing the
discussion on the two delivery methods that staff presented to the Commission.
Today, staff comes to the Commission from a panel of six with a unanimous
recommendation on that delivery method. Brett Johnson would walk the Commission
through that, but Scott wanted to point out a few key items first. Assuming that the
Commission chooses to move forward with either decision on delivery method, the
plan is for a March 15, 2015, Industry Forum with the industry on the delivery of the
I-70E project to DIA. Secondly, something that has been lost a little bit in the larger
discussion: US 36 was largely about adding capacity, adding toll revenue and
transferring toll revenue risk and other risk to the private sector. Looking at the
revenue study for the I-70E project, the additional capacity will not provide toll
revenue nearly as proportionally significant as it will on US 36. In fact, it will struggle
to even cover the maintenance and operations costs of the new project. So toll
revenue risk is not one of the risks. In discussing all of the other risks with a focus
on delivery risk and focus on financing risk and project cost escalation risk, staff may
not have given enough attention to that. Toll revenue risk is not one of the risks that
the Commission has to make a decision on with these two delivery methods today.
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Brett Johnson, Director of OMPD, mentioned that staff wants to yield to the
Commission as much as possible in that decision. This decision is the product of a
lot of discussion about analytics, public outreach and is only one of many decisions
along the way of this project. Ultimately, staff came before the Commission in a
public hearing audience two weeks before to discuss the Value-for-Money and where
staff saw the differences. Staff concluded that the Design-Build Model was not
affordable. Staff also concluded that the Design-Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM) and
the Design-Build-Operate-Finance-Maintain (DBFOM) models were affordable. The
differences that they laid out are associated with risk. The staff recommendation is
representative of the fact that they feel there are key risk transfers in the question
that felt were important to look at on the DBFOM side. One is simply project
schedule, keeping this on track. DBOM is less defined in the market, and they knew
a little more what they would be getting from DBFOM. Looking at the risk transfers in
general, the predictability of a future availability payment that they know with a
much higher degree of certainty what the future costs are, they believed was
important for this project. As Scott Richrath mentioned, they are not talking about
toll risks, but they are talking about shifting risks of future operations and
maintenance of a very large project, one that is more substantial than CDOT has
taken on, to the private sector for the length and term of maintaining the asset,
which was important in this case.
Chairman Peterson stated that on Page 4 of Tab 09 that in the bottom paragraph
beginning with “WHEREAS,” there is a misprint. It says “risk to the public sector”
and should read “risk to the private sector.” He asked everyone to make that change
and opened the floor for questions or comments from the Commission.
Commissioner Reiff stated that this has been a very difficult decision. He has spent a
lot of time with staff, including former Executive Director Don Hunt. It was also a
difficult decision for him. The fact that they are not doing a toll risk transfer makes
this a more complex decision between DBOM and DBFOM. If there was a toll risk
transfer, it would actually become a clearer decision. He stated that he has been back
and forth on the issue. The report that the Commission received initially had some
gaps in it. He stated that CDOT staff over the last month to six weeks has done an
excellent and substantial job analyzing those gaps, and bringing forward the fact that
DBOM is closer to DBFOM than the original report showed. He stated it added a
tremendous degree of transparency to the analysis and that is why it is such a
difficult decision. Having said that, he stated that he ends up coming out where staff
did. He knows that former Executive Director Hunt was in the same place before his
departure, which is that the DBFOM model is the preferred model for a variety of
reasons. First of all, he does not believe that Colorado could get today the types of
completion guarantees that Texas got. He spent a lot of time talking to staff, and the
fact that there was multinational contractor in Texas that was willing to give a full
balance sheet guarantee in a DBOM scenario strikes him as so far out of market as
to not be possible again. He stated that he was persuaded to that, even though he
questioned it at some length. Secondly, he also questioned quite hard the competitive
set that CDOT would get in this, whether DBOM would bring in as many potential
bidders as DBFOM. Again, it became more and more clear that there would be a
larger competitive set of bidders with the finance option in it. This means that CDOT
should get a better price with DBFOM. They will know when they go out with an RFQ,
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and they will know when the results come in. But more bidders in an international,
large project should help the state have a better price and a better delivery method.
Thirdly, they are taking toll risk transfer either way; so the question is what CDOT
gets back at the end of the day. He asked how to ensure that the asset they have
stays maintained and developed the best way possible. Once lenders, private sector
lenders and equity are added into the mix, there are additional layers of strength and
credit behind it. CDOT will have its contract either way, which will be a strong
contract. There will also be lenders who have risk of money and equity sources who
have risk of money; so there will be a lot of other players in the mix that will want to
make sure the project is done and done right. In looking at it, he came to the
conclusion along with staff that there is a larger transfer to the private sector of the
risk of the operation and maintaining of this project and making sure that it stays at
the level the Commission wants. In addition, when he looks at it from a statewide
perspective, it is important that Commission protects the resources available to the
rest of the state, even though this project is important to both the Denver Metro Area
and the state as a whole. By shifting and fixing the cost to the private sector today,
the Commission will have a much greater clarity about what is available to the rest of
the state. There will be better clarity in the Bridge Enterprise funds, the possibility of
additional SB 228 money, and how those funds can be best used. If the Commission
does not fix those costs today as tightly, they run the risk of pushing down
Commissioners who follow in the years to come, basically having to take from the rest
of the state to fund this project. That is a risk he is not willing to take. He believes
that the statewide system is too important. He stated that there is a premium being
built in because it is necessary to pay equity to do DBFOM. However, this is not too
expensive because he wants to have the finality of understanding what the
Commission is buying so they are able to plan for the rest of the state. He then comes
to the same conclusion that staff did, albeit a close decision and not an obvious one,
the DBFOM option is the better decision for Colorado at this point in its history and
where it is with resources at the state level.
Commissioner Gruen thanked Commissioner Reiff for the comprehensive overview of
his position. Commissioner Gruen stated that he too planned to support the staff
recommendation of the DBFOM model of the project delivery method. Although his
analysis is not as comprehensive or detailed, but it comes down to the last thing
Commission Reiff mentioned. Commissioners Reiff and Gruen had a conversation
after the last public meeting, and Commissioner Reiff recharacterized the DBFOM as
an insurance policy. CDOT will be paying a premium for the DBFOM delivery
method, but there is insurance of that certainty. For Commission Gruen, that
increment of extra dollars are well worth investing because of that certainty. He will
be supporting the DBFOM staff recommendation as the delivery method.
Commissioner Thiebaut stated that project is a statewide project and is very critical
but that he is unable to support the staff recommendation. Although what has been
laid out makes financial sense, he thinks about the history of Colorado. When
Colorado was a territory, the three great issues that were debated were education,
prisons and transportation. Those are three great issues that are still debated in this
state. There is a part of him that perhaps lingers on the notion that the citizens of
Colorado need to step up to the plate and help with what is a contemporary
transportation crisis. What Commissioner Reiff and Gruen’s statements are
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persuasive, but when the Commission says it is transferring the risk, that may be
nothing except illusory. There should be some way for the state government and for
the citizens to keep an iron in the fire and to somehow be held on the hook. That
sounds counterintuitive when talking about trying to protect the citizens from risk,
but it seems like this public policy that the Commission is creating of lowering the
state risk may actually be reversed in the future by a public highway or project being
transferred to a private enterprise. Then the Commission will have to come in and
somehow recoup the milestone payments and then also pay in addition to whatever
the private sector is not delivering at the time. It may be philosophical, but he stated
that the government and the citizens still have a role to play. When the Commission
discusses transferring the risk, even buying an insurance policy or trying to make it
so that there is not a risk, he does not think that is necessarily reality. He wanted to
support the staff recommendation, but he would be more inclined to support the
DBOM approach and see if there can be negotiations for the risk factor. While he
hated to say those things, that is where he was at. He has struggled with the
decision, and he appreciated staff’s efforts to discuss it with him. But he will not be
supporting the staff’s recommendation.
Commissioner Connell stated that she appreciated everyone’s comments and that
this is a matter of there not being any perfect scenario in this situation. When she
looks at the options, she looks at the advantages and the disadvantages. While she
agrees with Commissioner Thiebaut about the need to engage the public, the
Commission is facing a very serious, long-standing problem there. For the
Commission to wait for the public to come around is really not doing the jobs
assigned to the Commission. Besides protecting the rest of the state, one thing that is
critical in this role is to determine how to get the most for the state’s money. She
stated that she was convinced by staff sharing that by going with a DBFOM there is a
broader base for bidders and a better way of getting the cost down. To her,
considering the limited funds, is very convincing on this matter. Again, they will get
some push back because they are dealing with international companies, but that is a
chance for education to ask people to get involved financially. She stated that she will
be supporting the staff recommendation because she believes there are far more
positives to DBFOM than there are to the other options.
Commissioner Gilliland stated that she agreed with a lot that has been said by
everybody. She agrees that it would be wonderful to say that the state of Colorado
and the citizens are giving the Department the money that is truly needed for
transportation funding so that the state could make the decisions about how to
spend and prioritize those funds. She stated that they have made attempts to do
that, and other organizations have made attempts to do that. All have been
unsuccessful. Her concern is that they are in the situation they are in right now and
need to use all the tools that they can to make sure that they are moving forward on
some of these projects. With the I-70 Viaduct, again, it has been pushed down the
road to the extent that it could be. It is a point where the Commission absolutely
needs to move this project forward and make something happen. She believes that
the DBFOM is the way to go at this point in time with the information that is
available because of the reasons that everyone has expressed. For her it is the risk
transfer that the Commission gets, the long term potential of sharing with the
partners. This is the best way they can utilize the funds that they do have. There is a
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premium that goes along with that, but the risk long term seems to be what has
made that decision the viable one. She stated that she will be supporting the staff
recommendation. One of the questions that she had from someone this morning was
if she was afraid that they were setting a precedent with this and that all future
projects would be using this delivery method. She assured that person that each
project that came before the Commission is assessed for the right delivery process
and that there are many different ones going on at this point in time. That is still very
viable, and each project will be looked at individually. But for this project at this
time, given the situation that the Department is in, DBFOM is the best way to go. She
will be supporting that.
Commissioner Gifford stated that some of the Commissioners had alluded to the fact
that they have spoken globally about risk transfer but that looking at PPPs, they are
looking at two different segments. A lot of the negative publicity, including a lot of the
information from the series from the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette that was forwarded to
the Commission this week, on some PPPs has focused on the short-sighted transfer
of public assets to the private sector at a bargain price. One of the worst and most
egregious examples of that was of course the Chicago parking meters where the
public turned around and wondered what had happened. They had taken money to
plug a gap and then were paying high prices for parking and were losing out. That
would be the type of situation that would require the Commission to evaluate it much
more closely if they were looking at a project that was being substantially supported
by tolls and if they were looking at toll risk over time with a revenue delta that can be
projected but never truly known. Again, this would be if they were looking at selling
off a public asset at a bargain price. She stated that she wanted to emphasize that
the risk that is being transferred here is not the revenue risk as much as the
contingency and cost overrun exposure that in order to plan for the rest of the state,
the Commission must be very mindful of. Commissioner Reiff expressed it eloquently,
and she wanted to add her emphasis to that crucial point. That is the reason she will
be supporting the project delivery method of DBFOM.
Commissioner Barry stated that she also supports the DBFOM method. She stated
that it is a real balance that the Commission has to strike right now. None of the
options are perfect scenarios. Nothing the Commission has seen in this process has
been a perfect scenario. Despite that, it is very important that the Commission makes
a decision. Given all of elements that have been presented to the Commission, this is
the best decision in her opinion. She stated that one of the Commissioners
mentioned the importance of continued work with regional partners. They know that
they have a lot more work to do in this process, but that is also a big concern to her
sitting as a Commissioner. That is a very high dollar amount that is sitting there that
has not yet been rectified. She challenged that they can work together and get there.
With respect to the citizens of the state, the corridor and the region, they are
continuing to work with them and have worked them. They are not leaving that
element or component behind. They will continue to engage and will continue to
work. The Commission must look at the state economy when they make these
decisions. It is very important that the I-70 is a statewide road. Even though they are
discussing a 12-mile stretch, it is a statewide piece of infrastructure that keeps
Colorado’s economy moving, to a degree. She stated that with all of those elements in
play, she personally believes that the Commission must support this method. The
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positives are that there is a risk assurance as a part of this model. There is increased
competition when CDOT gets to RFP and RFQ phases of the project. They will have
the assurance to make statewide, programmatic decisions moving forward while they
are working on that project. With that, she stated she is in favor. She commended
everyone. This is a very difficult decision, and the staff has worked on this. As a
Commission, they have grappled and are still grappling. And there are still a lot more
decisions to make for this project. This is only the first, very difficult one. They are all
open to continue the dialogue as they move forward.
Commissioner Zink stated that she sees this primarily as a mechanism to make this
project happen as soon as possible. The Commission knows what has to happen.
Knowing that there are never 100% guarantees in anything in life, it is also necessary
to recognize that they have the ultimate responsibility. If somehow, the whole thing
falls apart in the distant future, obviously it comes back to the Commission. The
handling of the contract provisions is going to be absolutely critical. There needs to
be nothing left unconsidered in that process. She stated that she is sure that will be
the case. This is a mechanism to make a need project happen sooner, and she will be
in favor of the DBFOM method.
Commissioner Hofmeister stated that it is a needed project that needs to go forward.
He has struggled with both financing packages, and he is still unable to come up
with a clearer route to go. He stated that he will support DBFOM in the vote. He
stated that he still has concerns about how large this project is and how much
money the Bridge Enterprise is dedicating to the project and what it is going to do to
the rest of the state roads. He stated that he would like to see the communities and
counties around the project step up and help out. Denver tipped their hand this week
with $850 million to rebuild the Stock Show Complex. That communicates what the
rebuilding of I-70 means to the City and County of Denver. He believes that they need
to step up a little bit more and help on this project for the end financing.
Commissioner Reiff stated that he wanted to echo something that Commissioner
Hofmeister said. There is a gap here. The approval of the method of financing does
not mean the project necessarily succeeds. There is a gap that needs to be filled, but
they need to be very cautious how they fill it. It is not the Commission’s intent to take
it from the rest of the state to fill the gap. They urge the partners that the
Department has to consider that as they move forward.
Chairman Peterson stated that the decision before the Commission today is to decide
between DBOM and DBFOM. He stated that honestly he walked into the Commission
room this morning split 50/50. He has struggled over this particular issue probably
more than any issue that he has struggled over in his tenure as a member of the
Transportation Commission. That is why it is very important that the Commission
has opportunity for public input. There was a meeting earlier in February. They
wanted to have that meeting in order to have an opportunity to hear from the public.
This has been a very public process, and it has been a ten year process. This is not
by any means the final decision point on this project. This is merely a decision point
on the possible delivery method and financing options. The report that the
Commission received from the consultant was in depth and very confusing, so he
wanted to thank staff in particular for helping him and the rest of the Commission
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work through those issues. He thanked Commissioner Reiff with his background for
being a tremendous resource to the entire Commission in helping everyone
understand the issues. As a result of the discussions today and the discussions
earlier in the month and the continuing discussions that will be held on this project,
he stated that he will be supporting staff recommendation for this project today. He
asked for a roll call vote to ensure that everyone had an opportunity to voice their
opinion directly.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the resolution to accept the staff
recommendation for the I-70E project delivery method. Commissioner Reiff moved to
approve the resolution with two amendments, changing “public” to “private” as
previously described by the Chair and selecting the “Design-Build-Finance-OperateMaintain” delivery method. Commissioner Gifford seconded the motion. Chairman
Peterson requested a roll call vote.
Commissioner Gifford: AYE
Commissioner Reiff: AYE
Commissioner Barry: AYE
Commissioner Gilliland: AYE
Commissioner Aden: EXCUSED
Commissioner Zink: AYE
Commissioner Gruen: AYE
Commissioner Thiebut: NO
Commissioner Hofmeister: AYE
Vice Chair Connell: AYE
Chairman Peterson: AYE
Chairman Peterson stated that the motion passed with one Commissioner voting No.
Scott Richrath stated that he earlier announced the wrong date for the Industry
Forum. He earlier stated that it was March 15th, but the correct dates are March 11th
and 12th, 2015. Mike Cheroutes corrected that, and there may be a few people in the
room interested in that date; so he wanted to provide the correct information.
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Resolution #TC-15-2-5
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Discuss and Act on the Resolution to Approve the Central City SIB Loan
Maria Sobota stated that the Commission is being asked to approve a $1.5 million
State Infrastructure Bank Loan for Central City. The $1.5 million will be used to
augment local funds for storm drainage, parkway repairs, retaining wall repairs and
rockfall mitigation. The SIB committee has reviewed all the details as far as the
financials. The loan will be in parity with other current obligations the city has
outstanding and will be repaid with an annual appropriation pledge by the city in its
budget. The SIB committee and staff agreed unanimously to approve this loan
application primarily based on the fact that Central City has agreed to incorporate
the terms that are in the memo within the loan agreement.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the SIB loan application.
Commissioner Gilliland moved to approve the resolution, and Commissioner Connell
seconded the motion. Upon vote of the Commission, the resolution passed
unanimously.
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Resolution #TC-15-2-6
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Discuss and Act on the Approval of PD14
Deb Perkins-Smith stated that this item is brought forward to the Commission based
on the recommendation of the Statewide Plan Committee that asked for it to be
brought before the full committee for action. They are asking for two actions. The first
to repeal PD 13 that is called “Colorado Department of Transportation Statewide
Transportation Operating Principles.” Those principles were actually incorporated
into the Statewide Plan or PD 14. The second action is to approve PD 14 “Policy
Guiding Statewide Plan Development.” She reminded the Commission that they have
spent over a year working on PD 14. They have been to many of the committees,
including Statewide Plan, Transit and Intermodal, and Asset Management, in order to
work through many of the pieces that are here in PD 14. In its draft form, it has been
used as guidance in the development of the Statewide Plan. With its adoption, it will
formalize the Department’s investment strategy for the Commission in terms of all
the performance measures and targets that are included based on what they are
seeing coming out of MAP-21 in terms of focusing on performance measures. She
respectfully asked the Commission approved the attached resolution and requested
any questions.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the Resolution to Approve PD 14.
Commissioner Gilliland moved for approval of the resolution, and Commissioner
Gifford seconded the motion. Upon vote of the Commission, the resolution passed
unanimously.
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Resolution #TC-15-2-7
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Discuss and Act on the Approval of FY2015 Safe Routes to School Projects
Deb Perkins-Smith stated that Safe Routes to School was a specific program under
SAFETY-LU. In MAP-21 it was not included as a specific program. It was an allowable
program under the Transportation Alternatives Program that was in MAP-21.
Colorado’s State Transportation Advisory Committee did not recommend doing a
special carve out for the specific Safe Routes to School program. Subsequent to that,
in the Colorado Legislature last year there was a recommendation for an approval of
$700,000 to be spent on education for the Safe Routes to School program. That was
state funds from the General Fund. With that, they continued the program for
another year. With that, she asked Leslie Feuerborn, who is the program director for
Safe Routes to School.
Leslie Feuerborn thanked the Commission for the opportunity to make a presentation
about the program. She stated that Deb explained the current background about how
the projects are being funded through state funds. They received 18 applications
from all five regions for the projects this year. All these projects are noninfrastructure, which they call “Education and Encouragement Grants.” They are
focused on children in Kindergarten through 8th grade to look at ways to encourage
and engage them to walk and bike to school more frequently. They are also to get
parents to understand the value of having their children walk and bike to school. All
of the projects are reviewed and scored through a Safe Routes to School Advisory
Committee that is made up of representatives all across the state. The individuals
who are currently serving on the Advisory Committee are listed in the packet. As Deb
mentioned, for the FY2015 program, the Colorado Legislature approved $700,000 to
go toward these projects. They reviewed and scored the projects and came up with a
recommended list that would match the $700,000 that is available. That is the list
that is before the Commission today for approval. She stated that in the past they
have done projects that are infrastructure projects, but due to the limited dollar
amount that was approved, the legislation disallowed any infrastructure projects to
be approved in that. They are requesting the Commission approve the recommended
13 projects for the $700,000.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve resolution for Safe Routes to
School. Commissioner Gilliland moved to approve the resolution, and Commissioner
Connell seconded that motion. Upon a vote of the Commission, the resolution passed
unanimously.
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Resolution #TC-15-2-8
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Discuss and Act on the Approval of the C-470 Resolution
Chairman Peterson stated that at this point in the agenda, they would insert a
resolution. This is the new item on the agenda that he mentioned at the opening of
the meeting. This concerns the C-470 Phase I corridor project. There will not be a
formal presentation due to the previous day’s workshop. He entertained a motion to
approve the resolution. Commissioner Reiff moved to approve the C-470 Resolution,
and Commissioner Connell seconded the motion. Upon vote of the Commission, the
resolution passed unanimously.
Resolution #TC-15-2-9
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Executive Director Bhatt stated that Josh Laipply would be presenting the award.
During the Colorado Road Tour, he was able to meet the RTDs and see their areas as
they rode around with him.
Josh Laipply stated that he wanted to walk through some of the great
accomplishments that all the regions have done over the last year, going in numerical
order. Region 1 made investments on the I-70 Corridor with the Twin Tunnels and
the Peak Period Shoulder Lanes that were huge undertakings. All the teams stepped
up and delivered on. On I-70 and 32nd Avenue when the emergency holes in a bridge
begin opening up, they repaired 50% of the bridge deck in six days. That is a huge
accomplishment, as well as their work in Winter Operations. Region 2 opened a
diverging diamond interchange at I-25 and Fillmore Street. There were the fires at US
24 in Waldo Canyon. There were multiple incidents with sediment transport and
debris flows closing down the highway. There were great reaction times, and people
really came together on that. There is also the Ilex and Cimarron projects that have
come to fruition in the last few months. Region 3 opened their diverging diamond
interchange. On State Highway 9 for $50 million there was private partnering to fix a
very dangerous road. There are many wildlife crossings, and now they are working on
a lot of wildlife crossing improvements on that road. The I-70 Eagle interchange was
a great CMGC project that showed a lot of success, including the I-70 Winter
Operations on that. In Region 4, Johnny Olson has been at the podium many times
accepting awards on behalf of his region for all the efforts with the flood recovery and
all the great things they have done to partner with the locals there. He truly has their
respect. The region has moved forward on I-25 managed lanes projects and put
RAMP funds into place to make that a better project for the community. On the
Commission road trip in July 2014, everyone got to see the State Highway 14 project
up in Sterling. In Region 5, the Wolf Creek Tunnel lighting upgrades were a big
undertaking. The first continuous flow interchange was opened. John Cater was
there for the opening of that and previously spoke to the Commission about what a
great improvement that was. That is on the forefront of design. Their emergency
response on US 550 and the rock slide was incredible. There was a 15 foot slab of
rock the size of a football field that fell on the road. This also was a huge
undertaking. All the regions have really come together. Everyone has that same
purpose of making transportation better, and that makes it hard to select because
everyone does such a great job.
This year the criteria were placed very much in line with the 5+1: Improving Business
Processes, Innovation in Management, System Performance, Partnering,
Transparency, and Developing Staff. That seemed to be a good recurring theme, and
they tried to add some quantitative detail to the process. In the particular region that
won, 40% of their staff went through employee safety engagements. Safety is a big
focus in the 5+1. They talk a lot about program management and tracking to do
better cash management. To do that, it is necessary to input milestones in the SAP
system, while the CFO may be enthusiastic about SAP there may be a lack of
understanding about the potential of SAP on the project management side. To
manage the projects, it is necessary to get the milestones entered. In this particular
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region, 91% of the projects have their milestones entered in SAP, which makes it
much easier to track progress and track cash management and to do what needs to
be done to deliver. For system performance, they saw an increase in their drivability
life due to investments. They have maintained their bridge structurally deficient
around level, which is on par with the rest of the state. It is tough to stay on top of
that one. For Partnering and Transparency, there were significant local contributions
to projects. They were partnering with communities to ensure they had better
transportation projects and get some other money into the projects. For Developing
Staff, CDOT recently rolled out succession planning. There are key individuals that
require succession planning. It is not 100% of the employees, but 4% of this region’s
staff already have succession plans. That is a huge undertaking and a big step in the
right direction. In addition, 97% of their managers were trained in leadership
training. All that said, he awarded the Director’s Cup to Dave Eller in Region 3.
Dave Eller that this award is really about the people. He is honored to receive the
award as the RTD of Region 3, but he is blessed to have the best people in his region.
They are dedicated. They are asked to step up, to deliver and to do more, and they
continue to impress him. This is for those folks who are dedicated to doing the right
thing and dedicated to CDOT and public employees. He is thrilled for them and a
little surprised. But he had looked at the criteria and started looking at it himself, he
was very wowed that Region 3 has delivered. They have stepped up; they have spent
the money and tried to meet the initiatives. He was surprised to win but not
surprised because he saw the data and that the performance metrics were there. He
stated that over the last year, there have been a lot of things that they have worked
together to get done. There have been a lot of challenges. Without a good team and
helping one another out, they wouldn’t be as successful in the Department. He also
stated that all the Regions are listed on there, and it is great that regions get
recognized; but with all initiatives and changes in the Department, without
Headquarters and the support team, Region 3 would not have this award. In all
sincerity, he thanked all the directors in the room including finance, DTD, HR, Staff
Services and others. They have leaned on these people a lot, especially through all
the changes. It has been a great team effort. He also thanked the Commission.
Chairman Peterson congratulated Dave Eller and Region 3 and extended his
congratulations to the entire state on all the great work that has been done.
Scot Cuthbertson stated that it was his sad honor today on behalf of the rest of the
staff that has not had an opportunity to recognize Scott Richrath for his efforts here
at CDOT. Scott first came to CDOT as a fiscal analyst. One of his more challenging
early assignments was developing performance measures. When he assumed the role
as the Chief Financial Officer, he took a very aggressive participation in cash
management and asset management. Scott has also gained the trust of the
Commission. As Scott moves on an up, CDOT thanks him for his contributions and
wishes him the best.
Scott Richrath thanked everyone. When he started as CFO, one of his first
assignments as member of Senior Management was from Scot Cuthbertson to read a
book called Death by Meeting. He thought he was going to read a book about how
everyone needed to have fewer meetings at CDOT. But the point he got out of it was
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that there is no point in having a meeting if it is just an informational report out.
There are a number of other more efficient, productive ways to accomplish that. The
point of the book was that if the meeting does not engages in useful discourse,
healthy confrontation and conflict to generate ideas from not only the most vocal but
also the quietest in the room, the meeting was not a productive one. Over the past
day, he has thought about the healthy conflict that he has engaged in with multiple
people across CDOT. In almost every one of those circumstances, friendships have
been built through that healthy confrontation. They have engaged in that because
both parties were honestly doing what they believed was best for CDOT and for the
citizens of Colorado. Never once did he have a reason to doubt someone’s motives,
and he hoped that no one would have doubted his own. In the few weeks that he has
had the privilege of working under the new Executive Director, he can assure all of
staff that there will be healthy discourse. Shailen Bhatt will be working and fighting
for and on behalf of everyone to do what is best for Colorado. Scott stated that it has
been a true honor. Everyone talks about CDOT as a family, and it truly is.
Chairman Peterson stated that on behalf of the Commission, he wanted to once again
thank Scott Richrath for all he has done. He wished Scott all the best in the world.
Commissioner Gilliland also wanted to extend her personal thanks to Scott as well.
They have all very appreciated his service, especially his humor, his professionalism,
and his ability to bring something down to a level where everyone can understand it.
She welcomed Maria Sobota and thanked her for stepping up to fill some big shoes.
She also thanked John Cater for his participation with CDOT, especially on the state
tours. She stated that is exceptional as well that he takes his time as a partner to do
that.
Other Matters
Chairman Peterson stated that there were no other matters to come before the
Commission.
Adjournment
Chairman Peterson announced that the meeting was adjourned at 10:45a.m.
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Transportation Commission of Colorado
Special Workshop Minutes
February 5, 2015
Chairman Ed Peterson convened the meeting at 8:40 a.m. in the auditorium of
the headquarters building in Denver, Colorado.
PRESENT WERE: Ed Peterson, Chairman, District 2
Kathy Connell, Vice Chairman, District 6
Shannon Gifford, District 1
Gary Reiff, District 3
Heather Barry, District 4
Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Doug Aden, Chairman, District 7
Sidny Zink, District 8
Les Gruen, District 9
Bill Thiebaut, District 10
Steven Hofmeister, District 11
ALSO PRESENT: Don Hunt, Executive Director
Scot Cuthbertson, Deputy Executive Director
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Scott Richrath, CFO
Herman Stockinger, Government Relations Director
Mike Cheroutes, Director of HPTE
Brett Johnson, Director of the Office of Major Project Development
Tony DeVito, Region 1 Transportation Director
Kathy Young, Chief Transportation Counsel
AND: Other staff members, organization representatives,
the public and the news media
An electronic recording of the meeting was made and filed with supporting
documents in the Transportation Commission office.
Staff Presentation
Chairman Peterson welcomed everyone to the workshop on the I-70E Project. He
stated that the morning would begin with a staff presentation and that public
comment would open after that.
Scott Richrath began the staff presentation by thanking everyone for their
attendance. He stated that he would briefly walk through the process CDOT has gone
through the get to today and the decision that would be made today and then hand it
off to Brett Johnson, the Director of the Office of Major Project Development. He
stated that it had been over a year since he stood before the Commission and
presented a Value for Money Analysis, a draft analysis of what Bridge Enterprise and
other funding was available. He stated that he would present the current funding
scenario during the presentation. First, he wanted to take the Commission through
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the events that have occurred since the presentation 13 months before. He stated
that there have been several Commission workshops and an extensive public
engagement effort that Peter Kozinski, Rebecca White and Kirk Webb are able to
speak to. He stated that staff has been through a variety of scoping analysis looking
at not only the aspects of replacing the Viaduct itself but also the aspects of carrying
that project out east of the Viaduct, taking it as far as I-225/Pena Blvd. Today the
Commission is examining a second draft of a Value for Money Analysis done by
Macquarie, advisors to the Department. A Value for Money Analysis is intended to
look at sources and uses of funds, how one goes about financing and delivering a
project with as many sources, uses and moving parts as are before the Commission.
He stated that the plan is to move toward a regularly scheduled February 19, 2015,
Commission meeting where staff will present to the Commission a recommendation
on delivery method and financing mechanism. That leads staff to a Request for
Qualifications (RFQ). Many people are familiar with a Request for Proposal (RFP), but
the Department is not yet at that stage. They must first look at what industry
participants qualify to handle a project of this magnitude. The February 19 decision
that staff will ask of the Commission and the Board will be one more step forward to
ask for an RFQ.
He stated that 2014 was a very busy year for I-70 East. He already discussed the
presentations on the first draft of the Value for Money Analysis. They have discussed
the importance of risk transfer and why Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) have been
used across the country to take some of that risk away from the taxpayers and the
public sector and transfer it to the private sector. Brett will discuss that further
today. Today staff will also drill down into the decision about delivery method and
financing mechanism. He stated that he wanted to touch on some of the outreach
that CDOT staff has undertaken in getting the message out to the public on the
importance of this project. The project is not only a CDOT project; it also involves
DRCOG, the City and County of Denver, and a number of other stakeholders. This is
not only a local project but also a project that has statewide significance and that has
been a Bridge Enterprise project since FASTER legislation was introduced in 2009.
This is one of the 30 poorest bridges in the state of Colorado. There has been
significant public outreach and research and analysis on the project. Through the
NEPA process, the Department received a great deal of very valuable public comment.
There were approximately 900 comments, which sounds like a lot but FHWA said
that for a project this size, that number would be expected. The Department has
responded to those comments.
In December 2013, Macquarie presented the Value for Money Analysis to the
Transportation Commission. In January 2014, he stated that he presented the staff
analysis of Value for Money. In January 2015, staff provided the Commission with an
update and a second summary of that draft. Staff walked the Commission through a
month by month process. They described the outreach process to the Commission. In
December 2014, staff asked Commission to take clear stand on the scope of the
project, and the Commission stated that this was not a project if it only moved the
bottle neck from the Viaduct to the east. The scope of the project should go all the
way to I-225. With that guidance staff has conducted analysis since that point.
Colorado Bridge Enterprise estimates that the footprint of the Viaduct is
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approximately an $850 million undertaking. The Enterprise does not have $850
million in the bank. It has about $100 million in the bank, but it also has the ability,
statutorily and financially, to bond against future FASTER revenues in order to
leverage more than $100 million. Staff analysis to date stated that the Bridge
Enterprise could leverage $750 million of Bridge Enterprise funding not only to
replace the Viaduct as it is but to also add additional capacity. DRCOG has passed
by resolution of its Council $50 million to this project. Senate Bill 228 funding is
contingent upon a number of things occurring. The first trigger occurred when the
economy in Colorado grew enough in 2014 to put SB 228 funding into motion.
Unfortunately for CDOT, there is a back end trigger that states when TABOR refunds
occur, that reduces by either 50% or 100% the amount that SB 228 that would be
trasnsferred to CDOT. That is a five year trigger. Once that occurs, CDOT has five
years in which they could receive or be eligible for SB 228 funds, but CDOT does not
necessarily get them in each and every year. CDOT will also not receive 100% of the
transfer in years where the TABOR refund reduces the amount. What had the
potential to be a $1 billion transfer from SB 228 over five years at $200 million per
year with 10% statutorily dedicated to transit has been reduced according to the
most recent forecasts to $200 million over five years. Again, with 10% to transit, that
leaves approximately $180 million to highway and bridge programs. That is the $180
million that is presented today. He stated that it is important to point out that those
are not the only funds CDOT has to work on this project. There are Bridge Enterprise
funds under FASTER. Under Asset Management and RAMP , CDOT has grown the
preservation of preventative maintenance of statewide assets, and that includes $30
million per year from RAMP to the Bridge Program for what today has been
preventative maintenance of non-poor bridges (good and fair bridges), keeping them
from falling into poor and keeping them from going to the Bridge Enterprise.
Commissioner Aden stated that it is important for the public to understand that
there is not consensus on the projected SB 228 transfers. The Legislative Council
forecast says that they will only get the transfer for one year. If that happens, there is
only a $90 million transfer, and there is a $180 million gap. It is important to
understand that risk exists, and he asked where that money would come from if that
happened. He also asked about what impact that would have on the rest of the
program and the rest of the state.
Scott Richrath stated that Commissioner Aden was correct. That $180 million is a
forecast from CDOT staff that looks at the Legislative Council forecast coming from
the Legislature and the forecast from the Office of State Planning and Budget coming
from the Executive Branch. They deviate immediately in year two. Using CDOT’s own
revenue analysis consultant, that is the number that staff has projected; it is not a
certain number. March 20 will be the date that CDOT will receive the next Legislative
Council and OSPB forecast. Even with that $180 million, staff comes to the
Commission to present a $90 million gap with no recommendation on how to fill that
gap today. They have discussed what to do in the event that the $180 million does
not come through. That is not a decision staff has asked Commission to make at this
point. But there is not a staff recommendation on how to fund the $90 million
balance of this project.
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Macquarie; Stifel, CDOT’s financial advisor; the High Performance Transportation
Enterprise (HPTE), directed by Mike Cheroutes; and the Office of Major Project
Development have been working with the same number: $1.17 billion for this project.
Brett Johnson stated that they had discussed the $850 million of funding from the
Bridge Enterprise. As Scott mentioned, that is not cash in hand but essentially the
purple area on graph. There are some details on the list of the purple area describing
how they are working to pay for the project. The blue area on the bottom represents
outstanding bond payments that have already been issued by the Bridge Enterprise
for other bridge projects. The green area represents a few different things. First and
foremost, the I-70 corridor represents about 61% of the total bridge deck. However,
from a policy perspective, staff wants to constrain and ensure that they 50% of the
total revenue for other future bridge projects. He stated that for the rest of the
presentation, when they discuss what is affordable, it will be in reference to the
purple area and what the Department can pay for this project in the future.
He stated that ultimately the purpose of this public meeting and the discussion
around what method of delivery to offer is a decision between Design-Build or two
forms of PPP: Design-Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM) or Design-Build-FinanceOperate-Maintain (DBFOM). In a traditional Design-Build, it is leveraging some type
of public partnership to help design and build the program. What staff has found in
terms of affordability is that the risks of operating and maintaining this asset over
time, if shifted to the public sector, may make a lot sense when accounting for the
cost of building the project as well as maintaining the asset. When the comparisons
are examined, one of the larger differences is in who holds the debt. In both a DesignBuild and a DBOM, where a contractor designs and builds and is responsible for
operating and maintaining, CDOT is still the obligor of the finances. CDOT is the one
issuing the bonds secured by Bridge Enterprise revenues in order to pay that back.
In the DBFOM model, the private sector is also leveraging their capital to finance the
project. In that situation, CDOT would be paying a fixed availability payment that
would represent not only the costs of building, operating and maintaining but also
relying on that private contractor to come up with the finances to pay for all of these.
That purple area, once again, would represent where CDOT would find the source to
pay this availability payment. But again CDOT would not be the issuer. In terms of
previous history, it should be of note that Design-Build is a common practice of
building projects. Just in CDOT since 2008, there have been 28 projects within a
Design-Build feature. In terms of a DBOM in terms of identified transportation
project, this is probably one of the least-defined in terms of projects nationwide for
transportation. There have been some examples internationally and through water
treatment facilities of this model. The only two of recent note for DBOM examples for
transportation have been in Texas and Arizona. DBFOM for transportation has been
slightly more defined, and there are a number of nationwide examples of this. Of note
in Colorado, there have been two projects using this model. There are about 65
projects nationally. “Off-the-shelf” may not be the best way to describe it, but there is
a little more data about how these look.
Within the discussion of project affordability, he presented a very simple graph from
a present-value basis. When discussing project affordability, it is a discussion about
the total cost of project based on the model vs the constraints on what the
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Department has to pay. In all three comparisons, there are bars in orange and blue
to represent what the actual project would cost under those components. The red
dotted line is essentially the capacity: whether those costs can be fit into the purple
area from the initial graph. Design-Build appears to be the least affordable in terms
of the constraints on revenue; so the options moving forward are really DBOM and
DBFOM. The most significant difference between those two is essentially the
contingency. It is discussion about what CDOT would be responsible for paying and
what the private contractor would be responsible for paying. In DBOM model, CDOT
would have to account for certain contingencies if there were cost overruns,
maintenance overruns, and operations overruns. There would be a threshold in
which CDOT would have to budget for the possibility and make a budget buffer of
some kind in order to pay those contingencies. The form of that could be borrowing
for a reserve or just tightening the coverage or available revenue to pay on the purple
area. But it has to be accounted for as opposed to DBFOM. When the Department
passes along some of the risks of future cost overruns in the DBFOM component, it is
no longer necessary to account for as much contingency because of the risk that the
public contractor or concessionaire is assuming, as well as whatever amount of
equity may be determined as part of that deal.
He stated that moving on from project affordability, CDOT staff has assessed many
different risks based on each one of these programs, from the upfront process of
NEPA permitting to financial risks as well as ongoing costs of maintaining the asset.
There are three starred areas in the table that have the greatest significant difference
between DBOM and DBFOM. These are project financing schedule, life cycle
maintenance costs and long term security costs. Project financing schedule is how
complicated and how certain are the deals to put together. DBOM offers certain
protections that protect CDOT in some future contingencies but not all of them. The
part of the product of DBOM is more of a bundle in which a contractor may
guarantee assurities and components of that. CDOT would also be responsible for
issuing the debt structure. There are more steps in the process and more undefined
steps in the DBOM as opposed to the DBFOM. When discussing the project financing
schedule, there could be other associated risks with that. If the project is delayed
because of these complications of getting these things together, there could be other
risks associated with that. There are interest risks if it is not possible to go to the
market and price soon rather than later. Staff knows what interest rates are today
but does not know what interest rates will be six months from now. There is at least
a greater amount of certainty about the package with DBFOM than with DBOM. In
terms of life cycle maintenance costs, the reason why both DBOM and DBFOM are
more affordable is the fact that CDOT is leveraging some amount of risk (one greater
than the other) of the private sector maintaining this asset. They have skin in the
game; whereas, on the public side, it is arguable that based on future budget
constraints, the Department may not be able to maintain this as well. When the
Department leverages a private entity to maintain the structure, it comes with strings
attached. On the DBFOM side in particular, there is an availability payment that has
components of performance of the asset associated with what the Department is
paying. It is not a fixed principle and interest cost with some future operations and
maintenance costs. It is attributing components of performance associated with this
availability payment that helps add a carrot to making sure that this asset is
maintained over time. With long term security costs the discussion again becomes
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about what those protections are for CDOT. He stated that there are certain
protections in both DBOM and DBFOM. In DBOM may include some protections like
some kind of reserve, assurities, contractor guarantees, etc. Of course, when the
Department shifts a lot of those risks along to the contractor, they are mitigated even
further in the DBFOM model.
In terms of broad scoping conclusions, staff views DBOM and DBFOM the more
optimal case for this. It should be noted that the discussion is about a project that is
large in scope. When discussing the affordability, it is important to understand that
when moving into risk transfer and the questions around that as well as risk
tolerance, it is a matter of assessing what level of risk tolerance that the Department
has. The Commission has to decide if it wants to transfer more of that risk to the
private sector to make a more predictable payment within the DBOM and DBFOM
models.
He stated that Scott Richrath mentioned next steps. Staff is looking in this public
hearing and in the future to assign where this project is going to go in terms of
delivery method. As Scott mentioned, this does not lock in a method. There is still a
long process of engagement with industry. There is an RFQ out that is not yet even
an RFP. Staff is at a place where they want to engage with contractors who are
qualified to be partners with the Department. Staff also wants to emphasize that at
every step they have been engaging with the public about this issue. This will
continue. With every step that is taken, there will be components of public
engagement about this project.
Ed Peterson stated that they would move into public comment. He reminded everyone
that this was a very focused workshop. He thanked everyone for attending the
meeting and their willingness to speak to the Commission, and he stated that the
Commission valued their input and the time they had taken out of their day to
attend. He then reminded everyone that purpose of the meeting is focused on how to
deliver the I-70E project and whether or not PPPs provide the best value for Colorado.
While the Commission does not want to prevent anyone from making the remarks he
or she feels is appropriate, this meeting is not about the ongoing Environmental
Impact Statement for I-70E or the merits of the current preliminary identification
preferred alternative. He reminded everyone that each person had three minutes and
asked those speaking to be respectful of everyone’s time. He asked those who wanted
to speak to the Commission to go to the podium and speak into the microphone.
Public Comment
Anne Elizabeth stated that she is from Globeville and that her center of gravity is the
neighborhood planning process and the National Western Center Advisory Committee
and the realities of day to day life where all of these incredible projects that are in the
planning stage and unknown futures come together. She stated that she first wanted
to say that she appreciated the step toward transparency that is manifested in this
room. She hoped it could broaden, continue and deepen. With enough time, a lot of
constituent citizens could understand what these formulas are and how formidable
these decisions are. She has learned how decisions have to made with percentages of
unknowns. This is a process. That is the window she wanted to address from the
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point of view of the neighborhoods. On the day to day life of what is unfolding as the
Commission asks questions about risk and doing the project, she wanted to reinforce
that they are talking about the daily lives of people in generations in very stable
neighborhoods where there are among the highest owner occupancy and many
stories of people who grew up from grade school and have grandparents who worked
in the original industries. This is a legacy. She stated that she hoped the questions
would revolve around that. It is a very formidable sense of being overwhelmed that
many people on all sides disagree with what the risks are of different types of
partnerships and what the risks are of the design of the project and what the risks
are of the whole future of the vital economy. She stated that she hoped the questions
would continue to be rigorous. She asked for an elaboration on the statement in the
Value for Money that the Unknown HAZMAT Risk is high in all categories. She asked
for some details on that. She stated that finally she supported more education and
outreach into the neighborhoods so that more people can engage with a full
understanding of the process. She stated that she lamented the lack of civics in the
schools. She stated that there is a big gap between the process in the room and
people understanding what is going to impact them in their daily lives in the
neighborhoods. She appreciated everyone in the room on all sides that are
challenging this and trying to help people understand what is at stake because there
is so much that is unanswered and uncertain. It is necessary to work together to get
the bottom lines of what life is going to be like, what is the future vision of the city
and how these decisions impact it. It could be extraordinary and it could be things
other than extraordinary. She thanked the Commission for the opportunity to speak.
Dennis Gallagher, the auditor for the City and County of Denver, stated that it was a
joy to be at the meeting. He stated that he is very concerned about the I-70
expansion. He stated that he was speaking as the elected auditor for the city. The
cost of this project is indefensible. $1.2 billion for 1.8 miles makes this project
between 1.7 and 22 times more expensive per lane mile than TREX and up to 13
times more expensive than the proposal to rebuild I-70 through the mountains from
Golden to Silverthorne. CDOT proposes funding $850 million through the state’s road
and bridges fund. $850 million is every dollar for 8.5 years to this project with not
one penny to roads and bridges for the rest of the state. None of financials showed
today show the interest in finance cost for building the project. Debt service is not
included. As an auditor that is concerning. In today’s price for an ounce of gold, he
stated that he figured it would be possible to pave the highway over 78 times at the
same thickness the gold on the Dome was just replaced. To paraphrase William
Jennings Bryan, do not crucify North Denver on a highway paved in gold. He stated
that they should not leave the city uglier than they found it. The ancient Greeks
swore an oath to make the city more beautiful than they found it. That means
financially as well. He stated that he hoped the Commission would reexamine and
reconsider.
Commissioner Gruen asked Dennis Gallagher if he was speaking personally or for the
City. Dennis Gallagher stated that he was speaking personally and was not quite
sure what the City’s position was. Commissioner Gruen stated that this is a vitally
important project for the City of Denver.

Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 36 of 121

8

Charles Ward, Vice President of Public Affairs from the Denver Metro Chamber of
Commerce. The Denver Metro is a membership organization including 3000
businesses located up and down the Front Range representing over 300,000
employees with business interests across the state. He stated that he was before the
Commission primarily to support the use of PPPs in Colorado for major projects,
when it makes sense. He stated that included that caveat because he understands
that it does not always make sense. It is an innovative financing project that first
showed up in Colorado on US36 at a state level but it has been used for a number of
different projects across the state and around the country for years. It is not a new
means of delivering a major project, but it is an efficient means to draw in other
financial resources to help complete in a timely manner those projects that are very
important to the business community in Colorado. I-70 in particular could be called
the “aorta” through the state. It is certainly a key conduit for transit, for commercial,
operations and business. This is also true of when people go to the mountains. It is a
part of the “brand” of Colorado. On the particular project facing the Commission
today to the extent that it does facilitate completion of the project in a timely manner
they strongly supports the use of a PPP on the project and strongly give their support
to solving the problem. The risk that people face with the current stretch of I-70 from
a safety perspective and from an adequacy perspective, they urge the Commission to
approve a plan that is going to provide relief and stability to that corridor.
John Prosser stated that he knew some of the Commissioners and had never had the
opportunity to meet others. He lives at 390 Emerson Street in Denver. He has been
an urban designer and architect for 52 years in Denver. He stated that he has no
vested interest in this project and wanted to ensure that was clear to the
Commission. He stated that he was also a member of the Urban Land Institute and
was on their Community Development and Affordable Housing Councils for 20 years.
He worked on approximately twenty different interstate systems both in the US and
overseas. The last one he did was a 100 mile corridor between Dublin and Belfast
that was a PPP type of project. He stated that what he wanted to do this morning was
to be a messenger. He had a letter from the Iliff School of Theology at Denver
University (DU). That letter now has over 380 signatures. He provided a copy of that
letter to the Commission. He stated that he also has a letter that he personally sent
to the Governor and to the mayor that shows the functional problems of this. He
stated the reason he could speak to this is because he first started doing
Environmental Impact Assessments in 1971. The largest one that he did in Colorado
was 160 square miles in Summit County. He stated that he was speaking as an
expert in that because he taught the course at the University of Colorado for several
years, and he helped come up with all the methodology at what was known as the
Rocky Mountain Center of Environment. He asked the Commission to look at the two
letters to see what information is there. One is on the ethics, and the other is on what
is the function. In his opinion, based on the analysis he has done over the last two
and a half years, this project is headed for disaster. He thanked the Commission for
the opportunity to address them.
Frank Sullivan stated that he lives in Park Hill and is a retired instructor of biology
for Front Range Community College. He became very interested in this project a
number of years ago when he and his oldest grandchildren would go swimming at the
swimming pools in Swansea and Elyria. As he sat at the swimming pool watching the
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kids, he would look south and see the highway from a perspective he had not seen
previously. He would ask himself and his kids why that interstate was there and why
it should be there. He asked why not something else. He spent a number of years
looking at this and asking the same questions: why is it there and why not something
else. He kept getting the answer, even as recently as this past week, “The train has
left the station. Stop concerning yourself about that. This highway is going to be built
just as the Colorado Department of Transportation has suggested it is going to be
built.” He stated that he came here today to state that they do not have the money to
do that. He asked why they do not look at alternatives that the Department can
afford and is probably more beneficial to the neighborhood, the northern part of the
city, and the surrounding areas. He stated that he understood they were supposed to
be focusing on the program laid out for this morning but that he still saw a $90
million shortage of funds, which is probably actually greater than that. He also stated
that all of the expenses have probably not been delineated at the present time. He
asked why the Commission would embark upon something that seems to be failing at
the beginning. He asked why not spend the Commission’s time more productively
looking at something affordable, something that people will be proud of in
subsequent years. He thanked the Commission for their time.
Keith Howard stated that he lived in the Sunnyside neighborhood, which is a
neighborhood directly affected by Interstate 70 as it forms the northern boundary.
He stated that he is also involved with the group United North Metro Denver. He
stated that he did not have any particular expertise but that he could only offer the
Commissioners from the view of a reasonably informed and interested citizen how
this process and this financing appears. The public document for discussion today
says that CDOT does not have $1.8 billion but that it has some money to start the
project, the first phase. It seems like as a Transportation Commissioner, one would
want to be sure to be able to finish whatever project one starts. Of course, the $1.8
billion price tag is not new; the people have heard that figure for a number of years.
Commissioners are being asked to backfill part of the $1.2 billion with an unknown
quantity of money from Asset Management. The rest of the project, a few subsequent
phases would have to be accomplished. He stated that to him it looked like the
Commissioners are proposing in effect to write a very big blank check. He stated that
he thought the voters would help the Commission out of this problem if they were
asked if the project should go forward in the present configuration at the present
cost. He state that the Commission needed a miracle, and the one on offer was a PPP.
That is the 21st century version of the miracle of the loaves and the fishes where a
constrained funding source by some miraculous process satisfies a multitude of
greedy appetites. But to his mind the real miracle of the PPP is that the voters have
no chance to look over the final proposal and say no. It seems to be a dangerous path
to continue forward on. The funding situation for infrastructure in Colorado is bad.
That is one thing that everyone in the room could agree about. To continue to deceive
the public that expensive projects can be procured at no cost to them in taxes is
fundamentally self-defeating and a mistake. He thanked the Commission for their
time.
Jude Anillo stated that she is a retired social worker and would not give the
Commission her lecture around social justice on this issue. But she stated that last
night she saw the US Secretary of Transportation Andrew Foxx. She stated a few
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points he had made were interesting that she would like to elaborate on. One was
that he was saying with transportation, there are two issues that really need to be
looked at. One of them is the changes in transportation. They talked about the selfdriving cars and how it is necessary to look at the needs for transportation very
differently. She stated that is one thing she hoped the Commission was looking when
deciding whether or not to pay for a project like this. The other one, being a retired
social worker, was very near and dear to her heart because he said that many times
people define the problem incorrectly. She stated that she believed that is what
happened in this situation. She stated that the problem has been defined as lack of
capacity when the real issue, at least for part of I-70 specifically the part that goes
through the heart of Old Denver, is that the interstate is picking up all this local
traffic that is stymied because of 56 dead ends in the area. Then they get on the
highway, and it gets clogged because there are very few exits. She stated that what
she currently saw the Commission doing was talking about paying for a project when
the problem has been defined incorrectly. The problem is not more capacity. If the
Commission looks at all the cities right now that are looking at changes in their
highways, almost all of them are the areas where it is going through an old
neighborhood and usually a poor neighborhood of town. That is her concern. She had
clients in that area and saw all the negative effects that that highway had on people.
The money would be much better spent on truly doing what the highway is supposed
to do: interstate travel. If the money was spent on improving I-270 and I-76 for this
small part of the highway. At one time 6th Avenue was supposed to be a highway. It is
possible to see how it is a highway for a while, and when it gets into a town, it is a
boulevard; and that works. She stated that this is what she would like the
Commission to consider here. Also, the Commission should remember the mistakes
that have been made before in spending money like the Bridge to Nowhere in
Durango. A lot of money was spent on that, and people cannot get anywhere on that.
If the Commission funds this project, they will be funding a parking lot.
Commissioner Peterson stated that concluded the list of members of the public who
signed up to speak. He asked if there was anyone else in the room who wished to
address the Commission. Seeing none, he again thanked everyone who took the time
to come to the meeting and address the Commission. He also stated that he received
an email from Steve Kinney. He asked that hard copies be distributed to the
Commission. With that he concluded public comment.
Commission and Board Discussion
Commissioner Reiff thanked all the members of the public who both came and spoke.
The public process is incredibly important to the Commission. He stated that the
Commission has tried to and been very vigilant about keep executive session to very
narrow matters of contracting that the Commission would not want released before a
public bid that would lead to noncompetitive purposes. He wanted to be clear that
the Commission has tried to keep as much as possible in the public session because
they believe the public session is the most important, and only those things that
could lead to anti-competitive behavior should be discussed in Executive Session.
With respect to this program, there have been many people working very hard on it.
He thanked Executive Director Don Hunt who came up with the idea of lowering the
interstate through Denver in order to connect those two important neighborhoods. He
Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 39 of 121

11

thanked Mayor Hancock for his leadership in helping bring the city to the table with
a process that has worked hard. The neighbors themselves have done a tremendous
job, as has the CDOT staff. That has left the Commission with a project that is still
going through the EIS process but as part of that process the Commission needs to
identify a funding option and a funding approach. He stated that as the staff knows,
he has been sometimes exceedingly difficult over the last year, asking questions both
from an HPTE stand point where he sits and on the Commission. This is not an easy
answer. Unlike C-470 where it was relatively easily and quickly decided that would be
a pure public and not a public-private transaction, this one becomes much more
complicated because the Commission is trying to dig into variables and assumptions
that are difficult to understand. There are issues about coverage on bonds, interest
rates and contingencies. But for the Commission to do its duty and complete and
EIS, they needs to try to do that and do it to the best of their ability. He stated that
when he first looked at the reports, he was concerned that the reports themselves
were assuming a conclusion: DBFOM, which is the full Design-Build-FinanceOperate-Maintain. The Commission pushed very hard for the staff to go back. They
brought in alternative consultants to relook at it. He stated that he really does believe
as a few of the Commissioners have said, it is a very close decision. It is 8 miles of
project through the middle of Denver. It is vital corridor. The constituencies and
communities have come together to address it. How the Commission chooses to
finance the project is going to be very important for the rest of the state in addition to
Denver.
Commissioner Reiff stated that the Commission has made a variety of assumptions
that are important. First of all, they are not going to starve the rest of the state to
complete this project. In so doing, the Commission has said they will allocate
approximately 50% of the Bridge Enterprise to this. It is important to keep in mind
that this bridge is 61% of the deck area. They have left a strong amount of money
available for the rest of the state for their bridges. That is an important facet. The
second important facet to consider is, in the long run if there are problems that exist
in construction, operation or maintenance, how the Commission will protect the rest
of the state and the rest of the funds themselves. This is where is it becomes more
complicated. There are methods to do Design-Build-Operate-Maintain without the
finance component, and he stated that he was originally going fairly strongly that
direction. He believes CDOT has the ability to deal with the financing themselves. The
problem with that as he continued to consider the option is the unknowns later on.
The funding sources at CDOT and the rest of the state have been relatively stagnant,
other than the FASTER money. The gas tax has not changed in over 20 years,
whether it is federal or state. In that 20 years, Colorado has many more vehicle miles
traveled on the roads. The buying power for that gas tax continues to decrease, and
there are very few other funding sources. He is not optimistic that he is going to
increase those funding sources for the rest of the state or the rest of the metro area
for this project. With that in mind, he started to think about the Commission
minimizes the risk for the metro area and for the rest of the state to deal with a
project that needs to be done. That is where he begins to tilt a little more to adding
the finance back in. By adding the finance back in, the private sector is taking on the
long term obligation without state funding to maintain this project. If it falls into less
repair, they are going to be obligated either as the equity holders or the bond holders
to fix it. He stated that it is still a close call, and he is not 100% supportive of the
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DBFOM model. But he believes in looking at how the rest of the state will be most
benefitted fixing the cost for this project at this moment in time. CDOT will complete
the project. It is eight miles, and it is going to be completed. The other portion that
the Commission decided not to do does not affect the viability or the efficacy of this
transportation project. That is really important because if they cannot do a
transportation project, they should not do any transportation project. He stated that
he is open to the other Commissioners and to other public feedback because it is a
close call. At this moment, which is different than two weeks ago, he is tilting toward
adding the financing back in because of the importance of fixing the amount of
money that is going into this project so they can continue to benefit the rest of the
state with the rest of the funds available. But it is a close call.
Commissioner Gruen echoed Commissioner Reiff. He thanked everyone for taking
time out of their schedules to join the Commission. He stated that the Commission
appreciates hearing what everyone has to say. He told Mr. Sullivan that in response
to his comment, the train has left the station on this one. The Commission has
decided that this project is of such critical importance to the citizens of the state of
Colorado that they will proceed on this. The Commission is trying to figure out how to
do so in a manner that makes the most sense for everyone. They are debating the
delivery method to achieve the construction project that they have been working on
for years. This particular project was on an original state strategic project list and is
one of 2 of 27 that is not finished yet, and part of that is due to the extraordinary
cost. The Commission is very cognizant of the immensity of the cost. But that does
not ameliorate the fact that this is a critical improvement. If the Commission chooses
not to do anything, the cost of that decision will exceed the cost the Commission
faces of financing the project today. He again thanked everyone for attending. He
stated that the Commission tries to be as transparent as possible. He stated that they
have been working hard for years. It is not a new issue that has come up over the last
few months. They have been working for years to make it a thoughtful and successful
transportation project for the state.
Commissioner Aden also thanked everyone for coming and sharing their thoughts
with the Commission. He stated that there were a few things he had been focused on.
From the very beginning, one of them has been the impact on the Bridge Enterprise
and by extension the rest of the state. He stated that he had been around the
Commission for a long time, and he reflected back on when the discussions were
taking place in the 2009 session of the legislature, as a follow up to Governor Ritter’s
Blue Ribbon Panel. The FASTER legislation was crafted. They have known from the
beginning that this project was one of the original thirty worst structures in the state
that was presented to the Legislature. They were told that if they enacted the
increased registration, those thirty were the priority projects. They have known from
Day 1 that this project would have a profound impact on the Bridge Enterprise. As
one of the Commissioners who represents a rural part of the state, he is willing to
accept that. There has been tremendous progress all over the state with the Bridge
Enterprise in its relatively short life. He stated that he is comfortable that if the
Commission moves ahead with this plan that there will still be adequate funding to
do what needs to be done for critical bridge work in the rest of the state. For the
purpose of the discussion on the best method of delivery is, he stated that he agreed
with Commissioner Reiff. He had been very much on the fence about the decision,
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but from a policy perspective the Commission has to consider the risk transfer as
they make the final decision. The DBFOM tends to transfer more of that risk to the
private sector. As the Commission examines the long term funding available to
CDOT, they do not have the luxury of being able to take a lot of risk. It is not clear at
all what kind of revenues will be available in the future, should some contingencies
take place. One of the other concerns that he has is that they do not really know
what the funding gap is. He reflected back on the TREX project. At the time that the
voters authorized CDOT to borrow $1.5 billion for the 7th Pot Projects, the
Department had revenue projections at that time that showed CDOT would have
future general fund revenues to service that debt. In a few years that was available,
but in most years CDOT did not receive those. CDOT has had to cover the $167
million of debt service in most of those years, and that has had a big impact on the
program throughout the state. When relying on future general fund revenue
projections, there is a history of fits and starts of general fund revenue transfers to
CDOT. There is some risk there. The Commission needs to be very mindful of that
during the decision-making process. He stated that he is not sure when the
Commission reaches the point of no return on this decision. I stated that he would
unfortunately not be able to attend the Regular Commission Meeting in February,
but he would say that if they choose a delivery method and proceed with a Request
for Qualifications, that he hoped the industry would understand that there are still
many on unknowns on the project. He does not know when they reach the point of
no return. He hoped that by issuing an RFQ that the Commission is not creating an
expectation that CDOT will find the money somewhere. He stated that he is not
willing as a Commission to find the money somewhere. That somewhere would be to
take it out of the rest of the program and projects in the rest of the state. He stated
that he is not willing to do that. CDOT either has the money, or it does not. At some
point it is necessary to have a very definitive source of revenue. This is the largest
project in CDOT history, the largest portion of CDOT funded. The cost of TREX was
shared with RTD. He could not think of another project in all his years on the
Commission where they proceeded when they did not know where the money would
come from. He stated that the before the Commission reached the point of no return,
they needed to have more clarity than they currently had as to where the money is
going to come from.
Commissioner Gilliland stated that she could not agree more with the comments that
have been made. She thanked all the members of the public for coming and helping
the Commission understand what the perception is. That is a great help to the
Commission, knowing where there is information that has not been clear enough,
specifically about where the Commission has been. As was previously mentioned,
this is not a project that has only come up in the last few months. This has been
ongoing for a long period of time. She stated that she appreciated all of them coming
out. She stated that when she looked at the project, it is huge. It is mind boggling to
think about how it is going to get done. One of the things that strikes her is how it
has been talked about for years. If the Commission puts it off and moves the problem
forward, it becomes a safety risk on one level. They know that structure is not sound.
It is considered poor at this point in time. To leave it and to continue fixing what can
be fixed can only go on so long before something has to be done. The longer the
decision is put off, the higher the cost will be. As mentioned before, the buying power
of every dollar was much higher twenty years ago than what it is today. If the project
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continues to be delayed, somewhere down the line the Commission will have to find
the wherewithal to do this. Although there are challenges now with the funding gap
and how to bring that together, that is a challenge the Commission needs to struggle
with and find the creativity in the project to move it forward. She stated that she had
also looked at both delivery methods that seem to have the highest opportunity,
DBOM and DBFOM, and it is a consideration of where the risk lies, where the public
has the least risk but the Department still gets what it needs out of the project. She
stated that when she looks at the concessionaire in the DBFOM model, there is an
incentive that goes along with that. When discussing how a project is developed and
designed and when there is someone taking responsibility for the long term
commitment that will need to be made it that form, they will look at how they can
build it and design it so that they will be able to maintain it long term. That is a big
thing that needs to be considered as far as what the Commission decides for a
delivery model. Looking very seriously at these issues, no one on the Commission is
taking these issues lightly. Finding the funding is absolutely critical. But the time is
now. It is necessary to do this and make this happen to get this fixed. It is a vital
corridor for the economic vitality of Colorado. Again, to consider putting it off until
later or choosing to only do part of a project is not viable at this point in time. The
Commission has to look at what is in the best interest of the public in moving
forward and moving people and goods through Colorado.
Commissioner Gifford thanked the public for coming out and echoed Commissioner
Gilliland’s comments that it is necessary to move forward on this project to address
the significant safety issues and because of the increase in cost to whatever extent
the decision is delayed. She stated that there is obviously more discussion that needs
to happen between the staff and the Commission about either DBFOM or DBOM. At
this point her inclination is to tilt toward the DBFOM procurement simply because it
seems to have a better limit to construction risk, with associated contingencies on
the front end and long term securities on the back end. In terms of limiting the
impact on the rest of the state, that seems the best way to balance the needs of both
this project and the rest of the state.
Commissioner Barry stated thanked everyone who took the time to come to the
meeting. This is a key project, probably one of the key projects for the state as well as
the region. They value all the public engagement that has taken place today.
Additionally, as a Commissioner, she recognized the importance of the regional
participation. They are partners with Denver and value them in this process. They
will be key as the Commission moves forward in making those decisions. They
recognize that this is a project that has to happen and is on a tight timeline. She
stated that the Commission does have to do be good stewards of the public’s
resources. This is a large decision that has to be made, and the Commission has to
make the smartest decision possible. Moving forward over the coming weeks, the
information presented today was great. The presentation laid it out very clearly.
Moving forward, they have to make a decision, but this has been a very good process.
She thanked everyone who has been involved.
Commissioner Hofmeister thanked everyone who has been involved and has worked
very hard. This is a very difficult decision that they have to make over the next few
weeks. He stated that he has the same concerns that Commissioner Aden has: that if
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the Commission finds it has a large funding gap near the end of the project, how will
that affect the rest of the state? He stated that is something this is a large
consideration as he is trying to convince himself to vote yes for this project in a few
weeks.
Commissioner Zink thanked everyone for their comments and taking the time to be
there. She stated that the felt like a couple of those people were probably thinking
that everyone thanked them for their comments but were completely ignoring what
they had to say. She stated that she did not want them to feel that way because she
does not believe that is true. Some of the Commissioners do not have the long history
that Commissioner Aden has, so some of the questions that come up are new
questions to some of the Commissioners. They have been dealt with in the past to
many people who have been involved with this project over a longer period of time. If
there is some way that someone could very briefly recognize the two or three people
who commented about whether or not this is really right the answer and are there
engineering problems that have not been addressed. She stated that she has no
doubt that they have been addressed, but she does not want those people to walk
away feeling like they have been ignored.
Commissioner Connell also thanked the public again. She stated that she agreed
with so much that has been said by the Commission members, particularly
Commissioner Aden. She too represents areas of Western Colorado. The funding
issue is without a doubt her most serious concern about proceeding with the project.
She stated that she also thinks it is important to recognize the greater good that this
project does. The greater good is not only for people passing through the state but
also for the neighborhoods that are impacted. As one Commissioner at the meeting,
she stated that wanted to say that it is incumbent upon everyone to listen to what
was said by the public, listen to the emails and the letters and ensure that those are
answered and dealt with correctly. They have been dealt with in the past, but she is
not a Commissioner of long history. Those questions need to be readdressed. That
and the impact of this project onto the neighborhood are the most important as we go
forward. It is the people of the whole state that the Commission needs to be
concerned about, not the people of some of the state or the people who are just
passing through. At this particular time, she is tending to look toward minimizing the
risk as the Commission moves forward. She is very much looking forward to getting
more information, but since there are not good funding sources in the future, she
believes that sharing the risk is going to be an important part of the equation. She
again wanted to emphasize that she thinks that they need to be good stewards now
and in the future with everybody. She stated that she will strive for that.
Commissioner Thiebaut stated that he is pretty new at this, only having been on the
Commission for a year and a half. He wanted to say from the outset that he has
always had concerns about this project. It seems as though the project is going to
move forward because the votes are there. The public needs to know that. He stated
that he realizes that. He stated that what he thinks what the Commission is trying to
say today is that there are mainly two areas of focus. One is affordability, and the
other is risk. As far as affordability goes, one of the issues that the Commission has
to be very careful to address is the very issue that Commissioner Aden brought up,
and that is where the money will come from. There is a gap in funding, and there is
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no designated source to fill that gap. The thing that he is concerned about is if they
use the Asset Management money, which will come out of needed projects around the
rest of the state. Perhaps there is a way to mitigate that, but he for one as a
Commissioner does not support using Asset Management money to fill the gap. They
might be pleasantly surprised to find out there is more Senate Bill 228 money. They
might be pleasantly surprised to find out that there is money that the Commission is
not aware of today. They might be pleasantly surprised to find out that the City and
County of Denver would be willing to come up with money and perhaps even match it
with federal money. That would all be good news on the affordability issue. As far as
the risk issue goes, he stated that he is very concerned about the whole concept of
public highways somehow becoming private enterprises. Although he knows that the
only way to really finance projects of this size, and his understanding is that this is
the largest project in the United States that is on the drawing board not only in
Colorado or a particular region of Colorado, there are a lot of interested players out
there in terms of how they would come in and make this work. He stated that he
wanted to see the Commission get the best bang for their dollars. He thought that by
negotiating with some of these interested parties, the Department might be able to
have them assume risk but still keep some of what he believes are the major
responsibilities of a state government in place in watching over to make sure the
future needs of the citizenry relative to this project are being met. The thing that he is
concerned about with the DBFOM method of financing is that the Commission is
washing its hands and saying it is no longer the Commission’s problem, it is the
private enterprise’s risk. He stated that he has seen in the past where that does not
always work. Down the line many years from now there could be a situation develop
that the state of Colorado has the risk and then they have a problem with the
companies that have said they would assume the risk. Then the state pays double.
His thinking is that while the delivery method is a close call, the DBOM might be one
that the Commission needs to think about a little further in order to see what can be
gained out of a tough negotiated process to slide that contingency risk to the private
sector but to keep an iron in the fire to make sure the Commission’s role as a public
entity watches out for the interests of the citizens. He stated that the seven witnesses’
comments were helpful to him. He especially appreciates hearing from the public,
especially one of his former Senate colleagues, Senator Gallagher. It is good to see the
involvement, and he stated that he is very appreciative to his fellow commissioners
for their deliberative attitude towards this and to the Executive Director. This is
something that is high on the Governor’s agenda. That makes it important as a
Commission member because the Governor designated him to serve District 10. At
the same time, when discussing affordability and risk, he has to draw some
independent conclusions from the presentations. He stated that he has some grave
concerns. Between now and February 19, he will either reconcile them or he will not,
and he will make a decision then.
Executive Director Hunt also thanked everyone who attended the meeting. He wanted
to reaffirm that this is another step in the process. Although the Commissioners have
discussed this project and its importance not only to the Denver metro area but also
as the main highway to Denver International Airport. In that context, the Governor
stated in his State of the State speech that Denver metro area’s health is dependent
upon continuing investment in transportation, especially in the I-25 and I-70
corridors. Those are the corridors of commerce. This is probably the most critical
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investment that CDOT has to make, not only for the Denver metro area but also for
the state in terms of additional capacity. It seems like there is some confusion about
if there is not $1.8 billion, which is the EIS number, for two new lanes in each
direction, than the plan should be given up. That is not the state of transportation
right now. The Environmental Impact Statements identify a program of project over a
25 year period. It is up to the Commission and the Department to figure out what it
can afford in a first phase. For instance, the I-70 Mountain Corridor EIS said that
they should have $5 billion for highway improvements and $10 billion for train
improvements. However, that does not mean everyone will just sit around and do
nothing until there is $15 billion available. CDOT is here to serve the state. That is
why there have been step by step investments that have been a couple of hundred
million dollars’ worth of investments at the Veterans Tunnels and the Peak Period
Shoulder Lanes this year to keep improving mobility and capacity for the health of
Colorado. Here they are saying that they need $1.2 billion to get one lane in each
direction out toward DIA. They are still short, but they are also about a year and a
half away from having to really make the final decision on this project. There is time.
It is not unusual, in fact it is business as usual, that there is not the money for any
given project that is being planned a year or two or three out. He stated that he
would not make any comments on affordability or choice of delivery method, but he
did want to comment on the risk transfer table that is in the report on page 19. That
came up in Anne Elizabeth’s comments. One of the considerations that they have in
lowering the highway in Globeville, Elyria and Swansea is the condition of the soil. It
has been an area that has had a number of industries over the last 50 to 100 years.
They want to make sure that they are protecting the public safety as they start to
remove that material. All the chart is saying is that there are unknown hazards of
this material. They will endeavor, no matter what delivery method is chosen, to do as
many borings as they possibly can to identify the appropriate means of managing
ground water, the soil and air quality during construction. “Unknown” means that
there are always unknowns when doing a project like this. Unfortunately, none of the
three methods: Design-Build, DBOM or DBFOM, can adequately transfer that risk if
it not known beforehand. That will remain a public risk, a CDOT risk, in any of those
options. Again, he wanted to stress that CDOT has been at this for over ten years. It
is not an easy project. It is not his favorite project. They are as close as they have
ever been to having an idea that might solve the problem for everyone. They are
spending in this $1.2 billion an increment of over $150 million to make this highway
fit better into the neighborhoods by lowering it and adding a cover at Swansea
Elementary School. He believes that they have demonstrated that they are taking this
challenge very seriously, but they still have a ways to go. The environmental process
is not over, and there is still a funding gap to fill. That is why what will happen at the
February 19th Commission meeting is just one more step in this process. There is
another year and half ahead of everyone.
Chairman Peterson thanked the entire Commission. He stated that he represents
District 2, which is just to the West – Jefferson County, so he is a metro area
commissioner. He has understood the importance of this project for a very, very long
time and has been working in a collaborative method with the Denver Regional
Council of Governments, the City and County of Denver, and with other partners in
transportation in both the public and private sector. The decision that the
Commission faces is not an easy one. It is a decision, however, that cannot be
Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 46 of 121

18

dismissed because a decision to do nothing is in fact a decision of action. He stated
that this Commission has demonstrated repeatedly that they set aside parochial
interests and look at the overall impact of any project, this one or any other, to the
entire transportation highway system for the state of Colorado. The I-70 Corridor is
the coronary artery of transportation in the east-west direction, and the I-25 in the
North-South direction. For commerce and people, it has a huge impact on the overall
economic sustainability and viability of the state on many sectors. This is not an easy
decision, and he has struggled, as have his fellow commissioners, with the best way
to handle a delivery method that works well for the people of the state of Colorado
that does not over-emphasize this project or take critical funds away from the rest of
the state that then negatively impacts the system statewide. Looking at the two
delivery methods between DBOM and DBFOM, he has been torn and wound up in
circular arguments. One day he is looking in one direction, and the next it goes to the
other. He thanked staff and the Executive Director for the incredibly hard work they
have done over the past few weeks to consolidate and make these delivery methods
more understandable to the Commission and hopefully more understandable to the
public in general. He stated that Commission Reiff stated it very eloquently at the
beginning of the session: this is not an easy decision, but it is a decision that the
Commission will have to make. He stated that he hoped this month as the
Commission convenes that they will continue to receive additional information and
ask questions of staff and consultants. He is hopeful that the Commission will be
able to take that next step. As Executive Director Hunt stated, this is not the final,
definitive, absolute decision on this project. It just gets the Commission a little
further down the road in making that decision. The question before the Commission
this month and the question before this workshop is about which delivery method
(Design-Build, DBOM, or DBFOM) the Commission prefers. For himself, he has
received a lot of good information and a lot of input from the citizens, which he again
thanked them for and assured the people that the Commission took those comments
to heart. He said he could speak for the entire Commission in saying that there was
not a single Commissioner who did not appreciate that they took the time out of their
days to come before the Commission and comment on these issues. They are
important to the Commission, and they weigh heavily in the decision-making process.
Having said that, he is still “on the bubble” but leaning more towards the DBFOM,
only because of the potential to transfer both long term and short term risk from the
people of Colorado, realizing that there is never an organization that is too big to fail.
That has to be included in the discussion as well. He will be ruminating over this
decision before the Commission meeting. He will probably have more questions, and
he is sure other Commissioners will as well. With that, he once again thanked
everyone for their comments. He asked if there was anyone else who wanted to make
any further comments.
Commissioner Gilliland stated that given what Commissioner Thiebaut mentioned
about the difference between DBOM and DBFOM that the concern is whether or not
CDOT still had oversight capabilities even though they would be shifting risk. She
stated that she would like more information on that because that is key. Her
assumption was that in shifting that risk that the Commission would still have the
ability to qualify upfront what the project will look like and how it is going to be
maintained and to what standards. She stated that she is thinking that it is where
the emphasis is placed on what part of the project, whether it is before or during the
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execution, that might make the DBOM more effective if they lose the oversight with
the DBFOM. She wants the Commission to have a clearer understanding on that
piece before a final decision is made.
Commissioner Reiff stated that in response to that question that he had an offline
conversation with Scott Richrath. He stated that it would be helpful for Scott
Richrath to be prepared to go through that to explain the same issue that
Commissioner Gilliland has had. If the Commission could effectively have balance
sheet risk by the concessionaire in DBOM, then there is a different answer. If it is not
possible to effectively do that, then one starts to be driven to the DBFOM model. That
analysis would be very helpful.
Adjournment
Chairman Peterson thanked all the Commissioners who had joined by telephone,
thanked the public for attending and announced that the meeting was adjourned at
11:35a.m.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Barbara Gold, Audit Division Director
SUBJECT: Revised Policy Directive 4.0 "Audit Division Policy and Charter"
Purpose
To consolidate three governing audit-related documents into one by approving revised Policy
Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy and Charter”
Action
Pass a resolution approving revised Policy Directive 4.0 "Audit Division Policy and Charter"
Background
Policy Directive 4.0 was updated at the suggestion of members of the Audit Review
Committee, who determined that Policy Directive 4.0, Procedural Directive 4.1 and the
current Audit Charter could be streamlined by consolidating them into one document.
Commencing in December 2014, Commissioners Zink and Thiebaut oversaw and received input
from the Office of the Attorney General and the Department on revisions to existing Policy
Directive 4.0 which included terms from Procedural Directive 4.1 and the audit division
charter. The Commissioners provided direction to staff on combining these documents into
the revised Audit Division Policy and Charter.
Details
Revised Policy Directive 4.0 is intended to provide guidance on the roles and responsibilities of staff,
outside vendors, senior management, the Executive Director, the ARC, and the Transportation
Commission. It includes requirements pertaining to the annual audit work plan, the quality
assurance and improvement program, and the submission of draft reports to the ARC. The Policy
underwent many revisions always with a focus on simplifying the language and confirming that it was
consistent with state law and nationally-accepted accounting standards.
The revised Policy Directive 4.0 reflects a change in the process of providing audit documentation to
the Transportation Commission. The Commission will always receive an audit packet as part of its
agenda, but the packet will be included the following month after it has been reviewed by the
ARC. This guarantees that the ARC will always have an opportunity to review the packet prior to its
inclusion in the Commission agenda. Also, with regard to audit reports, the ARC's first matter of
business on its regular meeting agenda will be to make a motion on whether a report submitted to it
for review is ready to be released. If the ARC votes to release a report, it will be included in the TC
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agenda. The ARC may also vote to release the Report on a limited basis under relevant law and
Professional Auditing Standards, or vote to not release the Report based on the need to address
further questions.
This consolidated Policy:
• Emphasizes the independence of the audit division, See page 3, Sec. VII.;
• States that the ARC oversees the operations of the Audit Director, See page 4, Sec. VIII B. 2;
• States that the Executive Director conducts performance evaluations of the Audit Director and she
reports administratively to him, See page 4, Sec. VIII B. 3;
• Requires the Audit Director to develop an annual risk-based audit work plan, See page 5, Sec. IX A,
which the ARC reviews and approves, See page 6, Sec. IX C.;
• Contains requirements for Department staff, and contractors, subcontractors and vendors who are
subjects of an audit; See page 4, 5, Sec. VIII. C, D and E.
• Contains the step-by-step review process for reports and provides guidance when a draft report
retains its work product privilege and when it becomes a public document. See pages 6 and 7, Sec. X.
Key Benefits
This revised Policy Directive 4.0 consolidates three documents, is clearer, and provides transparency
on the Department’s internal audit processes.
Options and Recommendations
1. Approve updated Policy Directive 4.0 (staff recommendation on the basis that a consolidated and
updated document will provide better guidance to the Department and others on the internal
processes of the Audit Division;
2. Withhold approval until further discussion; or
3. Decline to approve revised Policy Directive 4.0 and keep existing Policy Directive 4.0 in effect.
Next Steps

Following the approval of revised Policy Directive 4.0, the Department will submit Procedural Directive
4.1 “Audit Division Standards and Procedures” to the Executive Director for repeal.
Attachments
Revised Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy and Charter”

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406

Return to Agenda

P 303.757.9025

06 Consent Agenda:Page 50 of 121

www.coloradodot.info

Current Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy”
Current Procedural Directive 4.1 “Audit Division Standards and Procedures”
Current Audit Division Charter
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Resolution No.
Approval of Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy and Charter”
WHEREAS, § 43-1-106 (8)(a) C.R.S. gives authority to the Transportation
Commission of Colorado (“Commission”) to formulate general policy with
respect to the management, construction, and maintenance of public highways
and other transportation systems in the state; and
WHEREAS, § 43-1-106 (12)(c) C.R.S., gives authority to the Audit Review
Committee (ARC) comprised of members of the Commission to oversee the
operations of the audit division; and
WHEREAS, Policy Directive 4.0 previously titled “Audit Division Policy” was
adopted by the Transportation Commission on August 13, 2013; and
WHEREAS, since that date, members of the ARC and the Audit Division
director concluded that the governing documents related to the Audit
Division should be consolidated into one directive, including Procedural
Directive 4.1 “Audit Division Standards and Procedures” dated August
27, 2013, and the Audit Division Charter; and
WHEREAS, Revised Policy Directive 4.0 adds value by setting forth internal
audit procedures in one document and by providing guidance to the
Commission, the ARC, the Department, vendors and contractors with regard to
the audit division internal processes; and
WHEREAS, Revised Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy and Charter” has
been reviewed by the ARC and meets its expectations with regard to
transparency and clarity of language.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission herein approves Policy
Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy and Charter.”

____________________________________

______________________________

Transportation Secretary

Date
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■POLICY DIRECTIVE
PROCEDURAL DIRECTIVE

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION
Subject

Number

Audit Division Policy and Charter
Effective

4.0

Supersedes

Originating Office

8.27.13

Audit Division

I. PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION
Pursuant to § 43-1-106 (12)(e), C.R.S., it is the intent of the general assembly to shift reporting
of, supervision of, and control of the Department’s internal auditor to the Transportation
Commission. Pursuant to § 43-1-106 (12)(c), C.R.S., the Commission shall establish an Audit
Review Committee from the Commission membership which shall oversee the operations of the
Audit Director and his or her staff.
II. ROLE
Given the above statutory provisions, it is the policy of the Transportation Commission to
establish and support an internal auditing division as an independent appraisal function to
examine and evaluate agency activities, and to conduct external audits of contractors,
subcontractors and vendors as provided herein, as a service to management, the Audit Review
Committee, and the Transportation Commission. It is the policy of the Transportation
Commission to establish procedures for the Colorado Department of Transportation in
accordance with applicable nationally-accepted auditing standards.
III. PROFESSIONALISM
Internal auditing is an independent and objective assurance and consulting activity guided by a
philosophy of adding value to improve the operations of the Colorado Department of
Transportation. It assists the Department in accomplishing its objectives by bringing a systematic
and disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of the organization's
governance, risk management, and internal controls. The Audit Division governs itself by
adherence to the Government Accountability Office’s guidance of Generally Accepted
Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS). This guidance constitutes principles of the
fundamental requirements for the professional practice of internal auditing and for evaluating the
effectiveness of the internal audit activity’s performance. In addition, the Audit Division’s
activity adheres to CDOT relevant policies and procedures and the Audit Division’s audit
manual.
IV. AUTHORITY
Transportation Commission, Audit Review Committee, § 43-1-106(12)(c), C.R.S.
2 CFR 225, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments (OMB Circular A87) http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02/2cfr225_main_02.tpl
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Audit Division Policy and Charter

4.0

GAGAS (Government Auditing Standards, 2011 Revision, as amended)
http://www.gao.gov/assets/590/587281.pdf
AASHTO Subcommittee on Internal/External Audit 2012 Uniform Audit & Accounting Guide
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02/2cfr225_main_02.tpl
IIA (Institute of Internal Auditors, 2013 Edition, as amended)
https://na.theiia.org/standards-guidance/Pages/Standards-and-Guidance-IPPF.aspx
ISACA (Information Systems Audit and Control Association) IT Standards, Guidelines, and
Tools and Techniques for Audit and Assurance and Control Professionals
http://www.isaca.org/Journal/Past-Issues/2014/Volume-6/Pages/Standards-Guidelines-Toolsand-Techniques.aspx
§ 43-1-106(8)(a) and (o), and (12)(a) through (e), C.R.S.
§ 24-103-601(2), C.R.S.
§ 24-72-202, C.R.S.
V. APPLICABILITY
This Policy Directive and Charter applies to all divisions, regions, offices and branches of
CDOT and the employees of the Office of Information and Technology as it relates to CDOT.
It also applies to consultants contracting with CDOT as well as vendors performing work for
CDOT.
VI. DEFINITIONS
“Audit Director” shall mean the internal auditor as set forth in § 43-1-106(8)(o) and 12(a)
through (e), C.R.S.
“Audit Review Committee” shall mean the committee established from Transportation
Commission membership pursuant to § 43-1-106(12)(c), C.R.S. which oversees the
operations of the Audit Director and his or her staff.
“Auditee” shall mean a division, region, office, or branch of CDOT, or a contractor,
consultant or vendor performing work for CDOT on which an audit is being performed.
“Final Report” shall mean any final version of a fiscal or performance audit report, together
with the final version of any supporting material attached thereto.
“Report” shall mean the report resulting from audit work generated by the CDOT Audit
Division on an entity, including but not limited to those enumerated in § 43-1-106(12)(b),
including internal audits of the Department, external audits of persons entering into contracts
with the Department, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Commission, such federally
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required audits as are delegated to the Commission or the Department to perform, financial
audits, and performance audits.
“Third Party Audit” shall mean an audit conducted by an outside party, for example, the Office
of the State Auditor, on Department activities.
“Transportation Commission” or “Commission” shall mean the Transportation Commission
created pursuant to § 43-1-106, C.R.S.
“Work Product” for purposes of this Directive shall mean the draft version of any document
that is not yet in a final version of a fiscal or performance audit report the purpose of which is
to report the results of an audit performed to investigate, track, or account for the operation or
management of a public entity or the expenditure of public money, together with the draft
version of any supporting material attached to such draft report. Work Product also includes
underlying analyses, work papers, notes, or compilations of evidence related to or supporting
an audit.
VII. INDEPENDENCE AND OBJECTIVITY
A. In all matters related to audit work, the Audit Director and audit division must be
independent, in both mind and appearance, and must not compromise professional judgment.
Independence in appearance means the absence of circumstances that would cause a reasonable
and informed third party, having knowledge of the relevant information, to reasonably conclude
that the integrity, objectivity, or professional skepticism of an audit organization or member of
the audit team had been compromised. See GAO-12-331G.
B. The Audit Director shall be governed by the general auditing standards as set forth above,
and shall adhere to relevant law, rules and regulations, and policies or procedures adopted by the
Audit Review Committee and the Transportation Commission.
C. The Audit Director shall be sufficiently removed from political pressures to conduct audits
and report findings, opinions, and conclusions objectively without fear of political reprisal. See
GAGAS, 3.31e.
D. The Audit Director and audit division shall have no direct operational responsibility or
authority over any of the activities audited. Accordingly, he or she shall not implement internal
controls, install systems, prepare records, or engage in any other activity that may impair his or
her judgment.
E. The Audit Director and audit division shall exhibit the highest level of professional
objectivity in gathering, evaluating, and communicating information about the activity or process
being examined. Internal auditors shall make a balanced assessment of all the relevant
circumstances and not be unduly influenced by their own interests or by others in forming
judgments.
F. In carrying out its duties and responsibilities, the audit division shall have full, free, and
Page 3 of 8
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unrestricted access to all CDOT activities, records, property, and personnel.
VIII. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES
A. Transportation Commission and Audit Review Committee
1. Pursuant to § 43-1-106(12)(c), C.R.S., the Commission shall establish an Audit
Review Committee from the Commission membership which shall oversee the operations
of the internal auditor (Audit Director) and his or her staff.
2. The Audit Review Committee shall review and recommend approval of the Policy
Directive and Charter to the Commission.
B. Audit Director
1. The Executive Director shall appoint the Audit Director, who shall have the status of a
Division Director. Prior to the appointment, the Executive Director shall give
presumptive consideration to the recommendation of the Transportation Commission.
See § 43-1-106(12)(a), C.R.S.
2. The Audit Director shall report directly to the Audit Review Committee, which
supervises and oversees the operations of the division with the exception of 3 below.
3. The Audit Director reports administratively to the Executive Director. The Executive
Director, with the input from the Audit Review Committee, shall conduct performance
evaluations and other personnel matters related to the Audit Director.
4. The Audit Director shall provide updates to management on the status of the Audit
Division’s activities.
5. The Audit Director shall be the main point of contact and liaison for the audit division
regarding Colorado Open Records Act and Freedom of Information Act requests pursuant
to Procedural Directive 25.1. At the discretion of the Audit Director, he or she may share
CORA and FOIA requests and responses with the Audit Review Committee Chairman
prior to fulfilling the request.
C. Department Responsiveness
1. CDOT management, directors and managers are responsible for taking appropriate
and timely
action to respond to requests from the audit division and resolve the issues
identified in the audit.
2. The Auditee shall be given ten calendar days to prepare written responses to the audit
recommendations contained in Reports.
D. Responsibilities Regarding Third Party Audits
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1. The Audit Director, or his or her designee, shall be the main point of contact and
liaison for all third-party audits on behalf of CDOT regarding any recommendations and
findings.
2. CDOT senior management, managers or personnel shall notify the Audit Director or
his or her designee immediately upon receipt of notice whenever outside or third party
auditors notify CDOT of an audit of CDOT operations.
3. CDOT senior management, managers or personnel shall inform the Audit Director
immediately when they become aware of fraud or financial improprieties involving
CDOT, a CDOT employee, a vendor, a contractor, a local entity or anyone receiving
funding or payment from CDOT.
E. Contractors, Subcontractors and Vendors
1. Pursuant to § 24-103-601(2), C.R.S., the Audit Division shall be entitled to audit the
books and records of any contractor or subcontractor under any negotiated contract or
subcontract to the extent that the books and records are related to the performance of a
state contract or subcontract. In conducting any such audit, confidentiality shall be
maintained of any information contained in the books and records that is deemed
proprietary as determined by the state.
2. Such books and records shall be maintained by the contractor for a period of three (3)
years after the date of final payment under the contract or subcontract, unless a shorter
period is otherwise authorized in writing.
IX. ANNUAL AUDIT WORK PLAN
A. The Audit Director shall annually develop a risk-based audit work plan.
B. The audit work plan shall consider but not be limited to:
1. Those areas determined to be high risk by the Audit Director;
2. Requests from the Audit Review Committee, the Executive Director, or senior
management to conduct special projects or investigations, or provide advisory
memoranda;
3. Special projects or investigations as a result of information from the Employee
Hotline, http://www.mysafeworkplace.com; and
4. Operational and financial audits identified by the Audit Director as appropriate to
maintain reasonable periodic review.
C. The Audit Review Committee shall review and approve the annual work plan and any
Page 5 of 8
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revisions.
D. The Audit Director shall provide a status update on the annual work plan to the Audit
Review Committee at every regular meeting of the Committee.
X. REPORTING AND MONITORING
A. The Audit Director shall keep the Audit Review Committee informed of audits requested by
the Executive Director and senior management.
B. Review of Audit Reports
1. After completing a draft audit Report, the Audit Director shall provide the draft to the
Auditee for review and comment.
2. After receiving input from the Auditee, the Audit Director may make any changes
deemed necessary to the draft Report and provide a copy to the Executive Director and
appropriate members of senior management.
3. The Audit Director, after making any necessary changes, shall provide the draft
Report to the Audit Review Committee members in a packet separate from the materials
provided to the Transportation Commission.
4. It is the intent of this Policy Directive and Charter to afford the Audit Review
Committee members an opportunity to review the audit material packet and to
individually ask questions of the Audit Director about the draft Report. The Audit
Review Committee’s review shall adhere to the requirements of § 24-6-401, et seq.,
C.R.S.
5. The Audit Review Committee, at its next meeting, may:
a) Vote to release the Report without the need for discussion.
b) Vote to release the Report and thereafter discuss it at the Audit Review
Committee meeting.
c) Vote to release the Report on a limited basis subject to confidentiality pursuant
to relevant law and to the GAGAS Standards and in consultation with the Office
of the Attorney General. If released on a limited basis, the Report shall be
provided to the Transportation Commission members and others the Audit
Review Committee deems appropriate.
d) Vote to not release the Report without discussion based on the need to address
further questions, subsequent events or gather further factual information, and
refer the Report back to the Audit Director for any action deemed appropriate.
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6. Following the Audit Review Committee’s release of the Report, the Audit Director
finalizes the Report by his or her signature, and it is deemed a Final Report as
that
term is defined herein.
7. The Final Report shall then be provided to the Transportation Commission
members. It is
also made available to the general public unless released on a
limited
basis.
XI. Quality Assurance and Improvement Program
A. The audit division, under the leadership of the Audit Director, shall establish and maintain a
system of quality control that is designed to provide the audit division with reasonable assurance
that the organization and its personnel comply with professional standards and applicable legal
and regulatory requirements.
B. The audit division, under the leadership of the Audit Director, shall have an external peer
review performed by reviewers independent of the audit division being reviewed at least once
every 3 years.
C. The audit division, under the leadership of the Audit Director, shall document its quality
control procedures and communicate them to its personnel. The audit division shall document
compliance with its quality control procedures and maintain such documentation for a period of
time sufficient to enable those performing monitoring procedures and peer reviews to evaluate
the extent of the audit organization’s compliance with its quality control procedures.
D. The audit division, under the leadership of the Audit Director, shall establish procedures in
its system of quality control in conformance with the GAGAS Standards.
XII. DOCUMENTS REFERENCED IN THIS POLICY DIRECTIVE AND CHARTER
The Audit Division Manual
XIII. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
A. This Policy Directive and Charter shall be effective immediately upon signature.
B. The Originating Office shall confirm within one week of the effective date that all employees
in the audit division have received a copy of the Policy Directive and Charter.
C. The Originating Office shall provide a copy of this Policy Directive and Charter to all
Auditees along with the Notice of Engagement.
XIV. Review Date
This Policy Directive and Charter shall be reviewed on or before May 2020.
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___________________________
Transportation Commission Secretary

________________________
Effective Date
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I. Audit Division Charter
INTRODUCTION:
Internal auditing is an independent and objective assurance and consulting activity guided
by a philosophy of adding value to improve the operations of the Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT). It assists CDOT in accomplishing its objectives by bringing a
systematic and disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of the
organization's governance, risk management, and internal controls.
ROLE:
The Audit Division is an independent appraisal function within CDOT that examines and
evaluates agency activities as a service to management, the Audit Review Committee
(ARC), and the Transportation Commission (TC).
PROFESSIONALISM:
The Audit Division governs itself by adherence to the Government Accountability Office’s
guidance of Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS). This
guidance constitutes principles of the fundamental requirements for the professional
practice of internal auditing and for evaluating the effectiveness of the internal audit
activity’s performance.
In addition, the Audit Division’s activity adheres to CDOT relevant policies and procedures
and the Audit Division’s audit manual.
AUTHORITY:
The internal audit activity, with strict accountability for confidentiality and safeguarding
records and information, is authorized full, free, and unrestricted access to any and all of
CDOT records, physical properties, and personnel pertinent to carrying out any
engagement. The internal audit activity will also have free and unrestricted access to the
ARC.
All Appointing Authorities are responsible for notifying the Audit Division of external audits
as soon as notification is received. The Audit Director, or his or her designee, shall be
the designated representative on behalf of CDOT concerning external audit engagements
and the resulting, if any, written recommendations from all external auditors performing
audits on CDOT operations.
ORGANIZATION:
Pursuant to § 43-1-106(12)(e), C.R.S., it is the intent of the General Assembly to shift
reporting of, supervision of, and control of the Department’s internal auditor to the
Commission.
Pursuant to § 43-1-106(12)(c), C.R.S., the Commission shall establish an audit review
committee from the Commission membership which shall oversee the operations of the
internal auditor and his or her staff.
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The Director of the Audit Division will report audit operations to the ARC and
administratively (i.e. day to day operations) to the Executive Director.
The ARC will:
 Approve the Audit Division Charter.
 Approve the risk based audit plan.
 Receive communications from the Director of the Audit Division on the internal
audit activity’s performance relative to its plan and other matters.
 Make appropriate inquiries of management and the Director of the Audit Division
to determine whether there is inappropriate scope or resource limitations.
The TC will:
 Provide recommendations to the Executive Director on the appointment and
removal of the Director of the Audit Division.
The Director of the Audit Division will communicate and interact directly with the ARC,
including in executive sessions when warranted and between ARC meetings as
appropriate.
INDEPENDENCE AND OBJECTIVITY:
The internal audit activity will remain free from interference by any element in the
organization, including matters of audit selection, scope, procedures, frequency, timing,
or report content to permit maintenance of a necessary independent and objective mental
attitude.
Internal auditors will have no direct operational responsibility or authority over any of the
activities audited. Accordingly, they will not implement internal controls, develop
procedures, install systems, prepare records, or engage in any other activity that may
impair the internal auditor’s judgment.
Internal auditors will exhibit the highest level of professional objectivity in gathering,
evaluating, and communicating information about the activity or process being examined.
Internal auditors will make a balanced assessment of all the relevant circumstances and
not be unduly influenced by their own interests or by others in forming judgments.
The Director of the Audit Division will confirm to the ARC, at least annually, the
organizational independence of the internal audit activity.
RESPONSIBILITY:
The scope of internal auditing encompasses, but is not limited to, the examination and
evaluation of the adequacy and effectiveness of the organization's governance, risk
management, and internal controls as well as the quality of performance in carrying out
assigned responsibilities to achieve the organization’s stated goals and objectives. This
includes:
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1. Review Division and Work Unit functions within the Department at appropriate
intervals to determine whether they are efficiently and effectively carrying out their
functions of planning, organizing, directing, and controlling in accordance with
management instructions, policies, and procedures, and in a manner that is in
agreement with both department objectives and high standards of administrative
practice.
2. Determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the Department's systems of internal
accounting and operating controls.
3. Evaluate risk exposure related to achievement of the organization’s strategic
objectives.
4. Monitor and evaluate governance processes.
5. Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the organization's risk management
processes.
6. Perform consulting and advisory services related to governance, risk management
and control as appropriate for the organization without assuming management
responsibility.
7. Review the reliability and integrity of financial information and the means used to
identify, measure, classify, and report such information.
8. Review the established systems to ensure compliance with those policies, plans,
procedures, laws, and regulations which could have a significant impact on
operations and reports, and determine whether the organization is in compliance.
Suggest policy where appropriate.
9. Review the means of safeguarding assets and, as appropriate, verify the existence
of such assets.
10. Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency with which resources are employed,
identify opportunities to improve operating performance, and recommend solutions
to problems where appropriate.
11. Review operations and programs to ascertain whether results are consistent with
established objectives and goals and whether the operations or programs are
being carried out as planned.
12. Coordinate audit efforts with those of auditors outside of the Department as
required.
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13. Analyze major computer-based systems to determine whether:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Adequate controls are incorporated in the systems;
Thorough system testing is performed at appropriate stages;
System documentation is complete and accurate; and
The needs of user organizations are met.

14. Review compliance with State and the Department guidelines for ethical conduct
and see that the highest standards of personal and government performance are
met.
15. Report periodically to the ARC and senior management on the internal audit
activity’s purpose, authority, responsibility, and performance relative to its plan.
16. Report to the ARC and senior management significant risk exposures and control
issues, including fraud risks, governance issues, audit findings and
recommendations and other matters needed or requested by the ARC or senior
management.
17. Provide investigative services for the Transportation Commission or CDOT
management related to allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, or employee
misconduct.
18. Perform External audits on persons/firms entering into contracts with CDOT, as
deemed necessary or advisable by the commission.
19. Perform post audits of contracts for completed work as deemed appropriate.
20. Provide audit services in support of requirements external to CDOT as approved
by CDOT management or the Transportation Commission.
21. Conduct audits directed and deemed necessary by the executive director.
AUDIT PLAN:
At least annually, the Director of the Audit Division will submit to senior management and
the ARC an audit plan for review and approval. The audit plan will consist of a work
schedule as well as budget and resource requirements for the next performance year.
The Director of the Audit Division will communicate the impact of resource limitations and
significant interim changes to senior management and the ARC.
The audit plan will be developed based on a prioritization of the audit universe using a
risk-based methodology, including input of senior management, the Federal Highway
Administration, and the ARC. The Director of the Audit Division will review and adjust the
plan, as necessary, in response to changes in the organization’s business, risks,
operations, programs, systems, and controls. Any significant deviation from the approved
audit plan will be communicated to senior management and the ARC through periodic
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activity reports.
REPORTING AND MONITORING:
A written report will be prepared and issued by the Director of the Audit Division or
designee following the conclusion of each internal audit engagement and will be
distributed as appropriate. Internal audit results will also be communicated to the ARC.
The internal audit report will include management’s response and corrective action taken
or to be taken in regard to the specific findings and recommendations. Management's
response will include a timetable for anticipated completion of action to be taken and an
explanation for any corrective action recommended that will not be implemented.
Auditors will evaluate any plans or actions taken to correct reported conditions for
satisfactory disposition of audit findings. If the corrective action is considered
unsatisfactory, further discussions will be held to achieve acceptable disposition.
The internal audit activity will be responsible for appropriate follow-up on engagement
findings and recommendations. All findings will remain open until implemented or
otherwise resolved.
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM:
The internal audit activity will maintain a quality assurance and improvement program that
covers all aspects of the internal audit activity. The program will include an evaluation of
the internal audit activity’s conformance with GAGAS. The program also assesses the
efficiency and effectiveness of the internal audit activity and identifies opportunities for
improvement.
The Director of the Audit Division will communicate to senior management and the ARC
on the internal audit activity’s quality assurance and improvement program, including
results of ongoing internal assessments and external assessments conducted at least
once every three years.
Approved

Date

Gary Reiff

Audit Review Committee Chairman

Date
Barbara J. Gold
Audit Division Director
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Appendix II. Audit Division Organization Chart
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Heidi Humphreys, Herman Stockinger, Joshua Laipply
SUBJECT: Approval of Revised Policy Directive 1300.0 and Repeal of Policy Directives 1303.0,
1307.0, 1612.0 and 1003.0
Purpose
To meet internal audit findings and reduce the number of Policy Directives by revising Policy
Directive 1300.0 “Disposal of Excess Department Property and Annexation” and repealing
Policy Directives: 1303.0 "Annexation of Department Property”; 1307.0 "Property Leases";
1612.0 "State Highway Relocation Policy", and 1003.0 "Maintenance Incentive Pilot Program."
Action
Pass a resolution to approve updated Policy Directives 1300.0 “Disposal of Excess Department
Property and Annexation and repeal Policy Directives: 1303.0 "Annexation of Department
Property”; 1307.0 "Property Leases"; 1612.0 "State Highway Relocation Policy", and 1003.0
"Maintenance Incentive Pilot Program."
Background
The CDOT Audit Division conducted a review of the Department’s Policy and Procedural
Directives related to the Office of Property Management. In its report dated March 26, 2014,
the Division found that while the Right-of-Way (“ROW”) Manual was updated within five years
as required by FHWA, the 1300 series of Policies and Procedural Directives were out of date.
Over the last ten months, the Property Management Office, working with the Office of Policy
& Government Relations, the Right-of-Way Office and the Chief Engineer, determined that
one Policy Directive was sufficient to provide high-level guidance on the Department’s
processes regarding the disposition of excess land, including actions in abandonment,
disposal, exchange, relinquishment, devolution, remainders, vacation, including the
annexation of Department property for non-active projects. The Department’s team
reviewed all existing policy and procedural directives on related topics and included them in
this analysis.
The Property Management Office has updated Chapter 7 of the ROW Manual and provided
detailed instructions on these issues. See attached Work Flow spreadsheet, which includes
page numbers and legal citations for each specific topic. The FHWA provides a level of
oversight regarding the manual, in that under federal law the manual must be updated and
approved by the FHWA at least every five years.
Details
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The review of these Policy Directives afforded an opportunity for other beneficial changes to
the Department’s ROW processes unrelated to the audit, summarized below.
Local Government Improvement: Current Policy Directive 1303.0, "Annexation of Department
Property" states in part:
". . . it is generally the policy of the Department not to execute annexation petitions
prepared by municipalities or private parties. Annexation of Department owned
property, sought by entities other than the Department, will be accomplished by
means other than annexation petition. . ."
This language sometimes resulted in costly and unnecessary annexation elections by
local governments. As a result, language has been included in Chapter 7 of the ROW
Manual to state that when all impacted parties agree to the annexation, the
Department may execute the annexation petition. The language in the Manual
provides: "When all impacted governmental jurisdictions and property owners indicate
support of the annexation, via resolution or signed statement, respectively, the
Department may execute an annexation petition." This collaborative approach was
approved by the Office of the Attorney General. It in no way requires the Department
to execute an annexation petition.
Excess Property Appeal Process
Current Policy Directive 1303.0 “Disposition of Excess Land” and Procedural Directive
1303.1“Disposal of Excess Property,” both related to the disposal of excess property, did not
have an appeal process in place for prospective purchasers of excess Department property.
This frequently resulted in requests to the Executive Director or Governor to get involved in
the Department’s disposal process and valuation of excess Department property. The ROW
Manual now affords the prospective purchaser an opportunity to appeal to the Chief Engineer.
Chapter 7 of the ROW Manual now states:
All property disposals shall be negotiated jointly by Property Management and Region
ROW Staff. If an entity/individual attempting to acquire a parcel of property from
CDOT desires to dispute the disposal process or Fair Market Value determination,
it/they may request a review of the facts by CDOT Management. The first review will
be conducted by the Region ROW Manager. If the ROW Manager does not negotiate a
successful sale, the review request can be elevated to the Region Transportation
Director. The final request for review can be submitted to CDOT’s Chief Engineer. If
a successful sale is not negotiated during this process, the parcel will be kept on
CDOT’s inventory to be sold at a later time.
Benefits from Maintenance Incentive Pilot Program
While Policy Directive 1003.0 established a pilot program in 2008 that is no longer in effect,
the methodology developd in the pilot program continues to provide value, and has been
integrated into the Department's practices specifically with regard to RAMP projects.
Key Benefits

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406

Return to Agenda

P 303.757.9025

06 Consent Agenda:Page 77 of 121

www.coloradodot.info

First, revising Policy Directive 1300.0 and repealing PD 1303.0, PD 1307.0, PD 1612.0 and 1003.0 will
be instrumental in satisfying the findings of an internal audit dated March 26, 2014 related to
Property Management’s Right of Way (ROW) Lease and Disposal program.
Second, the Department continues to review Policies and Procedural Directives, eliminating those
that are no longer necessary, and updating those believed to benefit the Department. By
consolidating three Policy Directives into one, clearer instruction will be provided to the Department
by directing it to follow Chapter 7 of the Right-of-Way Manual.
Options and Recommendations
1. Approve revised Policy Directive 1300.0 and repeal Policy Directives 1303.0, 1307.0, 1612.0 and
1003.0 (staff recommendation, which will consolidate 5 policy directives into one and provide clearer
guidance);
2. Table the decision to approve revised Policy Directive 1300.0 and repeal Policy Directives 1303.0,
1307.0, 1612.0 and 1003.0 and request additional information and/or make recommendations to staff
on improved or clarified language;
3. Deny the request to approve revised Policy Directive 1300.0 and deny the request to repeal Policy
Directives 1303.0, 1307.0, 1612.0 and 1003.0 and vote to either retain the existing Policy Directives
or recommend a different approach to consolidation.
Next Steps
The Department will request that the Executive Director repeal related Procedural Directives
once the Commission has repealed the requested Policy Directives.
Attachments
1. Revised Policy Directive 1300.0 “Disposal of Excess Department Property and Annexation”
2. Current Policy Directive 1300.0 “Disposition of Excess Land (which will be replaced by revised
Policy Directive 1300.0):
3. Given their length, the following Policy Directives are available for review upon request:





PD
PD
PD
PD

1303.0
1307.0
1612.0
1003.0

"Annexation of Department Property”;
"Property Leases";
"State Highway Relocation Policy", and
"Maintenance Incentive Pilot Program."
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4. Work Flow Spreadsheet which provides guidance on the location of each topic in the ROW Manual
5. Revised Chapter 7 of the Right-of-Way Manual (given its length, it is available for review upon
request)
6. Resolution
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

X POLICY DIRECTIVE
 PROCEDURAL DIRECTIVE

Subject

Number

Disposal of Excess Department Property and Annexation
Effective

Supersedes

1300.0

Originating Offices

1300.0: 09.17.96

1303.0: 04.16.98

1003.0: 5.14.08

1307.0: 10.16.97

Division of Administrative Services, Property
Management Program

1612.0: 06.18.81

I. PURPOSE
To provide guidance on the review by the Transportation Commission and the Chief
Engineer on the Department’s processes regarding the disposition of excess land,
including actions in abandonment, disposal, exchange, relinquishment, devolution,
remainders, and vacation, and other assets including the annexation of Department
property for non-active projects.
II. AUTHORITY
Transportation Commission pursuant to § 43-1-106(8)(a), C.R.S.
See Appendix “A” for legal authority
III. APPLICABILITY
This Policy Directive applies to all divisions, regions, offices and branches of CDOT.
IV. DEFINITIONS
See Appendix “B”
V. POLICY
A. General Provisions
1. The Transportation Commission has determined that it is in the best interest of the
Department to obtain the highest possible value for any interest in property which will be
disposed of by exchange or sale.
2. In accordance with 23 C.F.R. 710.401, detailed procedures for completing property
inventories, disposals, exchanges, abandonments, relinquishments, annexations and
Page 1 of 6
Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 80 of 121

Subject

Number

Disposal of Excess Department Property and Annexation

1300.0

leases are set forth in the FHWA-approved CDOT Right-of-Way Manual, Chapter 7.
Chapter 7 of the Right-of-Way Manual provides critical guidance on these issues and
required compliance with the Code of Federal Regulations and the provisions of the
Colorado Revised Statues set forth above.
3. The Department shall continue to revise Chapter 7 of the Right-of-Way Manual as
necessary and appropriate and at a minimum every five years as required by 23 C.F.R.
710.201(c)(2) and (3), and will submit Chapter 7 of the Right-of-Way Manual and
subsequent substantive modifications for review to the FHWA.
4. If there is any conflict between this Policy Directive or the guidance in the Right-ofWay Manual and state and federal law, the state or federal law shall govern.
B. Disposal of Excess Property: Transportation Approval
Authority: Section 43-1-210, C.R.S. and 23 CFR 710.409
1. In accordance with § 43-1-210(5), C.R.S., the Transportation Commission
Shall approve the disposal, exchange, abandonment or relinquishment of all
Excess Property.
2. Excess property includes those parcels of Department property no longer
needed for transportation purposes, including abandoned roadway right-of-way
not wanted by cities and counties, and fixed asset property which includes, but
is not limited to maintenance facilities, rest areas and office buildings. It does
not include Uneconomic Remnants or property within the limits of an active
project.
C. Annexation of Department Property: Chief Engineer Approval
1. In accordance with Transportation Commission Resolution 271, the Chief Engineer,
through delegation by the Transportation Commission, may approve an annexation.
2. When an entity seeks to execute an Annexation, it must comply with all relevant
requirements set forth in § 31-12-101 through 122 C.R.S. and Colorado Constitution
Article 2, Section 30 (Right to Vote or Petition on Annexation).
3. The Department shall follow the procedure set forth in the Right-of-Way Manual,
Chapter 7.
VI. DOCUMENTS REFERENCED IN THIS POLICY DIRECTIVE
CDOT Right-of-Way Manual, Chapter 7 Property Management
Appendix “A” Legal Authority
Appendix “B” Definitions
Page 2 of 6
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
This Policy Directive shall be implemented by the Division of Administrative
Services, Property Management Office.
This Policy Directive shall be effective upon signature.
IX. REVIEW DATE
This Policy Directive shall be reviewed on or before January 2019.

________________________________
Transportation Commission Secretary

___________________________
Date of Approval
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Appendix “A”
Authority
§ 43-1-210, C.R.S. (Acquisition and Disposition of Property)
§ 43-2-106, C.R.S. (Abandoned State Highways)
§ 43-2-301 et. seq., C.R.S. (Vacation Proceeding: Roads, Streets, and Highways)
§ 43-1-111, C.R.S. (Engineer to Acquire Property)
§ 43-1-212, C.R.S. (Departmental Rental Agreements)
23 CFR 710.401 (Real Property Management – General)
23 CFR 710.403 (Real Property Management – Management)
23 CFR 710.405 (Real Property Management - Air Rights on Interstate)
23 CFR 710.407 (Real Property Management – Leasing)
23 CFR 710.409 (Real Property Management – Disposals)
23 CFR 620.201 through 23 CFR 620.203 (Relinquishment of Highway Facilities)
23 CFR 713 Subpart C (Right of Way)
Transportation Resolution 271
CDOT’s Right of Way Manual, Chapter 7
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Appendix “B” Definitions

“Abandonment” pursuant to Section 43-2-106(1)(a), C.R.S. occurs when:
(a) a portion of a state highway is relocated and, because of the relocation, a
portion of the route as it existed before the relocation is, in the opinion of the
Transportation Commission, no longer necessary as a state highway, the
portion is considered abandoned; or
(b) The Transportation Commission determines that all or a portion of a state
highway no longer functions as a part of the state highway system, and, with
the agreement of each affected county or municipality, the state highway or
portion thereof shall be considered as abandoned.
(c) A portion of a state highway is relocated and, because of the relocation, a
portion of the route as it existed before the relocation is, in the opinion of the
Transportation Commission, no longer necessary as a state highway;
(d) The Transportation Commission determines with the agreement of each
affected county or municipality that all or a portion of a state highway no
longer functions as a part of the state highway system.
“Annexation” means the legal transfer of real property from one jurisdiction to another.
“Asset” means any roadway, bridge, structure or other asset within CDOT’s
jurisdiction.
“Devolution” see abandonment.
“Disposal” means the sale of real property or rights therein, including access or air rights, when
no longer needed for highway Right of Way or other activities eligible for funding under 23 CFR
710.409.
Excess Fixed Asset Property: This includes all property acquired outside of the highway Right
of Way other than remainder property. Fixed asset property includes maintenance sites, office
buildings, and employee housing units that were acquired with property funds budgeted through
the Transportation Commission or project property converted to one of the above uses where the
federal pro rata share has been credited back to FHWA.
Excess Project Property: All property acquired as highway Right of Way, which lies inside of
the Right of Way lines of the original project, remainder property, or property abandoned or
otherwise transferred to cities, counties, and towns or political subdivisions for roadway,
greenbelt, sanitary, or other purposes that has reverted to CDOT. Excess project property also
includes rest areas, port of entry sites, park-n-ride sites, and maintenance sites that were acquired
Page 5 of 6
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as highway Right of Way. Funds from the sale of excess project property, acquired as Right of
Way, must be credited to another project eligible for Title 23 funding.
“Exchange” pursuant to Section § 43-1-210(5)(V)(d), C.R.S. means the transferring of property,
including improvements, water rights, land, or interests in land or water rights, by the
Department to another person in consideration for the transfer to the Department of other
property, including improvements, water rights, land or interest in land or water rights, cash, or
services or other consideration thereof; except that any cash or services received may not exceed
fifty percent of the total value of the consideration. A transaction otherwise qualifying as an
exchange shall not be deemed a sale merely because dollar values have been assigned to any
property, including improvements, water rights, land, or interests in land or water rights, for the
purpose of ensuring that the Department will receive adequate compensation.
“Fair Market Value” for real property disposals and leases, fair market value may represent
either: (1) the amount of the approved appraisal or value finding, (2) the negotiated price, or (3)
the highest bid received at a public sale. From page 9 of ROW Manual
“Relinquishment” means the conveyance of a portion of a highway right-of-way or facility by a
State highway agency (SHA) to another Government agency for highway use. 23 C.F.R. 620.203
“Remainder” means a parcel of land which was not needed for a completed state highway project
that is determined to be of little no value to the owner. Chapter 7 ROW. 43-1-210(1), C.R.S.
“Uneconomic Remnant” is a parcel of property that: (1) is not needed for State
Highway purposes; (2) is acquired by the Department because the acquisition of a
portion of a parcel of land is required for State Highway purposes; (3) results in a
remaining parcel being of little value to its owner; or (4) could give rise to claims or
litigation concerning severance or other damage.
“Vacation” occurs whenever any roadway has been designated on the plat of any tract
of land or has been conveyed to or acquired by a county or incorporated town or city
or by the state or by any of its political subdivisions for use as a roadway, and
thereafter is vacated, title to the lands included within such roadway or so much
thereof as may be vacated shall vest, subject to the same encumbrances, liens,
limitations, restrictions, and estates as the land to which it accrues, as set forth in § 432-302, C.R.S.
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 POLICY DIRECTIVE
 PROCEDURAL DIRECTIVE

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION
Subject

Number

DISPOSITION OF EXCESS LAND

1300.0

Effective

Supersedes

Originating office

9/17/96

6/1/79

Staff Right of Way

PURPOSE
To explain the methodology for the abandonment, relinquishment, exchange, sale, or other
disposal of department owned real property, or improvements which have been used for highway
right of way, maintenance or office building purposes.

AUTHORITY
This policy is authorized by sections 43-1-210, and 43-2-106, Colorado Revised Statutes, as
amended.

APPLICABILITY
This methodology shall apply to all Department of Transportation Divisions, Branches, and
Region Offices.

DEFINITIONS
Remainder Property: Remnants acquired with highway right of way. Includes land outside the
required R/W limits as well as other property including buildings, water, and minerals inside or
outside the right of way; and access rights as defined under CRS 43-1-210(1). This type of
property may be sold or exchanged upon the terms and conditions set by the Chief Engineer at
current Fair Market Value.
Excess Property: Property other than Remainder Property not needed for transportation
purposes. Includes abandoned roadway right of way not wanted by cities and counties for streets
or roads; and fixed asset property such as maintenance facilities and office buildings, as defined
under 43-1-210(5). This type of property may be sold or exchanged upon the terms and
conditions set by the Transportation Commission at current Fair Market Value. Properties
having value to more than one owner shall be offered to any political subdivision of the State,
including but not limited to, any State agencies, City, Town, or County within the boundaries of
the property or interest therein, and shall have the first right of refusal to purchase or exchange
such property at current Fair Market Value.

POLICY

Page 1 of 3
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The Transportation Commission has determined that it is in the best interests of the Department
to dispose of, by sale, exchange, relinquishment or abandonment any real property and
improvements which have been acquired for transportation purposes and are no longer needed
for those purposes now or in the foreseeable future. Further, it is in the best interests of the
Department to obtain the highest possible value for any interest in property which will be
disposed of by exchange or sale.
The Transportation Commission reserves the right to approve the sale or exchange of excess
property that are not associated with an active right of way project. The authority to approve
excess property disposal on active projects has been delegated to the Executive Director, or his
designee, by resolution TC-271.
The Department of Transportation shall initiate an appraisal of all real property including
improvements and establish a fair market value (or salvage value in the case of improvements
being retained by the original owner) for all remainder and excess property which is proposed for
disposal. The disposal of such property shall be in accordance with Colorado Revised Statutes,
this Policy, all applicable procedural directives, and as described in the Right of Way Manual,
Chapter 7, Property Management.
All excess property not sold or exchanged in the first right of refusal process, remainder property
and/or improvements having an appraised value of more than $10,000 and having a value to
more than one party, shall be sold at public sale or exchanged through a public process based on
an appraised value for the property. A minimum bid shall be established for all property sold at
public sale. Excess property, not sold or exchanged in the first right of refusal process, and
remainder property having a value to only one party, or a value of $10,000 or less, shall also be
appraised, a fair market value established, but instead of being sold at public sale, shall be
offered to the first party requesting to buy the property at the terms and conditions fixed by the
Chief Engineer or the Transportation Commission.
Moneys to be received under $100,000 for the sale or exchange of excess federal aid right of way
or remainder property acquired on a right of way project shall be designated in the
Transportation Commission resolution to another project, preferably in the same Region, with
the same federal aid pro-rata which has been authorized for right of way acquisition, at the
recommendation of the Chief Engineer for Engineering, Design, and Construction. If the
moneys from the sale of a parcel credited to a project exceeds $100,000.00, the funds that these
moneys replace shall be added to the Department contingency reserve or redistributed with the
approval of the Transportation Commission in a budget supplement.
If the Department should receive cash for fixed asset property (Maintenance Facilities or Office
Building) or state funded right of way, it shall be deposited as miscellaneous revenue and may be
re-budgeted by the Transportation Commission in a budget supplement at the recommendation of
the Chief Engineers for either property or projects.

IMPLEMENTATION
Page 2 of 3
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The policy stated herein shall become effective upon the signature of the Executive Director, and
approval of the Transportation Commission.
REVIEW DATE
This directive shall be reviewed in January, 2000.

(signature on file)
Executive Director

Date

(signature on file)
Secretary, Transportation Commission

Date
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Resolution No.
Approval of Revised Policy Directive 1300.0 “Disposal of Excess Property
and Annexation” and Repeal of Policy Directives: 1303.0 "Annexation of
Department Property”; 1307.0 "Property Leases"; 1612.0 "State Highway
Relocation Policy", and 1003.0 "Maintenance Incentive Pilot Program."
WHEREAS, § 43-1-106 (8)(a) C.R.S. gives authority to the Transportation
Commission of Colorado (“Commission”) to formulate general policy with
respect to the management, construction, and maintenance of public highways
and other transportation systems in the state; and
WHEREAS, the Commission has supported the Department’s efforts to review
governing policy and procedural directives on an ongoing basis and recommend
repeal or consolidation where necessary; and
WHEREAS, the Commission supports the Department’s efforts to timely
respond to internal audit findings which improve the Department’s business
practices and transparency; and
WHEREAS, the Department’s Policy Directives referenced herein no longer
reflect current Department procedures regarding property-related actions on
non-active projects, including abandonment, disposal, exchange,
relinquishment, devolution, remainders, vacation, and the annexation of
Department property; and
WHEREAS, the proposed revision to current Policy Directive 1300.0
“Disposition of Excess Land” dated September 17, 1996 and the proposed
repeal of Policy Directives: 1303.0 dated April 16, 1998; 1307.0 dated October
16, 1997; 1612.0 dated June 18, 1981, and 1003.0 dated May 14, 2008
support both the timely response to the audit findings and the efforts of the
Department to update and consolidate directives; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Transportation Commission
approves revised Policy Directive 1300.0 “Disposal of Excess Property and
Annexation”; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Transportation Commission repeals the
following Policy Directives: 1303.0 “Annexation of Department Property” dated
4.16.98; 1307.0 “Property Leases” dated 10.16.97; 1612.0 “State Highway
Relocation Policy” dated 6.18.81; and 1003.0 “Maintenance Incentive Pilot
Program” dated 5.14.08.
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____________________________________

______________________________

Transportation Secretary

Date

Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 90 of 121

CDOT Work Flow Summary Regarding Disposal of Excess Property and Annexation
2.28.15
Action/Topic

CDOT Work Flow (Prop.
Mgmt. Office seeks FHWA
approval if asset is on
interstate)

Federal and State Regs. and
Statutory Citations

ROW Manual (“ROWM”)
Chapter 7

Abandoned Property
(included in “Excess
Property”)
Annexation of
Department Property

Property Management Office to
Transportation Commission

§ 43-2-106, C.R.S. and § 43-1210(5)(a), C.R.S.

Def. p. 11, page 24 & ROWM
7.2.10 p. 29 /Exhibit B2

Property Management to
Chief Engineer

1303.0
1303.1

Devolution

Property Management Office to
Transportation Commission

§ 31-12-101 through 122,
ROWM p. 9, 7.2.18 & p. 44
C.R.S., Colorado Constitution
Article 2, Section 30 (Right to
Vote or Petition on Annexation)
§ 43-2-101.5(2)(a), C.R.S.
See abandonment

Disposal of Surplus
Bridges

RTD to Chief Engineer to
Transportation Commission


See relinquishment
7.1.3, p. 8 / 7.1.4, p. 10 / def.
p.12 & FMV / 7.2.8 /
Exhibit B1
ROWM 7.1.5 p.12 & def. of
abandonment p.11 &
remainder p. 13, p.26, 27,30,
43, 63 / 7.2.11 page 30-31-32
/Exhibit B4

3.2
1300.1

Exchange of Property

23 CFR 710.409
23 CFR 710.403
23 CFR 620.203
§ 43-1-210, C.R.S.
§ 43-1-210(5) C.R.S.

§ 43-1-210(5)(a)(I), C.R.S.
§ 43-2-106, C.R.S.
§ 43-2-301 and 304, C.R.S.
23 C.F.R. 710.409
23 C.F.R. 710.403

ROWM 7.1.2, 7.1.4, p.12 def.,
7.2.4, p.24, 25, 26, 28
7.2.8
p. 32 (closed projects)

1300.0
1300.2
Exhibit B2

Excess Property

Inactive Projects: Property
Management to Chief
Engineer to Transportation
Commission
 Active Projects: HQ ROW
to Chief Engineer
ROW Manager to Property
Management to Chief Engineer

1
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Related PD and
forms (this
column will be
deleted once
PDs are
repealed)
1300.0
1003.0/1003.1

1300.0
1003.0 / 1003.1

1300.2

Leases

Property Management Office
handles all CDOT leases.

§ 43-1-111, C.R.S.
§ 43-1-210, C.R.S.
§ 43-1-211, C.R.S.
§ 24-30-1300 to 24-30-1301,
C.R.S.

Property Inventory &
Review

Region Office to
Property Management Office

23 CFR 713.304(d) and (c)

Relinquishment

Property Management (on
behalf of Chief Engineer) to
Transportation Commission
Property Management (on
behalf of Chief Engineer) to
Transportation Commission
• Inactive Projects: Property
Management to Chief Engineer
to Transportation Commission
• Active Projects: HQ ROW to
Chief Engineer
Property Management Office

23 C.F.R. 620.201 through 203

Relocation

Remainder

Vacation

§ 43-1-210(1), C.R.S.

§ 43-2-302; § 43-1210(5)(a)(V)(d); C.R.S.

2
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PD 1307.0
ROWM 7.2.1 General Prop.
Rent/Lease
7.2.2 Closed Project Land /
Building
7.2.3 Leasing Prop. from
Others for Dept. Purposes
7.2.4 Active Project Land /
Build.
7.2.5 Oil/gas
7.2.6 Telecom
7.2.7 Air/Space
7.2.20 Emp. Housing
ROWM 7.1.4, p.10 / 7.2.1 p.13 1300.1
/ p.37, 7.2.15 p. 38

ROWM Def. p. 12 /7.2.8 /p. 24
/ p.31 7.2.10 /
p. 24, p 30 / Exhibit B3
ROWM 7.1.5 / p. 15, p. 16 /
7.2.4 / p.18 / 7.2.8
p. 24, Exhibit B2
ROWM 7.1.2 / 7.1.4 /7.2.8 /
p.12 / Def. p.13 / 7.2.1/ p.17 /
p. 18 / p. 24 /7.2.8 p. 27, 28,
p.29, p.31 / 7.2.14 / 7.2.15

1300.0 &
1300.1

ROWM Page 26 E., p.30

No PD

1612.0

1300.0
1300.2

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: SH 67 Devolution - Time Extension
Purpose
Colorado Revised Statute 43-2-106 (1)(a) provides that the Transportation Commission may determine that a state
highway, or portion thereof, no longer functions as a state highway, and with the agreement of each affected
county or municipality, the state highway, or portion thereof, can be abandoned to the affected county or
municipality. Region 2 is requesting Commission approval to abandon 0.31 linear miles of Highway 67 (SH 67) in
Victor, Colorado.
Action
CDOT Region 2 is requesting the Transportation Commission pass a resolution to allow for a time extension until
April 15, 2015 to execute a quitclaim deed for the abandonment of 0.31 linear miles of SH 67 in Victor, Colorado.
Background
The Transportation Commission approved the abandonment of 0.31 linear miles of SH 67 in Victor, Colorado via TC
Resolution 3198 in Novemebr, 2014.
Details
TC Resolution 3198 required CDOT to execute a quitclaim deed to transfer title of 0.31 linear miles of SH 67 in
Victor to the Town of Victor within 90 days of the resolution. CDOT and the Town of Victor exceeded the 90 day
deadline as a result of extended IGA negotiations. The IGA has now been executed and the Town has passed a
resolution to accept this section of SH 67.
Next Steps
CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed and the Town of Victor will record the quitclaim deed with the Teller County
Clerk and Recorder prior to April 15, 2015.
Attachments
Proposed resolution
TC Resolution 3198

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Project #: C 067A-034
Location: SH 67 from 4th St. west to Victor City Limits
Municipality: City of Victor
PROPOSED RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, The Transportation Commission approved the abandonment of 0.31 linear miles of Highway 67
(SH 67) in Victor, Colorado Via TC Resolution 3198;
WHEREAS, TC Resolution 3198 required CDOT to execute a quitclaim deed to complete the abandonment
within 90 days of the Resolution;
WHEREAS, the 90 day deadline expired to execute the quitclaim deed expired February 18, 2015
WHEREAS, CDOT was unable to execute a quitclaim deed within the 90 day deadline as result of delays
related to negotiating an IGA with the Town of Victor;
WHEREAS, CDOT and the Town of Victor have negotiated the IGA that outlines the abandonment;
WHEREAS, CDOT and the Town of Victor would like to extend the deadline to execute the required
quitclaim deed to April 15, 2015;
WHEREAS, Transportation Commission is authorized pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-2106 to make determinations regarding abandonment of State Highway(s) to affected county(ies) or
municipality(ies);
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the C.R.S,
43-2-106 the Department of Transportation be given authority to extend the deadline to abandon that portion of
SH 67 from mile marker 45.56 to 45.87 containing approximately 0.31 miles to April 15, 2015.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2014
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: Willow Road Abandonment to Greenwood Village
Purpose
Colorado Revised Statute 43-2-106 (1)(a) provides that the Transportation Commission may determine that a state
highway, or portion thereof, no longer functions as a state highway, and with the agreement of each affected
county or municipality, the state highway, or portion thereof, can be abandoned to the affected county or
municipality. Region 1 is requesting Commission approval to abandon a Parcel 2 (a.k.a., Willow Road) and also a portion
of East Caley Avenue lying east of I-25; (Exhibit A).
Action
CDOT Region 1 is requesting the Transportation Commission pass a resolution to allow for the abandonment of the
above referenced section of Willow Road and East Caley Avenue.
Background
CDOT and RTD constructed a shared Park and Ride and Maintenance facility at Yosemite Street and East Caley
Avenue during the TREX Project. The City of Greenwood Village contributed $6,954,000 to the construction of the
facility.
Details
CDOT and RTD entered into an IGA that outlined the rights and responsibilities of each party related to the shared
facility. CDOT, RTD and Greenwood Village also executed an Easement Exchange Agreement. Part of IGA and
Easement Exchange AGreeement indicated that CDOT could convey Willow Road and the section of Caley Avenue
to the City of Greenwood Village. The IGA and Easement Exchange Agreement are available for review if
requested. Greenwood Village has requested CDOT abandon Willow Road and Caley Drive. The Transportation
Commission is authorized pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-2-106 to make determinations regarding
abandonment of State Highways. Upon Transportation Commission Approval, CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed
to complete the abandonment. The quitclaim deed will contain language that will revert the property back to
CDOT ownership if the property ever ceases to be used for transportation purposes.
Key Benefits
CDOT will be relieved of all maitenance responsibilty and liability for this section of Willow Road and East Caleyy
Drive.
Next Steps
Upon approval from the Transportation, CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed and Greenwood Village will record the
quitclaim deed at the office of the Arapahoe County Clerk and Recorder.

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Attachments
CDOT/RTD IGA
CDOT/RTD/Greenwood Village Easement Exchnage Agreement
Proposed Resolution

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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PROJECT #:
PROJECT CODE:
LOCATION:
Municipality:

NH 0252-299
11584
I-25@Yosemite, Willow Drive
Greenwood Village

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, the Department of Transportation is in ownership of Parcel 2 (a.k.a., Willow Road) and also
a portion of East Caley Avenue lying east of I-25 that were created out of Department of Transportation
(“CDOT”) and Regional Transportation District (“RTD”) properties located in the northeast quadrant of
I-25 and Yosemite Drive;
WHEREAS, as part of CDOT Project NH 0252-299, Project Code 11584, (a.k.a., Transportation
Expansion Project, “T-REX”), CDOT and RTD entered into an Easement and Real Property Exchange
Agreement for the Arapahoe Park-N-Ride and Maintenance Facility (“Agreement”) describing the
property rights, required exchanges, and easements between the parties and the City of Greenwood
Village (“City”) at this location;
WHEREAS, the City contributed $6,954,000 to construct the combined RTD parking facility and CDOT
maintenance facility to assist in the coordinated development of City property adjacent to the facility;
WHEREAS, in Paragraph B of the Agreement, “Parcel 2 will be maintained as access to the general
public for so long as Parcel 3 is operated as a park-n-Ride.”;
WHEREAS, in Paragraph 6 of the Agreement, CDOT’s responsibilities to provide public access to
Parcel 2 shall be terminated when and if CDOT conveys Parcel 2 to the City and the City accepts the
abandonment according to terms acceptable to CDOT;
WHEREAS, the City has formally requested said abandonment of Parcel 2 and the above noted portion
of East Caley Avenue, to support their desire to develop the property they own adjacent to Willow Road
and East Caley Avenue;
WHEREAS, the requested abandonment will alleviate all CDOT maintenance responsibility and liability
for Parcel 2 and the described portion of East Caley Avenue;
WHEREAS, within 90 days of the date of execution of the Transportation Commission Resolution,
CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed that will include a reversion provision stating that if the property that
is the subject of the quitclaim deed is not used for transportation purposes, title to such property will
automatically revert back to CDOT;
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission is authorized pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes
(C.R.S) 43-2-106 to make determinations regarding abandonment of State Highway(s) to affected
county(ies) or municipality(ies);
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission Parcel 2 and the described portion of East Caley Avenue is
not needed for State Highway purposes;
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the CRS 43-2-106, the
Department of Transportation be given authority to abandon Parcel 2 and portions of East Caley Avenue,
as shown in Exhibit A.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2014
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: SH 36 - DIsposal to Lyons Fire District
Purpose
CDOT is proposing to dispose of 7,796 sf of SH 36 right of way that is no longer needed for transportation purposes.
The property will be sold for nominal value to the Lyons Fire District.
Action
CDOT R4 is requesting a resolution approving the disposal of 7,796 sf of SH 36 ROW that is no longer needed for
transportation purposes.
Background
The Lyons Fire District (District) building was destroyed in the September, 2013 floods. The District rebuilt their
fire station as quickly as possible to regain the ability to provide fire protection and life safety services to the
Town of Lyons. Upon completion of the new fire station a survey was completed. The survey determined that
7,796 square feet of the building encroached on SH 36 right of way.
Details
The right of way the District’s building encroaches on is not needed for highway purposes. 23 CFR 710.403(d)(1)
allows CDOT to convey property to other governmental entities for nominal value if the property is used for the
benefit of public safety services.
Key Benefits
CDOT will be relieved of maintenance responsibilities and liability associated with this parcel. The District will not
be forced to demolish and re-build their fire station. The District will be able to provide uninterrupted fire
protection and life safety services to the Town of Lyons.
Next Steps
Upon approval of the Transportation Commission, CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed to convey the property to
the District. The quitclaim deed will contain reversion language that would return the property to CDOT
ownership if it ever ceases to be used for governmental services that are a benefit to public safety. The deed will
be recorded in office of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder
Attachments
Proposed Resolution
Exhibit Depicting the Exchange Parcels
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Project #: F 030-1(3)
Location: SH 36
Municipality: Lyons, CO
PROPOSED RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, CDOT acquired right of way for the purposes of SH 36 right of way as part of project F 030-1(3)
in 1967;
WHEREAS, the Lyons Fire District (District) building was destroyed in the September, 2013 floods;
WHEREAS, the District rebuilt their fire station as quickly as possible to regain the ability to provide fire
protection and life safety services to the Town of Lyons;
WHEREAS, upon completion of the new fire station a survey was completed. The survey determined that
7,796 square feet of the building encroached on SH 36 right of way;
WHEREAS, the Department has determined that the 7,796 sf of SH 36 right of way the District’s building
encroaches on is no longer needed for transportation purposes;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-1-210(5)(a)(I) The Department of
Transportation is authorized, subject to approving resolution of the Transportation Commission, to dispose of
any property or interest therein which is no longer needed for transportation purposes;
WHEREAS, the Department has determined that the 7,796 sf of SH 36 right of way is of use only to the
District;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-1-210(5)(a)(III) when a parcel that is no
longer needed for transportation purposes has value to only one adjacent owner, that owner shall have first
right of refusal to purchase said property;
WHEREAS, the District desires to exercise its right of refusal to purchase the 7,796 sf of SH 36 right of way
which is no longer needed for transportation purposes;
WHEREAS, 23 CFR 710.403(d)(1) allows CDOT to convey property to other governmental entities for
nominal value if the property is used for the benefit of public safety services;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the C.R.S, 43-1-210(5) and 23 CFR
710.403(d)(1) the Department of Transportation be given authority to dispose of, for nominal value, the 7,796
sf of SH 36 right of way which is no longer needed for transportation purposes described in Exhibit A.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2014
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: SH 287 - Prairie Star Parcel Exchange
Purpose
As a result of quiet title action, CDOT is proposing to exchange Parcels PE-232, TE-232 and TE-232A (“CDOT Owned
Easements”) for fee simple ownership of Lots 1, 4 and 6 in Block 1, Prairie Star Filing No.2 (“Prairie Star Parcels”).
Action
CDOT R4 is requesting a resolution approving the exchange of the CDOT Owned Easements for the Prairie Start
Parcels.
Background
CDOT acquired the CDOT Owned Easements (26.85 acres) for a "water quality and drainage buffer" in May, 2003 as
part of the US 287 Larimer County Road 6 to SH 402 project (NH 2873-068 Unit 2/Code: 91309). The CDOT project
constructed three detention ponds on the property.
Details
In November 2010, the Attorney General's office received notice that Prairie Star, the underlying fee owners of the
property, had filed a quiet title lawsuit against CDOT. The goal of the quiet title suit was to assert that CDOT did
not have good title to the easements and revoke CDOT's easement interest. Prairie Star wanted to build a gas
station on a portion of the property and install solar panels on the rest of the parcel. CDOT and the Attorney
General’s office have negotiated a settlement with Prairie Star. The settlement agreement requires CDOT to
terminate the CDOT Owned Easements in exchange for fee simple ownership of the areas needed for highway
water quality and drainage buffer.
Key Benefits
The property areas are of similar size and value. CDOT will obtain fee ownership of the areas required for the
detention ponds instead of easements. CDOT would receive property of equal or greater value than it is
relinquishing.
Next Steps
Upon approval of the Transportation Commission, CDOT will execute an Easement Termination document for the
disposal of the CDOT Owned Easements. Prairies Star will execute a deed for the conveyance of the Prairie Star
Parcels. The Easement Termination document and the deed will be recorded in office of the Larimer County Clerk
and Recorder
Attachments
Exhibit Depicting the Exchange Parcels
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Project #: NH 2873-068 Unit 2 Code: 91309
Location: SH 287
Municipality: Larimer County
PROPOSED RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, CDOT acquired Parcels PE-232, TE-232 and TE-232A (“CDOT Owned Easements”) (26.85
acres) for a "water quality and drainage buffer" in May, 2003 as part of the US 287 Larimer County Road 6 to
SH 402 project NH 2873-068 Unit 2/Code: 91309;
WHEREAS, CDOT constructed three detention ponds on the CDOT Owned Easements;
WHEREAS, the detention ponds did not require the use of the full 26.85 acres;
WHEREAS, the Prairie Star Development owns the underlying fee real estate in the location of the CDOT
Owned Easements;
WHEREAS, in November 2010, the Attorney General's office received notice that Prairie Star, the underlying
fee owners of the property, had filed a quiet title lawsuit against CDOT that made the assertion that CDOT did
not have good title to the easements;
WHEREAS, CDOT and the Attorney General’s office have negotiated a settlement with Prairie Star;
WHEREAS, the settlement agreement requires CDOT to terminate the CDOT Owned Easements in exchange
for fee simple ownership of the areas needed for the highway water quality and drainage buffer;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-1-210(5)(a)(I) The Department of
Transportation is authorized, subject to approving resolution of the Transportation Commission, to dispose of
any property or interest therein which is no longer needed for transportation purposes;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S) 43-1-210(5)(a)(III) the department has
determined that the CDOT Owned Easements are of use only to the underlying fee owner;
WHEREAS, in the case of an easement the underlying fee owner shall have first right of refusal to purchase
or exchange property that is no longer needed for transportation purposes;
WHEREAS, the underlying fee owner has exercised its right of refusal to exchange Lots 1, 4 and 6 in Block
1, Prairie Star Filing No.2 for the release of the CDOT Owned Easements;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the C.R.S, 43-1-210(5) the
Department of Transportation be given authority to exchange Parcels PE-232, TE-232 and TE-232A of project
NH 2873-068 Unit 2/Code: 91309 for Lots 1, 4 and 6 in Block 1, Prairie Star Filing No.2.
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room270
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 19, 2014
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: RAMP-US 6 & 40 and SH 103 Devolution in Idaho Springs

Purpose
Colorado Revised Statute 43-2-106 (1)(a) provides that the Transportation Commission may determine that a state
highway, or portion thereof, no longer functions as a state highway, and with the agreement of each affected
county or municipality, the state highway, or portion thereof, can be abandoned to the affected county or
municipality. Region 1 is requesting Commission approval to abandon a portion of US 6 and 40 located between the
Interstate 70 Exits 239 and 241, beginning at the intersection of Stanley Road and ending near the right of way line
of I-70 at the Exit 241 Interchange, and a portion of SH 103 located between Colorado Boulevard and the I-70 ROW
at the Exit 240 Interchange; (Exhibit A).
Action
CDOT Region 1 is requesting the Transportation Commission pass a resolution to allow for the abandonment of the
above referenced section of US 6 and 40 and SH 103.
Background
Idaho Springs proposed to take ownership of the above referenced section of US 6 and 40 and SH 103 in exchange
for a payment of $21,900,000 and a piece of surplus maintenance equipment with an approximate value of
$100,000 from CDOT. The $21,900,000 is RAMP Funds. The surplus equipment shall be selected from equipment
slated for disposal by CDOT.
Details
CDOT and Idaho Springs desire to enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the abandonment of said
highway segment. Concurrent with the execution of the IGA, CDOT will provide an initial payment of
$1,500,000.00 to Idaho Springs. Those funds shall be appropriated to design efforts for improvements Idaho Springs
plans to construct on US 6 and 40 and SH 103.
Upon the execution of the IGA, Idaho Springs will be allowed to inspect and select a piece of maintenance
equipment that CDOT has determined to be surpluss. Should no suitable piece of equipment be identified and
selected by Idaho Springs on or before September 30, 2015, Idaho Springs may elect to accept a cash payment of
$75,000 in lieu of the surplus equipment.
Within 90 days of the date of execution of the Idaho Springs Resolution or Ordinance accepting the abandoned
portion of US 6 and 40 and SH 103 CDOT will execute a quitclaim deed that will include a reversion provision
stating that if the property that is the subject of the quitclaim deed is not used for transportation purposes, title
to such property will automatically revert back to CDOT. Concurrent with the execution of the quitclaim deed,
CDOT will provide final payment of $20,400,000 to Idaho Springs.

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Attachments
Exhibit depicting the referenced devolution segments.
Proposed resolution
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PROJECT #:
PROJECT CODE:
LOCATION:
Municipality:

NH 0703-349
17219
US 6 and 40, Colorado Boulevard
SH 103, 13th Avenue
Idaho Springs

PROPOSED RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, the Department of Transportation owns 2.0 linear miles of Highway in Idaho Springs
identified as US Highways 6 and 40 (Colorado Boulevard), and operates approximately 500 feet of
Highway connecting US 6 and 40 with Interstate 70, identified as SH 103 (13th Avenue);
WHEREAS, that portion of US 6 and 40 is located between the Interstate 70 interchanges at Exits 239
and 241, beginning at the intersection of Stanley Road and ending near the right of way line of I-70 at the
Exit 241 Interchange, and that portion of SH 103 is located between Colorado Boulevard and the I-70
ROW at the Exit 240 Interchange; (Exhibit A)
WHEREAS, Region 1 has determined that abandoning these portions of US 6 and 40 and SH 103 would
be in the best interest of Colorado taxpayers;
WHEREAS, the Colorado Revised Statute 43-2-103 (1)(a) provides that the Transportation Commission
may determine that a state highway, or portion thereof, no longer functions as a state highway, and with
the agreement of each affected county or municipality, the state highway, or portion thereof, can be
abandoned to the affected county or municipality;
WHEREAS, the affected county or municipality will assume ownership of the above mentioned roads in
“as is” condition in exchange for a specific dollar amount to be paid by CDOT to the local governing
body on the date of the transfer of ownership of this specified road segments;
WHEREAS, Idaho Springs proposed to take ownership of US 6 and 40 from mile marker (MM) 0+00 to
MM 2.0 and SH 103 from Colorado Boulevard to the I-70 ROW, as depicted in Exhibit A which is
attached hereto, in exchange for a payment of $21,900,000 and a piece of surplus maintenance equipment
with an approximate value of $100,000, from CDOT, of which $21,900,000 is from RAMP Funds and the
surplus equipment is selected from equipment slated for disposal by CDOT;
WHEREAS, $22,000,000 is anticipated to be less than the amount CDOT reasonably expects to expend
to maintain, preserve, or improve this section of US 6 and 40 and SH 103 over the next 20 years;
WHEREAS, Colorado Revised Statutes (CRS) 43-2-106 (1) (b) further provides that any county or
municipality receiving a payment from CDOT as a result of CRS 43-2-106 (1) (a) shall credit the
payment to a special fund to be used only for transportation-related expenditures;
WHEREAS, the Parties desire to enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) and agree upon the
condition of the abandonment of said highway segment by the State and acceptance by Idaho Springs
pursuant to the terms and conditions of the IGA;
WHEREAS, concurrent with the execution of the IGA, CDOT will provide an initial payment of
$1,500,000.00 to Idaho Springs, and those funds are to be expended in design efforts for improvements
Idaho Springs plans to construct on US 6 and 40 and SH 103;
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WHEREAS, upon the execution of the IGA, Idaho Springs will be allowed to inspect and select CDOT
surplus maintenance equipment that is periodically disposed of by auction, and this equipment would
have an approximate value of $100,000, and should no suitable piece of equipment be identified and
selected by Idaho Springs by September 30, 2015, Idaho Springs may elect to instead accept a cash
payment of $75,000 in lieu of the surplus equipment;
WHEREAS, the governing body of Idaho Springs shall adopt a resolution agreeing to the State’s
abandonment of the portion of US 6 and 40 and SH 103 and agreeing that said highway segment no
longer serves the ongoing purposes of the State Highway system; committing Idaho Springs to assume
ownership of said highway segment in the “as is” condition;
WHEREAS, within 90 days of the official notification of such abandonment by the Transportation
Commission Idaho Springs shall execute a resolution or ordinance accepting the abandoned portion of I70K and SH 103 as city streets;
WHEREAS, within 90 days of the date of execution of the Idaho Springs Resolution or Ordinance
accepting the abandoned portion of US 6 and 40 and SH 103, on or about May 15, 2015 CDOT will
execute a quitclaim deed that will include a reversion provision stating that if the property that is the
subject of the quitclaim deed is not used for transportation purposes, title to such property will
automatically revert back to CDOT;
WHEREAS, concurrent with the execution of the quitclaim deed, CDOT will provide final payment of
$20,400,000 to Idaho Springs, and that shall constitute the total consideration from the State to Idaho
Springs related to the abandonment and transfer of the Abandoned Highway;

WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission is authorized pursuant to Colorado Revised Statutes
(C.R.S) 43-2-106 to make determinations regarding abandonment of State Highways(s) to affected
county(ies) or municipality(ies);
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission has determined that portion of US 6 and 40 and SH 103
abandoned, as shown in Exhibit A, containing approximately 2.1 miles is no longer needed for the state
highway purposes;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the CRS 43-2-106, the
Department of Transportation be given authority to declare that portion of US 6 and 40 and SH 103
abandoned, as shown in Exhibit A, containing approximately 2.1 miles.
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Sheet Number

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 235
Denver, CO 80222

MEMORANDUM
TO:

COLORADO TRANSPORATION COMMISSION

FROM:

MARIA SOBOTA, ACTING CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

DATE:

MARCH 19, 2015

SUBJECT:

STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK LOAN APPLICATION FOR CENTRAL CITY

Purpose
To present a revision to the February 2015 resolution (#TC-15-2-6) in which the Transportation Commission (TC)
approved the State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) loan to the City of Central, Colorado. The revision is a result of a
correction that was made to the spelling of the Escrow Agent’s name.
Action
The TC is being asked to review and approve the revised resolution. The new resolution makes a correction to the
name of the Escrow Agent presented to them in February, 2015, where they approved a SIB loan to the City of
Central Colorado.
Background
In February 2015, the Colorado State Infrastructure Bank Committee (COSIB) recommended that the TC approve a
$1,521,693 loan to the City of Central Colorado. Based on the COSIB Committee’s recommendation, the TC
approved the loan for the full amount. In the original resolution, the proposed Escrow Agent’s name was
misspelled as Colotnist. The COSIB administrator has corrected the typo in a revised resolution, listing Colotrust as
the correct Escrow Agent. All terms of the loan specified in the February memo still apply as written.
Key Benefits
N/A
Options and Recommendations
1.

Review the revised resolution with corrected Escrow Agent information and acknowledge the correction.
Staff Recommendation

Next Steps
Following the approval of the corrected resolution, OFMB will submit a final loan agreement to the City of Central
and issue the approved loan.

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 235, Denver, CO 80222 P 303.757.9262

Return to Agenda

06 Consent Agenda:Page 119 of 121

Transportation Commission of Colorado
March 19, 2015
Resolution Number TCWHEREAS, the Colorado State Infrastructure Bank (bank) is a transportation
investment bank with the ability to make loans to public and private entities
for the formation of public transportation projects within the state; and
WHEREAS, the General Assembly passed Legislation (43-1-113.5 CRS) that
made certain provisions for the bank and established within the bank, a
highway account, a transit account, an aviation account and a rail account;
and
WHEREAS, a loan application has been submitted by the City of Central
(borrower), to borrow $1,521,639 to correct drainage issues and mitigate
rockslide incidents; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission has adopted rules, pursuant to
43-1-113.5 CRS, in 2 CCR 605-1 regarding the eligibility requirements,
disbursement of funds, interest rates, and repayments of loans from the bank;
and
WHEREAS, pursuant to 2 CCR 605-1, Rule VI, Section 4 the Review
Committee has reviewed and is in support of the application; and
WHEREAS, 2 CCR 605-1, Rule VI, Section 6 (2) provides “loan agreements for
construction will specify that funds will be disbursed in their entirety to a third
party fiduciary or escrow agent” unless the Transportation Commission
provides a specific exemption; and
WHEREAS, the borrower has expressed its intent to attain Colotrust (the
agent) as the third party fiduciary, escrow, or administrative agent to confirm
proper documentation from the borrower for loan draws and pay a 0.75%
origination fee, with the Department’s Division of Highways, directly disbursing
funds to the borrower upon receipt of the agent’s confirmation; and
WHEREAS, the Division of Project Support has reviewed and acknowledged the
highway projects significance to transportation goals for which the Borrower
requests to borrow funds; and
WHEREAS, a sufficient amount is available to loan in the highway account;
and
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WHEREAS, the term of the loan is ten (10) years with a 2.50% interest rate, set
by the Transportation Commission semi-annually, the Borrower must maintain
a minimum Current Asset Balance equal to the balance of the remaining
Highway SIB loan; and, allow CDOT to have consent rights to any new parity
obligations before issued by the City; and, provide CDOT the ability to retain
any gaming revenues to be rebated back to the City in the event of nonappropriation: and, enable CDOT to retain the right to secure any gaming or
device fee revenues if non-appropriation should occur and HUTF ($45,600
annual average over the past five years) funds do not cover principal and
interest payments; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Transportation Commission
authorizes the Department, under the guidance and direction of the Chief
Financial Officer, to execute a loan agreement with the borrower in an amount
of $1,521,639 under the terms and provisions set forth in the adopted rules.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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Denver CO 80222

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262
Denver, CO 80222-3400
(303) 757-9793

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 19, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Maria Sobota, Budget Director
SUBJECT: Ninth Supplement – FY 2015

This supplement budgets projects for FY 2015 unless otherwise noted in the
explanations on the following pages. The project requests are consistent with the
FY 2012 through FY 2017 STIP. Funds are available from the Regions’ allocations
unless otherwise indicated.
Per Transportation Commission direction, Emergency Relief project updates are
included in the Budget Supplement.
As requested by the Transportation Commission, the current RAMP Partnership and
Operations Master Summary Report is included with this supplement. See
Attachment 1.
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Transportation Commission
9th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015
Page 2 of 8

Region 1


$3,098,030– Surface Treatment, Regional Priorities Program- I-70 EB PPSL
CONSTRUCTION PACKAGE 3- (20308/1000…)
The total cost to bring PPSL Package 3 to award and complete design has risen by
$4,603,750. This includes $1,505,720 needed for the Bridge Enterprise. Including
previous awarded packages and design the total cost of the Peak Period Should Lane
project is now estimated at $78,487,480.
I-70 EB PPSL CONSTRUCTION PACKAGE 3
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Ninth Supplement Action
Phase
Funding
Current
Year of Budget
Total
Revised
of Work
Program
Budget
FY 2015
FY 2016 FY 2017 Request
Budget
Construction
HPTE Loan $17,000,000
$0
$0
$0
$0 $17,000,000
Highway Safety Improvement
$600,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$600,000
Surface Treatment
$0
$0
$330,000
$0
$330,000
$330,000
RPP
$0 $2,768,030
$0
$0 $2,768,030 $2,768,030
Culverts
$367,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$367,000
ITS
$750,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$750,000
Total Construction
$18,717,000 $2,768,030
$330,000
$0 $3,098,030 $21,815,030
Total Project Budget
$18,717,000 $2,768,030
$330,000
$0 $3,098,030 $21,815,030
Year of Expenditure
Total
FY 2015
FY 2016 FY 2017 Request
$0 $3,098,030
$0 $3,098,030

Expended
Budget
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Region 5


$966,042 – Culvert Construction- R5 PRIORITY CULVERT SH 184 MM 25.1- Due to
differing site conditions the contractor requested a Dispute Resolution Board be
convened and the DRB has recognized the merit of the contractor’s claims. This project
was accepted as complete on 10/17/2014 and this request will provide funds in order to
settle the contractor claim which is now pending final administrative procedures.
(19780/1000…)

R5 PRIORITY CULVERT SH 184 MM 25.1
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Ninth Supplement Action
Phase
Funding
Current
Year of Budget
Total
Revised Expended
of Work
Program
Budget
FY 2015
FY 2016 FY 2017 Request
Budget
To-Date
Design
Culverts
$8,619
$0
$0
$0
$0
$8,619
$8,619
Total Design
$8,619
$0
$0
$0
$0
$8,619
$8,619
Construction
Culverts $1,148,242
$957,019
$0
$0 $957,019 $2,105,261 $1,041,103
Total Construction
$1,148,242
$957,019
$0
$0 $957,019 $2,105,261 $1,041,103
Total Project Budget
$1,156,861
$957,019
$0
$0 $957,019 $2,113,880 $1,049,722
Year of Expenditure
Total
FY 2015
FY 2016 FY 2017 Request
$957,019
$0
$0 $957,019
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Transportation Commission
9th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015
Page 3 of 8

Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O)
The Division of TSM&O has identified priorities for the use of its FY 2014-15 funded
Performance Programs and Services budget. The delivery of several of these priorities
has been assigned to the ITS Branch. A transfer of funds, for the following purposes, is
requested to enable the ITS Branch to proceed with contracting or procurement, and
delivery of these priorities:
Equipment and instrumentation
Software and licenses
Consultant support for various initiatives and operational programs

$295,000
$725,000
$720,000

Of the $1,740,000 total requested transfer, $1,630,000 should be transferred to ITS cost
center (OI 440) PERS, and the remaining $110,000 coded to OPER.
(OP100-010 to OI440-010/1000…)

RAMP
Region 2


$1,800,000–RAMP Operations-Reduce project #2-08: US24 / Judge Orr Rd. Intersection
Improvements and Increase project #2-17: US50 / 32nd Ln, US50 / Cottonwood Ave, US50
/ 34th Ln. Intersection Improvements. This transfer would leave $200,000 assigned to #208 for expenditures incurred to date. The transfer to #2-17 plus an additional request of
$1,500,000 of Highway Safety Improvement funding would bring the Total project cost
for #2-17 to $5,800,000.

Region 4


$525,000–RAMP Operations-Reduce project #4-42: Fiber Optics and ITS Devices on I76 and Increase project #4-50: Fiber Optic Communication from I-25 to CDOT West Yard.
This transfer would leave $4,478,607 of RAMP funds assigned to #4-42 and would bring
the approved RAMP amount for #4-50 to $2,225,000. (19962/1000…)
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Transportation Commission
9th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015
Page 4 of 8

Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve
Staff Maintenance


$5,861,489 – Transfer from the Transportation Commission Contingency for Snow and Ice
to the various Maintenance cost centers shown below to complete winter operations for the
remainder of the winter season. Approximately 35% of statistical winter remains.
Statewide the Snow and Ice maintenance budget is down to 16% remaining for the year,
including the previous $3,024,973 transfer in February. Including this request the total
amount of the $10M Snow and Ice Contingency requested to date is $8,886,462, leaving
$1,113,538 remaining. (PST-TCS-15/1000…)

Section Snow and Ice Report
February 26, 2015
CDOT Section
Greeley Maintenance
Grand Junction Maintenance
Durango Maintenance
Pueblo Maintenance
Aurora Maintenance
Craig Maintenance
Alamosa Maintenance
Eisenhower Tunnel
Aurora Traffic
Pueblo Traffic
Grand Junction Traffic
Greeley Traffic
Durango Traffic
Total

Return to Agenda

Section TC
Recommendation
$ 496,579
$ 726,156
$0
$ 1,316,766
$ 2,004,580
$0
$ 582,706
$ 732,279
$0
$0
$0
$ 2,423
$0
$ 5,861,489
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Transportation Commission
9th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015
Page 5 of 8

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF COLORADO

Ninth
Supplement

Fiscal year 2014-2015

Dated: March 19, 2015
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO. TC –

“BE IT RESOLVED, That the Ninth Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2014-2015
Budget be approved by the Commission”
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Transportation Commission Contingency RAMP Reserve
Ninth Supplement FY 2015 Budget
Transaction
Date
December-14

January-15
February-15
March-15

Transaction Description
Beginning Balance
Transfer from TCCRF
Region 2-19039 I-25/CIMARRON EXPRESSWAY
Region 3-19910 SH 9 CO River South Wildlife
Balance 7S15
Balance 8S15
Region 2-19039 I-25/CIMARRON EXPRESSWAY
Balance 9S15

Amount

Balance
$0

$40,000,000
($5,000,000)
($6,627,747)
$28,372,253
$28,372,253
$2,468,862
$30,841,115

Transportation Commission Transition Fund Reconciliation
Ninth Supplement FY 2015 Budget
Transaction
Date

Transaction Description
Transfer from TCCRF
Balance 1S15

July-14

Amount
$10,000,000

Region 2-US 50 Granada Creek East of Granada $
Region 3-SH 82 AABCR Pedestrian Underpass $
Region 4-SH52 at WCR 59 Intersection $

September-14

$10,000,000
(420,687)
(34,468)
(474,923)

Balance 3S15

Region 1-SH 2 in Commerce City Devolution (RAMP 1-14) $

Balance 4S15
Region 4-SH 52 at WCR 59 Intersection $
Region 1-I-76 & C470 CABLE RAIL BARRIER $
January-15
Balance 7S15
Region 3-SH 82 AABCR Pedestrian Underpass $
Region 1-US85/SH86 FACTORY SHOPS TO ALLEN WAY $
February-15
Balance 8S15
Region 3-SH 340 Kingsview Intersection $
March-15
Balance 9S15

07 9th Budget Supplement:Page 7 of 17

1000200185
1000200186
1000200327

$9,069,922
(2,100,000)

October-14

Return to Agenda

Balance

Reference
Document
1000198139

1000202202

$6,969,922
1000203923

(70,190)
(127,996)

1000204377

$6,771,736
1000204958

(1,001)
(142,470)

1000205089

$6,628,265
1000205609

(867,389)
$5,760,876

Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund Reconciliation
Ninth Supplement FY 2015 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-14

Transaction Description

Amount
Final Balance 13S14

125,009
(265,096)
FY15 Budget Allocation $ 20,808,485
Transfer to Transportation Commission Transition Fund $ (10,000,000)
US-50 near Parkdale embankment repair, bid adjustment $
(216,163)
July-14
Balance 1S15
1S15 Walk-on loan Glenwood Canyon Bike Trail $
(400,000)
Repayment of FY14 DTR Loan $ 5,305,665
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
(748,169)
Repayment of FY14 Civil Rights and On the Job Training $
306,420
Return of unbudget US 24 funds from region 2 $
499,999
I-76 Emergency Culvert and Concrete Repair $ (1,800,000)
August-14
Balance 2S15
Return of US550 Rockslide funds upon receipt of Federal Funds $
912,005
Return of US24 Bid savings $
504,637
state match for ER permanent repair projects $ 2,727,999
FY2014 Surplus Fund Reconciliation Revenue $ 2,896,453
FY2014 Surplus Cost Center Balances $ 5,081,711
September-14
Balance 3S15
state match for ER permanent repair projects $ (3,573,373)
Insurance Reimbursement for Glenwood Canyon Bike Trail $
223,115
Bid Savings from SH5 stabilization $ 1,018,078
Federal Fiscal Year 2014 Redistribution of Obligation Limitation $ 31,769,903
SH90 over Dolores River Critical repair, temporary structure $
(940,000)
SH139 MP2.8 Culvert Repair $
(375,000)
FY2014 September vs October Fund Reconciliation (Revenue and Cost Center Balances) $ (6,997,849)
Tolled Express Lane Operations Planning $ (1,850,000)
October-14
Pre Walkon Balance 4S15
I-76 Emergency Culvert and Concrete Repair Bid adjustment-Walkon $
(642,660)
October-14
Post Walkon Balance 4S15
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
636,241
HPTE Purchase / Lease $ (5,000,000)
November-14
Balance 5S15
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
64,868
return project savings US 40 Muddy Pass Slide Repair $
57,714
RAMP Program Cost Overruns $ (40,000,000)
Workforce for the Future $ (2,000,000)
I-70 WB Floyd Hill to Empire $ (2,000,000)
December-14
Balance 6S15
SH127 ER Slope Repair Project Closure Savings $
78,948
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
(616,703)
US 24 Fire Mitigation return unbudgeted $ 1,000,569
January-15
Balance 7S15
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
(450,135)
Region 5 US285 Right of Way purchase from railroad $
(402,000)
February-15
Balance 8S15
state match for ER permanent repair projects $
(2,896)
state match to close 2013 SH67 region 2 ER project $
(79)
March-15
Pending Balance 9S15

Balance
$63,398,117

state match for ER permanent repair projects $
to ER Cost Center for FEMA related expenses $
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Reference
Document
1000197455-1000198070
1000198056
1000198107
1000198139
1000198728

$73,850,352
1000198921
1000198674
1000197455-1000199228
1000198382
1000199268
1000200298

$77,014,267
1000200187
1000199551;1000199612
1000199512-1000200326
pending
1000204474

$89,137,072
1000200401-1000201609
1000201301
1000201733
1000200738
1000202202
1000201780
pending
1000202517

$108,411,946
1000202202

$107,769,286
1000201870/1000202080
1000203614

$103,405,527
1000203095;1000203114;1000203535
1000203602
1000204200
1000204382
1000204200

$59,528,109
1000204417
1000204363
1000204419/1000204501

$59,990,923
1000204769-1000205203
1000205581

$59,138,788
1000205405
1000205734

$59,135,813

Transportation Commission Contingency Snow & Ice Fund Reconciliation
Ninth Supplement FY 2015 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-14
January-15
February-15
March-15

Return to Agenda

Transaction Description
Carry forward from FY 2014
FY 2015 allocation
Balance 7S15
supplemental to Maintenance Sections
Balance 8S15
supplemental to Maintenance Sections
Pending Balance 9S15

Amount

Reference
Document

Balance
$0

$10,000,000

1000198107

$10,000,000
($3,024,973)

1000205582

$6,975,027
($5,861,489)
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Pending

$1,113,538

Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund
September 11, 2013 Flood Related Monthly Activity Report
Provides detail level information for any (disbursements from)/reimbursements to the TCCRF
Ninth Supplement 2015

Temporary Repair Emergency Relief-Nonparticipating costs
(not reimbursable if expended)
Reg

State
Highway

Mileposts

Project Description

County

Total Budget
TCCRF

No Activity

Temporary Repair Emergency Relief-Debris removal and other reimbursable costs
(reimbursable at maximum 75% of participating costs from FEMA)
Reg

State
Highway

Mileposts

Project Description

County

Total Budget
TCCRF

No Activity

Total Temporary Emergency Relief

$

-

Permanent Repair Emergency Relief-Nonparticipating costs and state match
(not reimbursable if expended)
Reg

State
Highway

Mileposts

Project Description

County

4

119C

61.419-63.699

PR SH 119 MP 61.5-63.9

Weld

Total Permanent Restoration

Grand Total TCCRF Activity for Flood Relief Since Last Reporting
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Total Budget
TCCRF

$

(2,896)

$

(2,896)

$

(2,896)

FY 2015 Contingency Balance Reconciliation
February FY 2015 TC Contingency Balance

$59,138,788

Emergency and Permanent Relief State
Match

($2,975)

Pending March FY 2015
TC Contingency Balance

$59,135,813

Return to Agenda
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FY 2015 Contingency Balance Projection
Pending March FY 2015 TC Contingency
Balance

$59,135,813
Low Estimate

High Estimate

($5,000,000)

($13,000,000)

Max Reimbursement
Estimate

Min Reimbursement
Estimate

$7,000,000

$3,000,000

High Balance

Low Balance

$61,135,813

$49,135,813

Estimated FY2015 TCCRF Funding Requests
(April through June)

($6,250,000)

($6,250,000)

Projected FY 2015 YE Contingency Balance

$54,885,813

$42,885,813

TCCRF Fund Balance Adjustment to Reach
$40M Balance – Period 1 FY2016

($14,885,813)

($2,885,813)

FY 2015 State Match for
Emergency Relief/Permanent Recovery

Federal Reimbursement of US24; Return of
HPTE loans; and Other Impacts

FY 2015 Contingency Estimate –
Prior to FY 2015 TCCRF Funding Requests
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RAMP Partnership and Operations Projects - Status Through February 2015 TC Meeting
Public-Private Partnership

Key
TC Approved or Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)
Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)
Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)
Projects that have been Withdrawn or Removed (Group 4)

Group 1

** Numbers are shown as a COST VARIANCE
-$4,800.00

Numbers shown in red or with a negative represent an overage

$6,000.00

Numbers shown in green represent an underage

Tracking #

PCN

N/A

19879
19880

4-5b**

14276
18319
20575**
18357
18844

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project
Cost Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

WB Twin Tunnels Expansion

$55,000,000

$55,000,000

$0

$48,000,000

$48,000,000

$0

I-25: Tolled Express Lanes: SH7 North to SH14 **
(Northern Segment / Crossroads Interchange)

$540,000,000

$35,000,000

$0

$35,000,000

$35,000,000

$0

Project Name

** RAMP Request
Local Contribution
Delta

In Kind
Contributions

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

$0

$0

$0

$7,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Status as of February TC

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February 2014.

RAMP Funding of 10% granted by TC in March for continued preconstruction activity;
** $35.0M in RAMP Funding approved by TC in the RAMP Program Controls Workshop
(December 2014) and resolved in the 6th Supplement FY15 (#TC-3214, walk-on).

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in the 8th Supplement FY15 (February 2014);
1-2

3

18999

C-470 Managed Toll Express Lanes: Kipling to I-25

TC Approved or Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)

PCN

Project Name

$308,000,000

-$108,000,000

$100,000,000

$100,000,000

$0

$10,000,000

$5,500,000

$0

$192,500,000

$108,000,000

$795,000,000

$398,000,000

-$108,000,000

$183,000,000

$183,000,000

$0

$10,000,000

$5,500,000

$0

$199,500,000

$108,000,000

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project
Cost Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

In Kind
Contributions

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

** RAMP Request
Local Contribution
Delta

Group 2

Tracking #

$200,000,000

TC informed of C-470 Express Lanes project scope, schedule, and budget - including the results
of Level 3 tolling & revenue studies, loan finance options, and additional revenue and
construction costs elements of the project.

Status as of February TC

None
Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)

Tracking #

PCN

4-5a*

19626*

N/A

-

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project
Cost Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

I-25: Tolled Express Lanes: 120th North to SH7 *
(Southern Segment)

$500,000,000

$8,615,000

$0

$55,000,000

$8,615,000

$46,385,000

HTPE P3 Development Fund

$200,000,000

$200,000,000

$0

$40,000,000

$40,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$160,000,000

$0

$700,000,000

$208,615,000

$0

$95,000,000

$48,615,000

$46,385,000

$0

$0

$0

$160,000,000

$0

$1,495,000,000

$606,615,000

-$108,000,000

$278,000,000

$231,615,000

$46,385,000

$10,000,000

$5,500,000

$0

$359,500,000

$108,000,000

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project
Cost Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

In Kind
Contributions

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Project Name

$0

$0

** RAMP Request
Local Contribution
Delta

$0

$0

$0

$0

In Kind
Contributions

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC
RAMP Funding of 10% granted by TC in March 2014 for continued preconstruction activity;

Group 3

*Additional $2.85M RAMP Funding for the continuation of preconstruction activity was
approved by TC in the 5th Supplement FY15 (November 2014) (#TC-3208).

2

Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)

5

SUB-TOTAL Public-Public Partnership Projects

PCN

Project Name

** RAMP Request
Local Contribution
Delta

Group 4

Tracking #

5

Staff Recommends Further Development;
$4.6M of HPTE RAMP Funds approved by TC in the 2nd Supplement FY15
(August 2014), (#TC-3188), for the I70 EB PPSL (RAMP Ops Project #1-09).

Status as of February TC

None
Projects that have been Withdrawn (Group 4)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

TOTAL Partnership Projects: HTPE P3 Projects

$1,495,000,000

$606,615,000

-$108,000,000

$278,000,000

$231,615,000

$46,385,000

$10,000,000

$5,500,000

$0

$359,500,000

$108,000,000

Percentage over Transportation Commission Approved Amount

7.22%

16.69%

RAMP Program totals are within currently approved program total plus 3.5%. Staff
may make individual authorizations per PD 703.0

HTPE_P3
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RAMP Partnership and Operations Projects - Status Through February 2015 TC Meeting
Public-Public Partnership

Key
TC Approved or Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)
Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)
Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)
Projects that have been Withdrawn or Removed (Group 4)

Group 1

** Numbers are shown as a COST VARIANCE
-$4,800.00

Numbers shown in red or with a negative represent an overage

$6,000.00

Numbers shown in green represent an underage

Tracking #

PCN

Project Name

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

1-7

17810

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels (EJMT) Fire Suppression
System

$25,000,000

$25,000,000

$0

$9,000,000

$9,000,000

$0

$5,000,000

1-14

19969
19970

SH 2 in Commerce City Widening and Devolution

$20,800,000

$20,800,000

$0

$13,600,000

$13,600,000

$0

1-15

19896

US 6 and 19th St. Intersection Grade Separation

$25,000,000

$25,000,000

$0

$20,000,000

$20,000,000

1-19

17219

Colorado Blvd. in Idaho Springs Final Phase and Devolution

$21,900,000

$21,900,000

$0

$21,900,000

1-37

19957

Federal Blvd: 6th to Howard Reconstruction and Multimodal
Improvements

$29,203,881

$29,181,821

$22,060

1-46

19192

I-25 and Arapahoe Rd. Interchange

$74,000,000

$74,000,000

2-1

19964

SH 67 in Victor Devolution (cash payment)

$307,702

2-5

19954

US 160 Turnouts

2-7

19965

2-20

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

$0

$0

$11,000,000

$0

$5,100,000

$0

$0

$2,100,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February
Devolution resolution approved by TC in Dec 2014 (#TC-3206).

$0

$5,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$21,900,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$23,363,105

$23,341,821

$21,284

$5,840,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$0

$50,400,000

$50,400,000

$0

$16,400,000

$0

$0

$7,200,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$307,702

$0

$307,702

$307,702

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Devolution resolution approved by TC in Nov 2014 (#TC-3198).

$1,015,000

$1,015,000

$0

$840,000

$840,000

$0

$0

$175,000

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

US 24 Business Route Devolution (cash payment)

$2,602,475

$2,602,475

$0

$2,602,475

$2,602,475

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Devolution resolution approved by TC in Dec 2014 (#TC-3204).

19906

US 50 / Dozier / Steinmeier Intersection / Signal Improvements
(companion project to 2-9)

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$0

$1,200,000

$1,200,000

$0

$300,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-21

18331
19039

I-25 and Cimarron Interchange Reconstruction

$95,000,000

$116,093,450

-$21,093,450

$24,000,000

$29,000,000

-$5,000,000

$8,050,000

$0

$2,050,000

$79,043,450

$14,043,450

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in March; RAMP Contigency, RPP, LA Funding approved by
TC in RAMP Program Controls Workshop (December 2014) and resolved in the 6th
Supplement FY15 (#TC-3214, walk-on).

2-22

18367

I-25 Fillmore Interchange Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
Conversion

$21,300,000

$23,300,000

-$2,000,000

$11,000,000

$11,700,000

-$700,000

$1,300,000

$7,000,000

$1,300,000

$3,300,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-23

19522

SH 21 / Old Ranch Rd. Interchange Completion

$9,266,000

$10,333,779

-$1,067,779

$600,000

$600,000

$0

$8,600,000

$0

$600,000

$1,133,779

$467,779

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-31

19205
19208
19408

I-25 Ilex to 1st St. in Pueblo (includes devolution match in RAMP
request)

$33,200,000

$42,153,270

-$8,953,270

$22,000,000

$30,953,270

-$8,953,270

$1,200,000

$0

$0

$10,000,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Additional RAMP Funding Approved by TC in 5th Supplement FY15 (November 2014) (#TC3208).

2-33

19056
19751

US 50 / SH 45 Interchange, Wills to Purcell-Pueblo (companion
project 2-10)

$10,000,000

$10,000,000

$0

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$5,000,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Awarded bid includes companion FY16 Surface Treatment project ($1.6M).

3-6

20087

SH 6/SH13 in Rifle Devolution

$5,600,000

$5,600,000

$0

$5,600,000

$5,600,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Devolution resolution approved by TC in Dec 2014 (#TC-3203).

3-9

19094

I-70 Vail Underpass (Simba Run)

$20,800,000

$20,800,000

$0

$14,600,000

$14,600,000

$0

$6,000,000

$0

$0

$200,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-12/29

19930

SH 9 - Frisco to Breckenridge: Iron Springs Phase and Vail Pass
Multi-Use Path Devolution

$21,985,000

$22,013,668

-$28,668

$17,500,000

$17,528,668

-$28,668

$0

$4,485,000

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-14

19459

I-70 Eagle Interchange Upgrade

$9,887,365

$9,887,365

$0

$3,500,000

$3,500,000

$0

$3,437,364

$0

$0

$2,950,001

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-24

19911

I-70 Exit 31 Horizon Drive

$5,000,000

$5,250,000

-$250,000

$4,000,000

$4,200,000

-$200,000

$1,050,000

$0

$50,000

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-31

19874

US 40 Improvements in Fraser

$1,950,390

$2,145,320

-$194,930

$1,267,754

$1,394,458

-$126,704

$750,862

$0

$68,226

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-40

19910

SH 9 Grand County Safety Improvement Project

$46,000,000

$52,627,747

-$6,627,747

$36,222,000

$42,849,747

-$6,627,747

$9,200,000

$0

-$522,000

$578,000

$522,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February; RAMP Contigency Funding approved by TC in
RAMP Program Controls Workshop (December 2014) and resolved in the 6th Supplement
FY15 (#TC-3214, walk-on).

4-6

19893

US 34 in Estes Park Improvements and Devolution

$16,000,000

$16,005,000

-$5,000

$4,200,000

$4,200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$11,805,000

$5,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Devolution resolution approved by TC in Nov 2014 (#TC-3199).

Partnership
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Local Contribution In Kind Contribution

Status as of February TC
RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

Page 2 of 5

Group 1 (cont.)

RAMP Partnership and Operations Projects - Status Through February 2015 TC Meeting

38

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

North College / US 287 Conifer to Laporte Bypass

$36,000,000

$36,157,682

-$157,682

19889

SH 14 / Greenfields Ct. - Frontage Rd. Relocation and
Intersection Improvements

$2,100,000

$2,100,000

4-28

19891

SH 392 & CR 47 Intersection Safety Improvements

$3,685,180

4-29

19890

US 34 & CR 49 Intersection Safety Improvements

4-30

19892

4-34/51/52

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC

$0

$248,500

$14,009,182

-$90,818

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$420,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in March

$0

$1,842,590

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$1,500,000

$0

$700,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$1,249,875

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$161,000

$944,200

$944,200

$0

$0

$627,000

$0

$19,800

-$161,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$5,570,000

$0

$4,456,000

$4,456,000

$0

$1,114,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$5,466,350

$5,466,350

$0

$4,373,080

$4,373,080

$0

$1,093,270

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in March

US 550 Sky Rocket Box Culvert Replacement

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$0

$1,600,000

$1,600,000

$0

$400,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

19908

SH 172 / 151 Signalization

$1,800,000

$1,800,000

$0

$1,430,000

$1,430,000

$0

$370,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

5-10

19902

US 160 / Wilson Gulch Road Extension

$6,400,000

$6,400,000

$0

$4,288,000

$4,288,000

$0

$2,112,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

5-13

19397

SH 145 at CR P Safety Improvements

$1,660,194

$1,660,194

$0

$1,577,185

$1,577,185

$0

$83,036

$0

$0

-$27

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

5-14

18972

US 285 Antonito Storm Drain System Replacement

$2,742,429

$3,343,337

-$600,908

$2,193,944

$2,794,852

-$600,908

$100,000

$448,485

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Additional RAMP Funding approved by TC in 6th Supplement FY15 (December 2014);
Awarded bid includes approved Surface Treatment project ($7.02M).

5-15

19411

SH 62 Ridgway Street Improvements (pending approval of local
match)

$13,791,257

$13,291,257

$500,000

$10,494,509

$10,494,509

$0

$2,000,000

$796,748

$0

$0

-$500,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

5-18

19643

US 24 Enhancement Project in Buena Vista

$2,497,090

$2,497,090

$0

$1,997,090

$1,997,090

$0

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$587,232,188

$627,528,562

-$40,296,374

$349,579,634

$371,795,647

-$22,216,013

$93,861,497

$13,532,233

$3,794,726

$148,339,185

$14,286,411

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

PCN

4-20

12372
18401
19561

4-25

Group 2
Group 3

Local Contribution In Kind Contribution

Delta

$17,500,000

$17,500,000

$0

$4,648,500

$0

$1,680,000

$1,680,000

$0

$3,685,180

$0

$1,842,590

$1,842,590

$2,200,000

$2,200,000

$0

$1,500,000

SH 392 & CR 74 Intersection Safety Improvements

$2,249,875

$2,249,875

$0

19894
20204
20203

Turning Lanes at US 34 and County Road H / US 385 & YCR 33.6 /
US 34 & YCR J

$1,752,000

$1,591,000

4-54

18397

SH 119 Diagonal: 30th to Foothills Parkway Multi-modal
Improvements Project

$5,570,000

4-58

19888

SH 119 Boulder Canyon Trail Extension

5-6

19909

5-8

TC Approved or Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)

PCN

Project Name

Local Contribution In Kind Contribution

Status as of February TC

None
Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)

Tracking #

Group 4

Project Name

RAMP Request

Tracking #

38

Public-Public
Partnership
Current TC Approved
** RAMP Request

Local Delta

Tracking #

PCN

Project Name

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

$0

$0

Local Contribution In Kind Contribution

$0

$0

$0

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC

None
Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)
SUB-TOTAL Public-Public Partnership Projects

Project Name

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$587,232,188

$627,528,562

-$40,296,374

$349,579,634

$371,795,647

-$22,216,013

$93,861,497

$13,532,233

$3,794,726

$148,339,185

$14,286,411

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Local Contribution In Kind Contribution

Status as of February TC

Tracking #

PCN

2-27

-

I-25A Exit 18 NW Frontage Rd Devolution

$110,544

$0

$110,544

$110,544

$0

$110,544

Local Agency Withdrew Project in December 2013

2-29

-

I-25 Exit 11 SW Frontage Rd Devolution

$155,307

$0

$155,307

$155,307

$0

$155,307

Local Agency Withdrew Project in December 2013

$265,851

$0

$265,851

$265,851

$0

$265,851

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$587,498,039

$627,528,562

-$40,030,523

$349,845,485

$371,795,647

-$21,950,162

$93,861,497

$13,532,233

$3,794,726

$148,339,185

$14,286,411

2

Projects that have been Withdrawn (Group 4)

40

TOTAL Public-Public Partnership Projects
Percentage over Transportation Commission Approved Amount

6.81%

6.27%

Program totals are currently in excess of original TC approved program total plus 3.5%.
The TC must budget additional project funds per PD 703.0 and resolution TC#-3209,
Establishment of RAMP Program Project Controls.

Partnership
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RAMP Partnership and Operations Projects - Status Through February 2015 TC Meeting
Operations
Key
TC Approved or Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)
Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)
Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)
Projects that have been Withdrawn or Removed (Group 4)

** Numbers are shown as a COST VARIANCE
-$4,800.00

Numbers shown in red or with a negative represent an overage

$6,000.00

Numbers shown in green represent an underage

Tracking #

1-09

Group 1

1-27

PCN

Project Name

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Contribution

In Kind Funds

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC
RAMP Funding Approved for Construction Pkg 2 by TC in 2nd Supplement FY15 (August 2014), (#TC-3188);
Other Funds includes $4.6M from HPTE RAMP Funding which may be returned upon closure of
commercial loan;

19474
19984
20092
20306
20307
20308
20309

I-70 Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder Lanes

20063

SH-74 South of El Rancho Safety Shoulders

$34,000,000

$72,500,000

-$38,700,000

$20,000,000

$26,998,000

-$6,998,000

$500,000

$0

$0

$45,002,000

$31,502,000

Included as an informational item in the 5th Supplement FY15 (November 2014); Other Funds includes
HPTE Loan funding for Construction Package 3 design services and procurement of long lead time items
(backed by RPP funds until closure of HPTE loan);
Included as an informational item in the 6th Supplement FY15 (December 2014); Other Funds includes
HPTE Loan, Safety, and ITS funding for Construction Package 3; CMGC execution date estimated February
2015 (in conjunction with CBE project).

$57,947

$55,000

$2,947

$57,947

$55,000

$2,947

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

$2,495,000

$3,486,615

-$991,615

$2,200,000

$2,200,000

$0

$0

$1,286,615

$991,615

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February;
Local Partner has committed additional funds;

1-41

19978

State Highway Signal Upgrades: Phase I - Colfax Signals

1-42

19979

State Highway Signal Upgrades: Phase III - Denver Slipfit

1-44

19980

State Highway Signal Upgrades: Phase I - Santa Fe and Evans

1-51

20070

Continuous Flow Metering (CFM), Weight-in-Motion (WIM), and
Relocated Portal Attendant Stations at Eisenhower-Johnson
Memorial Tunnel (EJMT)

$2,575,000

$2,529,035

$45,965

$2,575,000

$2,529,035

$45,965

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

1-53

20182

New Traffic Signal Controllers for Congested Corridors in the
Denver Metropolitan Area

$1,060,000

$1,060,000

$0

$1,060,000

$1,060,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in March

1-54

19958

I-76 at 88th Ave. Interchange Improvements (MP 10)

$1,050,000

$1,034,348

$15,652

$1,050,000

$1,034,348

$15,652

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in March

1-63

20089

I-70 at Grapevine Rd. (MP 256.0)

$189,000

$344,342

-$155,342

$189,000

$189,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$155,342

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February
Additional RAMP Funding Approved by TC in 5th Supplement FY15 (November 2014) (#TC-3208)

1-77

20202

New Ramp Meters and Ramp Meter Upgrades

$965,000

$998,639

-$33,639

$965,000

$998,639

-$33,639

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in 1st Supplement FY15 (July2014) (#TC-3177, walk-on);
Additional RAMP Funding Approved by TC in 3rd Supplement FY15 (September 2014) (#TC-3194).

1-81

19086

US 40 Berthoud Pass Remote Avalanche Control System Pilot
Program

$1,000,000

$1,275,000

-$275,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$225,000

$0

$225,000

$50,000

$50,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in1st Supplement FY15 (July 2014) (#TC-3177);
Local Partner has committed to providing additional funds;
RAMP ID # changed from 3-51 to 1-81.

2-08

19905

US 24 / Judge Orr Rd. Intersection Improvement

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$0

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-09

19906

US 50 / Dozier Ave. Intersection Improvement (companion
project Partnership 2-20)

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-10

19751

US 50 / Purcell and US 50 / McCulloch Intersection
Improvement (companion project Partnership 2-33)

$1,200,000

$1,200,000

$0

$1,200,000

$1,200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

2-17

19884

US 50 / 32nd Ln., US 50 / Cottonwood Ave., US 50 / 34th Ln.
Intersection Improvements

$1,500,000

$2,500,000

-$1,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-33

19490

I-70 Vail Chain Station Improvements

$4,500,000

$4,500,000

$0

$4,500,000

$4,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

3-34

19875

I-70 Glenwood Canyon Variable Speed Signing

$2,200,000

$1,996,800

$203,200

$2,200,000

$1,996,800

$203,200

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-13

19960

Adaptive Signal Control - US 85 Greeley

$750,000

$750,000

$0

$600,000

$600,000

$0

$0

$150,000

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-35

19886

Loveland I-25 and Crossroads Blvd. Anti-Icing Spray System

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$200,000

$200,000

$0

$50,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-36

19887

Loveland Road Weather Information System (RWIS) Update /
Expansion

$380,000

$380,000

$0

$304,000

$304,000

$0

$76,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-41

19959

Adaptive signals on US 34 Bypass in Greeley

$500,000

$500,000

$0

$400,000

$400,000

$0

$0

$100,000

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-42

19963

Fiber Optics and ITS Devices on I-76

$11,000,000

$11,003,607

-$3,607

$5,000,000

$5,003,607

-$3,607

$0

$0

$0

$6,000,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

19961

Adaptive Signals on SH 119 Airport Rd. to Zlaten Dr. in
Longmont / Adaptive Signals on SH 119: I-25 to WCR 3.5

$1,850,000

$1,850,000

$0

$1,680,000

$1,680,000

$0

$0

$170,000

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

4-44/4-49

Operations

Return to Agenda
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RAMP Partnership and Operations Projects - Status Through February 2015 TC Meeting

Group 1 (cont.)

Operations
Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Contribution

In Kind Funds

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC

Fiber Optic Communication from I-25 to CDOT West Yard

$1,700,000

$1,700,000

$0

$1,700,000

$1,700,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

20059

Adaptive Traffic Signals System along US 287 (Main St.) in
Longmont

$1,760,000

$1,760,000

$0

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$0

$0

$600,000

-$60,000

$60,000

$60,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

5-03

20061

US 160 Corridor Signalized Intersection Improvements and
Signal Coordination

$3,757,844

$3,753,865

$3,979

$3,757,844

$3,753,865

$3,979

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-01

20179

Fiber Optic Backbone - I-25 (Pueblo to Walsenburg); and US 285
(C-470 to Conifer)

$7,000,000

$7,000,000

$0

$3,500,000

$3,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,500,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-02

-

I-70 Mountain Corridor Wireless Improvement

$5,300,000

$5,300,000

$0

$1,700,000

$1,700,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,600,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-03

20378

CDOT ITS Information Kiosks- Pilot Project

$480,000

$480,000

$0

$480,000

$480,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-04

20222

Regional Satellite Solar Powered Cameras (LiveView)

$1,750,000

$1,750,000

$0

$1,750,000

$1,750,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-06

20181

Enhanced Traffic Incident Management Software - Phase I

$3,700,000

$3,700,000

$0

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$700,000

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in February

O-07

20234

Enhanced Incident Management Software - Phase II

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$0

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-08

20233

Integration of CAD Dispatch Systems - Phase I

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-09

20249

Upgrade Snow Plows with Advanced Instrumentation

$300,000

$300,000

$0

$300,000

$300,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-10

20251

Maintenance Decision Support System (MDSS)

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-11

19782
20166

I-25: Expansion of Traffic and Weather Surveillance

$2,200,000

$5,200,000

-$3,000,000

$2,200,000

$2,200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-12

20236

I-70: Expansion of Traffic and Weather Surveillance

$2,500,000

$2,500,000

$0

$2,500,000

$2,500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-13

20232

Enhancing Incident Detection Capabilities

$300,000

$300,000

$0

$300,000

$300,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

O-14

20238

Operation Data Integration

$500,000

$500,000

$0

$500,000

$500,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

20250

On-Scene Incident Command Vehicles Communication
Equipment

$182,000

$182,000

$0

$182,000

$182,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

RAMP Funding Approved by TC in June (#TC-3168)

$104,451,791

$148,139,251

-$43,887,460

$75,150,791

$81,914,294

-$6,763,503

$851,000

$2,306,615

$1,156,615

$63,067,342

$35,612,000

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Contribution

In Kind Funds

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Tracking #

PCN

4-50

19962

4-66

O-15
40

Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 1)

Group 2

Tracking #

Group 3
Group 4

PCN

Project Name

Status as of February TC
None

Staff Recommends Budgeting Funds (Group 2)
Tracking #

40

Project Name

PCN

Project Name

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Contribution

In Kind Funds

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC
None

Staff Recommends Further Development (Group 3)
SUB-TOTAL Operations Projects

Project Name

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$104,451,791

$148,139,251

-$43,887,460

$75,150,791

$81,914,294

-$6,763,503

$851,000

$2,306,615

$1,156,615

$63,067,342

$35,612,000

Original TC Approved
Total Project Cost

Current TC Approved
Total Project Cost

** Total Project Cost
Delta

Original TC Approved
RAMP Request

Current TC Approved
RAMP Request

** RAMP Request
Delta

Local Contribution

In Kind Funds

Local Delta

Other Funds

Other Funds Delta

Status as of February TC

Tracking #

PCN

1-56

20071
20302

US 285 at Mount Evans Blvd./Pine Valley Rd. (MP 229)

$422,000

$0

$422,000

$422,000

$0

$422,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

CDOT Staff Recommends Withdrawing Project;
TC Informed in November.

1-59

20090

SH 86 Intersection Improvement at Crowfoot Valley Rd. (MP
101.53)

$516,000

$0

$516,000

$516,000

$0

$516,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

CDOT Staff Recommends Withdrawing Project;
TC Informed in March

$938,000

$0

$938,000

$938,000

$0

$938,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$105,389,791

$148,139,251

-$42,949,460

$76,088,791

$81,914,294

-$5,825,503

$851,000

$2,306,615

$1,156,615

$63,067,342

$35,612,000

2

Projects that have been Withdrawn (Group 4)

42

TOTAL Operations
Percentage over Transportation Commission Approved Amount

40.75%
Program
Remainder

Operations

Return to Agenda

$151,535,800
$3,396,549

7.66%
Program

$85,706,243

Remainder

$3,791,949
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Proposed Total Program Funding Amount per the 4th Supplement FY15. When approved
funding amount (by TC and staff action) is below this amount, staff may budget additional
project funds per PD 703.0 and per resolution TC#-3209, Establishment of RAMP Program
Project Controls.

Page 5 of 5

Resolution # TC
RESOLUTION FOR THE FY 2015-2016 BUDGET
WHEREAS, in accordance with § 43-1-113 (2), C.R.S. the Transportation Commission
of Colorado formally approved and submitted a draft budget allocation plan for the
moneys subject to its jurisdiction for the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2015 to the
Joint Budget Committee, the House Transportation Committee, the Senate
Transportation Committee and the Governor on December 15, 2014 for their
review and comment; and
WHEREAS, C.R.S. § 43-1-113(9)(c) requires the Transportation Commission adopt a
final budget allocation plan, which shall upon approval by the Governor constitute the
budget for the Department of Transportation for Fiscal Year 2015-2016; and
WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop — a workshop that
included the Executive Director and other members of Senior Management, Regional
Transportation Directors, Asset Managers, and staff from the Division of
Transportation Development and the Division of Accounting and Finance as well as
the Regions—met on January 30, 2014 and came to consensus on a recommendation
to the Asset Management Committee of the Commission for the Fiscal Year 2015-2016
budget and RAMP program (sized at $150 Million annually) for all asset management
programs; and
WHEREAS, the chart below shows the baseline Fiscal Year 2015-2016 budget
recommendations and the recommended FY 2015-2016 RAMP program allocations for
each asset.

(In Millions)
Surface Treatment
Bridge, BE & Bridge
Fixed Costs
MLOS
Road Equipment
ITS Investments
Geohazard Mitigation
Buildings
Tunnels
Culverts
Walls
Traffic Signals
Total

FY16 Asset
Management
Workshop
Baseline
Budget
$149.5

$149.5

Asset
Management
Workshop
RAMP $150M
Average
$86.4

$140.3

$140.3

$23.8

$164.1

$254.4
$11.5
$10.0
$5.1
$1.0
$2.5
$3.6
$0.0
$1.5
$579.4

$254.4
$11.5
$10.0
$5.1
$1.0
$2.5
$3.6
$0.0
$1.5
$579.4

$0.0
$6.9
$11.4
$4.1
$11.9
$2.7
$4.6
$2.4
$4.2
$158.4

$254.4
$18.4
$21.4
$9.2
$12.9
$5.2
$8.2
$2.4
$5.7
$737.8

FY16 Budget
Recommendation to TC

FY16 Budget
Total With RAMP

WHEREAS, under Policy Directive 703.0, those Asset Management programs with

Return to Agenda
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$235.9

Transportation Commission approved metrics shall rely on statewide asset
management models to develop their projects lists and those without approved metrics
shall provide project lists to the Transportation Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop presentation by the
Tunnel Program included a baseline request for $2.5 Million and RAMP request of $2.7
Million. Proposed projects for these funds are as follows:











$0.3
$0.4
$0.1
$0.1
$0.1
$0.3
$0.1
$1.6
$0.3
$1.9

Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million
Million

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

Fire System
a Transformer
Fire Control Panel Upgrade
Fan Monitoring Relays
Digital Voice Upgrade
Tunnel Control Servers
Control Room Upgrade
Upgrade Cameras
Fiber Optic Design
Inspection Program

WHEREAS, the Asset Management Budget Setting Workshop presentation by the
Geohazard Mitigation Program included a baseline request for $5.1 Million and RAMP
request of $4.1 Million. Proposed projects for these funds are as follows:




$5.5 Million for Corridor Risk Reduction Projects
$1.4 Million for High Risk Site Outside Corridor Projects
$2.3 Million for Geohazard Management

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Colorado Department of Transportation’s
FY 2015-2016 budget allocation plan for the period beginning July 1, 2015, including
$579.4 Million allocated to Asset Management Programs as indicated above, and
approved by the Transportation Commission and submitted to the Governor on or
before April 15, 2015.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Colorado Transportation Commission accepts
staff recommendations for funding RAMP Asset Management in FY 2015-2016 with
modifications outlined in this resolution and with the understanding that staff will
implement the projects and spirit and intent of the plans as presented to the
Transportation Asset Management Committee or shall return to that Committee for
approval of revision to those projects or plans.

________________________________________
Transportation Commission Secretary

Return to Agenda
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_______________________
Date

I thin

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

March 19, 2015
Transportation Commission
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director, Division of Transportation Development
Adoption of 2040 Statewide Transportation Plan

Purpose
This memo highlights the development of the 2040 Statewide Transportation Plan (SWP) and key components.
Action
Transportation Commission adoption of the 2040 SWP.
Background
The SWP has been developed in close coordination with the Statewide Planning Committee of the Transportation
Commission and with the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC).
Significant milestones in SWP development include:
Milestones

Date

Transportation Commission (TC) adoption of revised Statewide Planning Rules
(2 CCR 601-21) to guide transportation planning process based on federal and
state requirements.
TC adoption of revenue projections for 2016-2040 used in the development of
the SWP, Regional Transportation Plans, and Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP).
Coordination with the five Metropolitan Planning Regions (MPOs) in the
development of Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs).
Development of 10 RTPs for Rural Transportation Planning Regions (TPRs.

October 2012

Launch of SWP website- www.coloradotransportationmatters.com. Used as a
mechanism for public outreach and engagement and to roll out elements of
the SWP as developed including key data findings, other CDOT modal and
topical Plans, RTPs, and other information.
Public outreach through Telephone Town Halls conducted in each TPR to
obtain public input on key transportation issues to help shape the SWP and
RTPs.
MPO, RTP, Other Modal and Topic Plans Integrated into SWP
SWP Committee and STAC review of draft SWP Executive Summary
SWP and RTPs released for 30-day public review and comment period
Refinements and enhancements made to SWP Executive Summary and SWP
Web-based Plan components as a result of SWP Committee, STAC, FHWA, and
local planning partners comments.
TC adoption of revised Policy Directive 14
TC SWP Committee recommends adoption by full TC in March contingent upon
no significant changes as a result of Feb. 20 STAC review
STAC recommends staff take SWP to TC for adoption in March

October 2013 - ongoing

March 2013

May 2013 – December 2014
May 2013-December 2014

April – June 2014

January 2013 – October 2014
November 2014
Dec. 5, 2014 – January 4, 2015
January - February 2015

February 2015
February 2015
February 2015

Details
The Web-based 2040 SWP and the Executive Summary document is located on the www.coloradotransportationmatters.com
website.
A SWP Executive Summary video will be presented at the March TC meeting. Key highlights of the Executive Summary video
include:

SWP Multimodal Goals and Objectives

Transportation Planning Regions and RTPs

4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Room 262, Denver, CO 80222-3400 P 303.757.9525 F 303.757.9656 www.coloradodot.Info
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Integration of other CDOT Modal and Topic Plans
Public Outreach
Colorado’s Transportation Needs, Available Revenue and Funding Gap
Investment Strategies
Strategic Actions
Plan Implementation and Tracking Progress

Key Benefits
The 2040 Statewide Transportation Plan:





Is CDOT’s roadmap for the next 10 and 25 years;
Contains goals and objectives that will guide future investment decisions, project selection, and programming;
Is a resource for communicating with the public on important transportation needs, priorities, and the lack of
revenue; and
Includes strategies for implementing the SWP and a commitment to stakeholders to report on progress made.

Next Steps

Adopt the 2040 SWP and move forward with plan implementation and reporting activities.

The Statewide Plan will be amended via resolution as the MPO Plans are adopted. To date, the DRCOG and Grand
Valley RTPs have been adopted by their respective boards. This is a formality. Integration of all MPO plans has
been included in the SWP as they were being developed.
Attachments
Attachment A: Resolution

4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Room 262, Denver, CO 80222-3400 P 303.757.9525 F 303.757.9656 www.coloradodot.Info
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Resolution Number TC-XXXX
Resolution for Adoption of 2040 Statewide Transportation
WHEREAS, the Colorado Transportation Commission (the Commission) has statutory
authority pursuant to §43-1-106 Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) to approve, accept,
and amend various planning documents resulting from 23 United States Code (U.S.C.)
135 and §43-1-1101 through 1105 C.R.S.; and
WHEREAS, the Commission, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), and
the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee have developed a web-based 2040
Statewide Transportation Plan (Plan) and Executive Summary document that serves as a
roadmap for the next 10 and 25 years in identifying future needs, as well as strategic
actions and investment strategies to achieve plan goals and performance measures; and
WHEREAS, the goals and objectives of the Plan are based on Policy Directive 14: Policy
Guiding Statewide Plan Development, that establishes goals, measures and objectives;
and
WHEREAS, the Plan contains statewide major corridors and regional priority investment
corridors that are used to identify transportation needs, develop priorities, and focus
input from the public and from public agencies; and
WHEREAS, the Plan integrates key elements of the five Metropolitan Regional
Transportation Plans, and the 10 Rural Regional Transportation Plans; and
WHEREAS, the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), and Grand Valley
Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO) Regional Transportation Plans have been
adopted by their respective Boards, the Plan will be amended by Transportation
Commission resolution as other MPO Regional Transportation Plans are adopted; and
WHEREAS, the Plan integrates the CDOT modal plans including the Statewide Transit
Plan, Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Colorado State Freight and Passenger Rail
Plan, Colorado Aviation System Plan, and Colorado Freight Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Plan integrates other CDOT plans, including the Strategic Highway
Safety Plan, Statewide Transportation System Management & Operations Plan, and RiskBased Asset Management Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Plan will guide future investment decisions, project selection, and
programming, and support achievement of plan goals and performance objectives; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the 2040 Statewide
Transportation Plan.
______________________________________
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
Return to Agenda
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___________________
Date

Colorado Bridge Enterprise
March 18 & 19, 2015
Meeting Schedule & Agenda
4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80222
Ed Peterson, Chairman
Lakewood, District 2
Shannon Gifford
Denver, District 1
Gary M. Reiff
Englewood, District 3
Heather Barry
Westminster, District 4
Kathleen Gilliland
Livermore, District 5
Kathy Connell, Vice Chair
Steamboat Springs, District 6

Douglas E. Aden
Grand Junction, District 7
Sidny Zink
Durango, District 8
Les Gruen
Colorado Springs, District 9
William Thiebaut
Pueblo, District 10
Steven Hofmeister
Haxtun, District 11

THE CHAIRMAN MAY ALTER THE ITEM SEQUENCE OR TIMES
The times indicated for each topic on the Commission agenda are an estimate and
subject to change. Generally, upon the completion of each agenda item, the
Commission will immediately move to the next item. However, the order of agenda
items is tentative and, when necessary to accommodate the public or the
Commission's schedules, the order of the agenda items is also subject to change.
Documents are posted at http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportationcommission/meeting-agenda.html no less than 24 hours prior to the meeting. The
documents are considered to be in draft form and for information only until final
action is taken by the Commission.
Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are in CDOT HQ Auditorium.
Thursday, March 19, 2015
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS ...................................... Tab 10
11:05 a.m. Call to Order and Roll Call
11:05 a.m. Audience Participation
Subject Limit: 10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
11:05 a.m. Act on Consent Agenda
a) Resolution to Approve Regular Minutes from February 18, 2015
(Herman Stockinger) ................................. Bridge Enterprise p 3
11:05 a.m. Discuss and Act on 7th Bridge Enterprise Budget Supplement (Maria
Sobota)............................................................... Bridge Enterprise p 7
Return to Agenda
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11:10 a.m. Discuss and Act on Resolution to Approve the Use of HPTE’s
Procurement Guidelines for PPP Projects
(Michael Cheroutes)............................................ Bridge Enterprise p 11
11:15 a.m. Resolution to Approve Appointment of Bridge Enterprise Director (Scott
McDaniel) ........................................................... Bridge Enterprise p 64
11:20 a.m. Monthly Progress Report (Scott McDaniel) .......... Bridge Enterprise p66
11:20 a.m. Adjournment

Return to Agenda
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Bridge Enterprise Board
Regular Meeting Minutes
Thursday, February 19, 2015
PRESENT WERE: Ed Peterson, Chairman, District 2
Kathy Connell, Vice Chairman, District 6
Shannon Gifford, District 1
Gary Reiff, District 3
Heather Barry, District 4
Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Sidny Zink, District 8
Les Gruen, District 9
Bill Thiebaut, District 10
Steven Hofmeister, District 11
EXCUSED:

Doug Aden, Chairman, District 7

ALSO PRESENT: Shailen Bhatt, Executive Director
Scot Cuthbertson, Deputy Executive Director
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director of Division of Transportation
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Heidi Humphreys, Director of Admin & Human Resources
Barb Gold, Audit Director
Amy Ford, Communications Director
Scott McDaniel, Staff Services Director
Scott Richrath, CFO
Herman Stockinger, Government Relations Director
Mike Cheroutes, Director of HPTE
Kyle Lester, Director, Division of Highway Maintenance
Ryan Rice, Director of the Operations Division
Darrell Lingk, Transportation Safety Director
Tony DeVito, Region 1 Transportation Director
Karen Rowe, Region 2 Transportation Director
Dave Eller, Region 3 Transportation Director
Myron Hora, Region 4 Representative
Kerrie Neet, Region 5 Representative
Kathy Young, Chief Transportation Counsel
John Cater, FHWA
AND: Other staff members, organization representatives,
the public and the news media
An electronic recording of the meeting was made and filed with supporting
documents in the Transportation Commission office.
Chairman Peterson convened the meeting at 10:45a.m. in the CDOT Headquarters
building at 4201 E. Arkansas Avenue, Denver, CO.

Return to Agenda
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Audience Participation
Chairman Peterson stated that no members of the audience wished to address the
Board of Directors.
Act on Consent Agenda
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the Consent Agenda. Director
Connell moved to approve the resolution, and Director Gilliland seconded the motion.
Upon vote of the Board the resolution passed unanimously.
Resolution #BE-15-2-1
Approval of Regular Meeting Minutes for January 22, 2015.
BE IT SO RESOLVED THAT, the Minutes for the January 22, 2015, meeting of the
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors are hereby approved by the Bridge Enterprise
Board as published in the Agenda for the February 18 & 19, 2015, meeting of the
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors.
Resolution #BE-15-2-2
Re-approval of Regular Meeting Minutes for September 17, 2013.
BE IT SO RESOLVED THAT, the Minutes for the September 17, 2013, meeting of the
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors are hereby approved by the Bridge Enterprise
Board as published in the Agenda for the February 18 & 19, 2015, meeting of the
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors.
Discuss and Act on the Resolution for the I-70E Project
Scott Richrath stated that this may seem like a formality, but the Board has
convened as a different governing body. The Board is bringing upwards of $850
million to perhaps Colorado’s biggest project ever. Staff discussed what that needed
to look like from a formal adoption process. They thought that it was appropriate
considering the governance structure that has been presented to the Board over the
last few months with Bridge Enterprise as the “managing partner” of this project that
the Board consider staff’s recommendation once more on the financing structure for
the I-70E Project. He is before the Board essentially requesting their approval a
slimmed down version of what the Transportation Commission adopted. This does
not speak to governance structure or anything other than the financing mechanism
of DBOM vs. DBFOM. If the Board adopts the staff recommendation, they will strike
“Design-Build-Operate-Maintain” from this resolution.
Chairman Peterson entertained a motion to approve the resolution adopting DBFOM
as the delivery method for the I-70E Project. Director Gilliland moved for approval of
the resolution, and Director Gruen seconded the motion. Chairman Peterson
requested a roll call vote.
Director
Director
Director
Director
Return to Agenda

Gifford: AYE
Reiff: AYE
Barry: AYE
Gilliland: AYE
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Director Aden: EXCUSED
Director Zink: AYE
Director Gruen: AYE
Director Thiebut: NO
Director Hofmeister: AYE
Vice Chair Connell: AYE
Chairman Peterson: AYE
Chairman Peterson stated that the resolution is approved with one “No” vote.
Resolution #15-2-3

Return to Agenda
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Bridge Enterprise 2014 Annual Financial Statements
Maria Sobota was asked to come today to inform the Board that the Colorado Bridge
Enterprise 2014 Annual Financial Statements for the year ended June 30, 2014,
were audited by BKD under a contract with the State Auditor. No audit findings were
reported, including no material weaknesses in internal control or financial reports.
There were no instances of noncompliance. This is purely an informational item. The
report is located at the website listed in the memo in the Bridge Enterprise packet.
Monthly Progress Report
Scott McDaniel stated that there is nothing unique in this month’s progress report.
He pointed out that the Bride Enterprise is working hard on the legislative audit that
is currently going on. They hope to have most of the leg work done by May 2015.
They are still working on that diligently. That is the big effort that they have been
focusing on. Again, the Bridge Enterprise is in a bit of a lull, but they are hoping that
with the new design projects that the Board approved last month they will be able get
some movement going there as well.
Adjournment
Chairman Peterson asked if there were any more matters to come before the Bridge
Enterprise Board. Hearing none, Chairman Peterson announced the adjournment of
the meeting at 10:52a.m.

Return to Agenda
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DATE:

March 19, 2015

TO:

Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors

FROM:

Maria Sobota, Acting Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT:

Seventh Supplement to the FY 2015 Bridge Enterprise Budget

Enclosed is the Seventh Supplement to the FY 2015 Bridge Enterprise Budget.

Page 1 of 4
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Bridge Enterprise
7th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015

In January 2015, the Bridge Enterprise Board was presented with an informational list of
eight bridges that were being recommended for the programming of pre-construction
activities only. The following two projects were included on that informational list and
will be designed and then shelved until funds are available to proceed to a construction
phase.
REGION 2

x

$511,600 SH 71 over Arkansas River in Otero County (old L-22-L) (new not
assigned yet) (20487/1000…)
SH 71 over Arkansas River in Otero County
(old L-22-L) (new not yet assigned)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Seventh BE Supplement Action

Phase

Funding

Current

of Work

Program

Budget

FASTER Bridge Funds

ROW

Total ROW
FASTER Bridge Funds

Ulilities

Total Utilities
FASTER Bridge Funds

Design

Total Misc.

Year of Budget

FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

Total

Revised

Expended

Request

Budget

To-Date

$0

$44,700

$0

$0

$44,700

$44,700

$0

$0

$44,700

$0

$0

$44,700

$44,700

$0

$0

$22,600

$0

$0

$22,600

$22,600

$0

$0

$22,600

$0

$0

$22,600

$22,600

$0

$0

$0

$0

$444,300

$0

$444,300

$0

$511,600

Total Project Budget

$0

$0

FY 2016

$11,500

$444,300

$0

$444,300

$0

$511,600

$511,600

$0

Total

Year of Expenditure

FY 2015

$444,300
$444,300

FY 2017

$268,400

Request
$511,600

$231,700

REGION 3

x

$519,700 US34 over North Fork of the Colorado River - Grand County (old D-13-A)
(new not yet assigned) (20716/1000…).
US 34 over North Fork of the Colorado River in Grand County
(old D-13-A) (new not yet assigned)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Seventh BE Supplement Action

Phase

Funding

Current

of Work

Program

Budget

ROW
Design

FASTER Bridge Enterprise
Total Design
FASTER Bridge Enterprise
Total Design

Year of Budget

FY 2015
$0

FY 2016

FY 2017

Total

Revised

Expended

Request

Budget

To-Date

$54,000

$0

$0

$0

$54,000

$0

$0

$54,000

$54,000

$0

$465,700

$0

$0

$465,700

$465,700

$0

$465,700

$0

$0

$465,700

$465,700

$0

$519,700

$0

$0

$519,700

$519,700

Total Project Budget

FY 2016

$54,000

Total

Year of Expenditure

FY 2015

$54,000

FY 2017

$450,700

$69,000

Request
$519,700

Page 2 of 4

Return to Agenda

10 Bridge Enterprise:Page 8 of 78

Bridge Enterprise
7th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015

REGION 1

x

$1,505,720 I-70 Business Route over I-70 ML, Idaho Springs in Clear Creek County
(old F-14-Y) (new F-14-Z) (19984/1000…).

Justification: To increase the construction phase budget for this project due to bids
coming in higher than previously budgeted. This is the Bridge Enterprise Eligible portion
of the overall I-70 Peak Period Shoulder Lane Project.

I-70 Business Route over I-70 ML, Idaho Springs in Clear Creek County
(old F-14-Y) (new F-14-Z)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Seventh BE Supplement Action
Phase

Funding

Current

of Work

Program

Budget

Design

FASTER Bridge Enterprise
Total Design

Construction

FASTER Bridge Enterprise
Total Construction

$600, 000
$600,000
$9,745,000

Total

Revised

Expended

FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

Request

Budget

To-Date

$0

$0

$0

$0

$600,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$600,000

Year of Budget

$1,505,720

$0

$0

$1,505,720

$9,745,000

$1,505,720

$0

$0

$1,505,720

$11,250,720

$1,505,720

$0

$0

$1,505,720

$11,850,720

FY 2016

$0
$0
$495,318

Total

Year of Expenditure

FY 2015

$495,318

$11,250,720

$10,345,000
Total Project Budget

$495,318

FY 2017

$1,505,720

Request
$1,505,720

Page 3 of 4
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Bridge Enterprise
7th Supplement FY 2015
March 2015

Resolution No. BE-15-3-2

“BE IT RESOLVED, That the Seventh Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2014-2015
Budget is approved by the Bridge Enterprise Board.”

Page 4 of 4
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Date:

March19,2015

To:
BridgeEnterpriseBoardofDirectors

From:
MichaelCheroutesandBrettJohnson

Subject: StaffRecommendationtoApproveUseofHPTEProcurementGuidelines



Purpose
ThepurposeofthismemoisrecommendtheadoptionoftheHPTE’sProcurementGuidelinesforuseontheI70
EastCorridorProject.

Action
TheBoardisaskedtoconsideraresolutionthatsupportsthestaffdecision.

Background
AttheFebruaryTransportationCommissionmeetingitappointedtheColoradoBridgeEnterpriseasthemanaging
partnerfortheprocuringtheI70ECorridorProject.TheHPTEpassedaresolutionsupportingthatdecisionatits
Februarymeetingaswell.Currently,toprocureapublicprivateinitiative,theCBEwouldhavetousethe
TransportationCommissionadoptedPublicPrivateInitiativeGuidelines,whichareoutdated(adoptedin1998)and
providelessflexibilitythantheHPTE’sGuidelines.IfthePublicPrivateInitiativeGuidelineshavetobeused,
furtherlegalresearchwillhavetobeundertakentounderstandhowtheymightaffectsuchalargeprocurement
suchasthisproject,whichhasthepotentialtodelaytheProjectfurther.Aswell,sinceHPTErecentlyprocuredthe
US36ManagedLanes/BRTProjectasaP3DBFOMusingtheirGuidelines,HPTEstaffandtheindustryarefamiliar
withhowtheywork.

OptionsandRecommendations
TheCBEandHPTEstaffrecommendthattheBoardapproveCBE’suseoftheHPTEProcurementGuidelinesforthe
useofsolicitingandevaluatingproposalsontheI70EastCorridorProject.Aresolutionsupportingtheuseof
HPTEGuidelineswillallowCBEandHPTEstafftomoveforwardatonscheduletheprocurementoftheI70East
CorridorProject.

Attachments
HPTEProcurementGuidelines
CDOTPublicPrivateInitiativeGuidelines
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COLORADO HIGH PERFORMANCE TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE
PROJECT PROPOSAL GUIDELINES (THE "GUIDELINES")
1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

These Guidelines are intended to provide a project identification and evaluation process
to be utilized by the Colorado High Performance Transportation Enterprise (the
“Enterprise”) in connection with its pursuit of public-private partnerships and other
innovative and efficient means of completing surface transportation infrastructure projects
in accordance with the provisions of Section 43-4-806, Colorado Revised Statutes, as
amended.
The Enterprise recognizes that each project will have its unique
characteristics and goals and that tailored approaches to assessing and implementing
projects will be required for the Enterprise’s program to be successful. The Enterprise
intends to retain the flexibility to modify or deviate from these Guidelines as it sees fit and
in the interest of the State and the public.

1.2

These Guidelines may be revised from time to time and such revisions will be promptly
posted on the Enterprise’s website. Those performing work or otherwise relying on these
Guidelines assume all risks related to any revisions. The Enterprise will not be liable for
any damages sustained by anyone based on a modification or failure to modify the
Guidelines. In addition, the Enterprise, at its sole discretion, may waive or deviate from
some or all of these Guidelines where it deems such waiver(s) or deviation to be in the
best interest of the State. In no event shall any such waiver or deviation result in any
liability for the Enterprise, the State or any other party.

2.

INTERPRETATION

2.1

Definitions. The following definitions are provided to assist in understanding of the
Guidelines and may be modified in any Solicitation Documents or Agreements issued by
the Enterprise:

Return to Agenda

“Agreement”

means a binding document or series of documents
between the Enterprise (or the Enterprise and CDOT)
and a Person that outline the basis on which to plan,
finance, design, engineer, construct, install, acquire,
operate and maintain (or any combination of these
activities) an Eligible Project.

“Bidder”

means a Person or Consortium who seeks to enter into
an Agreement in response to Solicitation Documents.

“CDOT”

means, the Colorado Department of Transportation
created in Section 24-1-128.7, Colorado Revised
Statues, as amended.

“Consortium”

means two or more Persons acting together for the
purpose of seeking to enter into an Agreement.

"Eligible Project"

means any surface transportation infrastructure project
as defined in Section 43-4-803(23), Colorado Revised
Statutes, as amended.
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2.2

"Person"

means any individual, sole proprietorship, corporation,
partnership, unincorporated association or public entity
and includes successors and permitted transferees and
their assigns.

“Project Participant”

means any Person or Consortium who or which enters
into an Agreement.

“Solicitation Documents”

means procurement documents, including but not
limited to requests for information, requests for
proposals, requests for qualifications and statements of
qualifications, initiated by the Enterprise in connection
with an Eligible Project.

“Solicited Proposal”

means a procurement initiated and issued by the
Enterprise in connection with an Eligible Project either
(i) through a determination by the Enterprise that, based
on its findings and evaluations, a procurement for such
Eligible Project is in the best interest of the State or
(ii) through a determination by the Enterprise that, based
on an Unsolicited Proposal, a procurement is in the best
interest of the State.

“State”

means the State of Colorado.

“Unsolicited Proposal”

means a submittal by a potential Project Participant with
respect to an Eligible Project which has not been
initiated by the Enterprise.

In these Guidelines
(a)

the singular includes the plural and vice versa;

(b)

the headings are inserted for convenience only and shall not affect interpretation
of the Guidelines;

(c)

when there are references with general words followed by a list to make it clear
that those general words "include" the matters set out in that list, then the
contents of the list shall be taken not to limit the generality of those general
words; and

(d)

in accordance with these Guidelines the Enterprise is free to exercise its
discretion in such matters as it considers necessary or expedient in the light of all
circumstances prevailing at the time which the Enterprise considers to be
relevant.

3.

UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS

3.1

The Enterprise may consider and evaluate an Unsolicited Proposal, or decline to do so,
in accordance with the provisions of this Section 3. The Enterprise may, in its sole
discretion, decline to consider and evaluate an Unsolicited Proposal, in which case it
shall so notify the Person or Consortium submitting that Unsolicited Proposal. If the
Enterprise makes a determination to consider and evaluate an Unsolicited Proposal,
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-3then, upon completion of its evaluation in accordance with the provisions of this
Section 3, it shall proceed as provided in Paragraph 3.5 hereof.
3.2

In determining whether to consider and evaluate an Unsolicited Proposal, the Enterprise
shall have regard to all or any facts and matters which the Enterprise considers to be
relevant, including:
(a)

the resources available to the Enterprise, both from its own staff and from any
necessary or desirable consultants and external resources, to enable it to conduct
the evaluation;

(b)

the extent to which the Unsolicited Proposal appears to offer benefits to the State
by fulfilling requirements related to an Eligible Project identified by the Enterprise
or CDOT as a priority;

(c)

the extent to which the Unsolicited Proposal presents a financing plan that
efficiently includes Enterprise/CDOT funding and/or maximizes project revenues
to present a viable funding proposal;

(d)

the extent to which the Unsolicited Proposal may significantly shorten a timetable
for satisfying a known requirement in any plan set out by CDOT or the Enterprise;
and

(e)

the extent to which the Enterprise or CDOT is already developing its own plans
for meeting the requirement which the Unsolicited Proposal is seeking to address.

3.3

Except as otherwise determined by the Enterprise, the Enterprise will only consider an
Unsolicited Proposal if the Enterprise is given a royalty-free license in any and all
intellectual property rights comprised in the Unsolicited Proposal to the full extent
necessary to enable the Enterprise to accept the proposal (with or without amendments)
for the purpose of seeking competitive proposals as contemplated in Subparagraph
3.5(a) hereof. The Person or Consortium making an Unsolicited Proposal may identify
appropriate material contained therein as proprietary or confidential; however, the
Enterprise may disclose proprietary or confidential material contained in the Unsolicited
Proposal to CDOT personnel, the Transportation Commission or the Enterprise Board of
Directors. At the time of submission to the Enterprise the Proposer must also include an
executive summary covering the major elements of the Unsolicited Proposal that do not
address the Proposer’s price, financing plan or other confidential or proprietary
information or trade secrets that the Proposer intends to be exempt from disclosure. The
Executive Summary will be a public document and will be posted on the Enterprise’s
website. The executive summary will also be used in. connection with seeking
competitive proposals as contemplated in Subparagraph 3.5(a) hereof. In the event the
Enterprise determines that it is unable to effectively solicit competitive proposals due to
the scope of the material in the Unsolicited Proposal that has been designated as
proprietary or confidential, the Enterprise may either (i) negotiate with the Person or
Consortium submitting the Unsolicited Proposal to allow the use of so much of such
proprietary or confidential information as the Enterprise determines is required for use in
connection with seeking competitive proposals or (ii) determine not to proceed further
with the Unsolicited Proposal.

3.4

The Enterprise will only accept submission of an Unsolicited Proposal if, at the time the
Unsolicited Proposal is submitted, the Person or Consortium making the Unsolicited
Proposal pays to the Enterprise an initial fee of $1,000. Such initial fee shall be
nonrefundable, whether or not the Enterprise chooses to consider and evaluate the
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-4Unsolicited Proposal. If the Enterprise decides to proceed to consider and evaluate an
Unsolicited Proposal, then it may make it a condition of proceeding that the Person or
Consortium making the Unsolicited Proposal agrees to pay an amount to be determined
by the Enterprise to cover the actual costs incurred by the Enterprise in considering and
evaluating the Unsolicited Proposal. The Person or Consortium making the Unsolicited
Proposal may withdraw such Unsolicited Proposal if it is unwilling to pay such actual
costs. In the event that, following a solicitation based upon an Unsolicited Proposal, an
award is made for the Eligible Project described in the Unsolicited Proposal to a Bidder
other than the Person or Consortium making the Unsolicited Proposal, the Enterprise will
require that the successful Bidder pay the Enterprise an amount sufficient for the
Enterprise to reimburse the Person or Consortium making the Unsolicited Proposal for
amounts paid by such Person or Consortium to the Enterprise for the actual costs
incurred by the Enterprise to consider and evaluate the Unsolicited Proposal.
3.5

On completion of the evaluation of an Unsolicited Proposal, the Enterprise may:
(a)

seek proposals for the Eligible Project described in the Unsolicited Proposal
either (i) in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 4 hereof, subject
to such amendments to the Unsolicited Proposal as the Enterprise may consider
appropriate, or (ii) in accordance with such alternative procedures as the
Enterprise may determine are appropriate under the relevant circumstances and
will encourage competition, provide transparency and ensure nondiscriminatory
treatment of potential bidders, subject, however, in either case to exceptions of
the type described in Paragraph 4.8 hereof; or

(b)

notify the proposer(s) that the Enterprise will not proceed any further with the
Unsolicited Proposal, and provide a general description of the reasons for that
decision.

4.

SOLICITED PROPOSALS

4.1

The Enterprise may solicit proposals in connection with an Eligible Project when it
determines either that, based on its findings and evaluations, a procurement for such
Eligible Project is in the best interest of the State or that, based on an Unsolicited
Proposal, a procurement for such Eligible Project is in the best interest of the State.

4.2

In connection with any Solicited Proposal, the Enterprise will issue such Solicitation
Documents as it determines may be appropriate under the circumstances. The
Solicitation Documents may include such terms and requirements as are determined by
the Enterprise to be appropriate and may request submission of such information,
including financial and technical information, as the Enterprise determines to be
necessary or useful in evaluating any proposal and the viability of the relevant Eligible
Project.

4.3

The Enterprise may provide in the Solicitation Documents that the solicitation will take
place in successive stages, in order to reduce the number of proposals to be negotiated
at each stage, by applying criteria as set forth in the Solicitation Documents.

4.4

Prior to issuing any Solicitation Documents, the Enterprise may request expressions of
interest in relation to an Eligible Project and take such other preliminary steps as it may
deem appropriate to engage with potential Bidders, including but not limited to,
conducting meetings with industry participants in order to inform the industry of the
opportunity and to hear industry suggestions which may, in the Enterprise’s sole
discretion, be incorporated into the Solicitation Documents.
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-54.5

For the purpose of encouraging competition, providing transparency and ensuring the
nondiscriminatory treatment of potential Bidders, the Enterprise shall, except in certain
circumstances as set forth in Paragraph 4.8, provide public notices in connection with its
solicitations by such means and in such forms as shall be appropriate under the
circumstances, including the publication of the applicable Solicitation Documents. Such
public notices may precede or be accompanied by the applicable Solicitation Documents
and may include an estimated timetable relating to the solicitation process if available.

4.6

The Enterprise may consider requests for further information relating to the Solicitation
Documents as may be reasonably requested by a Bidder, and, if the Enterprise
determines it appropriate under the circumstances to provide such further information, it
will supply such information to all Bidders, provided that the request for such information
is received in sufficient time to enable the Enterprise to supply it.

4.7

If the Bidder consists of or includes a Consortium, the Bidder may rely on the capacities
of the members of the Consortium in responding to and complying with the requirements
set forth in the Solicitation Documents regardless of whether or not the members of the
Consortium have entered into a legal relationship for purposes of submitting a proposal.
If the Enterprise awards an Agreement to a Consortium, it may, if the Enterprise deems it
to be necessary or expedient for the satisfactory performance of the Agreement, require
the Consortium to form a legal entity before entering into, or as a term of, the Agreement.

4.8

The Enterprise may elect not to provide a public notice in connection with the solicitation
of work or services relating to an Eligible Project in certain circumstances, including the
following:
(a)

when, for technical, artistic or design reasons, or for reasons connected with the
protection of exclusive rights, an Agreement may be awarded only to a particular
Bidder;

(b)

when for reasons of extreme urgency brought about by events unforeseeable by
the Enterprise there is insufficient time to provide for the step of issuing a public
notice;

(c)

when the Enterprise wants a Project Participant which has entered into an
Agreement with the Enterprise to carry out additional work or to provide additional
services

(d)

4.9
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(i)

which were not included in the project initially considered or in the original
Agreement but which through unforeseen circumstances have become
necessary; and

(ii)

which cannot for technical or economic reasons be carried out or provided
separately from those under the original Agreement without major
inconvenience to the Enterprise; and

when the Enterprise wants a Project Participant which has entered into an
Agreement with the Enterprise to carry out new work or to provide new services
which are a repetition of the work or services provided under the original
Agreement and which are in accordance with the project for the purpose of which
the first Agreement was entered into.

All material submitted by Bidders in response to Solicitation Documents will be the
property of the Enterprise. As may be further provided in the Solicitation Documents, any
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-6material submitted by Bidders and requested to be treated as proprietary or confidential
will be identified and treated in accordance with the relevant procedures set forth in the
Solicitation Documents. After a final determination is made by the Enterprise in
connection with a Solicited Proposal, all material submitted by Bidders, except material
treated as proprietary or confidential in accordance with the Solicitation Documents, will
become public record and open to inspection.
4.10

The evaluation of Solicited Proposals shall be made by a committee selected by the
Director of the Enterprise to evaluate the merits of all responses received in connection
with Solicited Proposals. The specific evaluation criteria to be utilized by the committee
and any weighting of such criteria will be specified in the Solicitation Documents. Failure
of a Bidder to provide in its proposal any information requested by the Solicitation
Documents may result in disqualification of the proposal. During the evaluation process,
meetings may be scheduled with Bidders, either individually or as a group, to the extent
the committee determines that additional information or clarification is needed that would
assist in the evaluation process. The recommendations of the committee will be
forwarded to the Director of the Enterprise for final approval by the Board or, if the
authority is delegated, by the Director.

4.11

The Enterprise reserves the right to reject any and all proposals received in response to
Solicitation Documents or to cancel the Solicited Proposal process if it is in the best
interest of the Enterprise or the State to do so. The Enterprise may reject any proposal
received in response to Solicitation Documents if the Bidder, any member of a
Consortium acting as a Bidder or any Person who has powers of representation, decision
or control of the Bidder or any member of a Consortium acting as the Bidder is ineligible
to contract with the State, CDOT or the Enterprise under applicable provisions of federal
or state law or under any rules or regulations applicable to the State, CDOT or the
Enterprise.

4.12

The Enterprise will not be liable for any costs incurred by Bidders prior to the execution of
the relevant Agreement or other contract. All costs to prepare and submit responses to
Solicitation Documents shall be borne solely by the Bidders. Nothing in Paragraph 4.12
will prevent the Enterprise, in its sole discretion, from offering stipends and/or
cancellation payments to Bidders on such terms as may be determined by the Enterprise.

4.13

The award in connection with a Solicited Proposal will be made to the Bidder whose
proposal is determined to be the most advantageous to the State and the Enterprise, and
shall be subject to negotiation and execution of an acceptable Agreement.

4.14

At the Enterprise’s discretion, it may solicit a proposal that complies with the Colorado
Procurement Code (CRS § 24-103-101, et al.). If the Enterprise determines that a
solicitation will comply with the procurement code, the following shall occur to the extent
that they have not already occurred following HPTE’s process for Solicited Proposals
outlined above:
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(a)

Prior to a solicitation being advertised, a representative of the Enterprise shall
meet with CDOT’s Purchasing Director to discuss the solicitation and process, to
discuss all written determinations that must be made under the Procurement
Code and the development of the official file;

(b)

CDOT’s Purchasing Director may determine “competitive sealed proposals” is the
most advantageous and practical procurement method for HPTE solicited
proposals, and if this determination is made, Colorado Procurement Rule R-24103-203 shall be followed;

10 Bridge Enterprise:Page 60 of 78

-7(c)

the Solicited Proposal will be advertised for a minimum of thirty (30) days unless
CDOT’s Purchasing Director determines a shorter time is warranted;

(d)

If CDOT’s Purchasing Director, pursuant to Colorado Procurement Rule R-24102-202.5-.2, determines that the Colorado Bid Information and Distribution
System (BID) is not likely to yield adequate competition, the Solicited Proposal
will be advertised on the Enterprise’s website and not on BIDS;

(e)

the Solicited Proposal shall state the evaluation factors;

(f)

If a Solicited Proposals warrants it, a shortlist will be created and individuals or
firms will be given a minimum of seven business days to prepare for an interview;

The award shall be made to the responsible offeror whose Solicited Proposal is determined in
writing to be the most advantageous to the Enterprise, taking into consideration the price and the
evaluation factors set forth in the Solicited Proposal. No other factors or criteria shall be used in
the evaluation.
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Resolution#BE–
ResolutionAuthorizingUseoftheHPTEProjectProposalGuidelinesforPublicPrivate
PartnershiporCoDevelopmentProposals
ApprovedbytheBridgeEnterpriseBoardofDirectorsonMarch19,2015
WHEREAS,pursuantto434805(2)(a)(I)C.R.S.,theColoradoBridgeEnterprise(“CBE”)was
createdasagovernmentownedbusinesswithintheColoradoDepartmentofTransportation
(“CDOT”);and
WHEREAS,thebusinesspurposeoftheBridgeEnterpriseistofinance,repair,reconstruct,and
replaceDesignatedBridges(asdefinedin434803(10),C.R.S.)intheState;and
WHEREAS,Section434805(5)(f),C.R.S.authorizestheBridgeEnterpriseBoardtomakeand
enterintocontractsoragreementwithaprivateentitytofacilitateapublicprivateinitiative;
and
WHEREAS,theTransportationCommissioninTCResolution#_________,inFebruary2015,
determinedthattheI70EastCorridorProjectshallmoveforwardutilizingtheoptimal
financingstructureavailabletoCDOTwithinaDesignBuildFinanceOperateMaintain
procurementanddeliveryprocess;and
WHEREAS,alsoinTCResolution#________,theTransportationCommissionapproveda
governancestructurefortheI70EastCorridorProjectinwhichCBEwillbethemanaging
partnerontheProjectandCBEandtheColoradoHighPerformanceTransportationEnterprise
(“HPTE”)willenterintoananticipateconcessionagreementwithaprivatepartner;and
WHEREAS,theCBEBoardhasnotpreviouslyadoptedguidelinesforthesolicitationandpursuit
ofpublicprivateinitiatives;and
WHEREAS,theTransportationCommissionadoptedPublicPrivateInitiativeGuidelinesin1998
andtheHPTEBoardadoptedProjectProposalGuidelines(“HPTEGuidelines”)inJune2011and
updatedtheseguidelinesinJune2013;and
WHEREAS,the1998TransportationCommissionGuidelinesaresomewhatdatedandprovide
lessflexibilityforevaluatingpublicprivateproposalsthanthemorerecentlyadoptedHPTE
Guidelines;and
WHEREAS,CDOT,CBEandHPTEstaffdesiretoutilizetheHPTEGuidelinesforpurposesof
solicitingandevaluatingproposalssubmittedfortheI70EastCorridorProject;and
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NOWTHEREFOREBEITRESOLVED,theBridgeEnterpriseBoardapprovestheuseoftheHPTE
GuidelinesforpurposesofsolicitingandevaluatingcompetingproposalssubmittedfortheI70
EastViaductProject.
_______________________________________________
HermanStockinger
Secretary,BridgeEnterpriseBoardofDirectors
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4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Room 124B
Denver, CO 80222

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors

FROM:

Scott McDaniel, PE, Director of Project Support

DATE:

March 19, 2015

SUBJECT:

Appointment of Bridge Enterprise Director Resolution

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION:
With the departure of Mr. Donald Hunt as the Executive Director of CDOT and Director of Bridge Enterprise, a new
Bridge Enterprise Director must be appointed. Governor John Hickenlooper has appointed Mr. Shailen Bhatt as the
new CDOT Executive Director, and the CDOT Executive Director also serves as the Director of Bridge Enterprise.
The attached resolution officially appoints Mr. Shailen Bhatt as the new Bridge Enterprise Director.
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Resolution #BEAppointment of Bridge Enterprise Director
Approved by the Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors on:
WHEREAS, C.R.S. 43-4-805 creates the statewide Bridge Enterprise (Bridge
Enterprise) as a government-owned business within the Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT); and
WHEREAS, the business purpose of the Bridge Enterprise is to finance,
repair, reconstruct and replace bridges designated as structurally deficient or
functionally obsolete and rated as poor by CDOT; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to C.R.S. 43-4-805(2)(a)(I), the Bridge Enterprise
Board shall, with the consent of the CDOT Executive Director, appoint a
Bridge Enterprise Director to oversee the discharge of all responsibilities of
the Bridge Enterprise; and
WHEREAS, the Bridge Enterprise Director shall serve at the pleasure of the
Bridge Enterprise Board and shall possess such qualifications as established
by the Bridge Enterprise Board and the State Personnel Board; and
·
WHEREAS, the Director of the State Personnel Board has concurred with the
qualifications previously submitted by CDOT for the Bridge Enterprise
Director; and
WHEREAS, by virtue of the change in administrations and the departure of
Don Hunt as Executive Director of CDOT and as Director of the Bridge
Enterprise it is necessary to appoint a new Bridge Enterprise Director.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Bridge Enterprise Board of
Directors hereby appoints Shailen Bhatt as the Bridge Enterprise Director, and
acknowledges that Mr. Bhatt is also the Executive Director of CDOT.

Herman Stockinger
Secretary, Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors
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4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Room 124B
Denver, CO 80222

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors

FROM:

Scott McDaniel, PE, Director of Project Support

DATE:

March 19, 2015

SUBJECT:

March 2015 Bridge Enterprise Progress Report

PURPOSE
The Bridge Enterprise (BE) team has prepared a progress report presentation to update the Board members of
recent program initiatives, statistics and successes. No action from the Board is requested; this report is for
informational purposes only. Summarized below are the elements contained in the report:
PROGRAM SCHEDULE AND SPI:
The BE program schedule has been updated for work complete through February 2015. The February Schedule
Performance Index (SPI) = 0.90, 0.02 decrease from prior month (January SPI = 0.92). Note: Program Goal SPI ≥
0.90. As noted in previous presentations, a flux or stagnation in the index is expected as the remaining program
projects are in various stages and/or face significant obstacles, e.g. railroad or utilities issues.
Additional factors affecting the current SPI both positively and negatively are:
•
Over-performing projects
o 4 projects with $10.4M in combined Earned Value (EV) greater than planned
o Increases overall program SPI by 0.019; a decrease of 0.003 from prior month
•
Under-performing projects
o 13 Railroad projects with $44.6M in combined lost EV

Reduces overall program SPI calculation by 0.08; an increase of 0.01 from prior month
INITIATIVES AND RECENT ACTIVITY:
The BE team continues to collaborate with CDOT in managing, monitoring and reporting on the progress and
success of the program. Some recent program tasks and initiatives include:
•

OSA FASTER Performance Audit reporting and RFI responses

•

Guidance document updates

•

Quarterly reporting

•

Ongoing project coordination

•

Closeout and deprogramming funds from completed projects

•

100-Year bridge design

•

Programming of new projects for preconstruction

•

PMO coordination

4201 East Arkansas Ave., Denver, Colorado 80222-4206
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TOTAL PROGRAM FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE
Expenditure and encumbrance data through January 31, 2015 summarized below:
•

Projected Expenditures: Increased by $12.8 M or 2.2%

•

Actual Expenditures: Overall increased by $5.6 M or 1.2% | Bond increased by $5.5 M or 1.9%

•

Encumbrance Balance: Overall increased by $1.1 M or 0.8% | Bond decreased by ($4.8 M) or (28.4%)

STATUS OF FASTER ELIGIBLE BRIDGES
There are currently 183 bridges eligible for the BE program.
Completed
106
In Construction
Design Complete

21
2

In Design
Remaining

14
24

No Action Proposed

16

STATUS OF $300M BOND BRIDGES
There are currently 93 bridges in the BE bond program.
Completed
56
In Construction
Design Complete

21
2

In Design
No Action Proposed

13
1*

*deemed ineligible
STATUS OF 30 MOST DEFICIENT BRIDGES
• The CBE has completed 28 of the 30 bridges originally identified as the most deficient.
o Design/reconstruction for L-18-M (R2, I-25 N over Indiana Ave. Pueblo) expected by end of CY2015.
o The I-70 Viaduct will be the final original ‘30 worst’ bridge addressed.
(The report also contains the status of the 30 worst bridges based on 2014 ratings.)
DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE (DBE) PARTICIPATION
Monthly Report: FFY Monthly Report: FFY 2015 (10/1/14 – 1/31/15)
2 Prime Contracts Awarded

$22,434,000

36 Subcontracts Awarded

$3,607,100

19* Total DBE Contracts Awarded

$2,886,654

Overall DBE Participation on BE Contracts this Period

12.9%

*The 19 subcontracts went to 16 individual DBE firms.

[Attachment: March 2015 BE Progress Report Presentation]
4201 East Arkansas Ave., Denver, Colorado 80222-4206 P 303.757.9011 www.coloradodot.info/programs/BridgeEnterprise
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Colorado Bridge Enterprise
March 2015 Monthly Progress Report
Board of Directors Meeting
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Program Schedule
•

Program schedule updated for work complete through February 2015

•

February Schedule Performance Index (SPI) = 0.90; a DECREASE of 0.02
from prior month (January SPI = 0.92)

•

Over-performing projects
o 4 projects with $10.4M in combined Earned Value (EV) greater than
planned
o INCREASES overall program SPI by 0.019; a DECREASE of 0.003 from
prior month

•

Under-performing projects
o 13 Railroad projects with $44.6M in combined lost EV
 Reduces overall program SPI calculation by 0.08; an INCREASE of
0.01 from prior month
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3/19/2015

Program Schedule
Program SPI by Month
0.96

0.95
0.94
0.93
0.92

0.92

0.92

0.92

0.91

0.90

0.90
0.89

0.89

0.89

SEPT

OCT

0.88
0.87
NOV

DEC

JAN

FEB

Program Goal SPI ≥ 0.90
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3/19/2015

Program Initiatives & Recent Activity
CURRENT PROGRAM INITIATIVES:

• OSA FASTER Performance Audit reporting and RFI responses
• Guidance document updates
• Quarterly reporting

• Ongoing project coordination
• Closeout and deprogramming funds from completed projects
• 100-Year bridge design
• Programming of new projects for preconstruction
• PMO coordination
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3/19/2015

Program Initiatives & Recent Activity
RECENT PROJECT ACTIVITY
TO ADVERTISEMENT:
• Region 2, P-23-A, US 160 over Smith Canyon Tributary; Las Animas County
(with overlay project 19255/STA 160A-025)
TO CONSTRUCTION:
• Region 1, E-16-AA, US 287 over BNSF at 69th Avenue, Adams County (ntp)
•

Region 1, F-16-ER, US 6 over Garrison Street (Lakewood), Jefferson County

•

Region 2, L-27-S US 50 over Draw E of Lamar combined with L-28-C US 50
over BNSF E of Granada, Prowers County

INNOVATIVE PROJECT PROGRESS:
• Region 2, I-25 Bridges over Ilex and UPRR Design-Build, Notice-to-proceed
received 2/10/15.
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Total Program Financial Performance
Colorado Bridge Enterprise Total Program Performance
As of January 31, 2015
$700 M

Non-Bond
$596.8M

Bond-Only

$600 M

$500 M

$455.4 M

Changes from Previous Month

$287.8

Projected Expenditures
• Increased by $12.8 M or 2.2%

$400 M
$161.7

Actual Expenditures
• Overall increased by $5.6 M or 1.2%
• Bond increased by $5.5 M or 1.9%

$300 M

$200 M
$309.0

$137.0 M
$293.7

$100 M

Encumbrance Balance
• Overall increased by $1.1 M or 0.8%
• Bond decreased by -$4.8 M or -28.4%

$124.9
$12.1

$M
Projected Expenditures
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Status FASTER Eligible Bridges
Current 183 Eligible Bridges
106

2 14

21

24

16

Completed

February 183 Eligible Bridges - 1 Month ago

In Construction
Design Complete

106

3

19

15

24

16
In Design
Remaining

No Action Proposed

September 180 Eligible Bridges - 6 Months ago
105

0
Return to Agenda

50

15

6

16

100
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22

150

16
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Status $300M Bond Bridges
Current 93 Bridges
56

21

2

13

1*

Completed

October 93
February
93Bridges
Bridges- -11Month
Monthago
ago
In Construction

56

19

3

14

1*

Design Complete
In Design
Remaining

May 93 Bridges
September
93 Bridges
- 6 Months
- 6 Months
ago
ago
55

0

20

*One project was determined ineligible
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40

6

60
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16

1*

80

3/19/2015

Status of 30 Most Deficient Bridges
2014 Poor List Bridges
Worst 30 Status

Original 128 Bridges
Worst 30 Status

Complete

6

28

In Construction

8

0

Design Complete

0

0

In Design

8

2*

Remaining

8**

0

Total Addressed

30

30

*Design/reconstruction for L-18-M (R2, I-25 N over Indiana Ave. Pueblo) expected by end of CY2015.
The I-70 Viaduct will be the final original ‘30 worst’ bridge addressed.
**Remaining/Not Programmed
Bridge

Region

E-17-KR

1

DENVER

I 270 ML EBND over I 70 ML

E-17-EW

1

DENVER

I 70 ML EBND over UP RR; W of QUEBEC STREET

E-17-DF

1

DENVER

I 70 ML WBND over UP RR W of QUEBEC STREET

K-17-F

2

PUEBLO

SH 96 ML over RUSH CREEK

D-13-A

3

GRAND

US 34 ML over N FK COLORADO RIVER

F-10-L

3

EAGLE

I 70 ML EBND over US 6, RR, EAGLE RIVER

C-17-B

4

WELD

SH 60 ML over SOUTH PLATTE RIVER

N-11-C

5

RIO GRANDE

SH 112 ML over RIO GRANDE CANAL
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DBE Participation
State & FHWA-funded BE construction contracts continue to help CDOT
exceed its overall 10.25% DBE goal through the following achievements:
Monthly Report: FFY 2015 (10/1/14 – 1/31/15)
2 Prime Contracts Awarded

$22,434,000

36 Subcontracts Awarded

$3,607,100

19* Total DBE Contracts Awarded

$2,886,654

Overall DBE Participation on BE Contracts this Period

12.9%

*The 19 subcontracts went to 16 individual DBE firms.
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FASTER Q & A

Questions & Answers
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 6, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Director, Division of Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O)
SUBJECT: I-70 Winter Operations Year-to-Date Performance Overview
Purpose
To inform the Transportation Commision on the current efforts and performance of I-70 Winter
Operations between Vail and Golden.
Action
This is information only for the Commission.
Background
The winter of 2013-2014 experienced increased snowfall and multiple days with delays in excess of two
and three hours between Frisco and Eisenhower Tunnel. From May through October, the Division of
TSM&O and the Division of Highway Maintenance led an unprecedented effort with Region 1 and Region
3 staff to develop a Winter Operations plan for the 2015 winter season with the specific goals of of
improving safety, reducing closure time, and improving travel reliability.
Key focus areas of the Winter Operations Plan include Active Traffic Management (ATM), Winter Maintenance
Operations, and Commercial Vehicle Management. Improvements for the 2015 winter season include expanded
ramp metering and continuous flow metering, expanded Heavy Tow and Courtesy Patrol coverage, increased
staffing and equipment readiness for maintenance, and improved systems for implementation of the Chain
Law.
CDOT Maintenance Statewide has given to this effort by sending a supplemental crew of 20 snowplow drivers to
the corridor every week through winter. Additionally, mid-range snowplows were replaced with tandem
snowplows that are more appropriate and effective for operations in the mountain terrain. The Division of
TMS&O also hired new personnel to manage operations with an I-70 Corridor Operations Manager, a dedicated
employee to oversee all planning and execution of operational strategies, and an I-70 Highway Incident
Manager, to patrol Friday-Monday and assist with incident quick clearance and management of major closures,
and storm events.
Details
This winter has seen many successes as implementation of the Winter Operations Plan has helped to reduce
crashes, delays, and closure time. There have also been new challenges that have given CDOT staff the
opportunity to identify future operational projects and improvements to operational procedures.
Below is a summary of the progress of our top performance objectives. Objectives 1 and 2 are safety measures
that are through the end of January 2015 due to the lag time in obtaining crash records from law enforcement.
Objectives 3, 4, and 5 are current through March 1, 2015. A green traffic signal icon indicate that an objective
is measuring at or exceeding its target for the current year-to-date performance; a yellow traffic signal icon
indicates that an objective is below its target; but exceeding last winter’s year-to-date performance, and a red
traffic signal icon indicates an objective is below last winter’s year-to-date performance. Snowfall comparison
are also included to provide context for the performance comparison.

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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Snowfall Comparisons
Total Snowfall (inches)
Station
NOAA - Golden
NOAA - Evergreen
NOAA - Georgetown
NOAA - Dillon
NOAA - Vail
NOAA - Edwards

2013-14 YTD*

2014-15 YTD*

% Change

63.5
35.7
80.7
123.9
151.2
84

76.5
30.6
71.5
75.5
116.9
52.8

20.5%
-14.3%
-11.4%
-39.1%
-22.7%
-37.1%

Average
Median

-17.4%
-18.5%

*YTD data is from October 1st thru March 1st

Attachments
None

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 6, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Director, Division of Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O)
SUBJECT: TSM&O Planning for Interstate 25 Corridor Operations
Purpose
To inform the Transportation Commision on the current efforts related to TSM&O operations planning
on the Interstate 25 corridor in the Denver Metropolitan Region.
Action
This is information for the Commission.
Background
In a November 2011 study published by the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) the corridor within the Denver
Metropolitan Region was determined to be most congested roadway in Colorado. Additionally, the study
provided data for 328 corridors in metropolitan areas throughout the United States. The daily congestion seen
along the Interstate 25 corridor fell into the highest 33% of all corridors in the study and ranked as the most
unreliable freeway in the State.
Details
The Division of TSM&O and Region 1 is developing a plan to identify and implement projects and programs to
increase safety, mobility and reliability along the I-25 corridor. This plan will be developed with extensive
stakeholder input and consist of the following phases:
Phase IA: Data collection and current conditions assessment
o Detailed analysis of traffic data
o Safety assessments of crash
o First responder data
pattern locations
o Economic impact data
o Courtesy Patrol Lane Clearance
o Access management
Data
o Road user costs
o Bottleneck location identification
o TDM efforts by various agencies
and evaluations
o Customer satisfaction surveys
o Origin-destination studies
o Existing ITS infrastructure
o Maintenance operations
o Impacts of new managed lanes
Phase IB: Implement quick-win projects (ability to implement in less than a year)
o Enhanced Traffic Incident Management Staffing & Assets
o Ramp Meter Expansion and Enhancements
o Bottleneck Mitigation projects
o Safety Improvements
o Work Zone Management Improvements
o Improved Traffic Signal Coordination

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406
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o
o
o

Improved Traveler Information
Maintenance Operations (led by Division of Highway Maintenance)
Traffic Management Center enhancements for improved management

Phase IC: Develop Wildly Important Goal and Lead-Lag measures using 4DX system
o Identify lowest performing I-25 segments with highest opportunity for improvement
o Focus efforts and investment to address the problems that most effect the wildly important
goal
Phase IIA: Develop plans and identify and prioritize projects
o Creation of a robust traffic model for the corridor
o Develop an Active Traffic Management architecture
o Develop safety improvement projects
o Further ramp meter expansion projects



Phase IIB: Implement long-term projects (ability to implement within 1 to 3 years)
Phase IIC: Performance measures to evaluate benefits of improvements and to identify changes to
congestion and safety

The Division of TSM&O will provide periodic updates to the Commission on the progress of this effort
throughout 2015.
Attachements
None

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 270, Denver, CO 80222-3406

Return to Agenda

P 303.757.9025

11 Information Only:Page 4 of 5

www.coloradodot.info

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222-3406

DATE: March 6, 2015
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Director, Division of Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O)
Subject: Connected Vehicle (CV) Pilot Program
Purpose
To inform the Transportation Commision on the current efforts of TSM&O in developing a
proposal for the USDOT Connected Vehicle Pilot Program.
Action
This is information for the Commission.
Background
USDOT through the Joint Program Office (JPO) is seeking Agencies participation in the Connected Vehicle
(CV) Pilot Program; CV is an advanced technology of wireless communications with the objectives of
improving safety, mobility and reliability.
 What is Connected Vehicle (CV)?
o The next generation of ITS which offers the most advanced technology for highways and
traffic systems to date (vehicle to vehicle communications – V2V)
Details
 Funding?
o Phase 1= 0 % match $1M grant; Phase 2 and 3 = estimated $10M @ 20% match
 Define the Scope of Work and each Phase duration
o Phase 1 represents the production of the Pilot’s architecture and Concept of Operations
o If CDOT’s proposal is accepted, Phase 1(Concept of Operations and Design) duration is
12 months starting September 2015 end September 2016
o Phase 2 (Design/Build) duration is 20 months starting January 2017 end August 2018
o Phase 3 (Operate and Maintain) duration is 18 months starting August 2018 end April 2020
 What is the location of the Pilot?
o CDOT TSM&O has selected the I-70 west corridor as our proposed Pilot site; MP 250 to MP
178 due to its unique challenges with safety, weather, and travel reliability.
 When did USDOT release the RFP for the Pilot and when is the response due?
o RFP released January 30, 2015, with our proposal submittal deadline of March 27, 2015.
 Describe the project:
o The CDOT CV Pilot Program must be a needs-based focus with the determination of needs
developed in collaboration with CDOT, the I-70 Corridor Coalition, DIA, Colorado Motor
Carriers Association, and public input.
o USDOT requires strict performance measures and performance evaluation, therefore,
CDOT is proposing to utilize its historical corridor data as the baseline.
o The CV Team shall be built of industry leading consultants and integrators and several
local firms currently under contract with CDOT
 CDOT objectives:
o The enhancement of existing traffic management systems
o CV creates “big” data that in turn improves operational planning and decision making
o CV eliminates the latency in advance traveler information systems (ATIS) through V2V
o Pre-warn drivers of upcoming hazards; black ice, rock falls, too fast for a curve, etc.
o Reduce crashes, in particular rear end and side swipes and resulting road closures
o Reduce delay through harmonization of the traffic flow and improved decision making
Attachments
None
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