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THE CHAIRWOMAN MAY ALTER THE ITEM SEQUENCE OR TIMES
Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are in CDOT HQ Auditorium
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 posted at http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportationcommission/meeting-agenda.html no less than 24 hours prior to the meeting. The
documents are in draft form and for information only until the Commission takes final
action.
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION WORKSHOPS
Wednesday, October 17, 2018
8:00 a.m. HPTE Retreat
10:00 a.m. HPTE Informational Meeting
10:30 a.m. HPTE Board Meeting
12:15 p.m. HPTE Board Adjournment
12:00 p.m. Optional lunch for Commissioners and HPTE Directors (Room 561)
1:00 p.m.

Right of Way Workshop (Jerad Esquibel)
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Pg. 4

1:30 p.m.

Budget Workshop (Jeff Sudmeier)

Pg. 16

2:00 p.m.

TC Program Reserve/Redistribution Allocation Workshop (Jeff Sudmeier)

Pg. 38

2:45 p.m.

CDOT Safety Programs Primer (Darrell Lingk, Ryan Rice, Charles Meyer)

Pg. 63

3:15 p.m.

Colorado Freight Plan (Debra Perkins-Smith and Tim Kirby)

Pg. 81

3:35 p.m.

Mobility Choice Blueprint Update (Debra Perkins-Smith)

Pg, 102

3:55 p.m.

FHWA Competitive Bridge Grant Program Progress Briefing (Matt Cirulli &
Mike Collins)

Pg. 117

4:15 p.m.

Managed Lanes Discussion (Amy Ford)

Pg. 173

4:45 p.m.

Technology Committee (Amy Ford)

5:00 p.m.

Adjournment

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING
Thursday, October 18, 2018
8:00 a.m.

Breakfast Meeting [Room 561]

9:30 a.m.

1. Call to Order, Roll Call

9:35 a.m.

2. Audience Participation; Subject Limit:
10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes

9:45 a.m.

3. Comments of Individual Commissioners

10:00 a.m. 4. Executive Director’s Report (Michael P. Lewis)
10:05 a.m. 5. Chief Engineer’s Report (Jerad Esquibel)
10:10 a.m. 6. HPTE Director’s Report (David Spector)
10:20 a.m. 7. FHWA Division Administrator Report (John Cater)
10:25 a.m. 8. STAC Report (Vincent Rogalski)
10:30 a.m. 9. Act on Consent Agenda
Pg. 205

TOP

a) Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of September 20,
2018 (Herman Stockinger)

Pg. 222

b) P.D. 4.0 Audit Division Policy (Frank Spinelli)

Pg. 232

c) Highway 263 Devolution to the City of Greeley (Johnny Olson)

Pg. 237

d) Approval of Updated Policy Directive 9.0 (Kyle Lester)
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Pg. 241

ROW

ROW

ROW

e) 2045 Statewide Plan Kickoff (Debra Perkins-Smith)
f) Discuss and Act on ROW Acquisition Authorization Requests
(Jerad Esquibel)
g) )Discuss and Act on ROW Settlement Authorization Requests
(Jerad Esquibel)

10:35 a.m. 11. Discuss and Act on ROW Condemnation Authorization Requests
(Jerad Esquibel)

Pg. 244 10:40

a.m. 12. Discuss and Act on 4th Budget Supplement of FY 2019
(Jeff Sudmeier)

Pg. 248

10:45 a.m. 13. Discuss and Act SB 267 Year 1 Projects (Jeff Sudmeier)

Pg. 252

10:50 a.m. 14. Recognition
Meagan Brown: ARTBA 2018 "Women's Future Industry Spotlight Award”
10:55 a.m. 15. Other Matters
11:00 a.m. 16. Adjournment

Pg. 254

12:00 p.m. 17. Efficiency and Accountability Committee (Andy Karsian)
The Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors meeting will begin immediately following the
adjournment of the Transportation Commission Meeting. Est. Start Time: 11:00 a.m.
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
11:00 a.m. 1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Audience Participation
• Subject Limit: 10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
3. Act on Consent Agenda
Pg. 256

Pg. 259

a) Resolution to Approve Regular Minutes from September 20, 2018
(Herman Stockinger)
4. Discuss and Act on 4th Bridge Enterprise Budget Supplement of
FY ‘19 (Jeff Sudmeier)
5. BE Annual Newsletter (Jerad Esquibel)

Adjournment
INFO ONLY
• PMO Informational Cash Balance Memo (Josh Laipply, Jeff Sudmeier & Jane Fisher)

Pg. 263
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2829 Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER (CFO)
OCTOBER 18, 2018
FY 2019-20 ANNUAL BUDGET

Purpose
This memorandum summarizes information to be discussed during the October Transportation Commission
(TC) budget workshop including the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget and FY 2019-20 Narrative Budget.
Action
The TC is being asked to review the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget (One Sheet) and the FY 2019-20
Proposed Budget Allocation Plan (Narrative Budget), and to provide feedback to the Department in
preparation for the approval of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Budget in November 2018. The TC will be asked
to adopt the final budget after revenue forecasts are updated in March 2019.
Background & Details
FY 2019-20 Decision Items
Beginning with the FY 2016-17 Annual Budget, the Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) moved to a
Work Plan Budget process, whereby each Division/Region within CDOT would submit their own budget
allocation plan. In FY 2017-18, DAF expanded this process to include all Division/Region Decision Items. In
accordance with Policy Directive (PD) 703.0, all decision item requests will be reviewed by the Executive
Management Team (EMT). Requests of $1 million or greater will be presented to the TC (if necessary) in
February 2019 for approval and placement into the FY 2019-20 Final Annual Budget. Requests for less than
$1 million will be considered for approval by the EMT. The results of decision items will be included in the
final budget for approval in March of 2019.
FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget
The FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget is included as Attachment A. The accompanying Proposed Budget
Allocation Plan (see https://www.codot.gov/business/budget/cdot-budget/draft-budget-documents/fy-201920-proposed-narrative-budget/view) contains current program description and funding detail supporting
the annual budget. The Narrative Budget will not be returned to the TC for further review and approval
unless the TC requests substantial changes.
The FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget is balanced, with all flexible revenue allocated. Revenues
specific to a program are considered inflexible (i.e., Fast Act and State mandated programs such as safety
education and Aeronautics) and have been automatically adjusted based on the FY 2019-20 Revenue
Forecast. Asset Management and Maintenance programs are funded according to the FY 2019-20 Asset
Management Planning Totals, approved by the TC in August 2016. All other program revenues are
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considered flexible and are estimated based on the FY 2018-19 budget amounts as adopted by the TC in
March 2018 (and amended in August 2018).
Changes to the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget since the initial draft presented to the TC in
September are detailed below. Changes presented this month are technical changes that involve either
updates to Budget Program names or changes to how allocated funds are broken out within the budget.
•

•

•

•

Maintenance Levels of Service (MLOS) (Lines 3-12): As part of CDOT’s agreement with Plenary on US
36, CDOT makes monthly payments for maintenance performed by Plenary on the General Purpose
lanes on the US 36 corridor. Over the last few years, this amount has been taken “off the top” of
MLOS. This amount ($2.3 million) has now been broken out separately on Line 12, with each of the
other Maintenance Program Areas (MPAs) reduced so that the total MLOS amount of $265.7 million
remains unchanged. Depending on an updated revenue forecast, decision items, and Common Policy
changes, staff may return to the TC prior to approval of the FY 2019-20 Final Annual Budget with a
recommendation to increase MLOS funding by $2.3 million so that going forward this cost is not borne
by the other MPAs.
Mobility Operations (Lines 40-42): The Division of Transportation Systems Management and
Operations (TSMO) recently rebranded as “Mobility Operations.” As such, lines 40-42 have been
updated to recognize the new name. As described last month, two separate budget programs –
Congestion Relief and Traffic Incident Management, have been combined into a single budget
program named “Real Time Operations.”
ITS Asset Management (Line 42): The ITS Asset Management budget program has in past years
included certain ITS costs (i.e. staff salaries, etc.) in the ITS Asset Management budget which are not
associated directly with ITS maintenance activities (i.e. on the ground staff costs) or capital
replacement. In order to more accurately reflect the amount going exclusively to ITS maintenance,
these costs have been separated out and added to the Maintenance Operations program described
below. $8 million has been moved from ITS Asset Management to Maintenance Operations. The total
amount dedicated to these activities has not changed.
Department Operations and Maintenance Operations (Lines 71-72): Operations (including
maintenance support) has been broken into two different Budget Programs, Department Operations
and Maintenance Operations, in order to provide greater visibility between the budget allocated to
maintenance support activities and other operations activities. Maintenance Operations includes
support costs for the Division of Highway Maintenance, and for ITS Maintenance. Department
Operations include other support functions such as standards and specifications, materials testing,
training, engineering estimates, etc. The total of these two programs is $8 million higher than the
single Operations budget program in the Proposed budget presented in September, reflecting the
previously described shift of $8 million from ITS Asset Management to Maintenance Operations.

The September TC workshop included discussion relating to asset management, including how funding
levels for “core” asset management programs have remained relatively static for the last several years.
Attachment C provides some additional information to inform this discussion, including a comparison of
the FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 budgets to the Proposed FY 2019-20 Annual Budget. While this information
does show slight increases in funding going to Transportation Operations (i.e. ITS, RoadX, Real Time
Traffic Operations, etc.) and to Administration/Department Operations, the majority of revenue growth
over the last three years has gone to inflexible pass-through programs or to debt service associated with
SB 17-267. Attachment C also provides several options for the Commission to consider relating to funding
for asset management in FY 2019-20. Options include:
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•
•

•

•

Making no changes to current allocations
Allocating up to $11.5 million currently budgeted to TC Program Reserve to Asset
Management.
o If this option is preferred, staff recommends waiting until the budget is finalized in
February to consider this change further. This will keep these funds “flexible” to
increase or decrease based on Decision Items, updated revenue forecasts, changes in
Common Policy, or changes to SB 17-267 debt service based on the November election.
Allocating up to $22.4 million currently budgeted to ADA Compliance to Asset Management.
o If this option is preferred, staff will look to alternate sources to fund ADA Compliance in
FY 2020, including TC Program Reserve, the FY 2020 SB 1 transfer, or proceeds from a
ballot initiative, if successful.
Decreasing allocations to other flexible programs, and reallocating to Asset Management.

In addition to any direction provided by the Commission with respect to the above, or other changes
directed by the Commission, the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget provided in November for approval
may also include changes relating to Common Policy updates from the Governor’s Office and/or changes
to SB 17-267 based on the November election.
Options
1.
2.

3.

Direct staff to return in November for approval of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget,
without changes. Revisit the allocation of TC Program Reserve in February.
Direct staff to return in November for approval of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget,
with an additional allocation to Asset Management programs based on Commission direction
to reduce allocations to other programs (TC Program Reserve, ADA Compliance, or other
flexible programs)
Direct staff to return in November for approval of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget
with other changes.

Next Steps
In November 2018, DAF will:
•
Update Administration (line 74) based on Common Policy updates provided by the Governor’s
Office. This update may alter other line items, including Department Operations (line 70)
and TC Program Reserve (line 122).
•
Provide the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget for TC approval, including changes related
to topics discussed during October.
•
Ask the TC for adoption of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget for submission to the
Office of State Planning and Budget (OSPB) on or before December 15, 2018.
Attachments
Attachment A – FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget (One Sheet)
Attachment B - Presentation
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Colorado Department of Transportation
Attachment A: FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget
CDOT
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
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

44
47
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134

Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We Have

Directed By

FY 2018-19 Budget

Variance

FY 2019-20 Budget

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
Toll Corridor General Purpose Lanes

TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC
TC

37,487,230
25,002,562
10,964,746
6,311,352
6,141,692
81,365,315
67,177,234
17,761,243
18,211,358
2,377,268

36,511,573
24,351,835
10,679,373
6,147,090
5,981,845
79,247,670
65,428,853
17,298,982
17,737,382
2,315,396

(975,657)
(650,727)
(285,373)
(164,262)
(159,847)
(2,117,645)
(1,748,381)
(462,261)
(473,976)
(61,872)

-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%
-3%

272,800,000

265,700,000

(7,100,000)

-3%

313,682,698
47,589,367
9,450,000
8,400,000
43,054,370
3,395,698
2,167,154
17,810,758
67,360,121
6,500,000

222,000,000
46,620,000
10,010,000
9,700,000
43,939,531
3,466,442
2,167,154
16,072,823
69,940,120
6,500,000

(91,682,698)
(969,367)
560,000
1,300,000
885,161
70,744
(1,737,935)
2,579,999
-

-29%
-2%
6%
15%
2%
2%
0%
-10%
4%
0%

519,410,166

430,416,070

(88,994,096)

-17%

TC
TC
TC

26,800,000
3,028,000
20,200,000

22,100,000
3,028,000
17,600,000

(4,700,000)
(2,600,000)

50,028,000

42,728,000

Total:

842,238,166

738,844,070

TC
TC
TC

2,794,487
10,552,288
23,500,000

2,794,487
10,552,288
21,200,000

(2,300,000)

Contracted Out Work
Surface Treatment /1
Structures On-System Construction /1
Structures Inspection and Management /1
Geohazards Mitigation /1
Highway Safety Improvement Program
Railway-Highway Crossings Program
Hot Spots
Traffic Signals /1
FASTER - Safety Projects
Permanent Water Quality Mitigation

TC
TC
TC
TC
FR
FR
TC
TC
TC
TC

FHWA/ SH/ 09-108: $0.98M/ SB 18-001
FHWA/ SH/ 09-108: $16.12M/ SB 18-001
SH
09-108: $10.3M
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA / SH
FHWA/ SH/ 09-108: $12.6M/ SB 18-001
09-108
FHWA / SH

Capital Expenditure
Road Equipment /1
Capitalized Operating Equipment
Property /1

-18% SH
0% SH
-13% SH

(7,300,000)

-15%

(103,394,096)

-12%

Maximize - Safely Making the Most of What We Have
CDOT Performed Work
Mobility Operations: Planning, Performance, and Programs
Mobility Operations: Real-Time Operations
Mobility Operations: ITS Asset Management

0% SH
0% SH
-10% SH

36,846,775

34,546,775

(2,300,000)

Comb

11,203,720
950,000
9,543,720
710,000

11,888,720
950,000
10,008,720
930,000

Regional Priority Program
ROADX
ADA Compliance

TC
TC

48,677,000
12,096,525
5,000,000

48,375,000
12,096,525
22,400,000

685,000
6% NHTSA / SSE
0%
465,000
5%
220,000
31%
#DIV/0!
(302,000)
-1% FHWA / SH
0% FHWA / SH
17,400,000
348% FHWA / SH/ SB 18-001

-6%

76,977,245

94,760,245

17,783,000

Mobility Operations: ITS Investments

TC

10,000,000

10,000,000

-

0% FHWA / SH

10,000,000

10,000,000

-

0%

123,824,020

139,307,020

Contracted Out Work
Safety Education
Office of Communications
Office of Transportation Safety
Mobility Operations

23%

Capital Expenditure

Total:

15,483,000

13%

Expand - Increasing Capacity
CDOT Performed Work
-

-

-

0%

Contracted Out Work
Strategic Projects
National Freight Program

SL
FR

583,500,000
20,791,883

555,000,000
23,102,092

(28,500,000)
2,310,209

-5% SB 17-267/ SB 18-001
11% FHWA/SH

604,291,883

578,102,092

(26,189,791)

-4%

Total:

604,291,883

578,102,092

(26,189,791)

-4%

TC
TC
TC
FR
SL
TC

32,230,682

23,736,229
16,494,453
2,605,000
14,533,590
35,845,120
5,169,500

(8,494,453)
16,494,453
341,216
-

Deliver - Program Delivery/Administration
Department Operations
Maintenance Operations
Projects Initiatives
DTD Planning and Research - SPR
Administration (Appropriated)
HPTE FEE for Service

2,605,000
14,192,374
35,845,120
5,169,500

Total:

125%
0%
2%
0%
0%

90,042,676

98,383,892

8,341,216

9%

90,042,676

98,383,892

8,341,216

9%

SH
FHWA/SH
FHWA/SH
SH
SH

Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal Grants
Aeronautics
Division of Aeronautics to Airports
Division of Aeronautics Administration

AB
AB

Recreational Trails
Safe Routes to School /2
Transportation Alternatives Program /2
STP-Metro /2
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality /2
Metropolitan Planning /2
Bridge-Off System - TC Directed /2
Bridge-Off System - Federal Program /2

FR
TC
FR
FR
FR
FR
TC
FR

Federal Transit /2
Strategic Projects - Transit
Multimodal Transportation Options Fund
Southwest Chief and Front Range Rail Commission
Transit and Rail Local Grants
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants
Bustang
Outrider Rural Regional Opps
Transit Administration and Operations

FR
SL

SL
TC
TC
TC
TC

Infrastructure Bank

TC

24,235,195
1,264,805
25,500,000

29,483,195
1,264,805
30,748,000

5,248,000
-

22% SA
0% SA

5,248,000

21%

1,591,652
2,500,000
12,319,571
54,037,405
50,313,066
8,421,886
3,164,139
6,245,256

1,591,652
3,125,000
12,292,436
54,767,363
50,196,268
8,568,424
3,164,139
6,245,258

625,000
(27,135)
729,958
(116,798)
146,538
2

0%
25%
0%
1%
0%
2%
0%
0%

138,592,975

139,950,540

1,357,565

1%

38,924,000
38,000,000
71,750,000
2,500,000
5,000,000
3,000,000
5,200,000
2,500,000
1,000,000

39,266,000
50,000,000
22,500,000
5,000,000
3,000,000
5,200,000
2,500,000
1,000,000

342,000
12,000,000
(49,250,000)
(2,500,000)
-

1%
32%
-69%
-100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

167,874,000

128,466,000

(39,408,000)

-23%

Highway
FHWA
FHWA/LOC
FHWA/LOC - LOC = $2.5m
FHWA/LOC - LOC = $9.4m
FHWA/LOC - LOC = $8.6m
FHWA/FTA/LOC - LOC = $1.5m
FHWA/FSH/LOC - LOC = $0.63m
FHWA/FSH/LOC - LOC = $1.2m

Transit

TOP

FTA/LOC - LOC = $13.7m
SB 17-267
SB 18-001
SB 18-001
09-108
09-108
09-108
09-108

Infrastructure Bank

Total:

400,000

400,000

-

0% SIB

400,000

400,000

-

0%

332,366,975

299,564,540

(32,802,435)

-10%

Transportation Commission Contingency/Debt Service
Permanent Recovery
Permanent Recovery

-

-

-

#DIV/0! FHWA
-

#DIV/0!

Contingency
TC Contingency
TC Program Reserve
Snow & Ice Reserve

TC
TC
TC

759,009
10,000,000

Senate Bill 267 - Debt Service
Certificates of Participation - Property
Certificates of Participation - HQ/R2/R4
Certificates of Participation - Energy

DS
DS
DS
DS

28,500,000
2,361,784
9,368,100
1,046,627

10,759,009

15,000,000
11,536,834
10,000,000
36,536,834

15,000,000
10,777,825
-

#DIV/0! FHWA / SH
1420% FHWA / SH
0% SH

25,777,825

240%

Debt Service
50,000,000
2,361,544
9,369,650
1,045,263

21,500,000
(240)
1,550
(1,364)

75% FHWA / SH
0% SH
0%
0% SH

41,276,511

62,776,457

21,499,946

52%

Total:

52,035,520
2,044,799,240

99,313,291
1,953,514,905

47,277,771
(91,284,335)

91%
-4%

Revenue

2,044,799,240

1,953,514,905

(91,284,335)

-4%

Flexible Funds
/1 FASTER Safety funds ($40.0M) were substituted for flexible funds in appropriate Asset Management Programs.
/2 Includes local match

(0)
Key to acronyms:
LOC=Local Matching Funds

DS= Debt Service Covenants

SH=State Highway funding

SL=State Legislation SA-State Aviation

SIB=St. Infrastructure Bank Interest

AB=Aeronautics Board

FHWA=Federal Highway Administration

Comb=Combination
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State Bridge Enterprise
Attachment A: FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget
State Bridge
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
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We Have

Program Area

Directed By

FY 2018-19 Budget

FY 2019-20 Budget

Variance

Funding Source

CDOT Performed Work
Maintenance
Support Services
Bridge Preservation

BEB
BEB

300,000
350,000
100,000

300,000
350,000
100,000

-

09-108
09-108

750,000

750,000

95,596,000
95,596,000

97,496,000
97,496,000

96,346,000

98,246,000

1,900,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,660,000

1,660,000

1,660,000

1,660,000

-

1,660,000

1,660,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

18,234,000

18,234,000

18,234,000

18,234,000

-

18,234,000
116,240,000

18,234,000
118,140,000

1,900,000

116,240,000

118,140,000

1,900,000

-

Contracted Out Work
Bridge Enterprise Projects

BEB

Total:

1,900,000 09-108
1,900,000

Maximize - Safely Making the Most of What We Have
CDOT Performed Work

Contracted Out Work

Total:
Expand - Increasing Capacity
CDOT Performed Work

Contracted Out Work

-

Total:

-

Deliver - Program Delivery/Administration
Administration and Legal Fees

Total:

-

09-108

Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal Grants
Highway

Total:
Bridge Enterprise Contingency / Debt Service
Contingency
Contingency

BEB

09-108

Debt Service
Debt Service

BEB

Total:

Revenue

-

FHWA/SH

Key to acronyms:
BEB= Bridge Enterprise Board

DS= Debt Service Covenants

High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Attachment A: FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget
HPTE
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
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

Budget Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We Have

Program Area

Directed By

FY 2018-19 Budget

FY 2019-20 Budget

Funding Source

Variance

CDOT Performed Work
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

10,942,648

11,342,648

10,942,648

11,342,648

400,000

10,942,648

11,342,648

400,000

5,194,500

5,194,500

5,194,500

5,194,500

-

Total:

5,194,500

5,194,500

-

Total:

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

- Fee for Service

16,137,148

16,537,148

400,000

16,137,148

16,537,148

400,000

Contracted Out Work

Total:
Maximize - Safely Making the Most of What We Have
CDOT Performed Work

Contracted Out Work
Property
Total:
Expand - Increasing Capacity
CDOT Performed Work
Maintenance

HPTEB

Tolls/Managed Lanes Revenue

Contracted Out Work
Express Lanes Operations

HPTEB

Total:

400,000 Tolls/Managed Lanes Revenue

Deliver - Program Delivery/Administration
Administration and Legal Fees

TOP

-

Fee for Service

Pass-Through Funds/Multi-modal Grants
Highway

HPTE Contingency / Debt Service
Contingency
Debt Service

Total:

Key to acronyms:

Revenue

HPTEB=High Performance Transportation Enterprise Board

HPTE Fee For Service Allocation Adjustment

(5,169,500)

(5,169,500)

-

Total Consolidated Allocations
Total Consolidated Revenue

2,172,006,888
2,172,006,888

2,083,022,553
2,083,022,553

(88,984,335)
(88,984,335)
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CDOT Budget FY 2018 - FY 2020
$1,400,000,000

General Fund Transfers / Permanent Recovery
FY 18
• $129.5 M Permanent Recovery
• $79 M SB 228
FY 19
• $380 M SB 17-267
• $346.5 M SB 18-001
• $74.25 M SB 18-001 (Multimodal)
FY 20
• $500 M SB 17-267
• $105 M SB 18-001

$1,200,000,000

$1,000,000,000

$800,000,000

$600,000,000

$400,000,000

$200,000,000

$-

Construction

Maintenance

Transportation Operations
FY 18

Pass-Through/Multimodal
FY 19

Admin/Dept Operations

Debt Service

Other Programs

FY 20
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$700,000,000

$20 M additional Asset
Management allocation in
FY 18 and reduction in
ADA funding in FY 19

CDOT Base Budget* FY 2018 - FY 2020

Restoration of ADA
funding in FY 20

$600,000,000

$500,000,000
Year to year fluctuation
between Construction and
Maintenance through Asset
Management budget
setting process

$400,000,000

Growth in aeronautics revenue and
increase in federal transit
apportionments

$300,000,000

Reduction to Program Reserve
allocation in FY 19
$200,000,000

Common Policy increases in FY 19

$6 M increase in TSMO base funding in
FY 19 and increase in ITS Asset
Management allocation in FY 20

Assumption of SB 267 debt service
in FY 19 and increase in FY 20

$100,000,000

$-

Construction

Maintenance

Transportation Operations
FY 18 Base

Pass-Through/Multimodal
FY 19 Base

Admin/Dept Operations

Debt Service

Other Programs

FY 20 Base

11and
ofPermanent
265 Recovery
*Excluding SB 1, SBPage
228, SB 267,

$700,000,000

$20 M additional Asset
Management allocation in
FY 18 and reduction in
ADA funding in FY 19

CDOT Base Budget* FY 2018 - FY 2020

Restoration of ADA
funding in FY 20

Over last three budget years,
majority of revenue growth has
gone to inflexible pass-through
programs or to debt service, with
much smaller increases to
Transportation Operations and
Admin/Dept Operations (driven by
Common Policy increases)

$600,000,000

$500,000,000
Year to year fluctuation
between Construction and
Maintenance through Asset
Management budget
setting process

$400,000,000

Growth in aeronautics revenue and
increase in federal transit
apportionments

$300,000,000

Reduction to Program Reserve
allocation in FY 19
$200,000,000

Common Policy increases in FY 19

$6 M increase in TSMO base funding in
FY 19 and increase in ITS Asset
Management allocation in FY 20

Assumption of SB 267 debt service
in FY 19 and increase in FY 20

$100,000,000

$-

Construction

Maintenance

Transportation Operations
FY 18 Base

Pass-Through/Multimodal
FY 19 Base

Admin/Dept Operations

Debt Service

Other Programs

FY 20 Base

12and
ofPermanent
265 Recovery
*Excluding SB 1, SBPage
228, SB 267,

$600,000,000

$400,000,000

Maintenance
Surface Treatment
Structures Construction
Bridge
Culverts
Walls
Tunnels
Geohazards Mitigation
Traffic Signals
Road Equipment
Property
TSMO: ITS Maintenance

$200,000,000

$0

Asset Management Programs –
Based on Performance Objectives
and Budget Setting Process (46%)*

Structures Inspection
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
Railway-Highway Crossing Program
FASTER Safety
Permanent Water Quality
Safety Education
ADA Compliance
National Highway Freight Program
State Planning and Research
Aeronautics Grants
Recreational Trails
Transportation Alternatives
STP-Metro
CMAQ
Metro Planning
Bridge Off-System (Federal)
Federal Transit
FASTER Transit (Local Transit Grants)
Debt Service
Express Lanes Operations

Mandated Programs – Based on
forecasted revenues or commitment
amount (40%)*

Hot Spots
Capitalized Operating Equipment
TSMO: Performance Programs and Services
TSMO: Traffic Incident Management
TSMO: Congestion Relief
Regional Priority Program
RoadX
TSMO: ITS Investments
Operations
Project Initiatives
Administration
HPTE Fee for Service/HPTE Admin and Legal
Aeronautics Administration
Safe Routes to School
Bridge Off-System (TC Directed)
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants
Bustang
Outrider Rural Regional Operations
Transit Administration and Operations
Infrastructure Bank
TC Contingency/Reserve
Bridge Enterprise Admin and Legal

Non-Asset Management Flexible
Programs – Based on Work Plan Budget
Process, Decision Items, JBC Figure
Setting, and TC priorities (14%)*
Page
13 of 265
*Excluding
SB 1 and SB 267

$600,000,000

$400,000,000

Maintenance
Surface Treatment
Structures Construction
Bridge
Culverts
Walls
Tunnels
Geohazards Mitigation
Traffic Signals
Road Equipment
Property
TSMO: ITS Maintenance

To increase here, decrease here

Asset Management Programs –
Based on Performance Objectives
and Budget Setting Process (46%)*

Mandated Programs – Based on
forecasted revenues or commitment
amount (40%)*

$200,000,000

$0

Structures Inspection
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
Railway-Highway Crossing Program
FASTER Safety
Permanent Water Quality
Safety Education
ADA Compliance
National Highway Freight Program
State Planning and Research
Aeronautics Grants
Recreational Trails
Transportation Alternatives
STP-Metro
CMAQ
Metro Planning
Bridge Off-System (Federal)
Federal Transit
FASTER Transit (Local Transit Grants)
Debt Service
Express Lanes Operations

Hot Spots
Capitalized Operating Equipment
TSMO: Performance Programs and Services
TSMO: Traffic Incident Management
TSMO: Congestion Relief
Regional Priority Program
RoadX
TSMO: ITS Investments
Operations
Project Initiatives
Administration-2.4%
HPTE Fee for Service/HPTE Admin and Legal
Aeronautics Administration
Safe Routes to School
Bridge Off-System (TC Directed)
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants
Bustang
Outrider Rural Regional Operations
Transit Administration and Operations
Infrastructure Bank
TC Contingency/Reserve
Bridge Enterprise Admin and Legal

Non-Asset Management Flexible
Programs – Based on Work Plan Budget
Process, Decision Items, JBC Figure
Setting, and TC priorities (14%)*
Page
14 of 265
*Excluding
SB 1 and SB 267

Options for Discussion
•Allocate ~$11.5 M allocated to TC Program Reserve to Asset Management
• Would leave no “cushion” for Common Policy increases, Decision Items, change to SB 267 debt service, etc. later in
the budget cycle
• May be able to “wait and see” and allocate whatever is not needed for above in February

•Allocate some or all of the $22.4 M currently allocated to ADA Compliance to Asset Management now and
fund FY 20 ADA Compliance out of Program Reserve at a later date.
• Consistent with approach in FY 19 of funding ADA Compliance from other sources

•Decrease funding to one of the other identified programs, increase funding for Asset Management
Page 15 of 265

`

2829 West Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER (CFO)
OCTOBER 17, 2018
FY 2017-18 REVENUE RECONCILIATION / ALLOCATION OF PROGRAM RESERVE FUNDS

Purpose
This memorandum summarizes the Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18 revenue reconciliation, the resultant Transportation
Commission (TC) Program Reserve Fund balance, and options for the allocation of funds.
Action
No action is requested this month. Staff requests TC direction on options relating to the allocation of TC Program
Reserve funds, including additional funds resulting from FY 2017-18 revenue reconciliation and FHWA redistribution.
Background & Details
At the close of each fiscal year, DAF compares the forecasted revenues to the actual revenues and presents to the TC
for review and further action.
FY 2017-18 Revenue Reconciliation
Attachment A details the reconciliation of forecasted to actual revenues for FY 2017-18. Highlights include:
•

CDOT had estimated revenues for the FY 2017-18 budget of $1.554 billion and received actual revenues,
including additional federal obligation authority (FY 2017-18 redistribution), in the amount of $1.69
billion. The surplus is primarily due to federal redistribution, an additional allocation of federal Surface
Transportation Black Grant (STBG) funding included in the FY 2017-18 appropriation act passed in March,
and higher than forecasted local contributions to Bridge Enterprise (BE) projects.
o
o
o
o

o

TOP

HUTF revenues were $9.9 million higher than forecasted in the FY 2017-18 Annual Budget,
totaling $469 million.
Aeronautics revenue was higher than anticipated, totaling $29.1 million in FY 2017-18, an
increase of $6.4 million from the FY 2017-18 Annual Budget.
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) revenue was $11.2 million lower than forecasted, with
federal funds, excluding additional federal obligation authority, totaling $545.3 million.
FHWA Redistribution - CDOT is eligible to receive an increase in federal obligation authority
through the annual Federal Redistribution process. The amount available to states varies each
year. For FY2016-17, CDOT received $44.9 million. CDOT has received a new record amount of
$69.6 million for FY 2017-18 (see Attachment B for more information).
FHWA STBG Supplemental Allocation – The FY 2017-2019 appropriations act included a
supplemental allocation of STBG funding. For Colorado, this totaled $27 million, with $17.9
million of that flexible and $9.1 million passed through via the STP-Metro program.
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•

•

The Colorado Bridge Enterprise estimated revenues for the FY 2017-18 of $112.2 million, and received
actual revenue in the amount of $141.1 million, creating a surplus of $28.8 million. The majority of this
amount is due to the receipt of $24.9 million from Kiewit Meridiam Partners as part of the closing on the
Central 70 project.
The Colorado High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) estimated revenues for FY 2017-18 of
$18.7 million, and received actual revenues in the amount of $17.2 million, a difference of $1.46 million.
The main factor behind the difference was that Tolling Revenues and related fees/fines came in lower
than expected, totaling $9.3 million for the year. A mid-year Fee for Service increase, miscellaneous
charges and project revenue helped to offset the decrease in toll revenue.

CDOT Unused Cost Center Funds
At the end of each fiscal year, DAF reviews cost center budgets to determine the total amount of unspent
funds, if any. Per Policy Directive (PD) 703, some cost centers rollforward automatically, for others a request
can be made to rollforward, which requires either Executive Management or TC approval (if greater than $1
million). Cost center balances that are not rolled forward are transferred into the TC Program Reserve. For FY
2017-18, the total amount of unspent funds transferred to TC Program Reserve was $3,521,141.
TC Program Reserve Reconciliation
The TC Program Reserve shows a projected balance of $144.4 million for the beginning of October 2018. Table
1 (below) reflects changes to the Program Reserve balance as a result of the FY 2017-18 revenue
reconciliation and reconciliation of unused cost center funds. Reconciled revenues that result in transfers to
Program Reserve are highlighted in grey in Attachment A. Other revenues not resulting in a transfer to
Program Reserve are those revenues dedicated to specific programs (i.e. non-flexible), which are carried
forward and reconciled within that particular program. Reconciled revenues transferred to Program Reserve
include:
•
•
•
•

TOP

FY
FY
FY
FY

2017-18
2017-18
2017-18
2017-18

Highway Users Tax Fund Revenue Reconciliation - $9.9 million
CDOT Miscellaneous Revenue – ($4.0 million)
FHWA – Flexible – ($9.4 million)
FHWA Redistribution – $69.6 million
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Options for the Allocation of TC Program Reserve Funds
The projected October 2018 ending TC Program Reserve balance, reflecting the additions associated with
revenue reconciliation including federal redistribution, and return of unused cost center balances, totals $214
million. Attachment C details some options available for the Commission to consider in allocating these funds
and drawing the Program Reserve balance down to a target level. Staff recommends maintaining a balance of
approximately $60 million to accommodate anticipated TC Program Reserve requests in the next year.
Potential requests include matching funds for federal grants, ADA Compliance, and additional costs associated
with the Union Pacific Railroad settlement, agreed to by the Commission in July 2017.
Previously Planned “Draws”
Staff recommends that the Commission approve three previously planned “draws” on Program Reserve, which
have been identified as forecasted expenditures on the monthly Program Reserve balance included in monthly
Budget Supplements. Each of these items were previously approved for funding by the Commission, but have
not yet been allocated from the Program Reserve balance. These include:
•
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Right of Way (ROW) Settlement - $33.4 million
o Remaining amount of previously approved payment to UPRR of $34.9 million, to be utilized
for siding extensions/improvements in order to offset the mobility impacts due to the close
proximity of US 85 within the UPRR ROW.
•
FY 2019 MS4 Water Quality Requirements - $3.35 million
o Remaining portion of one-time costs associated with diagnostic cleaning of Permanent Water
Quality Facilities, identified as part of EPA Audit, and previously approved by TC in August
2017.
•
FY 2019 ADA Compliance Program - $15 million
o Remaining FY 2019 ADA Compliance commitment. The TC approved $5 million of SB 18-001
funding for ADA Compliance in July, leaving $15 million of the planned FY 2019 ADA
Compliance amount remaining.
Additionally, staff recommends allocating $11.7 million to the TC Contingency in order to bring the TC
Contingency back up to the target balance of $40 million, previously established by the Commission as the
targeted beginning of Fiscal Year balance.
Other Existing Commitments
Staff recommends that the Commission approve three other existing commitments. Although these have not
been previously identified as planned “draws” on Program Reserve, each reflect existing commitments of the
Department for which funding is needed. These include:
•
MASH Safety Hardware Compliance - $25.0 million
o Funding needed to help address compliance with new Manual Assessment of Safety Hardware
(MASH) roadside safety hardware (guardrail, cable barrier, concrete barrier, sign crash
worthiness, crash cushions) standards, which were adopted by FHWA and AASHTO in 2017.
The reason for the change to the new standard is due to the increased size of the current
vehicle fleet and increased understanding of safety performance vehicle populations (vehicle
height/size/weight changes) on the roadway resulting in height increase of MASH roadside
safety hardware. CDOT is committed to the implementation of MASH roadside safety
hardware on state highways and the national highway system. This funding will allow CDOT
to prioritize corridors and locations statewide and accelerate the transition to the new
standards.

TOP
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•

•

FY 2019 Surface Treatment - $16.7 million
o Funding needed to complete restoration of asset management funding levels from reduced
levels resulting from advancement of FY 2019 program under RAMP. The TC approved the
allocation of $100 million of SB 18-001 funds to Asset Management in July, which addressed
the majority of the restoration of funding, but left a shortfall of $16.7 million.
FY 2019 Toll Corridor GP Lane Maintenance Agreement - $1.8 million
o Funding needed to address shortfall in Maintenance funding for maintenance agreement on
US 36. CDOT makes monthly payments for maintenance performed by Plenary on the General
Purpose lanes on the US 36 corridor. The FY 2019 budget for maintenance did not reflect a
planned increase in monthly payments, resulting in a shortfall.

Additional Allocation Options
If the Commission concurs with a target ending balance of $60 million, and allocating funds to previously
planned draws totaling $63.5 million, and other existing commitments of $43.5 million, approximately $47
million remains available to allocate to other needs. These additional allocation options have been identified
as priorities by the Executive Management Team and presented in Attachment C in four different categories:
•
Maintenance
•
Asset Management / Construction
•
Advanced Mobility/Mobility Operations
•
Project/Program Development and Other Needs
Attachment D provides a narrative description of each, which total approximately $111 million in need as
compared to roughly $47 million available. Although each of these are priority needs, recognizing the limited
amount of funding available, the Executive Management Team reviewed and identified from these options a
staff recommendation. The staff recommendation includes:
•
Striping - $8.75 million
o Funding will provide for the replacement of aged and outdated striping, improving the
overall life-cycle age of the system and performance condition of striping, and helping the
regions to implement recent statewide striping best practices.
•
Rest Area Rehabilitation - $5 million
o Funding will address some of the most critical needs associated from an estimated $28
million in rest area rehabilitation needs, including waste water upgrades at the Vail Pass and
Pueblo Rest Areas.
•
Noise Walls - $5 million
o Funding will be used to address high priority noise wall needs. CDOT recently completed a
noise wall inventory. In recent years, most wall funding went to retaining walls. Funding will
accelerate efforts to address some of the most deficient noise walls as the noise wall
program develops.
•
Statewide Asset Data Collection/LIDAR - $3.25 million
o Funding will be used to inventory and assess condition of ancillary assets, and on the initial
deployment of a statewide LIDAR data collection project to support 3-D modeling,
engineering design, traffic safety assessments, and permit compliance.
•
Panasonic Connected/Autonomous Vehicle Partnership - $20 million
o Funding will fully pay for the FY 19 Phase III (of V) if the Panasonic Data Ecosystem. This
phase will deliver up to 1,700 connected vehicles along the I-70 corridor, quarterly software
updates and rerouting, construction alerts, dynamic weather alerts, along with other basic
safety message including crash notification, queue warnings, variable speeds.

TOP
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•

811 Utility Compliance - $5 million
o Funding for 811 Utility Compliance will provide for more detailed utility work on
construction projects required by Senate Bill 18-167. Effective August 9, 2018, a majority of
CDOT’s projects will require a higher level of utility information, identified in SB 18-167 as a
SUE Required Project

Options
1. Recommend a different remaining TC Program Reserve balance, making more or less available for allocation.
2. Direct staff to retain the current recommended remaining TC Program Reserve balance, and return for
approval in November of previously planned draws, other existing commitments, and the staff
recommendation for additional allocation options.
3. Direct staff to return for approval in November with modifications as directed by the Commission.
4. Hold an additional workshop in November to review additional options or discuss options in more detail.
Next Steps
Staff will return in November for approval, or an additional workshop if desired. Additionally, the FY 2018-2019 Annual
Budget will be amended to reflect changes resulting from revenue reconciliation, return of unused cost center funds,
and the allocation of Program Reserve. Staff will return in a subsequent month to request TC approval of an amended
FY 2018-2109 Annual Budget.
Attachments
Attachment A – FY 2017-18 Revenue Reconciliation
Attachment B – 2018 Federal Redistribution Fact Sheet
Attachment C- Presentation
Attachment D – Additional Allocation Options

TOP
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Colorado Department of Transportation
Attachment A – FY 2017‐18 Revenue Reconciliation
FY 2017‐18
REVENUE SOURCE

Budgeted

Actual Revenue

Variance

STATE FUNDS
HUTF Revenue to CDOT
CDOT Miscellaneous Revenue
General Fund Revenue to CDOT
State Infrastructure Bank
State Safety Education Funds
Aeronautics Funds
Bustang
TOTAL STATE FUNDS

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

459,397,271
28,429,863
79,000,000
400,000
3,870,410
23,000,000
‐
594,097,544

10
11
12
13

FASTER FUNDS
FASTER Safety ‐ State Share to CDOT
FASTER Safety ‐ Local Share for Rail and Transit
TOTAL FASTER FUNDS

$
$
$

112,517,819 $
5,000,000 $
117,517,819 $

114,491,246 $
5,000,000 $
119,491,246 $

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

FEDERAL FUNDS
Federal Highway Administration ‐ Flexible
Federal Highway Administration ‐ Inflexible
Federal Transit Administration
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Federal Aviation Administration
TOTAL NON‐ EMERGENCY FEDERAL FUNDS

$
$
$
$
$
$

408,198,018
116,795,215
19,555,230
9,989,439
225,000
554,762,902

$
$
$
$
$
$

398,823,035
116,795,215
20,870,759
8,848,147
‐
545,337,157

21
22
23
24

LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS
Local Match for FHWA Funding
Local Match for FTA Funding
TOTAL LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS

$
$
$

21,323,169
10,619,782
31,942,951

$
$
$

25
26
27

Certificates of Participation
Certificates of Participation
Total Certificates of Participation

$
$

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

28 Total Colorado Department of Transportation Revenue
29
30
31
32
33
34

$

‐
‐
1,298,321,216

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$

469,316,171
24,408,505
79,000,000
533,560
2,314,123
29,171,534
1,937,529
606,681,422

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

9,918,901
(4,021,358)
‐
133,560
(1,556,287)
6,171,534
1,937,529
12,583,879

1,973,427
‐
1,973,427

$
$
$
$
$
$

(9,374,983)
0
1,315,529
(1,141,291)
(225,000)
(9,425,745)

21,323,168 $
11,819,188 $
33,142,356 $

(1)
1,199,405
1,199,405

‐
‐

$
$

‐
‐

1,304,652,181

ADDITIONAL FEDERAL FUNDING OBLIGATION AUTHORITY ‐ PERMANENT RECOVERY & REDISTRIBUTION
Federal Highway Administration ‐ Permanent Recovery
$
131,669,300 $
131,669,300
Federal Highway Administration ‐ Redistribution
$
‐
$
69,573,361 $
Federal Highway Infrastructure Program Flexible
$
17,850,572 $
17,850,572 $
Federal Highway Infrastructure Program Inflexible
$
9,074,513 $
9,074,513 $
TOTAL ADDITIONAL FEDERAL OBLIGATION AUTHORITY
$
158,594,385 $
228,167,746 $

69,573,361
‐
‐
69,573,361

35 Total Colorado Department of Transportation Revenue &

$

1,456,915,601

$

1,532,819,927

$

75,904,326

Notes:
Total CDOT Flexible Revenue & Federal Obligation
Total CDOT Inflexible Revenue & Federal Obligation

$
$

992,875,724
464,039,877

$
$

1,058,971,644
473,848,283

$
$

66,095,920
9,808,406

10/10/2018
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Colorado Bridge Enterprise (CBE)
Attachment A – FY 2017‐18 Revenue Reconciliation
FY 2017‐18
REVENUE SOURCE
Budgeted

Actual Revenue

Variance

36
37
38
39
40
41

STATE FUNDS
Interest Income ‐ Exempt
Bond Interest Income‐Exempt
Reimbursement of Expenditures
Miscellaneous/Local Project Contributions
TOTAL STATE FUNDS

$
$
$
$
$

1,711,000
‐
‐
‐
1,711,000

$
$
$
$
$

3,413,647
310,426
289,544
25,104,389
29,118,006

$
$
$
$
$

1,702,647
310,426
289,544
25,104,389
27,407,005

42
43
44

FASTER FUNDS
FASTER ‐ Bridge Surcharge
TOTAL FASTER FUNDS

$
$

104,630,664
104,630,664

$
$

106,023,648
106,023,648

$
$

1,392,983
1,392,983

45
46
47
48
49

FEDERAL FUNDS
Buy America Bonds Credit
Project & Debt Service
Re‐distributed FHWA for BE Projects
TOTAL FEDERAL FUNDS

$
$
$
$

5,960,695 $
‐
$
‐
$
5,960,695 $

60,695
‐
‐
60,695

50 Statewide Bridge Enterprise Revenue

$

5,900,000 $
‐
$
‐
$
5,900,000 $
112,241,665

$

141,102,348

$

28,860,683

Colorado High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE)
Attachment A – FY 2017‐18 Revenue Reconciliation
FY 2017‐18
REVENUE SOURCE
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

Budgeted

STATE FUNDS
Tolling Fee/Fines
Managed Lanes
Interest Income ‐ 536
Interest Income ‐ 537
Fee for Service
TOTAL STATE FUNDS

Actual Revenue

Variance

$
$
$
$
$
$

12,831,849
920,000
177,500
25,000
4,774,500
18,728,849

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,347,563
1,211,987
1,473,913
62,493
5,169,500
17,265,456

$
$
$
$
$
$

(3,484,286)
291,987
1,296,413
37,493
395,000
(1,463,393)

58 High Performance Transportation Enterprise Revenue

$

18,728,849

$

17,265,456

$

(1,463,393)

59 Total Transportation Revenue & Federal Obligation
60 Notes:

$

1,583,111,614 $

1,686,018,231 $ 102,906,617

*Revenue is subject to change pending final audit.

10/10/2018
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2018 FHWA Redistribution

FHWA Announces Guidance for Redistribution
On July 6, 2018, FHWA issued their Notice outlining the procedures for the determination and redistribution of unneeded balances of their Fiscal
Year 2018 obligation authority.
August Redistribution is an annual process that allows states who demonstrate they can use 100% or more of
their annual obligation authority (“ob. limit”) to request additional funds if other states leave funding on the
table; or if other USDOT funded programs, such as Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA), go
unobligated during the year. CDOT is historically very successful at demonstrating that it will obligate 100% of
the FHWA Formula funds and thus qualifies for FHWA August Redistribution.

CDOT’s Previous Redistributions.
On August 31, 2018 CDOT was distributed a CDOT record $69.5 million. Colorado’s share of the national total
was 1.66%. The redistributed amount was Colorado’s third consecutive year receiving over $40M. A large
portion of USDOT grants were not obligated during FY18, leading to unusually large national redistribution.
FY20 may not result in similarly high redistributions if these grants are obligated as intended.
CDOT's Most Recent Redistribution Amounts
Fed Fiscal Year CDOT Request
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010

119,000,000
123,000,000
106,000,000
121,000,000
40,000,000
40,000,000
15,000,000
88,000,000
18,000,000

Actual Received
69,573,361
44,872,399
48,047,076
27,786,142
31,769,903
25,515,737
15,000,000
18,953,017
18,000,000

National Total
4,183,936,196
3,137,048,104
2,832,803,208
1,906,572,178
2,117,694,862
1,595,648,530
1,400,464,387
1,182,665,012
1,336,569,692

Colorado Share of
National Total
1.66%
1.43%
1.70%
1.46%
1.50%
1.60%
1.07%
1.60%
1.35%

Redistribution
Timeline
July 6: Initial Notice issued.
July 18: State
plans/responses to Division
Office due.
August 31: Final Notice
signed & issued; released
Obligation Authority (OA) is
redistributed to States as
additional formula OA.

September 25: All FY18
formula funds including
redistribution must be
obligated.
September 30: End of
federal fiscal year.
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What will CDOT do with the additional $69.5 million?
Federal Obligation Authority is the ability to commit FHWA participation and
subsequent cash reimbursement to the DOT for eligible expenditures. A
prerequisite for qualifying for redistribution of additional authority is that the
DOT must demonstrate that the funds will be obligated prior to the end of
the federal fiscal year on September 30th. Due to the short turnaround
required it is advantageous for the DOT to have a pipeline of previously
authorized federally eligible projects ready to consume this funding.
CDOT utilizes a cash management tool known as “advance construction” to
leverage future anticipated federal revenues in order to start construction
projects prior to the the beginning of that fiscal year. CDOT applies the
additional current fiscal year revenues toward these projects thereby
increasing cash reimbursements for the year.
This equates to additional recognized revenues and therefore creates
increased Budget Authority for CDOT.
The increased Budget Authority created by redistribution is provided along
with other revenue adjustments to the Transportation Commission through
the Program Reserve Fund and will remain in reserve until a decision for
allocation to programs or initiatives is made by the TC.

Projects AUTHORIZED by FHWA can proceed to construction
advertisement if they are in the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), have an environmental clearance,
and are reviewed by an FHWA engineer and financial analyst
prior to project advertisement.
OBLIGATED projects are those that FHWA has formally agreed to
reimburse CDOT for incurred eligible expenditures. CDOT is
capped in the amount it can obligate (and therefore seek
reimbursement) by the annual Appropriations Act (plus any
redistribution received). CDOT employees often refer to this as
the “Ob. Limit” and it is precious due to its limited nature.
ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION is a provision granted by FHWA in
order to aid DOT’s in “cash managing” projects by leveraging not
just current year obligation limit, but also future projected
obligation limit. Projects in ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION cannot be
reimbursed by FHWA until they are “converted” to OBLIGATED
the following year. In the meantime, DOTs use their state funds
to cover the contractor payments.
Therefore, CDOT Finance staff strategically OBLIGATES projects
with incurred expenses in order to maximize cash inflows from
FHWA.
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Allocation of Program Reserve Funds
T R A N S P O RTAT I O N CO M M I S S I O N
J E F F S U D M E I E R , C FO
O C TO B E R 1 7 , 2 0 1 8
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TC Program Reserve

$144.4 M

TC Program Reserve
September 2018

$69.6 M

$.04 M

FY 18 Federal Redistribution FY 18 Revenue Reconciliation
and Unused Cost Centers
October 2018
October 2018

$214.0 M

TC Program Reserve
October 2018
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Allocation Options
•Consider previously planned “draws”
•Consider requests to address other existing commitments
•Consider additional allocation options
•Leave sufficient balance to address anticipated needs in FY 20.
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Allocation Options
•Previously planned “draws” - $63.5 M
• UPRR ROW Settlement - $33.4 M

• Complete remaining settlement amount, approved by TC in July 2017.

• FY 2019 MS4 Water Quality Requirements - $3.35 M
• Complete funding for FY 2019 MS4 water quality permit compliance at CDOT maintenance facilities, previously
approved by TC in August 2017.

• FY 2019 ADA Compliance Program - $15 M
• Complete remaining funding for FY 2019 ADA program pursuant to plan approved by TC in July 2016.

• Backfill TCCRF balance to equal $40 M - $11.7 M
• Backfill TCCRF to reach target level for FY 2019 of $40 M.
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Allocation Options
•Other Existing Commitments - $43.5 M

• MASH Safety Hardware Compliance - $25.0 M
• Provide initial funding to advance efforts to comply with new standards for safety hardware, including guardrail,
cable barriers, and crash cushions)

• FY 2019 Surface Treatment - $16.7 M
• Complete funding needed to restore asset management funding levels from reduced levels resulting from
advancement of FY 2019 program under RAMP.

• FY 2019 Toll Corridor GP Lane Maintenance Agreement - $1.8 M
• Address shortfall in Maintenance funding for maintenance agreement on US 36.
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Proposed Allocation
•

FY 2019 MS4 Water Quality
Compliance - $3.35 M (PWQ)

•

FY 2019 ADA Compliance $15 M (ADA Compliance)

•

UPRR ROW Settlement $33.4 M (TBD)

•

FY 2019 Toll Corridor GP Lane
Maintenance Agreement $1.8 M (MLOS)

•

MASH Safety Hardware
Compliance - $25 M (Surface
Treatment)

•

TC Contingency - $11.7 M (TC
Contingency)

•

FY 2019 Surface Treatment $16.7 M (Surface Treatment)

$5.2 M
Maintenance

$56.7 M
Asset Management /
Construction

(indicates Budget program(s) funds will be allocated to)

$0.0 M
Advanced Mobility /
Mobility Operations

$45.1 M
Project / Program
Development and Other Needs
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Allocation Options
$214.0 M
($63.5 M)
($43.5 M)
----------------$107.0 M

TC Program Reserve Balance – October 2018
Previously planned “draws”
Other existing commitments

($60 M)

Recommended minimum ending balance to accommodate anticipated
requests in 2019

$47.0 M

Recommended maximum available to allocate to other needs
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Proposed Allocation

~$47 M available to allocate

•

Striping - $10 M (MLOS)

•

•

Maintenance Bridge
Preservation - $5 M (MLOS)

Rest Area Rehabilitation - $5
M (New Asset Program)

•

Noise Walls - $5 M
(Structures)

•

Maintenance Pavement
Preservation - $15 M (MLOS)

•

Maintenance Equipment
Replacement - $15 M (Road
Equipment)

•

Autonomous Impact
Attenuators - $1.4 M (MLOS)

•

Statewide Asset Data
Collection/ LIDAR - $3.25 M
(Project Initiatives)

$46.4 M
Maintenance

$13.3 M
Asset Management /
Construction

(indicates Budget program(s) funds will be allocated to)

•

Panasonic
Connected/Autonomous
Vehicle Partnership - $20 M
(Mobility Operations)

•

Traffic Data Collection Device
Connection to Fiber - $2 M
(Project Initiatives)

•

I-76 Fiber Expansion - $3 M
(Mobility Operations)

•

ITS Ethernet Conversion - $1.7
M (Mobility Operations)

•

Region 4 Joint Operations
Center - $10 M (Property)

$36.7 M
Advanced Mobility /
Mobility Operations

•

811 Utility Compliance - $5
M (Project Initiatives)

•

HPTE Development Fund $10 M (New Program)

$15.0 M
Project / Program
Development and Other Needs
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Proposed Allocation
•

FY 2019 MS4 Water Quality
Compliance - $3.35 M (PWQ)

•

FY 2019 ADA Compliance $15 M (ADA Compliance)

•

FY 2019 Toll Corridor GP Lane
Maintenance Agreement $1.8 M (MLOS)

•

MASH Safety Hardware
Compliance - $25 M (Surface
Treatment)

•

Striping - $8.75 M (MLOS)

•

FY 2019 Surface Treatment $16.7 M (Surface Treatment)

•

Rest Area Rehabilitation - $5
M (New Asset Program)

•

Noise Walls - $5 M
(Structures)

•

Statewide Asset Data
Collection/ LIDAR - $3.25 M
(Project Initiatives)

$13.9 M
Maintenance

$70.0 M
Asset Management /
Construction

(indicates Budget program(s) funds will be allocated to)

•

Panasonic
Connected/Autonomous
Vehicle Partnership - $20 M
(Mobility Operations)

$20.0 M
Advanced Mobility /
Mobility Operations

•

UPRR ROW Settlement $33.4 M (TBD)

•

TC Contingency - $11.7 M (TC
Contingency)

•

811 Utility Compliance - $5 M
(Project Initiatives)

$50.1 M
Project / Program
Development and Other Needs
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Maintenance
Striping - $10,000,000
A statewide asset analysis has shown that regions are under-funded for properly striping the state by
about $10M annually. This has caused the regions to sacrifice either striping or other traffic control
device asset replacement. This additional funding will help the regions replace aged and outdated
striping, improve the overall life-cycle age of the system and performance condition of striping, and help
the regions to implement recent statewide striping best practices (statewide interstate lane wetreflective tape and localized wider shoulder lines). Not only will the additional striping support better
visibility and safety on our roadways, it also lays the groundwork for our support of the automation
framework that better enables technology enable driving systems like lane keeping assistance.
Maintenance Bridge Preservation - $5,000,000
Requested funds would support an initial deployment of a maintenance preservation programs for
bridges, which would include annual cleaning of bridges and a proactive expansion joint replacement
program.
Maintenance Pavement Preservation - $15,000,000
Requested funds would support an initial deployment of a Maintenance Pavement Preservation
Program focused on crack sealing and chip sealing low and medium volume roadways.
Maintenance Equipment Replacement - $15,000,0000
Requested funds would advance efforts to achieving the goal of having no essential equipment older
than 10 years. Funds would be used to replace essential equipment such as snowplows, and paint
marking trucks.
Autonomous Impact Attenuators - $1,400,000
In 2017 CDOT launched the world’s first automated impact attenuator, a lead follow technology that
enables the impact attenuator to follow and protect the vehicle and work crew in front of it. The vehicle
is currently deployed in Region 4, where it has logged over 70 miles in its first season in support of a
CDOT striping crew. Several maintenance team members have been trained in the operations of the
vehicle. The requested amount would enable CDOT to deploy an automated attenuator in each region,
training new maintenance team members on the technology, preparing for additional roll out of similar
technologies to support mowing and other operations.
Asset Management
Rest Area Rehabilitation - $5,000,000
CDOT Rest Areas are aging and in need of significant capital investments. CDOT recently concluded a
Rest Area Study that identified approximately $28 million dollars is needed to rehabilitate CDOT rest
areas. This is in addition to the regular yearly maintenance needs. The requested amount will address
some of the most critical rest area needs including waste water upgrades at the Vail Pass and Pueblo
Rest Areas.

TOP
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Noise Walls - $5,000,000
CDOT completed a noise wall inventory last year, and in prior years investments went primarily to
retaining walls. After analyzing the new noise wall inventory, additional needs are becoming more clear.
The current performance metric is based on structural deficiency, and does not account for customer
experience (such as noise abatement, safety hazards, and NEPA required mitigation) in prioritization of
investments. A more robust performance metric is in development with Staff Bridge and DTD; however,
there are some high priority needs for noise walls that have been identified now. The requested amount
will be dedicated to noise walls, and will allow CDOT to get a start at replacing deficient noise walls as
the program continues to mature.
Statewide Asset Data Collection/LIDAR - $3,250,000
CDOT requires information about physical assets to inform the management, maintenance, and
operations of the highway system. Current data collection practices include annual inventory and
inspection of bridges, pavements, and other major asset classes; however, ancillary assets such as signs,
runaway ramps, pavement markings, light poles, guardrails, and fences do not have a regular data
collection activity. Staff have collected that information about ancillary assets manually. Two separate,
but complementary projects are proposed to collect ancillary asset data. The first project will allow staff
to immediately acquire and use the data. The second project will take more time to collect, extract,
quality check, and produce useable data products for the initial collection.
1. Asset Data Extraction Project ($750,000) – Leveraging the pavement data collection contract
(current contract value = $900k), staff would like to add-on services that will extract an ancillary
asset inventory and condition data set. This process would use roadway images, GIS, and GPS
coordinates to deliver a precise dataset based on CDOT needs. Additionally, the project will
provide a GIS layer of ramp and frontage roads – this information has never been
comprehensively inventoried.
2. Statewide LiDAR Data Collection Project ($2,500,000) – Other state DOTs, such as UDOT, have
been benefitting from the use of LiDAR data collection initiatives. In addition to having the
ability to collect inventory and condition data for numerous ancillary assets, the data can be
used to support 3-D modeling, engineering design, traffic safety assessments, and permit
compliance. Staff recently completed a study on conducting an enterprise statewide LiDAR data
collection and found that we could achieve a return on investment of 3.5 – the more we use
various LiDAR data products across CDOT, the greater value can be realized. Additionally, the
cost will decrease over time as the department moves from an initial data collection effort to
just change detection – initial estimates are a 20-40% decrease in costs.
Advanced Mobility/Mobility Operations
Panasonic Connected/Autonomous Vehicle Partnership - $20,000,000
The requested funds would fully pay for the FY 19 Phase III (of V) if the Panasonic Data Ecosystem. This
phase will deliver up to 1700 connected vehicles along the I-70 corridor, quarterly software updates and
rerouting, construction alerts, dynamic weather alerts, along with other basic safety message including
crash notification, queue warnings, variable speeds.
Traffic Data Collection Device Connection to Fiber - $2,000,000

TOP
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As part of DTD’s ongoing project with the ITS Branch, both groups have been working to connect DTD’s
approximately 110 automated traffic counters (ATRs) to ITS communications and data management
systems. To better accomplish this task and improve communication to DTD devices, it would be
beneficial to use the existing ITS fiber networks and connect select ATR’s (about 50) to those systems,
taking advantage of communications CDOT is already building, extending and maintaining. The fiber
connections would enhance efficiency, reliability and consistency as well as produce monetary savings
to DTD by eliminating the need for landline/cellular connection that are currently employed to connect
to counting devices. Use of CDOT’s fiber network also would advance CDOT toward our goal of being
able to provide up-to-the-minute data internally and to private sector partners, as CDOT works toward a
more actively managed, connected and automated transportation system.
I-76 Fiber Expansion - $3,000,000
The requested funds would be used in conjunction with the P3 on I-76. We will leverage this money to
add ITS & Network equipment along I-76 where the P3 gave us fiber for the use of our Right of Way. We
will install such ITS devices like VMSs, cameras, RSUs and weather station between Hudson and Sterling.
This equipment will improve the safety and operations of I-76 between Hudson and Sterling.
$1.7M ITS Ethernet Conversion Phase III - $1,700,000
A critical upgrade to legacy ITS infrastructure to support future technology in Denver and
Pueblo. Ethernet communication is more reliable and secure than the current legacy systems, therefore
providing us a stable communication for operations and safety of our roadways system. This
deployment will also help these sites support CDOT’s integration of Connected Vehicle Technology in its
Internet of Roadways deployment.
Region 4 Joint Operations Center - $10,000,000
The requested funds would support the construction of a Region 4 Joint Operations Center at the Region
4 Headquarters in Greeley. Purpose is to improve the safety and mobility of highways in Region 4, both
urban and rural, through enhanced real-time operations focused on traffic incident management,
managed lanes operations, public messaging, winter operations and maintenance dispatch. Building will
also provide general meeting space for Region 4 for large meetings.
Project / Program Development and Other Needs
811 Utility Compliance - $5,000,000
Funding for 811 Utility Compliance will provide for more detailed utility work on construction projects
required by Senate Bill 18-167. Effective August 9, 2018, a majority of CDOT’s projects will require a
higher level of utility information, identified in SB 18-167 as a SUE Required Project, and CDOT’s
Professional Engineer ("PE") designing the project must:
•
•

TOP

Notify 811 that there is a SUE Required Project is being designed. This is called a SUE
Notification.
Make sure the utilities/underground facilities in the stamped plans are depicted to meet or
exceed the graphic standards of American Society of Civil Engineering (ASCE) 38, OR document
the reasons why the stamped plans do not meet or exceed ASCE 38 Quality Level B
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•
•

Attempt to achieve ASCE 38 Quality Level B SUE investigation for the project or its successor
utility level UNLESS a reasonable rationale by a licensed PE is given for not doing so; and
Document reasons why any underground facilities depicted in stamped plans do not meet or
exceed ASCE 38 utility Quality Level A or its successor level for underground facilities at the
point of a potential conflict w/ installation of a gravity-fed system.

HPTE Development Fund - $10,000,000
When RAMP began, a CDOT $40m HPTE RAMP development fund was created as incubator funds for
the development and implementation stages of projects that were likely to be financed in the future, in
whole or in part, by HPTE. These funds were used to advance: Eastbound PPSL ($4.6m); C-470 ($20m); I25 North 7&8 ($25.1m); I-25 North Segment 3 $2m); I-25 South Gap ($22.8m); and the Northwest
Parkway bid evaluation ($1.5m). When the RAMP program ended in 2017 it was agreed that,
notwithstanding the $17.9M balance in the RAMP development, further requests of the fund would not
be considered and that the development fund would be reevaluated as part of the FY2019-2020 annual
budget process. The development fund concept has been an extremely useful tool, and has kept a
number of projects moving forward when they otherwise would have stalled. Creating this development
fund as part of the TC budget will mean that CDOT and HPTE will be able to move potential HPTE
projects forward in the early stages of development and implementation.

TOP
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2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204

DATE:
TO:
FROM:

October 5, 2018
Transportation Commission
Ryan Rice, Director, Transportation Systems Management & Operations Division
Darrell Lingk, Director, Office of Transportation Safety
Charles Meyer, State Traffic and Safety Engineer

SUBJECT:

CDOT Safety Programs

Purpose
At the August 2018 Transportation Commission Meeting, the Commission requested a more in depth presentation of
the CDOT safety programs.
Action
Information only
Background
Not Applicable
Details
At the August 2018 Transportation Commission Meeting, an overview of Colorado’s transportation safety
performance was given as it related to transportation funding investment under Policy Directive 14. While CDOT is
required to monitor and report statewide transportation safety performance, CDOT has direct influence on
transportation safety in a variety of programs. A presentation will be given that features the safety programs at
CDOT, explaining their purpose, funding, effectiveness, performance, strategies, and projects.
Key Benefits (if applicable)
Information Only
Options and Recommendations (if applicable)
Not Applicable
Next Steps (if applicable)
Not Applicable
Attachments
Presentation – TC CDOT Safety Programs In Depth

TOP
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Transportation Commission Workshop

Transportation Safety:
A Colorado and CDOT
Approach
October 2018
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Today’s Overview
 Colorado Statewide Safety Strategic Planning
 CDOT Safety Programs
 Education
 Enforcement
 Engineering

 Future of Improving Safety in Colorado
 Appendix: Current State
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Statewide Strategic Planning
 CDOT responsibility through FHWA, 23 USC 148
 “statewide-coordinated safety plan that provides a comprehensive framework
for reducing highway fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads”
 “An SHSP identifies a State's key safety needs and guides investment decisions
towards strategies and countermeasures with the most potential to save lives
and prevent injuries.”

 Multi agency and stakeholders executive, steering, and focus teams
 Partners
 Federal and State
 Local Agencies
 Citizen, Advocacy, Interest Groups

 Result:
 Vision, Targets, Measures, Goals, Strategies
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Strategic Highway Safety Plan
 SHSP Emphasis Areas and Implementation Plan - 5 E's
 Emphasis areas:
 Aging Road Users, Bicyclists and Pedestrians, Data, Distracted
Driving, Impaired Driving, Infrastructure, Motorcyclists, Occupant
Protection, Young Drivers

 Next steps –
 Implementation status
 Update 2019-2024 SHSP
 Implementation process
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CDOT Response/Programs:
 Behavioral
 Engineering and Infrastructure
 Performance measures, program objectives, effectiveness,
example projects, funding and resource needs
 Lead measures - program delivery, effective project selection,
effectiveness prediction, actual effectiveness
 Investment – dollar spent in programs effectiveness
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Highway Safety Office
Education and Enforcement
 Overall Performance objective- Reduce the number of traffic fatalities and
serious injury crashes in the areas of impaired driving, speeding, distracted
driving, occupant protection, and pedestrian safety.

 Project Selection –
 Education (grantee partners) are selected utilizing CDOT’s Problem Identification Report, historical
performance; prior year funding allocations, CDOT’s Problem Identification Report, historical performance,

agency capacity, correlation to NHTSA best practices and ability to address the target population(s)
 Law enforcement agencies are selected utilizing CDOT’s Problem Identification Report, historical performance;
prior year funding allocations, contact hours, and number of citations and/or arrests

Page 44 of 265

Enforcement – Impaired Driving,
Speed, etc.
 Impaired Driving- 20 Federal Projects - 85 State Projects
 Speed - 6 High Volume Projects
 Pedestrian & Bicycle-Projects – 2 Project
 Distracted Driving - 4 Projects
 Annual Investment – Approximately $2.7 million in Federal
dollars and $1.2 million in State funding (Total - $ 4million)
 Over 90+ Law Enforcement agencies participate across the
state
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Enforcement
Driving Under the Influence (DUI) Arrests funded by
CDOT Enforcement Programs, Colorado, 2011-2017
12,000

Total DUI arrests
Number of DUI arrests

10,000

9,057

9,784

9,060

7,980

8,000

6,000

9,763

4,966

4,596

2011

2012

4,000

2,000

0
Source: Colorado Department of Transportation

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Year
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Highway Education (grantee’s)

 Young, Older & Distracted Drivers -15 Projects
 Child Passenger Safety -8 Projects
 Occupant Protection (seat belt) -11 Projects
 Motorcycle Safety -2 Projects
 Pedestrian & Bicycle-Projects - 1 Project
 Distracted Driving - 2 Projects
 Annual Investment – Approximately $12 million in Federal dollars.
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Education / Public Info Campaigns

Program objective

• Promote safety through awareness campaigns that achieve behavior
changes that lead to crash reduction

Performance measure - Lead

• Viewership as measured by paid & earned media impressions
• Tagline recall as measured by phone survey
• Materials distributed as measured by volume

Performance measure – Lag

• Fatality trends as measured by FARS
• Behavior change as measured by annual surveys

2018-19 Campaigns (11 total)

• Marijuana ($1m), Alcohol ($770k), Seatbelts ($720k), Distracted ($225k),
Pedestrians ($190k), Teens ($75k), Car seats $75k), Motorcycle (75K),
etc.
• Total Budget: $3.2m. All federal grants (except MJ)
• Project selection based on NHTSA priorities
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Education / Public Info Campaigns

Examples of success (2017-18)
• 469,523,355 earned and paid impressions (2018)
• Motorcycle fatalities down 18% after campaign expansion
(2017)
• Seat belt use increase 2% after campaign expansion (2017-18)
• Breathalyzer ownership increasing by 3000 units (2018)

Delivery
•
•
•
•
•

Paid ads – OHH, video, digital, influencers
Earned media - PR and “stunts”
Social media
VMS boards
Grantees & industry partners
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Engineering and Infrastructure
 Dedicated Safety Programs
 CDOT Projects
 Asset Management – safety and traffic control
devices
 Local Outreach and Safety Plans
 Technology and Connected Systems
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Highway Safety Improvement
Program (HSIP)
 Annually:
 $30M+, about 40 projects

 FY2018
 Delivery – 74% expended
 Effectiveness –
 Program predicted B/C – 2.62
 78% of projects selected LOSS 3 or 4
 FHWA Program Assessment in 2018
 Noteworthy Practices: Expertise at HQ and
Regions, Data Analysis Tools, New
Technologies and Innovation, TSM&O
Evaluation
 Recommendations: Local Agency Support,
Systemic Analysis

 Example projects
 Region 1 - SH 83 (Parker Rd)
Raised Median and Lighting
($2.4M, B/C: 3.14)
 Region 2 - SH 21 and Omaha
Blvd Intersection ($1.0M, B/C:
5.17)
 Region 3 - I-70 Median Cable
Rail ($1.0M, B/C: 5.97)
 Region 4 - US 85 and WCR 76
Signal ($750k, B/C: 7.20)
 Region 5 - US 160 Wolf Creek
Pass Signage and Barrier ($2.6M,
B/C: 1.48)
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FASTER Safety Mitigation
 Annually:
 $70M+, about 65 projects

 FY2018
 Delivery – 80% expended of $63M
 Effectiveness –
 90% of projects address LOSS 3 or 4
location
 Program predicted B/C – 2.47

 Overall to date – FY 2010 through FY 2019
 396 projects
 $739M, 88% has been spent or obligated.

 2018 FASTER program update

 Example projects:
 Region 1 - C470 & Ken
Caryl Ramp Roundabouts
($2.4M, B/C: 1.43)
 Region 2 - US 50 Cable
Rail ($2.2M, B/C: 3.57)
 Region 3 - I-70 Wildlife
Mitigation ($5.0M, B/C:
0.67)
 Region 4 - US 34
Widening ($4.0M, B/C:
9.39)
 Region 5 - Highway 160
& Highway 550 Interchange
($10.0M, B/C: 0.51)
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HSIP & FASTER Safety Effectiveness
 Before and After Studies:
 Now in 3rd year and conducting annually
 48 Projects Evaluated
 Average Predicted B/C: 2.33
 Average Actual B/C: 6.08
 60% of projects exceeded initial safety benefit expectations

Safety Programs Investment
For every $2M allocated to HSIP or FASTER, another
life will be saved and 60 fewer people will be injured
in a crash
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Institutionalizing Safety
 Project Development
 Safety institutionalized into:
 standards, specifications, policies, procedures, design manuals, best practices,
product selection – examples: rumble strips, cable rail, super-elevation,
materials, lane widths, shoulders, etc.

 Safety & Operations Evaluations – NEPA to scoping

 Safety & Traffic Control Devices Asset Programs
 Safety Features – guardrail, end treatments, cable rail, rumble strips,
roundabouts, signal head borders, speed/red light enforcement
 Traffic Control Devices – signing, striping, markings, signals,
delineators
 Most effective selection and replacing of devices
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Work Zone Safety
• Best practices
• Elevating CDOT Policy on WZ Safety
• Elevating CDOT Procedure on Setting WZ Speed Limits
• Connecting our work zones
• Smart WZ technologies
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Local Agency Roadway Safety
 Local Road Safety Plans –
 NACE, FHWA, LTAP, CDOT
Partnership
 Counties: Adams, Archuleta,
Garfield, Mesa, Pueblo, Yuma
 HSIP LRSP – Arapahoe, El Paso

 LRSP Colorado Peer Exchange –
Dec 18-19
 Video
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Technology and Innovation
• CDOT Smart Mobility Plan
• ROADX Rural Road Safety Challenge
• ROADX Pedestrian Challenge
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Future of Safety

Safety Effective
Strategies
Dec 2018










LRSP Peer
Exchange
Dec 18, 2018

SHSP
Implementation
results
Feb 2019

SHSP Update
Feb – Sept 2019

SHSP
Implementation
Plan and
Implement
Sept 2019 - 2024

CAV safety
effectiveness
CY2019

Local Agency
Plans
2019 and future

Safety Circuit
Rider - local
agency safety
plans
development &
safety liaison,
implementation
accountability

Dec 2018 - Safety Effective Strategies
Dec 2018 - LRSP Peer exchange
Feb 2019 - SHSP Implementation results
Feb – Sept 2019 - SHSP Update
Sept 2019 – 2024 - SHSP Implementation Plan and Implement
2019 - CAV safety effectiveness
2019 and future - Local Agency Plans
2019 and future - Safety Circuit Rider – safety liaison, local agency safety plans development,
implementation accountability
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Conclusion
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Appendix:
Current State of Safety in Colorado
 Fatalities as of October 10th:

 Trend Analysis
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Trends – As of Aug 31
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Trends – As of Aug 31
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Multimodal Planning Branch
4201 E. Arkansas Ave, Shumate Bldg.
Denver, CO 80222

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

October 17, 2018
Transportation Commission
Debra Perkins-Smith, Division of Transportation Development, Director
Colorado Freight Plan Development Update

Purpose
The purpose of this memo is to provide an overview and update on the development of the Colorado Freight Plan
(CFP).
Action Requested
This memo is informational only; no action is required.
Background
In 2015, CDOT developed a State Highway Freight Plan in accordance with the Federal Authorization Bill, MAP-21,
in order to meet eligibility requirements for federal freight funding opportunities. Colorado was among the first
states in the nation to develop a statewide freight plan, building from a strong history of freight planning at CDOT.
In 2016, Congress passed a new Federal Authorization Bill, known as the FAST Act, which established the National
Highway Freight Program (NHFP). The FAST Act required CDOT to develop a multimodal freight plan in order to
allocate dedicated federal funding for freight. In response, CDOT began developing the CFP to consider and
integrate modes such as highway, rail, air, and intermodal.
Details
At the August 2018 TC meeting, the TC approved the State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (SFPRP). This plan
focused on passenger rail and freight rail infrastructure and issues. The SFPRP is federally required to be approved
by CDOT’s governing body, the TC. Unlike the SFPRP, the CFP is not required to be approved by TC. FHWA will
approve the final CFP. The CFP and SFPRP were developed in parallel by CDOT to promote efficiencies in
stakeholder engagement and to leverage the freight rail elements within both plans.
The CFP is a statewide, multimodal plan for all freight modes. It is a strategic and high-level policy plan that is
linked to the 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan through goal alignment. In addition, a required element of the
CFP is a Freight Investment Plan (FIP). The FIP documents and outlines CDOT’s strategic investment approach to
allocate NHFP funding. The TC guides this approach through the selection of NHFP projects. The FIP is included as
an appendix to the CFP and is a listing of prioritized freight-specific projects anticipated for funding through the
NHFP. In September, the TC approved the NHFP FY 18 project list that will be included in the FIP.
Development of the CFP started in January of 2017 and is anticipated to be completed in December 2018,
following FHWA approval. Key activities of the plan included:

Kickoff – January 2017

Data and Analysis – March to June 2017

Engagement – April to December 2017

Drafting – November 2017 to January 2018

Stakeholder Review – January to March 2018

Freight Investment Plan – April to September 2018

Approval – Submit to FHWA November 2018
Throughout the development of the CFP, the T&I Committee members have been provided updates at key
milestones. These meeting dates and update topics are outlined below:

January 2017 - Kickoff of plan development

April 2017 - Update on advisory committee activities and partner coordination

July 2017- Discussion on Freight Advisory Council (FAC) involvement; economic analysis results;
stakeholder outreach results; and, priority strategy approach and key strategies identification

January 2018 - Overview of plan key elements
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June 2018 - Overview of Multi Objective Decision Analysis (MODA)
August 2018 - Review of proposed FY 18 NHFP project selection process and projects
September 2018 - Transportation Commission approval of FY 18 NHFP projects
October 2018 - Transportation Commission review of draft Colorado Freight Plan

The CFP emphasized stakeholder engagement throughout the planning process. Stakeholders from private industry,
economic development organizations, freight trucking and rail businesses, and regional and local governments
were engaged through advisory committees, working groups, interviews, surveys, and through ongoing coordination
by CDOT staff. A freight plan working group, made up of FAC members, provided significant direction on plan
development, including key strategies and implementation actions. Review and input from stakeholders has been
integrated into the current draft plan to ensure responsiveness to key partners.
A clear priority that emerged from stakeholder outreach was the need for communications and educational efforts
around the importance and role of freight to Colorado. In response, CDOT is providing initial support for the
Colorado Delivers initiative. Colorado Delivers is a partnership platform and overarching brand to help coordinate
messaging, disseminate information, and to collaborate on partnerships, actions, and future needs related to
freight.
The current draft of the CFP includes the following chapters:
1. Why Freight Matters - Introduction and Key Messages
2. Planning for the Future - About Plan Development
3. Engaging Stakeholders - Outreach Activities, Results and Issues
4. Connecting the Economy - Economic Impact, Trade and Commodity Flows
5. Assessing Assets and Condition - Multimodal Need and Issues
6. Managing for Performance - Performance Based Approach and Measures
7. Investing Resources - Linking Performance and Investment Decisions
8. Implementing the Plan - Priority Strategies and Initiatives
Members of CDOT committees, including STAC and FAC, were involved in identifying the strategies included in the
CFP. In response to guidance from FAC members, the CFP focuses on four action areas and linked priority
strategies that can make the greatest difference to freight movement in the state. These priority strategies
include:

Address Infrastructure Constraints - Focus investments to make significant improvements to the
multimodal freight transportation system.

Examine Urban and Rural Freight Movements - Pursue research and partnerships to improve
efficiency of freight movement in both urban and rural areas.

Enhance Economic Connections - Identify investment opportunities which will have the greatest
impact on economic growth and sustainability.

Integrate Planning Processes – Consider freight in all aspects of planning, construction, and
operational activities.
The CFP includes implementation plans that identify needed partnerships, resources, and actions for each of these
strategies.
CDOT invites TC members to review the draft CFP. Staff requests that comments are returned to Michelle
Scheuerman (michelle.scheuerman@state.co.us) no later than November 8th, 2018.
Next Steps

November 2018 - Address TC comments and return to TC if needed to review revisions

December 2018 – Finalize CFP with FHWA approval
Attachments:

Attachment A – CFP Presentation
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Colorado Freight Plan

Transportation Commission
October 17, 2018
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Key Terms
Colorado Freight Plan (CFP)
Freight Investment Plan (FIP)
National Highway Freight Program (NHFP)
State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (SFPRP)
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Agenda
Evolution of Freight Planning in Colorado
Freight and Rail Plans: Key Differences
Colorado Freight Plan and Freight Investment Plan
Colorado Freight Plan Development
Transit and Intermodal Committee Meetings
Broad Stakeholder Involvement
Colorado Freight Plan Contents
Review Process
Next Steps
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Evolution of Freight Planning in Colorado
2015 – CDOT develops State Highway Freight Plan
- Built on strong foundation of freight planning
- Among first states in the nation to develop plan

- Positioned CDOT to take advantage of potential federal funding
2016 – FAST Act Passes
- Establishes National Highway Freight Program (NHFP) and
provided dedicated federal funding
- Required all states to develop a freight plan including all modes
2017 – Colorado Freight Plan begins development

- Built off the progress made on with the State Highway Freight Plan
- Meets federal requirement to include all modes
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Freight and Rail Plans: Key Differences
State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (SFPRP)
- Federal requirement that state governing body (TC) approve
plan
- Focus on passenger and freight rail
Colorado Freight Plan (CFP)
- State governing body not required to approve the plan
- Focus on integration of all modes
Plan Integration
- Staff worked together on planning efforts to promote efficiency
in stakeholder engagement
- Staff worked together to leverage the freight rail element of
the SFPRP
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Colorado Freight Plan and Freight Investment
Plan
Colorado Freight Plan (CFP)
- Strategic, multimodal, statewide plan
- Linked to 2045 Statewide Plan through goal alignment
Freight Investment Plan (FIP)
- Required element of CFP
- Necessary to distribute NHFP funding
- Identifies TC-approved freight projects funded under NHFP
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Colorado Freight Plan Development
Kickoff – January 2017
Data and Analysis – March to June 2017
Engagement – April to December 2017
Drafting – November 2017 to January 2018
Stakeholder Review – January to March 2018
Freight Investment Plan – April to September 2018
Approval – Submit to FHWA November 2018

Kickoff

Engagement

Spring 2017

Review

Winter 2018

T&I Coordination
Data and Analysis

Drafting

Approval

Freight Investment Plan
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Transit and Intermodal Committee Meetings
January 2017
- Kickoff of plan development
April 2017
- Update on advisory committee activities and partner
coordination
July 2017
- Discussion on Freight Advisory Council (FAC) involvement
- Economic analysis results
- Stakeholder outreach results
- Priority strategy approach and key strategies identification
January 2018
- Overview of plan key elements
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Transit and Intermodal Committee Meetings
June 2018
- Overview of Multi Objective Decision Analysis (MODA)
August 2018
- Review of proposed FY 18 NHFP project selection process
and projects
September 2018
- Transportation Commission approval of FY 18 NHFP projects
October 2018
- Transportation Commission review of draft Colorado Freight
Plan
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Broad Stakeholder Involvement
Engagement and outreach
- Representatives of Freight Advisory Council
and STAC shaped plan direction and
strategies
- Broad outreach and engagement to industry
and planning partners


Over 800 survey responses from members of
the Colorado Farm Bureau, Colorado Mining
Association, and Colorado Economic
Development Council

- Private-sector represented on Joint Project
Advisory Committee


Safeway, MillerCoors, New Belgium, OEDIT,
Celadon Trucking, BNSF, and public agency
partners

Joint Project Advisory Committee and
Freight and Rail Plan Working Groups
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Communicating with Broad Audiences
Overarching brand; unified message
Addresses stakeholder needs for education and
messaging around freight in Colorado
Platform for continued communications and partnerships
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Colorado Freight Plan Contents
Why Freight Matters
- Introduction and Key Messages
Planning for the Future
- About Plan Development
Engaging Stakeholders
- Outreach Activities, Results and Issues
Connecting the Economy
- Economic Impact, Trade and Commodity Flows
Assessing Assets and Condition
- Multimodal Need and Issues
Managing for Performance
- Performance Based Approach and Measures
Investing Resources
- Linking Performance and Investment Decisions

Joint Project Advisory Committee and
Freight and Rail Plan Working Groups

Implementing the Plan
- Priority Strategies and Initiatives
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Focusing on Priority Strategies
Stakeholder collaboration and partnerships resulted in a
short list of priority strategies for implementation
- Tactical approach to address
critical needs and issues
- Responsive to stakeholders
and industry partners
- Identifies short-term
implementation
steps and long-term actions

- Provide support and
assistance for
implementation efforts

Colorado Freight Plan
Integrate
Planning
Processes

Address
Infrastructure
Constraints

Enhance
Economic
Connections

Examine
Urban and
Rural Freight
Movements
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Review Process
Draft Colorado Freight Plan
- TC welcome to review
- Comments back by November 8th

- Comments to Michelle Scheuerman
(michelle.scheuerman@state.co.us)
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Next Steps
November 2018
- Address TC comments and return to TC if needed to review
revisions
December 2018
- Finalize CFP with FHWA approval
Ongoing
- Coordination with partners on implementation actions
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Colorado Freight Plan
Project Manager

Michelle Scheuerman
michelle.scheuerman@state.co.us
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

October 17, 2018
Transportation Commission
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director, Division of Transportation Development
Mobility Choice Blueprint Project

Purpose
This memo is intended to provide the Transportation Commission members with an overview of the workshop
presentation associated with the Mobility Choice Blueprint Project.
Action
Informational Item.
Background
The Mobility Choice Blueprint is a joint planning effort between the Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT), Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), Regional Transportation District (RTD), and Mobility
Choice (a non-profit initiative of the Denver Metro Area Chamber of Commerce) that seeks to establish a
coordinated strategic direction for the evolving mobility of the Denver Metro related to walking, biking, driving,
ride-hailing, and transit.
Mobility Choice is governed by a Board of Directors composed of private and public sector members,
representatives of DRCOG, RTD and CDOT, former local elected officials and economic development professionals.
Michael Lewis represents CDOT on the Board of Directors. In addition to CDOT’s representation on the Board of
Directors, Transportation Commissioner Karen Stuart is serving as one of the project’s Metro Ambassadors through
her role as Executive Director of Smart Commute Metro North.
Details
In April 2018, the Mobility Choice Blueprint project team came to the Transportation Commission and detailed the
12-month process. The project schedule and key milestones are listed below:

At the October 2018 Transportation Commission meeting, project staff will share the current status of the project,
including recent public engagement results via Metro Ambassador meetings and digital survey tools, as well
identify and discuss some of the mission, vision, initial themes and scenarios, and example strategies and tactical
actions.
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The final Blueprint will set the vision and contain strategies for local agencies to implement cutting-edge
technologies that promote mobility and support livable communities. It will also have recommendations for agency
policy and program changes, as well as options for pilot projects that can be funded and tested by agencies in
partnership with the private sector. In doing so, it will complement and enhance existing CDOT efforts including
the Statewide Transportation Plan, Smart Mobility Plan, and the RoadX Initiative while supporting future
collaboration between CDOT, DRCOG, and RTD moving forward.
Next Steps

November 2018 – Draft report released by Mobility Choice Blueprint project team

November 2018 - The draft report will be submitted to CDOT for consideration and the TC will be given an
opportunity to review.

December 2018 – Final report released by Mobility Choice Blueprint project team
Attachments
 Attachment A: Mobility Choice Blueprint Presentation
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UNIFIED VISION
A partnership of public and private organizations
focused on changing how we move – and making the
Denver metro area a better place to work and live.
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Collaboration of CDOT, RTD,
and DRCOG policies, programs,
and transportation investments

Pilot projects with private sector
partners and continued
participation of the business
community

Identifying potential for efficient
technology-leveraged
investments
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MCB PROCESS OVERVIEW
Input

Blueprint Framework

• Community
Engagement
• Research
 Existing Programs
 Peer Cities
 Transformational
Technologies

• Vision, Mission
• Themes, Problems,
Outcomes
• Workshop Results
• Emerging Mobility
Systems

Spring

Scenario Evaluation
• 2030 Existing
Plans
• 2030 Trends
• 2030 Reactive
• 2030 Proactive

Summer

Preliminary & Final
Recommendations
• Policy Changes
• Mobility Programs
• Funding Sources
• Governance
Models
• Pilot Projects
• Next Steps

Fall
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EMERGING MOBILITY SYSTEMS

On-Demand
Mobility
•
•
•
•
•

Ridehailing
Microtransit
Car Sharing
Bike sharing
Mobility as a Service

Traveler
Information and
Payment

Transportation
Systems
Optimization

• Mobile Transit App
• Intermodal Trip
Planner App
• Mobile Travel
Incentives App

• V2X
• Active Travel
Demand Management
• Integrated Corridor
Management
• Smart Parking

Freight and
Delivery

Vehicle
Technology

•
•
•
•

• Autonomous
Vehicles Levels 1-5
• Electric Drive-train
• Battery Technology

Courier Services
Driverless Delivery
Drone Delivery
3D Printing
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MOBILITY CHOICE BLUEPRINT VISION
Our metropolitan region employs a full array of
flexible technology and services to maximize access
to mobility choices connecting people of all ages,
incomes and abilities to jobs, recreation, healthcare,
amenities and other daily activities, enhancing and
protecting our quality of life now and in the future.
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MOBILITY CHOICE BLUEPRINT MISSION
The metropolitan agencies will collaborate, in partnership with
community, nonprofit, and private sector leaders, to carefully
consider a range of effective and efficient solutions to the

challenges and opportunities presented by emerging mobility
technologies. We will provide recommendations to encourage
the most effective technologies and approaches, maximizing
mobility to meet our long-term goals of enhanced quality of life

and increased economic vitality across the metropolitan region.
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THEMES
• Safety

• Infrastructure

• Sustainable
Mobility

• Governance

• Funding and
Finance

• System
Efficiency

• Data

• Human
Experience
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THEMES, PROBLEMS & OUTCOMES
Theme
Safety

Sustainable
Mobility

Infrastructure

Problem Statement

Outcome

Sanctity of life and safety from personal
injury and property damage must
remain the primary force for new
technology operational designs.
Technology enables a much more
diverse set of mobility options for
consumers resulting in different kinds of
pressures for private-sector and publicsector services, facilities and
infrastructure.
New approaches and designs are
needed to flexibly and proactively
integrate technologies into
transportation infrastructure.

Connected, autonomous,
shared and electric mobility
operate safely.
Emerging technology
transportation options
sustain the system longterm.

New mobility systems
integrate with existing and
future infrastructure. New
mobility systems cost no
more than anticipated.
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THEMES, PROBLEMS & OUTCOMES
Theme
Human
Experience

Governance

Problem Statement
A disconnect could result between the
human experience and transportation
technology applications that left
unchecked, could further
disenfranchise mobility challenged
populations and could disrupt our
livable spaces.
A forum is lacking to plan for and
implement regional infrastructure that
supports technology advances.

Outcome
Mobility systems improve
community livability and
quality of life.

Regional transportation
agencies, the private
sector, and
nongovernmental
organizations develop
policies, programs, and pilot
projects to deliver a
preferred mobility future for
the metropolitan region.
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THEMES, PROBLEMS & OUTCOMES
Theme
System
Efficiency

Problem Statement
The regional network of transportation
services and facilities is based on the
travel demands and trip-making
decisions of a different economic
environment that began more than 50
years ago. The existing system must be
made more efficient through
reasonable and coordinated
integration of appropriate technologies.

Outcome
Technology integration
improves reliability, lowers
costs and reduces travel
times.
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THEMES, PROBLEMS & OUTCOMES
Theme

Problem Statement

Outcome

Funding and
Finance

Travel options enabled by technology
will further increase the gap between
needs and available funds.

New funding and financing
of mobility systems
improves equity and use of
public resources.

Data

Definition of the “right data” that can be
utilized to optimize system operations
and performance is important to all
public sector and private sector
entities. Management and security of
that data, and the ability to share
information among suppliers of facilities
and services to enhance and optimize
transportation system performance is a
critical need.

Sources and uses of data
that enable, monitor,
manage and modify
mobility systems are
protected, shared and
preserved across all modes
of travel and throughout all
parts of the region and
state.
Page 94 of 265
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THEMES, STRATEGIES AND ACTIONS
Themes

Strategies

Actions

Workshop
Outputs

7

27

123

Refinement

8

15

34
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Scenario 1:
Existing Planning
Assumptions

Technology Trends

Existing Planning Assumptions

PROCESS FLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
SCENARIOS

Scenario 2:
Technological
Overrun

Themes
Strategies
1

2

….

27

Scenario 3:
Reactive

Tactical Actions

Scenario 4:
Proactive
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EXAMPLE: TACTICAL ACTION #21
•

Establish a Mobility Technology Clearinghouse:
o

Coordinate Pilot Projects throughout the Region

o

Pool funding

o

Coordinate Agency staff

o

Provide single point of contact

o

Coordinate technology in CIP projects

o

Employ process to prioritize corridors

o

Facilitate partnerships

o

Monitor performance and cost tracking

•
•
•
•
•

Type:
Program
Difficulty:
Easy
Investment:
< $0.5 M
Transects:
All/Region
Time to Implement: < 1 Year
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EXAMPLE: TACTICAL ACTION #22
•

Establish a Regional Data Platform that will:
o

Consolidate multiagency data into single repository
with joint access

o

Establish policy standards for data sharing for inter-

operability and security
o

•
•
•
•
•

Type:
Program
Difficulty:
Medium
Investment:
$2-5M
Transects:
All/Region
Time to Implement: < 1 Year

Create policy(s) to ensure inter-operability of
infrastructure and software

o

Promote open and well-documented APIs
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Scenario 1:
Existing Planning
Assumptions

Technology Trends

Existing Planning Assumptions

PROCESS FLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
SCENARIOS

Scenario 2:
Technological
Overrun

Themes
Strategies
1

2

….

27

Scenario 3:
Reactive

Tactical Actions

Scenario 4:
Proactive
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BUILD OUR MILE HIGH
TRANSPORTATION FUTURE
Take the second online quiz today to
help us shape the future of mobility in
the Denver Metro Area

www.mobilitychoiceblueprintquiz.com/quiz2
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Thank You
Questions
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2829 W Howard Pl., 3rd Floor
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS / TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
MICHAEL COLLINS, BRIDGE ASSET MANAGER
MATT CIRULLI, BRIDGE ENTERPRISE PROGRAM MANAGER
OCTOBER 17, 2018
FHWA COMPETITIVE BRIDGE GRANT PROGRAM PROGRESS BRIEFING WORKSHOP

Purpose:
To inform the Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors (Board) and the Transportation Commission (TC) of the
Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO) released by the FHWA on September 5, 2018 for the FY18
Competitive Highway Bridge Program.
Background:
The following key details are provided in the NOFO:
§
$225M to be awarded for a competitive highway bridge program - one time opportunity
§
Colorado is one of 25 qualifying states - only state DOTs are eligible to apply
§
Funds for highway bridge replacement and rehabilitation projects that demonstrate cost savings by
bundling a minimum of two projects into a single contract
§
Funding must be obligated by September 30, 2021, expended by September 30, 2026
§
Limit of three applications per state
Project Selection Methodology:
Staff Bridge Branch and Bridge Enterprise (BE) Staff developed a two-tier evaluation process to identify the five
candidate projects with the highest probability of award based on the Selection Criteria outlined in the NOFO.
These five projects were presented to a selection panel tasked with recommending three projects to propose to
FHWA. CDOT Region Staff, FHWA, Project Support, and EMT were consulted throughout the evaluation to provide
input on candidate projects.
Recommended Projects:
1. I-70 between Colfax Ave. and Harlan St. – Region 1
2. Concrete Box Culvert and Corrugated Metal Pipe Culvert Program – Region 2
3. Eastern Plains Timber Bridge Replacement Program – Regions 1 and 4
Sources for State Match Funding:
A 20% minimum non-Federal (state, local, private) match is required. Staff is recommending a non-Federal match
of 50% or greater to increase the probability of receiving a grant. BE funding can be leveraged to provide the state
match for the three recommended projects. The proposed match will vary by project and is anticipated to be
between $10M and $40M. Based on BE program forecasts, this funding is currently available between FY20-FY25.
There is also an opportunity to leverage external funding sources to maximize potential FHWA contributions.
Next Steps/Action:
With BE Board/TC support, BE and Staff Bridge will proceed with drafting grant applications for the
proposed bundles. Staff requests the following:
1.

BE Board resolution at the November meeting that commits BE funding ($10M-$40M) for the state
match, and endorses the grant applications

2.

TC resolution at the November meeting to commit up to $15M in additional CDOT funding if
FHWA funds optional scope for the I-70 project

2829 W Howard Pl., Denver, CO 80204
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Staff Bridge Branch and Colorado Bridge Enterprise
FY18 FHWA Competitive Highway Bridge Program
October 17, 2018
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Background
Notice of Funding Opportunity released by FHWA on
September 5, 2018 – submittals due December 5, 2018
$225M to be awarded by the DOT for a competitive
highway bridge program – One time opportunity
Colorado
is one
of of
25 25
qualifying
rural
states
based
on
§ Colorado
is one
qualifying
rural
states
based
population
density
– Only– State
DOTs are
on population
density
Only State
DOTseligible
are eligible
Funds
forfor
highway
bridge
replacement
andand
rehab
§ Funds
highway
bridge
replacement
rehab
projects
that
demonstrate
cost
savings
by by
bundling
projects
that
demonstrate
cost
savings
bundling
2
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Background
Cost Sharing and Matching
§ 20% minimum non-Federal share (state, local, private)
§ Previously expended or encumbered funds not considered
toward matching requirements

Project Eligibility
§ Bundle at least two highway bridge rehab or replacement
projects into a single contract
§ Must be awarded to a single contractor
§ Major structures (Greater than 20 foot span length)
§ Located on a “public” road
§ Maximum of three applications
3
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Selection Criteria
Innovation
§ Technologies, Project Delivery, Financing

Support for Economic Vitality
§ Benefit-cost ratio and net benefits

Life Cycle Cost and State of Good Repair
§ Preference given to “Poor” and load restricted bridges
§ Anticipated cost savings from project

Project Readiness
§ Feasibility, schedule, required approvals
§ Obligated by Sept. 30, 2021, expended by Sept. 30, 2026
4
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Project Selection Methodology
Identify and Prioritize Candidate Structures
Evaluated 8500 on-system and off-system structures based on
condition and current demand (ADT, ADTT, classification, etc.)

Identify and Prioritize “Bundle” Opportunities
Potential Cost Savings

Economic Factors

Risk

Final Project Selection
Optimized “bundles” based on similar project characteristics
(proximity, treatment type, flexible scope, etc.)
5
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Top 3 Statewide “Bundles”

6
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Bundle Opportunity #1
I-70 between Colfax Ave. and Harlan St.

§ 17 bridges in Region 1
§ 6 “poor” bridges
§ High maintenance costs
§ High user costs
§ Scalable
§ Potential managed lane corridor
*Due to funding constraints, it will not be possible to address all
structures through the grant program
7
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Bundle Opportunity #2
Region 2 CBC/CMP Program

§ 14 “poor” structures

§ Scalable

§ Similar treatment types

§ Significant detour lengths

§ High maintenance costs
8
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Bundle Opportunity #3
Eastern Plains Timber Bridge Replacement

§ 12 timber bridges in
Regions 1 and 4
§ 10 “poor” bridges
§ Similar treatment types
§ Multiple load restricted
bridges
§ High maintenance costs
§ Scalable

9
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Funding for State Match
§ All projects can be scaled to 100% BE eligible
§ The anticipated BE contribution of $10M-$40M is
currently available for programming between FY20FY25
§ External funding sources could be leveraged to
maximize FHWA and BE contributions to the I-70
“bundle”
Ø The anticipated funding is expected to address 4
of 17 structures
Ø An additional 3-4 structures could potentially be
addressed with a CDOT contribution
10

Page 112 of 265

Funding for State Match
*Total Funding Need for I-70 "Bundle"

Source

With TC
Contribution
BE Funds
Federal Funds
CDOT Funds

Proposed

Unfunded
0

50

100
$ in Millions

150

200

A CDOT investment of up to $15M (FY20-FY25) could allow:
§ Additional BE investment of $15M (eligible sister bridges)
§ Additional Federal match of $10M**
*Project cost estimated using $900/sq ft of existing bridge deck – P70 cost estimate in-development
**Assumed maximum expected federal contribution of $30M
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Funding for State Match
*Total Funding Need for Other "Bundles"
CBC/CMP
Source

BE Funds
Federal Funds
CDOT Funds

Timber Bridge
0

10

20
$ in Millions

30

40

§ 100% of total funding need could be met for the CBC/CMP and
Timber Bridge “Bundles”
§ CDOT funds shown have already been allocated
*Project cost estimated using $900/sq ft of existing bridge deck – P70 cost estimate in-development
**Assumed 50% state match may vary based on refined cost estimates

12
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Next Steps
With TC/BE Board support, CDOT and the BE Program
will proceed with drafting grant applications for the
proposed bundles. Staff requests the following:
1. BE Board resolution at the November meeting that
commits BE funding for the state match, and
endorses the grant applications
2. TC resolution at the November meeting to commit
up to $15M in additional CDOT funding if FHWA
funds additional scope for the I-70 “bundle”

13
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Questions and Comments
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MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
LISA STREISFELD, DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
OCTOBER 17, 2018
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MANAGED LANES
GUIDELINES DOCUMENT

Purpose
Managed lanes are comprised of a set of operational strategies to improve traffic flow on highways in response to
changing conditions. These strategies reduce congestion, improve safety, and improve reliability. Policy
Directive number 1603.0, concerning “Managed Lanes,” was approved in December 2012 by the Colorado
Transportation Commission (See Appendix of Attachment B). As part of Section VII., Implementation Plan,
“CDOT staff shall develop guidance to support this Policy Directive.” This memorandum provides an update to
the Transportation Commission on the preparation of the Colorado Department of Transportation Managed
Lanes Guidelines document (Attachment B).
Action
No formal action required.
Background
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defines managed lanes “as a set of lanes where operational
strategies are proactively implemented and managed in response to changing conditions 1.” Managed lanes
strategies are grouped in the following categories: 1) Active Traffic Management, 2) Transit Management for
Express Bus Lanes, 3) Special Use Lanes 4) Express Lanes, 5) High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes, 6) High
Occupancy Toll Lanes, 7) Reversible Lanes (also known as Counter-flow Lanes), 8) Shoulder Lanes, and 9)
Connected and Autonomous Vehicle Technology. These strategies regulate demand in lanes, separate traffic
streams to reduce turbulence, and efficiently utilized available and unused capacity. With limited financial
resources to construct new capacity, managed lane strategies can improve travel time reliability, travel mode split,
and foster public-private partnerships to invest in infrastructure.
To promote managed lanes strategies, Policy Directive number 1603.0, concerning “Managed Lanes,” was
approved in December 2012 by the Transportation Commission (See Appendix in Attachment B). It states: “The
use of managed lanes shall be strongly considered during planning and development of capacity improvements on
state highway facilities in Colorado. When applicable, the decision to not implement managed lanes shall be
formally documented subject to Department guidance.” The purpose of the PD 1603.0 is “to ensure that the use
1

https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/managelanes_primer/index.htm
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of managed lanes is strongly considered during the planning and development of capacity improvements on state
highway facilities within Colorado.” As required in Section VII Implementation Plan of the PD 1603.0,
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) staff shall develop guidance to support the directive.
The Division of Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) lead the effort to develop
Guidelines for Managed Lanes. TSMO is tasked to improve safety and reliability on highway corridors in
Colorado. In order to prepare the draft Guidelines, TSMO staff formed two committees, a project Leadership
Team and a Technical Working Team. Members included representatives from the High Performance
Transportation Enterprise (HPTE), the Division of Transportation Development, the Environmental Programs
Branch, the Division of Transit and Rail, TSMO, the Office of Policy and Governmental Relations, the Division
of Communications and Advanced Mobility, CDOT Region 1, and CDOT Region 2. Technical assistance was
provided by VHB, a consultant with extensive experience in managed lanes strategies. During document scoping
and preparation, feedback from all members of the two Teams was solicited and incorporated into the Guidelines.
Staff then presented the draft Guidelines to the following groups for review and feedback: HPTE Board of
Directors, the NEPA Practitioners Group, the Statewide Planners, the Statewide/TSMO Traffic Engineers, the
Statewide Program Engineers 3 and the Regional Transportation Directors. The goal is to have a final version of
the Guidelines completed by the end of 2018.
The “Colorado Department of Transportation Managed Lanes Guidelines (Guidelines)” provide a framework for
determining when managed lanes should be considered during corridor project planning for capacity
improvements. Specifically, the Guidelines:
•
•
•
•
•

define the purpose of managed lanes,
define capacity improvements,
identify strategies to evaluate managed lanes for consideration in capacity projects,
recognize the overall technical requirements for assessment of managed lanes strategies (define goals,
evaluation criteria, performance metrics and compliance factors), and
explain a process to document a decision when to not implement managed lanes.

This framework is necessary to provide statewide consistency for decision-making for implementing managed
lane strategies in highway capacity projects. Additionally, the framework provides corridor-specific flexibility to
have evaluation criteria matching distinct corridor needs. For example, on one corridor mode split for transit,
high occupancy vehicles, and single occupancy vehicles may be a goal; whereas for another highway, the ability
to improve trip time reliability and offer real time congestion pricing may be another goal. By following the
framework outlined in the Guidelines, CDOT will have a robust process to lead future efforts to deploy managed
lanes.
It should also be noted that the HPTE is leading a separate effort to prepare an “HPTE Express Lanes Master
Plan.” This effort will take about a year and will create a list of corridors eligible to be future express lanes. The
Guidelines are meant to be a complementary document to this process.
Next Steps
Staff requests feedback on the Guidelines for Managed Lanes from the Transportation Commission at the
Commission Workshop in October. The Guidelines will be reviewed by the Statewide Transportation Advisory
Committee (STAC) on October 26th. Final discussion and recommendation will be requested from the
Transportation Commission in the November 15th meeting. Following the recommendation from the
Transportation Commission, a training will be developed for staff to learn how to implement the Guidelines.
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Attachments
Attachment A: Powerpoint Presentation: Update on Managed Lanes Guidelines
Attachment B: Draft Copy of Managed Lanes Guidelines (version Oct. 10, 2018)
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Update on the Managed Lanes Guidelines
For the Colorado Transportation Commission

October 17, 2018
Lisa Streisfeld
Mobility Operations
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Our Challenge
Continued Growth

1991

2015

2040

3.3 million

5.4 million

7.8 million

50.5 billion
vehicle miles traveled

72.3 billion
vehicle miles traveled

27.7 billion
vehicles miles traveled
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2

What are Managed
Lanes?
Highway facilities or a set of lanes
where operational strategies are
proactively implemented and
managed in response to changing
conditions*
• Regulate demand
• Separate traffic streams to
reduce turbulence
• Utilize available and unused
capacity
*https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/public
ations/managelanes_primer/inde
x.htm
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What are Managed Lanes Strategies?
The strategies to optimize flow of traffic and improve mobility can use price, vehicle eligibility and access control.
• Lane Management: Active Traffic Management Lanes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lane Control Signal
Value Pricing (a.k.a. congestion pricing)
Variable Pricing (a.k.a. time of day pricing)
Dynamic Pricing
Variable Speed Limits
Highway Ramp Metering
Managed Arterials
Queue Warning
Junction Control
Incident and Emergency Management
Dynamic Re-Routing
Traveler Information
Variable Lane Width

Transit Management: Express Bus Lanes
Special Use Lanes (alternative fueled, connected,
platooning, or commercial motor vehicles)
Express Lanes
HOV- High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes
HOT-High Occupancy Toll Lanes
Reversible lanes (a.k.a. Counter flow lanes)
Shoulder Lanes
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“The use of managed lanes shall be strongly
considered during planning and development of
capacity improvements on state highway facilities in
Colorado. When applicable, the decision to not
implement Managed Lanes shall be formally
documented subject to Department guidance.”
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Purpose of Managed Lanes Guidance
•

As part of Section VII, Implementation Plan of the Policy Directive 1603.0 (December 28, 2012):
“CDOT staff shall develop guidance to support this Policy Directive.”

•

Create a documented process and a tool box to decide
whether or not to evaluate managed lanes as an option
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High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Developing and Express Lanes Master Plan to Identify Candidate Corridors
Project Manager is Nick Farber, Nicholas.Farber@state.co.us, 303-757-9448
Their long term function:
Enhance Lane Efficiency and Utilization
• Expand use of capacity in under utilized lanes
• Efficiently allocate capacity in over utilized lanes
Provide Travel Time Reliability
• Maintain Reliable speeds
• Sustain unimpeded travel for transit
Yield Revenue to offset Lifecycle Costs
• Enhance financial resources for new capacity
• Sustainable compensation for long-term O & M costs
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Best Practices and Case Studies
Policy Research
• Identify legislative and policy considerations from federal, state, and local jurisdictions for managed lanes
• Review peer DOT policy elements to successfully implement and establish managed lanes
Performance Measures and Applications
• Provides nationally accepted best practices building upon the direction
provided by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and peer DOTs.
Peer DOT Implementation Practices
• Identify approaches and implementation procedures / practices for managed
lane projects in California, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and Texas
• Evaluate prioritization framework based on overarching DOT goals and CDOT’s
application
http://floridaexpresslanes.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/FDOT-ExpressLanes-Handbook.pdf
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Structure to Develop Managed Lanes
Guidance
Phase 1
• Guidelines to support the existing or revised PD 1603, Section V
• Create a documented process to decide whether or not to evaluate managed lanes as an option
• Framework for consistent assessment of managed lane projects within the state
• Offer goals, objectives, and performance measures to evaluate and/or justify managed lane alternatives
• Provide a toolbox of managed lane strategies to meet study objectives
Phase 2
• Guidelines to develop a concept of operations for managed lanes for the day-to-day operations and
maintenance
Phase 3
• Outreach and Training
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Managed Lanes Policy & Guidance
Table of Contents for the Guidelines
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction
Policies for Managed Lanes
Goals and Objectives
Managed Applications and Strategies
Performance Measures for Managed Lanes
Evaluation of Managed Lanes
Roles and Responsibilities
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Capacity Improvements
Capacity improvements include either the addition new facilities, improvements to
existing facilities or multi-modal with transit enhancements. The following provides
the minimum criteria for when managed lanes should be considered.
1. Changes in the features of roadway elements which increase the maximum
throughput for at least 2 miles, including:

Constructing a new or additional travel lanes; and/or
Widening or restriping lanes or shoulders which would allow the operation of
an additional travel lane within the cross section

2. Addition of transit facilities / operations (or other rapid speed travel)
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Decision-Making Tool

Project Manager
completes form and
attaches to a memo
to Regional
Transportation
Director (RTD), Chief
Engineer, and HPTE
Director to document
the decision.

Express Lanes feasible, evaluate managed
lanes
Does the project add capacity and require a CatEx?
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Goals, Performance Measures and Targets
to Evaluate Managed Lanes
Tier I Goals
• Mobility
• Reliability
• Safety
Tier 2 Goals
• Environmental Impacts
• System Preservation
• Organizational Efficiency
• Project Financing
• Technology and Innovation
Metrics and Targets
• For each goal, a typical performance measure and
a target/threshold are suggested
• Measures were identified based upon criteria for the data to be:
• Understandable
• Widely Accepted
• Readily Available or Efficient to Obtain

Example for a Mobility Goal:
Maintain an average speed
of 45 mph, 90% of the time
during peak travel
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Goals, Objectives, Strategies
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Milestones & Next Steps
• Outreach Reviews
 Technical Working Group Team and
Leadership Team
 NEPA Practitioners Group
 Statewide Planners
 Statewide Traffic Engineers
• Statewide Program Engineers III
• RTDs
• FHWA
• MPOs
 HPTE Board of Directors
• STAC
• Transportation Commission (October
17th & November 15th, 2018)
• Managed Lanes Handbook / Guidance
Document:
• Phase 1: October 12, 2018
• Phase 2: Begin January, 2019
• Rollout of Training Program to CDOT
Regions second quarter 2019
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THANK YOU
Lisa Streisfeld
Mobility Operations
Lisa.Streisfeld@state.co.us
(303) 757-9876
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Executive Summary
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has established statewide
guidelines for the evaluation of Managed Lanes. These Guidelines support Policy
Directive 1603.0 to ensure that managed lanes are strongly considered during the
planning and development of capacity improvements on state highway facilities within
Colorado.
Several factors contribute to the emergence of managed lane projects as a tactic for
consideration in congested urban areas. With limited financial resources to build new
infrastructure, right-of-way (ROW) needs associated with corridor expansion, and the
recognition that we cannot build our way out of congestion, managed lanes provide a
solution for enhancing mobility, mode choice, and public-private partnerships to
accommodate Colorado’s population and vehicle traffic growth.

“Managed lanes” are defined as highway facilities or a set of lanes where
operational strategies are proactively implemented and managed in response to
changing conditions.
CDOT’s Managed Lanes Guidelines are designed to support project managers and other
practitioners in determining the viability of managed lanes for new projects with initial
scoping after January 2019. The Guidelines are a collaborative effort between CDOT’s
Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O), the Division of
Transportation Development (DTD), the Division of Transit and Rail (DTR), the Office of
Policy and Government Relations, the High-Performance Transportation Enterprise
(HPTE), and CDOT Region 1 and 2 staff representatives. The Guidelines were developed
based on previous implementations within the state, national best practices, and oversight
of a CDOT Leadership Team.
Within the Guidelines, an evaluation tool is provided to determine the appropriate level of
analyses, as well as a toolbox of managed lane strategies, and performance measure
targets to aid the decision-making process for each corridor under review. Using these
Guidelines, managed lane alternatives will be evaluated consistently across the state,
and justified when the strategy is shown to provide mobility, reliability, or safety
improvements. When it is determined that managed lanes are not applicable for a
corridor, these Guidelines also provide the appropriate procedures to document the
consideration process.

I|Page
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Section 1: Introduction
The Colorado Transportation Commission approved the Managed Lanes Policy Directive
1603.0 on December 28, 2012. The purpose of the policy directive is “to ensure that the
use of managed lanes is strongly considered during the planning and development of
capacity improvements on state highway facilities within Colorado.” The “Implementation
Plan” in the policy directive requires the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT)
to develop guidance to support the Policy Directive (PD 1603.0). The “Colorado
Department of Transportation Managed Lanes Guidelines” (Guidelines) provide a
framework for determining when managed lanes should be considered during corridor
project planning for capacity improvements. The Guidelines define the purpose of
managed lanes, identify strategies to evaluate managed lanes, recognize the overall
technical requirements for managed lanes (evaluation criteria, performance metrics and
compliance factors), and describe how to document a decision when not implementing
managed lanes. These Guidelines are active for new projects with initial scoping after
January 2019.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Office of Operations defines managed
lanes as “Highway facilities or a set of lanes where operational strategies are
proactively implemented and managed in response to changing conditions.”
The resources for this document are composed of CDOT Policy Directive 1603.0,
previous implementations within the state, research of national best practices, oversight
from a CDOT Leadership Team and professional planning, policy, and engineering
expertise from a CDOT Technical Working Group.
The Guidelines were prepared by the Division of Transportation Systems Management &
Operations (TSM&O) in collaboration with the Division of Transportation Development
(DTD), the Division of Transit and Rail (DTR), the Office of Policy and Government
Relations, the High-Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE), CDOT Region 1 and
CDOT Region 2 staff representatives.

a. Background
The managed lane concept contains the following common elements:
• Creates a “roadway-within-a-roadway” highway where a set of lanes within the
roadway highway cross section is managed differently than the general
purpose lanes.
• Incorporates a high degree of operational flexibility so that, over time,
operations can be actively managed to respond to growth and changing needs.
For example, posted speed limits could change dependent upon weather
conditions and/or traffic volumes.
• Operation of and demand on the facility are managed using a combination of
tools and techniques to continuously achieve an optimal condition, such as
free-flow speeds, number of vehicles per hour, or person-throughput per hour.
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•

Principal management strategies can be categorized into four groups and may
include one or more of these in management strategies: pricing, vehicle
eligibility, access control, and technology.
o Pricing - Includes both traditional toll lanes and toll lanes that use
congestion pricing (a.k.a. dynamic tolling), where the price varies during
certain time periods to manage demand (e.g., peak-period surcharge or offpeak discount).
o Vehicle eligibility - The lanes are managed by allowing certain vehicles or
restricting others. For example, minimum vehicle occupancy is an example
of an existing eligibility restriction. Providing restrictions for commercial
motor vehicle use is another method of managing lanes. A potential future
eligibility restriction may be for vehicles with specific connected or
autonomous capabilities. For example, vehicles with Vehicle to Vehicle
(V2V) communication and platooning capabilities may become an eligible
vehicle type in certain project corridors.
o Access control - The traffic flow in these lanes is maintained by limiting
access. An example would be express lanes where all vehicles are allowed,
but access is limited during long stretches of the facility, thus minimizing
turbulence in the flow of vehicles.
o ITS (Intelligent Transportation Systems) and Technology - The lanes are
managed by in-vehicle or infrastructure technologies that allow for the
optimized flow of traffic in the managed lane.

Several factors contribute to the emergence of managed lane projects as a tactic for
consideration in congested urban areas. With limited financial resources to build new
infrastructure, right-of-way (ROW) needs associated with corridor expansion, and the
recognition that we cannot build our way out of congestion, managed lanes provide a
solution for enhancing mobility, mode choice, and public-private partnerships to
accommodate Colorado’s population and vehicle traffic growth. CDOT continually seeks
ways to maximize new investments and find flexible, cost-effective strategies for
sustaining or enhancing the movement of people and goods. Managed lane strategies
are proven methods to manage traffic flow and provide improved trip reliability.
This document provides an overview of the evaluation components for assessing the
viability of a potential managed lanes project. As in the case with most transportation
infrastructure projects, no two projects are exactly the same and therefore the evaluation
criteria should be specifically customized to the project. Implementation of managed lanes
will have a project-specific operational impact dependent upon traffic, growth projections
and mode split between passenger vehicles, and commercial motor vehicles and transit,
in the corridor. These Guidelines recommend that each corridor develop a threshold and
operational standards that allow for effective operations of the corridor including the
managed lane. Congestion pricing and operational strategies will be adjusted to maintain
the minimum threshold for traffic flow, traffic level of service and mode split, pending the
corridor objectives.
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Section 2: Policy for Managed Lanes
The policies within the state, most applicable to these Guidelines are provided below. In
addition, a “capacity improvement” is defined to support of the existing managed lanes
policy directive.

a. Colorado Authority
As stated in the Introduction, the Colorado Transportation Commission adopted the
Managed Lanes Policy Directive on December 28, 2012 which requires that the use of
managed lanes be strongly considered during planning and development of capacity
improvements (See Appendix A). The Colorado Authority and Applicability is provided
below:
Policy Directive 1603.0 adopted by the Transportation Commission
PD 1603, Section V. POLICY, states the following:
The use of managed lanes shall be strongly considered during planning and
development of capacity improvements on state highway facilities in Colorado.
When applicable, the decision to not implement Managed Lanes shall be formally
documented subject to Department guidance.
High Performance Transportation Enterprise
"The Funding Advancement for Surface Transportation and Economic Recovery
Act (Part 8 of Article 4, Title 43, Colorado Revised Statutes), otherwise known as
FASTER, created the HPTE in 2009 as an independent, government-owned
business within CDOT.
The HPTE has the legal responsibility to aggressively seek out opportunities for
innovative and efficient means of financing and delivering important surface
transportation infrastructure projects in the state. It has the statutory power, among
others, to impose tolls and other user fees, to issue bonds, and to enter into
contracts with public and private entities to facilitate Public-Private Partnerships
(P3s).
The law also introduced a new governance structure, creating an HPTE Board of
Directors that includes a mix of State Transportation Commissioners and external
stakeholders appointed by the Governor to provide expertise and guidance in
analyzing P3 and other creative financing mechanisms.
The HPTE is an “enterprise” for purposes of Section 20 of Article X of the State
Constitution, so long as it retains the authority to issue revenue bonds and receives
less than 10% of its total revenues in grants from the state and local governments."
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b. Colorado Applicability
PD 1603.0, Section III. APPLICABILITY, states the following:
This Policy Directive applies to all divisions, regions, offices and branches of
CDOT and other entities intending to build capacity improvements on the state
highway system.
It should be noted that the Policy Directive does not apply to non-CDOT roads (e.g., E470), or locally and privately-owned roadways.

c. “Capacity Improvement” Criteria
Capacity improvements are defined as any changes in the features of roadway elements
which increase the maximum throughput for at least 2 miles, including:
• Constructing a new or additional travel lane,
• Widening or restriping lanes or shoulders which would allow the operation of
an additional travel lane within the cross section, or
• Addition of transit facilities / operations (or other rapid speed travel).
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Section 3: How to Plan for Managed Lanes
To help practitioners determine if managed lane strategies are appropriate for corridors
with proposed capacity improvements, several steps should be taken. This Section
outlines a tool to determine the appropriate evaluation level and a summary of the
planning and project development process. The Managed Lanes Evaluation Level Tool
can be found in Appendix B.

a. Managed Lanes Evaluation Level Tool
The following decision-making tool should be utilized to determine the appropriate
evaluation level. As shown in Figure 1, the framework for the tool first screens corridors
to determine the applicability of managed lane strategies through a series of profile and
performance-related questions. If any of the answers to the Stage 1 questions are “yes”,
managed lanes should be strongly considered as an alternative. The appropriate
evaluation level is then identified in Stage 2.
Figure 1: Managed Lanes Evaluation Level Tool

A project is never precluded from considering managed lanes as an option. However,
when managed lanes have been evaluated in a previous study (e.g., PEL study),
additional evaluation is not required within the following study (e.g., EA or EIS). When
managed lanes are determined not to be applicable with respect to such capacity
improvements, the decision (based on the completion of this tool) shall be formally
documented within a memorandum to the Regional Transportation Director.
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b. Planning and Project Development
If managed lanes are strongly recommended based on a corridor evaluation, the planning
process for a managed lane project is summarized below.
• Stakeholder collaboration includes potentially affected stakeholders and
defines roles and responsibilities (See Section 4)
• Project goals and SMART objectives are critical in choosing the most
appropriate managed lane strategy to assess corridor characteristics —
managed lane success depends on the effectiveness of the operating
strategy to address the facility characteristics (See Section 5)
• Identify appropriate managed lane strategy based on project objectives and
ideal operating strategy for the facility (See Section 6)
• Evaluate strategies based on performance metrics and establish operating
thresholds in conjunction with pricing, vehicle eligibility, technology, access
control and actions to be taken if threshold is exceeded to maintain
operating objectives (See Section 7)
• Project Development (See Section 8)

c. Evaluating Managed Lanes within an Operational Project
When a project does not fit the definition of a capacity improvement, operational managed
lane strategies may be implemented if warranted through a TSM&O Evaluation or if
designated as a managed lane in the HPTE Express Lanes Master Plan. The intent of
the Express Lanes Master Plan (ELMP) is to serve as a comprehensive long-term
strategy for the prioritization, planning, and development of express lane related projects
based on considerations including mobility, system connectivity, financial planning,
revenue generation, agency and stakeholder coordination, and public input. Ultimately,
HPTE will identify and prioritize future corridors and connections that have potential to
benefit from express lanes, estimate the potential revenue generating capacity of those
corridors, identify which facilities could benefit from emerging transportation technologies,
and outline operational policy options for those corridors.
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Section 4: Roles and Responsibilities
Multi-disciplinary and agency collaboration is key to the success of a managed lane
evaluation and implementation. As with most transportation processes, several parties
are primarily responsible for different deliverables in each stage of a project. This section
of the document provides an overview of the roles and responsibilities of various
disciplines throughout the stages of a managed lanes project. The level of involvement of
each discipline and agency fluctuates over time; in one stage a certain discipline / agency
may be leading, and in another stage, it may only provide support. The level of
involvement for CDOT may also vary, pending the specific managed lane type. For
example, an express lane project would result in HPTE operating as the leading authority,
whereas an un-tolled managed lane strategy would require CDOT to be responsible for
all tasks.
A RACI Matrix should be utilized to identify the stakeholder roles throughout the cycle of
a managed lane project. The matrix categorizes agency roles in each step of the process
in the following four levels.
•

•

•

•

Responsible: Under this level of involvement, the discipline / agency will be
responsible for moving the project forward under the appropriate phases as they
own task completion. The Responsible discipline / agency are the experts and
authority for their respective phase(s). They are also responsible for the inclusion
of other disciplines during this phase, when appropriate.
Accountable: For this level of involvement, the discipline / agency will play an
active role in shaping the project during specific phases. While they are not
responsible for the task, they play a key supporting role, as they approve or are
ultimately accountable for the task.
Consulted: The discipline / agency under this level of involvement should be
periodically consulted during specific phases to ensure the project will not impede
or adversely affect their own effort. While the involvement of Consulted disciplines
/ agencies is not required to see the completion of a given phase, consulting with
these disciplines will likely lead to improved results over the project lifecycle,
potentially even identifying fatal flaws early in the project lifecycle before it reaches
them in a later phase. Consulted implies that the discipline / agency is involved in
completing the task, perhaps as a Subject Matter Expert. They do not need to
actively contribute to the details of a project, but should still play a role in
determining the approach and direction of a project.
Informed: Informed disciplines / agencies should be notified and informed about
the subject task. The scope of their role is founded in informational purposes to be
made aware of the project or task at-hand.

Table 1 provides an example of typical CDOT roles for managed lane projects without a
tolling component.
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Table 1: RACI Matrix Template
(R) Responsible: owns completing the task (one "R" per task, unless split activity)
(A) Accountable: approves or is ultimately accountable for the task
(C) Consulted: involved in completing the task (i.e. Subject Matter Expert)
(I) Informed: notified and informed about the task

Role

CDOT

Planning

Project Development and Implementation

O&M

System-wide
Planning

Planning Study

Concept Development

Design

Implementation

Operations

Monitoring

Maintaining

R

R

R

R/A

R/A

R/A

R/A

R/A

HPTE Tolling Operations

FHWA

FTA

Regional Agencies (MPO/TPR)

Local Agencies

Transit Providers

Appointed Bodies: STAC, FAC, Trans. Commission

Professional Conglomerates: CASTA, CMCA, 36 Commuting Solutions

Colorado State Patrol

Law Enforcement
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As shown in Figure 2, the three major phases of the project’s life-cycle are as follows:
•

•

•

Planning Phase: During the planning phase, important elements that will define
potential strategies and alternatives are established. These include developing
system-wide goals and objectives, prioritizing strategies, and refining purpose and
need.
Project Development and Implementation Phase: The project development and
implementation phase follows the planning phase. It encompasses concept of
operations development (ConOps), environmental review, clearances and
permitting, ROW acquisition, utility coordination, design, construction, and testing.
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Phase: After the completion of a project, it
is recommended that performance monitoring be carried out to: 1) assess whether
the completed project’s purpose and need have been fulfilled, 2) to assess if
triggers or thresholds are met, 3) to provide real time adjustment to the operations
of the managed lane to achieve optimal performance, and 4) to feed lessons
learned and strategic information into future managed lane projects.

It is imperative for the project team to work with the Region Communication Manager to
develop a Communications Plan for the corridor. The team should also consult the CDOT
Office of Communications during all phases of the project. The communications staff will
offer ideas of how to convey the need, the benefits, and the operations of the managed
lane to the public. Additional resources for communications are provided in the “CDOT
Public Involvement Guidance Document”1 and “A Guide to the Transportation Planning
and Programming Public Involvement Process”2.
Figure 2: Project Life Cycle

Operations and
Maintenance
Project
Development and
Implementation
Planning

Stakeholder and Public Involvement

1

CDOT. 2016. Public Involvement Guidance Document. Retrieved via
https://www.codot.gov/programs/planning/planning-process/public-involvement.html
2
CDOT. 2016. A Guide to the Transportation Planning and Programming Public Involvement Process. Retrieved via
https://www.codot.gov/programs/planning/documents/planning- process/PubInvolvementGuide2015.pdf
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CDOT’s typical roles for each task within the life cycle of a managed lane is summarized
below. Additional guidance for HTPE roles on projects which contain a tolling component
are provided in the HPTE Program website3.
System-wide Planning and Planning Study: The Planning phase encompasses both
system-wide, and project-level studies. CDOT’s typical role is to define the problem,
goals, and objectives and evaluate options to prioritize alternatives. This task is generally
led by planning staff with input from local planning departments. Systems-level planning
involves the development of system-wide evaluations, long range plans, and congestion
management plans. Planners also fulfill key roles at the project-level by supporting
planning-level traffic studies, concept development, ConOps, Systems Engineering,
Management Plans, ITS Architecture, and the development of the performance metrics
for monitoring purposes. Transportation planners are key to the success of managed
lanes. They play important roles in the system planning, project development, and
operations and maintenance stages.
•

Concept Development: The project management team (planning, environmental,
and engineering staff) support the Concept Development phase. During this
phase, traffic operations professionals will work with planners to develop a
feasibility assessment or ConOps. Each discipline can provide input as a
stakeholder and technical advisor. At the system-level, traffic operations staff can
provide valuable access to data, provide technical assistance on system-wide
improvements, and assist in the establishment of performance measures to be
carried forward in the managed lanes lifecycle. Professionals will also coordinate
on the assumptions of the project prior to the design and construction process.
o Enforcement: Colorado State Patrol and Local Law Enforcement should
be consulted during the concept development of managed lanes in order to
address their ideas and concerns for the operation of the managed lanes.
In certain cases, additional design elements may be considered to foster
the ability of law enforcement to address unlawful driving behavior.

•

3
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Design: Design professionals play a key role in the project development process.
As such, they are an important part of any managed lanes project. However, the
involvement of design professionals should go beyond the design stage; their
expertise is hugely beneficial at the system-wide and concept planning stages.
Design professionals can provide valuable input at the planning stages, and then
proceed to lead the design of the selected alternative(s). Similarly, design
professionals can continue to contribute to a managed lanes project beyond the
completion of final design plans. Providing support to the construction and
maintenance professionals can make their jobs easier—and can result in valuable
feedback on the actual performance of the design and ROW impacts of the
selected alternative.

Available at https://www.codot.gov/programs/high-performance-transportation-enterprise-hpte
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•

Implementation: Professionals supporting the Implementation phase carry out the
design and plans for project implementation. These professionals aid planners and
designers in gauging the constructability and cost of alternatives. They should be
involved in a minor role as a stakeholder during early planning and concept
development. It is important on critical projects for construction engineers to review
project concepts for constructability concerns. Note that the Implementation role is
not limited to the construction of roadway infrastructure but may include the
installation of ITS equipment, the development of ITS software applications, or
signal re-timing. This role includes testing or inspecting the newly-built project to
ensure that it performs as expected.

•

Operations: Traffic operations and ITS professionals are typically engaged in the
Operations phase. Involvement of ITS engineers early in the process will help to
identify implementable alternatives that are consistent with the Regional ITS
Architecture. During the early system planning stage, ITS engineers can also
provide valuable access to data, lend their expertise on technology, and assist in
the establishment of performance measures to be carried forward in the managed
lanes project. In the project development process, professionals can work with
planners to develop feasibility assessments and ConOps reports. Finally, ITS
engineers and traffic operations can work with transportation planners on the
system verification and validation process that follows the completion of a project.

•

Monitoring: CDOT engineers can all contribute their expertise to the Monitoring
phase. ITS engineers can monitor ITS deployments and assist in data collection.
Planning and traffic operations professionals will actively monitor the operations of
the system and can provide data / technical support for performance monitoring.
Planners may also evaluate the strategy effectiveness to validate performance
measures developed at the onset of the project.

•

Maintaining: The maintenance role is critical in both the system and project-levels
of a managed lanes project. As a stakeholder at the system level, maintenance
staff can provide valuable information on the state of the physical system.
Maintenance staff can contribute during all stages of the project by providing asset
management and data expertise. They are primarily responsible for maintenance
and upkeep needs after a project is complete. At the project-level, it is critical to
engage maintenance staff in the planning phase to understand maintenance and
regional architecture from a condition and asset management perspective. The
maintenance role then takes the lead in keeping the newly built facilities in optimal
conditions. Lessons learned by maintenance staff can also be valuable to future
decision-makers as they seek to select the most cost-effective alternatives over a
project’s lifecycle.
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Section 5: Goals and Objectives
The planning and evaluation of managed lanes within the state must be based on the
goals and objectives of a specific project. Goals and objectives may differ on a projectby-project basis, depending on the specific issues the managed lane is intended to
address or the user groups the managed lane is intended serve. To facilitate an
assessment of managed lanes, a tiered set of goals and objectives is provided in Table
2. Tier 1 goals are based on CDOT’s Strategic Actions for the Statewide Plan and each
managed lane project should aim to address at least one goal area.
•
•
•

Mobility – Improve mobility and connectivity with a focus on operations and
transportation choice
Reliability – Enhance travel reliability and reduce congestion through the use of
managed lanes
Safety – Move Colorado toward zero deaths by reducing traffic-related deaths
and serious injuries

The Department acknowledges that managed lanes may also be implemented to manage
other impacts, transportation purposes or transportation user groups. Therefore, Tier 2
goals were developed to evaluate the additional benefits which may further support the
selection of a managed lane strategy:
•
•
•
•
•

Environmental Sustainability – Enhance the performance of the transportation
system while protecting and enhancing the national environment
System Preservation – Preserve and maintain the existing transportation
system
Organizational Efficiency – Increase overall efficiency without compromising
the public’s expectations for effective travel
Project Financing – Maximize funding opportunities to meet the needs of the
transportation system through revenue generation and the use of partnerships
with the public and private sector
Technology & Innovation – Investigate technology and innovation opportunities
to make CDOT one of the most technologically advanced transportation systems
in the nation

The justification of a managed lane strategy must achieve the Tier 1 benefits which
maximize operational efficiencies of the transportation system. Other benefits recognized
through the Tier 2 goals are recommended for the purposes of providing sustainable
transportation choices, environmental benefits, revenues to help pay for the improvement,
or advancement of innovative technologies.
In support of these goals, quantifiable objectives were developed to identify the specific
purpose of the goal and identify the desired outcome of a managed lane.
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Table 2: Goals and Objectives
Objective

Goal (We Manage for...)

Tier 1 Planning Goals (All Projects)
Increase throughput
Increase mode choice
Increase average travel speeds

Mobility

Decrease average travel time
Decrease delay
Maintain acceptable operating conditions

Reliability

Decrease travel time variation (ML and GP lanes)
Decrease the frequency and severity of crashes
Reduce number of primary and secondary crashes

Safety

Work zone management
Enhance incident management activities

Tier 2 Planning Goals (Additional Benefits)

Environmental Sustainability
Trigger(s): Anticipated Need or Benefit
System Preservation
Trigger(s):30-50 year life projects
Organizational Efficiency
Trigger(s):Funding constraints, high public
involvement
Project Financing
Trigger(s): Unfunded project

Decrease fuel consumption
Increase air quality / decrease pollutants

Implement long-term mobility solutions

Increase customer satisfaction ratings
Minimize costs

Maximize funding

Leverage managed lanes to deploy new technologies
Technology & Innovation
Trigger(s): CV/AV market penetration, surplus of shortDesign managed lanes to be adaptable for future
term capacity
technologies
Notes:
A managed lane alternative must accomplish at least one Tier 1 Goal for justification
The Tier 2 Goals provide additional benefits for justification. They should be included in a managed lane assessment if triggered.
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Section 7 aligns performance measures with the goals and objectives and identifies
typical targets which should be achieved to justify a managed lane alternative. Since
every project is different and must meet a defined purpose and need, the typical targets
provide a base for developing objectives with “SMART” characteristics, as defined in
Figure 3.
Figure 3: SMART Characteristics for Project Objectives
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Specific
Objective
provides
specificity to
guide
formulation of
viable
approaches to
achieve the
objective
without
dictating the
approach.

Measurable
Objective
facilitates
quantitative
evaluation.
Tracking
progress
against
objectives
enables an
assessment of
effectiveness
of actions.

Agreed
Planners,
operators, and
relevant
planning
partners come
to consensus.

Realistic
Objective can
reasonably be
accomplished
within
limitations of
resources.

Time-bound
Objective
identifies a
timeframe
within which it
will be
achieved (e.g.,
"by 2020").

The “SMART” characteristics should be developed on a case-by-case basis, subject to
the existing traffic conditions of the studied facility.
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Section 6: Managed Lane Applications and Strategies
Once the needs and anticipated traffic impacts are determined, the next step in the
evaluation process is to identify the appropriate managed lane strategy. Managed lane
strategies should align with the identified needs of the corridor and support the
established goals and objectives of a project. Several managed lane strategies have been
proven to enhance transportation system performance. A list of potential managed lane
applications and strategies are presented in Table 3. These examples include the existing
managed lane strategies within the state, as well as those envisioned for the future.
Table 3: Managed Lane Applications and Strategies
Lane Management: Active Traffic Management Lanes
Active Traffic Management is the ability to dynamically
manage traffic flow based on prevailing traffic conditions.
Examples from the TRB Joint Subcommittee on Active
Traffic Management include:
• Lane Control Signal (LCS): Lane-use control signals
are fixed-grid changeable message indications that
use both signal and pictogram symbols to convey
lane-use information. LCSs are used for reversiblelane control and non-reversible highway lane
applications (such as shoulder lanes) and for incident
management. Gantries are used to direct travelers into specific lanes.
• Value Pricing (also known as Congestion Pricing): Employs road pricing
strategies, including the idea of charging motorists a toll or fee for travel during
the most congested times or offering a discount for traveling in the off-peak.
Value priced lanes use pricing as the primary mechanism to regulate demand.
• Variable Pricing (also known as Time-of-Day Pricing): The price of the tolled lane
or facility varies by time of day due to demand and therefore is higher during
peak periods and lower during off-peak periods. It encourages use of the road
during less congested periods and allows traffic to flow more freely during peak
periods.
• Dynamic Pricing: The price of the tolled lane or facility goes up as traffic volumes
increase. Increasing pricing is designed to discourage congestion causing
volumes of traffic in the tolled lanes. The price can increase at any time of day,
but typically happens during the peak hour.
• Variable Speed Limits (VSL): Dynamically and automatically reduces speed
limits in or before areas of congestion, crashes, or special events to maintain
flow and reduce risk of collisions due to speed differentials or short headways.
• Highway Ramp Metering: A network ITS architecture allowing for a controlled
system to manage highway access and assist in preventing unstable traffic
flows. Often coordination with mainline and arterial traffic flow is required. This
strategy may also include priced queue jumps.
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•
•

•
•
•
•

Lane Management: Active Traffic Management Lanes (continued)
Queue Warning: Used to warn motorists of downstream queues and direct
through-traffic to alternate lanes to effectively utilize available roadway capacity
and reduce the likelihood of collisions related to queuing.
Junction Control: Using variable message traffic signs, dynamic pavement
markings, and lane-use control to direct traffic to specific lanes (mainline or
ramp) based on varying traffic demand, to effectively utilize available roadway
capacity and manage traffic flows to reduce congestion.
Incident and Emergency Management: Managing lanes to allow for emergency
responders to address an incident, quickly clear the scene, and protect the safety
of the responders and traveling public.
Dynamic Re-Routing: Changing destination messaging on traffic signs to
account for downstream traffic conditions.
Traveler Information: Providing estimated travel time information, roadway
weather conditions, roadway work zones, and other condition reports allowing
for better pre-trip and en-route decisions by drivers and operators.
Variable Lane Width: A strategy which may be implemented in the future with
the advent of connected and autonomous vehicles saturation into the national
fleet. This strategy would adjust lane and or shoulder widths on response to real
time operational conditions and vehicle types to maximize throughput.

Transit Management: Express Bus Lanes
A term applied to a variety of public transportation systems
using buses to provide faster, more efficient, and more
reliable transit service than an ordinary bus line. Often this is
achieved by making improvements to existing infrastructure,
vehicles and scheduling. This may include dedicated lanes
and slip ramps at interchanges for the transit vehicles. The
goal of these systems is to approach the service quality of
rail transit while still enjoying the cost savings and flexibility
of bus transit.
Special-Use Lanes
Special-use lanes provide certain vehicles, usually
designated by vehicle type, an exclusive operational lane.
These lanes may change use based on temporal, physical,
or vehicle type. Examples include:
•
•
•
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Lanes or roadways dedicated to implementing new
innovative technology or three-dimensional travel
Lanes or roadways that primarily serve commercial
motor vehicles or transit needs, although generalpurpose traffic may be permitted to use these lanes
Lanes or roadways dedicated to alternative fueling vehicles
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Express Lanes
Lanes separated from general purpose lanes by a striped
buffer or a raised-median barrier. Lanes whose demand is
managed to maintain reliable, fast operation even during
peak periods. Express lanes can be tolled. In Colorado,
tolls are collected by transponders/stickers on the vehicle or
computer controlled image recognition and license plate
tagging systems.

High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
A highway or street lane for high-occupancy vehicles
usually marked with large diamond shapes on the
pavement. HOV is also the term used for carpool vehicles.
In February 2013, CDOT Commission and Denver Regional
Council of Governments (DRCOG) passed a resolution that
all CDOT HOV Express Lanes would change from HOV 2
to HOV 3 on Jan. 1, 2017, requiring a minimum occupancy
of three passengers.

High-Occupancy Toll Lane (HOT)
These lanes take advantage of available and un-used
capacity in an HOV lane by permitting vehicles that do not
meet the minimum occupancy requirements to pay a toll or
fee for access to the lanes. This strategy is similar the
HPTE Express Lanes within Colorado.

Reversible Lanes (also known as Counterflow lanes or Contraflow lanes)
Reversible lanes allow one or more lanes on a facility to
shift direction throughout the day to accommodate traffic
patterns, such as morning and evening peaks. By utilizing
additional lanes in the direction that demands more
capacity, congestion can be reduced and overall capacity
can be increased. Lane control, signs, ramp meters, and
special pavement markings are used to inform motorists of
lane direction and movements. Reversible lanes may
operate as tolled or non-tolled.
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Shoulder Lanes
Using the shoulder as a travel lane, typically during peak
periods to minimize recurrent congestion. Shoulder Lanes
can also be used to manage traffic and associated
congestion immediately after an incident. It is typically
applied with variable speed limits and can be tolled or
non-tolled. Examples include:
• Peak Period Shoulder Lanes (PPSL): Peak Period
Shoulder Lanes can operate either as non-tolled or
as a tolled express lane, meaning that during highly
congested times, highways are given an extra lane
by using the shoulder.
• Localized Shoulder Lanes (LSL): Non-tolled LSLs can be used to manage
traffic and associated congestion during and immediately after an incident and
as an accident bypass.
• Bus on Shoulder Lane: Dedicated shoulder lane on which buses operate when
mainline speeds are less than a specified operating speed and buses are
generally prohibited from exceeding the speed of mainline traffic by more than
15 miles per hour, up to a maximum speed of the specified operating speed.
• Connected, Autonomous Vehicle, or Rapid Speed Transportation Shoulder
Lane: Dedicated shoulder lane on which connected and/or autonomous
vehicles or other Rapid Speed Transportation operate when mainline is highly
congested.
Connected Vehicle Technology
Similar to special-use lanes, connected vehicle technology
lanes service certain vehicles, designated by their
connected or autonomous technologies.
•
•

Lanes or roadways dedicated to only connected
vehicles and or platooning vehicles
Lanes or roadways dedicated to only autonomous
vehicles

Each of the managed lane applications or strategies described above is designed to
accomplish a number of goals and objectives. Table 4 aligns the potential managed lane
strategies to their overall goals and objectives. Practitioners considering the use of
managed lanes for their project should correlate their goals and objectives to the
application of the following managed lane strategies.
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Table 4: Goals, Objectives, and Strategies
Managed Lane Applications / Strategies
Goal
(We Manage for...)

Objective

Active Traffic
Management
Lanes

Express Bus
Lanes

Special-Use
Lanes

Express
Lanes

HighOccupancy
Vehicle

Reversible
Lanes

Shoulder
Lanes

Connected
Vehicle
Technology*

Tier 1 Planning Goals (All Projects)
Increase throughput
Increase mode choice
Increase average travel speeds

Mobility

Decrease average travel time
Decrease delay
Maintain acceptable operating
conditions

Reliability

Decrease travel time variation (ML
and GP lanes)
Decrease the frequency and severity
of crashes

Safety

Reduce number of primary and
secondary crashes
Work zone management
Enhance incident management
activities

Tier 2 Planning Goals (Additional Benefits)
Environmental Sustainability
Trigger(s): Anticipated Need or Benefit

System Preservation
Trigger(s):30-50 year life projects

Organizational Efficiency

Decrease fuel consumption
Increase air quality / decrease
pollutants
Implement long-term mobility
solutions
Increase customer satisfaction
ratings

Trigger(s):Funding constraints, high public
Minimize costs
involvement

Project Financing
Trigger(s): Unfunded project

Technology & Innovation
Trigger(s): CV/AV market penetration,
surplus of short-term capacity

Maximize funding
Leverage managed lanes to deploy
new technologies
Design managed lanes to be
adaptable for future technologies

Notes:
- Managed lane type directly accomplishes objective
- Managed lane type generally accomplishes objective
- Managed lane type does not directly address objective
* - To be re-evaluated upon CV/AV deployment
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Section 7: Performance Measures for Managed Lanes
The FHWA Office of Operations defines performance measurement as “the use of
statistical evidence to determine progress toward specific defined organizational
objectives.4”
As mentioned in Section 5, performance measures were identified to develop a consistent
set of evaluation metrics for managed lane assessments throughout the state. As
illustrated in Table 5, the performance measures were aligned with the appropriate goals
and objectives and were utilized as a basis for target-setting (refer to previous section on
“SMART” objectives) to assess managed lane alternatives in the planning phase. The
performance measures and targets should also be utilized after the implementation of a
managed lane to assess the progress toward meeting the stated objectives, continually
evaluate the effectiveness of the strategy, and support real-time traffic operations.
The performance measures were identified based on the following criteria:
•

•
•

Understandable: Measures that use consistent definitions and interpretations to
address the needs of a wide-ranging audience, while still achieving the necessary
precision, accuracy, and detail to facilitate system or program improvement
Widely Accepted: Measures were selected based on best practices of previous
managed lane projects within Colorado and around the country
Data Readily Available or Efficient to Obtain: Measures which use data that is
captured automatically or using technologies with minimal data entry and
processing to produce usable results

A review of the identified performance measures was also conducted to ensure that the
measures collectively address the four factors or congestion:
•
•
•
•

Intensity – Severity of congestion
Duration – Amount of time the congested conditions persist
Extent – Number of users impacted by congestion
Variability – Different timeframes of congestion

Within the planning phase, the performance measures and targets are provided to
identify when a managed lane strategy is appropriate. When the targets are achievable
through a managed lane alternative, the managed lane is justified. When the targets are
not obtainable, the study should proceed with evaluating capacity improvements for
general purpose lanes.

4

FHWA. 2017. Performance Measurement Fundamentals. Retrieved via
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/perf_measurement/fundamentals/
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Table 5: Performance Measures, Targets, and Data Requirements
Phase
Goal
(We Manage for...)

Objective

Performance Measures

Typical Target/Thresholds

Data Requirements

Planning

Operations

Increase throughput

Daily or hourly person volume on managed lane (ML)
and general purpose lane (GP)
Per lane efficiency (speed x pphpl)

ML person volume 2x greater than GP (per lane average)
Increase by 10%

Before and after volume and occupancy counts
Before and after speed and pphpl

X

X

X

X

Transit on -time arrivals

> 95% on-time schedule adherence

Before and after on-time performance

X

X

Carpool / Vanpool

> 20 % increase in carpools

Before and after vehicle and occupancy counts

X

X

Average is less than $100

Before and after vehicle and occupancy counts

X

X

Before GP travel speed and after GP and ML
travel speed
Before GP travel time and after GP and ML
travel time
Before GP travel time and after GP and ML
travel time

X

X

X

X

Average delay (vehicle, person, and ton-mile)

Maintain an average travel speed of 45 mph 90% of the time
during peak time
1 minute per ML facility mile of travel time savings, with a total
savings of 5-10 min
1 minute per ML facility mile of travel time savings, with a total
savings of 5-10 min

X

X

Duration of congestion

Acceptable operating conditions 90% of time during peak period

Before and after level of service

Level of service

ML LOS "D" or better for 20 years

Anticipated and actual volumes and capacities

X

X

Hours per week that an express lane is in operation

Minimum 20 hours

X

X

Travel time reliability ( 95th percentile travel times)

> 95% on time

Stakeholder perceptions on reliability

> 75% stakeholder approval

Managed lane operational data
Before GP travel speed and after GP and ML
travel speed
Surveys of users, non-users, focus groups and
general public

Operational level of service

Maintain minimum LOS "D" or better

Volume counts

Rate of fatalities and serious injuries
Rate of total crashes
Primary crash vs secondary crash
Hours of lane closures due to work zones
Incident /crashes in work zones
Incident / crash rate
Emergency responder transport times
Incident clearance times

Decrease rate by 5%
Decrease rate by 5%
Decrease number of occurrence by 5%
Decrease hours by 5%
Decrease rate by 5%
Decrease rate by 5%
Decrease time by 10%
Decrease time by 10%

Before and after crash data
Before and after crash data
Before and after crash data
Before and after hours of lane closures
Before and after incident / crash data
Before and after incident / crash data
Before and after emergency transport times
Before and after incident clearance times

Tier 1 Planning Goals (All Projects)

Increase mode choice

Average cost per seat-mile

Mobility

Increase average travel speeds
Decrease average travel time

Decrease delay

Maintain acceptable operating conditions

Reliability

Decrease travel time variation (ML and GP
lanes)

Decrease the frequency and severity of
crashes
Reduce number of primary and secondary

Safety

Work zone management
Enhance incident management activities

Average lane (ML and GP) and facility speed
Travel time

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Tier 2 Planning Goals (Additional Benefits)
Environmental Sustainability
Trigger(s): Anticipated Need or Benefit

System Preservation
Trigger(s):30-50 year life projects

Organizational Efficiency

Decrease fuel consumption

Increase stakeholder satisfaction ratings

Trigger(s):Funding constraints, high public
Minimize costs
involvement

Project Financing
Trigger(s): Unfunded project

Technology & Innovation
Trigger(s): CV/AV market penetration,
surplus of short-term capacity
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Decrease fuel consumption by 10%

Air quality index

Positive impact as compared to no improvement or additional GP Estimations based on vehicle and occupancy
lane
counts and travel times

Acceptable LOS for 20-year horizon

Maintain minimum LOS "D" or better for 20 years

Increase air quality / decrease pollutants

Implement long-term mobility solutions

Maximize funding

Leverage managed lanes to deploy new
technologies
Design managed lanes to be adaptable for
future technologies

Before and after vehicle and occupancy counts
and length of system

Fuel consumption (per PMT)

Maintenance costs per year (low, moderate, high, very
high)
Low to moderate
Stakeholder perception

> 75% stakeholder approval

Benefit-cost ratio
Overall net revenue
Ability to fund project
3P Partnership abilities
Managed lane utilization
Technologies deployed

B/C >1
Revenue contributes to project cost and O&M
Revenue contributes to project cost and O&M
P3 project
Operate at LOS "D" or better
Deploy at least one innovative technology

Stakeholder satisfaction
Technologies deployed

> 75% stakeholder approval
Infrastructure is adaptable

Stakeholder satisfaction

> 75% stakeholder approval

Volume counts
Conceptual level probable maintenance costs
Surveys of users, non-users, focus groups and
general public
Total costs, estimated benefits, actual benefits
(based on travel time information)
Anticipated and actual revenue
Anticipated and actual revenue
Project funding agreement
Anticipated and actual volumes and capacities
Project design
Surveys of users, non-users, focus groups and
general public
Project design
Surveys of users, non-users, focus groups and
general public

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
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Section 8: Next Steps of a Managed Lane Project
In conjunction with the CDOT project planning and development process, including all
system-level or corridor-level studies that evaluate alternatives for highway capacity
through expansion or operational improvements, managed lanes must be considered in
the context of any capacity improvement.
Upon completion of the planning process as described within Sections 2-7 of these
Guidelines, additional steps for project development, project procurement, and
construction will follow. Figure 4 highlights the process of a “major project” and the major
approval points for HPTE/CDOT within the process.
A major project meets one or more of the following criteria:
• Greater than roughly $200M in construction costs
• Involves public-private partnerships or other innovative financing requiring the
statutory powers of the HPTE
• Involves toll operations, technologies, and equipment
• Has non-traditional or innovative contracting methods requiring or benefiting from
the centralized management or expertise of the Office of Major Project
Development (OMPD), to be determined by the Chief Engineer
Figure 4: Major Project Development Process5

5
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Source: https://www.codot.gov/programs/majorprojectdevelopment/assets/framework
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Likewise, managed lane projects that do not contain a tolling component or meet the
minimum construction costs of a “major project” require a similar level of evaluation
beyond the planning phase. A high-level overview of the key areas of evaluation for a
managed lane alternative are as follows:
1.

Project Design and Development
•
•

2.

Operations with Continual Monitoring
•

3.

•

Maintenance– The maintaining agency and anticipated maintenace needs
of the managed lane must be identified. This will also aid the development
of project benefit-cost assessments
Expectations of the managed lane as it relates to performance and mobility
contributions over the full life of the project must be identified to determine
when thresholds constitute a long-term modification.

Technology Infrastructure
•
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Concept of Operations (ConOps) – Developing a ConOps will set the stage
for the remainder of the system development process and the document will
be used continuously to validate the system when it becomes operational.
In addition to identifying stakeholders and project characteristics, the
ConOps will include a plan for:
o Project flexibility— The ability to alter operations as conditions
warrant and to change lane management strategies when
operational triggers or thresholds are met.
o Monitoring and evaluation— Continual monitoring of performance
measures to ensure effective operation of the facility and to
determine if adjustments should be made.

Life-Cycle Considerations
•

4.

Project design and development includes access design, driver information
and signing, enforcement to maintain compliance, intergovernmental
agreements, and use of demand forecasting models.
Coordination with the appropriate stakeholders is required to ensure
acceptance and success. A coordinated communications plan is necessary
to address the entire project through construction.

Adding technology infrastructure to facilitate connected and autonomous
vehicles or other transportation technologies, such as conduit, fiber optics,
and wireless communication devices. This would trigger a Systems
Engineering Analysis to identify how the technology fits into the greater ITS
architecture. The performance metrics included within these Guidelines
should be utilized in that analysis.
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5.

Project Funding
•

TOP

For non-tolled facilites, project funding should be justified by presenting the
benefit-cost of a managed lane alternative. This benefit-cost or return on
investment should utilize the data from the performance measure
assessment and compare it to the construction costs and anticipated
operation and maintance costs of the facility.
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Appendix A: CDOT Policy Directive on Managed Lanes 1603.0
(December 28, 2012)
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Appendix B: Managed Lane Evaluation Level Tool
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Managed Lanes Evaluation Level Tool
Date: _________________________________________________________________
Project Name: _________________________________________________________
Corridor / Description: __________________________________________________
Region: ______________________________________________________________

No

Yes

Preparer: _____________________________________________________________

Is the study corridor a capacity project on an interstate, US highway or state highway?
Does the study corridor have a high volume in the 20-year horizon (i.e. 4L < 75K AADT, 6L < 115K AADT, 8L < 155K AADT)?
Does the corridor have recurring congestion for more than 2 hours during a peak period?
Is the capacity improvement on the study corridor greater than 1-mile?

Stage 1: Initial
Consideration

Is the candidate corridor a limited access facility?
Does the corridor have more than 50 incidents per year
Does the corridor have existing public transit service?
Does the corridor serve a large amount of freight? (Heavy Vehicle > 10%)

Stage 2:
Strongly
Considered
for Evaluation

No

Yes

If the answer is "No" to all of the questions, Managed Lanes should not be further considered. If
"Yes" to any question, proceed to Stage 2

Evaluation Level
Is the study corridor in the HPTE Express Lanes Master Plan?

Previously evaluated (complete)

Will the study corridor be conducting a PEL or planning Feasibility Study?

Evaluate during PEL Study / Planning Study

Does the project require a CatEx?

Evaluate during CatEx

Does the project require a EA or EIS?

Evaluate during EA or EIS

If the answer is "Yes" to any of the questions, Managed Lanes should be considered and evaluated.

Note: When managed lanes have been evaluated in a previous study (e.g., PEL study), additional evaluation is not required within the
following study (e.g., EA or EIS).
Copy Chief Engineer - Managed lanes are to be considered.

Copy HPTE Director - Tolled express lanes are to be considered.

Additional Comments:

Note: Upon completion, if managed lanes are determined not to be applicable with respect to such
capacity improvements, the decision shall be formally documented within a memorandum to the
Regional Transportation Director.
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Appendix C: Project Examples and Draft Memorandum
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Managed Lanes Evaluation Level Tool

1/1/2009
Date: _________________________________________________________________
US 36 Managed Lanes
Project Name: _________________________________________________________
I-25/Pecos St in Adams County to Foothills Pkwy/Table Mesa Dr in Boulder County
Corridor / Description: __________________________________________________
Region 1 and 4
Region: ______________________________________________________________

Stage 1: Initial
Consideration

No

Yes

HPTE / CDOT
Preparer: _____________________________________________________________

●

Is the study corridor a capacity project on an interstate, US highway or state highway?

●

Does the study corridor have a high volume in the 20-year horizon (i.e. 4L < 75K AADT, 6L < 115K AADT, 8L < 155K AADT)?

●

Does the corridor have recurring congestion for more than 2 hours during a peak period?

●

Is the capacity improvement on the study corridor greater than 1-mile?

●

Is the candidate corridor a limited access facility?

●

Does the corridor have more than 50 incidents per year
Does the corridor have existing public transit service?

●
●

Does the corridor serve a large amount of freight? (Heavy Vehicle > 10%)

Stage 2:
Strongly
Considered
for Evaluation

No

Yes

If the answer is "No" to all of the questions, Managed Lanes should not be further considered. If
"Yes" to any question, proceed to Stage 2

●
●

●
●

Evaluation Level
Is the study corridor in the HPTE Express Lanes Master Plan?

Previously evaluated (complete)

Will the study corridor be conducting a PEL or planning Feasibility Study?

Evaluate during PEL Study / Planning Study

Does the project require a CatEx?

Evaluate during CatEx

Does the project require a EA or EIS?

Evaluate during EA or EIS

If the answer is "Yes" to any of the questions, Managed Lanes should be considered and evaluated.

Note: When managed lanes have been evaluated in a previous study (e.g., PEL study), additional evaluation is not required within the
following study (e.g., EA or EIS).

✔ Copy Chief Engineer - Managed lanes are to be considered. ✔ Copy HPTE Director - Tolled express lanes are to be considered.

Additional Comments:
Concession Model public private partnership:
- Construct one ML in each direction between I-25/Pecos St. and Foothills/Table
Mesa Dr.
- Reconstruct two general purpose lanes in each direction- SOV are tolled and
BRT/HOV are not tolled
- Construct Divergent Diamond Interchange at McCaslin Blvd

Note: Upon completion, if managed lanes are determined not to be applicable with respect to such
capacity improvements, the decision shall be formally documented within a memorandum to the
Regional Transportation Director.
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DATE: October 18, 2018
TO: Transportation Commission & Technology Committee
FROM: Amy Ford, Chief of Advanced Mobility
SUBJECT: Rapid Speed Travel and Technology Update

Purpose
Provide update on several key RoadX initiatives.
Action
None
Details
•
Rapid Speed Travel (Hyperloop One and Arrivo): Hyperloop: CDOT, through RoadX, is working with Hyperloop One and Arrivo to
pursue magnetic levitation technology that can propel passenger or cargo pods up to 200 - 700 mph.
o Hyperloop One technology is focused more inter-regionally, with travel speeds up to 700 mph and early concepts look
at a Front Range route from Cheyenne to Pueblo.
o Arrivo technology is focused more intra-regionally or Super Urban, with travel speeds up to 200+ mph and they are
exploring a metro Denver network
•
CDOT has neared completion of the State Benefits and Opportunities Study (funding $200,000) that examines transportation
demand, economic benefits, proposed routes and potential strategies, regulatory policy, environmental approach and alignment
with overall CDOT high speed travel, rail and freight plans and overall transportation future.
o Each technologist has funded and is moving forward with their own feasibility analysis that looks at individual routes,
economic value capture, etc.
•
Rural Road Challenge: Rural roads carry less than half of U.S. traffic yet account for 53 percent of the nation’s vehicular
fatalities. To address the safety concerns of rural roads and working with the states of Minnesota and Wyoming, we launched
the RoadX Rural Road Safety Challenge, a three-track, multi-year, up to $15,000 cash prize competition that encourages
problem solvers to address rural transportation safety issues.
o There are three contributing factors that make rural roads particularly hazardous: sharp turns, soft shoulders and
wildlife collisions. Of these factors wildlife encounters can be the deadliest. In fact, along a stretch of rural highway in
western Colorado, 66 percent of vehicular deaths over the last five years have involved wildlife — that’s much higher
than the national average. These wrecks are also costly; the U.S. insurance industry annually pays out nearly $1.8
billion in claims for all wildlife-vehicle collisions and the average property damage cost is estimated at $4,000.
o To address these deadly and pricey crashes the first track of the three track RoadX Rural Safety Challenge will focus on
wildlife vehicle collisions. The Challenge is open to anyone 18 years and older living in the U.S. in the pursuit of
technology-driven safety solutions.
•
Smart 25: CDOT has advertised to begin construction of the Smart 25 system on northbound I-25 from Ridgegate to University.
Construction (some improvement to ramps and installation of the sensors) will begin in Spring with early test in Spring 2019.
Attachments
Presentation
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State Benefits and
Opportunities Study
September 2018
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Why this Study?
• Focus on Rapid Speed Feasibility in Colorado
• Multiple technology types evaluated
• Need to understand paths to implementation
–
–
–
–
–
–

Planning and Environmental
Safety Certification
Governance and Policy
Financial and Legal
Procurement and Partnerships
Project Oversight and Management
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Builds Upon Previous Studies
•
•
•
•
•

Statewide Transit Plan (2015)
Advanced Guideway System Study (2014)
Interregional Connectivity Study (2014)
State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (2012)
High Speed Rail Feasibility Study (2010)
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Key Findings
• Rapid speed technologies have the potential to
transform the way we move in Colorado, and could
help advance our mobility goals alongside other
modes/systems.
• Application of new technologies is a complex
process; the partnerships will vary.
• Technologists need clarity and speed; creative
partnerships and streamlining strategies need to be
advanced.
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RAPID SPEED TECHNOLOGY OVERVIEW
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Technology

Overview of Technology

Potential for Technology in Colorado

Hyperloop

• Passengers or Cargo in "pods" floating
above the track using magnetic levitation
via electric propulsion through a lowpressure tube.
• Range: Inter-city, Regional (long-distance
travel)

• If constructed in Colorado, likely in greenfield
alignment, as the curve radii for these speeds
would be larger than that of conventional railroad,
highway, or utility corridors.

Arrivo

• Maglev technology with sleds to transport
passengers and freight.
• Range: Regional, Intra-city (mediumdistance travel)

• If constructed in Colorado, likely developed within
highway rights-of-way, as travel pattern would
likely be within one defined area/region.

The Boring Company

• Infrastructure and Tunnel construction
company founded in 2016 by Elon Musk.
• Range: Intra-city, Metro (medium- to shortdistance travel)

• If developed in Colorado, likely developed
underground largely within highway, railroad, or
other public rights-of-way.

Transit X / SkyTran

• Proposed Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) as
a suspended, ultra-narrow gauge rail
network with ultralight pod vehicles.
• Range: Metro (short-distance travel)

• If constructed in Colorado, likely developed as a
first or last mile travel option in business park or
retail power center.
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Hyperloop
• Technology

– Passengers or Cargo in "pods" floating above the track using magnetic
levitation via electric propulsion through a low-pressure tube.
– Both Maglev and vacuum tube technologies have been implemented in
various applications, but not together.

• Status

– Since 2013, many companies working to advance various aspects of
technology.
– Virgin Hyperloop One (VHO) has constructed a ½ mile full-scale test track
in North Las Vegas.
– In 2017, Hyperloop Transportation Technologies (HTT) began
construction of the first full-scale passenger capsule.
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Arrivo
• Technology
– System focuses on Maglev technology using sleds to transport
passengers and freight.
– Potential for technology along area highways in the Denver region.

• Status
– Focusing solely on Maglev technology at much lower speeds than
Hyperloop. Feasibility analysis may be more streamlined/straightforward
compared to others.
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The Boring Company
• Technology

– Infrastructure and tunnel construction company founded by Elon Musk.
– Selected by the Chicago Infrastructure Trust, on behalf of the City of
Chicago, to design, build, finance, and operate O’Hare Express service
(Chicago Express Loop), traveling on autonomous electric skates at up to
150 mph.

• Status

– Tunneling for mass transit has been around since the late 1800’s; high
cost technology.
– Musk believes smaller tunnel boring machines will cut capital costs
significantly.
– Not yet considered in Colorado.
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Transit X/SkyTran
• Technology
– Proposed as a suspended, ultra-narrow gauge rail network with ultralight
pod vehicles.
– High capacity, automated network would provide non-stop, single-seat
travel from origin to destination on an exclusive right-of-way.

• Status
– Pods are proposed to be ADA compliant and at each stop, vertical lifts
would provide easy access to the platform above.
– There is currently no funding to advance this technology within Colorado.
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IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK
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Overall Implementation Framework
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Planning and Environmental
Key Considerations:
• Is NEPA required for these technology applications?
• Which agency would act as the lead Federal agency?
• Are there strategies to streamline the planning process?
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Planning and Environmental
• New rapid speed technology will likely require NEPA.
– Safety Certification requirements
– Use of Federal Funding (including federal loan programs)

• Lead agency dependent on alignment right-of-way
– FHWA likely if built in Highway right-of-way, and non-rail based
– FRA likely if rail technology in railroad right-of-way (most experience with
NEPA in High Speed transportation projects)
– Surface Transportation Board (STB) may be involved
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Safety Certification
• Which agency or entity certifies for system safety?
• Will a new entity need to be formed to certify these new
technologies?
• How does the safety process overlap with planning and
environmental?
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Safety Certification
• To-date, the safety certification for high speed rail in the U.S. has been
through FRA in the form of Rules of Particular Applicability (RPA)
• National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) enforces
many standards in the auto industry (safety)
– Seatbelt, child restraints, bicycle and pedestrian safety
– More recently - Autonomous Vehicles

• Agencies certify high speed rail in other countries (European TÜVs Technical Inspection Association, Railway Bureau of the Ministry of
Land, Infrastructure, Transport, and Tourism for the Japanese
Shinkansen System)
Overall, we envision a new 3rd Party Certification process for these
technologies; needs additional public/private sector coordination
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Governance and Policy
•
•
•
•

Who owns the right-of-way?
Who operates the technology?
Could a technologist authorize eminent domain?
How does governance overlap with financial?
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Governance and Policy
• System Governance Options:
– CDOT owns land/Technologist owns and operates system
– Other public entity owns land/Technologist owns and operates system
– Technologist owns land and operates system

• The likely scenario in Colorado would be one in which a public
governance structure or authority owns the land
• Other areas of governance include station development and
transit-oriented development, amongst others
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Financial and Legal
• How would the implementation of a new technology by funded?
• How does funding overlap with planning?
• If CDOT has a project sponsoring role, it is anticipated that HPTE
leads the financial and legal processes of a Rapid Speed project.
– Begins with a commercial viability analysis
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Funding and Financing
• Complexity and Challenges

– It is assumed that a Rapid Speed endeavor will require
“megaproject” funding levels with significant private
investment
– Build America Bureau administers federal transportation
credit programs

Funding and Financing Dynamics

• Sources of Funds

– Public Funds (state and local funding, federal
discretionary funds, value capture opportunities)
– Service or Asset-Related Revenue-Generating Funding
Mechanisms (passenger and freight fares, commercial
property development, ancillary revenues)
– Public Innovative Financing (federal credit assistance,
bonding and debt instruments [i.e. TIFIA, RRIF, and
PAB])
– Private Financing (private lenders, corporate bonds,
mezzanine debt, private equity)
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Service or Asset-Related Revenue Generation
• Value Capture
–
–
–
–

Tax Increment Financing
Special Assessments Districts
Transit-Oriented Development
Transit Joint Development (partnered with developers)

• Potential Utility Partnerships
– Leveraging funding by selling or leasing access to
utility providers to utilize planned ROW
•
•
•
•

Transit
Improvement

Real Estate
Development

Fiber Optic (telecommunications)
Water and Sewer (drinking and wastewater)
Oil and Gas (pipeline)
Power (electricity and natural gas)
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Procurement and Partnerships
• Will the traditional procurement
process work?
• What options are there for
revenue generation beyond
fares?
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Procurement and Partnerships
• Likely a public-private partnership (P3) approach to procurement
of a Rapid Speed system in Colorado
– Enhanced by vetted Project Delivery Selection processes
– Guided by Careful Due Diligence Studies (Revenue and Commercial
Viability, Funding Gap / Finance Plan studies, and Value for money
analyses)

• Colorado’s P3 Delivery and Innovative Financing experience is
demonstrated by a proven track record.
P3 PROJECTS
E-470 (47 mi)
T-REX (20 mi)

COST
$1.21B
$1.67B

DATES
1991 - 2003

DELIVERY METHOD
Design-Build, CM/GC

MARKETS SERVED
Highway

2001 - 2006

Design-Build

Highway, Transit

2011 - 2016

P3

Transit

Union Station

$2.2B
$375M

2012 - 2014

Design-Build

Transit

US36 Express Lanes (18 mi)

$497M

2012 - 2016

Central 70 (10 mi)

$2.2B (est.)

Ongoing

EAGLE P3 (36 mi)

Design-Build,
P3 197 of
Highway,
Page
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P3
Highway

Project Oversight and Management
• What is CDOT’s role in terms
of project oversight?
• What is the Technologist’s
role?
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Project Oversight and Management
• During the planning phase of a project, a single project sponsor
might be the leading authority working directly with technologists
and consultants to complete required feasibility studies.
• Following the planning phase of a project, subsequent
development of a project will depend on rapid speed technology’s
readiness level and sophistication.
• The speed at which a technologist may be able to advance would
be technology specific.
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Summary
• Rapid speed technologies have the potential to
transform the way we move in Colorado, and could
help advance our mobility goals alongside other
modes/systems.
• CDOT will likely play a key role in advancing these
technologies, in coordination with other local, state,
and federal agencies.
• Technologists need clarity and speed; creative
partnerships and streamlining strategies need to be
advanced.
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CASE STUDIES
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Brightline
• Miami to Orlando (Florida)
– 240 Miles/125 mph max speed
– Phase 1: Operation
– Phase 2: Planning/Design

• Project Sponsor: All Aboard Florida (Subsidiary of Florida East
Coast Industries) is the private developer of the project.
• Brightline is privately owned and operated project
• $3.7 billion (estimated Phase 1 and 2)
• ~$15 million/mile
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Texas Central Railroad
• Dallas to Houston (Texas)
– 240 miles/205 mph max speed
– Planning/Design

• Texas Central Partners (TCP) is an investor-funded company that
has proposed the project.
• The Central Japan Railway Company (JRC) acts as technical
advisor to TCP
• $12 billion
• ~$50 million/mile
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California High Speed Rail
• Los Angeles to San Francisco (California)
– 520 miles/200 mph (max Speed)
– Central Valley Segment: Construction (119 miles)
– Remaining Segments: Planning/Design

• California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is a California state
agency established to develop and implement high-speed intercity
rail service.
• $77.3 billion (Phase 1)
• ~$148 million/mile
• Current Phase Under Construction: $10.6 billion (~$89 million/mile)
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Colorado Transportation Commission
Workshop and Meeting Minutes
September 19 & 20, 2018
PRESENT WERE: Shannon Gifford, Chair, District 1
William Thiebaut, Vice-Chair, District 10
Luella D’Angelo, District 3
Karen Stuart, District 4
Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Kathy Connell, District 6
Kathy Hall, District 7
Sidny Zink, Chair, District 8
Rocky Scott, District 9
Steven Hofmeister, District 11
EXCUSED:
ALSO PRESENT:

Ed Peterson, District 2
Michael Lewis, Executive Director
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Herman Stockinger, Government Relations Director
Amy Ford, Director of Advanced Mobility
Paul Jesaitis, Region 1 Transportation Director
Karen Rowe, Region 2 Transportation Director
Mike Goolsby, Region 3 Transportation Director
Mike McVaugh, Region 5 Transportation Director
Kathy Young, Chief Transportation Counsel

AND: Other staff members, organization representatives,
and the public
The Transportation Commission Workshops were Wednesday, September 19, 2018 and the regular meeting
was Thursday, September 20, 2018. Both the workshops and the regular meeting took place at the Colorado
Department of Transportation Headquarters at 2829 W. Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204.
Documents are posted at http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportation-commission/meetingagenda.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 Transportation Commission.

Transportation Commission
Workshops Wednesday, September
19, 2018
1:00 pm to 4:45 pm
Attendance: Nine Commissioners attended the workshops with Commissioners Gifford and Peterson
excused. Commissioner Thiebaut, Vice-Chair, filled in for Commissioner Gifford.
Right of Way Workshop (Josh Laipply)

Purpose: The purpose of the workshop was to discuss six right-of-way (ROW) acquisition (negotiations) and
four projects for condemnation authorization requests.
Action: Prepare to act on agreed upon proposed acquisitions and condemnation authorizations at the
regular Commission meeting.
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The six projects with requests for authorization of property acquisitions for September 2018 included:





Region 1
o US 40 – Colfax and Chambers ‐ Project Code 22392
o Central I-70 Project, Code # 19631
Region 2
o SH 94 at Peyton Highway, Project Code 21543
Region 4
o Loveland ADA Curb Ramps - Phase 1, Project Code 22442
o I 25 SH 66 to N/O SH 56, Project Code 18319
o PR Flood Repair – SH 55, SH 59, and SH 385, Project Code

20257 Four projects for condemnation authorization for September 2018
included:




Region 1
o I-70 Central, Project Code: 19631
Region 4
o I‐25 North: SH 402 to SH 14, Project Code 21506.
Region 5
o US 550: CR 214 North ROW Acquisition, Project Code 16791.
o US 160 Passing Lane North of Towaoc, Project Code 20325.

Discussion:
 No comments were raised by Commissioners regarding the six ROW Acquisition requests.
 A new format to present the ROW acquisitions occurred to streamline the process to obtain
TC comments.


The Chief Engineer, Josh Laipply, referred to the contents in the Transportation Commission (TC)
packet for ROW acquisitions and solicited comments from the Commission.



With no comments, under this new process, the TC permitted the six projects with ROW
authorization requests to be moved to the consent agenda of the regular meeting.
For the four condemnation authorization requests, more details for each project were presented to the
TC. Issues surrounding the condemnation authorization requests (that permit CDOT to proceed with
the process for condemnation) included property owners not providing counter offers when CDOT
makes an offer for purchase, or the differential between CDOT’s purchase offers are substantially
lower than what the property owner is requesting and an agreement on costs cannot be reached. The
Commissioners indicated they would support moving forward with condemnation proceedings for
these four projects.



Review of Projects under Proposition 109 (formerly Initiative 167) (Herman Stockinger)

Purpose: To discuss staff recommendations related to Proposition #109, which proposes that CDOT bond for up
to $3.5 billion for specific highway projects, with proceeds to be paid back over twenty years with General Fund
revenue. Because the Proposition does not list funding amount for each project, and the total cost of the scope
of the projects listed is approximately $5.6 billion, the Transportation Commission must determine how the
funds should be spent. This includes eliminating some projects and reducing the scope (and therefore cost) of
others.
Action: Adopt a project list which utilizes all available revenue should Proposition 109 be approved by voters.
Background: Key Facts and Points to consider for Proposition 109:
TOP
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No tax increase. General Assembly (GA) shall identify and appropriate before July 1 of each year
sufficient funds for repayments costs of the bond. Assumption is the GA provides General Funds for this
cost
No later than July 1, 2019, CDOT shall issue a maximum of $3.5 billion in bonds with a
maximum repayment of $5.2 billion.
Funds “shall be used exclusively for roads and bridge expansion, construction, maintenance and
repair and shall not be used for transit, administration or indirect costs and expenses… the proceeds
shall be used only for the projects identified in Part 11 and for costs directly related to such projects
including planning, engineering, environmental assessments, as well as procurement and
administrative costs.”
Net Revenue anticipated would be as follows:
o SB 17-267: Current law allows for $1.88 billion of COPs in four issuances. The final three
years ($1.5 billion) is repealed if Initiative 167 is approved
o Prop 109 allows for bonding of up to $3.5 billion
o CDOT projects net gain over current law to be $2 billion
Narrowing the project list would involve:
o Maintaining consistency with analysis of Proposition 110, including:
 Start roughly with the RPP distribution formula to each region
 Include revenue and project assumptions for SB 1 & SB 267 (Year 1 as opposed to all
4 years) when analyzing project list - which gives us a project list of just over $4.1
billion
o Start with the funding assumptions for each project on the Prop 110 list and then add or
subtract from each project as necessary to achieve fiscal constraint
o Give weight against projects that can’t be built in three years

An informal opinion from the Attorney General’s Office confirms the likely limits of potential TC action on
the ballot list.
 The TC cannot select different projects for funding than those listed in the proposition
 The TC cannot use Prop 109 funds to go beyond the project limits of the project descriptions as listed
in the proposition
 The TC cannot change the core substance of the project description (i.e. if the project description
says “build a continuous flow intersection” the TC cannot fund a full interchange instead)
 The TC may reduce the scope or even eliminate a project from the list to stay within fiscal constraint or
for other reasons (for example, the project is already funded with other funds or is no longer supported
by CDOT or our planning partners)
 Court will determine compatibility with Prop 110
o
o
o

Likely no conflict using General Funds
Likely no conflict with using Sales Tax Funds
Likely conflict with how SB 267 is handled. SB 18-001 handles SB 267 differently depending
on which measure passes and does not contemplate if both measures pass

Options
 Option 1: TC adopts enclosed project list this month (with or without changes). This allows voters
to see what projects would be funded under Proposition 109 (staff recommendation)
 Option 2: TC does not adopt a list in September, but provides instruction to staff to re-work the list
based on TC input, returning to Commission in October for a vote on an updated list. While this still
allows voters to see the list in advance of the November 6 vote, the timeline is more compressed.
 Option 3: Do not adopt a list. Proposition 109 has a list, and the Blue Book is expected to state
that the TC will determine which projects will actually be funded.
Next Steps
 September 2018: Staff must determine how best to post project lists on our website for
both Proposition 109 and Proposition 110.
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November 6, 2018: Election Day
Post-November: Vigorous workshops should a ballot question for transportation be approved
in 2018.

Discussion:
 Much discussion occurred regarding the benefits of providing a list, and the TC’s legal obligation
to provide a list.
 Commissioner Thiebaut and Hofmeister both agreed that a list is not the TC’s responsibility legally, and
therefore no list should be attached to Proposition 109. Commissioner Zink also noted that she
believes the list would be confusing for voters.
 Commissioners Connell and Stuart felt it would be important for voters to understand what they will
get if they vote for this proposition.
 Commissioner Gilliland liked the idea of refining the resolution to indicate that with loss of SB
267 funding only $2 billion would be bonded.
 Josh noted that perception is reality and attaching a project list will limit CDOT, if Proposition 109 passes.
 Debra Perkins- Smith, CDOT Division of Transportation Development Director, noted that CDOT could
and most likely will provide a list on the CDOT website as part of Together We Go page and indicate this
is not a TC approved list, but what CDOT sees as potentially being constructed if Proposition 109 passes.
Commission D’Angelo supported this approach.
 However, it was noted that the issue at hand today was whether the TC will approve attaching a
project list to Proposition 109.
 Commissioner Hall expressed concerns with the three-year timeline associated with the project list,
as the buck stops with the TC. The Commission needs to make a statement.
 Commissioner Gilliland noted that Herman Stockinger, CDOT Deputy Executive Director and TC
Secretary, should redraft a new resolution based on today’s discussion related to adding statement
about funding from Proposition 109 not covering a list of $5.6 billion, and that transit and local projects
are not included.
 Commissioners did agree that changes to a resolution are needed, whether or not a list is attached
that would include:
o A statement clarifying that the $3.5 billion potentially collected from Proposition 109 passing
would not cover all the projects on the current list (representing $5.6 billion – if a list is
attached, and with SB 267 funding losses, only $2 billion would be available).
o A statement that this Proposition 109 does not cover local or transit projects.
 Herman agreed to redraft the resolution and bring it to the TC breakfast and regular meeting for
further discussion.
FY 20 Annual Budget Workshop (Jeff Sudmeier)

Purpose: This workshop focuses on the fiscal year (FY) 2019-20 revenue projections and begins the TC review
of the FY 2019-20 Proposed Annual Budget, set for approval in November.
Action: The Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) is asking the TC to review and comment on the FY 201920 revenue forecast and Proposed Annual Budget.
Background: At the beginning of each fiscal year, DAF develops an initial forecast of revenues for the upcoming
fiscal year, which is then used to develop the draft budget for the upcoming fiscal year.
CDOT’s FY 2019-20 estimated revenues for next fiscal year’s Draft Annual Budget are $1.903 billion, which is a
decrease of $141.9 million from FY 2018-19; the majority of the decrease is driven by a decrease in the FY
2019- 20 Senate Bill (SB) 18-001 General Fund transfer from $346.5 million to $105.0 million, offsetting the
$120.0 million increase in the SB 17-267 allocation to $500.0 million.
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SB 17-267 proceeds from state lease purchase agreements are codified in statute at $500.0 million for
FY 2019-20, dependent on ballot initiatives in November 2018 and/or November 2019. This represents
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an increase from $380.0 million due in FY 2018-19.














The SB 18-001 transfer due July 1, 2019 (FY 2019-20) has been reduced to $105.0 million to the State
Highway Fund and $22.5 million to the Multimodal Transportation Options Fund (MTOF) from FY 201819 amounts of $346.5 million and $74.25 million, respectively.
Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) revenues to CDOT are expected to increase slightly in FY 2019-20
from the FY 2018-19 forecasted amount by $8.5 million due to an increase in vehicle miles traveled. In
addition, vehicle registrations continue to increase due to an increasing population and Colorado’s
expanding economy.
CDOT Miscellaneous Revenue is expected to increase by $518,000 in FY 2019-20 due to an increase
in interest income resulting from a higher Fund 400 cash balance.
State Share of FASTER Safety funds to CDOT in FY 2019-20 is expected to increase by $2.6 million to
$119.9 million due to an increasing population and Colorado’s expanding economy.
Federal flexible revenue in FY 2019-20 is expected to increase by $9.2 million to $423.8 million
in accordance with the FAST Act.
Federal inflexible revenue in FY 2019-20 is expected to increase by $3.7 million to $125.5 million
in accordance with the FAST Act.
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) grants are expected to increase in FY 201920 by $455,000 to $8.6 million due to an increase in Transportation Safety Administration (TSA) grant
funding.
CDOT has not submitted a Permanent Recovery funding request in FY 2019-20.
Colorado’s High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) FY 2019-20 estimated revenues are
currently $16.5 million, which is a slight increase from FY 2018-19. There is currently no predicted
tolling revenue estimate for FY 2019-20. HPTE expects to have an updated FY 2019-20 revenue estimate
later this year, which will be incorporated into the FY 2019-20 Final Annual Budget to be reviewed by
the TC in February 2019.
Colorado’s Statewide Bridge Enterprise (CBE) FY 2019-20 estimated revenues are $118.1 million,
which is an increase of $1.9 million from FY 2018-19; the majority of the increase is driven by the
forecasted increase in FASTER Safety Bridge Surcharge revenues, the primary funding source for CBE.

Discussion:
 Jeff Sudmeier, CDOT Chief Financial Officer, provided an explanation of how revenue projection for FY
20 was estimated. Some revenues may be spent with more flexibility than others may.
 A new revenue forecast will be needed if Proposition 109 and/or 110 pass.
 The current budget is based on existing legislation and does not include revenue generated
from upcoming propositions.






The budget item categories are those that are related to asset management (maintenance of
existing infrastructure) mandated items, debt service, and administrative and operations.
The Safe Routes to School program budget was adjusted to reflect local match, as done with other
similar programs.
Commissioner Hofmeister expressed concern that the practice of including local match in budget
would make it appear CDOT has more money than it does.
Mike Lewis, CDOT Executive Director, noted that local match dollars of the budget represent less than
1% of the total budget, and this correction was to provide consistency with other programs that have
local matches.
Commissioners generally had no other significant comments on the FY 20 budget.

Risk and Resiliency Program Update (Debra Perkins-Smith & Oana Ford)

Purpose: Update the TC on Risk and Resilience proposed activities.
Action: Information only.
Background: The I-70 Risk and Resilience Pilot, completed in late 2017 and available for browsing at
https://www.codot.gov/programs/planning/cdot-resilience-program, builds on the work completed by CDOT in
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the wake of the catastrophic 2013 flood event. It is a first-of-its kind approach, meant to address vulnerabilities
in Colorado’s highway infrastructure by quantifying the risk and developing mitigation measures. The 450 miles
of I- 70 from the Utah border in the west to the Kansas border in the east have been analyzed for the potential
of future damage and closures from physical threats. The pilot considers multiple significant threats—ranging
from avalanche to wildfire, as well as human-made threats, such as high vehicle bridge strikes, and provides a
quantitative, data-driven approach to quantifying risk and calculating benefit cost of alternative mitigation
measures. The Transportation Commission Resiliency Committee provided input and direction on this study.
Details: Risk and Resilience has been established as a new CDOT Program in the CDOT Division of
Transportation Development, with dedicated staff time. As detailed in the attached presentation, the Program
is currently pursuing the next steps identified in the I-70 Risk and Resilience Pilot; specifically, 1) acting on the I70 Pilot results, 2) developing a risk assessment standard for the state of Colorado, 3) integrating resilience in
the Department, and 4) remaining engaged and active in the transportation resilience field.
Next Steps: The next steps for the Program include convening the Working Group to take action on I-70
results prioritization; provide regular TC updates if requested, and proceed with the resilience projects in the
CDOT Resilience Work Plan.
Discussion:
 Debra introduced Oana Ford, CDOT’s the Risk and Resiliency Program Manager.
 Oana noted that in the past a Risk and Resiliency Committee of the TC had met and was briefed on the
status of the I-70 Risk and Resiliency Pilot. It is hoped this TC Risk and Resiliency Committee will
continue and provide input to the CDOT Risk and Resiliency Program.
 An overview of the key findings from the I-70 Pilot Project was presented.
o Risk Analysis and Management for Critical Asset Protection (RAMCAP) was the 7-step
process used to assess resilience along I-70 from Utah to Kansas.
o Purpose was to be proactive in looking at optimal investments that can be done now.
o A total of 10 asset types and eight risks were assessed during the Pilot.
o Both user (traveling public) risk in terms of their time and vehicle running costs and
owner (CDOT) risk for asset replacement and in-kind services were evaluated.
o Rockfall had the highest owner risk and flood was the highest user risk.
o Annual risk was assessed on corridor segments of I-70.
o Each asset type was assessed for each risk and methods to mitigate risks were considered, and
their comparative benefits and costs were estimated to provide information on how to
optimize proactive investments.







Commissioner Connell mentioned that a dream of hers is to have money in a risk and resiliency program
to pay for improvements that mitigate risk, and asked if the analysis included off-system detours. Oana
responded that time for taking detours was included in user costs, but the roadways were not part of
the analysis yet.
Josh noted that when a Governor declares an emergency, federal emergency funds become available
to pay for damages.
Commissioner Scott requested to see human caused risks be included – e.g., terrorism/cyber-attacks.
Josh noted that CDOT is diversifying platforms and segmenting data to protect CDOT from future
cyber incidents.
Commissioners expressed enthusiasm and support for the creation of the risk and resiliency program
and the work Oana is doing.

Statewide Transportation Plan Committee (Debra Perkins-Smith & Tim Kirby)

Purpose: The purpose of this workshop was to provide the Commission members with an overview of the
roles and responsibilities of the Statewide Plan (SWP) Committee of the TC. Another purpose was to provide
staff’s initial thoughts on the key elements or issues that the SWP Committee may want to provide guidance
on and weigh-in related to the development of the 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan.
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Action: TC consensus on having STAC representation on the SWP Committee.
SWP Committee Background: The SWP is a roadmap for Colorado’s transportation system. The SWP is required
to be developed by federal and state regulations. The SWP defines the vision for the transportation system. The
SWP’s prominence was elevated and this resulted in creating the SWP Committee for the 2040 SWP, and for the
upcoming 2045 SWP.
General roles and responsibilities of the SWP Committee would include:
 Providing overall guidance on development of the SWP
 Confirming the vision
 Brainstorming on approaches and methodologies
 Serving as sounding board
 Conducting incremental reviews of draft SWP elements
 Recommending to TC SWP adoption
Discussion:
 Related to statewide planning, a discussion on re-envisioning Policy Directive (PD) 14 “Policy Guiding
Statewide Plan Development” will occur next month instead of this month, to save time on the
agenda.
 Debra asked if the Statewide Plan (SWP) Committee would be agreeable to having Vince Rogalski, the
Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC) Chair serve on the SWP Committee also. The
SWP Committee members agreed to have STAC Chair join the Committee.
 Commissioner Scott asked how the SWP links to the FY 20 budget discussion that just occurred.
 Debra responded that the SWP is an umbrella plan that identifies needs and priorities and strategies to
use that feed down into how budgets are created. Conversely, the Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs)
that CDOT helps rural Transportation Planning Regions develop, feed into the SWP with their needs and
priorities highlighted. For example, the Freight Improvement Program project list will feed into needs
and priorities of the rural TPRs and their RTPs that will then integrate upwards into the SWP.
 PD 14 also is a link to funding choices – as it compares performance with investment decisions.
 Commissioner Scott asked how and when technology would be considered in the SWP.
 Deb noted that the next SWP will conduct scenario planning for connected and autonomous vehicles
(CAVs) and that is one way technology will be incorporated into the SWP, and the statewide travel
modal will help analyze the scenarios. In addition, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and
operational technology will be a component of the plan.



Jeff Sudmeier also mentioned that the revenue projection and program distribution processes look
at revenues and funding for the future out to 2045 for this upcoming SWP.
Commissioner Stuart noted her excitement with the upcoming plan and noted it is similar to the
Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) planning process.

Transit & Intermodal Committee (David Krutsinger)
Attendees: Commissioner Gilliland, Commissioner Hofmeister, Commissioner Thiebaut, Commissioner Hall,
Commissioner Stuart, Debra Perkins-Smith, Sharon Terranova, Karen Rowe, Mike Timlin, David Krutsinger,
Jeff Sanders, Tim Kirby, Josh Laipply, Brodie Ayers, Maria Johnson, Kathleen Collins, and Ann Rajewski, CASTA
Colorado Freight Plan (CFP) Update – Debra Perkins-Smith
Background: The CFP is a strategic plan for CDOT and its partners to guide freight-related strategies and
initiatives. The plan development process emphasized stakeholder engagement, implementation planning, and
communication and education efforts. The CFP documents critical multimodal infrastructure needs,
summarizes stakeholder input, and identifies high-priority strategies for future action.
At the August 2018 TC meeting, the TC approved the State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (SF&PR). SF&PR Plan
is federally required to be approved by the Department’s governing body, the TC. Unlike the SF&PR Plan, and
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not to be confused with, the CFP and FIP does not require TC approval. The approval of those documents lies
with FHWA. Additional information on the FIP is provided in the Details section below. This is a requirement in
order to distribute National Highway Freight Program (NHFP) funding. The Freight Advisory Council (FAC) has
reviewed and provided comments on the draft CFP. Staff is also offering a courtesy review of the draft CFP to
the TC in October.
The CFP emphasized stakeholder engagement throughout the planning process. Stakeholders from private
industry, economic development organizations, freight trucking and rail businesses, and regional and local
governments were engaged through advisory committees, working groups, interviews, surveys, and through
ongoing coordination with CDOT staff. Members of CDOT committees, including STAC and FAC were directly
involved in identifying key strategies and in providing review and comments on the draft plan. Comments
and input were integrated into the current draft plan to ensure responsiveness to key partners.
The CFP document is a performance-based investment approach to distribute funding under the National
Highway Freight Program (NHFP). A key element of this plan is a federally required FIP. The FIP is included as an
appendix to the CFP, and is a listing of prioritized freight-specific projects anticipated for funding through the
NHFP. The TC via workshops has been instrumental in providing feedback on the methodology used to select
and prioritize the projects over the last couple of months. As part of the September TC Consent Agenda, staff is
requesting TC to approve the NHFP FY 18 project list which will be included in the FIP. The staff
recommendation for NHFP FY 18 project list includes the following six projects:







I-25 South Monument Hill Climbing Lane (Region 1) - $2,500,000
US 287 Passing Lane South of Lamar (Region 2) - $4,500,000
I-70 Truck Parking (Region 3) - $1,625,000
US 40/US 287 Passing Lanes (Region 4) - $4,500,000
Mountain Pass Critical Safety Needs (Region 5) - $2,400,000
Truck Parking (Region 5) - $2,220,000

Discussion:
 Debra explained that we have the State Highway Freight Plan Amendment in place that allows CDOT
to spend NHFP funds.
 Next month or November the full TC will get a package of freight materials – the CFP update, and the FIP
list of projects. The TC is not required to approve the CFP, but staff wanted to give the TC an opportunity
to comment before the plan is submitted to FHWA for approval/concurrence.
 Commissioner Gilliland noted that bringing a package was a good idea.
 Debra noted that the FAC, with members from the freight industry, has also been involved closely
during the development of this plan, providing varied input.
Active Transportation Development Program – Tim Kirby
Background: The Development Program is a part of the transportation-planning process focused on identifying
major investment needs and establishing priorities with planning partners to support the long-term
development of the state transportation system. The Development Program focuses on projects that otherwise
could not be constructed based on funding constraints and identifies a variety of elemental needs within the
transportation system. It also bridges the gap between the Statewide Transportation Plan (25-year vision) and
the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
There are a number of elements that exist as part of the transportation system that are inventoried within the
Development Program. These elements include: Highway Capacity, Transit, Asset Management,
Transportation Systems Management & Operations, and ADA Curb Ramps. This expansive inventory of
identified unfunded projects demonstrates the unmet transportation needs across the state and allows the
department to respond proactively when new funding sources become available.
Details: Growing interest from the general public, public interest groups, Transportation Planning
Regions (TPRs), Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and the General Assembly has demonstrated the
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the Development Program will include an inventory of the multimodal needs (e.g. sidewalk improvements,
separated multi-use paths, bicycle and pedestrian paths, connections to transit centers, etc.) that exist on, or
adjacent to, the state highway system. Staff is in the early stages of the development of this element, but the
production of this element will follow the same process that other elements of the Development Program, such
as Highway Capacity projects, followed. This process includes a review of relevant planning documents (e.g.
studies, environmental, and Regional Transportation Plans), review and comment by CDOT regional planners,
and review and comment from TPRs and MPOs.
Discussion:
 Debra explained that the initial active project list was gleaned from plans and then coordination
with planning partners took place, as was done with the other DP projects.
 Tim mentioned the issues with the conflict between investing on roadways for improving pavement
condition versus constructing improvements for active projects exists; however, the link is shoulder
width. We need to identify where the key corridors for increasing shoulder width exists. STRAVA data
is available that points out usage of facilities by cyclists.
 Debra suggested overlay map of shoulders with bicycle usage information.
 Commissioner Gilliland mentioned the regional bike plans there were conducted previously. Debra
noted they were done by DNR.
 Josh recommended starting in areas with the most impact. In addition, Josh noted he understood that
Colorado has no state designated bicycle routes and that we need to evaluate this in the next six
months or so, and consider designations to link with Kansas and Utah, which do have designations.
Would like to see designations determined in the next 18 months. Josh noted that most of the
designations are on U.S. routes.
 Debra noted, that about 4 years ago, CDOT considered designations but decided, due to the
designation requirements, to instead build an online bicycle map with detailed information– we are
one of the only, if not the only, state that has a bicycle map like this. DTD will look into Josh’s request
and see what can be done about establishing designated bicycle corridors.
SB 267 Transit Discussion – Jeff Sanders
SB 17-267 “Concerning the Sustainability of Rural Colorado” (SB 267) authorizes the execution of lease-purchase
agreements on state facilities totaling $2 billion, to be issued over four years, beginning in FY 2018-19. CDOT will
be the steward of $1.88 billion of those proceeds, of which 10% must go to transit ($188 million) and a
minimum of 25% to rural counties with a population of less than 50,000 as of July 2015. CDOT must use highway
funds for federal aid highway projects that are included in the strategic transportation project investment
program of the Department of Transportation and that are designated for Tier 1 funding as 10-Year
Development Program projects.” For transit funds, “at least 10 percent of the proceeds shall be expended for
transit purposes or for transit-related capital improvements.”
The recent passage of SB 18-001 resulted in some uncertainty for the SB 267 funds. While the legislation
confirmed the first year of 267 funds, future years are contingent on outcomes of ballot initiatives. This memo
presents an approach for how CDOT will program the transit funds associated with SB 267. The first year of funds
results in $38 million for transit projects, $9.5 million of which must be used in rural counties.
Selection Criteria
DTR has used the following criteria to propose project selections for SB-267 funds:
 Project Readiness – The project has already undergone a significant level of planning and is ready
to proceed to construction in the short term.
 Strategic Nature – Project is of regional or statewide significance or is part of a statewide
programmatic need.
 Planning Support – The project is supported by relevant planning documents (Transit
Development Program, Intercity Bus Plan, corridor NEPA documents)
 Statewide Transit Plan Goal Areas – Supports statewide plan goal areas of system preservation
and expansion, mobility/accessibility, transit system development and partnerships,
environmental stewardship, economic vitality, and safety.
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Supports Statewide System – Supports a statewide transportation system, with consideration
of transportation needs throughout the state.

Current recommended projects are presented below.

Rural Infrastructure Projects
Since the bill defines rural as counties with less than 50,000 people, most counties along I-25 and I-70 are not
eligible. CDOT has already identified a few likely projects. For instance, Poncha Springs has approached CDOT to
discuss a park and ride that would serve regional and local transit service. Another project is a park and ride in
Park County (Fairplay) for a regional transit route. CDOT proposes to use its annual capital application process
available in the fall to identify and evaluate additional projects.
Discussion:
 Commissioner Gilliland mentioned median slip ramps and how they are good technology for
future projects.
 Jeff noted that they save money if installed in conjunction with other roadway
improvement construction.
 Josh noted their use is dependent on where they would be and traffic patterns – sometimes they
aren’t the best solution.
 Jeff noted at the Berthoud Center a median is being planned.
 Commissioner Hall mentioned that rural areas are looking for more transit.
Asset Management Plan – Jeff Sanders
Background: In July 2016, the FTA published the National Transit Asset Management Final Rule (49 U.S.C. 625)
defining the term “state of good repair” (SGR) and establishing requirements for transit asset management for
FTA recipients (e.g. CDOT) and sub-recipients (e.g. transit agencies receiving sub-awards from CDOT). The rule
applies to all transit agencies that receive federal funds through 49 U.S.C Chapter 53 and own, operate or
manage capital assets used for public transportation. Major provisions of the rule include:
 Each agency is required to either develop its own TAM Plan or participate in a group plan.
 Each agency is required to assess the conditions of its assets at least every three years.
 Agencies need to report overall SGR measures to FTA and set one-year SGR targets annually. This
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include 1) percent of revenue and non-revenue vehicles exceeding a specified Useful Life Benchmark
age (ULB), 2) percent of facilities not in SGR (overall condition of 1 or 2 on the 5-point Transit Economic
Requirements Model scale), and 3) percent of guideway under speed restrictions for rail guideway.


State DOTs, including CDOT, are required to develop Group TAM Plans on behalf of smaller “Tier
2” agencies to reduce the planning and reporting burden on those agencies.

CDOT provides some level of Federal and/or State funding support to approximately 93 transit agencies
in Colorado, including both public and specialized transit providers.
The Group TAM Plan, that has been under development in some capacity since 2016, is a business model that
uses the condition of assets to guide the optimal prioritization of capital spending in order to keep the transit
system in a State of Good Repair. Per the TAM Rule, this plan contains the following elements:
 Asset Inventory: An inventory of the number and type of capital assets to include: Rolling Stock
(vehicles), Facilities, and Equipment.
 Asset Condition Assessment: A condition assessment of those inventoried assets for which agencies
have direct capital responsibility.
 Decision Support Tools & Management Approach: A description of the analytical processes and
decision- support tools used to estimate capital investment needs over time, and to develop its
investment prioritization.
 Investment Prioritization: The project-based prioritization of capital investments based on
CDOT’s reasonably anticipated Federal and State funding available.
The Group TAM Plan will analyze groupings of vehicles and facilities by asset class to set SGR performance
targets for the 2019 plan year. The Transit Asset Prioritization Tool (TAPT) implemented by CDOT’s contractor,
Spy Pond Partners, will support the analysis of State of Good Repair (SGR) needs and the anticipated Federal and
State funding available to provide the basis for a prioritized list of SGR investments.
Discussion:
 Commissioner Gilliland asked about getting more transit agencies involved in developing the plan
and leveraging it to get more vested transit agencies.
 Ann Rajewski noted that budgets are very tight at transit agencies and the plan could be used as a tool
to help agencies make better choices.
 Jeff explained it is anticipated the final TAM will be presented to the TC for adoption in November 2018.
Bustang Year-end Presentation - Mike Timlin
Mike provided an overview of Bustang related to:
 Quarterly Comparison
 Ridership Growth since 2015
 Farebox Recovery
 Revenue
 Safety – Collisions
o System Collisions dropped to 1.4 per 100K miles in 2017-18 vs 2.01 in 2016-17
 Overall Bustang is doing well.
Next Steps:
o Launch INIT ITS in November with RTD as HOST
o Launch Masabi Cross ticketing PILOT with RTD – targeting Flatirons Flyer Boulder and
University of Colorado A Line to DIA January 2019
o Launch “GAP” temporary Service to Denver Tech Center – December 15, 2018
o Launch Colorado Springs – Pueblo 1 RT December 15, 2018
o Launch Seasonal West Line enhancement trips December 15, 2018
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Commissioners Gilliland noted this is a success story.
Commissioner Stuart commented that the fares are priced right to attract the ridership. Mike
noted studies suggested a $0.17 per mile fare and it is working so far.

Outrider next Phase (preview) – Mike Timlin
Phase 1 was completed in FY 2016-17 with the following routes established.

Phase II was completed June 29, 2018 with the launch and/or integration of new and current grant partners on
four routes:
1. Lamar – Pueblo one Monday – Friday round trip launched January 2 following the elimination of the
poorly scheduled and utilized Bee Line service that operated between Wichita, KS and Pueblo in
collaboration with Kansas DOT.
2. Alamosa – Pueblo transitioned on May 1 with a new operator with larger bus capacity allowing for
ridership growth. Senior Resource Development Agency (SRDA) of Pueblo operates both Lamar and
Alamosa lines with an emphasis on essential service transit service from Pueblo, southern Colorado’s
urban service center.
3. An RFP was awarded to Alpine Express Shuttle of Gunnison, CO to replace the existing carrier on the
Gunnison – Denver route. This competitive selection process on this route ensures future viability and a
renewed emphasis on customer service with a Colorado based carrier. Both Alamosa – Pueblo and
Gunnison Denver routes connect in Salida to ensure access on both routes access to the Pueblo side and
Denver side.
4. The Durango – Grand Junction line transitioned to Outrider on July 1 and soon will return to daily service
from 5 day per week service. The operator, Southern Ute Community Action Program (SUCAP) has
recently transformed to Southern Colorado Community Action Agency (SoCoCAA).
HDR was tasked to consider and prioritize the phase III routes (if excess funding is available) by gathering
comment from stakeholders and develop a list of 21 Statewide routes and complete ridership demand using
standard ridership demand models and present those results for further review. Initial results of the Phase III
study was presented to the TC.
Discussion:
 General appreciation for this program was expressed by Commissioners.
 Josh noted that DTR was audited last week by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and that DTR did
very well.
 David Krutsinger, DTR Director expanded on this point and noted that the last DTR audit resulted in 75%
subject area findings, whereas this time it went down to 15%, practically a perfect score, and
acknowledged the work of Brodie Ayers to make this happen.
Quarterly Reports - Informational Items – David Krutsinger
 SB 228 Project Update - A table providing a brief description of each project for year 1 and year 2 of the
program and its current status was presented to the TC. Please see the TC packet for more details.
 Transit Grants – a brief summary of transit grants and their status was provided to the TC. A summary of
grant contracting and invoicing performance is provided below.
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Rail Abandonments Report for TLRC
o Each year the SB 37 Report provides an update on possible rail line abandonments and
opportunities for rail line acquisitions. This year, there is one rail yard and four rail lines on the
watch list (see TC packet for more details).
• Burnham Yard (UP)
• Towner Line
• Tennessee Pass Line (UP)
• Fort Collins Branch Line (UP)
• Raton Pass Line
Discussion:
 Commissioner Gilliland asked about the status of the Southwest Chief.
 David explained that the TIGER grant is on hold as AMTRAK is asking for additional requirements that are
beyond federal requirements.

Transportation Commission Regular Meeting
Thursday, September 20, 2018, 9:30 am – 11:30 am
Call to Order, Roll Call: Nine Commissioners attended with Commissioner Peterson excused and Commissioner
Thiebaut attending via telephone for two meeting agenda items - Proposition 109 and Proposition 110.
Audience Participation; Subject Limit: 10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
 Barbara Johnston regarding I-25 from SH 402 to SH 14 for Parcel 7 provided comments during the
Condemnation Authorization discussion and action agenda item highlighted below.
Comments of Individual Commissioners
 Commissioner Gilliland attended the long-awaited ribbon cutting ceremony of the I-25 North Project that
has been desired for 20 years. It was a wonderful event. Still need the third lane to Denver, but this is
great. Also appreciated the investments from the High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE).
 Commissioner Zink attended a Club 20 meeting where an enjoyable presentation of Propositions 109 and
110 took place. Also noted that the Ridgway Responsible Acceleration of Maintenance and Partnerships
(RAMP) partnership project received an American Public Works Association Award.
 Commissioner D’Angelo attended the ground breaking for the I-25 Gap project that received funding
from multiple entities – local governments, towns, counties. The INFRA grant and SB 267 funds were
critical pieces of funding to make this project happen.
 Commissioner Scott also attended the I-25 Gap groundbreaking ceremony and noted that this project is a
remarkable partnership. US 24 in Manitou Springs opened up after an emergency culvert repair.
Commissioner Scott also participated in the Coal Creek Clean Up event that was enjoyable and
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meaningful. Appreciated the robust discussion with other TC members on Proposition 109, the TC
members may not always agree, but discussions are respectful.
Commissioner Connell attended an I-70 Coalition meeting where the Propositions 109 and 110 were
discussed. More messaging is needed to simplify proposition information for the public. Also attended
Clear Creek County meetings where staff did a wonderful job presenting on the Propositions.
Commissioner Hall attended rotary groups to explain Propositions 109 and 110. Noted the energetic
discussions of the TC that occurred yesterday, the TC is doing what the Governor tasked us.
Commissioner Hofmeister noted that the Eastern TPR 4P meetings have finished and they were enjoyable
and successful. It is good to meet with TPR stakeholders on their own turf.
Commissioner Gifford attended the I-25 Gap project groundbreaking ceremony.

Executive Director’s Report (Michael P. Lewis)
 Mike mentioned the recent groundbreaking ceremonies for I-25 North, I-25 Gap and noted that
coalitions formed helped make these projects happen, after CDOT developed game plans for the
projects. We should continue to use coalition formation as a future model for projects.
 Attending the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Annual
Meeting in Atlanta next week (see: http://www.cvent.com/events/aashto-2018-annual-meeting/eventsummary-dcc1a6b43672451abe40e8b0f8360615.aspx for more details) to discuss what we can do to
influence federal transportation legislation. The FAST Act will expire in 2020. Many topics and sessions
were mentioned, including: connected and autonomous Vehicles (CAVs), data management and
analytics, environmental protection, research and innovation, safety, security and resiliency. Mike
mentioned that he chairs the security and resiliency committee of AASHTO.
 Hurricane Florence in the Carolinas – these types of events are happening more frequently and we have
to better prepare.
 Planning to attend and participate at the Resilience Innovations Summit and Exchange (RISE) event to be
held on October 9 and 10 at the Sheraton Downtown Denver. See http://www.cvent.com/events/2018transportation-resilience-innovations-summit-and-exchange/event-summary-4a for more details.
Chief Engineer’s Report (Jared Esquibel)
 Another ribbon cutting aside from those already mentioned includes the 120th connection at Wadsworth
that occurred this summer.
 An update on Central 70 is that Tony DeVito retired and CDOT is actively searching for his replacement.
Good candidates are being considered.
 Recognized and thanked the CDOT Regions for their help with the project list for Proposition 109.
 A Notice of Funding Opportunity (NoFo) was released on September 5 regarding a grant for $225 million
– we hope to get roughly $10-$20 million for Bridge Enterprise (BE), working with staff on the application.
 Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) – 811 SB 18-167 was signed this summer and became effective on
August 8. This will change the culture of CDOT regarding underground utilities, as a process for utilities
will now be required in the project design phase, where it used to occur during construction. CDOT is
conducting education on this to bring staff up to date. There is a potential for project savings with this
new process.
High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) Report (David Spector)
 Held the first Express Toll Lane Master Plan workshop after TC last month and good input was received.
 The FHWA Innovation and Finance section is hosting an in depth training on public private partnerships
(P3s) on November 13 – 14.
 The HPTE Board approved an express toll lanes (ETL) media campaign for US 36 and I-25 highlighting why
and how we use ETLs – when you don’t want to be late for: first date, daycare pickup, or for a football
game.
 Commissioner Scott asked about the use of P3s and what is known about them in terms of trends and
how often they are employed elsewhere.
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David responded that P3 is one of many tools used by the HPTE. Other P3 projects include broadband
development, installation of lighting, real estate transactions, airports are a hot item for P3s in general,
and housing, especially student housing. P3 is growing outside of the transportation context.
David noted that ETLs are expanding across the country.

FHWA Colorado Division Administrator’s Report (John Cater, Division Administrator)







Towards Zero deaths is safety program that is reemphasizing how to make priority of what works to
create a safety culture. Strategies that are proven to work include:
o Primary seatbelt laws – they save 50 lives a year and it is a simple thing to do with a low cost.
o Cable guardrail medians
o Rumble strips and they are less expensive
o Roundabouts, Colorado is a leading state in roundabouts
o Working with other agencies – Partnerships with FHWA, CDOT and CSP work have strengthened,
and the Parks and Wildlife partnership is a good example that is not publicized enough – need to
promote this, as Colorado is the leader in forming this type of partnership.
o Technology and innovation - Colorado is doing well in this category
o Safety culture FHWA and CDOT employees must set a good example - where seatbelts, and do
not drink and drive.
o We need to use every tool in the tool box
Last week FHWA held a national meeting on safety and federal reauthorization; we are working on
initiatives; a follow up activity is the AASHTO conference scheduled in a couple of days.
Attended ribbon cutting ceremony for a Moffat County swinging bridge; it is the only one of its type in
Colorado and is 8ft wide; this project had multiple funding sources.
Commissioner Gilliland agreed that roundabouts are important to safety.
Commissioner Connell noted that she is happy to see use of rumble strips – they really do slow down
traffic.

STAC Report (STAC Vice Chair, Sean Conway)
 STAC provided input on project list to present to TC yesterday for Proposition 109.
 STAC was presented the amended FY 20 budget and information on SB1 funds.
 CDOT’s debt service payments were clarified.
 For the statewide fiber optic master plan, local governments want to partner.
 The State Demographers Office provided a presentation on population and the economy and its
relationship to transportation. Population growth is creating challenges for transportation; Colorado
population is aging fast, and changing transportation needs. The population that is 65 and over is
anticipated to be 77% larger in 2050 than it is today. Colorado’s population is projected to be 8.5 million
in 2050. The presenter, Elizabeth Garner, did an excellent job.
 Staff provided a presentation on the PD 14 scorecard including performance targets and safety last
month and this month maintenance and management will be covered.
 Active Transportation element of the Development Program was discussed and its importance for local
off-system needs too, especially in rural areas.
 Bustang update indicated the program is doing well
 Sean recognized and thanked Commissioner Scott for his presentation at the Front Range CCI meeting in
Castle Rock.
 Recognized and thanked the TC for stepping up to get I-25 North started. Commissioner Gilliland was
working on this sometime back in the ‘90s.
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Act on Consent Agenda – Approved unanimously on September 20, 2018.








Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of August 16, 2018 (Herman Stockinger)
Disposal: SH 105 and I-25 Interchange (Parcel 1X) (Karen Rowe)
Re-affirm Disposal: Ward Canal Morrison (Parcel PE-270C Rev-EX) (Paul Jesaitis)
National Highway Freight Program FY 18 Project List Approval (Debra Perkins-Smith)
$50-$150k Maintenance Project Approvals (Kyle Lester) 
1207.0 Repeal of Policy Directive 1207.0 "Employee Innovations" (Susan Rafferty)

ROW Acquisition Authorization Requests (Jared Esquibel) - MOVED TO CONSENT DURING
WORKSHOPS

Discuss and Act on ROW Condemnation Authorization Requests (Jared Esquibel) – Approved unanimously on
September 20, 2018










Barbara Johnston property owner of Parcel 7 along CDOT project 21506 for I-25: SH 402 to SH 14
provided comments:
o Expressed concern regarding negotiations of her parcel with state engineers.
o At the last meeting with CDOT, she was presented only two options where one would go over the
cornfield and the other would impact the silo pit and result in lack of access to the garage. A
Park-n-Ride driveway being directly across from their driveway was another concern.
o Barbara feels she is being damaged and not being made whole as a result of this process
CDOT’s Susan Christiansen responded that the changes of the driveway being moved are due to safety
concerns. She recognized that two options were provided to Barbara. CDOT did ask the owner for
suggestions but none were offered. It was determined that a roundabout as an alternative would be
outside of the project’s scope and beyond the project limits. The Park-n-Ride driveway being placed
across from the owner driveway was determined to be safer compared to other options as a result of
research. CDOT recently contacted property owners to reinitiate communication and negotiations.
Mike Lewis noted that Region 4 could continue negotiations with the property owner.
Commissioner Gilliland noted that the purpose of the TC is to decide if to approve moving forward with a
process for condemnation, but this does not mean condemnation is certain to occur, if an agreement can
be reached with the property owner, while waiting for a court date.
It was noted that the project schedule is threatened by not having access to the parcel.
As negotiations with the property owner may continue even with condemnation proceedings initiating,
and seeing the project being in the public interest, the TC agreed to move forward with the process of
condemnation.

Discuss and Act on Projects under Proposition 109 (formerly Initiative 167) - (Herman Stockinger) –
Approved with nine yeses and two opposed on September 20, 2018.





Herman explained the modifications to the resolution after discussion the day before.
o A project list will not be included; the resolution will state that the TC will develop a project list if
Proposition 109 passes.
o The resolution clarifies with the loss of SB 267 funds, approximately $2 billion will be available to
bond.
o The resolution also clarifies that this funding will not cover improvements for local or transit
projects.
Commissioners thanked Herman for yesterday’s robust and respectful discussion on this subject.

Discuss and Act on Resolution Stating Commission Position on Proposition #110 (Vice Chair Bill Thiebaut) –
Approved with 10 yeses and one opposed on September 20, 2018.
 Commissioner Thiebaut led the discussion via telephone.
o Commissioner Thiebaut supports this resolution, as it includes Development Program reference
for developing and attaching a project list.
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Herman to add text for “net projected increase of funds” to clarify dollar amount, similar to
resolution change of Proposition 109.

Discuss and Act on I-270 IAA with HPTE (David Spector) – Approved on September 20, 2018.
Discuss and Act on Third Budget Supplement of FY 2019 (Mike Krochalis)– Approved unanimously on
September 20, 2018.

Recognitions


Mike Lewis received a letter from Douglas County Commissioner, Lora Thomas. Bobby Snyder, of CDOT
Region 1 had gone beyond his regular duties, when he found Commissioner Thomas, who was in a car
crash and injured. Bobby found her on the road, moved the car off the road to safety, and helped by
taking the Commissioner to Georgetown, and waited with her until her family came to pick her up.
Attendees gave Bobby an applause for his heroic and kind behavior.



Mike Lewis recognized that CDOT’s Office of Process improvement, led by Gary Vansuch, was a recipient
of the Harvard Top 25 Innovation Award by the JFK School of Government. Gary was not available to
attend, but Geneva Hooten, accepted this recognition on Gary’s behalf.



CDOT Hero Award (Division of Aeronautics, Todd Green) David Ulane Aeronautics Division Director
recognized Todd Green for his heroism. Todd was returning to home along Weld County Road 49, and
noticed a crash where a school bus had rolled over. Todd, being a former volunteer fireman and
emergency responder, was the first on the scene of the crash, and jumped on bus to help to evacuate
passengers. Todd then stayed on an additional two hours to assist emergency responders. Attendees
gave Todd an applause for his heroic actions.

All signed September resolutions can be accessed here:
https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/approved-resolutions/2018approved-resolutions/september-2018
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2829 West Howard Place, Suite 562
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:

DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
FRANK SPINELLI, DIRECTOR OF AUDIT DIVISION / HERMAN
STOCKINGER, DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF POLICY & GOVERNMENT
RELATIONS
OCTOBER 18, 2018
ADOPTION OF UPDATED POLICY DIRECTIVE 4.0 “AUDIT DIVISION
POLICY”

Purpose
To request that the Transportation Commission adopt updated Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy.”
Action
Pass a resolution approving the adoption of updated PD 4.0.
Background
Policy Directive 4.0 was last updated in 2015. Commissioners Thiebaut and Zink worked on the revisions to the
2015 version of this PD, and took the lead on the currently proposed revisions with Frank Spinelli to make minor
changes for clarification, and to streamline the language in the PD. Because this revised PD 4.0 was a complete
rewrite, this draft does not show redlined changes. The draft of updated PD 4.0 was presented to the Audit
Review Committee in September, and no changes were requested.
Next Steps
Updated Policy Directive 4.0 will go into effect after the Transportation Commission passes a resolution
to adopt the PD.
Attachments
Resolution
Updated Policy Directive 4.0
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Resolution # TC-2018-10-XX
Approval of Updated Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy”

Approved by the Transportation Commission on (Insert Date).

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 and Charter” was
adopted by the Transportation Commission on April 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, since that date, members of the ARC and the Audit Division Director worked to
streamline the wording in the Policy Directive, removing those sections which were
unnecessary and clarifying existing language; and

WHEREAS, revised Policy Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy” 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 updated Policy
Directive 4.0 “Audit Division Policy.”
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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■POLICY DIRECTIVE
PROCEDURAL DIRECTIVE

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION
Subject

Number

4.0

Audit Division Policy
Effective

Supersedes

Originating Office

04.01.15

Audit Division

I. PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION
A. Pursuant to § 43-1-106(12)(a), C.R.S., the Executive Director of the Department of
Transportation (Department) shall appoint an internal auditor, who shall have the status of a
Division Director and shall have the authority to appoint such personnel as may be necessary
for the efficient operation of the Audit Division. Prior to the appointment, the Executive
Director shall give presumptive consideration to the recommendations of the Transportation
Commission (Commission).
B. In addition, pursuant to § 43-1-106 (8)(o) and (12)(a) through (e), C.R.S., the Commission
has powers and duties to require the Audit Division’s Director to perform audits and furnish
other information or assistance to help ensure the financial integrity of the Department and
determine its operations are efficient and effective, and also conduct and supervise federally
required audits as are delegated to the Commission or Department to perform.
C. 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. AUTHORITY
Transportation Commission, Audit Review Committee, § 43-1-106(12)(c), C.R.S.
GAGAS
(Government
Auditing
Standards,
http://www.gao.gov/assets/590/587281.pdf

2011

Revision,

as

amended)

§ 43-1-106(8)(a) and (o), and (12)(a) through (e), C.R.S.
§ 24-106-106, C.R.S., Right to Audit Records of State Contracts
§ 24-72-202, C.R.S. Public Records, Inspection. Copying, or Photographing, Definitions
§ 24-6-401, C.R.S. - Colorado Sunshine Law, Open Meetings, Declaration of Policy
III. APPLICABILITY
This Policy Directive applies to all Department divisions, regions, offices and branches and the
employees of the Office of Information and Technology as it relates to the Department. It also
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applies to vendors and consultants contracting with the Department.
IV. 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” (“ARC”) 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 the Department, or a contractor,
consultant or vendor performing work on behalf of the Department in which an audit is being
conducted.
“Consulting Services” shall mean professional services other than audits or attestation
engagements.
“Executive Director” shall mean the head of the Department of Transportation created in § 431-103, C.R.S.
“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 Audit Division on
an entity, including but not limited to those enumerated in § 43-1-106(12)(b), C.R.S., 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 required
audits as are delegated to the Commission or the Department to perform, financial and
performance audits.
“Third Party Audit” shall mean an audit conducted by an outside party, for example, the Office of
the State Auditor (“OSA”), 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.
V. MISSION AND SCOPE OF WORK
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A. The mission of the Audit Division is to support the Department to help achieve its
objectives by providing independent and objective audit and consulting services that will
improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and overall function of its various operations. To that
end, the Audit Division shall deliver quality audits and consulting services that maximize
efficiency, reduce costs, and promote confidence and integrity in the Department.
B. The Audit Division shall comply with 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 and compliance with its mission and scope are further detailed in
its Audit Division Manual.
C. The Audit Director and staff of the Audit Division shall:
1. Conduct and supervise:
a) Internal audits of the Department;
b) External audits of persons entering into contracts with the Department, as deemed
necessary or advisable by the Commission;
c) Such federally required audits as are delegated to the Commission or Department;
d) Financial audits in order to ensure the financial integrity of the Department;
e) Performance audits to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of Department
operations; and
f) Other audits as the ARC, Commission, and/or Department’s Executive Director may
deem necessary.
2. Have unrestricted access to all Department divisions, functions, system, records,
property, and personnel.
3. Have full and free access to the ARC and Commission.
4. Allocate resources, set frequencies, select areas of audit focus, determine scope of work
and services, develop a risk-based annual audit plan and apply techniques required to
accomplish audit objectives.
5. Obtain the necessary cooperation of Department personnel where audits are performed
and seek other specialized services that may be needed at times to better achieve audit
objectives.
D. The Audit Director and staff of the Audit Division shall not:
1. Perform any operational or management duties of the Department or its affiliates, such
as designing or implementing internal controls, install systems, preparing management
records, initiating or approving financial transactions external to the Audit Division, or
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engaging in any other activity that may impair their independence.
2. Direct the activities of any Department employee not employed by the Audit Division,
except to the extent such employees have been appropriately assigned to auditing teams or
to otherwise assist the auditors.
VI. INDEPENDENCE AND OBJECTIVITY
A. In all matters related to audit work, the Audit Director and Division must be independent,
in both mind and appearance, and must not compromise their objectivity and professional
judgment. Independence in appearance means the absence of circumstances that would cause
a reasonable and informed third party to reasonably conclude that the integrity, objectivity, or
professional skepticism of an audit organization or member of the audit team has been
compromised. See GAGAS, 12-331G.
B. The Audit Director and staff shall be governed by the General Auditing Standards set forth
by the Comptroller General of the United States, and shall adhere to relevant laws, rules and
regulations, and policies or procedures adopted by the ARC and the Commission.
C. The Audit Director and staff 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 staff shall exhibit the highest level of professional objectivity in
gathering, evaluating, and communicating information about the activity or process being
examined. 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.
VII. ACCOUNTABILITY
A. Audit Division
1. In the discharge of his or her duties the Audit Director:
a) Shall report directly to the Audit Review Committee, which supervises and oversees
the operations of the division with the exception of b) below.
b) Shall report administratively to the Executive Director. The Executive Director shall
conduct performance evaluations and other personnel matters related to the Audit
Director and may seek input from the ARC.
c) Shall periodically provide the ARC an assessment on the adequacy and effectiveness
of the Department’s processes for controlling its activities and managing its risks in the
areas set forth under the Mission and Scope.
d) Shall report significant issues related to the processes for controlling the activities
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of the Department and its affiliates, including potential improvements to those
processes, and provide information concerning such issues through resolution.
e) Shall periodically provide information to the ARC on the status and results of the
annual risk-based audit plan and the adequacy of the Audit Division’s resources.
f) 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 the Department regarding any findings and
recommendations.
B. Department
1. Management of the Department is responsible for taking appropriate and timely action
to respond to requests from the Audit Division and resolve any concerns identified in the
audit.
2. The Auditee shall be given at least fifteen calendar days to prepare timely written
responses to any audit findings and/or recommendations contained in Reports.
3. The Auditee must either agree or disagree to any audit findings and/or suggested
recommendations presented within a Report.
4. Management or staff of the Department shall notify the Audit Director or his or her
designee soon after receipt of notice whenever a third party notifies the Department of an
audit of its operations.
5. Management or staff of the Department shall inform the Audit Director immediately
when they become aware of fraud or financial improprieties involving the Department or
one of its employees, vendors, contractors, local entities or anyone receiving payment or
resources from the Department.
C. Contractors, Subcontractors and Vendors
1. Pursuant to § 24-106-106, 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 six (6)
years after the date of final payment under the contract or subcontract, unless a shorter
period is otherwise authorized in writing.
VIII. RESPONSIBILITIES
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A. The Audit Director and staff of the Audit Division has the responsibility to:
1. Develop an annual audit plan using appropriate risk-based methodology, also taking
into consideration any risks or control concerns previously identified, and submit that plan
to the ARC for review and approval.
2. Implement the approved audit plan, including, and as appropriate, any special projects
requested by management and/or the ARC.
3. Maintain a professional audit staff with sufficient knowledge, skills, and experience to
meet the requirements of this Policy Directive.
4. Establish a quality assurance program to help measure the operation of the Division’s
activities, which will also include an external peer review performed at least once every
three years by reviewers independent of the Audit Division.
5. Perform consulting services beyond auditing assurance services to assist management
in meeting its objectives.
6. Issue periodic reports to the ARC summarizing the results of the Audit Division’s
activities.
7. Keep informed of emerging trends and successful best practices in internal auditing.
8. Assist in the investigation of suspected fraudulent activities within the Department and
notify Department management and ARC of the results.
9. Consider the scope of work of outside auditors, as appropriate, for the purposes of
providing optimal audit coverage to the Department at a reasonable overall cost.
10. 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.
IX. REPORTING AND MONITORING
A. 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.
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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. The Audit Director shall submit, no later than one week prior to the ARC meeting, an
overview of the meeting materials to allow each ARC member the opportunity to
appropriately review the materials.
5. It is the intent of this Policy Directive to afford the ARC members an opportunity to
review the audit material packet and to individually ask questions of the Audit Director
about the draft Report. The ARC’s review shall adhere to the requirements of § 24-6-401,
et seq., C.R.S.
6. An Audit Report provided to ARC members for review within their audit material packet
is deemed to be in draft format and considered Work Product of the Audit Division until
the Report is voted for release in its entirety or partially (limited basis) by the ARC.
B. The ARC, at the next meeting, may:
1. Vote to release the Report without the need to discuss the Report
2. Vote to release the Report and thereafter discuss the Report at the ARC meeting.
3. Vote to release the Report on a limited basis subject to confidentiality or based on
propriety information which is subject to exclusions under the Colorado Opens Records
Act (CORA) pursuant to relevant law and GAGAS Standards or in consultation with the
Office of the Attorney General. If released on a limited basis, the Report shall be provided
to whomever the ARC deems appropriate.
4. Vote to not release the Report without discussion of the Report, referring it back to the
Audit Director to allow for consideration of further questions, potential subsequent events,
or the gathering of further factual information and the Report will be referred back to the
Audit Director for any action deemed appropriate.
5. Following the ARC’s release of the Report, the Audit Director finalizes the Report by
his or her signature, and it is deemed a Final Report.
6. The Final Report shall then be provided to the Transportation Commission
members.
C. The Audit Director shall keep the ARC informed of audits requested by the Executive
Director and senior management.
X. CDOT DOCUMENT REFERENCED IN THIS POLICY DIRECTIVE
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The Audit Division Manual
XI. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
A. This Policy Directive shall be effective immediately upon signature.
B. All Audit Division employees shall receive a copy of this Policy Directive within one week
of the effective date and for new audit employees, upon date of hire.
XII. Review Date
This Policy Directive shall be reviewed on or before October 2022.

___________________________
Herman Stockinger
Transportation Commission Secretary
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DATE: October 2, 2018
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: SH 263 Abandonment and Devolution; City of Greeley

Purpose
CDOT Region 4 is proposing an abandonment of 1.985 linear miles of SH 263 (East
8th Street), beginning at the intersection of US 85 at ~ MP 0.635 and ending at MP
2.62, to the City of Greeley.
Action
CDOT Region 4 is requesting a resolution approving the abandonment of 1.985
linear miles of SH 263 (East 8th Street), beginning at the intersection of US 85 at ~
MP 0.635 and ending at MP 2.62, to the City of Greeley.

Background
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.
Details
Region 4 has determined that abandoning this portion of SH 263 would be in the
best interest of Colorado taxpayers. Region 4 is currently completing an IGA for SH
263 to be abandoned.
Key Benefits
CDOT will be relieved of all maintenance requirmenents for the abandoned section
of highway.

Next Steps
The governing body of the City of Greeley will adopt a resolution agreeing to the
State’s abandonment of 1.985 linear miles of SH 263 and that said highway segment
no longer serves the ongoing purposes of the state highway system. The City
Resolution will commit the City of Greeley to assume ownership of said highway
segment in “as is” condition. Subject to the IGA and of the official notification of
such approval of abandonment of the above referenced portion of SH 263 and
concurrence to proceed with devolution by the Transportation Commission, the City
of Greeley shall execute a resolution or ordinance accepting the abandoned portion
of SH 263 as a city street. 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.
Attachments
Proposed Resolution
Exhibit Depicting the Devolution/Abandonment
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Resolution # TC-18-X-X
Abandonment of SH 263: Project #: STA 263A-001; Project Code: 21217; Location: SH 263
(East 8th Street) MP 0.635 (US 85) to MP 2.62; Municipality: City of Greeley
Approved by the Transportation Commission on ________________

WHEREAS, the Department of Transportation owns 1.985 miles of Highway in the City of
Greeley identified as SH 263 (East 8th Street);
WHEREAS, that portion of SH 263 is located between MP 0.635 (US 85) and MP 2.62
(Exhibit A);

WHEREAS, the 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;
WHEREAS, the City of Greeley proposed to take ownership of SH 263, between MP 0.635
(US 85) and MP 2.62, in exchange for a payment of $4 million by the Department of
Transportation;

WHEREAS, the governing body of the City of Greeley shall adopt a resolution agreeing to
the State’s abandonment of the portion of SH 263 and agreeing that said highway segment
no longer serves the ongoing purposes of the State Highway system; committing the City of
Greeley 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, the City of Greeley shall execute a resolution or ordinance
accepting the abandoned portion of SH 263 as a city street;

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 the City of Greeley;

WHEREAS, after execution of the IGA, 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, Transportation Commission is authorized pursuant to 43-2-106 to make
determinations regarding abandonment of State Highway(s) to affected county(ies) or
municipality(ies);

WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission has determined the 1.985 linear miles of SH
263 (Exhibit A) is no longer needed for State Highway purposes and that it could be
abandoned to the City of Greeley;
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the CRS, Sections 43-2106, the Transportation Commission declares approximately 1.985 linear miles of SH 263
located between MP 0.635 (US 85) and MP 2.62, as shown in Exhibit A, eligible for
abandonment.
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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2829 West Howard Place, Suite 562
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:

DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
KYLE LESTER, DIRECTOR OF HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE / HERMAN
STOCKINGER, DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF POLICY & GOVERNMENT
RELATIONS
OCTOBER 18, 2018
ADOPTION OF UPDATED POLICY DIRECTIVE 9.0 “EQUIPMENT
MANAGEMENT”

Purpose
To request that the Transportation Commission adopt updated Policy Directive 9.0 “Equipment Management.”
Action
Pass a resolution approving the adoption of updated PD 9.0.
Background
Policy Directive 9.0 was adopted by the Transportation Commission in 2009, and states that it is the policy of
CDOT to use its fleet in the most cost effective and environmentally responsible manner possible through a
variety of ways stated in the directive. It also provided target metrics in reducing the average petroleum-based fuel
consumption based on a Governor’s Executive Order “Greening of State Government” from 2007. Since 2009,
the Division of Highway Maintenance has revised all of its governing documents relating to equipment
management and fuel control. This Policy Directive continues to provide guidance by confirming that the
Commission supports the Department's dedication to tracking fuel consumption and managing state equipment by
having clear procedures in place and aligning with the current target metrics for reducing petroleum-based fuel
consumption based on the most recent Governor’s Executive Order from September 2018. Aside from the
updated Governor's Executive Order, there are no other changes to this PD.
Next Steps
Updated Policy Directive 9.0 will go into effect after the Transportation Commission passes a resolution
to adopt the updated PD.
Attachments
Resolution
Updated Policy Directive 9.0 (showing redlined changes)
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Resolution # TC-2018-10-XX
Approval of Updated Policy Directive 9.0 “Equipment Management”

Approved by the Transportation Commission on (Insert Date).

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 adopted Policy Directive 9.0 “Equipment Management” in
2009; and

WHEREAS, Policy Directive 9.0 states that it is the policy of the Department to utilize its
fleet in the most cost effective and environmentally responsible manner through
enumerated ways; and
WHEREAS, Policy Directive 9.0 also references target metrics for reducing the average
petroleum-based fuel consumption per vehicle based on Governor’s Executive Order D
0011 07 from 2007; and

WHEREAS, since 2009, the governing documents that related to this Policy Directive
concerning equipment management and fuel controls have been updated or developed in
their entirety by the Division of Highway Maintenance and this Policy Directive continues
to add value; and

WHEREAS, the Governor recently signed a new Executive Order D 2018-026 with updated
target metrics for state agencies to reduce petroleum-based fuel consumption; and

WHEREAS, updated Policy Directive 9.0 has been revised with the new target metrics for
petroleum-based fuel consumption and is consistent with the Governor’s newest mandate
to state agencies regarding the use of fleet vehicles.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission herein approves updated Policy
Directive 9.0 “Equipment Management.”
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

 POLICY DIRECTIVE
 PROCEDURAL DIRECTIVE

Subject

Number

Equipment Management

9.0

Effective

Supersedes

Originating Office

1/1/09

New1/1/09

Division of Highway Maintenance and Operations
Branch

I. PURPOSE
The purpose of this policy is to establish the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) policy
regarding proper and effective management of its motor vehicle fleet.

II. AUTHORITY
Transportation Commission pursuant to § 43-1-106(8), C.R.S.
Governor’s Executive Order D0011 07D 2018-026 “Greening of State Government”

III. APPLICABILITY
This policy shall apply to all CDOT employees who manage and/or utilize State owned vehicles in the
performance of their duties.

IV. POLICY
It is the policy of the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) to utilize its fleet in the
most cost effective and environmentally responsible manner possible by:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

TOP

Reducing the usage of vehicles to the lowest extent possible without adversely affecting
service to the public
Limiting commuting with State owned vehicles to those key individuals required to act as
first responders to emergencies affecting traffic and safety on CDOT’s highways and
Tunnels
Requiring the maximum use of carpooling possible to minimize miles driven
Eliminating unnecessary miles driven for personal attendance at meetings conducted
around the State through the effective use of:
o Video conferencing
o Teleconferencing
o Network conferencing
Requiring more effective use and management of regional motor pools to minimize to the
extent possible the assignment and use of individually assigned vehicles
Ensuring that compensation for use of employee provided vehicles applies only where the
employee’s vehicle is the most fuel efficient vehicle available
Restricting the purchase of four-wheel drive sport utility vehicles except where necessary
for highway maintenance and construction
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•
•
•

•

Acquiring hybrid gas/electric high efficiency vehicles, alternative and flex fuel vehicles,
and other fuel efficient/low emission vehicles whenever practicable as vehicles are
replaced
Giving priority to replacing vehicles with a city fuel efficiency rating of less than 25
miles per gallon
Improving overall fuel efficiency of the fleet annually to achieve a 25% volumetric
reduction in fuel consumption (from an FY 06 baseline) by not later then June 30,
2012.Reducing average petroleum-based fuel consumption per vehicle by a minimum of
4% annually and at least 20% by FY 2020 from a baseline of FY 2015, or 2% annually
and at least 10% by FY 2020 for vehicles deemed exempt. CDOT shall further achieve an
absolute reduction in petroleum-based fuel consumption by 15% or 7.5% for vehicles
deemed exempt over the same time period.
Managing CDOT’s transportation maintenance fleet in a manner that eliminates
unnecessary vehicle usage and reduces unnecessary fuel consumption

V. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
This Policy Directive shall take effect immediately upon approval by the Transportation
Commission and shall provide policy guidance to all CDOT employees who utilize and/or
manage State owned vehicles.

VI. REVIEW DATE
This Policy Directive shall be reviewed on or before September 2023.

____________________________________
Herman Stockinger, III
Transportation Commission Secretary
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Multimodal Planning Branch
2829 W. Howard Pl., Fourth Floor
Denver, CO 80204

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

October 17, 2018
Transportation Commission Statewide Plan Committee
Debra Perkins-Smith, Director, Division of Transportation Development
Tim Kirby, Manager, Multimodal Planning Branch
2045 Statewide Transportation Plan Kickoff

Purpose
This memo provides information regarding the development of the 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan (2045 SWP) and 10
Rural Transportation Plans (RTPs) and staff’s intent to officially begin development of the 2045 SWP and 10 RTPs in late
October.
Action
Obtain Transportation Commission (TC) approval of the attached resolution initiating the development of the 2045 SWP and
10 RTPs.
Background
As outlined in a February 14, 2018, TC presentation on the planning process, the SWP sets the vision for Colorado’s
transportation system, and CDOT develops the SWP in cooperation with the FHWA, our planning partners, special interest
groups, and the public.
The Transportation Commission (TC) under the Colorado Revised Statute (C.R.S.) 43-1-1103(5) has the authority to develop
a statewide transportation plan through a statewide planning process set by rules and regulations the Transportation
Commission promulgates. The TC reviewed proposed revisions to 2 CCR 601-22, Rules Governing Statewide Transportation
Planning Process and Transportation Planning Regions (Rules), and those revised Rules became effective Sept. 14, 2018.
Under Section 5.02 of the Rules, the Colorado Department of Transportation shall notify the rural Regional Planning
Commissions and the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) of the initiation of each plan update cycle, and the
schedule for completion.
Traditionally, at the beginning of each update cycle, the TC approves by resolution the official kickoff of the development
of the SWP. Please see Attachment A, resolution. The attached resolution notifies the planning partners and others within
CDOT that the plan update cycle for the 2045 plan has begun and that the TC must adopt the SWP by March 2020.
Details
CDOT is responsible for developing the SWP and the 10 rural regional transportation plans (RTPs). The five metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs) are responsible for developing their own regional transportation plans. However, MPO plan
development occurs in close collaboration and coordination with CDOT to ensure that the MPO plans methodically roll up
into the 2045 SWP.
To assist with development of the 2045 SWP and rural RTPs, the TC formed a SWP Committee to help provide direction and
guidance to staff. The committee members are Commissioner Karen Stuart, Chair, and Commissioners: Sidney Zink, Ed
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Peterson, Luella D’Angelo, Steve Hofmeister, and Rocky Scott. Roles and responsibilities of the SWP Committee will range
from developing key messaging and branding of the SWP; weighing in on how to determine transportation needs, priorities,
and the funding gap; serving as a sounding board on proposed methods of integrating CDOT modal and topic into the SWP;
and reviewing and commenting on the draft SWP.
In addition, the SWP Committee members have agreed to include Vince Rogalski, chair and longtime member of the
Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC) as a committee member. His years of experience and historical
knowledge about development of the past SWPs and the rural RTPs would prove valuable. He will serve as a conduit
between STAC and TC. The full TC will receive periodic updates on development of the statewide and regional plans
through presentations, workshops, and memos.
CDOT will use the following tentative schedule leading to adoption of the 2045 SWP by the required March 2020 date:
Time Period
June-September 2018
October 2018
August-December 2018
December 2018-February 2019

Tasks
2045 SWP request for proposals and consultant selection
Transportation Commission kick-off of 2045 SWP
Data collection and analysis
Issues, needs, and priorities

January-March 2019
April-June 2019
July-August 2019
January-February 2020
March 2020

Funding gap, vision, and goals
Investment strategies
Plan implementation and monitoring approach
TC workshop on draft 2045 SWP
TC adopts 2045 SWP

Next Steps
In November, staff will provide a draft SWP development calendar to the TC’s SWP Committee for feedback and additional
thoughts on topics and elements of the SWP that will be brought to committee. In addition, initial data gathering and
preliminary analysis will be shared.
Attachments
Attachment A – Resolution TC-XXXX, Initiating the Development of the 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan
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Resolution #TC-XXXX
Initiating the Development of the 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan
Approved by the Transportation Commission on: October 18, 2018
WHEREAS, in accordance with C.R.S. 43-1-1101, the Colorado General Assembly recognizes the Department of
Transportation is the proper body to perform statewide transportation planning with the cooperation of rural
regional planning commissions and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and local government officials;
and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission under the Colorado Revised Statute (C.R.S.0 43-1-1103(5) has the
authority to develop a statewide transportation plan through a statewide planning process; and
WHEREAS, the Department updates the SWP and the 10 rural RTPs, and the MPOs their regional transportation
plans, about every four to five years; and
WHEREAS, the Department will develop 2045 Statewide Transportation Plan (SWP) and the 10 rural regional
transportation plans (RTPs) following the revised 2 CCR 601-22 (Rules Governing Statewide Transportation
Planning Process and Transportation Planning Regions) that became effective on Sept. 14, 2018; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 4.01 of 2 CCR 601-22, the update cycle for regional and statewide
transportation plans shall comply with federal and state law; and
WHEREAS, the Department will prepare a statewide multimodal transportation plan with a minimum 20-year
forecast period at the time of adoption in accordance with federal law and regulations found in 23 U.S.C. 135 and
23 CFR 450 Subpart B, respectively; and
WHEREAS, the 2045 SWP will be informed by planning-related Transportation Commission policies and will
address state and federal planning factors; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 4.02.5.7 of 2 CCR 601-22, the regional and statewide transportation
plans shall be developed concurrently when feasible to provide the opportunity for joint public outreach about the
draft statewide and regional plans; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with C.R.S. 43-1-1103 (5), the Department shall integrate and consolidate the RTPs
for the rural and urban transportation planning regions into a comprehensive statewide transportation plan; and
WHEREAS, the Department is required by Section 5.02 of 2 CCR 601-22 to notify the rural regional planning
commissions and the MPOs of the initiation of each plan update cycle, and the schedule for completion; and
WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require the Department to complete the 2045 SWP by March 2020; and
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Transportation Commission hereby directs the Department to
begin the update cycle for development of the new SWP and 10 rural RTPs in compliance with all applicable
federal and state laws and regulations.

_______________________________
Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (TC)
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
OCTOBER 18, 2018
FOURTH BUDGET SUPPLEMENT - FY 2018-2019

Region 1
$800,000 – Surface Treatment – FY20 HMA Preventative Maintenance. Chip seal project
21789 was initially put out for bid on December 6, 2017. Bids received were in excess of the
budget so the project was not awarded. Additional funds are being requested to align the budget
with contractor bids. The amount being requested is greater than $500,000 and more than 15%
of the original approved budget. An increase of this kind requires TC approval before being
allocated to the project.
FY 20 HMA Preventative Maintenance

Phase
of Work
Design

Funding
Program
Surface Treatment
Total Design
Construction
Surface Treatment
Total Construction
Total Project Budget

Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
Supplement Action
Year of Budget
Current
Total
Revised
FY2019
FY2020
FY2021
Request Percent Increase
Budget
Budget
$83,250
$0
$0
$0
$0
$83,250
$83,250
$0
$0
$0
$0
0%
$83,250
$2,000,000
$800,000
$0
$0
$800,000
40% $2,800,000
$2,000,000
$800,000
$0
$0
$800,000
40% $2,800,000
$2,083,250
$800,000
$0
$0
$800,000
38% $2,883,250
Year of Expenditure
Total
FY2019
FY2020
FY2021
Request
$800,000
$0
$0
$800,000

Expended
To-Date
$80,453
$80,453
$0
$0
$80,453

This item is being included in the Supplement per PD 703 as the request is greater than 15%
and greater than $500,000 above the original approved amount.
Intelligent Transportation System Program
$2,900,000 – ITS Maintenance – Transfer from Cost Center OI440-010 to ITM Pool –ITS
is requesting reallocating $2.9 million to the ITM pool for use on asset management
project 20982 Upgrade to CCTV and Ethernet systems statewide. A transfer in this
amount between cost center and pool requires Transportation Commission approval.
This item is being included in the Supplement per PD 703 as the transfer request is
greater than $1 million.
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Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund Reconciliation
Fourth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-18
July-18
August-18
September-18

Transaction Description
Ending Balance 12S18
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
State match for ER permanent repair projects $

October-18

Amount

Reference
Document

Balance
$34,522,958
$35,589,869
$32,428,920
$28,571,298

(302,925)

Multiple

Pending Balance 4S19

$28,268,373

Transportation Commission Program Reserve Fund Reconciliation
Fourth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-18
July-18
August-18
September-18

October-18

Transaction Description
Amount
Ending Balance 12S18
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
FY18 Miscellaneous Revenue Adjustment Reconciliation $ (3,477,440)
Federal Fiscal Year 2018 Redistribution $ 69,573,361
FY18 Cost Center Roll Forward $ 3,521,141
Pending Balance 4S19

Reference
Document

Balance
$123,596,622
$139,706,203
$139,706,203
$144,391,203

Multiple
1000252741
1000254792

$214,008,265

Transportation Commission Contingency Snow & Ice Fund Reconciliation
Fourth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date

July-18
August-18
September-18
October-18

TOP

Transaction Description
FY19 Budget Allocation
FY18 to FY19 Roll Forward
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
Pending Balance 4S19

Amount
$10,000,000
$10,000,000

Balance

Reference
Document
1000250070
1000250990

$20,000,000
$20,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
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Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund
Emergency and Permanent Repairs-Nonparticipating costs and state match
September 11, 2013 Flood Related Monthly Activity
Reg

State
Highway

2
4
4
4
4

025A
170A
060B
007A
034A

Project Description

Mileposts

144.600
1.050
11.380
19.000
80.000

-

145.600
1.150
12.040
33.079
81.000

I-25 MP 144 Douglas Creek Reconstruct Wingwalls and Replace Embankment
SH 170A Permanent Flood Repair
SH 257 and SH 60 Replace Bridges
SH7 MP 19-33 Permanent Repairs
US 34 Big Thompson Canyon Riverwork Project Savings

County

Total Budget
TCCRF

El Paso
Boulder
Weld
Boulder
Larimer

$
$
$
$
$

(182,832)
(129,075)
(17,210)
(4,018)
32,620

$

(300,515)

Total

Spring 2015 Flood Related Monthly Activity
Reg

State
Highway

4

055A

Project Description

Mileposts

0.500

-

1.500

County

SH 55 Reventment Repair to Main Channel of South Platte

Logan

Total

Grand Total TCCRF Activity for Emergency Relief Since Last Reporting

Total Budget
TCCRF

$
$
$

(2,410)
(2,410)

$

(302,925)

FY 2018-2019 Contingency Reserve Fund Balance Projection
September
TC Contingency Balance (Emergencies)
Pending Requests:
State match for ER permanent repair projects
Pending October
TC Contingency Reserve Balance
Projected Outflow:
State Match for Emergency Relief/Permanent Recovery
State Match for Spring 2015 Floods
Projected FY 2018-2019 YE Contingency Balance
TCCRF Surplus (Deficit) to Reach $40M Balance July 1, 2019

$28,571,298
($302,925)
$28,268,373
Low Estimate
($2,000,000)
$0
$26,268,373
($13,731,627)

High Estimate
($5,000,000)
($2,500,000)
$20,768,373
($19,231,627)

*TCI Pool Reconciliation will be presented by Jeff Sudmeier in the TC Program Reserve
section of the Supplement and will not be shown on the Budget Supplement.
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Resolution # TC-18-10-XX
Approval and Adoption of the Fourth Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget for the
Colorado Department of Transportation
Approved by the Transportation Commission on October 18, 2018.

WHEREAS, the budget requests being presented to the Transportation Commission this month
have been reviewed and were determined to meet the criteria outlined in Policy Directive 703.0,
requiring approval by the Transportation Commission; and
WHEREAS, the project requests included in the Supplement are consistent with the FY 2019
through FY 2022 STIP, and funds are available from the Regions’ allocations unless otherwise
indicated.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, after review and consideration, the Fourth Supplement to
the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget is approved by the Transportation Commission.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (TC)
JOSH LAIPPLY, CHIEF ENGINEER
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
OCTOBER 18, 2018
FY 2018-2019 SENATE BILL 17-267 PROJECTS

Purpose
To review projects proposed for funding with proceeds from the FY 2018-2019 issuance of
Certificates of Participation (COPs) under Senate Bill (SB) 17-267,
Action
Transportation Commission approval of projects to be funded with FY 2019 SB 17-267 proceeds.
Background
In November, 2017 the Transportation Commission approved (TC Resolution 17-11-15) 11
projects for funding with proceeds from the first two years (FY 2018-2019 and FY 2019-2020) of
COP issuances under SB 17-267. The approval stipulated that the Transportation Commission
would revisit the approval action following announcement of discretionary grant awards, which
could result in a need to consider changes to the approved projects or amounts.
In late Spring, a lawsuit challenging SB 17-267 resulted in what at the time was considered an
indefinite delay in the issuance of COPs. Staff recommended the use of funds provided under
SB 18-001 in lieu of SB 17-267 so that SB 17-267 projects with funding needs in the next year
could continue forward. The Transportation Commission was presented with a proposed
allocation of FY 2018-2019 SB 18-001 and FY 2018-2019 and FY 2019-2020 SB 17-267 funds
in June, and approved (TC Resolution 18-7-16) the allocation of SB 18-001 funds to six
previously identified SB 17-267 projects in July, 2018.
Although the legal challenge to SB 17-267 has not yet been resolved, the first issuance of COPs
closed on September 26. As such, staff is requesting that the Transportation Commission now
formally approve those projects identified for funding under the FY 2018-2019 issuance (“Year
1”). The Year 1 issuance was for $380 million in “par,” with $342 million designated for highways
and $38 million for transit. The successful closing of the first issuance at favorable interest rates
has yielded an additional premium above the par amount of $44.2 million (additional $39.8 million
for highways, and $4.4 million for transit). With only $337.5 million currently proposed for Year
1, roughly $44 million in additional Year 2 SB 17-267 projects or scope can be brought forward
for funding in Year 1. At this time staff is recommending that the Transportation Commission
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approve the $337.5 million proposed with a decision on the remaining Year 1 funds deferred to
a later month, pending the outcome of transportation ballot measures in November.
The following table outlines the Draft SB 17-267 commitment amounts approved by the
Transportation Commission in November, 2017, the amount funded through SB 18-001, as
approved by the Commission in July, and the allocation of remaining commitment amounts
between the first two years of SB 17-267 funding. The last column on the right indicates
variances between the original commitment amount and the total amount of funding proposed.
These differences reflect more recent information regarding project scope and costs, and
represent an increase on three projects, and a decrease on one.

Next Steps
Upon Commission approval and closing of the COPs, funds will be available to budget to
approved projects. Staff anticipates returning to the Commission in a future month with a
recommendation on the allocation of the remaining Year 1 SB 17-267 funds.
Future issuances of SB 17-267 COPs are dependent on the various ballot initiatives. The
successful passage of Proposition 110 (Let’s Go Colorado) will secure three additional
issuances in FY 2019-2020, FY 2020-2021, and FY 2021-2022, while the successful passage
of Proposition 109 (Fix our Damn Roads) will eliminate future issuances. If both ballot initiatives
fail, a determination on future issuances will be deferred until the November, 2019 election.
Attachments:
Resolution
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Resolution #TC-18-XX-XX
Instructing the Colorado Department of Transportation to dedicate revenue received through
Senate Bill 17-267 towards the approved project list enclosed.
WHEREAS, Colorado Senate Bill 17-267 generates an estimated $1.88 billion for transportation
projects through lease purchase agreements and provides the Colorado Transportation
Commission the authority to designate and select projects for this purpose; and
WHEREAS, at least 25 percent of transportation funds must be spent in counties with fewer
than 50,000 residents as of July 2015; and
WHEREAS, at least 10 percent of transportation funds must be spent on transit projects; and
WHEREAS, the Colorado Transportation Commission developed criteria for project selection in
conjunction with applicable stakeholders and selected projects from the Development Program;
and
WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) staff evaluated and analyzed
potential projects for the Department consistent with the aforementioned criteria; and
WHEREAS, the projects selected meet or exceed the 25% minimum for counties with fewer
than 50,000 residents; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission approved an initial list of Senate Bill 17-267
projects in November, 2017 with a commitment to revisit the approved project list upon the
announcement of discretionary grant awards in Spring 2018; and
WHEREAS, Senate Bill 18-001 funds were awarded select Senate Bill 17-267 projects in July,
2018 in order to allow projects to continue to move forward despite a delay in receipt of Senate
Bill 17-267 funding; and
WHEREAS, the Fiscal Year 18-19 issuance of SB 17-267 Certificates of Participation (COPs)
was completed in September, 2018; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Colorado Transportation Commission approves
the following list of transportation projects for Fiscal Year 18-19 Senate Bill 17- 267 funding in
accordance with stipulations provided within the law.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

US 550/160 Connection - $54,400,000
I-25: Colorado-Springs Denver South - $25,000,000
I-25 North: SH 402 – SH 56 (Segment 6) – $165,000,000
I-70: Westbound PPSL – $20,000,000
SH 13: Reconstruction – $30,500,000
SH 9: Frisco North – $9,500,000
I-70 East: Failing Pavement - $33,100,000

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Transportation Commission will
revisit remaining commitments to Senate Bill 17-267 projects and consider approval for funding
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from future year Senate Bill 17-267 COP issuances after ballot initiatives affecting future
issuances have been decided by voters.
_________________________

____________________________

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission

Date

TOP

Page 251 of 265

Efficiency & Accountability Committee Meeting
Thursday, October 18, 12:00pm-1:30pm
2829 W. Howard Place, Denver
1st floor Auditorium

Agenda
1. Review of agenda and introductions, Herman Stockinger,
Director, Office of Policy and Government Relations
2. Budget Transparency Next Steps
• Jeff Sudmeier, CDOT, Chief Financial Officer
3. Wrap Up, Michael Lewis, Executive Director
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Members of the Efficiency & Accountability Committee
From the executive branch of state government
1 member of transportation commission designated by the commission
•

Steve Hofmeister, Transportation Commission

1 member from the office of the executive director designated by the executive director and one member
from each of the divisions of the department created in section 43-1-104 designated by the executive
director after consultation with the directors of each division
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mike Lewis, Office of the Executive Director
Josh Laipply, CDOT – Division of Engineering
Debra Perkins-Smith, CDOT –Division of Transportation Development
David Krutsinger, CDOT – Division of Transit and Rail
Kyle Lester, CDOT – Division of Maintenance
David Ulane, CDOT – Division of Aeronautics

Any other members of the department that the Executive Director may designate
•

Herman Stockinger, Director, Office of Policy & Government Relations

From the legislative branch of state government, as appointed by House Speaker, House Minority
Leader, Senate President, and Senate Minority Leader
•
•
•
•

Vacant, Senate Republicans
Sen. Rachel Zenzinger, (D, Arvada), Senate Democrats
Rep. Faith Winter (D, Westminster), House Democrats
Rep. Lori Saine (R, Dacono), House Republicans

From outside state government
Statutory groups
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Jody Randall, representing construction industry
Allan Brown, representing engineering industry
Elena Wilken & Ann Rajewski, representing public transportation providers
Vince Rogalski, representing transportation planning organizations
County Commissioner Norm Steen, representing counties
Lynette Hailey, Black Hawk, CO, representing municipalities
Danny Katz, representing non-partisan good governance organization
Environmental community representative is TBD

Any other industries or groups that the commission determines should be represented on the committee and
any individuals or representatives of informally constituted groups of individuals that the commission
determines should be represented on the committee
•
•
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Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors
Meeting Minutes
September 19 & 20, 2018
PRESENT WERE:

EXCUSED:

Shannon Gifford, Chair, District 1
Luella D’Angelo, District 3
Karen Stuart, District 4
Kathy Gilliland, District 5
Kathy Connell, District 6
Kathy Hall, District 7
Sidny Zink, Chair, District 8
Rocky Scott, District 9
Steven Hofmeister, District 11
Ed Peterson, District 2
William Thiebaut, Vice-Chair, District 10

ALSO PRESENT: Michael Lewis, Executive Director
Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer
Herman Stockinger, Government Relations Director
Amy Ford, Director of Advanced Mobility
Paul Jesaitis, Region 1 Transportation Director
Karen Rowe, Region 2 Transportation Director
Mike Goolsby, Region 3 Transportation Director
Kathy Young, Chief Transportation Counsel
AND: Other staff members, organization representatives, and
the public
An electronic recording of the meeting was made and filed with supporting
documents in the Transportation Commission office.
Note: Materials for specific agenda items are available here:
https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/documents/2018agendas-and-supporting-documents/september-2018
Signed Resolutions for September TC are here:
https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/approvedresolutions/2018-approved-resolutions/september-2018
The Transportation Commission Workshops were Wednesday, September 19,
2018 and the regular meeting was Thursday, September 20, 2018. Both the
workshops and the regular meeting took place at the Colorado Department of
Transportation Headquarters at 2829 W. Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204.
An electronic recording of the meeting was made and filed with supporting
documents in the Transportation Commission office.
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors Regular Meeting
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Thursday, September 20, 2018, 11:30 am
Call to Order, Roll Call – All Directors were in attendance except for Director
Thiebaut and Director Peterson.
Audience Participation; Subject Limit: 10 minutes; Time Limit: 3 minutes
• None
Act on Consent Agenda – Approved unanimously on September 20, 2018.
Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of August 15, 2018 (Herman
Stockinger)
Discuss and Act on 3rd Bridge Enterprise Budget Supplement of FY ‘19 (Jeff
Sudmeier) - Approved unanimously on September 20, 2018.
The Bridge Enterprise Quarterly report was also presented and can be found here:
https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/documents/2018agendas-and-supporting-documents/september-2018/14-be-quarterly-report.pdf
All signed resolutions can be accessed here:
https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/approvedresolutions/2018-approved-resolutions/september-2018
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42829 W. Howard Place, 3rd Floor
Denver, CO 80222

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
OCTOBER 18, 2018
FOURTH SUPPLEMENT TO THE FISCAL YEAR 2018-19 BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BUDGET

Region 2
This request is to establish the design phase budget for this bridge replacement project, US 285 over
South Fork South Platte River in Park County, existing structure H-13-G. This structure is routinely
monitored by CDOT maintenance staff during heavy rain and has been periodically closed during high
water events for public safety. In addition, a number of the wooden piles exhibit serious rot and decay at
the waterline. This structure is a top tier candidate bridge in the July 2018 BE Prioritization Plan.


$443,500 FASTER Funds – Design Phase: Establish the design phase.
US 285 over South Fork South Platte River in Park County.
(Old H-13-G) (New not assigned yet) (SAP Project # 22865/1000…)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
BE Supplement Action
Phase
of Work
Design

Funding
Program

Current
Budget

FY 2019

FASTER Bridge Funds
$
Total Design $

-

$
$

443,500
443,500

$

-

$

443,500

Total Project Budget & Expenditure

Year of Budget
FY 2020

Total
Request

FY 2021

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

$

-

$

-

$

Year of Expenditure
FY 2019
$

90,000

FY 2021

289,000

Expended
To-Date

443,500
443,500

$
$

443,500
443,500

$
$

-

443,500

$

443,500

$

-

Total

FY 2020
$

Revised
Budget

$

Request

64,500

$

443,500

This request is to establish the design phase budget for this bridge replacement project, I-25 Southbound
over Draw in Pueblo County, existing structure K-18-U. The existing deficient bridge is a top tier candidate
bridge in the July 2018 BE Prioritization Plan and is being replaced in an economical manner with a
concrete box culvert (CBC).


$453,600 FASTER Funds – Design Phase. Establish the design phase.
I-25 SB over Draw in Pueblo County
(Old K-18-U) (New not assigned yet) (SAP Project # 22823/1000…)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
BE Supplement Action
Phase

Funding

Current

of Work

Program

Budget

Design

Year of Budget
FY 2019

FASTER Bridge Funds
$
Total Design $

-

$
$

453,600
453,600

$

-

$

453,600

Total Project Budget & Expenditure

FY 2020

FY 2021

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

$

-

$

-

$

Year of Expenditure
FY 2019
$

197,044

256,556

Revised
Budget

Expended
To-Date

453,600
453,600

$
$

453,600
453,600

$
$

-

453,600

$

453,600

$

-

Total

FY 2020
$

Total
Request

FY 2021
$

Request
-

$

453,600

Page 1 of 3
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Bridge Enterprise
4th Supplement FY 2018-19
October 2018
Region 3
This request is to establish the construction phase budget for this bridge replacement project. The
existing bridge, US 34 ML over the North Fork Colorado River in Grand County, structure D-13-A, is a
second tier candidate bridge in the July 2018 BE Prioritization Plan. Funding is being requested at this
time based on project readiness and availability of funds for programming. Structures that rank higher in
the current prioritization plan will be funded as scoping work is completed and projects are ready to move
into the pre-construction phases.


$5,896,000 FASTER Funds – Construction Phase: Establish the construction phase in anticipation of
project advertisement.

US 34 over North Fork of the Colorado River in Grand County
(old D-13-A) (new D-13-Y) (SAP Project # 21010/1000…)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
BE Supplement Action
Phase

Funding

Current

of Work

Program

Budget

ROW
Utilities
Design
Construction

Year of Budget

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

Total

Revised

Request

Budget

Expended
To-Date

$

118,347

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

118,347

$

38,077

Total ROW $

118,347

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

118,347

$

38,077

FASTER Bridge Funds
$
Total Utilities $

501,474
501,474

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

501,474
501,474

$
$

-

$

609,553

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

609,553

$

469,438

Total Design $

609,553

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

609,553

$

469,438

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

5,896,000
5,896,000

$
$

5,896,000
5,896,000

$
$

418,207
418,207

$

-

$

-

$

5,896,000

$

7,125,374

$

507,515

FASTER Bridge Funds

FASTER Bridge Funds

FASTER Bridge Funds
$
Total Construction $
Total Project Budget

-

$
$

5,896,000
5,896,000

$1,229,374

Year of Expenditure

FY 2019
$2,711,132

FY 2020
$3,184,868

FY 2021

Total
Request
$5,896,000
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Bridge Enterprise
4th Supplement FY 2018-19
October 2018

Resolution # BE‐ 18‐6‐X
Approval and Adoption of the Fourth Fiscal Year 2018‐19 Project Budget Supplement for the
Colorado Bridge Enterprise (BE).
Approved by the Bridge Enterprise on October 18, 2018.
WHEREAS, the Colorado General Assembly created the Colorado Bridge Enterprise (BE) in
C.R.S. 43‐4‐805 as a government‐owned business within CDOT for the business purpose of
financing, repairing, reconstructing, and replacing Designated Bridges, defined in C.R.S. 43‐4‐
803(10) as those bridges identified as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete and rated
poor; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 43‐4‐805(5)(m), C.R.S., the BE Board of Directors (the
“Board”) is empowered to set and adopt, on an annual basis, a program budget for the BE; and
WHEREAS, under Policy Directive 703.0, approval by the Board is required to establish initial
funding for BE eligible construction projects as well as any project increases above certain
thresholds over the life of the project; and
WHEREAS, the project requests included in the Supplement are consistent with the FY 2018‐
19 through FY 2021‐22 STIP; and
WHEREAS, the project budget request being presented to the Board for approval this month
has been reviewed and meets BE funding eligibility as well as prioritization criteria.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, after review and consideration, the Fourth Supplement
to the Fiscal Year 2018‐19 Budget is approved by the Bridge Enterprise Board.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors
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2829 W Howard Pl., 3rd Floor
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
JERAD ESQUIBEL, DIRECTOR OF PROJECT SUPPORT
OCTOBER 18, 2018
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE FY2018 NEWSLETTER

Purpose:
The Bridge Enterprise (BE) staff has prepared a fiscal year newsletter to update the BE Board of Directors
(Board) of significant program highlights and achievements for Fiscal Year 2018.
Background:
In May 2017, Senate Bill (SB) 17-231, “Concerning the Scheduled Repeal of Reports by the Department of
Transportation” was passed, repealing a part of SB 09-108 (FASTER) relating to the annual reporting requirement
(43-4-805 (6)). The new legislation took effect in August 2017, eliminating the requirement to present the Board
with an annual report.
In September 2017, BE staff presented the Board with a recommendation to switch from a calendar year annual
report to a fiscal year newsletter presented to the Board in October of each year and received concurrence. BE
Staff will continue to present four quarterly reports per fiscal year to the Board which contain detailed
information on program progress, financial status, and forecasting.
Action:
This newsletter is for informational purposes only; no action is requested from the Board.

2829 W Howard Pl., Denver, CO 80204 P 303.757.9011
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Bridge Enterprise FY2018
Newsletter
In FY18, Bridge Enterprise (BE) was able to make significant progress addressing "poor"
structures statewide. Central 70 allocation levels and timing have enabled BE to accelerate
programing of non-Central 70 structures.
Project Highlights

Central 70 Milestones

SH 90 over Dolores River (K-01-C)

November 21, 2017: Commercial
Close
December 21, 2017: Financial
Close
February 9, 2018: Kiewit
M eridiam Partners (KM P)
announced as preferred proposer
April 16, 2018: UPRR commenced
construction of the 36th Yard
Expansion Project (Phase 0)
April 25, 2018: Completed
demolition of Colonial M anor
M otel (Colonial)

In August 2017, construction was completed on The
Dolores River Bridge (K-01-C). The existing structure was
a 64-year-old truss bridge listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. The old structure was carefully
disassembled for future use as a pedestrian/bike path
structure. A temporary bridge was installed during the
project to eliminate a 124-mile detour.

Emergency Replacement: SH 59 over I-70 (G-25-K)

M ay 11, 2018: Submitted the
UPRR General and Stage 1 Final
PUC Application
June 15, 2018: Permanent
Project Office mobilized at
former Pilot location, 3543 E.
46th Avenue, Denver, CO 80216
June 20, 2018: Began
construction of Temporary Wall
at Swansea Elementary
July 10, 2018: Notice to Proceed
(NTP) 2 issued by the
Department
July 18, 2018: NTP3 issued by the
Department
August 3, 2018: Groundbreaking
Ceremony

April 12, 2018:
Accident Damages Bridge

April 27, 2018:
Construction Begins

June 29, 2018:
Bridge is Open to Traffic

63 Days

 This project is one of the fastest; if not the fastest bridge
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replacement using conventional construction methods ever
performed in Colorado.
The project is currently scheduled for completion in Q1
FY2019.

Bridge Enterprise FY2018
Newsletter
Governor Hickenlooper revealing partnership plaque

Grand Avenue Bridge Ribbon Cutting Ceremony
Bridge Enterprise staff attended the June 22nd Grand Avenue
Bridge ribbon cutting ceremony along with project staff,
Governor Hickenlooper, and members of the community. The
project is now complete.

Program Changes
In 2018, CDOT adopted a new “poor” bridge
definition that is consistent with FHWA mandates
for bridge condition reporting, illustrated in the
graphic to the right. In June 2018, the Board
approved a resolution to adopt refined program
eligibility criteria based on the new CDOT “poor”
definition. This resolution allows CBE to more
closely align with CDOT and FHWA policy.
This change has significantly increased the
number of eligible BE structures from 217 to 334.
Based on preliminary findings, it appears that
some of the projects may be good candidates for
major rehabilitations, which may prove to be an
effective use to funding when compared to full
bridge replacements.

Bridge Counts
As of the end of June 2018, there were a total of 217 structures considered eligible to receive FASTER
funding. Due to refinements to BE eligibility criteria the structure count will increase to a total of 334
in July 2018.

FY2018

132

20

Q1
FY2019

132

22 4 9

Complete

TOP

In Construction

76

52

Design Complete

167
In Design

Remaining

Bridge Enterprise FY2018
Newsletter
Financial Update
Below are graphs depicting FY18 Revenues and Expenditures. In FY18, revenues were $122.1M, the vast
majority were FASTER funds ($106.0M). FHWA reimbursements ($9.4M) and BABs subsidy ($3.0M) were
the primary revenue sources for the debt service on the 2010A Bonds. On the expenditure side there
was a total of $146.4M with $126.2M attributed to projects. The second largest expenditure was the
debt service on the 2010A Bonds at $18.2M. Program management and admin expenditures were $1.3M
or 0.9% of total program expenditures.

$9,391,880

$1,332,433

$2,980,347

$681,534

$3,724,073

$18,234,000

Total FY18
Revenues
$122,119,948

$106,023,648

FASTER Bridge
Interest Earnings
BAB's Subsidy
FHWA Reimbursements

Total FY18
Expenditures
$146,427,212

$126,179,245

Program Management
Debt Service
Other: Scoping; Maintenance; Preservaton
Projects

By far the largest commitment of BE funds is the $260.8M towards the Central 70 construction project,
bringing the life-to-date project budget to $488.2M. The construction budget will require advance
budgeting from future budget pools as well as FY18 budget. In keeping with resolution BE 15-8-2, BE is
striving to program $300M to non-Central 70 projects during the construction period of FY18 – FY22.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

FROM:

JEFF SUDMEIER, CDOT CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JOSH LAIPPLY, CDOT CHIEF ENGINEER
JANE FISHER, DIRECTOR, PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OFFICE (PMO)

DATE:

OCTOBER 18, 2018

SUBJECT:

MONTHLY CASH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT INFORMATION UPDATE

Purpose
To provide an update on cash and program management, including forecasts of monthly revenues, expenditures,
and cash balances in Fund 400, the State Highway Fund.
Action
No action requested or required.
Background
Figure 1 below depicts the forecast of the closing Fund 400 cash balance in each month, as compared to the
targeted minimum cash balance for that month (green shaded area). The targeted minimum cash balances reflect
the Transportation Commission’s directive (Policy Directive #703) to limit the risk of a cash overdraft at the end of
a month to, at most, a probability of 1/1,000 (1 month of 1,000 months ending with a cash overdraft).
Figure 1 – Fund 400 Cash Forecast
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The closing cash balance in September 2018 was $767 million; $577 million above that month’s cash balance target
of $190 million. The large cash balance results from the June SB 09-228 General Fund transfer of $79 million and
the July SB 18-001 General Fund transfer of $346 million.
In July 2018 the Transportation Commission approved the allocation of $346 million in SB 18-001 funds to projects
and programs. Even with the expected availability of $425 million of SB 17-267 funding in November 2018, cash
balances will be drawn down closer to the target balances over the course of fiscal years 2019 and 2020 as projects
funded with SB 18-001 and SB 17-267 progress through construction.
September’s closing cash balance is $23 million below the August forecast of that balance. Expenditures were
$105 million, $35 million lower than forecasted due to payments to construction contractors. Revenues in
September were $132 million, $12 million lower than forecasted, as the lower payments to contractors translated
into lower receipts from Federal Aid programs. From January to September 2018, revenues were $1.68 billion, 39
percent higher than the same period in calendar year 2017; and expenditures were $1.1 billion, 5 percent lower
than the same period in calendar year 2017.
Cash Revenues
The forecast assumes that CDOT will receive no funds after November 2019 under SB 09-228,
SB 17-267 or SB 18-001.
The closing of the first tranche of SB 17-267 certificates of participation in September 2018, with face values totaling
to $380 million, is expected to generate $380 million with premium of $45 million. While this amount is included in
the revenue forecast, these funds will only be drawn into Fund 400 from the trustee when CDOT requires them.
Colorado received an additional $69 million of federal obligation authority for the federal fiscal year 2018 in the
FHWA’s annual redistribution of that authority, significantly greater than CDOT’s forecast of $40 million. Given that
FY 2018 is the third consecutive year in which Colorado’s actual redistribution amounts have exceed forecasts, the
forecasts of this amount in FY 2020 and subsequent years are increased from $40 million to $50 million.
Cash Payments to Construction Contractors
The current forecast of payments to construction contractors under state contracts (grants paid out under intergovernment agreements for construction are accounted for elsewhere in the expenditure forecast) from Fund 400
is shown in Figure 2 below.
Figure 2 – Forecasted Payments - Existing and New Construction Contracts
CY 2016
(actual)

$ millions
Total Expenditures

$

664

CY 2017
(actual)

$

636

CY 2018
(forecast)

$

570

CY 2019
(forecast)

$

830

CY 2020
(forecast)

$

725

CY 2021
(forecast)

$

690

The forecast includes payments associated with the allocation of $420 million of SB 18-001 funds and SB 17-267
funds to ten projects that were either approved for those funds by the Transportation Commission in July 2018 or
are presented to the Transportation Commission in October 2018 for approval.
Across both Fund 400 and Fund 538 (the Colorado Bridge Enterprise Fund), payments to construction contractors
are forecasted by the PMO to be about $570 million ($537 million if Bridge Enterprise is not included), about ten
(10) percent under the target of $635 million established in May 2018.
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Figure 3 - Calendar Year 2018 Construction Payments Forecast (Fund 400 and Fund 538)

Across both Fund 400 and Fund 538, payments to construction contractors were $402 million from January to
September, $114 million below the target established in May 2018, and 63 percent of the target set for the calendar
year 2018. Historically, CDOT has paid out about 69 percent of its payments to construction contractors during a
calendar year by the end of September.
Only one project in the Responsible Acceleration of Maintenance and Partnerships (RAMP) program remains to be
awarded: a locally administered project to extend the Boulder Canyon Trail, adjacent to SH119, with a budget of
$5.5 million. This project is scheduled to be let in October 2018.
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