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    MEMORANDUM

[image: image4.emf]Condition Projections for Scenario # 2 Hold Harmless Based Upon $125 Million Budget

Regional Funding Inputs Based Upon $125 Million Statewide Budget

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 Statewide

Year ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions)

2003 $18.73 $22.14 $19.90 $22.93 $10.04 $31.26 $125.00

2004 $18.73 $22.14 $19.90 $25.69 $11.65 $31.26 $129.38

2005 $18.73 $22.31 $20.13 $28.34 $13.14 $31.26 $133.90

2006 $18.73 $22.88 $20.66 $30.66 $14.40 $31.26 $138.59

2007 $18.73 $23.63 $21.35 $32.89 $15.58 $31.26 $143.44

2008 $18.73 $24.51 $22.17 $35.07 $16.72 $31.26 $148.46

2009 $18.93 $25.49 $23.06 $37.15 $17.78 $31.26 $153.66

2010 $19.57 $26.49 $23.97 $39.02 $18.72 $31.26 $159.03

2011 $20.28 $27.55 $24.94 $40.92 $19.66 $31.26 $164.60

2012 $21.00 $28.58 $25.88 $42.58 $20.47 $31.81 $170.33

Hold Harmless for All Systems Based on Current Budget

Commission Goal is 60% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 57% 42% -15%

Region 2 60% 36% -24%

Region 3 57% 35% -22%

Region 4 57% 44% -13%

Region 5 47% 32% -15%

Region 6 50% 49% -1%

Statewide 56% 39% -17%

Hold Harmless for Interstate Systems Based on Current Budget

Commission Goal is 85% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 73% 56% -17%

Region 2 55% 32% -23%

Region 3 72% 41% -31%

Region 4 44% 33% -11%

Region 5 NA NA NA

Region 6 47% 54% 7%

Statewide 60% 43% -17%

Hold Harmless for NHS Systems Based on Current Budget

Commission Goal is 70% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 62% 45% -17%

Region 2 64% 62% -2%

Region 3 74% 61% -13%

Region 4 58% 47% -11%

Region 5 72% 50% -22%

Region 6 59% 48% -11%

Statewide 66% 54% -12%

Hold Harmless for Other Systems Based on Current Budget

Commission Goal is 55% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 47% 33% -14%

Region 2 60% 25% -35%

Region 3 44% 22% -22%

Region 4 61% 47% -14%

Region 5 28% 17% -11%

Region 6 38% 48% 10%

Statewide 50% 31% -19%

Notes:

See Assumptions and Clarifications


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Materials and Geotechnical Branch

4201 East Arkansas Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80222-3406

(303) 757-9249

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DATE:

May 14, 2002

TO:

John Unbewust, Jeff Kullman, Robert Torres, Owen Leonard, Karla Harding, Richard Reynolds, John Muscatell, Tom Talmadge, Jennifer Finch, Laurie Freedle

FROM:
Jay Goldbaum, Pavement Management and Design Program Manager

SUBJECT:
Policy Memo 011 – May 2002


Hold Harmless Scenarios

Issue: In order to optimize the use of the Surface Treatment Funds a transition process was needed from the current Regional allocation percentages to the Regional allocation based on the pavement management program.  

Action: We are requesting ratification by the Chief Engineer, RTDs, Director of Staff Services Director of Transportation Development, and the acting Director of Financial Management and Budget to use the Regional allocations described by the Pavement Management Program in hold harmless scenario #2 to optimize Surface Treatment Funds. 

Background:  In June of 2001 the hold harmless allocation of additional funds by the pavement management program was ratified. The three attached scenarios were developed to assess the financial impact and the predicted condition of each system for every Region. 

· Scenario #1 uses the current allocation percentages.

· Scenario #2 uses the current funds allocated to the Regions as the minimum budget with funds over $125 million dollars distributed using the pavement management program.

· Scenario #3 uses the future condition of the network as the target and the pavement management program allocates the Regional funds to match the target condition. 

The predictions may be a conservative estimate of the anticipated condition since the model does not include any preventive maintenance or increase in funds to surface treatment program (see attached assumptions and conditions).

Recommendation: The Pavement Management Technical Committee agreed that the hold harmless scenario #2 best utilizes the Surface Treatment Funds (see voting results attached). 

Comments:  At the May 1st meeting of the RTDs, this topic was discussed and the RTDs recommended using hold harmless scenario #2 in the Pavement Management Program when allocating Surface Treatment Funds over $125 million dollars. It was recommended that if the FY 04 Surface Treatment Program were supplemented by up to $25 million dollars, the supplemented funds would be allocated to the Regions using their historical FY 03 allocation percentages. It was also recommended that in two years we transition toward a condition parity scenario for the Regional allocation.
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Laurie Freedle,



Acting Director of Financial Management and Budget

 

I Concur: 
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 Jennifer Finch







 

       Director of the DTD















  I Concur: 
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John Unbewust,





Chief Engineer

cc T. Aschenbrener


RMEs


J. Wallace (FHWA) 

 Summary of Hold Harmless Scenarios

Scenario # 1 Business as usual 
Advantages

· Regions are familiar with the process

· Regions have the manpower to address the workload

· Least impact to all systems in Region 6

Disadvantages

· No consideration for pavement management optimization

· Minor consideration to the lane-mile imbalance

· Five Regions have a reduction in their percent good and fair condition

· Improvements in the Pavement Management Program are not considered

Scenario # 2 Hold harmless based on budget

Advantages

· Gives time for use in order to procure additional funds for the Surface Treatment Program

· Regions have the manpower to address the workload

· Least impact to most systems in Region 6

· Some consideration for pavement management optimization

· Helps reduce the imbalance based on lane-miles

· Phased in over a number of years to allow the model to mature while making improvements to the model such as in the area of preventive maintenance

Disadvantages

· Regions are not familiar with the process

· Five Regions have a reduction in their percent good and fair condition

Scenario # 3 Regional Parity based on percent good and fair condition

Advantages
· All Regions are in the same condition

· All Regions are impacted

Disadvantages

· Does not consider traffic volume

· Does not take advantage of good RSL roads

· Regions are not familiar with the process

· Large shifts in manpower

· Not a true pavement management optimization

· No consideration to the lane-mile imbalance

· Improvements in the Pavement Management Program are not considered

	Regional Funding Allocations Based Upon Current Statewide Budget
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Current Regional
	Current Regional
	 
	 
	

	 
	Budgets Under
	Budgets Without
	Current
	Current Good/Fair
	

	 
	Crisis Conditions
	Crisis Conditions
	Regional Allocation
	Conditions
	

	 
	($ Millions)
	($ Millions)
	(Percent)
	(Percent)
	

	Region 1
	$14.97
	$18.73
	14.98%
	57%
	

	Region 2
	$17.69
	$22.14
	17.71%
	60%
	

	Region 3
	$15.90
	$19.90
	15.92%
	57%
	

	Region 4
	$18.33
	$22.94
	18.35%
	57%
	

	Region 5
	$8.02
	$10.04
	8.03%
	47%
	

	Region 6
	$24.98
	$31.26
	25.01%
	50%
	

	Statewide
	$99.90
	$125.00
	100.00%
	56%
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Commission Goal is 60% Good/Fair

Average

Annual Budget Current Annual

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in Requirements Budget Without

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair For 2003 - 2012 Crisis Conditions

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) ($ Millions) ($ Millions)

Region 1 57% 39% -18% $15.0 $18.7

Region 2 60% 37% -23% $24.0 $22.1

Region 3 57% 39% -18% $27.0 $19.9

Region 4 57% 38% -19% $19.0 $22.9

Region 5 47% 39% -8% $22.0 $10.0

Region 6 50% 40% -10% $18.0 $31.3

Statewide 56% 38% -18% $125.0 $125.0

Resultant Condition for Interstate Systems Based on Parity Analysis

Commission Goal is 85% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 73% 55% -18%

Region 2 55% 38% -17%

Region 3 72% 46% -26%

Region 4 44% 30% -14%

Region 5 NA NA NA

Region 6 47% 41% -6%

Statewide 60% 43% -17%

Resultant Condition for NHS Systems Based on Parity Analysis

Commission Goal is 70% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 62% 43% -19%

Region 2 64% 64% 0%

Region 3 74% 64% -10%

Region 4 58% 49% -9%

Region 5 72% 60% -12%

Region 6 59% 45% -14%

Statewide 66% 57% -9%

Resultant Condition for Other Systems Based on Parity Analysis

Commission Goal is 55% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 47% 30% -17%

Region 2 60% 26% -34%

Region 3 44% 26% -18%

Region 4 61% 38% -23%

Region 5 28% 21% -7%

Region 6 38% 30% -8%

Statewide 50% 29% -21%

Notes:

See Assumptions and Clarifications

Condition Projections for Scenario #3 Regional Good/Fair Condition Parity Based Upon 

$125 Million Statewide Budget
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Condition for All Systems 

Commission Goal is 60% Good/Fair

Current Annual

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in Budget Without

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair Crisis Conditions

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) ($ Millions)

Region 1 57% 44% -13% $18.7

Region 2 60% 36% -24% $22.1

Region 3 57% 36% -21% $19.9

Region 4 57% 40% -17% $22.9

Region 5 47% 28% -19% $10.0

Region 6 50% 51% 1% $31.3

Statewide 56% 38% -18% $125.0

Resultant Condition for Interstate Systems

Commission Goal is 85% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 73% 56% -17%

Region 2 55% 35% -20%

Region 3 72% 41% -31%

Region 4 44% 31% -13%

Region 5 NA NA NA

Region 6 47% 48% 1%

Statewide 60% 43% -17%

Resultant Condition for NHS Systems

Commission Goal is 70% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 62% 51% -11%

Region 2 64% 62% -2%

Region 3 74% 61% -13%

Region 4 58% 49% -9%

Region 5 72% 46% -26%

Region 6 59% 50% -9%

Statewide 66% 54% -12%

Resultant Condition for Other Systems

Commission Goal is 55% Good/Fair

Current Good/Fair 2012 2012 Change in

Condition Good/Fair Good/ Fair

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

Region 1 47% 35% -12%

Region 2 60% 25% -35%

Region 3 44% 23% -21%

Region 4 61% 41% -20%

Region 5 28% 14% -14%

Region 6 38% 55% 17%

Statewide 50% 30% -20%

Notes:

See Assumptions and Clarifications

Condition Projections for Scenario #1  - Business as Usual at 



	Assumptions and Clarifications for the Pavement Management Analysis

	

	        6.0% annual inflation in costs.

	        3.5% annual increase in budget.

	        1.0% of the resurfacing budget is spent on bridge enhancements.

	        4.1% of the resurfacing budget is spent on Preliminary Engineering.

	        11.5% of the resurfacing budget is spent on Construction Engineering.  (Subject to change).

	        33.0% of the resurfacing budget is spent on essential items (i.e., traffic control, striping, mobilization, etc.).

	        The k-factor is 0.2.  This is the variable that weighs traffic loading when calculating the benefit of a treatment.  A k-factor of 1 gives full weight to traffic and a k-factor of 0 means traffic will not be taken into account when determining the benefit of a treatment.  The k-factor was discussed and the value of 0.2 established by the RTD’s at a meeting held May 1, 2001 for the purpose of acting on various Pavement Management Decision Items.

	        Assumes CDOT builds all rehabilitation and reconstruction projects recommended by dTIMS.

	        Assumes all maintenance projects are reactive and have no effect on RSL.

	        Assumes condition data collection and reduction is 100% accurate.

	        Assumes the equations used to convert the raw data into indices are accurate.  Note: These equations undergo annual review and are subject to change on a yearly basis.

	        Assumes the regression process, which transforms the distress indices into performance curves, is perfect.  Note: These regression curves undergo annual review and are subject to change on a yearly basis.

	        Assumes all of the inventory and project information that Pavement Management has is accurate and up to date.

	        Statewide unit treatment costs were used.

	

	


Voting Item # 2– Approval of the hold harmless scenario #2 
	
	Name
	YES
	NO
	ABSTAINED
	COMMENTS

	HQ
	Goldbaum
	YES
	
	
	

	Reza
	Akhavan (RA)
	 
	
	
	

	Jon
	Bailey (JB)
	YES 
	
	
	

	Gary
	Dewitt (GD-R4)
	 
	
	
	 

	Dave
	Eller (DE)
	YES 
	
	
	  

	Ed
	Fink (EF)
	
	
	
	

	Tamela
	Goorman (TG)
	YES
	
	 
	

	Bob
	Heidelmeier (BH)
	YES 
	
	
	 

	Bob
	LaForce (BL-R1)
	YES 
	
	
	 

	Lowell
	Lester (LL)
	YES 
	
	
	

	Bob
	Locander (BL-R6)
	YES 
	
	
	 

	Rose
	McDonald (RM)
	YES 
	
	
	 

	Janet
	Minter (JM)
	 
	
	
	

	Allan
	Pierce (AP)
	
	
	
	

	Mike
	McVaugh (MM)
	  
	
	
	 

	Jean
	Wallace (JW)
	YES
	
	
	 

	Richard
	Zamora (RZ)
	YES 
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