
 
 

 

Colorado Transportation Investment Office Memorandum 
To: CTIO Board of Directors 
From: Dragisa Trifkovic  
Date: February 18, 2026 

Subject: Public Comment  
 

Email Received February 6, 2026 
 
Dear Ms. Darlington, 
 
Please distribute the email below and the attached evidence to Chair Gutierrez, Vice-Chair 
Moran, and the full CTIO Board of Directors immediately. 
I am requesting that this report be entered into the public record for the next Board meeting. 
It details a systemic failure where CTIO's approved Business Rules (specifically Rule G10) are in 
direct conflict with Colorado State Statute, resulting in a denial of due process and the 
enforcement of illegal penalties. 
Sincerely, 
 
Dragisa Trifkovic 
------- Forwarded Message ------- 
From: Dragisa Trifkovic <attlegal@trifco.com> 
Date: On Friday, February 6th, 2026 at 2:13 PM 
Subject: URGENT: Administrative Failure & Due Process Violation - CDOT/CTIO Hearing Process 
To: Governorpolis@state.co.us <Governorpolis@state.co.us> 
 
Dear Governor Polis 
I am writing to report a systemic failure of due process and competence within the CTIO/High 
Performance Transportation Enterprise adjudication system. 
The Incident: 
On Feb 6, 2026, I attended a hearing for a Civil Penalty (Case #901-000-102-296). The issue was 
dispositive: The vehicle was driven by a visiting relative without the owner's knowledge or 
consent, a defense explicitly codified in C.R.S. § 42-4-1701. 
The Administrative Failure: 

1. Judicial Incompetence: The presiding Hearing Officer admitted on the record that she 
was "not familiar" with the specific Colorado Statute (C.R.S. § 42-4-1701) cited in my 
defense. I was forced to share my own screen during the video call just to show the 
Judge the text of the State Statute she was supposed to be adjudicating.After glancing 
at the law on my screen, she dismissed it in less than 30 seconds, comparing a statutory 
defense under State Law to a "parking ticket" situation and stating the hearing was "only 



 
 

to determine if the violation occurred," effectively ignoring the statutory defense of non-
liability entirely. 

2. Bad Faith & Internal Contradiction: I submitted internal CDOT emails (obtained via CORA 
Request #00163780) where CDOT’s own Policy Lead, Simon Logan, admitted in writing 
that I was citing the correct regulatory defense (CCR 606-1 Rule 6.02.4). The Hearing 
Officer ignored this internal admission of validity. 

3. Systemic Flaw: The internal documents reveal that CTIO’s software literally lacks a 
"Reason Code" for this valid statutory defense (see attached Business Rules). This software 
limitation forces staff to auto-deny valid claims, pushing citizens into "kangaroo court" 
hearings where officers are unprepared and dismissive of the law. 

 
I have paid the $180 fine today under protest solely to protect my vehicle registration. 
However, I am requesting an oversight review of the CTIO adjudication process. When an 
agency’s internal policy experts admit a citizen is right, but their software is too broken to 
process it and their judges have to read the law off the defendant's screen, the system has failed 
the taxpayers of Colorado. 
 
Attached Evidence: 

1. Exhibit F: Internal CDOT Email (Simon Logan) admitting the validity of my legal citation. 
2. Exhibit G: CTIO Business Rules showing the software defect (missing Reason Code). 
3. Exhibit A: Sworn Affidavit of the actual driver (Passport ID provided to court but omitted 

here for privacy). 
 
 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

CTIO Response Sent February 11, 2026 
 
Dear Mr. Trifkovic, 
 
Thank you for reaching out concerning your Civil Penalty. CTIO is in receipt of your email dated 
February 6th, 2026 and was passed along to me, the Safety and Toll Enforcement Program 
Administrator (STEP), from the Colorado Transportation Investment Office (CTIO), the business 
enterprise owned by CDOT that oversees the Safety and Toll Enforcement Program.  
 
Your email and CTIO’s responses will be submitted to the Board as public record.  
 
Per our records, Civil Penalty 901-000-102-296 issued to license plate, DCX030 has not been paid. 
If you choose to do so, you may file an appeal with the county court in which the violation 
occurred. Per Colorado Rules 2 CCR 606-1 (7.07.1 & 7.07.3) The administrative adjudication of a 
Toll Evasion is subject to judicial review and may be appealed as to matters of law and fact to 
the county court for the county in which the violation occurred. See § 43-4-808 (2)(d)(VI), C.R.S. 
7.07.3. The county court shall conduct a de novo review upon appeal. If you choose to file an 
appeal, please visit https://expresslanesafety.com/CO/faq and select the drop-down option 
"How do I file an appeal with the County Court?" If you have additional questions about how to 
appeal to the county court, call 833-816-0305. 
 
 Please see responses to the Administrative Failure points below: 
 
Mr. Trifkovic Public Comment: 

1. Judicial Incompetence: The presiding Hearing Officer admitted on the record that she 
was "not familiar" with the specific Colorado Statute (C.R.S. § 42-4-1701) cited in my 
defense. I was forced to share my own screen during the video call just to show the 
Judge the text of the State Statute she was supposed to be adjudicating. After 
glancing at the law on my screen, she dismissed it in less than 30 seconds, comparing a 
statutory defense under State Law to a "parking ticket" situation and stating the hearing 
was "only to determine if the violation occurred," effectively ignoring the statutory 
defense of non-liability entirely. 



 
 

 
CTIO Response: CTIO disagrees with your assertion that C.R.S. § 42-4-1701 applies to the 
civil penalty. Your email does not explain how or why that statutory provision is relevant. 
Should you disagree with the Hearing Officer’s findings and conclusions, you may appeal 
to the county court in the county in which the violation occurred. Please see instructions 
at the beginning of this email on how to file an appeal with the county court.       

                      
2. Bad Faith & Internal Contradiction: I submitted internal CDOT emails (obtained via 
CORA Request #00163780) where CDOT’s own Policy Lead, Simon Logan, admitted in writing 
that I was citing the correct regulatory defense (CCR 606-1 Rule 6.02.4). The Hearing Officer 
ignored this internal admission of validity. 
 

CTIO Response: Your email does not explain how or why C.R.S. § 42-4-1701 (a 
provision regarding traffic infractions) applies to the civil penalty in question or why it 
provides a defense. CTIO disagrees with your characterization in the email. Your 
recourse should you disagree with the Hearing Officer’s findings and conclusion would 
be a court appeal. Please see the instructions at the beginning of this email on how to 
file an appeal with the county court. 

 
3. Systemic Flaw: The internal documents reveal that CTIO’s software literally lacks a 
"Reason Code" for this valid statutory defense (see attached Business Rules). This software 
limitation forces staff to auto-deny valid claims, pushing citizens into "kangaroo court" hearings 
where officers are unprepared and dismissive of the law. 
CTIO Response: Please see responses for numbers 1 and 2.  
 
Your feedback is appreciated, and we do take it seriously.  CTIO compiles a list of feedback 
received and will include your feedback as part of our ongoing program review. Please let us 
know if there is any additional feedback you would like to provide that will be considered as part 
of our ongoing review to improve the program.  
 
Regards, 
Dina Hildreth| STEP Administrator| 
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