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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 are subject
to change.
Documents posted at http://www.coloradodot.info/about/transportation-commission/meetingagenda.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.
Please note: The Commission will be traveling during the June meeting/workshops
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION WORKSHOPS
Wednesday, June 19, 2019
9:00 a.m.
HPTE Board Meeting
9:40 a.m.

Joint Executive Session with HPTE: C470 (Nick Farber)

10:15 a.m.

Right of Way Workshop (Josh Laipply) ROW EXHIBITS CLICK HERE

10:30 a.m.

MultiModal Options Fund- Local Funds (David Krutsinger)

10:45 a.m.

Matching Funds for SW Chief BUILD Grant (Randy Grauberger, Tim Kirby)

11:00 a.m.

Board Bus for Road Trip

11:15 a.m.

Depart for Sterling via I-76 and US 6
• Tour S-Curve

1:30 p.m.

Arrive in Sterling for lunch with local elected officials
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2:30 p.m.

Board Bus for trip to Loveland

2:45 p.m.

Depart Sterling for Loveland with view of SH 71

4:00 p.m.

Continue to Loveland via SH 14 and I-25 with a view of SH 402

5:30 p.m.

Arrive in Loveland – check into Embassy Suites by Hilton Loveland Hotel and
Conference Center

6:30 p.m.

Dinner with local elected officials at Embassy Suites in Loveland

8:30 p.m.

Adjournment

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING (at Embassy Suites in Loveland)
Thursday, June 20, 2019
7:30 a.m.
Commissioner’s Breakfast
8:15 a.m.

Budget Workshop (Jeff Sudmeier)

9:00 a.m.

1. Call to Order, Roll Call

9:05 a.m.

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

9:20 a.m.

3. Comments of Individual Commissioners

9:35 a.m.

4. Executive Director’s Report (Shoshana Lew)

9:40 a.m.

5. Chief Engineer’s Report (Josh Laipply)

9:45 a.m.

6. FHWA Division Administrator Report (John Cater)

9:50 a.m.

7. STAC Report (Vincent Rogalski)

9:55 a.m.

8. Act on Consent Agenda
a) Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of March 21, 2019
(Herman Stockinger)
b) Resolution to Updated Policy Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval Process”
(Herman Stockinger)
c) Resolution to Approve Region 4 Devolution: I-25 Frontage Road Mead FY 20
(Heather Paddock)
d) Resolution to Approve Memorial Designations passed by the General Assembly
(Herman Stockinger)
e) Resolution to Approve MultiModal Options Fund – Local Funds (David
Krutsinger)
f)

Resolution to Approve Match for Southwest Chief BUILD Grant

g) Resolution to Approve update to the SIB loan rate
h) Resolution to Approve ROW Acquisition Authorization Requests (Josh Laipply)
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10:00 a.m. 9. Discuss and Act on changes to 2 CCR 601-14 “Rules Regarding Travel Restrictions
on State Highways” (Herman Stockinger)
10:05 a.m. 10. Discuss and Act on 12th Budget Supplement of FY 2019 (Jeff Sudmeier)
10:10 a.m. 11. Recognitions
10:15 a.m. 12. Other Matters
• Report from the Nominating Committee- Selection for Transportation
Commission Chair, Vice-Chair and Secretary for FY ’20 & Commission Vote
to Approve Selections (Nominating Committee Chairwoman Zink)
10:20 a.m. 13. Adjournment
The Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors meeting will begin immediately following the adjournment
of the Transportation Commission Meeting. Est. Start Time: 10:25 a.m.
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Thursday, June 20, 2019
10:20 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
a) Discuss and Act on Bridge Enterprise Board Minutes from April 18, 2019
4. Discuss and Act on 11th Bridge Enterprise Budget Supplement of FY 19
(Jeff Sudmeier)
5. Discuss and Act on Resolution to Approve Bridge Enterprise Funding Match for
FY2019 BUILD Transportation Grant Program (Jerad Esquibel)
6. Discuss and Act on Resolution to Recognize BE Assets (Josh Laipply)
7. Adjournment
ROAD TRIP CONTINUES AFTER BOARD MEETINGS
Thursday, June 20, 2019
10:40 a.m. Board Bus for Day 2 travel
11:00 a.m. Take US 34 through Big Thompson Canyon to Estes Park
11:50 p.m.

Tour the Loop in Estes

12:00 p.m.

Lunch with elected officials

2:00 p.m.

Drive toward Boulder via US 36 to SH 119 to SH7

4:00 p.m.

Arrive to HQ

TOP

Page 3 of 141

INFO ONLY
•

PMO Informational Cash Balance Memo (Josh Laipply, Jeff Sudmeier & Jane Fisher)

•

Federal and Colfax Status Report Memo (Nick Farber)

•

STAC Notes

•

Informational List of Projects Going to Advertisement (Josh Laipply)
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4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Rm. 227
Denver, CO 80222

DATE: June 19, 2019
TO:
Transporation Commission
FROM: Sophie Shulman, Chief - Office of Innovative Mobility (OIM)
David Krutsinger, Director - Division of Transit & Rail (DTR)
Rebecca White, Director - Division of Transportation Development (DTD)
RE:
SB 18-001 Multimodal Options Fund Update
Purpose
The purpose of this memo is to review the recommendation prior to a proposed consent agenda vote.
Action
Consent agenda vote on Thursday, June 20, 2019
Background
SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund. The Multimodal Options Fund has $96.75M in
dedicated revenue. Of that $96.75M, $2.5M is dedicated to the Rail Commission. The remaining $94.25M is spilt
between CDOT (15% or $14.13M) and local governments (85% or $80.12M).
The legislation directs the TC to establish a distribution formula for the local portion. The distribution formula must be
based on population and ridership. The legislation also states that recipients shall provide a match equal to the amount
of the award. However, the Transportation Commission, per legislation, may create a formula for reducing or
exempting the match requirement for local governments or agencies due to their size or any other special
circumstance. An advisory committee (“MMOF Committee”) to the TC was formed to work on and develop such
recommendations. CDOT will use its share of the funds and seek to incentivize partnership projects such as mobility
hubs.
The legislation mandates the distribution formula for the local portion be developed in consultation with the Transit
and Rail Adivsory Committee (TRAC), the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC), transit advocacy
organizations, and bicycle and pedestrian organizations. In addition to these groups, the legislation also states that the
Multimodal Options Fund should promote a complete and integrated multimodal system that benefits seniors by making
aging in place more feasible; benefits residents of rural areas by providing them with flexible public transportation
services; provides enhanced mobility for persons with disabilities; and provides safe routes to school for children.
The MMOF Committee held three meetings and developed the following general recommendations.

5% off the top (or $4 Million of $80.12) for administration, reporting, environmental/design reviews. To be
adjusted later based on actual project selection.

81% of remaining $76.12 to the five urban areas (MPOs), 19% to the ten rural planning regions (TPRs).

Two sub-allocation formulas, one urban, and the other rural, to each of the fifteen areas of the state, with
particular population and employment factors relevant to urban and rural areas.

Match “relief” or reduction to be decided at the fifteen regions (TPRs) of the state. CDOT provided data to
support that decision-making.

General expectation that minimum transit project size of $25,000, and minimum capital project size of
$150,000 would be observed for project selections, with resonable bundling of smaller projects encouraged to
reach these minimums.
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Details
Administrative Set-Aside
Based on CDOT and the experience of many local agencies, simple projects such as the purchase of transit buses have wellestablished procurement processes and existing bus price-agreements, requiring relatively little staff time or oversight time
to make them happen, estimated at about 2%. In contrast, larger construction projects typically take time to go through
environmental clearances / permitting, construction bidding, and then construction itself. This process, if on a Federal
Highway, often requires 20% of the total project cost to deliver. Sidewalks and bike paths are somewhere in the middle.
The administrative set-aside anticipated a range of projects between 2% and 20%, with an estimate that the “average”
project might require 5%. The MMOF Committee agreed to 5% set-aside, with the expectation that the amount would be
revisited after projects had been selected in each of the fifteen TPRs.
Urban & Rural Allocations
The sources and definition of the data used in the analysis are shown in Table 1. The raw data are shown in Table 2. Note
that the transit agency “Revenue Miles” was the indicator measure with the proportional distribution most favoring the
rural areas of the state. There was a great deal of compromise in using this one indicator measure as the basis for the
urban-rural share definition. It recognizes the fact that many urban residents travel to the rural areas of the state to visit
family, to recreate, and to obtain some goods and services. Table 3 is the recommended allocation for all 15 regions.
Table 1: Sources and Definitions of Data Used in the Analysis
Distribution Formula Factors
Category
Criteria
Population 2016
Employment
Disadvantaged Population
Population

School Aged Children
Bike Crashes
Pedestrian Crashes
Vehicle Access
Revenue Miles

Data
2016 Population estimates
2016 jobs count estimates
2016 population est. - Senior,
Disability, and/or Low-income
2016 Population aged 5-18 years, by
county
Total crashes involving a bicycle,
2008-2017, by county
Total crashes involving a pedestrian,
2008-2017, by county
2016 est. Households w/zero
vehicles
2016 Vehicle Revenue Miles (NTD)

MEASURE:
Percent of state's Population
Percent of state's jobs
Percent of state's population that is
Disabled, Senior and/or Low-income

INDICATOR FOR:
Need
Need
Need

Percent of School-aged population

Need

Percent of Bike crashes

Safety

Percent of Pedestrian crashes

Safety

Percent of state's zero-vehicle households
Percent of Total Revenue Miles

Need, Demand
Transit Demand

Ridership
Unlinked Trips
Other

2016 Unlinked Passenger Trips (NTD) Percent of Total unlinked passenger trips
Percent of population adjusted by the
Household Affordability "Burden" Percent of Household income
relative Household Affordability (HA)
(pop adjusted by relative %
required for housing & transportation burden;
housing & trans costs)
costs, by county
Pop x HA/statewide mean

Transit Demand

Need/economy

Table 2: Raw Data Used in the Analysis
Raw Data
Household Affordabiilty
"Population-Burden"
SW mean of 58.6%

TPR Name
Pop 2016
Jobs
Pikes Peak Area
681,469
220,448
Denver Area
3,194,552 1,423,872
North Front Range
494,257
177,374
Pueblo Area
164,447
51,821
Grand Valley
150,258
57,501
Eastern
83,711
22,588
Southeast
45,877
12,879
San Luis Valley
65,282
19,928
Gunnison Valley
101,461
32,100
Southwest
96,918
34,712
Intermountain
168,963
76,758
Northwest
60,750
25,432
Upper Front Range
105,196
30,653
Central Front Range
100,483
22,255
South Central
20,616
5,972
Total Statewide 5,534,240 2,214,293
Rural Share
Urban Share
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15.3%
84.7%

12.8%
87.2%

Zero
Revenue
Unlinked
Disadv Pop vehicles
Miles
Trips Bike Crash
176,509
22,092
4,038,002
3,372,415
1,023
793,646 139,306 63,897,171 103,706,782
9,018
137,776
16,198
4,289,976
4,996,971
1,773
66,761
10,710
1,087,426
924,304
351
54,280
6,324
968,921
792,946
459
25,572
3,306
68,869
36,282
30
19,765
2,180
116,227
41,717
17
27,824
3,588
72,866
10,551
66
39,206
4,214
4,601,273
3,454,368
143
31,235
1,986
1,135,382
531,895
30
37,313
3,768
7,204,028
8,233,278
375
15,178
1,700
1,089,777
1,660,293
91
32,252
3,154
945,211
122,673
255
34,846
2,834
2,099,140
987,255
95
9,144
1,666
145,790
29,072
11
1,501,307 223,026 91,760,059 128,900,802
13,737
18.1%
81.9%

12.7%
87.3%

19.0%
81.0%

11.7%
88.3%

8.1%
91.9%

[%income]
Pedestrian School Aged
relative burden
Crash
Children
(adjusted pop)
1,065
135,618 [48.3%] .82 (562,078)
10,699
572,799 [45.8%] .78 (2,498,285)
718
94,855 [48.1%] .82 (405,773)
443
30,403 [58.2%] .99 (163,369)
291
27,827 [55.3%] .94 (141,683)
51
14,274 [60.0%] 1.02 (85,727)
25
8,080 [67.4%] 1.15 (52,799)
55
11,837 [64.4%] 1.10 (71,736)
104
17,608 [60.8%] 1.04 (105,264)
56
8,731 [57.5%] .98 (95,073)
377
35,743 [51.8%] .88 (149,323)
73
10,898 [51.2%] .87 (53,110)
141
21,335 [50.4%] .86 (90,457)
115
15,163 [55.0%] .94 (94,228)
29
3,120 [64.3%] 1.10 (22,625)
14,242
1,008,292
7.2%
92.8%

14.6%
85.4%
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Pop 2016
TPR Name
12.3%
Pikes Peak Area
57.7%
Denver Area
8.9%
Urban North Front Range
3.0%
Pueblo Area
Grand Valley
2.7%
1.5%
Eastern
0.8%
Southeast
1.2%
San Luis Valley
1.8%
Gunnison Valley
1.8%
Southwest
Rural
3.1%
Intermountain
1.1%
Northwest
1.9%
Upper Front Range
1.8%
Central Front Range
South Central
0.4%
100.0%
Total
20.0%
Urban Formula wt
20.0%
Rural Formula wt

Zero
Disadv Pop vehicles
Jobs
9.9%
11.8%
10.0%
62.5%
52.9%
64.3%
7.3%
9.2%
8.0%
4.8%
4.4%
2.3%
2.8%
3.6%
2.6%
1.5%
1.7%
1.0%
1.0%
1.3%
0.6%
1.6%
1.9%
0.9%
1.9%
2.6%
1.4%
0.9%
2.1%
1.6%
1.7%
2.5%
3.5%
0.8%
1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
2.1%
1.4%
1.3%
2.3%
1.0%
0.7%
0.6%
0.3%
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Revenue
Miles
4.4%
69.6%
4.7%
1.2%
1.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
5.0%
1.2%
7.9%
1.2%
1.0%
2.3%
0.2%
100.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Pedestrian School Aged
Unlinked
Children
Crash
Bike Crash
Trips
13.5%
7.5%
7.4%
2.6%
56.8%
75.1%
65.6%
80.5%
9.4%
5.0%
12.9%
3.9%
3.0%
3.1%
2.6%
0.7%
2.8%
2.0%
3.3%
0.6%
1.4%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%
0.8%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
1.2%
0.4%
0.5%
0.0%
1.7%
0.7%
1.0%
2.7%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.4%
3.5%
2.6%
2.7%
6.4%
1.1%
0.5%
0.7%
1.3%
2.1%
1.0%
1.9%
0.1%
1.5%
0.8%
0.7%
0.8%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
5.0%
5.0%
10.0%

40,347,649
11,621,234
8,285,226
13,061,567
2,798,324
4,006,000

100.0%
53.0%
15.3%
10.9%
17.2%
3.7%
N/A
10.0%
CDOT Region 1
CDOT Region 2
CDOT Region 3
CDOT Region 4
CDOT Region 5
Administrative

$
$
$
$
$
$

Allocation$
$6,865,226
$45,292,984
$5,591,491
$2,128,884
$1,773,755
$1,031,838
$664,017
$961,989
$2,355,869
$1,247,368
$3,751,566
$993,003
$1,492,904
$1,617,326
$345,780
$76,114,000
Alloc%
9.5%
62.4%
7.7%
2.9%
2.4%
1.1%
0.7%
1.0%
2.5%
1.3%
3.9%
1.0%
1.6%
1.7%
0.4%
100.0%

Household Affordability
"Population-Burden"
(pop adjusted by
relative % housing &
trans costs)
12.2%
54.4%
8.8%
3.6%
3.1%
1.9%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.1%
3.3%
1.2%
2.0%
2.1%
0.5%
100.0%

Table 3: Recommended Allocation by Transportation Planning Region

SubAllocations
The urban areas (MPOs) wanted funds allocated with 20% based on population, and 10% each based on all the other
factors listed in Table 3, but not inclusive of the “affordability” data. The rural areas did not see jobs as being as
relevant a factor, but did include “affordability” as a factor due to the high cost of housing in resort counties. Bicycle
and pedestrian crash data were de-emphasized, compared to the urban formula, because there is less total data,
and of the total, less reliable data in rural areas. The previously mentioned Table 3 shows the conclusions for each
TPR, and the MMOF Committee agreed to these amounts.
Match Relief
Most of the available data to analyze need, poverty vs. wealth, ability to pay, disadvantaged, and similar factors
are available at the County level. See Table 4. While there are some truly poor & deserving Counties, the Committee
for the Multimodal Option Fund discussion felt that many of the “need” and “ability to pay” distinctions might occur
at the city/town level, and would be less likely compelling at the County Level. Further some of the “deserving
counties” are clustered in single TPRs, which meant at the TPR level “need” and “ability to pay” could be rendered
useless for making decisions within TPRs. Some “wealthy” counties would, similarly, be skewed by towns that are
wealthy within them, while many other parts of such counties, if taken alone, might easily be as “deserving” as
nearby counties. Fixing the inconsistencies and vagaries of the data could easily take many more months to resolve,
which would, in turn, delay the distribution of the funds. Finally some TPRs/MPOs have already done a call for
projects, anticipating these MMOF funds, so formulizing the match relief decision appeared to be moot and irrelevant
for about 50 percent of the dollars. Given all of these reasons, the MMOF Committee recommended that match relief
be delegated to the TPR decision makers themselves. The legal opinion from the Colorado Attorney General’s office,
however, was that the CDOT Transportation Commission may not delegate such a decision. The formula is therefore:
Eligibility
 Counties of 50,000 or smaller population (as of 2015), and poverty rate of 12% (median) or higher; or
 Cities/Towns of 20,000 or smaller population (as of 2015), and poverty rate of 12% (median) or higher; or
 A County or City/Town which meets the population threshold of either of the above, but not the poverty
threshold, but can document other extraordinary circumstances (some other indicator of high need or highly
disadvantaged population)
Decision Approved by Transportation Commission
Transportation Planning Region decisions which intend to award such match relief must also have the match relief
decisions for those projects approved by the CDOT Transportation Commission.
Minimum Project Size
The discussion on project size revolved around the ease of administration and reporting for the funding. CDOT is
responsible for reporting on how the funding is spent, in all cases. By simple math, if many small projects of $10,000
were awarded, the number of projects could be overwhelming ($81 Million x 100 projects per Million$ = 8,100
projects). Limiting the funds to only large projects of half a million or more ($0.5 M  162 projects), especially with
match requirements, ran the risk of biasing the distribution of funds toward wealthier cities, counties, or transit
agencies, and disadvantaging smaller ones. Members of the Committee argued that while there are expensive
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects, a $0.5 Million minimum size would have obstructed the implementation of
many worthy projects of smaller size: buying a single transit van ($40,000 - 80,000 each), repairing
pedestrian/wheelchair ramps ($6,000 each), striping bicycle lanes ($5,000 to $10,000 per mile), and so forth. The
compromise position was to set the minimums at $25,000 for transit (existing and accepted CDOT standard for transit
pass-through funding) and $150,000 for infrastructure projects, with bundled projects strongly encouraged. Thus
maybe 15 miles of bike lanes in a county or region is bundled as a single $150,000 contract. This compromise position
was helped by the administrative set-aside above. If there are a high number of projects or the projects require lots
of environmental clearance work, the administrative percentage could go up. If the projects are bundled, ready-togo, and don’t require as much environmental work, then less administrative set-aside might be required.
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Table 4: Economic Need/Risk Factors and Match “Relief” Data

Population
Change

County
MIN
1st Quartile
2nd Quartile
3rd Quartile
MAX
Adams County
Alamosa County
Arapahoe County
Archuleta County
Baca County
Bent County
Boulder County
Broomfield County
Chaffee County
Cheyenne County
Clear Creek County
Conejos County
Costilla County
Crowley County
Custer County
Delta County
Denver County
Dolores County
Douglas County
Eagle County
Elbert County
El Paso County
Fremont County
Garfield County
Gilpin County
Grand County
Gunnison County
Hinsdale County
Huerfano County
Jackson County
Jefferson County
Kiowa County
Kit Carson County
Lake County
La Plata County
Larimer County
Las Animas County
Lincoln County
Logan County
Mesa County
Mineral County
Moffat County
Montezuma County
Montrose County
Morgan County
Otero County
Ouray County
Park County
Phillips County
Pitkin County
Prowers County
Pueblo County
Rio Blanco County
Rio Grande County
Routt County
Saguache County
San Juan County
San Miguel County
Sedgwick County
Summit County
Teller County
Washington County
Weld County
Yuma County
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(1990-2017)
SDO
-1.0%
0.2%
1.2%
2.3%
6.5%
2.4%
0.7%
1.8%
3.4%
-0.9%
-0.6%
1.3%
2.8%
1.7%
-1.0%
0.8%
0.3%
0.6%
0.0%
3.3%
1.4%
1.5%
1.2%
6.5%
3.4%
3.6%
2.2%
1.2%
2.6%
2.5%
2.4%
2.0%
1.7%
0.3%
-0.5%
1.0%
-0.7%
0.0%
0.9%
2.1%
2.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.3%
1.8%
1.1%
0.5%
1.2%
2.0%
0.9%
-0.4%
2.7%
3.4%
0.1%
1.3%
-0.4%
1.1%
0.2%
0.2%
2.1%
1.4%
-0.1%
2.9%
-0.6%
3.2%
2.5%
0.0%
3.2%
0.4%

Pop. change
Labor Force
Age
(2010-17)
SDO
-4.6%
-1.1%
0.3%
1.4%
4.9%
1.6%
0.8%
1.5%
1.4%
1.9%
-1.6%
0.3%
3.3%
1.1%
1.4%
-1.4%
0.5%
4.9%
-2.0%
1.7%
-1.4%
2.3%
-0.9%
0.0%
0.8%
1.1%
1.2%
-3.4%
-0.8%
-1.1%
0.0%
1.5%
1.0%
-1.6%
-1.5%
1.6%
1.3%
-1.9%
2.7%
0.1%
1.9%
-2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
-0.7%
3.9%
-1.4%
0.2%
-1.0%
-0.2%
-0.1%
-3.1%
0.4%
-1.9%
-1.6%
0.0%
-0.1%
-4.6%
-1.5%
1.3%
2.3%
-0.2%
-1.1%
-0.6%
4.3%
0.5%
0.2%
3.0%
0.6%

*
Single Large
Employer
(in 2017)
QCEW
1.8%
5.2%
7.5%
11.6%
29.0%
4.0%
7.1%
2.4%
5.8%
18.1%
21.8%
5.4%
5.8%
5.7%
8.4%
11.1%
12.8%
20.7%
28.0%
9.8%
9.3%
2.6%
16.8%
6.4%
7.7%
10.1%
1.8%
15.1%
4.3%
20.2%
11.2%
6.3%
13.5%
22.3%
9.4%
4.9%
18.4%
5.1%
16.0%
3.3%
5.1%
5.2%
14.6%
9.6%
5.0%
29.0%
7.3%
4.8%
5.9%
16.8%
5.4%
4.9%
9.2%
9.2%
4.4%
5.4%
4.7%
5.7%
6.1%
7.7%
8.8%
8.0%
10.7%
15.3%
6.0%
5.5%
10.7%
3.2%
4.7%

INDICATORS
*
*
*
Local
Agriculture % Employment %Bachelors+
%Poverty
Government of total emp
Growth
+
Graduated
Total
Emp Share
%65+
Match
(in 2017)
(in 2017)
(2002-17)
ACS13-17
ACS13-17 Percentile
Rank
QCEW
SDO
SDO
and SDOV17
3.7%
0.0%
-23.8%
9.5%
15.0%
0%
12.0%
1.1%
0.5%
20.0%
25.5%
25%
0%
17.4%
5.8%
10.9%
26.5%
31.1%
50% 10%-40%
25.0%
15.8%
19.2%
41.2%
38.4%
75%
50%
57.6%
47.2%
81.2%
60.4%
57.0%
100%
50%
9.1%
0.8%
46.8%
22.4%
22.3%
90.4%
50.0%
12.3%
7.8%
9.6%
25.8%
41.3%
46.0%
40.0%
8.7%
0.2%
22.5%
40.7%
22.6%
98.4%
50.0%
17.9%
5.4%
21.9%
34.9%
36.9%
69.8%
50.0%
57.6%
35.1%
-6.8%
21.8%
44.6%
3.1%
0.0%
38.5%
17.6%
-23.8%
9.5%
42.2%
0.0%
0.0%
9.1%
0.5%
18.4%
59.3%
26.7%
82.5%
50.0%
3.7%
0.1%
53.7%
52.5%
18.4%
100.0%
50.0%
18.4%
2.5%
25.8%
34.4%
34.2%
68.2%
50.0%
39.7%
31.8%
-0.5%
23.3%
31.6%
25.3%
0.0%
17.3%
0.3%
0.6%
44.6%
26.0%
52.3%
50.0%
34.2%
21.1%
3.8%
18.3%
40.1%
14.2%
0.0%
37.5%
25.3%
24.2%
20.0%
57.0%
31.7%
10.0%
16.2%
20.4%
0.6%
10.2%
38.1%
4.7%
0.0%
19.8%
10.3%
0.3%
29.4%
46.6%
44.4%
30.0%
24.4%
10.0%
10.1%
19.6%
41.6%
28.5%
0.0%
7.9%
0.2%
19.5%
45.7%
26.8%
96.8%
50.0%
39.2%
21.8%
8.3%
20.3%
39.3%
12.6%
0.0%
10.6%
0.8%
81.2%
57.5%
15.0%
93.6%
50.0%
9.3%
0.7%
22.1%
45.0%
18.5%
85.7%
50.0%
25.0%
13.3%
12.9%
32.8%
20.6%
63.4%
50.0%
10.0%
0.4%
20.1%
36.6%
23.5%
92.0%
50.0%
12.9%
3.0%
1.5%
16.4%
36.9%
33.3%
10.0%
17.0%
2.0%
30.1%
29.1%
21.8%
79.3%
50.0%
8.6%
0.6%
-11.2%
34.4%
21.4%
58.7%
50.0%
15.3%
3.0%
11.7%
37.2%
29.9%
57.1%
50.0%
15.3%
2.5%
15.9%
52.6%
26.8%
77.7%
50.0%
29.2%
5.5%
-3.7%
40.9%
40.8%
38.0%
20.0%
23.2%
13.0%
-13.5%
26.0%
45.8%
6.3%
0.0%
19.4%
24.1%
0.7%
19.1%
35.5%
9.5%
0.0%
9.5%
0.3%
14.5%
42.2%
23.9%
84.1%
50.0%
46.2%
47.2%
12.1%
20.2%
34.4%
11.1%
0.0%
24.5%
23.1%
-3.6%
13.8%
30.5%
19.0%
0.0%
25.0%
0.4%
19.7%
30.9%
26.6%
61.9%
50.0%
15.2%
2.7%
22.6%
43.0%
26.1%
80.9%
50.0%
9.2%
1.0%
30.7%
45.3%
27.6%
87.3%
50.0%
20.1%
8.4%
-8.1%
18.9%
40.8%
17.4%
0.0%
27.1%
14.5%
1.1%
13.7%
32.1%
22.2%
0.0%
13.7%
9.7%
-6.3%
16.7%
33.7%
36.5%
20.0%
9.6%
2.9%
18.9%
26.1%
34.3%
66.6%
50.0%
16.9%
3.6%
19.0%
42.5%
44.6%
53.9%
50.0%
15.5%
7.5%
0.2%
18.9%
25.1%
39.6%
20.0%
24.3%
6.5%
6.2%
27.0%
38.1%
49.2%
40.0%
17.6%
6.0%
13.9%
23.8%
40.2%
47.6%
40.0%
14.5%
9.8%
9.6%
16.1%
24.8%
41.2%
30.0%
19.1%
8.5%
-10.9%
17.1%
42.8%
23.8%
0.0%
19.2%
6.8%
33.9%
54.5%
37.2%
65.0%
50.0%
28.0%
3.5%
13.8%
30.5%
26.0%
60.3%
50.0%
34.1%
26.9%
6.0%
20.4%
30.5%
15.8%
0.0%
13.6%
0.7%
6.6%
60.4%
25.6%
73.0%
50.0%
22.8%
15.3%
-16.7%
15.4%
35.5%
20.6%
0.0%
10.9%
1.5%
12.1%
21.2%
37.9%
55.5%
50.0%
33.9%
12.6%
0.9%
21.8%
26.9%
30.1%
10.0%
15.6%
23.1%
-5.2%
22.6%
37.8%
26.9%
0.0%
10.3%
3.6%
13.0%
49.4%
25.3%
76.1%
50.0%
29.4%
32.0%
0.6%
25.5%
42.9%
34.9%
10.0%
19.1%
0.0%
11.8%
28.4%
27.9%
50.7%
50.0%
14.3%
1.5%
16.5%
55.1%
24.1%
74.6%
50.0%
40.0%
32.0%
-3.3%
19.8%
43.2%
1.5%
0.0%
10.5%
0.3%
17.4%
49.9%
23.3%
95.2%
50.0%
15.4%
1.2%
12.2%
32.6%
28.3%
71.4%
50.0%
36.1%
34.0%
-9.4%
16.0%
30.0%
7.9%
0.0%
11.3%
4.7%
46.3%
26.8%
23.1%
88.8%
50.0%
23.4%
32.1%
7.9%
21.4%
33.2%
42.8%
30.0%
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Policy Options
1. Accept the recommendations of the MMOF Committee and approve the distribution process. This is the staff
recommendation, and is also supported by a review of the STAC and TRAC.
2. Largely accept the recommendations of the MMOF Committee, with minor supporting and/or clarifying language.
This runs the risk of overriding some of the work done by the MMOF Committee.
3. Refer questions back to the MMOF Committee and delay the approval of the funding. This would not run the risk
of overriding the work done by the MMOF Committee, but would delay the distribution of the funds by at least
several months. Not recommended.
Next Steps

TC Meeting vote on Consent Agenda, or if Policy Option #2, with additional discussion.

If approved, CDOT would begin the contracting process to get the funds flowing for selected projects.

If approved, for areas where the call-for-projects has not been completed, CDOT Engineering Region Staff,
and/or other CDOT staff, would facilitate the call-for-project process.

TOP
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Resolution #TC-19-X-XX
Approving the distribution of local pass-through SB 18-001 Multi-Modal Transportation Options Fund
monies to be administered by CDOT Staff.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund with $80.12
Million of that fund specified as pass-through monies for projects selected by local governments; and
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 required consultation with consultation with the Transit and Rail Advisory
Committee (TRAC), the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC), transit advocacy
organizations, and bicycle and pedestrian organizations in developing a distribution; and
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 requires a local match equal to the amount of the award, excepting
that Transportation Commission may create a formula for reducing or exempting the match
requirement for local governments or agencies due to their size or any other special
circumstances; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission agreed to a MMOF Committee comprised of the
consultative representatives; and
WHEREAS, the MMOF Committee did work to recommend, by consensus, a distribution
methodology for the local portion, as required by law to be based on population and ridership; and

WHEREAS, the STAC and TRAC members did further review the work of the MMOF Committee and agree
that the MMOF Committee’s recommendation was sound; and
WHEREAS, Transit & Intermodal Committee (T&I) of the Transportation Commission did also have a brief
opportunity to review the recommendations at the May 2019 meeting; and
WHEREAS, Transportation Commission did also review this information further at a workshop of the whole
on June 19th 2019 meeting;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the distribution of $80.12 Million is guided by a formula
reserving approximately 5% ($4 Million) for administration, oversight, and reporting purposes, and 81% ($61.65
M) is thereafter is allocated to the five urbanized metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and 19% ($14.46
M) is also thereafter allocated to the ten rural transportation planning regions (TPRs).
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission approved suballocation formulas among MPOs to MPOs, and among TPRs to TPRs, attached;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission, allows MPOs and
TPRs to consider match relief for counties under 50,000 population, or individual cities/towns under 20,000
population, and for which poverty is 12% (median) or higher; OR meeting those population criteria, some other
extraordinary need/disadvantage can be clearly shown, AND all such match relief recommendations are ultimately
approved by the Transportation Commission.
_________________________________________________

______________________________

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado

Date

TOP
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Pop 2016
TPR Name
12.3%
Pikes Peak Area
57.7%
Denver Area
8.9%
Urban North Front Range
3.0%
Pueblo Area
Grand Valley
2.7%
1.5%
Eastern
0.8%
Southeast
1.2%
San Luis Valley
1.8%
Gunnison Valley
1.8%
Southwest
Rural
3.1%
Intermountain
1.1%
Northwest
1.9%
Upper Front Range
1.8%
Central Front Range
South Central
0.4%
100.0%
Total
20.0%
Urban Formula wt
20.0%
Rural Formula wt

Zero
Disadv Pop vehicles
Jobs
9.9%
11.8%
10.0%
62.5%
52.9%
64.3%
7.3%
9.2%
8.0%
4.8%
4.4%
2.3%
2.8%
3.6%
2.6%
1.5%
1.7%
1.0%
1.0%
1.3%
0.6%
1.6%
1.9%
0.9%
1.9%
2.6%
1.4%
0.9%
2.1%
1.6%
1.7%
2.5%
3.5%
0.8%
1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
2.1%
1.4%
1.3%
2.3%
1.0%
0.7%
0.6%
0.3%
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Revenue
Miles
4.4%
69.6%
4.7%
1.2%
1.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
5.0%
1.2%
7.9%
1.2%
1.0%
2.3%
0.2%
100.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Pedestrian School Aged
Unlinked
Children
Crash
Bike Crash
Trips
13.5%
7.5%
7.4%
2.6%
56.8%
75.1%
65.6%
80.5%
9.4%
5.0%
12.9%
3.9%
3.0%
3.1%
2.6%
0.7%
2.8%
2.0%
3.3%
0.6%
1.4%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%
0.8%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
1.2%
0.4%
0.5%
0.0%
1.7%
0.7%
1.0%
2.7%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.4%
3.5%
2.6%
2.7%
6.4%
1.1%
0.5%
0.7%
1.3%
2.1%
1.0%
1.9%
0.1%
1.5%
0.8%
0.7%
0.8%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
5.0%
5.0%
10.0%

Allocation by Transportation Planning Region

40,347,649
11,621,234
8,285,226
13,061,567
2,798,324
4,006,000

100.0%
53.0%
15.3%
10.9%
17.2%
3.7%
N/A
10.0%
CDOT Region 1
CDOT Region 2
CDOT Region 3
CDOT Region 4
CDOT Region 5
Administrative

$
$
$
$
$
$

Allocation$
$6,865,226
$45,292,984
$5,591,491
$2,128,884
$1,773,755
$1,031,838
$664,017
$961,989
$2,355,869
$1,247,368
$3,751,566
$993,003
$1,492,904
$1,617,326
$345,780
$76,114,000
Alloc%
9.5%
62.4%
7.7%
2.9%
2.4%
1.1%
0.7%
1.0%
2.5%
1.3%
3.9%
1.0%
1.6%
1.7%
0.4%
100.0%

Household Affordability
"Population-Burden"
(pop adjusted by
relative % housing &
trans costs)
12.2%
54.4%
8.8%
3.6%
3.1%
1.9%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.1%
3.3%
1.2%
2.0%
2.1%
0.5%
100.0%

2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204-2305

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

June 15, 2019
Transportation Commission
David Krutsinger, Director – Divison of Transit & Rail
Amtrak Southwest Chief – BUILD Grant Application Match Request - $1 M

Purpose: Finish the job to replace the old track, and maintain Amtrak Southwest Chief service in Colorado.
Action: Request approval for $1 Million in CDOT funds towards this grant, with nearly $8 Million in matching funds
from other entities.
Background
The Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development, or BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant program,
provides a unique opportunity for the USDOT to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise to achieve
national objectives. Previously known as Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery, or TIGER
discretionary grants, Congress has dedicated nearly $7.1 billion for ten rounds of National Infrastructure Investments
to fund projects that have a significant local or regional impact. This BUILD grant opportunity will be the 11th such
opportunity. Colorado has participated with Kansas, New Mexico, Amtrak, and BNSF Railway to proactively pursue
grant funding opportunities to keep the Amtrak Southwest Chief Service in Colorado.
Details
BNSF and Amtrak identified in 2011, that to keep the Amtrak Southwest Chief train operating through rural western
Kansas, southeastern Colorado, and Northern New Mexico, it would take $100 Million in one-time capital and $100
million in on-going maintenance costs. BNSF agreed to assume responsibility for the $100 Million in on-going
maintenance costs, and Amtrak to continue the service if one-time capital costs could be paid for. A relationship of
over 35 city, town, county, state, federal, and private partners has been successful in obtaining $75.3 Million toward
that goal. This BUILD grant, if successful, would finish the job. If successful, CDOT will have expended $4 Million, to
receive a $100 Million benefit, and a commitment that the train will operate for the next 20 years.
Grant
Program

Year
Offered

CDOT
Match

TIGER VI

2014

TIGER VII
TIGER IX

2015
2017

Total to Date
BUILD Grant
Request

TOP

2019

Federal
Amount
Granted
$12.5 M

Total
Project
Size
$24.3 M

Miles
of
Track
48

Number of
Crossings

Year
Completed

$1 M

Other
Partner’s
Match
$10.8 M

12

2016

$1 M
$1 M

$8.2 M
$9.6 M

$15.2 M
$16.0 M

$24.4 M
$26.6 M

61
29

13
24

2018
2020 est.

$3 M

$28.6 M

$43.7

$75.3

138

49

2016-2020

$1 M
proposed

$9 M
proposed

$15 M
proposed

$25 M

22

18

2022
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Key Benefits
Improve the efficiency of freight & passenger rail service through southern / southeastern Colorado, and connecting
to markets/destinations, in adjacent states of Kansas & New Mexico, and longer-distance connections to Los Angeles
and Chicago. Improve the safety and efficiency of operations of rural Colorado roads crossing the railroad.
BNSF Railway is covering the costs for a consultant to assemble the application.
Next Steps

Support the City of Trinidad with information

Submit the application by July 15, 2019

Await award announcements, expected Fall 2019

TOP
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Resolution #TC-19-X-XX
Instructing the Department to submit applications for projects under the USDOT 2019 BUILD
Discretionary Grant program and support priority projects submitted by other Colorado applicants.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
WHEREAS, the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2019 includes a $900 million authorization for National
Infrastructure Investments, referred to by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) as BUILD
Discretionary Grants; and
WHEREAS, a Notice of Funding Availability was issued by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) on April 23 for the Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development, or ‘‘BUILD
Transportation grants,” program for federal FY 2019; and
WHEREAS, applications for the BUILD Transportation grants program are due to the U.S.
Secretary of Transportation on July 15, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the USDOT's consideration of BUILD Transportation grant applications will be based on state
of good repair, economic competitiveness, quality of life, environmental sustainability, and safety as primary
selection criteria; and
WHEREAS, the USDOT’s consideration of BUILD Transportation grant applications will also give special
consideration to projects which emphasize improved access to reliable, safe, and affordable transportation for
communities in rural areas;

WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) staff evaluated and analyzed potential
projects for the Department to submit under the BUILD Transportation grant program; and
WHEREAS, the BUILD Transportation grant application for the Amtrak Southwest Chief project will be led
and submitted by the City of Trinidad;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, CDOT will submit its DOT-led applications for highway safety
projects statewide, and also financially support this rural application by Trinidad;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Commission commits to providing up to $1
million of state match from available SB 267 funds for a local grant application to enhance the viability
of the SW Chief Amtrak line in Colorado. The funds will be allocated to the project if the grant application
is successful.

_________________________________________________

______________________________

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado

Date

TOP

Page 15 of 141

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JUNE 19, 2019
FY 2020-21 BUDGET TOPICS

Purpose
To present to the Transportation Commission (TC) several items relevant to the development of the FY
2020-21 Annual Budget.
Action
No action required. Staff requests TC input on the budget process and timeline, approach to budget
scenario development, and new budget format.
Background
Budget Scenarios
On March 5, Governor Polis distributed a memo to his cabinet on Budget Guidance for FY 2020-21
outlining his budget goals for that fiscal year, including:
• Identifying ongoing “base” spending that is unnecessary or no longer meeting the state’s
commitment to Coloradans
• Reassessing and updating old assumptions about program costs
• Realigning unproductive appropriations to advance current priorities
In order to accomplish these goals, the governor has directed each department to submit two scenarios
to the Office of State Planning and Budgeting (OSPB) by July 1: One showing a reduction of 5% ($89
million) from the FY 2019-20 baseline and one showing an increase of 2% ($36 million). The Division of
Accounting and Finance (DAF) has accelerated the FY 2020-21 budget process to accommodate the
governor’s request and inform the budget scenarios. Budget scenarios are due to OSPB and July 1. See
the Budget Scenarios memo for additional information.
New One-Sheet Budget Format
In May, DAF presented an updated organization and format for the “One-Sheet” Budget (see
Attachment A). The new format is intended to:
• Make the budget more understandable to the public and stakeholders
• Align with CDOT business needs and priorities
• Address statutory requirements
• Integrate multiple different budget processes and sources of budget information
• Reduce complexity and consolidate where possible

2829 W. Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204
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•

Maintain appropriate level of visibility/decision making for the TC

The new format consolidates a number of budget programs to reduce the length and
complexity of the budget, and reorganizes budget programs around four core categories
(Capital Construction, Maintenance and Operations, Multimodal Services, and Sub-allocated
Programs) and four support categories (Administration and Agency Operations, Debt Service,
Contingency Reserve, Other Programs). The core categories represent the four primary types of
activities delivered by the Department, and are further subdivided between Asset Management,
Safety, and Mobility (or in the case of Sub-allocated Programs, by mode).
Draft FY 2020-21 Budget
The first draft of the FY 2020-21 Budget has been prepared in the new budget format. Initial budget
program allocations are based on the following:
• Forecasted revenues for programs with a dedicated revenue source
• FY 2020-21 Asset Management planning totals, approved by the Transportation Commission in
August 2017.
• Current repayment schedules for debt service
• Prior year funding levels for all other programs
The budget has also been updated to reflect recent organizational changes, including the dissolution of
the Division of Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO), and the establishment of a
new Office of Innovative Mobility. These updates include:
• TSM&O Performance Programs and Services – The funding for TSM&O has been reallocated
within the new Division of Maintenance and Operations, with approximately $2.0 million
reallocated to Real-Time Traffic Operations (Line 38) for the COBRA Bottleneck Reduction
Program, Traffic Operations Centers (TOCs), and enforcement and dispatch, and approximately
$700,000 reallocated to Agency Operations (Line 60). $66,000 has been reallocated to the
Office of Innovative Mobility for an ongoing Trasnportation Demand Management (TDM)
program (Line 42).
• Innovative Mobility – The former RoadX program has been retitled Innovative Mobility (Line
42). A workshop with the Office of Innovative Mobility is anticipated in August to review plans
for the new program.
An additional change, unrelated to the reorganization, includes:
• Maintenance Reserve – The former Snow and Ice Reserve has been retitled “Maintenance
Reserve,” and budget increased by $2 million. The Department’s involvement in wildfire
response and other emergency events has increased in recent years, and last year CDOT began
to receive reimbursement for emergency activities performed by CDOT maintenance staff,
typically in wildfires. The $2 million increase in budget is offset by a $2 million increase in
forecasted revenue associated with anticipated annual reimbursements. Similar to snow and
ice, Maintenance will be able to reimburse its budget from the Maintenance Reserve for
reimbursable emergency response activities.
The current draft FY 2020-21 Budget reflects a surplus of unallocated revenue of $20.9 million (with $0
allocated, at this point, to Program Reserve). A portion of this surplus may be needed for adjustments
through summer and fall based on changes in common policy, finalization of work plan budgets, and
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approval of decision items. In workshops over the coming months, staff will review several requests for
the allocation of remaining unallocated revenue, including:
• Additional Asset Management - $6.9 million – For the last several years the
transportation asset management (TAM) program has held to a “cap” of $755 million,
which has been supplemented at different points in time based on available revenue.
The FY 2021 TAM planning totals assumed a Bridge Enterprise (BE) budget of $127.9
million, which included a transfer of $9.7 million in federal obligation authority from
CDOT. This annual transfer allows BE to seek federal reimbursement for a participating
share of the 2010 A bond debt service. Based on updated revenue forecasts and an
updated federal funds transfer schedule, BE will only be requesting a transfer of $2.7
million, reducing the FY 2021 Bridge Enterprise budget is forecast to total $120.9
million. In FY 2021, BE will still be able to seek reimbursement for the full federally
participating share of $9.7 million through a combination of the planned transfer of
$2.7 million and its existing obligation balance remaining from prior years. As a result,
the total FY 2021 allocation to asset management is approximately $6.9 million short of
the $755 million target. An additional allocation to asset management would restore
funding for FY 2021 to the $755 million level. Funds will be allocated to asset class
programs that demonstrate the greatest need based on analysis.
• Bustang - $6 million – An increase in funding for the Bustang program would allow for
service expansion to new areas, as well as increased frequency of service on key
corridors.
• Toll Corridor General Purpose - $3.4 million - 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. The Division of Maintenance and
Operations requests that rather than reduce the other MLOS programs, this amount (in
FY 2021, $3.4 million) be added to the existing MLOS budget.
• Regional Priority Program (RPP) – $1.625 million - When the Permanent Water Quality
Program (PWQ) was established in 2016 it was funded via a reduction to the Surface
Treatment and RPP budgets. As additional budget became available, this was
discontinued with respect to Surface Treatment, but not RPP. RPP has continued to be
reduced by $1.625 million from a planned amount of $50 million to $48.375 million.
The intent would be to restore RPP to the full amount of $50 million.
• Landscape Warranty and Erosion Control - $900,000 - The practice of including in
construction constructions landscape warranty and erosion control has resulted in limited
success in addressing landscape establishment and erosion control past the substantial
completion of projects. It has also resulted in significant delays in closing projects. The Division
of Maintenance and Operations has proposed a new approach that would involve CDOT
maintenance crews performing these functions, at an estimated annual cost of $900,000.
Next Steps
• Workshops in July and August will include further discussion based on budget scenarios,
and additional discussion focused on key budget topics and decisions. The August
workshop will also include review/approval of roll forward requests from FY 2019, and
consideration of amendments to the current FY 2019-2020 budget.
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•

Workshops in September and October will include a presentation of decision items, a
newly updated Budget Allocation Plan (Narrative Budget) and adoption of the proposed
budget in October.

Attachments
Attachment A: Draft FY 2020-2021 Budget
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Attachment A: FY 2020 - 2021 COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DRAFT ANNUAL BUDGET - June 20, 2019
Line
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
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72

Budget Category / Program
Capital Construction
Asset Management
Surface Treatment
Structures
System Operations
Safety
Highway Safety Improvement Program
Railway-Highway Crossings Program
Hot Spots
FASTER Safety
ADA Compliance
Mobility
Regional Priority Program
Strategic Projects
National Highway Freight Program
Maintenance and Operations
Asset Management
Maintenance Program Areas
Roadway Surface
Roadside Facilities
Roadside Appearance
Structure Maintenance
Tunnel Activities
Snow and Ice Control
Traffic Services
Materials, Equipment, and Buildings
Planning and Scheduling
Toll Corridor General Purpose Lanes
Geohazards Mitigation
Permanent Water Quality Mitigation
Property
Road Equipment
Maintenance Reserve Fund
Safety
Strategic Safety Program
Mobility
Real-Time Traffic Operations
ITS Investments
Multimodal Services
Mobility
Innovative Mobility Programs
Strategic Transit
Rail Commission
Bustang
Suballocated Programs
Aeronautics
Aviation System Programs
Highway
STP-Metro
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Metropolitan Planning
Off-System Bridge Program
Transit and Multimodal
Recreational Trails
Safe Routes to School
Transportation Alternatives Program
Transit Grant Programs
Multimodal Options Program
Administration & Agency Operations
Agency Operations
Administration
Debt Service
Debt Service
Contingency Reserve
Contingency Fund
Reserve Fund
Other Programs
Safety Education
Planning and Research
State Infrastructure Bank
TOTAL - CDOT

FY 2019-20 Budget
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,071,534,418
315,902,823
222,000,000
56,630,000
37,272,823
129,154,503
32,620,545
3,466,684
2,167,154
68,500,120
22,400,000
626,477,092
48,375,000
555,000,000
23,102,092
363,513,287
331,599,999
265,699,999
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
9,700,000
6,500,000
17,600,000
22,100,000
10,000,000
11,361,000
11,361,000
20,552,288
12,580,775
10,000,000
73,171,525
73,171,525
12,162,525
53,375,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,700,000
240,205,652
33,250,000
33,250,000
123,554,706
55,380,182
50,196,268
8,568,424
9,409,832
83,400,946
1,591,652
3,125,000
12,293,294
47,266,000
19,125,000
98,444,429
58,055,193
38,294,749
62,776,457
62,776,457
23,800,802
15,000,000
8,800,802
26,862,101
11,888,720
14,573,381
400,000
1,960,308,671

TOP

FY 2020-21
Budget
Total Budget
Rollforward
Proposed Budget
Amendments
Available Proposed
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
$
957,631,822
$
957,631,822
$
308,472,823
$
308,472,823
$
223,200,000
$
223,200,000
$
51,800,000
$
51,800,000
$
33,472,823
$
33,472,823
$
128,348,521
$
128,348,521
$
32,837,125
$
32,837,125
$
3,614,122
$
3,614,122
$
2,167,154
$
2,167,154
$
68,330,120
$
68,330,120
$
21,400,000
$
21,400,000
$
520,810,478
$
520,810,478
$
48,375,000
$
48,375,000
$
450,000,000
$
450,000,000
$
22,435,478
$
22,435,478
$
365,141,774
$
365,141,774
$
331,199,999
$
331,199,999
$
260,699,999
$
260,699,999
$
35,824,490
$
35,824,490
$
23,893,577
$
23,893,577
$
10,478,406
$
10,478,406
$
6,031,413
$
6,031,413
$
5,869,277
$
5,869,277
$
77,756,370
$
77,756,370
$
64,197,599
$
64,197,599
$
16,973,446
$
16,973,446
$
17,403,596
$
17,403,596
$
2,271,824
$
2,271,824
$
12,300,000
$
12,300,000
$
6,500,000
$
6,500,000
$
18,100,000
$
18,100,000
$
21,600,000
$
21,600,000
$
12,000,000
$
12,000,000
$
11,361,000
$
11,361,000
$
11,361,000
$
11,361,000
$
22,580,775
$
22,580,775
$
12,580,775
$
12,580,775
$
10,000,000
$
10,000,000
$
69,862,525
$
69,862,525
$
69,862,525
$
69,862,525
$
12,162,525
$
12,162,525
$
50,000,000
$
50,000,000
$
$
$
7,700,000
$
7,700,000
$
227,400,124
$
227,400,124
$
34,500,000
$
34,500,000
$
34,500,000
$
34,500,000
$
125,823,348
$
125,823,348
$
55,672,907
$
55,672,907
$
50,452,303
$
50,452,303
$
9,216,529
$
9,216,529
$
10,481,608
$
10,481,608
$
67,076,776
$
67,076,776
$
1,591,652
$
1,591,652
$
3,125,000
$
3,125,000
$
12,267,071
$
12,267,071
$
50,093,053
$
50,093,053
$
$
$
96,115,153
$
96,115,153
$
57,820,400
$
57,820,400
$
38,294,753
$
38,294,753
$
62,776,457
$
62,776,457
$
62,776,457
$
62,776,457
$
15,000,000
$
15,000,000
$
15,000,000
$
15,000,000
$
$
$
26,945,220
$
26,945,220
$
11,898,720
$
11,898,720
$
14,646,500
$
14,646,500
$
400,000
$
400,000
$ 1,820,873,074
$ 1,820,873,074

Revenue $

1,847,386,401

Difference $

26,513,327

HPTE Fee for Service Adjustment $
Net Surplus $
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

Construction
Asset Management
Bridge Enterprise Projects
Maintenance and Operations
Asset Management
Maintenance and Preservation
Administration & Agency Operations
Agency Operations
Debt Service
Debt Service
TOTAL - BRIDGE ENTERPRISE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

96,877,700
96,877,700
96,877,700
450,000
450,000
450,000
1,838,300
1,838,300
18,234,000
18,234,000
117,400,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

85
86
87
88
89
90
91

Maintenance and Operations
Express Lanes Operations
Administration & Agency Operations
Agency Operations
Debt Service
Debt Service
TOTAL - HIGH PERFORMANCE
92 TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE
93 TOTAL - CDOT AND ENTERPRISES

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,967,648
10,967,648
5,632,300
5,632,300
-

$
$

16,599,948
2,094,308,619

Total CDOT and Enterprise Revenue:

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

957,631,822
308,472,823
223,200,000
51,800,000
33,472,823
128,348,521
32,837,125
3,614,122
2,167,154
68,330,120
21,400,000
520,810,478
48,375,000
450,000,000
22,435,478
365,141,774
331,199,999
260,699,999
35,824,490
23,893,577
10,478,406
6,031,413
5,869,277
77,756,370
64,197,599
16,973,446
17,403,596
2,271,824
12,300,000
6,500,000
18,100,000
21,600,000
12,000,000
11,361,000
11,361,000
22,580,775
12,580,775
10,000,000
69,862,525
69,862,525
12,162,525
50,000,000
7,700,000
227,400,124
34,500,000
34,500,000
125,823,348
55,672,907
50,452,303
9,216,529
10,481,608
67,076,776
1,591,652
3,125,000
12,267,071
50,093,053
96,115,153
57,820,400
38,294,753
62,776,457
62,776,457
15,000,000
15,000,000
26,945,220
11,898,720
14,646,500
141,206,688
1,820,873,074

100,387,862
100,387,862
100,387,862
450,000
450,000
450,000
1,838,300
1,838,300
18,234,000
18,234,000
120,910,162

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

100,387,862
100,387,862
100,387,862
450,000
450,000
450,000
1,838,300
1,838,300
18,234,000
18,234,000
120,910,162

10,967,648
10,967,648
5,632,300
5,632,300
-

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,967,648
10,967,648
5,632,300
5,632,300
-

16,599,948
1,958,383,184

$
$

16,599,948
1,958,383,184

Estimated FY 2019-20
Expenditures

20,913,327
COLORADO BRIDGE ENTERPRISE
100,387,862
100,387,862
100,387,862
450,000
450,000
450,000
1,838,300
1,838,300
18,234,000
18,234,000
120,910,162

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

120,910,162
-

$
$

16,599,948
1,958,383,184

$

16,599,948

HPTE Fee for Service Adjustment $

Total Budget
Available + Prior
Year Project

(5,600,000)

HIGH PERFORMANCE TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE
$
10,967,648
$
$
10,967,648
$
$
5,632,300
$
$
5,632,300
$
$
$
$
$

$

Prior Year Project
Balances

$
$

$
$
$

-

$

-

5,600,000

$

1,984,896,511

Net Difference: $

20,913,327
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MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JUNE 19, 2019
BUDGET SCENARIOS BASED ON OSPB GUIDANCE

Purpose
To review scenarios illustrating potential options associated with a 5% reduction in budget and a 2%
increase in budget, developed in response to guidance from the Governor’s Office.
Action
No action required. Staff must submit scenarios to Office of State Planning and Budget (OSPB) by July
1. Staff requests input from the Commission in order to finalize the scenarios.
Background
On March 5, Governor Polis distributed a memo to his cabinet on Budget Guidance for FY 2020-21 outlining
his budget goals for that fiscal year, including:
● Identifying ongoing “base” spending that is unnecessary or no longer meeting the state’s
commitment to Coloradans
● Reassess and update old assumptions about program costs
● Realign unproductive appropriations to advance current priorities
In order to accomplish these goals, the governor has directed each department to submit two scenarios
by July 1 to OSPB: One showing a reduction of 5% from the FY 2019-20 baseline and one showing and
increase of 2%. To determine the goal for each scenario, the CDOT Office of Financial Management and
Budget (OFMB) worked with OSPB to determine a baseline budget for the department. This baseline was
calculated using CDOT’s FY 2019-20 Final Budget Allocation Plan, with a total budget of $2.1 billion. Of
this total, $237.5 million in one-time General Fund transfers and the budgets for the Enterprises were
excluded, resulting in a baseline budget of $1.8 billion. This results in the following targets:
● Scenario 1 - 5% reduction - ($89.1 million); and
● Scenario 2 - 2% increase - $35.6 million
The objective of this scenario development is not to force a reduction in budget, but rather to support
the goals described above by taking a fresh, critical look at budget allocations. Attachment A outlines
possible actions the department could take to achieve the target for each scenario.
Next Steps
• Based on TC input, finalize scenarios and submit to OSPB by July 1.
• Further assess reduction strategies identified for consideration as part of the FY 2020-2021
budget development cycle through workshops in July and August.
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DRAFT FY 2020-2021 BUDGET REDUCTION AND INCREASE SCENARIOS
Scenario 1: 5% Reduction to Baseline Budget
To satisfy the requirements of Scenario 1, the department must identify at least $89.1 million in
potential budget reductions. To achieve this, the Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) conducted
an in-depth analysis to identify opportunities to reduce allocations within the budget that would have
the least impact on program implementation and to the traveling public. DAF accelerated the timeline
for the Division/Region/Office level work plan budget process and performed an in-depth assessment of
budget programs that included:
• Identifying opportunities to reduce non-mission critical expenditures
• Reviewing under-utilized or under-performing programs
• Reviewing unspent funds for more efficient allocation
• Identifying opportunities to use Toll Credits in place of state match in programs such as HSIP,
Rail-Highway Crossings, National Highway Freight Programs, SPR, etc.
Table 1 summarizes possible actions that could be taken to achieve a 5% reduction. Because the vast
majority of CDOT funding is provided by dedicated state and federal funding sources, any potential
reductions implemented will ultimately not reduce the total CDOT budget, but rather make available
funds to repurpose to other department priorities (including those identified under the increase
scenario). Some of the potential reductions may merit further consideration for implementation in the
FY 2020-2021 Budget, representing an opportunity for increased efficiency, or more efficient allocation
of budget. Several others are reductions that would not likely be considered except in the event of a
significant reduction in revenue (for example, a reduction in HUTF revenue as a result of a severe
recession) requiring budget cuts. The right most column in Table 1 identifies which of the potential
reduction options may merit further consideration as part of the budget development process.
Table 1: 5% Reduction Scenario Options
Amount

Consider
Implementation?

Item

Item Name

1

Utilize Toll Credits to Reduce State Match Requirements

$11,188,700

Yes

2

Increase Efficiencies in Construction Engineering

$7,550,000

Yes

3

Reduce Salary Budgets Based on Anticipated Vacancy Savings

$7,000,000

Yes

4

Reductions Related to Reorganization of TSMO Division

$2,918,000

Yes

5

Reduce Program Delivery Costs

$1,166,307

Yes

6

Reduce ADA Compliance Program

$1,120,000

Yes

7

Reduce Permanent Water Quality (PWQ) Program

$325,000

Yes

8

Reduce TC Program Reserve

$8,000,000

Yes

9

Reduce TC Contingency

$5,000,000

Yes

10

Reduce TC Funding to Bridge Off System

$3,000,000

No

11

Reduce Regional Priority Program (RPP) by 20%

$10,000,000

No

12

Reduce Asset Management Programs by 5%

$31,800,000

No

Total
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Item 1 – Utilize Toll Credits to Reduce State Match Requirements - $11.2 million
Under Federal law, states may substitute certain toll-financed investments for state matching funds on
current Federal-aid projects. This allows the state’s share of a project’s cost to be met through a match
of toll credits. Toll credits are earned when a state, toll authority, or private entity funds capital
transportation investment with toll revenues earned on existing toll facilities. Using toll credits could
result in an overall reduction in state matching funds for the following programs:
● Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) - $4,000,000
● National Highway Freight Program - $3,927,356
● State Planning and Research (SPR) - $2,914,676
● Railway Highway Crossings -$346,668
Using toll credits as the state’s portion of matching funds allows more state funding to be diverted to
other projects or programs. While the use of toll credits and reduction in state match would reduce the
total budget for each of these programs, these state funds could then be repurposed to other priorities
or to state funded programs with similar purpose. For example, the $4 million in funding removed from
the HSIP program using toll credits could be instead directed to a program of state funded safety
initiatives, such as the recently created Strategic Safety Program.
Item 2 – Efficiencies in Construction Engineering - $7.6 million
Construction Engineering costs are tied to the overall size of the CDOT construction program, and in
general, typically represent 10% of construction program budgets. A reduction from 10% to 9% would
result in savings of approximately $7.6 million. The Department is currently assessing opportunities for
efficiencies in construction management and oversight in an effort to minimize the administrative burden
associated with construction projects. This will include assessing project staffing levels, and examining
how projects are packaged and put out to advertisement.
Item 3 - Reduce Salary Budgets Based on Anticipated Vacancy Savings - $7.0 million
Currently, the entire budget for staff salary and benefits is allocated to divisions at the beginning of the
year based on total Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) positions. Divisions have the flexibility to utilize this
budget for permanent FTEs, permanent part-time positions, or for other “Personal Services” including
temps, interns, and consultants. As the department has an average vacancy rate of 10%, up to $28.0
million of the total staff payroll budget each year is utilized for these other personal services. A reduction
of $7 million would reduce by 25% the amount of total salary budget which, accounting for vacancies, is
ultimately available for other personal services. Reductions could be managed in such a way as to ensure
that the Department is not limited in filling permanent positions. The reduction, however, would have
the impact of reducing the funding available for supplemental personal services in the form of temps,
interns, and consultants.
Item 4 - Reductions Related to Reorganization of Transportation Systems Management and Operations
(TSM&O) - $2.9 million
The TSM&O Division, more recently knowns as Mobility Operations, was recently dissolved with the
majority of its component units merged into the Division of Highway Maintenance and Office of Innovative
Mobility. As a result of efficiencies achieved through the reorganization, and a reprioritization of
Maintenance and Operations activities, a portion of the previous TSMO budget is available and can be
repurposed to higher priorities within the new Division of Maintenance and Operations, including realtime traffic operations and bottleneck reduction programs.
Item 5 - Reduce Program Delivery Funding - $1.2 million
An expenditure analysis of the budgets for administration and department operations in recent fiscal
years demonstrates that a significant amount of available budgets for these programs is unspent at the
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end of the fiscal year. This indicates that the Work Plan process could be used to more efficiently allocate
funding based on expected expenditures, rather than past budget amounts. Matching a program’s budget
to the actual expenditures should ensure that programs receive necessary funding, while allowing any
excess funding to be reallocated to other important priorities. Program delivery funding could be reduced
by about $1.2 million without negatively affecting outcomes. Additionally, efforts to identify
opportunities to increase efficiency and reduce costs, for example, by reducing travel spending, also
support a reduction in budget amounts.
Item 6 – Reduce ADA Compliance to Better Align with Delivery Plans - $1.1 million
CDOT is currently pursuing an aggressive strategy of upgrading curb ramps to achieve ADA compliance
within five years. This reduction proposal represents 5% of the program’s current annual budget, and this
reduction is based on the current delivery schedule of construction projects. While additional funds may
need to be allocated in future years, funding to this program could be temporarily reduced based on
current delivery plans. Given the current funding rolling over for the program, temporarily reducing the
budget to this program should have limited impact on long-term project delivery for ADA compliance.
Item 7 – Reduce Permanent Water Quality (PWQ) to Better Align with Delivery Plans - $0.3 million
This proposal equals 5% of the current annual budget for the program. Due to the current delivery
schedule for projects, the Permanent Water Quality program (PWQ) has an estimated roll forward of
$13.6 million for the upcoming fiscal year. Given the current funding rolling over for the program from
prior years, temporarily reducing the budget to this program should have limited impact on long-term
project delivery for the PWQ program.
Item 8 – Reduce TC Program Reserve - $8.0 million
Each year, funding is allocated to the TC Program Reserve to prepare for unforeseen events that arise
throughout the year, such as funding shortfalls on projects, or the need to commit grant match for a
grant opportunity. This proposal is for a one-time reduction in the Program Reserve Allocation. While
reducing the funding in the Program Reserve allocation does not have an immediate impact on the
existing budgets for current programs, it would reduce its flexibility to fund initiatives outside of the
current budget allocation plan. However, given the current balance of TC Program Reserve, an additional
allocation may not be necessary.
Item 9 – Reduce TC Contingency - $5.0 million
Each year, funding is allocated to the TC Contingency to prepare for emergency events. The current
target beginning balance at the start of the fiscal year is $40 million. Based on an analysis of TC
Contingency spending over the past several years, this target level could potentially be reduced to $30$35 million, thereby reducing the estimated amount of funding required to be allocated in FY 2020-2021.
While reducing the funding in the TC Contingency does not have an immediate impact, it would increase
the possibility of needing to reallocate funds from other programs in the event of more significant or
frequent emergency events than experienced in recent years.
Item 10 - Reduce Transportation Commission Funding to Bridge Off System - $3.0 million
The Transportation Commission has for several years elected to supplement the federal Bridge-Off
System funding with an additional allocation of $3 million. These funds are ultimately passed-through to
locals for off-system bridge projects. This supplemental funding could be eliminated but would come
with significant consequences for local bridge projects. The elimination of the supplemental funding
would effectively limit the Bridge Off-System program to bridge inspection, with limited to zero funds
available for construction.
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Item 11 – Reduce Regional Priority Program (RPP) by 20% - $10.0 million
The objective of the Regional Priority Program (RPP) is to supplement the formula-driven funding
allocations to the five CDOT engineering regions with flexible funding. The funding is used at the
discretion of each Regional Transportation Director in consultation with local elected officials and other
stakeholders in each region. Reducing funding to the RPP would reduce the amount of flexible funding
going to the Regions, which could impact the implementation of certain projects.
Item 12 – Reduce Asset Management Program by 5% - $31.8 million
CDOT’s asset management programs, including Maintenance Levels of Service (MLOS) represent the
largest category in CDOT’s budget, accounting for $636 million, excluding Bridge Enterprise. A reduction
of 5% would result in approximately $32 million. Current funding levels for asset management are
insufficient to maintain existing conditions, let alone meet performance objectives. As such, any
reduction in asset management funding will result in further degradation to the condition of the system,
and the level of maintenance service provided. Given short-term funding provided by Senate Bill (SB) 18001 and SB 17-267, a reduction in asset management funding would likely be offset, at least in part, by
programming SB 1 and SB 267 funding to some large asset management projects.
Scenario 2: 2% Increase to Baseline Budget
In addition to the reduction scenario outlined above, the department was directed to outline how CDOT
would allocate a 2% increase to the baseline budget, or $35,656,173. This section outlines possible
strategies to allocate a 2% increase in funding, with options focused on asset management, safety, and
multimodal transportation.
Asset Management
CDOT’s Transportation Asset Management (TAM) program drives strategic investment in 12 asset classes
and is typically funded at about $755-$769 million per year (TAM Cap). These funding levels are
insufficient to meet needs including achieving several of the fiscally constrained performance targets
established by the Colorado Transportation Commission for the asset classes. Supplementing current
asset management funds will assist the Department in addressing asset condition and maintenance needs,
including meeting the targets referenced above. Several options for supplemental asset management
funding exist, including:
Add to the Total TAM Cap
Under the current TAM Cap, CDOT’s asset classes face about a $200 million annual shortfall in meeting
targets set by the Transportation Commission for asset management in Policy Directive 14. If CDOT adds
$35.7 million to overall asset management funding, staff at CDOT’s annual Budget-Setting Workshop for
Asset Management would develop a recommendation on how to distribute the new total among the 12
asset classes.
Major TAM Projects Fund
CDOT has developed a list of major asset-management projects that—due to their high costs—would not
typically be funded under the TAM program. These projects would help the Department meet its
condition and risk-management goals for asset programs. Examples include:
● Rest Areas—$11.5 million replacement of Vail Pass rest area.
● Tunnels—$15 million lighting system for the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnel.
● Structures—Address a backlog of height-restricted bridges, and/or deteriorating walls, such as
noise and retaining walls.
Under this scenario, CDOT would distribute the $35.7 million using a competitive project-solicitation
process incorporated within the 10-year Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
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Strategic TAM Ancillary Asset Pool
CDOT has a need for a dedicated funding source for assets that do not fit in existing asset classes.
Examples include guardrails, signs, right-of-way (ROW) assets, water-quality assets, fences, bike paths,
and sidewalks. The intent of this pool would not be to completely funds projects. Instead, CDOT would
use the funds to “make projects whole”—to fund essential ancillary items associated with other TAM or
safety-program projects, such as guardrail associated with a pavement project.
Strategic Pool to Address Federal Asset Targets
CDOT has established, by Transportation Commission adoption, “good” and “poor” condition targets for
Interstate and National Highway System (NHS) pavements and bridges. These targets are part of FHWA’s
National Performance Measure requirements on Under 23 CFR 490. Under this regulation, 35% of CDOT’s
annual apportionment of National Highway Performance Program funds can be restricted if Interstate
pavement is greater than 5 percent poor and/or if more than 10 percent of NHS bridges are structurally
deficient. CDOT is forecasting an increase in poor Interstate pavement condition under its current
investment strategy. Additional funds to help improve performance on the federal metrics would be
distributed through the pavement and bridge asset classes, in coordination with Region staff, to help
ensure CDOT does not fall below “poor” and structurally deficient condition thresholds.
Safety
While nearly all of CDOT’s work improves safety in some way, crashes and risk factors continue
to occur or exist that require mitigation. Currently dedicated safety funding only amounts to
approximately $100 million annually. This amount of funding on average delivers about 70
projects annually that are directly improving roadway and intersection safety around Colorado
with effective results. Safety infrastructure improvement has a return on investment benefitcost of around five. However, current funding is not near enough to keep up with addressing
the 125,000 crashes occurring annually in thousands of locations around the state. Our new
CDOT goal is to reduce crashes annually by 2500, or approximately 2%.
Responsive Safety Projects
Regions could accelerate already planned projects in out years of existing HSIP or FASTER
safety plans for already selected and approved effective safety projects or identify further
similar projects. Such examples include: intersection improvements, pedestrian upgrades,
bicycle facility improvements, passing lanes, wildlife mitigation, signal improvements, wrong
way technologies, truck ramp improvements, clear zone improvements, speed monitoring,
lighting, and snowsheds.
Programmatic Safety Needs
Statewide analysis has shown the following funding needs for several safety devices:
● 6 inch striping – Highly effective in reducing run off the road crashes, especially on rural highways
● Interstate cable rail – there are still gaps in the interstate system for cablerail. This is a highly
effective countermeasure at preventing high speed head on crashes.
● Rumble strips – Centerline rumble strips on rural highways are also effective at reducing highspeed head on crashes. They are recommended on projects but not always installed due to
funding constraints on projects.
● VSL – Adjusting speeds based on conditions can be very effective in reducing crashes and
improving traffic operation. Several corridors would benefit from conditions-based speed limits.
● MASH compliance on Guardrail – An extensive need exists to continue to inventory the state’s
guardrail systems, prioritize upgrades to new MASH standards, develop a strategized replacement
plan, fund that plan and deliver it.
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Traffic Control Devices
Current funding for traffic control devices capital replacement comes predominantly from MLOS. MLOS
has not kept up with the cost of materials, labor, equipment, design, construction, and new advances in
materials and technologies to properly replace these assets on an adequate life-cycle.
● Signing - Fill the asset funding gap for signing. Annually statewide $5 million more is needed to
replace signing on an adequate life-cycle to maintain higher performing levels of retroreflectivity
and to be in compliance with MUTCD. Additional funding is needed for signing improvements,
including warning signing, wrong-way signing, and curve warning signing.
● Striping - Fill the asset funding gap for striping. Annually statewide $10 million more is needed
to replace striping on an adequate life-cycle to maintain higher performing levels of
retroreflectivity. Additional funding is needed to widen striping to 6 inches in strategic locations.
● Markings - Provide adequate funding to life-cycle replace and upgrade markings.
● Delineators – Upgrade delineators to more visible retroreflective materials
Multimodal Transportation
Colorado’s unique transportation issues will require alternative solutions to ensure equitable
and efficient access to the transportation network for all residents of the state. A focus on
capacity expansion alone is unsustainable, with the population of Colorado forecasted to grow
by 35 percent by 2045, and current primary funding sources, federal and state motor fuel
excise taxes, remaining stagnant since 1993, alternative transportation solutions for a growing
population will be required.
Bustang Expansion
An additional investment of approximately $10 million annually would allow for the expansion
of the Bustang interregional bus service, including new routes and more reliable commuter
service along key corridors throughout the State, additional transportation options to many of
the State’s important tourism destinations, and provide transit connections for more of the
State’s rural communities.
Multimodal Hubs
The Department plans to re-envision the traditional park-and-ride transit locations into
“Mobility Hubs,” transportation centers which emphasize reliable multimodal options. An
investment of $10 million annually would allow for the establishment of multimodal hubs to
provide points of connectivity across the state, providing fixed, bike/ped friendly locations for
connections to local transit, Bustang, new mobility services (such as bikeshare, scooters,
rideshare, etc.), as well as possible future rail service.
Sidewalk Improvements
Pedestrians have always been among our most vulnerable populations. By providing
improvements to sidewalks and filling sidewalk gaps, we could improve safety for pedestrians,
reduce congestion on roads, generate economic development, and provide for a healthier and
cleaner Colorado. An investment of $15 million annually would provide for significant
improvements to creating sidewalk networks not only in urban and suburban areas, but also in
rural towns across the state. These networks would increase connectivity so more Coloradans
could choose to safely walk instead of drive in their communities. There
are many options to improving pedestrian travel and safety. Infrastructure investments could
include pedestrian crossing
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treatments at signalized and non-signalized intersections; improvements to access transit
stations and stops; filling gaps in sidewalk networks; and others. Aside from Safe Routes to
School (at $2.5 million annually), there are no dedicated funds for biking and walking
infrastructure. This new funding stream would align with CDOT's effort to improve nonmotorized transportation options and provide more choices in transportation.
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The Transportation Commission Workshops were Wednesday, May 15, 2019 and the regular meeting was
Thursday, May 16, 2019. 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 https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/meeting-agenda.html no
less than 24 hours prior to the meeting. The documents are considered to be in draft form and for information
only until final action is taken by the Transportation Commission.

Transportation Commission Workshops
Wednesday, May 15, 2019
1:00 pm – 5:00 pm
Attendance: All 10 Commissioners – Gifford, Thiebaut, Zink, Hofmeister, Hall, Gilliland, Stuart, Connell,
Scott, and Peterson
Right of Way Workshop (Josh Laipply)
Purpose: The purpose of the workshop was to discuss eight right-of-way (ROW) acquisition projects
(negotiations), four settlement affirmations & authorization requests, and one condemnation authorization
request.
Action: Prepare to act on agreed upon proposed acquisitions, and settlements, and condemnation authorizations
at the regular Transportation Commission (TC) meeting.
The eight projects with requests for authorization of property acquisitions that will be part of the consent agenda
for at the regular TC meeting for May 2019 included:


•
•

•

Region 1
o SH 88 Arapahoe and Revere Signals, Project Code: 22637
o I -25 Gap Project – Phase 4, Project Code: 21102
o I-70 Central, Project Code: 19631
Region 3
o US 50 Blue Canyon-Windy Point, Project Code: 21723
Region 4
o I 25 North: SH 402 – SH 14, Project Code: 21506
o US 34 Republican River Bridges, Project Code: 20865
o I-76 and SH 52 Hudson Interchange, Project Code: 21432
o I-25 Express Lanes SH 7 to SH 1, Project Code: 22831
No comments on right-of-way acquisition requests were raised from the public or the Commission.

The four projects with requests for settlement affirmation & authorization that will be part of the consent agenda
at the TC Regular Meeting for May 2019 included:
•

•
1
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Region 2
o SH 167 overlay through Fowler, Project Code: 20754
o Critical Culverts SH 101 and SH 109, Project Code: 21787
o US 50-C overlay (4th to Baxter), Project Code: 20751
o SH 71 Bridge Replacement L-22-JA; Project Code: 22289
No comments on right-of-way settlement affirmation and authorization were raised from the public or
the Commission.
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The one project with a request for condemnation authorization that will be an action item at the TC Regular
Meeting for May 2019 was:
•

Region 1
o I-70 Central, Project Code: 19631

Discussion:
• Josh Laipply, CDOT Chief Engineer, noted that the reason this property has gone to a condemnation
request is that there has been no agreement on costs proposed to property owners. CDOT has not seen a
certified appraisal on the property in question from the property owner.
• CDOT did take action to raise their offer to $25,000 for this very small piece of property to keep the
project moving.
• Kathy Young, from the Attorney General’s Office, noted that the property owner is a real estate broker
and that the property owner’s issue is their discomfort with signing the CDOT forms.
• Commissioner Hofmeister commented that the size of the property in question could fit in a small area of
the HQ auditorium, and expressed concerns that CDOT may be paying too much.
• Commissioner Scott and Josh Laipply both concurred that there is more to this issue, in terms of CDOT’s
time and costs to invest in this acquisition to keep the project moving.
• Josh Laipply mentioned that a person was anticipated to be present today to comment on this property
and that they may be present at tomorrow’s regular meeting.
• Modifications to the Policy Directive regarding TC approval of right-of-way acquisitions, settlements and
condemnations are coming that will potentially require TC approval only for condemnation
authorizations. CDOT staff plans to come back in June for TC action via resolution that would become
effective July 1, 2019.

Budget Workshop (Jeff Sudmeier)
FY 2020-21 Budget Topics
Purpose: To present to the Transportation Commission (TC) several items relevant to the development of the FY
2020-21 Annual Budget, including proposed changes in the budget process and timeline, budget scenarios based
on guidance from the Governor’s Office, and a new format for the One-Sheet Budget.

Action: No action required. Staff requests TC input on the budget process and timeline, approach to budget
scenario development, and new budget format.
Process and Timeline
Approach to Budget Scenario Development
On March 5, Governor Polis distributed a memo to his cabinet on Budget Guidance for FY 2020-21
outlining his budget goals for that fiscal year, including:
• Identifying ongoing “base” spending that is unnecessary or no longer meeting the state’s commitment to
Coloradans
• Reassessing and updating old assumptions about program costs
• Realigning unproductive appropriations to advance current priorities
In order to accomplish these goals, the governor has directed each department to submit two scenarios to the
Office of State Planning and Budgeting (OSPB) by July 1: One showing a reduction of 5% ($89 million) from the FY
2019-20 baseline and one showing an increase of 2% ($36 million). The FY 2019- 2020 baseline for CDOT was
based on the FY 2019-2020 Budget, excluding Bridge Enterprise, HPTE, and one-time general fund transfers
2
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provided under Senate Bill (SB) 18-001 and SB 19-262. The objective of this scenario development is not to force
a reduction in budget, but rather to support the goals described above by taking a fresh, critical look at budget
allocations.
The Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) is conducting an in-depth analysis to identify opportunities to
reduce allocations within the budget, as well opportunities associated with an increase in funding. In examining
opportunities to reduce allocations within the budget, DAF is accelerating the timeline for the
Division/Region/Office level work plan budget process and performing an in-depth assessment of budget
programs that includes:
• Identifying opportunities to reduce non-mission critical expenditures
• Reviewing under-utilized or under-performing programs
• Reviewing unspent funds for more efficient allocation
• Identifying opportunities to use Toll Credits in place of state match in programs such as HSIP,
• Rail-Highway Crossings, National Highway Freight Programs, SPR, etc.
• Consolidating, simplifying or redirecting program budgets based on strategic priorities
DAF will also identify scenarios associated with a 2% increase in base levels of funding, for example, increases to
underfunded asset programs, or expansions to transit services. Staff will review scenarios with the TC in June,
prior to the July 1 deadline to submit to OSPB. These scenarios will then be used to inform development of the
draft FY 2020-2021 budget this summer and fall.
New Budget Format
The new format incorporates some additional elements, including roll forward, prior budgeted amounts, and
estimated expenditures. It also removes some elements in the interest of streamlining and simplifying. For
example, information on funding sources and decision making authority will be removed and incorporated into
secondary reports included in the full Budget Allocation Plan.
Budget programs are organized into the following core categories:
• Capital Construction
• Maintenance and Operations
• Multimodal Services
• Sub-allocated Programs
• Administration and Agency Operations
• Debt Service
• Contingency Reserve
• Other Programs
These core categories represent the four primary types of activities delivered by the Department – construction,
maintenance and operations, multimodal services, and sub-allocated programs, and four categories of support
activities. The four delivery categories are further subdivided between Asset Management, Safety, and Mobility
(or in the case of Sub-allocated Programs, by mode).
Budget Timeline
DAF is proposing to accelerate the budget process for FY 2020-21. The new timeline associated with the
accelerated process entails completing the first draft of the FY 2020-21 Budget in June. The accelerated process
will also allow the TC to approve the Budget Allocation Plan in October, syncing this process with the submission
of the Legislative Budget on November 1.
This workshop overviewed a proposal surrounding a Budget Allocation Plan and Amendments to the FY 2019-2020 Budget.
See: https://www.codot.gov/about/transportation-commission/meeting-agenda.html
For more details.
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Quarterly Budget Report
Purpose: To provide the Commission with a quarterly report providing a comprehensive and current view of the
CDOT budget for FY 2018-2019.
Action: No action requested.
The Fiscal Year 2018-2019 3rd Quarter Report (July 2018 – March 2019) is available at:
https://www.codot.gov/business/budget/cdot-budget/current-budget-documents/fy-2018-19-quarterlybudgetreport/view
Discussion:
• Commissioner Thiebaut asked about if this review of CDOT expenses includes appropriated funds to
CDOT.
• Jeff Sudmeier, CDOT Chief Financial Officer, responded, yes. CDOT does have less flexibility to reduce
funds than other agencies for varying funding sources, but will look at reductions across the board.
• Commissioner Thiebaut noted that he interprets this harmonizing with new Statewide Planning process
and multimodal systems to see where our priorities are. At the Prowers County Meeting, county
representatives noted that they have had the same transportation priorities for 20 years, but these
priorities have yet to be funded.
• Jeff Sudmeier explained that the submitted baseline budget to go to the Governor is the budget less
enterprises and SB 1 funds. The process is to identify where CDOT can reduce expenditures by 5%
($89million) and where place 2% ($36 million)?
• This process is a good exercise to prepare for when reduced revenues occur. We examine cut backs we
don’t want to do, but would provide opportunities to cut spending to allow flexibility. Identify the none
mission critical expenditures, and consider how to fund under-performing programs. There has been
much coordination with the Office of State Budget (OSB) and CDOT. This is an informative exercise with
utility. The plan is to ask TC for feedback next month, confirm our approach, and to adopt for a July 1
deadline.
• Attachment A is proposed timeline for FY 2021 budget that is in your packet. We hope to bring budget
scenarios to the TC in June. Also a draft FY 2021 budget is being drafted a bit earlier than usual, with
September discussion item, and an October approval by the TC. Also will bring the FY 2020 budget to be
effective in July 2019.
• Commissioner Hofmeister asked about the concept presented previously to eliminate the term budget
and start using the term allocation.
• Jeff explained that via statute, CDOT is required to develop a budget. So term budget is still needed.
However, staff is moving towards providing the TC with a more complete picture of finances that includes
allocations.
• Core objectives in mind for new format were described.
• Proposed format explained today was for the purpose of gathering for TC input on core functions and
support functions.
• A new one-page budget format is provided that simplifies items by consolidating some smaller programs
to reduce complexity and breaking out others where it seems appropriate. Gray highlighted categories
are Core and Support functions and blue categories are sub-allocations. For example, Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) Maintenance and Traffic Signals were combined and CDOT local programs
and transit & multimodal under sub-allocated programs are now distinct.
• Commissioner Zink asked about if the RTDs are considered under administration.
• Jeff Sudmeier explained that administration is defined by statute. Most Executive Management Team
(EMT) members including RTDs are identified as administrative costs.
• Columns on the one-page budget have also changed– some were removed, and are reported in suballocation reports.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roll-forward reporting between fiscal years was described and were noted as estimates. More regular
amendments to the budget may occur.
Commissioner Zink asked if the monthly budget supplements are reported in this new format.
Jeff responded that generally any item that changes the budget is reported to the TC as the TC approves
all budget changes.
FY 2021 initially was considered the first year for developing into this new format, but we may also do for
FY 2020.
Commissioner Gilliland asked if the TC would see this format monthly, or only for big amendments.
Jeff Sudmeier noted that an updated look of quarterly budget report will also reflect this change in
format. We will probably bring to TC monthly a report that highlights project level expenditures and
other changes
In terms of project level status reporting, Josh Laipply will oversee those reports.
From the budget perspective that is the CFO’s domain, and this will be reported monthly; it will be up to
the TC to decide how often to check-in to project status compared to budget expenditure expectations.
Jeff Sudmeier explained that he plans on doing some threshold reporting to highlight deviation from
anticipated expenditures.
Commissioner Scott asked if it would be possible to add links to line items to go deeper into details.
Jeff Sudmeier noted that the budget allocation reports will be revamped and will be very detailed. Jeff
also mentioned that if we phase in providing links for each line item, start at a higher level, this could
eventually be accomplished.
Commissioners Scott and Stuart both agreed that seeing the report monthly would be good to get
familiar with it.
Commissioner Gifford commented that she thinks quarterly reports to TC would be preferable.
Jeff Sudmeier anticipates activity changes every month so he will bring reports to TC every month – but
the level of TC action requested may vary. Staff can post the report too for TC members to access.
Commission Hall asked about what is an amendment vs. a supplement.
Jeff Sudmeier explained that supplements don’t change the budget amount – project level changes to
add budget is a supplement, and amendments are bigger changes that impact the budget.
Commissioner Gilliland wants to see what changes look like next month before the TC comments on the
new format.
Jeff welcomes TC feedback on the new format any time and to discuss this more next month.
Commissioner Scott expressed that he believes we are going in the right direction.

Small Business and Diversity Update Workshop (Josh Laipply, Greg Diehl)
Purpose: This workshop intends to discuss the preliminary financial estimates and operational benefits of
creating a campus that can accommodate, CDOT’s Maintenance Training Academy (MTA), ITS Maintenance Work
Unit and CDOT’s Workforce Development Program, RISE.
Action: CDOT is requesting guidance from the Commission regarding construction of this joint use campus before
seeking funding approval for the project in June, 2019.
Details: CDOT owns a 28-acre property in Adams County near 1-76 & Pecos that could house a permanent
workforce training facility that would support the long-term needs of CDOT’s internal and external workforce
development programs as well as the needs of the ITS Maintenance Unit. This joint campus would allow CDOT to
leverage classroom and training space for multiple purposes and add to the value of CDOT’s internal training
curriculum by allowing trainees to learn at an operational maintenance site which supports the CDOT Whole
System Whole Safety initiative. The property is in an industrial area and is easily accessible via transit to residents
of Denver’s most historically underserved communities.
Additionally, this campus would allow for CDOT to complete activities like guardrail installation training that
cannot be conducted using CDOT’s existing facilities. Proper guardrail training is imperative to ensuring public
5
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safety and has been the subject of past litigation against CDOT. Conducting this sort of training limits CDOT’s
financial exposure and adds to the safety of the traveling public.
The approximate cost of development for a suitable structure is $9.5 million, based on initial estimates. We
anticipate that this project would breakeven in year ten and would represent over $4 million in savings over a 20year period. If CDOT does not build this campus, it will need to lease space for a Workforce Development Center
and operate out of multiple sites with limited MTA training capacity. Additionally, CDOT will need to invest in a
standalone ITS or Engineering facility to resolve the Colorado State Patrol (CSP) co-location issue in Golden.
Discussion:
•
•

6

TOP

Build new facility for Workforce Development Training.
Erica Downey with RISE program gave a presentation on the new joint facility proposed.
o Erica went over the need for a joint facility to serve multiple needs – Workforce Development,
Maintenance Training Academy, and ITS Maintenance Work Unit. Several locations were
considered and the site with the least cost that met the criteria was at I-76 and Pecos.
o Commissioner Thiebaut asked about a similar facility for Pueblo.
o Erica responded that lessons learned for this model could be replicated in other areas of the
state to address similar needs elsewhere.
o Commissioner Hofmeister expressed major concerns with such an investment in the metro area,
when rural needs are not addressed. Thought the workforce development facility was temporary.
o Johnny Olson, CDOT Deputy Executive Director, noted $9.5 million to save lives with this
important training facility is a small amount to pay. This training is important and needed. The
loss of the CDOT employee in Gypsum is to be avoided.
o Josh Laipply noted that he agreed with the concept the project would need to benefit CDOT
beyond the workforce development program for 70 Central.
o Commissioner Hofmeister, commented that land value is the issue, and strongly recommended
placing this facility in a rural area of the state.
o Josh Laipply commented that this is the first project of its type, with future opportunities for
smaller rural facilities. In addition, CDOT does not want to take dollars away from maintenance,
but use TC contingency funds instead.
o Commissioner Connell noted that the TC needs to understand in more detail where money
comes from and how it is spent. We still see pavement condition issues in rural areas.
o Josh Laipply explained that CDOT did a cost benefit analysis on this project and looked at
different options for funding, including financing and paying interest.
o Per Commissioner Connell, we need better communication prior to making decisions regarding
what programs are preserved for expenditures.
o Johnny Olson commented that - I don’t want to take money from rural roads, we want to add.
o Locations of projects also take hotel costs into consideration, with less funding being made
available for CDOT staff for in-state travel.
o Commissioner Gilliland would like to get this model in Denver established, then we have a model
to consider for the future. In terms of workforce development, we didn’t have skilled labor that is
needed to construct projects. Lots of dangers and risks, and need heavy equipment and CDL
drivers. This is an opportunity to do something about the skilled labor shortage. Having fields and
tracks to practice on is important, vs classroom work. There are real and valid reasons for this.
o Josh Laipply explained that the hope is to have TC approval in June, but we may need further
discussion.
o More discussion occurred regarding the site selection process and the benefits associated with
the proposed site.
o Josh Laipply mentioned that a funding partnership with Adams County is necessary to move
forward with the proposed location.
o Commissioner Hofmeister asked about the distinction between the Traffic Incident Management
facility in Douglas County and this proposed facility.
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o

Josh Laipply and Kyle Lester, Division of Maintenance and Operations Director, jointly explained
that the distinction is that the Douglas County facility is primarily a track with limited out
buildings to provide space for vehicles during emergency responder training, to enhance
response times and coordination between CDOT, and local emergency responders and towing
companies; whereas, the training proposed in Adams County would be employee training to
operate CDOT maintenance vehicles/trucks.

Statewide Planning Committee (Rebecca White)
Attendees Introductions: Committee Members – Commissioners: Karen Stuart, Ed Peterson, Sidny Zink,
Rocky Scott, Steven Hofmeister, and STAC Chair, Vince Rogalski
• A Planning Process Status Update was provided by Rebecca White
County Meetings
Staff has begun the process of meeting with the counties as part of the Project Priority Programming
Process (4P), and has met with seven counties to date. These counties are: Crowley, Gunnison, Kiowa,
Mesa, Montrose, Otero, and Prowers. The reaction to the new planning approach at the county
meetings has been positive and productive.
Launch Event
CDOT is planning a launch event to kick-off the Statewide Transportation Plan. The main objectives of
the launch event are to:
• Hold a press conference to generate broadcast, online and print media coverage around the
state.
• Premiere a Statewide Plan video that highlights CDOT’s accomplishments over the last few years,
the transportation challenges still facing Colorado and introduces the new public engagement
tool on CDOT’s website. The video will follow the theme of “walk in my shoes.” In addition to
being hosted on CDOT’s website, the video will also be included with the media kit that will be
provided to the media immediately following the event.
• Demonstrate the new public engagement survey tool and encourage the public to take the
survey.
Public Engagement
One key aspect of effectively engaging the public in the Statewide Plan is having a strong, recognizable
brand. The brand for this plan is: “Your Transportation Plan” with the tagline “Connections. Choice.
Colorado for All.” CDOT is designing a new webpage hosted on the CDOT website with the web address
YourTransportationPlan.com. This dedicated webpage will be the central platform for all public
engagement and serve as the launching point for interactive surveys. CDOT will be utilizing an
interactive survey tool will allow the public to:
• Identify their top transportation trends and issues
• Map their transportation concerns
• Rate goals and strategies for improving our transportation system
• Link them with other areas of interest on the CDOT website for more information and updates
Discussion:
• Commissioners Hall commented that for one of the first county meetings in her area, Gunnison, that the
County Commissioners were surprised on the county focus when county transportation is intertwined.
The County started with identifying projects outside of their county.
• Vince Rogalski, STAC Chair, noted that the right questions were asked by the County Commissioners in
Gunnison Valley. TPR meetings are happening also that will start the broader conversation.
• Commissioner Thiebaut noted that the Southeast TPR Commissioners wonder how different the planning
process is, they state their priorities for several years, and then none of them are funded. The feeling is
data is shared, shelved and regurgitated.
• Commissioner Gilliland suggested that for the new planning piece with County Commissioners, that a
description of the broader focus and the expectation to include more stakeholders to county meetings
(not just county commissioners) needs to be communicated.
•
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•
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•
•

•

Rebecca White explained that she is developing a letter to address Commissioner Gilliland comments.
A Web Survey tool is getting ready for Friday also. CDOT Staff is getting excited to roll this out. This tool
will help CDOT identify stakeholder sense of priorities and top strategies.
Commissioner Scott stressed the importance to get cities involved too.
Rebecca explained that public works and city managers are getting invited too. The biggest change is
transit being included.
Rebecca is going to the Colorado Municipal League (CML) Conference this year in an effort to target city
officials, and will send a letter describing the planning process and how to engage via the CML email
distribution list.
Mike McVaugh, Region 5 Transportation Director explained that they have long list of cities and other
stakeholders – each agency in each county are invited. Mike re-emphasized the TPR meetings planned as
part of the process. The Statewide Travel Model data will help discussions tremendously.
Commissioner Hofmeister reiterated his concerns with focusing on planning instead of funding projects
to improve rural transportation systems, and the need to follow through with rural priorities. The vote on
the $250 million going to the I-25 North project was cited as a key example of major money flowing to
the urban areas.
Commissioner Connell noted that in Northwest Colorado stakeholders thought making a list of priorities
was enough to make things happen. Planning to attend a four hour meeting next Thursday, where our
TPR will work on getting projects shovel ready. Rural areas need to get folks involved more to accomplish
projects. The RAMP program was audited, but RAMP was the biggest of unique ideas to handle cash to
get projects completed. We need to do more of shovel readying, and I-25 and I-70 are important too.
However, rural roads are a safety concern with condition. We can’t forgot the rural areas, and thank you
to CDOT STAC and staff for their hard work and support.

Statewide Travel Model – Erik Sabina
Details
CDOT’s statewide travel model is now operational, and tested against real world data to ensure accuracy (for
example, comparing its estimates of roadway volume against CDOT traffic counts.) We have simulated a number
of scenarios depicting the years 2010, 2015, 2030 and 2045. We are preparing the model for use on several key
projects, including the Statewide Transportation Plan and the Front Range Rail corridor study. A few highlights of
its results:
o Total vehicle miles (cars/trucks) driven in the state was 131 million in 2015, and is projected to be
178 million in 2030 and 211 million in 2045 (this growth driven heavily by growth of population
and jobs in the state.)
o The 2030 and 2045 scenarios are no-build. Build scenarios could show somewhat higher VMT.
o North I-25 travel time highlights:
 An I-25 travel time analysis was done for the 2011 North I-25 EIS that showed AM peak
hour travel time from
 Wellington (north of Fort Collins) to 20th Street @ I-25 in downtown Denver for the year
2004 at 66 minutes;
 The travel model estimates that in 2015 (prior to any managed lane development) that
the same trip took 86 minutes;
 Our model estimates that in 2030, with no improvements beyond the 2015 network (a
“no build” analysis), the same trip would take 141 minutes;
 In 2045, a “no build” analysis estimates this trip would take 196 minutes.
o Note that CDOT has already built more than what is included in this no-build analysis, particularly
the managed lane between US-36 and 120th Avenue, and has more highway improvements
programmed. We are creating a 2030 “Build” scenario, which will show these effects.
Discussion:
• Erik Sabina, CDOT Information Management Branch Manager noted that this new statewide travel model
at CDOT is one of the most detailed state travel models.
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Households and jobs are depicted and mapped at individual addresses, mechanics of system, revenue on
transit and managed lanes, travel times. Try to determine how people make transportation trip/tour
decisions.
Information came from survey in 2010 for Front Range Area. A 2020 Survey for the whole state is
planned.
The travel model computes a travel diary for each person.
Many planning scenarios have been run within the model.
Will continue to improve and enhance this model as it is new. Can do Transit demand, toll effects, nonmotorized demand (bike and pedestrians).
Working with MPOs on their models too, and CDOT is assuming their model information for their MPO
areas.
Commissioner Gilliland asked if the model could estimate the amount of truck traffic off of I-25 to SH 71
if SH 71 had improvements to accommodate trucks.
Erik answered yes. Commissioner Gilliland can tell team to check-in with Erik.
Erik noted that all requests for model runs can go to him.
Commissioner Stuart noted the issue for local governments is what actually happens vs. what is projected
to happen. The model is only as good as data that is installed. Eventually the desire would be to get
models to do runs in real time.
Erik Sabina commented that it is a continuous process to play catch-up, e.g., including electric scooters
into the mode types.

Risk and Planning Process– Rebecca White and William Johnson
Under direction of Director Lew, staff have brought a number of risk and resiliency efforts together into one
illustrative process that will be integrated in the Transportation Asset Management (TAM) program and asset
management plan. The process includes:
1. Criticality analysis
o Adopted from the I-70 Corridor Risk & Resilience Pilot, the criticality score reflects Average Annual Daily
Traffic, roadway classification, freight, tourism, a Social Vulnerability Index, and system redundancy.
o Used as an input within CDOT’s asset model—the Asset Investment Management System—to provide
information used in project selection and prioritization.
2. Database of damaged assets
o Extend the analysis of damaged assets to all CDOT TAM asset classes for all mainline highways.
o Staff performed a historical analysis of damaged assets that included Emergency Response events and
other, more frequent, risk events.
3. Risk Register
o Developed to be scalable from the agency level to the project or asset level. The register included in the
asset management plan will include enterprise and programmatic risks that affect all asset classes.
o Provides a tool to document and store information on risk events, risk likelihood, direct consequences,
and vulnerability.
o Supports the vulnerability assessment calculation developed from the I-70 Corridor Risk & Resilience
Pilot, where Risk (score) = Consequences X Vulnerability X Threat.
4. Framework for analyzing reasonable alternative strategies to address specific risks
o The process supports the development of reasonable alternative strategies to manage risks and provides
o information that can be used to invest in lowering CDOT risks.
o The risk register is used to analyze the change in vulnerability from different approaches to replacing
damaged assets, and provides a framework for staff to compare benefit/cost of those strategies.
The TAMP will also include information to achieve minimum FHWA requirements besides risk and resilience,
which include:
1. Summary listing of NHS pavement and bridge assets, including a description of asset condition
9
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2. Asset management measures and state DOT targets for asset condition—as adopted by the TC in April
2018
3. Performance gap analysis
4. Life-cycle planning
5. Risk analysis, including summaries of evaluations of assets damaged more than once in emergency events
6. Financial plan
7. Investment strategies
Discussion:
• Commissioner Connell noted that we need this damage data for assets in rural areas.
• William Johnson responded that we do infrastructure condition assessment every year continuously.
• The TAMP requires us to do a Risk Register for each asset.
• Concept is to develop reasonable alternative strategies to harden facilities. TAMP plan is due in June to
submit to FHWA.
Formula Programs and Program Distribution– Rebecca White and Tim Kirby
Staff proposes that the Commission move forward with recommendations for Metro Planning Program
(Metro-PL), Surface
Transportation – Metro (STP-Metro), and Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) as agreed to by the
Statewide Plan
Committee at its February 2019 meeting:
• Metro Planning (Metro–PL):
o
Statewide Plan Committee Recommendation: Use current formula and apply growth rate
to minimum floor Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) of 3% and hold constant; Revisit
during the next round of Program Distribution.
o
Proposed Formula: Distribution based on population of MPO with a minimum dollar base
of $340K to Grand Valley MPO and $360K to PACOG.
• Surface Transportation Metro (STP-Metro):
o
Statewide Plan Committee Recommendation: Maintain current STP Metro formula.
o
Proposed Formula: Funds to be sub-allocated to MPOs that are Transportation
Management Areas (TMAs) on the basis of population of the TMA Urbanized Areas (UZAs).
• Transportation Alternative Program (TAP):
o
Statewide Plan Committee Recommendation: Maintain current TAP formula.
o
Proposed Formula:

For the 50% of funding can be spent anywhere in state us a distribution formula
of 45% vehicle miles traveled (congestion), 40% lane miles (extent of the system), and
15% truck vehicle miles traveled (economic vitality).

For the 50% of funding allocated based on population, 50% of funding allocated
based on population to be spent in TMAs based on UZA population and 50% of funding
allocated to non-TMA areas of CDOT regions based on population.
Next Steps
• Adoption of the remaining Statewide Plan Formula Programs at the conclusion of the planning process.
Discussion:
• Commissioner Connell commented that in many instances larger communities get too much money and
we should revisit historic calculations. Just give this some thought.
• Commissioner Stuart explained that the distribution based on population is federally mandated for
programs and CDOT does not decide.
• For the Transportation Alternative Program the discretionary 50% of funds used a historic Regional
Priority Program (RPP) formula.
10
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Commissioner Scott asked if the formulas reflect CDOT’s Investment strategy.
Program Distribution is calculated for all CDOT Programs.
TC has discretion for a few of the programs.
Commissioner Stuart reminded Committee members and Commission members that the TC already
agreed to these.
Rebecca White explained we are asking for an approval of these three programs only, and that were
these three were already approved by TC at previous workshop.
Use input from the current planning process occurring this summer for the remaining, RPP, CMAQ, and
FASTER Safety program in developing proposed distribution formulas.
The three program formulas approved now, will be effective July 1, 2019.

CDOT Contingency Liability Associated with the Enterprises (Jeff Sudmeier and Nick Farber)
Purpose: The purpose of this workshop is to respond to a TC request for a contingent liability analysis as it relates
to the High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) and Bridge Enterprise (BE), jointly referred to as the
Enterprises.
Action: No TC action is being requested and the purpose of this item is informational only.
Discussion:
• This workshop is in response to a TC request to more fully understand liability for CDOT backstop to
Enterprise debt.
• A presentation highlighting CDOT, HPTE and BE debt service was discussed.
• The key question to understand is what makes a CDOT backstop contingent liability for HPTE a true
liability for CDOT.
o BE gets its money from vehicle registration. If vehicle registrations were to decrease significantly,
they potentially could cause CDOT liability
o Overall, HPTE possesses more risk for a CDOT liability than the BE revenues do
o If an economic decline occurs where less revenue goes to HTPE than CDOT would have a true
liability.
o HPTE has benefited from CDOT signing for lower interest loans.
o HPTE has evaluated their debt services and trends with revenues and believes it can withstand a
10% decline in revenue can still cover itself out to 2026, without needing a backstop loan from
CDOT.
• Kathy Young explained that a loan from CDOT to HPTE is not a TABOR violation. Same is true for BE. Nick
Farber, Interim HPTE Director, noted that a backstop for US 36, HPTE needed CDOT backstop and other
deals started, to obtain better loan interest rates.
• As the toll express network grows, under HPTE in state statute, HPTE is allowed to expend surface
transportation integrated with project. It is anticipated no further backstop requirements are needed.
HPTE will get network credits, and eventually all financing will be under HPTE alone by 2026.
Transit and Intermodal (T&I) Committee (David Krutsinger)
Committee Attendees: All were present.
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Introductions / Overview / T & I Minutes approval (March 2019) – Minutes were approved.
SB 267 / Overview of Two Proposed Projects - Sharon Terranova, Division of Transit and Rail (DTR)
Planning Manager described the components of these two projects
o Troy Hill Bus Storage Facility that will have 10 (7 for existing buses and 3 for the future) bus bays,
be climate controlled, and be a facility for Bustang buses joined with the CDOT Region 2 vehicle
storage facility. The design for this project has been funded, DTR is looking for construction
funding working with Region 2. This project will also include providing a light maintenance facility
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where buses can be washed in their bays. Hail damage from being left out in the element and
security issues, e.g. a battery theft, will no longer be concerns with this indoor facility having
protection from the weather and being secured. Other benefits include the capability to service
toilets on site (reducing service costs) and a decrease in non-revenue service, with buses being
closer into their service area routes. Funding request for this project is $3 million.
I-25/SH 56 Berthoud Transit Station – This project replaces the existing carpool lot, as was
recommended by The North I-25 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), would increase mobility
throughout the Front Range Corridor, would allow I-25 North segment 6 to begin construction in
spring 2020. Funding request for this project is $0.7 million.
Commissioner Hall asked if there would be an underground tunnel for this project.
The design that is anticipated plans to use SH 56, and will not need a tunnel or elevator.
Commissioner Peterson supported this effort and noted it is important to piggy-back and
leverage funds as these projects do.
Commissioner Stuart likes this idea a lot with the stop located in the center of the roadway, as
along– I-25 between 84th and 88th – currently buses must cross over multiple lanes to get from
left HOV lane to Park-n-rides on the right side of the roadway.
Commissioner Thiebaut motioned to approve these two proposals go to TC for approval
tomorrow. The Committee passed this motion to move forward.

SB 228 Transfer of $2.5 million for Bus Replacement Fund
o DTR staff is requesting a delay for proposed fare increase, and include fare increases later in the
Bustang expansion program instead.
o Requesting $2.5 million for fleet replacement costs for two years.
o Commissioner Thiebaut asked about projects identified for year two SB 267 projects – Pueblo
Park-n-Ride. What other projects?
 David Krutsinger, DTR Director, will bring a project list by end of this year after planning
process is complete and input from stakeholders is considered.
 Commissioner Gilliland supports this funding.
 The T&I Committee agreed to move the request to the full TC to approve a $2.5 million
fleet preservation fund for Bustang.
T&I Informational Items were presented by David Krutsinger
o SB 18-001 Multi Modal Options Fund (MMOF)
 Ann Rajewski of CASTA is here to answer questions of MMOF Committee
recommendations, as she is a committee member. The Committee convened three
times.
 MMOF Committee recommendations included:
₋ 5% off the top (or $4 Million of $80.12) for administration, reporting,
environmental/design reviews. To be adjusted later based on actual project
selection.
₋ 81% of remaining $76.12 to the five urban areas (MPOs), 19% to the ten rural
planning regions (TPRs)
₋ Two sub-allocation formulas, one urban, and the other rural, to each of the
fifteen areas of the state, with particular population and employment factors
relevant to urban and rural areas.
₋ Match “relief” or reduction to be decided at the fifteen regions (TPRs) of the
state. CDOT provided data to support that decision-making.
₋ General expectation that minimum transit project size of $25,000, and minimum
capital project size of $150,000 would be observed for project selections, with
reasonable bundling of smaller projects encouraged to reach these minimums
 Commissioner Hall noted that transit is important in rural areas; people are aging and
getting folks to medical services is important; Bustang service- people are using this.
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Need transit resources in outlying areas. Urban areas think rural areas don’t need transit,
but we do.
 Access for veterans to health care, such as Veteran Administration (VA) facilities and
other resources in context of transit is an important consideration.
 Commissioner Thiebaut requested more information on match relief recommendations.
Asked to explain it a bit more. David explained data was given to TPRs to determine
match relief based on population and economic risk factors. TPRs then decide match
relief for a project.
 Commissioner Peterson noted that this puts the onus on locals submitting projects. He
supports this concept.
 Commissioner Thiebaut wanted to know if a community has recourse if they are denied
funding, or if they have an appeal process.
 David Krutsinger noted that CDOT has an existing appeal process that TPRs could use.
 Rebecca White explained that the next steps are a staff recommendation going to the TC
next month, and will ask the TC to move forward from there.
Bustang Expansion Concept
 DTR is starting to explore options, and developed a rough preliminary list of potential
projects and “back of the envelope” project cost estimates
 These projects still need funding sources identified for them
 Commissioner Hall asked about the need for a Cheyenne to Fort Collins service. Johnny
Olson explained that many veterans go the VA facilities in Cheyenne.
 Commissioner Scott asked about establishing criteria for these projects and when will
DTR come back to TC with more details.
 David Krutsinger commented that DTR will come back over the summer and is doing a
similar exercise for Outrider service too.
 Commissioner Peterson feels that this list is almost too premature to present
 Commissioner Gilliland – partnerships with ski areas – for Snow Bus – need to define
partnerships as benefactors – see if they can contribute funds to implement these.
 Bustang and its success makes this more attractive to potential partners.
 Commissioner Connell mentioned that communities like Steamboat Springs usually raise
taxes to get funding for community transit projects.
Bustang Quarterly Report – overall, Bustang is doing very well
 Fare box recovery is very high at 64%
 Ridership is up over 30%
Outrider Quarterly report indicated that all is holding steady. We tripled ridership with Colorado
Springs connection established to Lamar.
Commissioner Peterson noted that the workforce development program is linked to this with
need for skilled drivers.
Transit Grants Quarterly Report & RFP Update – remains strong – program doing well
Rail Commission updated reported that the Request for Proposal (RFP) with a blended team
approach to retain a consultant to develop a rail service plan and a NEPA document will be
released soon with a Notice to Proceed expected in August 2019.

Transportation Commission Regular Meeting
Thursday, May 16, 2019, 9:30 am – 11:30 am

Audience Participation
• Harry Camp, representing property owners along SH 149 south of Lake City, asked the TC to delay action
on a pilot project on off-highway vehicle use of a state highway until after a municipal election in July
that will have a ballot issue the issue. (See the notes near the bottom of this document.)
Call to Order, Roll Call:
All were present.
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Comments of Individual Commissioners
• Commissioner Kathy Hall – Thanked CDOT workers for their work on avalanches over the winter, and
Regional Transportation Director Mike Goolsby of Region 5 and his staff for their cooperation with locals.
She attended the ribbon-cutting at the Visitor Center in Fruita for installation of a Welcome to Colorado
sign. The event was a cooperative effort of CDOT, CDOT’s Scenic Byways program, and the Office of
Tourism, part of the Office of Economic Development and International Trade. Dinosaur Diamond, a 512mile byway route in Colorado and Utah, will be mentioned in a CBS Sunday Morning program this coming
Sunday.
• Commissioner Sydny Zink – She attended a ground-breaking for construction of passing lanes between
Cortez and Towaoc on US 160 that is a cooperative effort with the Ute Mountain Ute tribal government
and CDOT. During the groundbreaking, a number of freight trucks drove by, perfectly illustrating the need
for passing lanes. She also attended a San Luis Valley Transportation Planning Region (TPR) meeting, and
said those TPR meetings are drawing more attendance.
• Commissioner Kathy Gilliland - She visited I-70 Central for the first time since the official kick-off, and said
people would be amazed at what’s happening there. Much of the work is behind the scenes, such as
working with the local community, but you can see some of the work underneath the viaduct and near
the Stock Show. She attended a meeting on SH 71, which is being proposed as an alternative route for
truckers wishing to avoid I-25 and continue north on the Ports to Plains combination of routes.
• Commissioner Karen Stuart – She’s looking forward to participating in the kick-off of the statewide
planning process. DRCOG at its annual awards ceremony recognized Don Hunt and Mike Lewis, the
previous CDOT executive directors, for their contributions to transportation in the state. She sat on a
panel for the Citizens Planning Academy, which DRCOG, CDOT, and Regional Transportation District have
absorbed from another organization. The topic was multimodal transportation. Discussions also have
been taking place about legislation that would permit metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to
form regional transportation authorities, as more rural areas of the state can do today. The MPOs could
use a sales tax to fund projects. The TC should keep an eye on that proposed legislation. She asked what
happens to the rest of the state if Front Range MPOs form their own RTAs.
• Commissioner Kathy Connell – She’s looking forward to the Northwest TPR meeting.
• Commissioner Steven Hofmeister – No comment.
• Commissioner Ed Peterson – CDOT is working with Lakewood on improving an intersection leading to
Bear Creek Lake State Park to make the park more accessible. The hard-working CDOT staff, after a hard
winter, need a well-deserved breather. Let’s hope Colorado has no serious rock falls and or wildfires this
summer.
• Commissioner Rocky Scott – No comment.
• Commissioner Bill Thiebaut – Commented that the homeless man who ran to the aid of those involved in
the horrible crash on I-70 near the Denver West exit should be commended. We need to remember how
transportation has life or death consequences.
• Commissioner Shannon Gifford – She has been very active with the new planning process, and is looking
forward to the official kick-off tomorrow of the new planning process.
Executive Director’s Report (Shoshana Lew)
• Absent – attending a meeting in Washington, D.C.
Chief Engineer’s Report (Josh Laipply)
• On May 7, a national organization recognized quite a few projects as outstanding. Following up on the
Public Recognition Week, he said it was amazing how quickly CDOT staff were able to get traffic moving
again on I-70 after the horrible accident involving trucks and vehicles. From inspecting the highway and
ramps for structural damage, repairing the damage, to opening the interstate to traffic took a mere 6
hours and 15 minutes.
High Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE) Director’s Report (Nick Farber)
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HPTE canceled its board meeting because many of the staff members were presenting at a meeting on
public-private partnerships (3P) in Denver that the U.S. Department of Commerce organized. The 3P
meeting attracted an international audience. In addition, he and staff member Piper Darlington will meet
with the Denver Broncos staff about improvements to the Federal-Colfax intersection.
Much of what is happening with the Central 70 project is not visible. Central 70 has a local hire program,
and local workers have already put in 100,000 hours of work. Over 20 percent of the work force for the
project is local. On-the-job training also is taking place for 60 approved apprentices; those workers have
already put in 13,000 hours.

FHWA Report (John Cater)
•

FHWA and CDOT took a hard look at its processes to find ways to be more efficient. The result is that
FHWA will defer to CDOT for a majority of oversight for projects, and take a smaller role in the project
approval process.

Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC) Report (STAC Chair, Vince Rogalski)
• The MPOs are concerned that CDOT has not released its formula fund distribution, and recommended
that CDOT act on the three formulas prescribed by federal law: Transportation Alternatives, Surface
Transportation – Metro, and Metro Planning.
• Legislators have decided to postpone the ballot issue to 2020 rather than this year.
• Some STAC members questioned why CDOT headquarters is directing Central 70 rather than Region 1.
• CDOT is still searching for a new Regional Transportation Director for Region 4.
• The planning reset will focus on transportation needs and priorities rather than funding shortfalls. The
STAC discussed the most appropriate data to launch those discussions. Some STAC members sought
clarification about how the 5th through the 10th year of the pipeline of projects will be fiscally constrained.
The money local governments bring to the table historically changes project prioritization.
• On the Web survey tool, STAC members want CDOT to clarify which issues are state level and which are
local level.
• The county meetings have been going very well. In his county, Gunnison, the focus was on safety issues
on US 285 outside the county.
• The STAC decided that it did not need to take formal action on accepting recommendations on the
Multimodal Options Fund since STAC has three representatives on the committee recommending
distribution formulas.
Act on Consent Agenda – Passed on May 16, 2019. Commissioner Thiebaut abstained from voting on four
matters that he asked to have separated from the consent agenda because they are in his District 10, and he
believes he has a conflict of interest.
a) Resolution to Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of April 18, 2019 (Herman Stockinger)
b) Resolution to Approve FY 20 Maintenance Request (Kyle Lester)
c) Resolution to Approve STIP Policy Amendment (Jeff Sudmeier)
d) Resolution to Approve 267 Projects (David Krutsinger)
e) Resolution to Approve 228 Project (David Krutsinger)
f) Resolution to Approve ROW Acquisition and Settlement Authorization Requests (Josh Laipply)
Discuss and Act on ROW Condemnation Requests (Josh Laipply) –Passed unanimously on May 16, 2019
15
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Central 70 condemnation, 45th and Steele, ramp on I-70. Steven Mann, brother of the property owner,
said his brother wants to work with the state. He said his brother has these concerns about the
condemnation: what is meant by 350 square feet “more or less”; why past offers from CDOT were not
included in the current offer; and the lack of appraisals to determine the current property values.
Property values are higher because they’re along I-70.
Commissioner Gifford said a vote by the TC to condemn does not mean that CDOT will undertake
condemnation.

Discuss and Act on 11th Budget Supplement of FY 2019 (Jeff Sudmeier –Passed on May 16, 2019, with nine
yeses and one no
The three budgetary supplement items were:
• Region 1 - $14.572 million for surface treatment and Regional Priority Program for I-70 Westbound Peak
Period to allow Region 1 to award the project to the lowest bidder.
• Region 4 - $2 million for a transfer from HQ to Region for an Advanced Transportation and Congestion
Mitigation Deployment Technologies grant for the Wolf Creek West Fiber project. Region 5 must
contribute half in matching funds.
• HPTE - $5.3 million in Transportation Commission Program Reserve to bring the assets for the US 36
initial work to minimum standard of maintenance per an agreement with Plenary Roads of Denver. CDOT
wasn’t able to finish due to budgetary constraints.
Discuss and Act on Program Distribution Allocation Methodologies - materials in SWP –Passed unanimously on
May 16, 2019.
Discussion:
• No discussion about the proposal to act on these three formula programs: Metro Planning, Surface
Transportation Metro, and Transportation Alternative Program.
Discuss and Act on Resolution to Amend TC_RES_08_07_17 – OHV use/pilot Program (Mike Goolsby) – Agreed
on May 16, 2019 to defer action until the August Transportation Commission.
• The off-highway vehicle pilot program will be on the ballot in the municipal July election.
• Commissioner Zink said she thought Hinsdale County and Lake City supported the pilot program, but said
it would be wise to await the outcome of the ballot issue.
• Commissioner Connell agreed that tabling the issue until August would be the best course.
Discuss and Act on Status of North I-25 $250 million (Josh Laipply) –Passed resolution on May 16, 2019, with
eight yeses and two nos.
Dave Clark of the Loveland City Council and Anne Hutchinson of the Business Alliance both supported the
allocation of funds for North I-25.
• Commissioner Thiebaut said he revised the resolution to get things moving, and his suggested changes
were reviewed at an open breakfast meeting that morning.
• His changes (not in the TC packet) provides some protection to rural areas if a similar type of project is
approved for an urban area in the future. The resolution seeks up to $250-$310 million for a permanent
alignment for Segments 7 and 8.
• Commissioner Stuart thanked Thiebaut for his mark-up of the resolution, but said she intends to vote
against it because the resolution provides for a significant increase. She said the same argument that it’s
better to spend money to avoid spending more in the future could be applied to other projects too.
• Commissioner Hofmeister said he would also vote no, and he urged all representatives of rural areas to
do the same. He said he doesn’t understand why the rural areas need to take a backseat to urban
projects. It’s not fair to rural areas to have rural projects continually pushed back, and cited in particular
the reliever route for Lamar.
16
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Commissioner Gilliland said the North I-25 project arose out of the planning process. It has been under
discussion since the late 1990s.
Commissioner Scott said that when dealing with the scarcity of funds, he looks for projects that have the
greatest return on investment. Spending the money now could save $100 million later.
Although she represents a rural area, Commissioner Connell said she supported the revised resolution
because it provides protections for rural projects in the future. She said she receives about four
notifications a day about incidents on I-25, and said the project should make that stretch of highway
safer.
Commissioner Peterson said all parts of Colorado benefit or suffer from TC actions. This is no small
investment. He will support it because of its multimodal transportation aspects along Front Range, and
finishes a vital project.
Commissioner Hall said she will support the revised resolution, and recognizes that it’s a lot of money
going to that part of the state. As a rural commissioner, she said it is hard for her to see money not going
to rural areas. She added that she hopes the TC will support work on improving the safety of West I-70.
Commissioner Thiebaut predicted that requests for more money for I-25 will not stop. More and more
money will be needed.

Recognitions:
Public Relations Society of America Colorado Gold Pick Awards • Colorado Contractors Association Awards to
follow BE meeting
Other Matters:
Appointment of Nominating Committee for Transportation Commission Chair, Vice-Chair and Secretary for FY
’20 (Chairwoman Gifford)
• Commissioner Gifford reported that she has appointed Commissioners Zink, Hofmeister, and Hall to the
Nominating Committee to appoint a chair, vice chair, and secretary for FY 2020.
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2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204-2305

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
HERMAN STOCKINGER
JUNE 20, 2019
ADOPTION OF UPDATED POLICY DIRECTIVE 1601.0 “INTERCHANGE
APPROVAL PROCESS”

Purpose
To request that the Transportation Commission adopt updated Policy Directive 1601.0
“Interchange Approval Process.”
Action
Pass a resolution adopting updated Policy Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval Process.”
Background
Policy Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval Process” was last adopted by the Transportation
Commission on October 16, 2008. The requirements for CDOT’s interchange approval process
as set forth in this Policy Directive was reviewed by the Transportation Commission in a
workshop in January 2018 (attached to this memo). At the workshop, staff presented on how
updated FHWA policy will help to streamline the federal approval process by eliminating
duplicate documentation, allowing the Department to submit a single technical report for FHWA
approval in the interchange approval process. The Transportation Commission concluded at the
end of the workshop that no substantive revisions were necessary to the interchange approval
process. Accordingly, staff is recommending a few minor changes to this Policy Directive. The
accompanying Procedural Directive (PD 1601.1) contains more changes to clarify the steps
required in the interchange approval process, including the updated FHWA requirements (draft
PD 1601.1 is available upon request).
The two main changes to the Policy Directive are as follows:


The interchange approval proposal types include a Type 2a proposal, which are for minor
interchange improvements that will have little or no impact to the state highway system
or surrounding local transportation system. The Chief Engineer has delegated the
authority to approve Type 2a proposals to the Region Transportation Directors. Type 2a
proposals are not a new type of proposal (see page 6 of Jan 2018 presentation); however,
it was only listed in the Procedural Directive because the authority to approve Type 2a
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proposals are delegated to the RTDs. To ensure a complete list of interchange approval
types is included in the Policy Directive, staff is recommending Type 2a be included as
well.


IGAs will now be required to contain milestones so that significant progress can be
tracked towards the implementation of an interchange project.

Next Steps
Updated Policy Directive 1601.0 will go into effect after the Transportation Commission passes
a resolution to adopt the updated PD. The accompanying Procedural Directive will be updated
after the adoption of this Policy Directive.
Attachments
Resolution
Updated Policy Directive 1601.0 (showing redlined changes)
January 2018 Workshop Presentation on the 1601 Interchange Approval Process
Draft Procedural Directive 1601.1 (available upon request)
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Resolution # TCApproval of Updated Policy Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval Process”
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 last adopted Policy Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval
Process” on October 16, 2008; and
WHEREAS, the Department continues to implement the interchange approval process as
set forth in Policy Directive 1601.0; and
WHEREAS, the Commission reviewed the requirements for the Department’s interchange
approval process at the January 2018 workshop; and
WHEREAS, the Commission concluded at the end of the workshop that no substantive
changes were necessary to the interchange approval process; and
WHEREAS, staff is recommending a few non-substantive changes to this Policy Directive to
clarify the process and for formatting consistency; and
WHEREAS, the Commission reviewed and approved the Department’s interchange
approval process as set forth in updated Policy Directive 1601.0 which will continue to
guide the process for the Department.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission herein approves updated Policy
Directive 1601.0 “Interchange Approval Process.”

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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POLICY DIRECTIVE

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

PROCEDURAL

Subject

DIRECTIVE

Number

INTERCHANGE APPROVAL PROCESS

1601.0

Effective

Supersedes

Originating Office

10/16/08

12/15/04
10/16/08

Division of Transportation Development

I. PURPOSE
The purpose of this Ppolicy Ddirective is to establish fair and consistent procedures regarding the
review and evaluation of requests for new interchanges and major improvements to existing
interchanges on the state highway system.
II. AUTHORITY
Policy Directive 701; Transportation Commission, Section§ 43-1-106, C.R.S., as amended; Powers
and Duties of the Commission: Section
§ 43-3-101, C.R.S. (Freeway Law),
§Section 43-2-147, C.R.S. (Highway Access Law)
and the Transportation Commission’s Access Code, 2 CCR 601-1 “State Highway Access Code”.
III. BACKGROUND
The Colorado Transportation Commission (“Commission”) recognizes that state highways are
important to meeting the mobility needs of the public, and that it is important to the quality of life and
economic health of the state of Colorado for the state highway system to provide safe and efficient
interregional and interstate movement of people and goods. To that end, the Commission must
manage the location, design, operations and maintenance of interchanges on the state highway
system.
IV. POLICY
A. It is the policy of the Commission that all requests for new interchanges and major improvements
to existing interchanges on the state highway system be reviewed and evaluated in a fair and
consistent manner, that sufficient information be available to make an informed decision, and that
duplicative analytical, regulatory and procedural requirements be minimized.
B. Since each request for a new interchange or interchange modification has its own unique
circumstances, the Commission will take into account these unique circumstances in judging the
relative merits of each request for a new interchange or interchange modification on facilities owned
by CDOT. To that end, the Commission recognizes that there must be flexibility to ensure a level of
analysis appropriate to the circumstances surrounding each proposal.
C. In order to ensure consistency with local plans, needs and priorities, and the ability to have the
long term contractual relationships that are necessary to maintain the infrastructure of the state
highway system, applicants must be local governmental units. CDOT- initiated new interchanges or
interchange modifications must comply with the same analytical and procedural requirements as local
applicants.
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D. The following general policies will apply to all proposals for new or modified interchanges on the
state highway system unless otherwise agreed to by the Transportation Commission:
1. Approval of Interchanges and Interchange Modifications: To balance the need for fair and
consistent treatment of all proposals to add a new interchange or modify an existing interchange
to the state highway system with the need for flexibility to ensure the level of analysis appropriate
to the circumstances surrounding each proposal, the Commission has identified threetwo
categories of proposals.
a) Type 1: Proposals for new interchanges on the state highway system with a functional
classification of Interstate or Freeway will be submitted to the Transportation Commission
for action. The Commission will also take action on other new interchanges or interchange
modifications referred to it by the Chief Engineer.
b) Type 2: Proposals for new interchanges not on the interstate or freeway system and
modifications to existing interchanges will be submitted to the Chief Engineer for action. The
applicant may appeal the Chief Engineer’s decision as it relates to policy to the
Transportation Commission.
c) Type 2a: Proposals for minor interchange improvements that will have little or no impact
to the state highway system or surrounding local transportation system, consistent with the
definition and guidance provided by FHWA. Approvals for Type 2a proposals are delegated
by the Chief Engineer to the Region Transportation Director.
2. Cost Sharing:
a) The state highway system shall be owned by CDOT.
b) The applicant is responsible for all costs for the development, administration, and
evaluation of proposals for new interchanges or modifications to existing interchanges.
c) The applicant is responsible for all costs including, but not limited to, design, rights of
way, construction, maintenance, operations, environmental mitigation and remediation and
replacement of structures and ancillary facilities associated with new interchanges in
perpetuity.
d) Responsibility for all costs including, but not limited to, design, rights of way,
construction, maintenance, operations, environmental mitigation and remediation and
replacement of structures and ancillary facilities owned by CDOT associated with existing
interchanges, upgrades of existing intersections on state highways to interchanges, and
ancillary facilities on the state highway system will be negotiated through the final
Intergovernmental Agreement consistent with the financial plan identified in a Systems Level
Analysis.
e) The Transportation Commission must approve CDOT participation in any cost sharing
proposal.
3. Connections tTo tThe State Highway System:

Page 2 of 4

TOP

Page 50 of 141

Subject

Number

INTERCHANGE APPROVAL PROCESS

1601.0

a) Interchange connections to the state highway system are intended to improve the
operations and safety of the state highway system, serve regional travel purposes or provide
access to regional destinations. Therefore interchange connections from state highways must
be to regionally significant roadways or regionally significant publicly owned facilities, or
result in a significant improvement in the operations and safety of the state highway system.
b) A regionally significant roadway is defined as a roadway classified as a principal arterial
or higher classification in the most recently adopted Metropolitan Planning Organization
transportation plan in urban areas, or if the roadway has been identified as regionally
significant within an adopted Regional Transportation Plan, NEPA/environmental study,
feasibility study, corridor optimization plan, or access management plan on which CDOT
staff has participated and the Chief Engineer finds acceptable.
c) Access to local land uses must be provided to the extent reasonable and feasible by the
local transportation system.
4. Approval Process:
a) An initial Intergovernmental Agreement must be developed between the applicant and
CDOT addressing responsibility for administrative and application costs, analytical
procedures and responsibilities, anticipated level of design detail, approval process,
anticipated schedule and other necessary issues following a project scoping meeting between
the applicant and CDOT.
b) The Transportation Commission (for Type I proposals) and the Chief Engineer (for Type 2
proposals) shall take action on a Systems Level Study of the impacts of the proposed
interchange or interchange modification on the state and local transportation system and
surrounding area. The Systems Level Study must include a preliminary financial plan that
identifies which parties are responsible for applicable costs.
c) Following the Systems Level Study approval, the new interchange or interchange
modification proposal must be determined consistent with the applicable fiscally constrained
regional transportation plan, receive approval of the applicable environmental documents
consistent with the CDOT Environmental Stewardship Guide and receive NEPA approval
and access approval by FHWA for all Interstate related proposals.
d) A final Intergovernmental Agreement, consistent with the approved Systems Level Study
and approved by the Chief Engineer, that addresses all necessary commitments by the
applicant including, but not limited to, construction, mitigation, operations, maintenance,
ownership will be negotiated after the system level study is approved and the applicable
environmental and design requirements are addressed.
e) As an incentive to encourage cooperative corridor planning, a full systems analysis is not
required when a proposed interchange or interchange modification is consistent with an
approved corridor optimization and access control plan. In such cases, the Chief Engineer
may define additional information necessary to ensure the proposed interchange meets
acceptable design, safety, operational, and other applicable requirements.
f) The applicants must demonstrate significant progress, as defined by milestones in the IGA,
towards implementation of the project within 3 years of approval of the Systems Level
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Feasibility Study by the Transportation Commission or Chief Engineer. If the applicant has
not made significant progress toward implementation of the interchange project within 3
years of this approval, the applicant may submit a written request to the Chief Engineer for a
one year time extension. No more than two one-year extensions may be granted by the Chief
Engineer.
V. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
This Ppolicy Directive shall be implemented by all Regions and Divisions of the Colorado
Department of Transportation. A procedural directive shall be developed to provide more specific
direction on procedures to implement this policy.
The Office of Policy and Government Relations shall post this Policy Directive on CDOT’s intranet
as well as on public announcements.
VI. REVIEW DATE
This Ppolicy Ddirective shall be reviewed before OctoberSeptember 2024.14.

_________________________________
Herman Stockinger
Transportation Commission Secretary

______________________
Date
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1601 Interchange Approval Process
Primer for Transportation Commission
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What is CDOT Policy and
Procedural Directive 1601?
A process to review and approve requests for new interchanges
and major improvements to existing interchanges on the state and
federal-aid highway system
Requires applicant/consultant preparation of and CDOT approval
of a System Level Study
Integrates FHWA and CDOT environmental,
permitting, and approval procedures

access,
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Background
The original
directive
•

•
•

drafted mid1980s
adopted 1989

Why did CDOT create this policy?
•

Recurring issue of local access vs. regional
mobility:
new interchange VS. long- term freeway operations if
new interchanges were continually added

revised 2000
and 2005
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Purposes of the
Revised Directive
•
•
•
•
•

Preserve the state highway system’s LOS
Ensure fair and consistent consideration of proposals
for new & existing interchanges
Have sufficient information for CDOT to make an
informed decision
Minimize duplicative analytical, regulatory, and
procedural requirements
Match project complexity with the correct level of
approval
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PD 1601 Purpose

• The 1601 policy and procedural directive outline
the guiding principles and steps necessary to
approve a new interchange or interchange
modification on the interstate, freeway, or state
highway system.
• Applies to CDOT and Local Government applicants
• Each proposal is different based the complexity of
the project, thus a need for a consistent process
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Interchange
Improvement Types
– Type 1 – New Interchanges on the Interstate and
Freeway system
• These are approved by the Transportation Commission (TC)

– Type 2 – New interchanges on the remaining state
highway system and modifications to interchanges
• These are approved by the Chief Engineer or maybe elevated to the
Transportation Commission

– Type 2a – Minor modifications to interchanges, which
do not require a system level analysis
• These can be delegated by the Chief Engineer for approval by the
Regional Transportation Director (RTD).
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1601 Policy Highlights
• The state highway system shall be owned by
CDOT.
• The applicant is responsible for all costs
– Includes design, ROW, construction, maintenance and
replacement.
– CDOT participation in any cost sharing proposal must be
approved by TC

• Applicants must demonstrate significant progress
within 3 years of receiving Commission approval.
– No more than two (1-year) extensions may be given.
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Type 1: I-76 and
Bridge Street
Scope: The City of Brighton proposes to construct an
interchange at I-76 and Bridge Street. The proposed
interchange provides an opportunity to increase regional eastwest connectivity across State Highway 7 (SH 7)
Location:
I-76 and Bridge Street

Applicant:
City of Brighton

NEPA Clearance:
TC Approval in October 2013 and approved FONSI August
2015
Estimated cost:
Status:
$6.5 million (2013 dollars)
In process
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Type 2: I-25/Cimarron
Interchange
Scope:
Reconstruction of the I-25 Interchange between Colorado Ave
(to the north) and Nevada Ave/Tejon Street interchange (to
the south) RAMP Project.
Location:
Applicant:
I-25 and Nevada Ave
CDOT
NEPA Clearance:
Project completed
Cost:
$115 million

Status:
Complete Oct 2017
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Type 2a:
I-70 at Exit 49
Scope:

The project will construct improvements to increase the deceleration length of the
EB I-70 to SB SH 65 off ramp, Improve the ramp connection by increasing the length
of the merging taper for the EB to SB movement, and improve the EB to SB ramp
sight distance and super elevation. Project will also include an extension to the WB
on ramp to I-70.

Location:
I-70 MP 49

Applicant:
CDOT

NEPA Clearance:
CatEx
Estimated cost:
$3.5 million

Status:
Awarded, Construction Spring 2018
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1601 Process Overview Steps
1.
2.
3.
4.

Notification by applicant
Pre-application meeting
Initial intergovernmental agreement (IGA)
Prepare a System Level Study (SLS)
1. Applicant initiates/complete the National Environmental Policy
Action (NEPA) process:
1. Conduct agency and policy scoping
2. Prepare the necessary NEPA documentation
1.
2.
3.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Categorical Exclusion (CatEx)
Environmental Assessment (EA)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Transportation Commission approval of SLS
1. FHWA approval of the NEPA document and Interchange Access
Approval by MPO/TPR Board (Consistent with Constrained RTP and TIP)
Conceptual design and NEPA approval process
CDOT approval of Final IGA on cost sharing and operations/maintenance
Page 63 of 141

What is a System
Level Study?
•

Draft Purpose and Need

•

Existing and Forecasted Conditions

•

Alternatives

•

Planning-level Screening of Alternatives

•

Environmental Considerations

•

Funding and Phasing
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New FHWA Policy on
Interstate Access
• The new policy pending publication in the federal registry
for public review and comment
• Although publication is pending it is in effect for new interchange
requests as of May 2017

• The revised policy is intended to streamline and eliminate
duplicate documentation for FHWA interchange access
approval
• Updated policy allows CDOT to submit a single technical
report for FHWA approval
• The new policy should be reflected in any update to the
current 1601 policy and procedural directive
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Questions?
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DATE: June 6, 2019
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Joshua Laipply, P.E. Chief Engineer
SUBJECT: I-25 Frontage Road Mead - Devolution

Purpose
CDOT Region 4 is proposing an abandonemnt of ~0.5 linear miles of the I-25 East
Frontage Road, beginning at Hwy 66 South and ending at the southerly dead end of
the I-25 East Frontage Road, to the Town of Mead.
Action
CDOT Region 4 is requesting a resolution approving the abandonment of ~0.5 linear
miles of I-25 East Frontage Road, beginning at Hwy 66 South and ending at the
southerly dead end of the I-25 East Frontage Road, to the Town of Mead.
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 the I-25 East Frontage Road in Mead
would be in the best interest of Colorado taxpayers. Region 4 is currently
completing an IGA for the I-25 East Frontage Road in Mead to be abandoned.
Key Benefits
CDOT will be relieved of maintenance responsibilities and liability associated with
this parcel.
Next Steps
The governing body of the Town of Mead will adopt a resolution agreeing to the
State’s abandonment of 0.5 linear miles of the I-25 East Frontage Road committing
the Town of Mead to assume ownership of said highway segment in “as is”
condition. Subject to the IGA and approval of abandonment and concurrence to
proceed with devolution by the Transportation Commission, the Town of Mead shall
execute a resolution or ordinance accepting the abandoned portion of the I-25 East
Frontage Road as a town 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
Exhibits Depicting the Disposal Parcel
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Resolution # TC-19-X-X
Abandonment of I-25 East Frontage Road Mead: Project #: C O253-269; Project Code:
22781; Location: I-25 East Frontage Road from Hwy 66 South and the southerly terminus
of I-25 East Frontage Road; Municipality: Town of Mead
Approved by the Transportation Commission on ________________
WHEREAS, the Department of Transportation owns 0.5 linear miles in the Town of Mead
identified as I-25 East Frontage Road;
WHEREAS, that portion of I-25 East Frontage Road is located between Hwy 66 South and
the southerly terminus of I-25 East Frontage Road (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 Town of Mead proposed to take ownership of I-25 East Frontage Road,
between Hwy 66 South and the southerly terminus of I-25 East Frontage Road, in exchange
for a payment of $53,500.00 from the Department of Transportation;
WHEREAS, the governing body of the Town of Mead adopted resolution # 81-R-2017
agreeing to the State’s abandonment of the portion of I-25 East Frontage Road and agreeing
that said highway segment no longer serves the ongoing purposes of the State Highway
system; committing the Town of Mead 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 Town of Mead shall execute a resolution or ordinance
accepting the abandoned portion of I-25 East Frontage Road in the “as is” condition as a
town street;
WHEREAS, after execution of the Town of Mead’s resolution of acceptance of the
abandoned portion of I-25 East Frontage Road, 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 0.5 linear miles of I-25
East Frontage Road from Hwy 66 South and the southerly terminus of I-25 East Frontage

TOP

Page 68 of 141

Road (Exhibit A) is no longer needed for State Highway purposes and that it could be
abandoned to the Town of Mead;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, pursuant to the provisions of the CRS, Sections 43-2106, the Transportation Commission declares approximately 0.5 linear miles of I-25 East
Frontage Road located between Hwy 66 South and the southerly terminus of I-25 East
Frontage Road, as shown in Exhibit A, eligible for abandonment.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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2829 W. Howard Place, 5th Floor
Denver, CO 80204

DATE: June 20, 2019
TO: Transportation Commission
FROM: Andy Karsian -CDOT Legislative Liaison
SUBJECT: 2017 Legislative Memorial Designations
Purpose
During the 2019 legislative session the General Assembly passed 3 memorial designations of
state highways.
Action
Confirm the resolutions passed by the Colorado House and Senate.
Background
TC Policy Directive 1503.0 establishes a consistent statewide process regarding designation or
memorializing of highways, bridges or other highway components. The TC has the authority to
accept and approve such requests from the legislature.
Details
All legislative memorial designations allow CDOT to accept gifts, grants and donations for
the installation of these signs. As such, no state funds will be used to produce, erect or
install these signs.
House Resolution HR19-1008 designating a portion of Colorado Highway 470 in Jefferson
County as the “Dave Sanders Memorial Highway”.
House Joint Resolution HJR19-1013 designating Colorado Highway 24 in Buena Vista as the
"Corporal Sexton Memorial Highway".
House Joint Resolution HJR19-1021 designating a portion of Colorado Highway 115 in the
City of Florence as the "SFC Ray Adam Archuletta Memorial Highway”.
Attachments
Transportation Commission Resolutions
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Resolution #TC-19-X-XX
Ratifying the memorial designations of components of the state highway system as approved by the
Colorado General assembly during the 2019 Legislative Session.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission adopted Policy Directive 1503.0 to establish a consistent
statewide process regarding designation or memorializing of a highway, bridge or any other highway
component; and
WHEREAS, the Colorado General Assembly has the authority, by Act or Resolution, to approve
designations or memorializing highways, bridges, or any other components of the highway system. And,
the Transportation Commission has the authority to accept such requests from the Colorado General
Assembly; and
WHEREAS, in 2019 during the First Regular Session, of the State of Colorado’s Seventy-Second
General Assembly has adopted the following Senate Joint Resolutions and House Joint Resolution;
and
WHEREAS, during the 2019 Legislative Session the General Assembly adopted House Resolution
HR19-1008 designating a portion of Colorado Highway 470 in Jefferson County as the “Dave Sanders
Memorial Highway” recognizing his ultimate sacrifice by selflessly saving others during the Columbine
High School Massacre in 1999; and
WHEREAS, during the 2019 Legislative Session the General Assembly adopted House Joint
Resolution HJR19-1013 designating Colorado Highway 24 in Buena Vista as the "Corporal Sexton
Memorial Highway" in honor of Buena Vista’s hometown hero who gave his life in service of our nation
during World War I; and

WHEREAS, during the 2019 Legislative Session the General Assembly adopted House Joint Resolution
HJR18-1019 designating a portion of Colorado Highway 115 in the City of Florence as the "SFC Ray Adam
Archuletta Memorial Highway” for his heroism and sacrifice in the Vietnam War;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission hereby confirms House
Resolution 19-1008 and House Joint Resolutions 19-1013, and 19-1021.

_________________________________________________

______________________________

Herman Stockinger,

Date

Secretary Transportation Commission of Colorado
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Capital letters or bold & italic numbers indicate new material to be added to existing statute.
Dashes through the words indicate deletions from existing statute.
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Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the
Seventy-second General Assembly of the State of Colorado, the Senate
concurring herein:
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 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\DFFHSW
DQG H[SHQG JLIWV JUDQWV DQG GRQDWLRQV IRU WKH SXUSRVH RI WKH LQLWLDO
SODFHPHQW RI VLJQV DW 0LOH 0DUNHUV  DQG  RI &RORUDGR 6WDWH
+LJKZD\IRUWKH6)&5D\$GDP$UFKXOHWWD0HPRULDO+LJKZD\
DQG






 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\H[SORUH
DFRRSHUDWLYHDJUHHPHQWZLWKWKH%RDUGRI&RXQW\&RPPLVVLRQHUVRI
)UHPRQW&RXQW\IRUWKHPDLQWHQDQFHRIWKHPDUNLQJVIRUWKH6)&5D\
$GDP$UFKXOHWWD0HPRULDO+LJKZD\





Be It Further Resolved, 7KDWFRSLHVRIWKLV-RLQW5HVROXWLRQEHVHQW
WR /D&ROH $UFKXOHWWD DQG WKH %RDUG RI &RXQW\ &RPPLVVLRQHUV RI
)UHPRQW&RXQW\
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DOVR 6(1$725 6  'RQRYDQ%ULGJHV&RRNH&RUDP&RXUW&URZGHU
'DQLHOVRQ)HQEHUJ)LHOGV)RRWH*DUGQHU*LQDO*RQ]DOHV+LOO+LVH\
+ROEHUW /HH /XQGHHQ 0DUEOH 0RUHQR 3HWWHUVHQ 3ULROD 5DQNLQ
5RGULJXH]6FRWW6PDOOZRRG6RQQHQEHUJ6WRU\7DWH7RGG:LOOLDPV$
:LQWHU:RRGZDUG=HQ]LQJHU*DUFLD

&21&(51,1*7+('(6,*1$7,212)&2/25$'267$7(
+,*+:$<  %(7:((1 0,/( 0$5.(56  $1'  21
($&+(1'2)7+(72:12)%8(1$9,67$&2/25$'2$6
7+(&25325$/($51(67&/,))25'6(;7210(025,$/
+,*+:$<

:+(5($61RYHPEHUZDVWKHWKDQQLYHUVDU\RIWKH
HQGRI:RUOG:DU,DQG
:+(5($60DUFKLVWKHWKDQQLYHUVDU\RIWKHFUHDWLRQ
RIWKH$PHULFDQ/HJLRQDQG
:+(5($6$PHULFDQ/HJLRQ3RVWLQ%XHQD9LVWD&RORUDGRLV
QDPHG LQ KRQRU RI :RUOG :DU , YHWHUDQ &RUSRUDO (DUQHVW &OLIIRUG
6H[WRQDQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQZDVERUQLQDQGFDPHWR%XHQD
9LVWDDWWKHDJHRIWHQDQG
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:+(5($6:KHQKHZDVROGHQRXJK&RUSRUDO6H[WRQZRUNHGLQWKH
PLQHVDQGSOD\HGEDVHEDOOLQ%XHQD9LVWDDQGZDVWKHWRZQ VSLWFKHUDQG
EDVHEDOOLGRODQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQZDVLQYLWHGWRWU\RXWIRUWKH&KLFDJR
:KLWH6R[EXW:RUOG:DU,EHJDQDQG&RUSRUDO6H[WRQFKRVHLQVWHDGWR
HQOLVWLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV$UP\DQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQDVDPHPEHURIWKH+&RPSDQ\WK
,QIDQWU\KDGYROXQWHHUHG WR KHOSGHVWUR\DQHQHP\PDFKLQHJXQQHVW
DFURVVWKH0HXVH5LYHUQHDU6WHQD\)UDQFHDQG
:+(5($6 :KLOH RQ WKH PLVVLRQ &RUSRUDO 6H[WRQ ZDV NLOOHG LQ
DFWLRQRQ1RYHPEHUWZRGD\VEHIRUHWKHDUPLVWLFHRQ1RYHPEHU
DQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQDQGKLVIDPLO\DUHEXULHGLQ0W2OLYHW
&HPHWHU\LQ%XHQD9LVWDDQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQ VIXQHUDOZDVRQHRIRQO\WZRWLPHVLQ
WKHKLVWRU\RI%XHQD9LVWDWKDWHYHU\EXVLQHVVVKXWGRZQDQG
:+(5($6&RUSRUDO6H[WRQLVDZDUKHURZKRJDYHKLVOLIHIRUKLV
FRXQWU\DQGVKRXOGEHUHPHPEHUHGLQ%XHQD9LVWDQRZWKHUHIRUH
Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the Seventy-second
General Assembly of the State of Colorado, the Senate concurring herein:
 7KDWWKHSRUWLRQRI&RORUDGR6WDWH+LJKZD\EHWZHHQ0LOH
0DUNHUVDQGRQHDFKHQGRIWKHWRZQRI%XHQD9LVWD&RORUDGR
EH GHVLJQDWHG DV WKH &RUSRUDO (DUQHVW &OLIIRUG 6H[WRQ 0HPRULDO
+LJKZD\
 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\DFFHSWDQG
H[SHQG JLIWV JUDQWV DQG GRQDWLRQV IRU WKH SXUSRVH RI WKH LQLWLDO
SODFHPHQW RI VLJQV DW 0LOH 0DUNHUV  DQG  RI &RORUDGR 6WDWH
+LJKZD\  IRU WKH &RUSRUDO (DUQHVW &OLIIRUG 6H[WRQ 0HPRULDO
+LJKZD\DQG

3$*(+286(-2,175(62/87,21
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 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\H[SORUHD
FRRSHUDWLYH DJUHHPHQW ZLWK WKH %RDUG RI &RXQW\ &RPPLVVLRQHUV RI
&KDIIHH&RXQW\IRUWKHPDLQWHQDQFHRIWKHPDUNLQJVIRUWKH&RUSRUDO
(DUQHVW&OLIIRUG6H[WRQ0HPRULDO+LJKZD\
Be It Further Resolved, 7KDWFRSLHVRIWKLV-RLQW5HVROXWLRQEHVHQWWR
'DUU\O$WKHUWRQ-DQ4XLFNDQGWRWKH%RDUGRI&RXQW\&RPPLVVLRQHUV
RI&KDIIHH&RXQW\

BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
.&%HFNHU
/HUR\0*DUFLD
63($.(52)7+(+286(
35(6,'(172)
2)5(35(6(17$7,9(6
7+(6(1$7(

BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
0DULO\Q(GGLQV
&LQGL/0DUNZHOO
&+,()&/(5.2)7+(+286(
6(&5(7$5<2)
2)5(35(6(17$7,9(6
7+(6(1$7(



3$*(+286(-2,175(62/87,21
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)LUVW5HJXODU6HVVLRQ
6HYHQW\VHFRQG*HQHUDO$VVHPEO\

67$7(2)&2/25$'2

(1*5266('
//6125&DUD0HHNHU[

+5

+286(63216256+,3
1HYLOOHDQG6XOOLYDQ&XWWHU.HQQHG\/DUVRQ$UQGW%DLVOH\%HFNHU%HQDYLGH]%LUG
%RFNHQIHOG%XFN%XFNQHU%XHQWHOOR&DUDYHR&DUYHU&DWOLQ&ROHPDQ'XUDQ(VJDU
)URHOLFK *DOLQGR *DUQHWW *HLWQHU *RQ]DOHV*XWLHUUH] *UD\ +DQVHQ +HURG +RRWRQ
+XPSKUH\-DFNVRQ-DTXH]/HZLV.LSS.UDIW7KDUS/DQGJUDI/LVWRQ/RQWLQH0F&OXVNLH
0F.HDQ0F/DFKODQ0HOWRQ0LFKDHOVRQ-HQHW0XOOLFD3HOWRQ5DQVRP5LFK5REHUWV
6DLQH 6DQGULGJH 6LQJHU 6LURWD 6Q\GHU 7LWRQH 9DOGH] $ 9DOGH] ' 9DQ :LQNOH
:HLVVPDQ:LOO:LOOLDPV':LOVRQ

+RXVH&RPPLWWHHV



&21&(51,1*7+('(6,*1$7,212)$3257,212)&2/25$'267$7(



+,*+:$< %(7:((1 0,/(32676 $1' $67+( '$9(



6$1'(560(025,$/+,*+:$<





:+(5($6:LOOLDP'DYH6DQGHUVZDVDFRPSXWHUVFLHQFHDQG
EXVLQHVVWHDFKHUDW&ROXPELQH+LJK6FKRROLQ/LWWOHWRQ&RORUDGRIRU
WZHQW\ILYH\HDUVDQG




:+(5($6'DYH6DQGHUVDOVRFRDFKHGYDUVLW\EDVNHWEDOODQG
VRIWEDOODQGZDVUHFRJQL]HGDVERWKDIULHQGDQGPHQWRUDQG






:+(5($6.QRZQDVDPDQZKRZRXOGGRDQ\WKLQJLQKLVSRZHU
WRKHOSKLVIDPLO\DQGVWXGHQWV'DYH6DQGHUVGHGLFDWHGH[WUDWLPHWR
DGYLVLQJ VWXGHQWV DV ZHOO DV ZULWLQJ PDQ\ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ OHWWHUV WR
FROOHJHVDQGKHOSLQJVWXGHQWVILQGMREVDQG





:+(5($67ZHQW\\HDUVDJRRQ$SULOWZRJXQPHQ
DUULYHGDW&ROXPELQH+LJK6FKRRODQGEHJDQDQDWWDFNQRZNQRZQDVWKH
&ROXPELQH+LJK6FKRRO0DVVDFUHDQG



:+(5($6:KHQWKHJXQPHQVWDUWHGILULQJRXWVLGHWKHVFKRRO
6KDGLQJGHQRWHV+286(DPHQGPHQW'RXEOHXQGHUOLQLQJGHQRWHV6(1$7(DPHQGPHQW

Capital letters or bold & italic numbers indicate new material to be added to existing statute.
Dashes through the words indicate deletions from existing statute.
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+286(
)LQDO5HDGLQJ
0D\

+286(5(62/87,21





'DYH6DQGHUVUDQWRWKHFDIHWHULDDQGVRXQGHGWKHDODUPDQGDORQJZLWK
WZRRIWKHVFKRRO VMDQLWRUVKHOSHGJHWPRUHWKDQRQHKXQGUHGVWXGHQWVRXW
RIWKHSDWKRIGDQJHUE\KHUGLQJWKHPDZD\IURPWKHJXQPHQDQG





:+(5($6'DYH6DQGHUVWKHQFRQWLQXHGWRWKHXSVWDLUVKDOORI
WKHVFKRRODQGZDVDWWHPSWLQJWRJHWVWXGHQWVVDIHO\KLGGHQLQFODVVURRPV
ZKHQKHZDVVKRWIURPEHKLQGE\RQHRIWKHJXQPHQDQG





:+(5($67KRXJKDEOHWRJHWKLPVHOILQWRDVFLHQFHODEWRKLGH
DQGGHVSLWHWKHDVVLVWDQFHRIVWXGHQWV'DYH6DQGHUVVXFFXPEHGWRKLV
LQMXULHVEHIRUHKHOSFRXOGDUULYHDQG





:+(5($6,QWKHIDFHRIWHUURUDQGZLWKRXWUHJDUGIRUKLVRZQ
VDIHW\'DYH6DQGHUV TXLFNDFWLRQZDVDEOHWRVDYHXQWROGQXPEHUVRI
OLYHVWKDWGD\DQG





:+(5($6'DYH6DQGHUVJDYHKLVOLIHWRVDYHRWKHUVDQGLWLV
ILWWLQJWKDWZHKRQRUWKHOLIHDQGPHPRU\RIVXFKDKHURVRGHYRWHGWRKLV
VWXGHQWVIULHQGVDQGIDPLO\QRZWKHUHIRUH




Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the
Seventy-second General Assembly of the State of Colorado:





   7KDW WKH SRUWLRQ RI &RORUDGR 6WDWH +LJKZD\  EHWZHHQ
0LOHSRVWV  DQG  EH RIILFLDOO\ GHVLJQDWHG DV WKH 'DYH 6DQGHUV
0HPRULDO+LJKZD\






 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\DFFHSW
DQG H[SHQG JLIWV JUDQWV DQG GRQDWLRQV IRU WKH SXUSRVH RI WKH LQLWLDO
SODFHPHQWRIVLJQVRQ&RORUDGR6WDWH+LJKZD\DW0LOHSRVWVDQG
IRUWKH'DYH6DQGHUV0HPRULDO+LJKZD\DQG






 7KDWWKH&RORUDGR'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPD\H[SORUH
DFRRSHUDWLYHDJUHHPHQWZLWKWKH%RDUGRI&RXQW\&RPPLVVLRQHUVRI
-HIIHUVRQ &RXQW\ IRU WKH PDLQWHQDQFH RI WKH PDUNLQJV IRU WKH 'DYH
6DQGHUV0HPRULDO+LJKZD\





Be It Further Resolved, 7KDWFRSLHVRIWKLV5HVROXWLRQEHVHQWWR
*RYHUQRU -DUHG 3ROLV WKH PHPEHUV RI &RORUDGR V FRQJUHVVLRQDO
GHOHJDWLRQDQGWKH%RDUGRI&RXQW\&RPPLVVLRQHUVRI-HIIHUVRQ&RXQW\
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4201 E. Arkansas Ave., Rm. 227
Denver, CO 80222

DATE: June 19, 2019
TO:
Transporation Commission
FROM: Sophie Shulman, Chief - Office of Innovative Mobility (OIM)
David Krutsinger, Director - Division of Transit & Rail (DTR)
Rebecca White, Director - Division of Transportation Development (DTD)
RE:
SB 18-001 Multimodal Options Fund Update
Purpose
The purpose of this memo is to review the recommendation prior to a proposed consent agenda vote.
Action
Consent agenda vote on Thursday, June 20, 2019
Background
SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund. The Multimodal Options Fund has $96.75M in
dedicated revenue. Of that $96.75M, $2.5M is dedicated to the Rail Commission. The remaining $94.25M is spilt
between CDOT (15% or $14.13M) and local governments (85% or $80.12M).
The legislation directs the TC to establish a distribution formula for the local portion. The distribution formula must be
based on population and ridership. The legislation also states that recipients shall provide a match equal to the amount
of the award. However, the Transportation Commission, per legislation, may create a formula for reducing or
exempting the match requirement for local governments or agencies due to their size or any other special
circumstance. An advisory committee (“MMOF Committee”) to the TC was formed to work on and develop such
recommendations. CDOT will use its share of the funds and seek to incentivize partnership projects such as mobility
hubs.
The legislation mandates the distribution formula for the local portion be developed in consultation with the Transit
and Rail Adivsory Committee (TRAC), the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC), transit advocacy
organizations, and bicycle and pedestrian organizations. In addition to these groups, the legislation also states that the
Multimodal Options Fund should promote a complete and integrated multimodal system that benefits seniors by making
aging in place more feasible; benefits residents of rural areas by providing them with flexible public transportation
services; provides enhanced mobility for persons with disabilities; and provides safe routes to school for children.
The MMOF Committee held three meetings and developed the following general recommendations.

5% off the top (or $4 Million of $80.12) for administration, reporting, environmental/design reviews. To be
adjusted later based on actual project selection.

81% of remaining $76.12 to the five urban areas (MPOs), 19% to the ten rural planning regions (TPRs).

Two sub-allocation formulas, one urban, and the other rural, to each of the fifteen areas of the state, with
particular population and employment factors relevant to urban and rural areas.

Match “relief” or reduction to be decided at the fifteen regions (TPRs) of the state. CDOT provided data to
support that decision-making.

General expectation that minimum transit project size of $25,000, and minimum capital project size of
$150,000 would be observed for project selections, with resonable bundling of smaller projects encouraged to
reach these minimums.
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Details
Administrative Set-Aside
Based on CDOT and the experience of many local agencies, simple projects such as the purchase of transit buses have wellestablished procurement processes and existing bus price-agreements, requiring relatively little staff time or oversight time
to make them happen, estimated at about 2%. In contrast, larger construction projects typically take time to go through
environmental clearances / permitting, construction bidding, and then construction itself. This process, if on a Federal
Highway, often requires 20% of the total project cost to deliver. Sidewalks and bike paths are somewhere in the middle.
The administrative set-aside anticipated a range of projects between 2% and 20%, with an estimate that the “average”
project might require 5%. The MMOF Committee agreed to 5% set-aside, with the expectation that the amount would be
revisited after projects had been selected in each of the fifteen TPRs.
Urban & Rural Allocations
The sources and definition of the data used in the analysis are shown in Table 1. The raw data are shown in Table 2. Note
that the transit agency “Revenue Miles” was the indicator measure with the proportional distribution most favoring the
rural areas of the state. There was a great deal of compromise in using this one indicator measure as the basis for the
urban-rural share definition. It recognizes the fact that many urban residents travel to the rural areas of the state to visit
family, to recreate, and to obtain some goods and services. Table 3 is the recommended allocation for all 15 regions.
Table 1: Sources and Definitions of Data Used in the Analysis
Distribution Formula Factors
Category
Criteria
Population 2016
Employment
Disadvantaged Population
Population

School Aged Children
Bike Crashes
Pedestrian Crashes
Vehicle Access
Revenue Miles

Data
2016 Population estimates
2016 jobs count estimates
2016 population est. - Senior,
Disability, and/or Low-income
2016 Population aged 5-18 years, by
county
Total crashes involving a bicycle,
2008-2017, by county
Total crashes involving a pedestrian,
2008-2017, by county
2016 est. Households w/zero
vehicles
2016 Vehicle Revenue Miles (NTD)

MEASURE:
Percent of state's Population
Percent of state's jobs
Percent of state's population that is
Disabled, Senior and/or Low-income

INDICATOR FOR:
Need
Need
Need

Percent of School-aged population

Need

Percent of Bike crashes

Safety

Percent of Pedestrian crashes

Safety

Percent of state's zero-vehicle households
Percent of Total Revenue Miles

Need, Demand
Transit Demand

Ridership
Unlinked Trips
Other

2016 Unlinked Passenger Trips (NTD) Percent of Total unlinked passenger trips
Percent of population adjusted by the
Household Affordability "Burden" Percent of Household income
relative Household Affordability (HA)
(pop adjusted by relative %
required for housing & transportation burden;
housing & trans costs)
costs, by county
Pop x HA/statewide mean

Transit Demand

Need/economy

Table 2: Raw Data Used in the Analysis
Raw Data
Household Affordabiilty
"Population-Burden"
SW mean of 58.6%

TPR Name
Pop 2016
Jobs
Pikes Peak Area
681,469
220,448
Denver Area
3,194,552 1,423,872
North Front Range
494,257
177,374
Pueblo Area
164,447
51,821
Grand Valley
150,258
57,501
Eastern
83,711
22,588
Southeast
45,877
12,879
San Luis Valley
65,282
19,928
Gunnison Valley
101,461
32,100
Southwest
96,918
34,712
Intermountain
168,963
76,758
Northwest
60,750
25,432
Upper Front Range
105,196
30,653
Central Front Range
100,483
22,255
South Central
20,616
5,972
Total Statewide 5,534,240 2,214,293
Rural Share
Urban Share

TOP

15.3%
84.7%

12.8%
87.2%

Zero
Revenue
Unlinked
Disadv Pop vehicles
Miles
Trips Bike Crash
176,509
22,092
4,038,002
3,372,415
1,023
793,646 139,306 63,897,171 103,706,782
9,018
137,776
16,198
4,289,976
4,996,971
1,773
66,761
10,710
1,087,426
924,304
351
54,280
6,324
968,921
792,946
459
25,572
3,306
68,869
36,282
30
19,765
2,180
116,227
41,717
17
27,824
3,588
72,866
10,551
66
39,206
4,214
4,601,273
3,454,368
143
31,235
1,986
1,135,382
531,895
30
37,313
3,768
7,204,028
8,233,278
375
15,178
1,700
1,089,777
1,660,293
91
32,252
3,154
945,211
122,673
255
34,846
2,834
2,099,140
987,255
95
9,144
1,666
145,790
29,072
11
1,501,307 223,026 91,760,059 128,900,802
13,737
18.1%
81.9%

12.7%
87.3%

19.0%
81.0%

11.7%
88.3%

8.1%
91.9%

[%income]
Pedestrian School Aged
relative burden
Crash
Children
(adjusted pop)
1,065
135,618 [48.3%] .82 (562,078)
10,699
572,799 [45.8%] .78 (2,498,285)
718
94,855 [48.1%] .82 (405,773)
443
30,403 [58.2%] .99 (163,369)
291
27,827 [55.3%] .94 (141,683)
51
14,274 [60.0%] 1.02 (85,727)
25
8,080 [67.4%] 1.15 (52,799)
55
11,837 [64.4%] 1.10 (71,736)
104
17,608 [60.8%] 1.04 (105,264)
56
8,731 [57.5%] .98 (95,073)
377
35,743 [51.8%] .88 (149,323)
73
10,898 [51.2%] .87 (53,110)
141
21,335 [50.4%] .86 (90,457)
115
15,163 [55.0%] .94 (94,228)
29
3,120 [64.3%] 1.10 (22,625)
14,242
1,008,292
7.2%
92.8%

14.6%
85.4%
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Pop 2016
TPR Name
12.3%
Pikes Peak Area
57.7%
Denver Area
8.9%
Urban North Front Range
3.0%
Pueblo Area
Grand Valley
2.7%
1.5%
Eastern
0.8%
Southeast
1.2%
San Luis Valley
1.8%
Gunnison Valley
1.8%
Southwest
Rural
3.1%
Intermountain
1.1%
Northwest
1.9%
Upper Front Range
1.8%
Central Front Range
South Central
0.4%
100.0%
Total
20.0%
Urban Formula wt
20.0%
Rural Formula wt

Zero
Disadv Pop vehicles
Jobs
9.9%
11.8%
10.0%
62.5%
52.9%
64.3%
7.3%
9.2%
8.0%
4.8%
4.4%
2.3%
2.8%
3.6%
2.6%
1.5%
1.7%
1.0%
1.0%
1.3%
0.6%
1.6%
1.9%
0.9%
1.9%
2.6%
1.4%
0.9%
2.1%
1.6%
1.7%
2.5%
3.5%
0.8%
1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
2.1%
1.4%
1.3%
2.3%
1.0%
0.7%
0.6%
0.3%
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Revenue
Miles
4.4%
69.6%
4.7%
1.2%
1.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
5.0%
1.2%
7.9%
1.2%
1.0%
2.3%
0.2%
100.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Pedestrian School Aged
Unlinked
Children
Crash
Bike Crash
Trips
13.5%
7.5%
7.4%
2.6%
56.8%
75.1%
65.6%
80.5%
9.4%
5.0%
12.9%
3.9%
3.0%
3.1%
2.6%
0.7%
2.8%
2.0%
3.3%
0.6%
1.4%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%
0.8%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
1.2%
0.4%
0.5%
0.0%
1.7%
0.7%
1.0%
2.7%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.4%
3.5%
2.6%
2.7%
6.4%
1.1%
0.5%
0.7%
1.3%
2.1%
1.0%
1.9%
0.1%
1.5%
0.8%
0.7%
0.8%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
5.0%
5.0%
10.0%

40,347,649
11,621,234
8,285,226
13,061,567
2,798,324
4,006,000

100.0%
53.0%
15.3%
10.9%
17.2%
3.7%
N/A
10.0%
CDOT Region 1
CDOT Region 2
CDOT Region 3
CDOT Region 4
CDOT Region 5
Administrative

$
$
$
$
$
$

Allocation$
$6,865,226
$45,292,984
$5,591,491
$2,128,884
$1,773,755
$1,031,838
$664,017
$961,989
$2,355,869
$1,247,368
$3,751,566
$993,003
$1,492,904
$1,617,326
$345,780
$76,114,000
Alloc%
9.5%
62.4%
7.7%
2.9%
2.4%
1.1%
0.7%
1.0%
2.5%
1.3%
3.9%
1.0%
1.6%
1.7%
0.4%
100.0%

Household Affordability
"Population-Burden"
(pop adjusted by
relative % housing &
trans costs)
12.2%
54.4%
8.8%
3.6%
3.1%
1.9%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.1%
3.3%
1.2%
2.0%
2.1%
0.5%
100.0%

Table 3: Recommended Allocation by Transportation Planning Region

SubAllocations
The urban areas (MPOs) wanted funds allocated with 20% based on population, and 10% each based on all the other
factors listed in Table 3, but not inclusive of the “affordability” data. The rural areas did not see jobs as being as
relevant a factor, but did include “affordability” as a factor due to the high cost of housing in resort counties. Bicycle
and pedestrian crash data were de-emphasized, compared to the urban formula, because there is less total data,
and of the total, less reliable data in rural areas. The previously mentioned Table 3 shows the conclusions for each
TPR, and the MMOF Committee agreed to these amounts.
Match Relief
Most of the available data to analyze need, poverty vs. wealth, ability to pay, disadvantaged, and similar factors
are available at the County level. See Table 4. While there are some truly poor & deserving Counties, the Committee
for the Multimodal Option Fund discussion felt that many of the “need” and “ability to pay” distinctions might occur
at the city/town level, and would be less likely compelling at the County Level. Further some of the “deserving
counties” are clustered in single TPRs, which meant at the TPR level “need” and “ability to pay” could be rendered
useless for making decisions within TPRs. Some “wealthy” counties would, similarly, be skewed by towns that are
wealthy within them, while many other parts of such counties, if taken alone, might easily be as “deserving” as
nearby counties. Fixing the inconsistencies and vagaries of the data could easily take many more months to resolve,
which would, in turn, delay the distribution of the funds. Finally some TPRs/MPOs have already done a call for
projects, anticipating these MMOF funds, so formulizing the match relief decision appeared to be moot and irrelevant
for about 50 percent of the dollars. Given all of these reasons, the MMOF Committee recommended that match relief
be delegated to the TPR decision makers themselves. The legal opinion from the Colorado Attorney General’s office,
however, was that the CDOT Transportation Commission may not delegate such a decision. The formula is therefore:
Eligibility
 Counties of 50,000 or smaller population (as of 2015), and poverty rate of 12% (median) or higher; or
 Cities/Towns of 20,000 or smaller population (as of 2015), and poverty rate of 12% (median) or higher; or
 A County or City/Town which meets the population threshold of either of the above, but not the poverty
threshold, but can document other extraordinary circumstances (some other indicator of high need or highly
disadvantaged population)
Decision Approved by Transportation Commission
Transportation Planning Region decisions which intend to award such match relief must also have the match relief
decisions for those projects approved by the CDOT Transportation Commission.
Minimum Project Size
The discussion on project size revolved around the ease of administration and reporting for the funding. CDOT is
responsible for reporting on how the funding is spent, in all cases. By simple math, if many small projects of $10,000
were awarded, the number of projects could be overwhelming ($81 Million x 100 projects per Million$ = 8,100
projects). Limiting the funds to only large projects of half a million or more ($0.5 M  162 projects), especially with
match requirements, ran the risk of biasing the distribution of funds toward wealthier cities, counties, or transit
agencies, and disadvantaging smaller ones. Members of the Committee argued that while there are expensive
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects, a $0.5 Million minimum size would have obstructed the implementation of
many worthy projects of smaller size: buying a single transit van ($40,000 - 80,000 each), repairing
pedestrian/wheelchair ramps ($6,000 each), striping bicycle lanes ($5,000 to $10,000 per mile), and so forth. The
compromise position was to set the minimums at $25,000 for transit (existing and accepted CDOT standard for transit
pass-through funding) and $150,000 for infrastructure projects, with bundled projects strongly encouraged. Thus
maybe 15 miles of bike lanes in a county or region is bundled as a single $150,000 contract. This compromise position
was helped by the administrative set-aside above. If there are a high number of projects or the projects require lots
of environmental clearance work, the administrative percentage could go up. If the projects are bundled, ready-togo, and don’t require as much environmental work, then less administrative set-aside might be required.
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Table 4: Economic Need/Risk Factors and Match “Relief” Data

Population
Change

County
MIN
1st Quartile
2nd Quartile
3rd Quartile
MAX
Adams County
Alamosa County
Arapahoe County
Archuleta County
Baca County
Bent County
Boulder County
Broomfield County
Chaffee County
Cheyenne County
Clear Creek County
Conejos County
Costilla County
Crowley County
Custer County
Delta County
Denver County
Dolores County
Douglas County
Eagle County
Elbert County
El Paso County
Fremont County
Garfield County
Gilpin County
Grand County
Gunnison County
Hinsdale County
Huerfano County
Jackson County
Jefferson County
Kiowa County
Kit Carson County
Lake County
La Plata County
Larimer County
Las Animas County
Lincoln County
Logan County
Mesa County
Mineral County
Moffat County
Montezuma County
Montrose County
Morgan County
Otero County
Ouray County
Park County
Phillips County
Pitkin County
Prowers County
Pueblo County
Rio Blanco County
Rio Grande County
Routt County
Saguache County
San Juan County
San Miguel County
Sedgwick County
Summit County
Teller County
Washington County
Weld County
Yuma County
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(1990-2017)
SDO
-1.0%
0.2%
1.2%
2.3%
6.5%
2.4%
0.7%
1.8%
3.4%
-0.9%
-0.6%
1.3%
2.8%
1.7%
-1.0%
0.8%
0.3%
0.6%
0.0%
3.3%
1.4%
1.5%
1.2%
6.5%
3.4%
3.6%
2.2%
1.2%
2.6%
2.5%
2.4%
2.0%
1.7%
0.3%
-0.5%
1.0%
-0.7%
0.0%
0.9%
2.1%
2.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.3%
1.8%
1.1%
0.5%
1.2%
2.0%
0.9%
-0.4%
2.7%
3.4%
0.1%
1.3%
-0.4%
1.1%
0.2%
0.2%
2.1%
1.4%
-0.1%
2.9%
-0.6%
3.2%
2.5%
0.0%
3.2%
0.4%

Pop. change
Labor Force
Age
(2010-17)
SDO
-4.6%
-1.1%
0.3%
1.4%
4.9%
1.6%
0.8%
1.5%
1.4%
1.9%
-1.6%
0.3%
3.3%
1.1%
1.4%
-1.4%
0.5%
4.9%
-2.0%
1.7%
-1.4%
2.3%
-0.9%
0.0%
0.8%
1.1%
1.2%
-3.4%
-0.8%
-1.1%
0.0%
1.5%
1.0%
-1.6%
-1.5%
1.6%
1.3%
-1.9%
2.7%
0.1%
1.9%
-2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
-0.7%
3.9%
-1.4%
0.2%
-1.0%
-0.2%
-0.1%
-3.1%
0.4%
-1.9%
-1.6%
0.0%
-0.1%
-4.6%
-1.5%
1.3%
2.3%
-0.2%
-1.1%
-0.6%
4.3%
0.5%
0.2%
3.0%
0.6%

*
Single Large
Employer
(in 2017)
QCEW
1.8%
5.2%
7.5%
11.6%
29.0%
4.0%
7.1%
2.4%
5.8%
18.1%
21.8%
5.4%
5.8%
5.7%
8.4%
11.1%
12.8%
20.7%
28.0%
9.8%
9.3%
2.6%
16.8%
6.4%
7.7%
10.1%
1.8%
15.1%
4.3%
20.2%
11.2%
6.3%
13.5%
22.3%
9.4%
4.9%
18.4%
5.1%
16.0%
3.3%
5.1%
5.2%
14.6%
9.6%
5.0%
29.0%
7.3%
4.8%
5.9%
16.8%
5.4%
4.9%
9.2%
9.2%
4.4%
5.4%
4.7%
5.7%
6.1%
7.7%
8.8%
8.0%
10.7%
15.3%
6.0%
5.5%
10.7%
3.2%
4.7%

INDICATORS
*
*
*
Local
Agriculture % Employment %Bachelors+
%Poverty
Government of total emp
Growth
+
Graduated
Total
Emp Share
%65+
Match
(in 2017)
(in 2017)
(2002-17)
ACS13-17
ACS13-17 Percentile
Rank
QCEW
SDO
SDO
and SDOV17
3.7%
0.0%
-23.8%
9.5%
15.0%
0%
12.0%
1.1%
0.5%
20.0%
25.5%
25%
0%
17.4%
5.8%
10.9%
26.5%
31.1%
50% 10%-40%
25.0%
15.8%
19.2%
41.2%
38.4%
75%
50%
57.6%
47.2%
81.2%
60.4%
57.0%
100%
50%
9.1%
0.8%
46.8%
22.4%
22.3%
90.4%
50.0%
12.3%
7.8%
9.6%
25.8%
41.3%
46.0%
40.0%
8.7%
0.2%
22.5%
40.7%
22.6%
98.4%
50.0%
17.9%
5.4%
21.9%
34.9%
36.9%
69.8%
50.0%
57.6%
35.1%
-6.8%
21.8%
44.6%
3.1%
0.0%
38.5%
17.6%
-23.8%
9.5%
42.2%
0.0%
0.0%
9.1%
0.5%
18.4%
59.3%
26.7%
82.5%
50.0%
3.7%
0.1%
53.7%
52.5%
18.4%
100.0%
50.0%
18.4%
2.5%
25.8%
34.4%
34.2%
68.2%
50.0%
39.7%
31.8%
-0.5%
23.3%
31.6%
25.3%
0.0%
17.3%
0.3%
0.6%
44.6%
26.0%
52.3%
50.0%
34.2%
21.1%
3.8%
18.3%
40.1%
14.2%
0.0%
37.5%
25.3%
24.2%
20.0%
57.0%
31.7%
10.0%
16.2%
20.4%
0.6%
10.2%
38.1%
4.7%
0.0%
19.8%
10.3%
0.3%
29.4%
46.6%
44.4%
30.0%
24.4%
10.0%
10.1%
19.6%
41.6%
28.5%
0.0%
7.9%
0.2%
19.5%
45.7%
26.8%
96.8%
50.0%
39.2%
21.8%
8.3%
20.3%
39.3%
12.6%
0.0%
10.6%
0.8%
81.2%
57.5%
15.0%
93.6%
50.0%
9.3%
0.7%
22.1%
45.0%
18.5%
85.7%
50.0%
25.0%
13.3%
12.9%
32.8%
20.6%
63.4%
50.0%
10.0%
0.4%
20.1%
36.6%
23.5%
92.0%
50.0%
12.9%
3.0%
1.5%
16.4%
36.9%
33.3%
10.0%
17.0%
2.0%
30.1%
29.1%
21.8%
79.3%
50.0%
8.6%
0.6%
-11.2%
34.4%
21.4%
58.7%
50.0%
15.3%
3.0%
11.7%
37.2%
29.9%
57.1%
50.0%
15.3%
2.5%
15.9%
52.6%
26.8%
77.7%
50.0%
29.2%
5.5%
-3.7%
40.9%
40.8%
38.0%
20.0%
23.2%
13.0%
-13.5%
26.0%
45.8%
6.3%
0.0%
19.4%
24.1%
0.7%
19.1%
35.5%
9.5%
0.0%
9.5%
0.3%
14.5%
42.2%
23.9%
84.1%
50.0%
46.2%
47.2%
12.1%
20.2%
34.4%
11.1%
0.0%
24.5%
23.1%
-3.6%
13.8%
30.5%
19.0%
0.0%
25.0%
0.4%
19.7%
30.9%
26.6%
61.9%
50.0%
15.2%
2.7%
22.6%
43.0%
26.1%
80.9%
50.0%
9.2%
1.0%
30.7%
45.3%
27.6%
87.3%
50.0%
20.1%
8.4%
-8.1%
18.9%
40.8%
17.4%
0.0%
27.1%
14.5%
1.1%
13.7%
32.1%
22.2%
0.0%
13.7%
9.7%
-6.3%
16.7%
33.7%
36.5%
20.0%
9.6%
2.9%
18.9%
26.1%
34.3%
66.6%
50.0%
16.9%
3.6%
19.0%
42.5%
44.6%
53.9%
50.0%
15.5%
7.5%
0.2%
18.9%
25.1%
39.6%
20.0%
24.3%
6.5%
6.2%
27.0%
38.1%
49.2%
40.0%
17.6%
6.0%
13.9%
23.8%
40.2%
47.6%
40.0%
14.5%
9.8%
9.6%
16.1%
24.8%
41.2%
30.0%
19.1%
8.5%
-10.9%
17.1%
42.8%
23.8%
0.0%
19.2%
6.8%
33.9%
54.5%
37.2%
65.0%
50.0%
28.0%
3.5%
13.8%
30.5%
26.0%
60.3%
50.0%
34.1%
26.9%
6.0%
20.4%
30.5%
15.8%
0.0%
13.6%
0.7%
6.6%
60.4%
25.6%
73.0%
50.0%
22.8%
15.3%
-16.7%
15.4%
35.5%
20.6%
0.0%
10.9%
1.5%
12.1%
21.2%
37.9%
55.5%
50.0%
33.9%
12.6%
0.9%
21.8%
26.9%
30.1%
10.0%
15.6%
23.1%
-5.2%
22.6%
37.8%
26.9%
0.0%
10.3%
3.6%
13.0%
49.4%
25.3%
76.1%
50.0%
29.4%
32.0%
0.6%
25.5%
42.9%
34.9%
10.0%
19.1%
0.0%
11.8%
28.4%
27.9%
50.7%
50.0%
14.3%
1.5%
16.5%
55.1%
24.1%
74.6%
50.0%
40.0%
32.0%
-3.3%
19.8%
43.2%
1.5%
0.0%
10.5%
0.3%
17.4%
49.9%
23.3%
95.2%
50.0%
15.4%
1.2%
12.2%
32.6%
28.3%
71.4%
50.0%
36.1%
34.0%
-9.4%
16.0%
30.0%
7.9%
0.0%
11.3%
4.7%
46.3%
26.8%
23.1%
88.8%
50.0%
23.4%
32.1%
7.9%
21.4%
33.2%
42.8%
30.0%
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Policy Options
1. Accept the recommendations of the MMOF Committee and approve the distribution process. This is the staff
recommendation, and is also supported by a review of the STAC and TRAC.
2. Largely accept the recommendations of the MMOF Committee, with minor supporting and/or clarifying language.
This runs the risk of overriding some of the work done by the MMOF Committee.
3. Refer questions back to the MMOF Committee and delay the approval of the funding. This would not run the risk
of overriding the work done by the MMOF Committee, but would delay the distribution of the funds by at least
several months. Not recommended.
Next Steps

TC Meeting vote on Consent Agenda, or if Policy Option #2, with additional discussion.

If approved, CDOT would begin the contracting process to get the funds flowing for selected projects.

If approved, for areas where the call-for-projects has not been completed, CDOT Engineering Region Staff,
and/or other CDOT staff, would facilitate the call-for-project process.
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Resolution #TC-19-X-XX
Approving the distribution of local pass-through SB 18-001 Multi-Modal Transportation Options Fund
monies to be administered by CDOT Staff.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund with $80.12
Million of that fund specified as pass-through monies for projects selected by local governments; and
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 required consultation with consultation with the Transit and Rail Advisory
Committee (TRAC), the Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC), transit advocacy
organizations, and bicycle and pedestrian organizations in developing a distribution; and
WHEREAS, SB 18-001 requires a local match equal to the amount of the award, excepting
that Transportation Commission may create a formula for reducing or exempting the match
requirement for local governments or agencies due to their size or any other special
circumstances; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission agreed to a MMOF Committee comprised of the
consultative representatives; and
WHEREAS, the MMOF Committee did work to recommend, by consensus, a distribution
methodology for the local portion, as required by law to be based on population and ridership; and

WHEREAS, the STAC and TRAC members did further review the work of the MMOF Committee and agree
that the MMOF Committee’s recommendation was sound; and
WHEREAS, Transit & Intermodal Committee (T&I) of the Transportation Commission did also have a brief
opportunity to review the recommendations at the May 2019 meeting; and
WHEREAS, Transportation Commission did also review this information further at a workshop of the whole
on June 19th 2019 meeting;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the distribution of $80.12 Million is guided by a formula
reserving approximately 5% ($4 Million) for administration, oversight, and reporting purposes, and 81% ($61.65
M) is thereafter is allocated to the five urbanized metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and 19% ($14.46
M) is also thereafter allocated to the ten rural transportation planning regions (TPRs).
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission approved suballocation formulas among MPOs to MPOs, and among TPRs to TPRs, attached;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Transportation Commission, allows MPOs and
TPRs to consider match relief for counties under 50,000 population, or individual cities/towns under 20,000
population, and for which poverty is 12% (median) or higher; OR meeting those population criteria, some other
extraordinary need/disadvantage can be clearly shown, AND all such match relief recommendations are ultimately
approved by the Transportation Commission.
_________________________________________________

______________________________

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado

Date
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Pop 2016
TPR Name
12.3%
Pikes Peak Area
57.7%
Denver Area
8.9%
Urban North Front Range
3.0%
Pueblo Area
Grand Valley
2.7%
1.5%
Eastern
0.8%
Southeast
1.2%
San Luis Valley
1.8%
Gunnison Valley
1.8%
Southwest
Rural
3.1%
Intermountain
1.1%
Northwest
1.9%
Upper Front Range
1.8%
Central Front Range
South Central
0.4%
100.0%
Total
20.0%
Urban Formula wt
20.0%
Rural Formula wt

Zero
Disadv Pop vehicles
Jobs
9.9%
11.8%
10.0%
62.5%
52.9%
64.3%
7.3%
9.2%
8.0%
4.8%
4.4%
2.3%
2.8%
3.6%
2.6%
1.5%
1.7%
1.0%
1.0%
1.3%
0.6%
1.6%
1.9%
0.9%
1.9%
2.6%
1.4%
0.9%
2.1%
1.6%
1.7%
2.5%
3.5%
0.8%
1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
2.1%
1.4%
1.3%
2.3%
1.0%
0.7%
0.6%
0.3%
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Revenue
Miles
4.4%
69.6%
4.7%
1.2%
1.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
5.0%
1.2%
7.9%
1.2%
1.0%
2.3%
0.2%
100.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Pedestrian School Aged
Unlinked
Children
Crash
Bike Crash
Trips
13.5%
7.5%
7.4%
2.6%
56.8%
75.1%
65.6%
80.5%
9.4%
5.0%
12.9%
3.9%
3.0%
3.1%
2.6%
0.7%
2.8%
2.0%
3.3%
0.6%
1.4%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%
0.8%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
1.2%
0.4%
0.5%
0.0%
1.7%
0.7%
1.0%
2.7%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.4%
3.5%
2.6%
2.7%
6.4%
1.1%
0.5%
0.7%
1.3%
2.1%
1.0%
1.9%
0.1%
1.5%
0.8%
0.7%
0.8%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
10.0%
5.0%
5.0%
10.0%

Allocation by Transportation Planning Region

40,347,649
11,621,234
8,285,226
13,061,567
2,798,324
4,006,000

100.0%
53.0%
15.3%
10.9%
17.2%
3.7%
N/A
10.0%
CDOT Region 1
CDOT Region 2
CDOT Region 3
CDOT Region 4
CDOT Region 5
Administrative

$
$
$
$
$
$

Allocation$
$6,865,226
$45,292,984
$5,591,491
$2,128,884
$1,773,755
$1,031,838
$664,017
$961,989
$2,355,869
$1,247,368
$3,751,566
$993,003
$1,492,904
$1,617,326
$345,780
$76,114,000
Alloc%
9.5%
62.4%
7.7%
2.9%
2.4%
1.1%
0.7%
1.0%
2.5%
1.3%
3.9%
1.0%
1.6%
1.7%
0.4%
100.0%

Household Affordability
"Population-Burden"
(pop adjusted by
relative % housing &
trans costs)
12.2%
54.4%
8.8%
3.6%
3.1%
1.9%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.1%
3.3%
1.2%
2.0%
2.1%
0.5%
100.0%

2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204-2305

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

June 15, 2019
Transportation Commission
David Krutsinger, Director – Divison of Transit & Rail
Amtrak Southwest Chief – BUILD Grant Application Match Request - $1 M

Purpose: Finish the job to replace the old track, and maintain Amtrak Southwest Chief service in Colorado.
Action: Request approval for $1 Million in CDOT funds towards this grant, with nearly $8 Million in matching funds
from other entities.
Background
The Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development, or BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant program,
provides a unique opportunity for the USDOT to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise to achieve
national objectives. Previously known as Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery, or TIGER
discretionary grants, Congress has dedicated nearly $7.1 billion for ten rounds of National Infrastructure Investments
to fund projects that have a significant local or regional impact. This BUILD grant opportunity will be the 11th such
opportunity. Colorado has participated with Kansas, New Mexico, Amtrak, and BNSF Railway to proactively pursue
grant funding opportunities to keep the Amtrak Southwest Chief Service in Colorado.
Details
BNSF and Amtrak identified in 2011, that to keep the Amtrak Southwest Chief train operating through rural western
Kansas, southeastern Colorado, and Northern New Mexico, it would take $100 Million in one-time capital and $100
million in on-going maintenance costs. BNSF agreed to assume responsibility for the $100 Million in on-going
maintenance costs, and Amtrak to continue the service if one-time capital costs could be paid for. A relationship of
over 35 city, town, county, state, federal, and private partners has been successful in obtaining $75.3 Million toward
that goal. This BUILD grant, if successful, would finish the job. If successful, CDOT will have expended $4 Million, to
receive a $100 Million benefit, and a commitment that the train will operate for the next 20 years.
Grant
Program

Year
Offered

CDOT
Match

TIGER VI

2014

TIGER VII
TIGER IX

2015
2017

Total to Date
BUILD Grant
Request

TOP

2019

Federal
Amount
Granted
$12.5 M

Total
Project
Size
$24.3 M

Miles
of
Track
48

Number of
Crossings

Year
Completed

$1 M

Other
Partner’s
Match
$10.8 M

12

2016

$1 M
$1 M

$8.2 M
$9.6 M

$15.2 M
$16.0 M

$24.4 M
$26.6 M

61
29

13
24

2018
2020 est.

$3 M

$28.6 M

$43.7

$75.3

138

49

2016-2020

$1 M
proposed

$9 M
proposed

$15 M
proposed

$25 M

22

18

2022
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Key Benefits
Improve the efficiency of freight & passenger rail service through southern / southeastern Colorado, and connecting
to markets/destinations, in adjacent states of Kansas & New Mexico, and longer-distance connections to Los Angeles
and Chicago. Improve the safety and efficiency of operations of rural Colorado roads crossing the railroad.
BNSF Railway is covering the costs for a consultant to assemble the application.
Next Steps

Support the City of Trinidad with information

Submit the application by July 15, 2019

Await award announcements, expected Fall 2019
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Resolution #TC-19-X-XX
Instructing the Department to submit applications for projects under the USDOT 2019 BUILD
Discretionary Grant program and support priority projects submitted by other Colorado applicants.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
WHEREAS, the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2019 includes a $900 million authorization for National
Infrastructure Investments, referred to by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) as BUILD
Discretionary Grants; and
WHEREAS, a Notice of Funding Availability was issued by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) on April 23 for the Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development, or ‘‘BUILD
Transportation grants,” program for federal FY 2019; and
WHEREAS, applications for the BUILD Transportation grants program are due to the U.S.
Secretary of Transportation on July 15, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the USDOT's consideration of BUILD Transportation grant applications will be based on state
of good repair, economic competitiveness, quality of life, environmental sustainability, and safety as primary
selection criteria; and
WHEREAS, the USDOT’s consideration of BUILD Transportation grant applications will also give special
consideration to projects which emphasize improved access to reliable, safe, and affordable transportation for
communities in rural areas;

WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) staff evaluated and analyzed potential
projects for the Department to submit under the BUILD Transportation grant program; and
WHEREAS, the BUILD Transportation grant application for the Amtrak Southwest Chief project will be led
and submitted by the City of Trinidad;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, CDOT will submit its DOT-led applications for highway safety
projects statewide, and also financially support this rural application by Trinidad;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Commission commits to providing up to $1
million of state match from available SB 267 funds for a local grant application to enhance the viability
of the SW Chief Amtrak line in Colorado. The funds will be allocated to the project if the grant application
is successful.

_________________________________________________

______________________________

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado

Date
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:
Purpose

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JEFF SUDMEIER, CDOT CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JUNE 20, 2019
STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK (SIB) INTEREST RATE RECOMMENDATION FOR THE FIRST HALF
OF FY 2019-2020

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize information related to proposed changes to the State
Infrastructure Bank interest rate for loans originating in the first half of State fiscal year 2019-2020, and the
origination fee schedule for fiscal year 2019-2020.
Action
The Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF) requests that the Transportation Commission maintain the
interest rate at 3.25% for loans originating in FY 2019-2020 Q1/Q2, and maintain the recommended
origination fee schedule detailed in the memorandum.
Background
SIB Loan Rates: The State Infrastructure Bank (SIB), established in 43-1-113.5(3) CRS. Rule V. Article 2 of 2CCR
605-1, requires that the Transportation Commission set bi-annual interest rates for SIB Loans. Established
rates over the past 18 months have been:
FY 2017-2018 Q3/Q4: 2.50%

FY 2018-19 Q1/Q2: 3.00%

FY 2018-19 Q3/Q4: 3.25%

Origination Fee Schedule: Rule V, Article 3 of 2 CCR 605-1 outlines the following origination fee schedule to
be maintained for the current fiscal year as adopted by the Transportation Commission. The TC may at their
discretion apply the fee, the maximum of:
•
•
•
•

1.00% for loan proceeds up to $1 million
0.75% on the loan proceeds over $1 million up to $2.5 million
0.50% on the loan proceeds over $2.5 million up to $5 million
0.25% on the loan proceeds over $5 million

Rate Recommendations/Interest Rate Outlook for US Treasury Market
The market consensus and the Department’s financial advisor’s projections of the US Treasury market are used
in conjunction to determine the SIB interest rate. Based on the projected 10-year US Treasury market rate, as
detailed in Table 2, the Department’s recommendation is to maintain the interest rate at 3.25%.
This recommendation is based on the following data trends:
• Federal funds rate hike in March 2018 from 1.50% to 1.75%
• Federal funds rate hike in June 2018 from 1.75% to 2.00%
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•
•
•

Federal funds rate hike in September 2018 from 2.00% to 2.25%
Market consensus expects an additional Fed rate hike in December 2018
Federal Reserve is generally inclined to keep rates neutral, as opposed to cutting them as some
had predicted earlier in the year.
Table 1: Federal Funds Projections

Table 2: Treasury Yield Curve Projections

Options and Recommendation
1. Maintain the interest rate of 3.25% for all SIB loans originating in FY 2019-2020 Q1/Q2, and maintain the
recommended origination fee schedule for all loans during the same period. Staff Recommendation
2. Adopt a new interest rate, per TC guidance.
3. Deny the recommended SIB loan interest rate, request additional staff analysis, and/or delay approval
consideration for a future month.
Next Steps
If approved as recommended, Department Staff will apply the approved interest rate and origination fee
schedule to all SIB loans originating in the first half of FY 2019-2020.
Attachments:
Attachment A: Proposed SIB Rate Resolution
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Resolution # TC-19-06-XX
Resolution to adopt proposed changes to the State Infrastructure Bank interest rate for loans
originating in the first half of State fiscal year 2019-2020, and the origination fee schedule for
fiscal year 2019-2020.
Approved by the Transportation Commission on (Insert Date).
WHEREAS, the Colorado State Infrastructure Bank (bank) is a transportation investment bank
with the ability to make loans to public and private entities for the formation of public
transportation projects within the state; and
WHEREAS, 43-1-113.5 CRS establishes certain provisions for the bank and established within
the bank, a highway account, a transit account, an aviation account and a rail account; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission has adopted rules, pursuant to 43- 1-113.5 CRS,
regarding the eligibility requirements, disbursement of funds, interest rates, and repayments of
loans from the bank; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to 2CCR 605-1 (rule 5) the Transportation Commission is required to set
the bank’s interest rate on loans no later than June 30, of each year for loans originating during the
ensuing months of July, August, September, October, November, and December of the next fiscal
year; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to 2CCR 605-1 (rule 5) the Transportation Commission is required to set
the bank’s interest rate on loans no later than December 31, of each year for loans originating
during the ensuing months of January, February, March, April, May, June of the fiscal year; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to 2CCR 605-1 (rule 5) the Transportation Commission is, at their
discretion, able to apply the origination fee schedule on loans originating during Resolution period;
and
WHEREAS, pursuant to 2CCR 605-1 (rule 5) the Transportation Commission adopted the Rule’s
established origination fee for all loans originating in State fiscal year 2019-2020 based on the
following schedule: the fee shall be a maximum of: 1.00% for loan proceeds up to $1 million, 3/4th
a percent on loan proceeds over $1 million and up to $2.5 million, one-half percent on the amount
of loan proceeds over $2.5 million and up to $5 million, and one quarter percent on the amount of
loan proceeds over $5 million; and
WHEREAS, based on current market conditions, the Division of Accounting and Finance (DAF)
has recommended an interest rate remain at three and one quarter (3.25%) on all loans applied for
in the first half of the State fiscal year 2019-2020; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Transportation Commission authorizes the Chief
Financial Officer (CFO), under the terms and provisions set forth in the adopted rules to assess an
interest rate of three and one quarter (3.25%) on all bank loans, and at the discretion of the
Transportation Commission apply the origination fee schedule on bank loans for the first half of
the State fiscal year 2019-2020.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204-2305

DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

June 20, 2019
Transportation Commission
Herman Stockinger / Kyle Lester
Adopt proposed changes to the Rules Regarding Travel Restrictions On State Highways,
2 CCR 601-14

Purpose
To accept the Hearing Officer’s recommendation and adopt the changes to the Rules Regarding Travel
Restrictions On State Highways (“Rules”), 2 CCR 601-14.
Action
To pass a resolution to adopt the changes to the Rules based on the Hearing Officer’s recommendation
from the rulemaking hearing held on May 6, 2019.
Background
On February 21, 2019, the Transportation Commission, by Resolution No. TC-19-02-14, authorized a
Hearing Officer to conduct a hearing on the proposed changes to the Rules. The proposed changes are
primarily the result of the Department’s collaboration with the Colorado State Patrol, Department of
Public Safety, Colorado Motor Carriers Association and the Colorado Wyoming Petroleum Marketers
Association over the last two years to completely revise these rules and simplify the language to make
them easier to understand to the travelling public. The key proposed change removed the codes used
to communicate when chains or snow tires were required and replaced them with simpler language.
On May 6, 2019, the Hearing Officer held a rulemaking hearing to receive public comment on the Rules.
Members of the public were present and testimony was provided by Greg Fulton, representing the
Colorado Motor Carriers Association, and Steve Topalian, speaking on behalf of Enterprise Holdings, the
parent company for Enterprise Rent-A-Car, National Car Rental, and Alamo Rental Car. The proposed
changes to the Rules include changes based on HB 19-1207. The Hearing Officer reviewed the entire
record of this proceeding, including the 9 exhibits from the May 6, 2019 hearing, and found that the
requirements of the State Administrative Procedure Act had been satisfied, that there was sufficient
evidence in the record to support the proposed changes to the Rules, and that the Commission has the
authority to adopt the proposed changes to the Rules.
Next Steps
By adopting the proposed changes to the Rules, the Commission authorizes staff to move forward with
the rulemaking process.
Attachments
Resolution
Red-line copy of Rules showing proposed changes
Hearing Officer Summary and Recommendation
Hearing Transcript and Exhibits (available upon request)

2829 W. Howard Place Denver, CO 80204-2305 P 303.757.9011 www.codot.gov
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Resolution # TCAdopt Proposed Changes to the Rules Regarding Travel Restrictions On
State Highways, 2 CCR 601-14.
WHEREAS, § 42-4-106(5)(b), C.R.S., authorizes the Transportation Commission
of Colorado (“Commission”) to adopt rules that implement § 42-4-106(5), C.R.S.;
and
WHEREAS, § 42-4-106(5), C.R.S., provides guidance on the Department's
authority to restrict travel for the protection and safety of the traveling public,
including the ability to require traction devices, tire chains, and adequate tires
when dangerous driving conditions exist; and
WHEREAS, the existing rules adopted in 2012 used codes 15 through 18 to
communicate to the traveling public the type of tires, the alternate traction
devices, or tire chains required depending upon the severity of the driving
conditions; and
WHEREAS, the proposed changes to the rules eliminate the use of codes 15
through 18 and instead use plain language to make it easier for the traveling
public to understand the requirements; and
WHEREAS, the proposed changes also incorporate changes from HB 19-1207
concerning tire tread depth and other specifications; and
WHEREAS, on February 21, 2019, by Commission Resolution No. TC-19-02-14,
the Commission authorized the Department to open 2 CCR 601-14; and
WHEREAS, on May 6, 2019, a CDOT Hearing Officer held a public hearing to
receive public comment on the proposed changes to the rules; and
WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer recommended to the Commission that the rules
be adopted.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, after review and consideration of the
rulemaking record and the findings of the Hearing Officer, the Commission
adopts the proposed changes to the Rules Regarding Travel Restrictions On State
Highways, 2 CCR 601-14.

________________________________
Herman Stockinger, III
Transportation Secretary
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2 CCR 601-14
Rules Governing Chain Law and Passenger Vehicle Traction Law Requirements on the
State Highway System
2 CCR 601-14
Statement of Basis and Purpose and Statutory Authority
The purpose of these rules is to describe the travel conditions, types of vehicles, and the locations
which require tire chains, adequate types of tires, four-wheel drive or other means to provide
adequate traction, when the Department determines such means are necessary to protect the
safety of the travelling public and to minimize the occurrence of road closures. The Department
revised the rules in order to make them more understandable to the travelling public. It removed
the codes used to communicate when chains or snow tires were required and replaced the codes
with the clearer categories pertaining to Passenger Vehicles and Commercial Motor Vehicles, of
"chain law in effect" meaning chains are required for vehicles 16,001 pounds GVWR or more
and used in commerce, or 16,001 pounds GVWR and transports at least 16 passengers. It also
added a section on "Passenger Vehicle Chain Laws" to and updated the rules to current practice.:
when road conditions warrant chains on all vehicles, "Passenger Vehicle Chain Law in Effect"
will be communicated rather than referencing codes. The new rRules explicitly refer to "NonCommercial or Recreational" vVehicles" and state that they fall within the specified type of
travel restriction depending on the vehicle weight and the road and weather conditions. the Chain
Law requirements when they are in effect. Additionally, the updated rules changed the code to
"Passenger Vehicle Traction Law" meaning adequate types of tires or certain types of vehicles
were required in order to safely drive in certain road conditions. These changes to the rules
reflect the now widespread use of communicating via electronic messaging signs and via other
means of technology.

Commented [NM1]: The Statement of Basis and Purpose
only summarizes why the rules are being updated. This is
being deleted because the language was causing confusion
and the details are found within the rules.

The rules shall apply to all state highways on the State Highway System as defined in § 43-2101(1), C.R.S. or as determined by the Transportation Commission. These rules are based on the
following statutory sections: § 42-4-106(5)(b) C.R.S. (rule-making authority granted to the
Transportation Commission); § 42-4-106 C.R.S. (setting forth who may restrict the use of
highways); § 43-2-101(1) C.R.S. (defining State Highway System); § 42-4-214 C.R.S. (setting
forth required visual signals on service vehicles), and § 42-4-1701(4)(a)(I)(F) C.R.S. (penalties
for non-compliance).
1.00

Definitions

1.01

“Alternative Alternate Traction Device" or "ATD" means an approved non-traditional
traction device differing from metal chains in construction, material or design but is
capable of providing traction comparable to that of such metal chains or cables under
similar conditions, which is listed on the CDOT Approved Product List ("APL").

1.02

"Authorized Service Vehicles" shall mean such highway or traffic maintenance vehicle as
is publicly owned and operated on a highway, by or for a governmental agency, the
function of which requires the use of service vehicle warning lights as prescribed by state

Commented [NM2]: This is being changed to be
consistent with HB 19-1207
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law and such other vehicles having a public service function, including, but not limited
to, public utility vehicles and tow trucks, as determined by the Department of
Transportation under § 42-4-214(5), C.R.S. Some vehicles may be designated as both an
Authorized Emergency Vehicle and an Authorized Service Vehicle. See § 42-1-102(7)
C.R.S.
1.03

"Autotransport Carriers" means vehicles specifically designed and used for the transport
of automobiles.

1.04

"Chain Law" means the requirement imposed by the Department for all vehicles using
certain areas of the State Highway System during periods of adverse road and weather
conditions in order to protect the safety of the travelling public and prevent accidents
resulting in traffic issues and road closures. Notification of Chain Law requirements shall
occur as set forth in Rule 2.02 below, based on assessed road and weather conditions.

1.05

"Colorado State Patrol" shall mean the organization created by § 24-33.5-201, C.R.S.

1.06

"Commercial Motor Vehicle" or "CMV" means a vehicle having a manufacturer's or
GVWR of at least 16,001 pounds and used in commerce on public highways or a GVWR
of at least 16,001 pounds and used to transport at least 16 passengers. § 42-4-235(1)(a),
C.R.S.

1.07

"Department" means the Colorado Department of Transportation.

1.08

“Drive Wheel Tire” means a tire attached to a wheel through which tractive force is
transferred from the vehicle to the road causing the vehicle to move.

1.09

"GVWR" means gross vehicle weight rating.

1.10

"Motor Vehicle" means the same as defined in § 42-1-102(58), C.R.S. For purposes of
these rules, the term Motor Vehicle shall include Passenger Vehicles, Commercial Motor
Vehicles and Recreational Motor Vehicles.

1.11

"Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicle" means a truck, or unladen truck tractor,
operated singly or in combination with a trailer or utility trailer or a motor home, which
truck, or unladen truck tractor, or motor home is used exclusively for personal pleasure,
enjoyment, other recreational purposes, or personal or family transportation of the owner,
lessee, or occupant and is not used to transport cargo or passengers for profit, hire, or
otherwise to further the purposes of a business or commercial enterprise.” § 42-1102(61), C.R.S. For the purposes of these rules, Non-Commercial or Recreational
Vehicles are categorized by weight as either a Commercial Motor Vehicle or a Passenger
Vehicle.

1.12

"Passenger Vehicle" means any vehicle with four or more tires capable of transporting up
to 15 passengers and that is less than 16,001 pounds GVWR.

Commented [NM3]: Change made to clarify that the
requirements will be based on both road and weather
conditions
Commented [NM4]: Revised sentence based on
comment received about simplifying the definition.
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these rules, Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles are
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1.13

"Recreational Motor Vehicle" means the same as "Non-Commercial or Recreational
Vehicle."

1.14

"Passenger Vehicle Traction Law" shall mean the requirement imposed by the
Department for all Passenger Vehicles using certain areas of the State Highway System
during periods of adverse road and weather conditions in order to protect the safety of the
travelling public and prevent accidents resulting in traffic issues and road closures.

1.15

"Variable Message Signs" or "VMS" shall mean the traffic control device electronic
messaging signs on the State Highway System used to advise the travelling public
through electronic or static means of road conditions and travel requirements including
Passenger Vehicle Traction Law or Chain Law.

2.00

Means of Notification Regarding Road Conditions and Travel Requirements

2.01

Who May Implement Travel Requirements on state highways. Any Department
maintenance supervisor or their designee shall have the authority to implement the Chain
Law or Passenger Vehicle Traction Law. It is within their discretion to determine when
road, weather and driving conditions, are such that require the Chain Law or Passenger
Vehicle Traction Law to be in effect.

2.02

The applicable Traction and Chain Law requirements will be messaged out through the
CDOT notification process, to include official traffic control devices including Variable
Message Signs, static signs, official CDOT travel website, telephonic messaging system,
email and text notifications and other technologies. Notifications will specify by mile
points and by exit number when chains are required.

2.03

Chain Law and Passenger Vehicle Traction Law shall be in effect until notice is provided
by an official traffic control sign or other CDOT notification, or when the center line or
lane lines are visible on a descending grade.

3.00

Passenger Vehicle Traction Law

3.01

Passenger Vehicles are vehicles under 16,001 pounds gross vehicle weight rating
(GVWR) and vehicles capable of transporting up to 15 passengers. Passenger Vehicles
that meet these requirements include but are not limited to:
3.01.1 A vehicle towing a trailer or another vehicle, snowmobile, camper, or ATV;
3.01.2 Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles or recreational buses less than 16,001
pounds GVWR or which transport 15 passengers or less; and
3.01.3 Passenger vans (up to 15 passengers).

Commented [NM7]: Added for clarification
Commented [NM8]: Deleted to eliminate unintended
confusion
Commented [NM9]: Change made to clarify that the
requirement will be based on both road and weather
conditions
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3.01.4 A Passenger Vehicle can be a two-wheel drive vehicle, an all-wheel drive vehicle
or a four-wheel drive vehicle.
3
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3.02

The Passenger Vehicle Traction Law applies to Non-Commercial or Recreational Motor
Vehicles under 16,001 pounds GVWR.

3.03

To travel on a state highway when the Passenger Vehicle Traction Law is in effect, a
Passenger Vehicle must have either:

Commented [NM13]: Deleted for consistency when
referring to Recreational Vehicles

3.03.1 Chains on all drive tires; or
3.03.2 Cables on all drive tires; or
3.03.3 Alternative Alternate Traction Devices (ATD); or

Commented [NM14]: Changed made to be consistent
with wording in HB 19-1207

3.03.4 Adequate tires, which shall mean tires with a minimum of a 3/16-inch tread depth,
which are:
3.03.4.1

Snow Tires with a “mud and snow” (M+S, M&S, or M/S) rating;

3.03.4.2

Tires with an all-weather rating by the manufacturer; or

3.03.4.3

Winter Tires (mountain snowflake symbol on the side wall of the
tire).

3.04

The Department recommends that Passenger Vehicles travelling on state highways carry
adequate chains or cables or ATD during the months when snow could be encountered.

4.00

Passenger Vehicle Chain Law

4.01

Passenger Vehicles include but are not limited to vehicles under 16,001 GVWR and
vehicles capable of transporting up to 15 passengers. Vehicles that meet these
requirements include but are not limited to:
4.01.1 A vehicle towing a trailer or another vehicle;
4.01.2 Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles or recreational buses less than 16,001
pounds GVWR; and
4.01.3 Passenger vans (up to 15 passengers).
4.01.4 A Passenger Vehicle can be a two-wheel drive vehicle, an all-wheel drive vehicle
or a four-wheel drive vehicle.

4.02

The Passenger Vehicle Chain Law applies to Non-Commercial or Recreational Motor
Vehicles under 16,001 pounds GVWR.

Commented [NM15]: Added to be consistent with the
language under Rule 3.00 that specify what vehicles fall
under the category of passenger vehicles
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4.03

To travel on a state highway when the Passenger Vehicle Chain Law is in effect, a
Passenger Vehicle must have either:
4.03.1 Chains on all drive tires; or
4.03.2 Tire Cables on all drive tires; or
Commented [NM16]: Change made for consistency in
the use of semi colons

4.03.3 ATDs; or
4.03.4 Winter tires (mountain snowflake symbol on the side wall of the tire) with a
minimum of a 3/16-inch tread depth on a four-wheel drive or all-wheel drive vehicle.
5.00

Commercial Motor Vehicle Chain Law

5.01

A Commercial Motor Vehicle for purposes of these rules is any vehicle 16,001 pounds
GVWR or more and used in commerce on public highways or and includes vehicles
16,001 pounds GVWR or more with and has the capacity to carry 16 or more passengers.

Commented [NM17]: This was added as another method
by which passenger vehicles could travel on state highways
when passenger vehicle chain law is in effect
Commented [NM18]: Added for consistency

5.01.1 Non-Commercial or Rrecreational Vvehicles 16,001 pounds GVWR or more shall
comply with the provisions of the Ccommercial Motor Vvehicle Cchain Llaw when in
effect.
5.02

To travel on a state highway when the Commercial Motor Vehicle Chain Law is in effect,
a Commercial Motor Vehicle or Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicle must have
chains or ATDs on at least four of the drive wheel tires, or all of the drive wheel tires if
the vehicle has fewer than four drive wheel tires. Buses are required to chain or have
ATDs on two drive wheel tires. See § 42-4-106(5)(a)(I), C.R.S.

5.03

Commercial Motor Vehicles hauling flammable, combustible or explosive materials as
defined by federal regulations may continue beyond the Variable Message Sign until they
encounter snow on the road. The driver shall affix chains at the earliest possible time
where the traction of the vehicle is compromised (where the pavement is primarily
covered by snow or ice) at a safe location outside the travelled portion of the highway.

5.04

The Commercial Motor Vehicle or Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles may
proceed beyond the chain area to the next safe location in the event the chain station is
full in order to safely affix or remove chains.

5.05

Passing Requirements when the Commercial Motor Vehicle Chain Law is in Effect.
Whenever the Commercial Motor Vehicle Chain Law is in effect, Commercial Motor
Vehicles or Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles shall be restricted to the right lane
unless encountering a stalled or slower moving vehicle that would result in the loss of
traction, in which case the CMV or Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles may
utilize the left or center lane to pass if the movement can be made with safety and without
interfering with other traffic. However, the pass must be completed without losing
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consistency with the definition in 1.06
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traction and the CMV or Non-Commercial or Recreational Vehicles must return
immediately to the right lane upon completion of the pass.
5.06

Commented [NM24]: Added for consistency

Autotransport Carriers
5.06.1 Autotransport Carriers shall be exempt from using tire chains on at leastall four
drive wheels in the event the tire chains would jeopardize the safety of the
hydraulic lines of the vehicle.

Commented [NM25]: Changed for clarification since
some autotransport carriers have more than 4 wheels

5.06.2 To the extent tire chains do not interfere with the hydraulic lines, Autotransport
Carriers shall be subject to these rules.
5.06.3 When the Commercial Motor Vehicle Chain Law has been implemented and
Autotransport Carriers cannot use tire chains on at least four drive wheels, the use
of pneumatically driven chains, drive wheel sanders or ATDs, or use of winter
tires (mountain snowflake symbol on the side wall of the tire) with the snowflake
symbol with a minimum of a 3/16-inch tread depth shall be required.
5.07

Commented [NM26]: Change made for clarification

Authorized Service Vehicles and Authorized Emergency Vehicles
5.07.1 Government Owned Highway Maintenance Vehicles. Government-owned
highway maintenance vehicles, in the exercise of highway maintenance activities,
or incident management, shall be exempt from the travel requirements in these
rules.
5.07.2 Vehicle Recovery Units. Vehicle recovery units that are in the exercise of clearing
travel lanes in a chain law enforcement area shall be exempt from these rules.
5.07.3 Authorized Emergency Vehicles shall be exempt from these rules.

Commented [NM27]: Moved below as new Rule 8.00
and its subparts

6.00

Tire Chains, Tire Cables and Approved Alternative Alternate Traction Devices

Commented [NM28]: Change made for consistency with
HB 19-1207

6.01

Under certain road conditions, chains, tire cables or ATDs may be required. With regard
to Passenger Vehicles, the required use of these traction devices may depend on the type
and quality of tire on the Passenger Vehicle.

6.02

Tire Chains. Tire Chains include but are not limited to metal chains which consist of two
circular hoops, one on each side of the tire, connected by not less than nine evenly spaced
chains across the tire tread. See § 42-4-106(5)(a)(I), C.R.S. Tire chains shall meet the
SAE classification as outlined in NACM 92805 (TC) by the National Association of
Chain Manufacturers.

6.03

Clip on chains are not permitted, nor is any other device not designated as an approved
ATD.
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6.04

Tire Cables. Tire cables are traction devices made of steel cable as opposed to steel chain
link, which have high strength steel cross member rollers 0.415" or greater in diameter,
which may only be used on passenger vehicles.
6.04.1 Tire Cables on Commercial Motor Vehicles are not permitted.

6.05

AlternativeAlternate Traction Devices must be one of the ATD included in the CDOT
Approved Product List ("APL"). Drive wheel sanders and pneumatically driven chains
are also allowed.

7.00

Truck Chain Up, Truck Chain Down and Inspection Stations

7.01

The Department shall designate the locations of chain inspection stations.

7.02

The Department may designate Authorized Service Vehicles to sell, mount, and assist in
mounting chains in compliance with these rules at certain chain-up stations.

7.03

The Department or law enforcement personnel may control the reentry of vehicles from
the chain station or inspection station to the state highway in such a manner as to enhance
the flow of traffic and assure the safety of the travelling public.

7.04

All vehicles subject to the Passenger Vehicle Traction and/or Chain law applicable at the
time may be subject to inspection by Department personnel or appropriate law
enforcement personnel for compliance with the chain law or Passenger Vehicle Ttraction
Llaw before proceeding on the state highway.

7.05

Passenger vehicles shall chain up at safe locations in rest areas or locations with public
access off the main line of traffic. It is recommended that Passenger Vehicles not affix
chains in designated Commercial Motor Vehicle chain up areas.

7.06

If any vehicle is not in compliance, law enforcement or Department personnel may:

Commented [NM29]: Change made for consistency with
HB 19-1207
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7.06.1 Hold the vehicle in the inspection or chain area;
7.06.2 Require the driver of the vehicle to reverse its direction of travel or stop travel; or
7.06.3 Be required to retain a private towing service to convey the vehicle through the
area covered by the chain law implementation.
8.00

Authorized Service Vehicles and Authorized Emergency Vehicles

8.01 Government Owned Highway Maintenance Vehicles. Government-owned highway
maintenance vehicles, in the exercise of highway maintenance activities, or incident
management, are exempt from the travel restrictions in these rules.

Commented [NM31]: Changed from “shall be exempt” to
“are exempt”
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“restrictions” for clarification
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8.02 Vehicle Recovery Units. Vehicle recovery units that are in the exercise of clearing travel
lanes in a chain law enforcement area shall be exempt from these rules.
8.03

Authorized Emergency Vehicles shall be exempt from these rules.

Commented [NM33]: Moved from Rule 5.07 above
Commented [NM34]: Renumbered this and subsequent
rules

98.00 Penalties
98.01 Persons operating motor vehicles on any portion of the State Highway System that has
the Chain Law and/or Passenger Vehicle Traction Law in effect must comply with these
rules.
98.02 A person who operates a motor vehicle in violation of these rules or in violation of
restrictions imposed by the Department or the State Patrol shall be subject to fines set
forth in § 42-4-1701, C.R.S.
98.03 An enhanced penalty will be assessed as set forth in § 42-4-1701(4)(a)(I)(F), C.R.S., if
the person violates these rules while operating a Commercial Motor Vehicle or where the
violation causes a closure of a travel lane in one or both directions.
98.04 § 42-4-1701(4)(a)(I)(F), C.R.S., regarding enhanced penalties shall not apply to a tow
operator who is towing a motor vehicle or traveling to a site from which a motor vehicle
is to be towed.
109.00

Declaratory Orders

109.01 The Department may entertain, at its sound discretion, petitions for declaratory orders
pursuant to § 24-4-105(11), C.R.S.
110.00 Incorporation by Reference
110.01 All referenced laws and regulations shall be available for copying for a reasonable charge
or for public inspection during regular business hours from the Office of Policy and
Government Relations, Colorado Department of Transportation, 2829 W. Howard Place,
Denver, Colorado 80204.
110.02 The following material is incorporated by reference into these rules. Tire Chain
Specifications NACM 92805 (TC), adopted by the National Association of Chain
Manufacturers on September 25, 2005, and reaffirmed without change on April 12, 2015.
Copies of NACM 92805 (TC) may be obtained by contacting The National Association
of Chain Manufacturers by phone at (248) 994-2222, or by writing to them at the
following address:
The National Association of Chain Manufacturers
28175 Haggerty Road
Novi, MI 48377

8
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MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (TC)
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JUNE 20, 2019
TWELFTH BUDGET SUPPLEMENT - FY 2018-2019

Region 5
$1,287,887 – Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve – Project 23173 Emergency Rockfall
Repair on SH 145 at milepost 21.3. On May 24, 2019 two large chunks of rock fell on to SH 145 blocking
both lanes of traffic. SH 145 was closed in both directions and an alternate route was advised which
added three hours of additional travel. This route is essential to the tourism industry of Dolores and San
Miguel Counties. As Colorado heads into the summer tourist season it is imperative that this route be
open for business as soon as possible. Region 5 is requesting the use of emergency funds from the
Transportation Commission Contingency pool in order to complete the required repairs by the end of
June.
Please see the attached Region 5 emergency funding request memo for additional information.
Office of Innovative Mobility
$500,000 – Transfer from RoadX to Innovative Mobility cost center – The Office of Innovative
Mobility is requesting a transfer of funds from the RoadX pool to its cost center. The funding
will be used to hire a consultant or team of consultants to facilitate the requirements dictated
by Colorado Senate Bill 19-239 (SB 19-239). The requirements dictate that CDOT perform a
robust analysis of the potential impacts of transportation changes related to shared and
electric rides. Impacts will be determined by consulting with various stakeholders around the
State that will be affected by the transportation changes. The working group (CDOT,
consultant(s), and stakeholders) is required to present its findings by November 1, 2019 and its
recommendations by January 2020 to the legislature.
Please see the attached Senate Bill 19-239 memo for additional information.
Attachments:
a. Region 5 Emergency Funding Request Memo
b. Senate Bill 19-239 memo

2829 West Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204

TOP

P 303.757.9262

Page 113 of 141

Transportation Commission Contingency Reserve Fund Reconciliation
Twelfth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-18
July-18
August-18
September-18
October-18
November-18
December-18
January-19
February-19
March-19
April-19
May-19

June-19

Transaction Description
Amount
Ending Balance 12S18
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
Balance 4S19
Balance 5S19
Balance 6S19
Balance 7S19
Balance 8S19
Balance 9S19
Balance 10S19
Balance 11S19
State match for ER permanent repair projects $ (2,064,110)
Region 5 Rockfall on SH 145 $ (1,287,887)
Pending Balance 12S19

Balance
$34,522,958
$35,589,869
$32,428,920
$28,571,298
$28,268,373
$28,268,373
$28,268,373
$31,143,657
$30,924,725
$28,980,787
$19,779,787
$21,561,816

Reference
Document

Multiple
1000262692

$18,209,819

Transportation Commission Program Reserve Fund Reconciliation
Twelfth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date
June-18
July-18
August-18
September-18
October-18
November-18
December-18
January-19
February-19
March-19
April-19
May-19

Transaction Description
Amount
Ending Balance 12S18
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
Balance 4S19
Balance 5S19
Balance 6S19
Balance 7S19
Balance 8S19
Balance 9S19
Balance 10S19
Balance 11S19
2019 OJT/SS Allocation from FHWA $
78,817

June-19

2829 West Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204
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Pending Balance 12S19

Balance
$123,596,622
$139,706,203
$139,706,203
$144,391,203
$214,008,265
$144,078,552
$133,078,552
$133,078,552
$44,278,552
$44,278,552
$80,391,218
$75,078,038

Reference
Document

1000260566

$75,156,855

P 303.757.9262
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Transportation Commission Contingency Snow & Ice Fund Reconciliation
Twelfth Supplement FY 2019 Budget
Transaction
Date

Transaction Description
FY19 Budget Allocation
FY18 to FY19 Roll Forward
Balance 1S19
Balance 2S19
Balance 3S19
Balance 4S19
Balance 5S19
Balance 6S19
Balance 7S19
Balance 8S19
Balance 9S19
Balance 10S19
Balance 11S19
Pending Balance 12S19

July-18
August-18
September-18
October-18
November-18
December-18
January-19
February-19
March-19
April-19
May-19
June-19

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

Balance

Reference
Document
1000250070
1000250990

$20,000,000
$20,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$8,184,000
$462,000
$0
$0
$0

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

State
Highway

1

072A

Project Description

Mileposts

12.500

-

24.450 SH 72 Permanent Flood Repair

County

Total Budget
TCCRF

Boulder

$ (2,064,110)

Total

$ (2,064,110)

Spring 2015 Flood Related Monthly Activity
Reg

State
Highway

0

0

Mileposts

0.000

-

Project Description

County

0.000
Total

Grand Total TCCRF Activity for Emergency Relief Since Last Reporting

2829 West Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204
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Total Budget
TCCRF

$

-

$

-

$ (2,064,110)
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FY 2018-2019 Contingency Reserve Fund Balance Projection
May
TC Contingency Balance (Emergencies)
Pending Requests:
State match for ER permanent repair projects

$21,561,816
($2,064,110)
($1,287,887)

Region 5 Rockfall on SH 145
Pending June
TC Contingency Reserve Balance
Projected Outflow:
State Match for Emergency Relief/Permanent Recovery
State Match for Spring 2015 Floods
Projected Inflow:
FY 20 Programmed Budget Amount for TCC Pool
Projected FY 2018-2019 YE Contingency Balance
TCCRF Surplus (Deficit) to Reach $30M Balance July 1, 2019

$18,209,819
Low Estimate
($2,000,000)
$0
Low Estimate
$15,000,000
$31,209,819
$1,209,819

High Estimate
($5,000,000)
($2,500,000)
High Estimate
$15,000,000
$25,709,819
($4,290,181)

FY 2018-2019 Program Reserve Fund Balance Projection
May
TC Program Reserve Balance
Pending Requests:

$75,078,038
$78,817

2019 OJT/SS Allocation from FHWA
Pending June
TC Program Reserve Fund Balance
Projected Outflow:
Backfill to TCC Pool
Allocation of Additional STBG Funds
Projected Inflow:
Reimbursement for Demolition of CDOT Headquarters
FY 20 Programmed Budget Amount for TCI Pool
Projected FY 2018-2019 YE Program Reserve Balance

$75,156,855
Low Estimate
$0
$0
High Estimate
$2,000,000
$8,733,169
$85,890,024

High Estimate
($938,184)
($37,344,000)
Low Estimate
$0
$8,733,169
$45,607,840

FY 2018-2019 Outstanding Potential Grant Commitments
Projected Outflow:
USDOT Competitive Highway Bridge Program* - Pending
Colorado V2X Project Internet of Roads (BUILD)* - Awarded
I-25 North Segments 5 and 6 (BUILD)* - Awarded
US 50 Little Blue Canyon (FLAP)* - Awarded

Low Estimate
$0
$0
$0
$0

High Estimate
($15,000,000)
($3,000,000)
($20,000,000)
($12,000,000)

*Commitment associated with pending or previously awarded federal grant. May be funded with anticipated SB 1, SB 267 funding or other state General Funds.

Projected FY 2018-2019 Outstanding Potential Grant Commitment
Total

2829 West Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204
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Resolution # TC-19-06-XX
Approval and Adoption of the Twelfth Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2018-2019
Budget for the Colorado Department of Transportation
Approved by the Transportation Commission on June 20, 2019.
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 existing program allocations,
unless otherwise indicated.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, after review and consideration, the Twelfth
Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget is approved by the Transportation
Commission.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado

2829 West Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204
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Region Director’s Office
3803 N. Main Avenue, Suite 306
Durango, CO 81301-4034

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

May 26, 2019

TO:

Josh Laipply, Chief Engineer

FROM:

Michael D. McVaugh, Region 5 Transportation Director

SUBJECT:

Request for emergency contracting and Transportation Commission funding for
emergency rock fall repairs SH 145 at approximately MP 21.3

Emergency Conditions
At approximately 4:30 p.m. on May 24, 2019, two very large chunks of rock (we don’t know if it started
as one piece) calved off an escarpment and came down approximately 800 feet vertically onto SH 145.
One rock plowed through the highway leaving a deep gouge across the entire width and the other
embedded itself in the roadway blocking both lanes.
The rocks took out a power pole along the roadway and left the road totally impassable. Fortunately,
there were no vehicles hit by the two boulders, but one vehicle did sustain minor damage from the
subsequent debris that came down following the event. SH 145 is currently closed to all traffic and is
expected to remain closed for the holiday weekend until the rocks can be broken down and removed.
Region 5 has been in contact with the Geohazards unit and they have dispatched an on‐call rock fall
contractor GSI to the site to start the repairs. They arrived on site on Saturday 5/25. We have also
utilized the services of Yeh & Assoc to assess the damage and potential for additional rock fall. They
have determined that the slide area is generally stable but recommend that a scaling crew work from
the top down to remove any unstable loose material. No rock netting is needed. The Contractor has
mobilized a drill rig and will start drilling blast holes once an earthen ramp can be constructed by CDOT
maintenance to access the top of the boulder in the roadway. Maintenance is currently filling the
damaged roadway section in preparation of opening the roadway to one‐way alternating traffic once
the rock can be reduced to manageable size.
SH 145 in this area is used by over 2,000 vehicles per day, of which 9 percent are trucks, supporting the
critical tourist industry in Dolores and San Miguel Counties. SH 145 is also a key linkage for the Bustang
Outrider service in southwest Colorado. Identified detour routes utilizing US 160 via US 550 are in place
at this time. This detour adds at least 3 hours of additional travel. The goal of the Region is to finish the
repairs before the end of June.

3803 N. Main Avenue, Suite 306 Durango, CO 81301-4034 P 970.385.1402 www.codot.gov
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Emergency Contracting Issues
Due to the severe damage to the roadway and the economic impacts to a tourist industry at the start of
the tourist season, I am requesting your approval to pursue emergency contracting as described below.
Pursuant to the provisions of State of Colorado Fiscal Rule 2‐2 and Section 120.8.3 of the CDOT
Construction Manual CDOT, Chief Engineer approval is requested to pursue emergency contracting for the
repair of State Highway 145 at milepost 21.3. CDOT will utilize an existing Non‐Project Specific (NPS)
contract through Staff Geohazards unit with GeoStabilization International (GSI) for on‐call rock fall
removal, and repair of the roadway. It is likely other contracting resources maybe mobilized to support
this effort.
At this point we do not have an estimate of how long the road will be closed, but will know better after
the drilling work begins. We will develop a full cost estimate to complete repairs in the next two days.
Currently, we are anticipating the need to fund the following major items for the repair; earthwork,
blasting, rock removal, base course, hot mix asphalt paving, utility relocation, traffic control with
temporary signals, and final debris cleanup.
Region 5 is requesting Transportation Contingency Funds for the project. The Geohazards unit does not
have sufficient funds to cover the full scope of the work including the work that has been initiated to date.
With your support of this request, Region 5 intends to proceed with the emergency repair as discussed.

I concur:

Date:_____________________________
Josh Laipply, P.E.
Chief Engineer

cc: Shoshana Lew – Executive Director
Johnny Olson – Deputy Director
Jeffery Sudmeier– CFO
Kevin Ryburn – Area Engineer
Robert Jaros – State Controller
Eric Ehrbar – OFMB
Ty Ortiz – Geohazards Program
Kevin Curry– R5 Program Engineer
Jeff Medenwaldt – R5 Business Manager
Greg Stacy – R5 Section 3 Maint. Superintendent
Julie Mileham ‐ Risk Management
Lori Copeland– Accounting and Finance
Mike Krochalis – Deputy Finance Officer
Tony Cady – R5 Envir. & Planning Mngr
Matt Muraro – R5 Envir. & Planning Acting Manager
Randy Jensen – FHWA

3803 N. Main Avenue, Suite 306 Durango, CO 81301-4034 P 970.385.1402 www.codot.gov
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TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
SOPHIE SHULMAN, CHIEF OF INNOVATIVE MOBILITY
JUNE 11, 2019
REQUEST FOR ALLOCATION TO RETAIN PROFESSIONAL SERVICES TO FULFILL REQUIREMENT OF
SENATE BILL 19-239
______________________________________________________________________________________
Purpose
To present to the Transportation Commission (TC) a request for allocation of funding from the RoadX budget to
support a statutorily-required stakeholder and study regarding emerging mobility technologies.
Action
This memorandum requests $500,000 from the RoadX Program’s budget to be transferred into the Innovative
Mobility Cost Center. These funds shall be dedicated to accomplish the requirements of the SB 19-239. We
expect the final total to be lower than $500,000, and any unencumbered funds will be repurposed in the
Innovative Mobility Program.
Background
On May 21, 2019, Colorado Senate Bill 19-239 (SB 19-239) was sent to the Office of Governor Jared Polis for
signature. This Bill was sponsored by Senator Faith Winter, Senator Jeff Bridges, Representative Matt Gray,
and Representative Chris Hansen during 2019 regular session of the Colorado General Assembly. The title of the
bill is:
“Address Impacts of Transportation Changes” with subtext of: “Concerning means of addressing the
impacts of technological and business model changes related to commercial vehicles, and, in
connection therewith requiring the department of transportation to convene and consult with a
stakeholder group to examine impacts of new transportation technologies and business models, identify
means of addressing impacts, and report findings and make recommendations to the general
assembly.”
The legislation requires significant modeling tasks and identification of potential fees that could be collected
to encourage shared and electric rides. Examples of modeling tasks include:
• Quantification of the amount of carbon emissions that can be eliminated through different means of
incentivizing and supporting the use of zero emission vehicles;
• Examination of different means of incentivizing multiple occupant trips in motor vehicles used for
commercial purposes;
• Identification of the additional or improved transportation infrastructure, including multi-modal
infrastructure and infrastructure needed to support the adoption of and use of zero emission vehicles,
that is required the accommodate the impacts on transportation infrastructure resulting from
utilization of motor vehicles used for commercial purposes
No later than November 1, 2019 the working group shall report on potential fees and recommendations for
implementation. CDOT shall report the group’s recommendations to the legislature at their SMART hearing in
early January, 2020. CDOT shall determine if rules are necessary to implement working group recommendations
or legislation passed during in the 2020 legislative session. CDOT shall promulgate necessary rules by October 1,
2020.

TOP

Page 120 of 141

Budget
SB 19-239 requires CDOT to convene and engage in robust consultation with a stakeholder group comprised of
representatives of specified industries, workers, governmental entities, planning organizations, and interest
groups that will potentially be affected by the adoption of new and emerging transportation technologies and
business models. The Stakeholder group to examine impacts of new transportation technologies and business
models. The stakeholder group is tasked with identifying means of addressing impacts, reporting findings, and
making recommendations to the General Assembly. A dedicated funding source for meeting the requirements
of Senate Bill 19-239 was not identified.
Due to the constrained timeline, staff have issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) and, pending TC approval, plan
to retain a consultant or consultant team by late July 2019.
Table 1: Budget for First Set of Tasks for Senate Bill 19-239
TBD (Consultant Team)
Modeling, Alternatives Analysis,
Report Preparation

$500,000 (estimated)

Next Steps
RFP was issued in anticipation of TC review; other planning in advance of a June 28, 2019, kickoff meeting has
commenced. The approval by the TC will allow for future award and contracting with a consultant team to
begin the modeling, alternatives analysis, and report writing.
Attachments
Text for Senate Bill 19-239
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2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
JEFF SUDMEIER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
JUNE 20, 2019
ELEVENTH 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. The design phase
will begin in anticipation of bundling this project with the Military Access, Mobility, and Safety
Improvements Project being submitted for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2019-20 Better Utilizing Investments to
Leverage Development (BUILD) Transportation Grant Program. See the memo in this month’s BE Board
Packet for additional information on the BUILD Grant.
This request is based on the project engineer’s analysis of the level of effort needed to accomplish the
design. The final scope of work may vary significantly since the project is still in the planning phase and
the results of the grant are not yet known. In the event that federal funds are not made available through
the grant program, Bridge Enterprise intends to fund the remaining design and construction for the
structures as resources become available. Any budget savings in this phase will be released and made
available to other project phases or other projects. The existing deficient bridges are top tier candidate
bridges in the January 2019 BE Prioritization Plan and the two structures will be combined with the BUILD
Grant project if awarded, to achieve economy of scale.
•

$1,483,000 FASTER Funds – Design Phase: Establish the design phase.
I-25 ML over South Academy Boulevard in El Paso County
(Old I-17-GQ and I-17-GR) (New not assigned yet) (SAP Project #23147/1000…)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
BE Supplement Action

Phase
of Work
Design

Funding
Program

Current
Budget

FASTER Bridge Funds
Total Design

Total Project Budget & Expenditure

Year of Budget
FY 2020

FY 2019

Total
Request

FY 2021

Revised
Budget

Expended
To-Date

$
$

-

$
$

1,483,000
1,483,000

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

1,483,000
1,483,000

$
1,483,000
$ 1,483,000

$
$

-

$

-

$

1,483,000

$

-

$

-

$

1,483,000

$ 1,483,000

$

-

Year of Expenditure
FY 2020
$

1,000,000

FY 2021
$

483,000

Total
FY 2022

Request
$

1,483,000

Page 1 of 3
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Bridge Enterprise
11th Supplement FY 2018-19
June 20, 2019
Region 3:
This request is to establish the design phase budget for this bridge replacement project. This request is
based on the project engineer’s analysis of the level of effort needed to accomplish the design. The final
scope of work may vary significantly since the project is still in the planning phase. Any budget savings in
this phase will be released and made available to other project phases or other projects. The existing
deficient bridges are top tier candidate bridges in the January 2019 BE Prioritization Plan and the
structures are being combined into one project to achieve economy of scale.
•

$621,800 FASTER Funds – Design Phase: Establish the design phase.
SH 64 over Strawberry Creek and White River Rio Blanco County.
(Old D-04-G and D-03-A) (New not assigned yet) (SAP Project # 23061/1000…)
Budget Components by Phase, Funding Program, Fiscal Year
BE Supplement Action

Phase
of Work
Design

Funding
Program

Current
Budget

FASTER Bridge Funds
Total Design

Total Project Budget & Expenditure

Year of Budget
FY 2020

FY 2019

Total
Request

FY 2021

$
$

-

$
$

621,800
621,800

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

$

-

$

621,800

$

-

$

-

$

Year of Expenditure
FY2020
$

362,375

224,865

Expended
To-Date

621,800
621,800

$
$

621,800
621,800

$
$

-

621,800

$

621,800

$

-

Total

FY2021
$

Revised
Budget

FY2022
$

34,560

Request
$

621,800

Page 2 of 3
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Bridge Enterprise
11th Supplement FY 2018-19
June 20, 2019

Resolution # BE- 19-6-X
Approval and Adoption of the Eleventh Fiscal Year 2018-19 Project Budget Supplement for
the Colorado Bridge Enterprise (BE).
Approved by the Bridge Enterprise on June 20, 2019.

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. 43-4803(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 201819 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 Eleventh
Supplement to the Fiscal Year 2018-19 Budget is approved by the Bridge Enterprise Board.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors

Page 3 of 3
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2829 W. Howard Place
Denver, CO 80204

MEMORANDUM
TO:
BRIDGE ENTERPRISE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
FROM:
JOSH LAIPLEY, CHIEF ENGINEER
DATE:
JUNE 20, 2019
SUBJECT: ASSET OWNERSHIP OF BRIDGE ENTERPRISE FUNDED STRUCTURES

Purpose:
This memorandum is to inform the Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors (BE Board) of bridges that have
become new assets of the Bridge Enterprise (BE) in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-19.
Action:
This month the Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors is asked to approve the attached resolution
(Attachment A: Acknowledgment of New Bridge Assets Funded by Bridge Enterprise and Completed in
Fiscal Year 2018-19) that will formally acknowledge and accept new BE assets to apply the proper
accounting treatment to new structures completed in FY 2018-19.
Details:
On an annual basis, the BE Board is asked to formally acknowledge structures that have become assets of
the Bridge Enterprise under two different methodologies:
Methodology 1:
Whereby the Transportation Commission (TC) approved a resolution transferring the existing CDOT bridges
to BE and then the Board approved a separate resolution to accept those bridges. The resolution
documents the original structure that was taken out of service and removed from CDOT accounting
records as well as recognizes the new structure as a BE asset. See Exhibit A to Attachment A, Table 1, for
the bridge being recognized as a new BE asset under the old policy in this fiscal year.
Methodology 2:
Whereby under the new accounting policy, CDOT no longer transfers the existing CDOT bridges to BE,
except when the structure is scheduled for rehabilitation. This follows BE Guidance Document (2011
Number 11; dated November 17, 2011) Asset Transfer / Ownership Policy for Replacement of an Existing
Bridge. See Exhibit A to Attachment A, Table 2, for the four bridges that were replaced and are being
recognized as new BE assets under this policy in this fiscal year.
For document record keeping purposes, BE needs to formally acknowledge asset ownership of the
replacement structure based upon the following criteria:
•
The BE Board approved the allocation of Bridge Enterprise funding via the monthly budget
supplement process.
•
Structures were substantially completed and open for traffic in FY 2018-19.
Next Steps:
BE staff will coordinate with the Enterprise Controller and CDOT accounting staff to ensure the structures
approved in the attached resolution are properly accounted for during the year end process.
-

BE staff will present anther asset recognition resolution to the Board in June 2020 for acknowledgement and
acceptance of the structures completed in that fiscal year.

Attachment A: Acknowledgement of New Bridge Assets Funded by Bridge Enterprise in Fiscal Year 2018-19

2829 W. Howard Place Denver, CO 80204
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Attachment A:

Resolution Number BE-19-6-XX
Acknowledgement of New Bridge Assets Funded by Bridge Enterprise in Fiscal Year
2018-19
WHEREAS the General Assembly created the Bridge Enterprise as a government-owned
business within CDOT, pursuant to 43-4-805 C.R.S.; and

WHEREAS, PURSUANT TO 43-4-805 C.R.S., the Bridge Enterprise is to operate as a
government-owned business within the Department of Transportation and shall constitute
an “enterprise” for the purposes of Section 20 of Article X of the Colorado Constitution so
long as the Bridge Enterprise retains authority to issue revenue bonds and receives less
than ten percent (10%) of its total annual revenue in grants, as defined in C.R.S. 24-77102(7), from all State and local governments combined; and
WHEREAS, the business purpose of the Bridge Enterprise is to finance, repair, reconstruct,
and replace designated bridges in the state; and

WHEREAS, Section 43-4-805(5)(f), C.R.S. authorizes the Bridge Enterprise Board to enter
into agreements with the Transportation Commission, under which the Bridge Enterprise
agrees to finance, repair, reconstruct, replace, and, if any given agreement so specifies,
maintain designated bridges as specified in the agreements; and

WHEREAS, under an old methodology, the Bridge Enterprise Board previously accepted
ownership of existing CDOT structures listed in Exhibit A, Table 1 that were transferred via
Board approved resolution from CDOT to Colorado Bridge Enterprise; and
WHEREAS, the Bridge Enterprise Board hereby acknowledges that the previously
transferred existing structures listed in Exhibit A, Table 1 have been demolished and takenout-of-service and any remaining book-value will be written-off CDOT accounting records;
and

WHEREAS, under a new methodology the Bridge Enterprise no longer accepts transfers of
an existing CDOT Bridge ID that is programmed to be replaced in advance; and utilizes a
policy that provided FASTER funding directly to the planned replacement structures and
newly assigned Bridge IDs listed in Exhibit A, Table 2.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Bridge Enterprise Board hereby accepts (i)
maintenance responsibility for and (ii) ownership for accounting purposes of the new
bridge assets with their new bridge identification numbers as itemized and attached hereto
as Exhibit A, Table 1 and Table 2.
____________________________________
Herman Stockinger, Secretary,
Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors
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Exhibit A to BE Resolution #BE-19-6-X
(Acknowledgement of New Bridge Assets Funded by BE in FY 2018-19)
Table 1: Structures Transferred under Old Methodology
Transferred Existing

Facility Carried over

Date Taken

Replacement Structure

Date Open to

Substantial

CDOT Bridge ID

Featured Intersection

Out of Service

New BE Bridge ID

Traffic

Completion

8/14/2017

F-07-V

11/6/2017

12/30/2018

SH 82 over I-70M
F-07-A

COLORADO RIVER, R/R,
GLENWOOD SPRINGS

Table 2: New Bridge Enterprise Assets

TOP

Date Open to

Substantial

Traffic

Completion

US 50 ML over AGATE CREEK

9/25/2018

10/31/2018

G-25-K

SH 95 ML over I-70 ML

6/29/2018

1/16/2019

M-16-P

SH 69 ML over MILLIGAN ARROYO, near GARDNER

11/13/2018

1/31/2019

K-17-F

SH 96 ML over RUSH CREEK

11/29/2018

4/30/2019

New BE Bridge ID

Facility Carried over Featured Intersection

K-11-G
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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
MAY 16, 2019
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE BRIDGE ENTERPRISE FUNDING MATCH FOR THE
FY 2019-20 BUILD TRANSPORTATION GRANT PROGRAM

Purpose:
The Colorado Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors (Board) is being asked to approve the attached resolution that
commits Colorado Bridge Enterprise (CBE) funding for the replacement of two CBE eligible bridges, I-25 NBND and
SBND over South Academy Boulevard (I-17-GQ and I-17-GR), as part of the state funding match for the Military
Access, Mobility, and Safety Improvements Project being submitted for the fiscal year (FY) 2019-20 Better Utilizing
Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Transportation Grant Program.
Background:
On April 22, 2019 the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) released a Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO)
for the FY 2019-20 BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant Program. CDOT Staff performed an evaluation to
identify projects with the highest probability of award based on the selection criteria outlined in the NOFO.
Through this process, the CDOT Military Access, Mobility, and Safety Improvements Project was identified as a
priority. Staff requested feedback from the Board regarding CBE participation in this project and grant matching
funding levels at the May Board meeting; the response was positive.
Details:
I-25 NBND and SBND over South Academy Boulevard (I-17-GQ and I-17-GR) are both top-tier structures in the
January 2019 CBE Prioritization Plan. Bundling these assets with the Military Access, Mobility, and Safety
Improvements Project provides a shared benefit to CBE and CDOT through cost savings due to the economies of
scale of a larger project. Addressing these assets will also mitigate impacts to the travelling public by greatly
reducing the length and frequency of the lane closures that are often needed for planned and unplanned repairs to
the existing bridges. Additionally, this approach will increase the probability of a grant award by increasing the
percentage of the state funding match, diversifying the proposed project funding sources, and establishing
partnerships with a broader range of stakeholders.
CBE staff is requesting an estimated $24.2M maximum in CBE match funding based on planning-level cost
estimates. Current BE Program Forecasts indicate that this project can be accommodated between FY 2019-20 and
FY 2026-27 (the statutory deadline for expenditures). A request for design funds to advance the BE eligible
component of this project is included in this month’s TC Packet.
Next Steps:
1. CDOT will submit a grant application for the project by the USDOT July 15th deadline.
2. If a grant is awarded, CBE staff will return to the Board requesting funding as part of the monthly budget
supplement process.
3. If a grant is not awarded, CDOT staff will evaluate the viability of advancing the project to construction
with other funding sources.
Attachments:
Attachment A: Resolution # BE 19-06-XX: Committing a CBE funding match for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation
Discretionary Grant Program to address two CBE eligible structures, I-25 NBND and SBND over South Academy
Boulevard (I-17-GQ and I-17-GR), as part of the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to Fountain Improvement Project

2829 W Howard Pl., Denver, CO 80204 P 303.757.9011 www.coloradodot.info/programs/BridgeEnterprise
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Resolution #BE-19-06-XX
Committing a CBE funding match for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant Program
to address two CBE eligible structures, I-25 NBND and SBND over South Academy Boulevard (I-17-GQ
and I-17-GR), as part of the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to Fountain Improvement Project.
Approved by the Colorado Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors on (Insert Date).
WHEREAS, the Colorado General Assembly created the Colorado Bridge Enterprise (CBE) in C.R.S. 43-4805 as a government-owned business within the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT or
Department) 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, The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2019 made $900 million available for National
Infrastructure Investments, otherwise known as BUILD grants (Pub. L. 116-6, February 15, 2019); and
WHEREAS, a Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO) was issued by U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT) on April 16, 2019 for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary
Grant Program; and
WHEREAS, applications for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant Program;
are due to the U.S. Secretary of Transportation by 8:00 PM E.D.T on July 15, 2019; and
WHEREAS, projects that are eligible for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant
Program are surface transportation capital projects that include, but are not limited to: (1) Highway,
bridge, or other road projects eligible under title 23, United States Code; (2) public transportation
projects eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code; (3) passenger and freight rail
projects; (4) port infrastructure investments; and (5) intermodal projects; and
WHEREAS, the USDOT’s consideration of FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grant Program
applications will be based on key program objectives: safety, state of good repair, economic
competitiveness, environmental sustainability, quality of life, innovation, and partnerships with a
broad range of stakeholders; and
WHEREAS, CDOT Staff performed an evaluation of potential projects for the Department to submit
under a unified grant application and identified three projects that will be submitted for
consideration; and
WHEREAS, CDOT Staff have recommended the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to Fountain
Improvement Project as a priority candidate for the FY 2019 BUILD Transportation Discretionary
Grant Program application; and
WHEREAS, the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to Fountain Improvement Project scope can be
increased to include two CBE eligible bridges, I-25 NBND and SBND over South Academy Boulevard
(I-17-GQ and I-17-GR), the CBE Board is being asked to commit matching funds to address these
structures and increase the competitiveness of the Department’s application.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Department is instructed to include I-25 NBND and SBND
over South Academy Boulevard (I-17-GQ and I-17-GR) in the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to
Fountain Improvement Project scope.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, in order to show the Department’s financial
commitment to the I-25 Southern Colorado Springs to Fountain Improvement Project and because a
state match is required and enhances the viability of the application, the CBE commits to providing up
to a maximum of $24.2 million of Bridge Safety Surcharge revenue to be used on CBE eligible
structures if the Department’s application is awarded a grant by the USDOT.

Herman Stockinger, Secretary
Transportation Commission of Colorado
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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:

JUNE 20, 2019

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 projected closing cash balance in May 2019 (some final figures were unavailable at the time of writing on June
11) was $1.21 billion; $930 million above that month’s cash balance target of $280 million. The large cash balance
results from the June 2018 SB 09-228 General Fund transfer of $79 million, the July 2018 SB 18-001 General Fund
transfer of $346.5 million and $425 million of proceeds in November 2018 from the initial SB 17-267 capital
transaction. Cash balances will be drawn down closer to the target balances over the course of fiscal years 2020,
2021, and 2022 as projects funded with SB 18-001 and SB 17-267 progress through construction.
May’s closing cash balance is $19 million higher than the April forecast of that balance, due to lower than expected
construction expenditures for that month.
Cash Revenues
The forecast of revenues and capital proceeds in 2018 and onward includes:
Senate Bill 09-228: $79 million in June 2018
Senate Bill 17-267: $425 million in November 2018 then $0 thereafter.
Senate Bill 18-001: $346.5 million in July 2018 then $0 thereafter.
The forecast does not include FY20 revenues of $105 million of SB 18-001 General Fund transfers, and
$500 million of SB 17-267 capital proceeds. The portions of projects that are to be funded from these
sources are also excluded from this forecast. Revenues and expenditures for these sources will be added
to the forecast once specific projects are identified.
The forecast of federal reimbursements has been adjusted to include a more conservative estimate of
obligation authority that remains unobligated at the end of each fiscal year due to the unique eligibility
requirements for some federal programs.
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

$ millions

CY 2017
(actual)

CY 2018
(actual)

CY 2019
(forecast)

Expenditures

$642

$578

$796

CY 2020
(forecast)

$787

CY 2021
(forecast)

$535

CY 2022
(forecast)

CY 2023
(forecast)

$374

$108

CDOT’s baseline forecast for payments to contractors in CY19, including Bridge Enterprise projects, has been set
at $889M as of February 1, 2019. The monthly baseline is represented in Figure 3. May expenditures came in at
$56M, $15M (or 21%) below the forecast of $71M for a year-to-date XPI of 0.66. Year-end forecast (EAC) is
currently $849M for a forecast XPI of 0.95.
For historical context, CDOT is typically at 24% of year-end expenditures through April. Currently, CDOT is at 18%
of current year-end forecast (EAC).
Page 2 of 3
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As an additional point of reference, an additional “June 1” baseline has been saved with +/- 5% limits added to the
chart. This represents a more accurate year-end target due to adjustments from contract awards and major project
changes.

Figure 3 - Calendar Year 2019 Construction Payments (Fund 400 and Fund 538)
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION/ HPTE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
NICK FARBER, ACTING DIRECTOR, HIGH PERFORMANCE TRANSPORTATION ENTERPRISE
PAUL JESAITIS, REGION 1 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR
PIPER DARLINGTON, BUDGET AND SPECIAL PROJECT MANAGER, HPTE
JUNE 20, 2019
FEDERAL AND COLFAX INTERCHANGE EXPLORATION UPDATE

Purpose
The purpose of this memorandum is informational only and is to provide an update on the Federal Boulevard and
Colfax Avenue cloverleaf style interchange (the Cloverleaf) project and a drafting of a Letter of Commitment
between the City & County of Denver (CCD), Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the High
Performance Transportation Enterprise (HPTE).
Key Details
There is increasing interest from the Sun Valley Community, local stakeholders (most notable, the West Colfax
Business Improvement District (BID)) and CCD to explore options for redeveloping the Cloverleaf. HPTE and CCD
have also each allocated $500,000 to explore these redevelopment efforts.
Background
The Cloverleaf was built by CDOT in 1959 and occupies roughly 29 acres of land in an increasingly urban
environment that is adjacent to downtown. The current design of the interchange is not what CDOT would build
today based on the traffic volumes it carries. As a point of comparison, the Federal Boulevard and Colfax Avenue
intersection carries roughly the same amount of traffic per day as the Colorado Boulevard and Colfax Avenue,
which occupies 0.29 acres and is an at-grade signalized intersection. Since 2009, planning efforts and area studies
in the Sun Valley neighborhood have increased, with a specific focus on addressing the Cloverleaf. In 2009, 2012
and 2016 CDOT analyzed various design alternatives for the interchange at the request of various community
groups.
In 2017, the Denver Vision Zero Action Plan identified the Federal Blvd. and Colfax Ave. corridors (including the
interchange) as part of the High Injury Network due to the high amount of pedestrian and bicycle conflicts with
cars in and around the area. In addition, the Broncos have just finished a Stadium District Master Planning process
which calls for the redevelopment of parking lots directly adjacent to the Cloverleaf into restaurants, hotels and
parks. The larger study area for the plan also included the Cloverleaf and recommends replacing or re-designing
the interchange to a more human scale version that improves multi-multimodal access, calms traffic, improves
safety and creates more public space.
The West Colfax BID has been generating interest in the re-development by soliciting input from local developers
and convening stakeholder workshops to come up with re-design ideas. They held a developer forum here at CDOT
headquarters in October 2018 which saw strong participation from HTPE, CDOT and the local developer
community. They have also been driving engagement with the community by holding events such as a block party
inside one of the leaves of the Cloverleaf (approved by CDOT) to call attention to the opportunity for re-imagining
the space as a destination.
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CDOT-HPTE Involvement
CDOT owns the 29 acres of land occupied by the Cloverleaf. As CDOT’s innovative project delivery office, HPTE has
been asked to help the Department analyze questions about land-use including how it could leverage the fair
market value of the land to deliver a project that has overwhelming community buy-in. Given the location and
proximity to downtown as well as other re-development efforts, the value of the land could be significant. As a
point of comparison, a private developer just paid $13 M for a 2.1-acre parking lot adjacent to the Cloverleaf in
February.
Federal Boulevard and Colfax Avenue are state highways and CDOT wants to continue to devolve those corridors to
local entities. It has already developed large portions of those roadways, including Holden Pl. to 5th Avenue along
Federal Boulevard as part of the current reconstruction project happening in the area. A redevelopment project
would be an opportunity for CDOT to devolve additional portions of those corridors including the Colfax viaduct
and help to implement the Vision Zero goals by working to improve safety in the area. CDOT and HPTE should
continue to work with all stakeholders, specifically the West Colfax Business District and CCD to work towards
redeveloping the interchange.
As part of building relationships with stakeholders, CCD, CDOT and HTPE have been drafting a Letter of
Commitment to solidify their roles as leading partners in this effort. The draft Letter of Commitment is provided
as attachment A to this memo for review and comment if needed.
Options and Recommendations
N/A
Next Steps
•
•
•

CDOT, HPTE and the City and County of Denver staff intend to execute the Letter of Commitment in July.
All parties will continue to attend stakeholder meetings as needed.
Staff will continue to bring updates to the Transportation Commission and the HTPE Board of Directors
on these redevelopment efforts.

Attachment A: Letter of Commitment (Draft)
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“Letter of Commitment”
By way of this letter, the City & County of Denver (“CCD”) and the Colorado Department of
Transportation (“CDOT”), together with CDOT’s High Performance Transportation Enterprise (“HPTE”)
(collectively, the “Parties”), wish to memorialize our commitment to continue and strengthen our close
working partnership to further our mutually supportive goals regarding the transformation of the
Colfax/Federal Interchange (the “Interchange”). In addition to staff resources, we are also each
committing a minimum of $500,000 to support this shared enterprise.
The Interchange is a roughly 30-acre, cloverleaf-style interchange. The Interchange has never carried
the traffic volumes it was designed for, and has gradually become more of a barrier than an asset to an
increasingly urbanized west Denver. The Interchange is large and expensive to maintain, and poses
escalating safety challenges for ever-increasing volumes of pedestrians, bicycle-riders, and transit users.
The Interchange serves as the major intersection for the surrounding community and several highdensity master-planned redevelopment projects, yet consumes 100-times the space of, for example, the
Colfax/Colorado intersection – an equally urban site of two equally important state highways carrying
roughly equal volumes of traffic.
For different but reinforcing reasons, therefore, CCD and CDOT/HPTE both support the concept of
transforming the Interchange into a much more urban and community-integrated configuration, and
redeploying the land thereby freed-up towards high-density, mixed-use, transit-oriented development.
The Parties have already begun exploring these possibilities jointly, together with the West Colfax
Business Improvement District and its various advocacy partners, with the Denver Broncos and the
Metropolitan Stadium District, with the Denver Housing Authority and its Sun Valley EcoDistrict project,
with the Regional Transportation District, and with the broad diversity of community stakeholders and
City staff involved in the Stadium District Master Plan process. The positive results of this initial
exploration, and the considerable public enthusiasm it has generated, lead us to make this mutual
commitment to carry this work further.
Together, our joint intent is to explore, assess, and analyze, in much greater detail, the opportunities
and challenges of transforming the Interchange. Infrastructure deficiencies remain to be identified and
quantified, and solutions mapped and priced. Land development constraints, and the path for rectifying
them, remain insufficiently understood. How best might a transformed Colfax/Federal be configured
and mesh most safely and productively with surrounding neighborhoods, nearby redevelopment efforts,
and ongoing transit and stadium operations? What is the most financially sound, cost effective,
mutually agreeable, and expeditious way to deliver such a project?

It is the purpose of this Letter of Commitment to ensure that these and related questions are answered
to our mutual satisfaction in the coming months. The Parties are willing and able to work with another
to outline the terms for a joint study that the Parties will be conducting to study and analyze the

TOP

Page 136 of 141

benefits, opportunities, and feasibility of re-shaping the Interchange. Should those answers also prove
mutually compelling, it is our expectation that our collaboration, and potential collaboration with
others, will require different documents and structure to be carried forward.
This letter constitutes an expression of intent to share information and initiate a joint study, but is not a
contractual obligation.

Submitted by:

Accepted by:

_________________________
Nicholas Farber
Acting Director
High Performance Transportation Enterprise
Date: ______________

_________________________
Shoshana Lew
Executive Director
Colorado Department of Transportation
Date: ______________
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While CDOT improves and combines our planning processes to include all modes and all people in
Colorado, our critical assets hundreds of thousands of people utilize every day continue to deteriorate.
Last fall a robust list of asset repair and maintenance projects were released that are currently under
construction. This fall, next year’s list will be advertised for the summer of 2020. These projects are
supported with our annual base program of maintenance and repair. They invest $XXM in rural counties
across the state representing XX% of CDOT’s total asset management plan. Strategic projects identified
through our new planning process will be additive to this list and supported with the SB-267 transfers
and General Fund Contributions provided by the legislature in the 2019 session. So more to come!
Many of the repair and maintenance projects also support our “Whole System, Whole Safety” program.
Projects like:
•
•
•
•
•
•

US-36 Rumble strips from Estes to Boulder to help keep drivers on the road
I-25 and SH-14 Cable Rail to prevent cross over accidents
Region 5 Truck Chain up areas to safely give locations for truckers to put on their chains
Traffic signal upgrades at SH8, SH58 and SH 93 near Golden
US-50 and SH-92 new intersection to reduce accidents and improve traffic flow near Delta
And many more statewide

Please remember to pay attention while driving, follow the speed limits and help keep yourselves and
our workers safe during the delivery of these critical projects.
CDOT
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All

Project Advertisement Forecast (through 2020)



Projects

Project Size Distribution (May 2019 - January 2020)

122

Projects $10M to $45M
12 (14%)

New Ads

Projects > $45M
2 (2%)

117
Total Forecast

$1,020M
Projects < $10M
71 (84%)

Projects to Advertise (May 2019 - January 2020)
Contract Amount

Cumulative Advertisement

$163M

$159M

611M

537M

662M

374M
$76M
$52M

159M

197M
$19M

$19M

$74M

325M

$49M

2019
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2019
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249M
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Project List

All

Project Advertisement List



The dates and actual project advertisements can fluctuate approximately +/- 5% based on bids and cash availability
Region PSPID

Project Description

Scheduled
Ad Date



Contract Amount

ST

23031

FY 19 ITS VMS UPGRADE

5/7/2019

$4,314,700

ST

23032

ITS FIBER TO STATE BUILDINGS

5/7/2019

$3,115,090

ST
1

22385
22023

ITS FIBER AND CAMERAS ON I-76 KEENESBURG
R1 CURB RAMPS - PH 3

5/16/2019
5/23/2019

$5,026,730
$2,297,222

1

22623

SH2&SH95 SIGNALS CONSTRUCTION (FY 19)

5/23/2019

$1,176,589

4

22843

US 36 Rumble Strips: Estes to Boulder

5/23/2019

$259,919

1
1

22591
22927

I-25 SOUTH GAP PACKAGE 3
I-25 S GAP - BE BRIDGES UPPER LAKE GULCH

5/30/2019
5/30/2019

$137,700,000
$5,040,000

5

23087

US 50 MM 201.8 MONARCH AVALANCHE

6/6/2019

4

22771

R4 Longmont ADA Curb Ramps

6/13/2019

$1,009,606

4
4

21216
21863

R4 FY19 Signal Pole Replacement Project
I-25: SH 14 North Cable Rail

6/20/2019
6/20/2019

$1,907,236
$5,088,554

4

22704

I-76: VMS Boards East and West

6/20/2019

$2,074,481

5

21235

US160 Pagosa Signals Pinon_Hot Springs_L

6/20/2019

$1,729,634

5

22809

R5 CHAIN STATION IMPROVEMENTS

6/20/2019

$1,434,420

1

22796

US 36: 28TH ST. TO TABLE MESA DR.

6/28/2019

$5,500,000

1

20849

GEOHAZARD SH 74 MORRISON TO EVERGREEN (F

7/18/2019

$1,490,000

1

21232

SH 119 WALL REPAIR @ MP 6.8

7/18/2019

$350,000

4
1

23017
22580

I-25 Express Lanes Segment 5 & 6 CP1
R1 CURB RAMPS PHASE 4

7/26/2019
8/1/2019

$17,101,418
$2,217,569

1

21221

FY19 RESURFACING PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE

8/15/2019

$6,000,000

3

21848

US 40 Grand County Signal Replacement

8/15/2019

$999,507

3
4

22795
20252

US550 Montrose Phase 1 ADA Ramps
PR SH7 Flood Repair MP 19-33

8/15/2019
8/29/2019

$1,071,722
$41,508,301

2

22478

R2 - 2019 CRITICAL CULVERT REPAIRS

9/12/2019

$1,000,000

4

20853

SH 71 South of Limon

9/12/2019

$17,435,527

4
4

20865
21849

US 34 Republican River Bridges
SH 79 FY20 Resurfacing MP 19 - MP 24

9/12/2019
9/12/2019

$3,283,001
$2,146,668

1

21790

SH 88 (BELLEVIEW) UNIVERSITY TO I 25

9/13/2019

$2,699,204

4

20854

SH86 West Side of Elizabeth Int.

9/25/2019

$3,763,198

Total

$425,594

$1,019,505,732
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