Colorado Department of Transportation
Fiscal Year 2013 Adopted Draft Budget 11/17/11

Attachment C

Key to acronyms:
|IDC=Indirect Costs

CE=Construction Engineering
TC=Transportation Commission
FHWA=Federal Highway

SH=5tate Highway funding TC=Transportation Commission
09-228=Funds from House BEB= Bridge Enterprise Board

08-108=Funds from House DS=

FTA=Federal Transit

Debt Service Covenants
AB=Aeronautics Board

Previous
Investment
Budget Funding Source Category
Maintain - Maintaining What We
Have
CDOT Performed Work
Roadway Surface TC 52,000,000 |SH
i i 16,399,332 |SH
Roadside Appearanca TC 7,000,000 [SH
Structure Maintenance C 12,000,000 [SH
Tunnel Activities TG 6,100,000 |SH
Snow and Ice Control TE: 64,300,000 |SH
Traffic Services R 58,000,000 [SH
Planning and Scheduling TC 12,830,000 |SH
Material, Equipment and Buildings Tc 14,000,000 [SH System Quality
242,429,332
Contracted Out Work
Surface Treatment Tc 83,326,839 [FHWA / SH System Quality
Safety Surface Treatment 1c 3,674,906 Safety
Bridge On-System - TC Directed TC 7,524,561 [FHWA / SH System Quality
Bridge On-System - Federal Program FR 22 041,555 |FHWA / SH System Quality
State Bridge Enterprise BEB 47 650,596 [09-108 System Quality
Rockfall Mitigation TC 3,766,108 [SH Safely
Hazard Elimination FR 11,958,427 [FHWA 7 SH Safety
Hot Spots TC 1,677,402 [FHWA / SH Safef
Traffic Signals TC 1,072,020 [FHWA / SH Safety
FASTER - Safety Projects TC 65,097,298 [09-108 Safety
| Tunnel Inspection TC 129,870 [SH System Quality
Maintain-Related Indirects/Overhead Comb 74,008,773
Maintain-Related CDOT Construction
Engineering Comb 18,624,535
340,390,890
Capital Expenditure
Road Equipment TC 14,191,581 [SH Program Delivery
Capitalized Operating Equipment TC 5,530,258 |SH Program Delivery
Property TC 6,932,699 {SH Program Delivery
26,654,548
Total: 609,474,770
Maximize - Making the Most of
'What We Have
CDOT Performed Work
Contracted Qut Work Safety Education Comb 3,752,378 |[FHWA/SH Safety
ITS Maintenance TC 6,685,668 |[FHWA/SH System Quality
Congestion Relief TC 2,611,471 [FHWA/SH
Total Regional Priority Allocation TC 7,278,678 [FHWA/SH
Maximize-Related Indirect/Overhead Comb 6,161,724
Maximize-Related CDOT Construction
Engineering Comb 1,550,659
28,340,579
Capital Expenditure
ITS Investments TC 5,000,000 |[SH
5,000,000
Total: 33,340,579
|Expand - Increasing Capacity
CDOT Performed Work
High Performance Transportation Enterprise--
Administration HPTEB 2,500,000 |Tolls
High Performance Transportation Enterprise--
Maintenance HPTEB - |Talls
2,500,000
Contracted Out Work
Congressional Earmarks FR - IFHWA Multi-[nvestment
Strategic Projects SL - |09-228 Multi-Investment
High Performance Transportation Enterprise—
" Projects HPTEB - _|Tolls Mobility
Expand-Related Indirect Comb -
Expand-Related CDOT CE Comb -
Total: 2,500,000
Deliver - Program
Delivery/Administration
Operations [including maintenance suppori] TC 28,274,936 [SHF Program Delivery
DTD Planning and Research - SPR FR 10,728,120 [FHWA/SHF Program Delivel
Administration (Appropriated) SL 23,567,833 |SHF Program Delivery
Total: 62,570,889
Pass-Through Funds/Muiti-
modal Grants
Aeronautics
ion of Aeronautics to Airports AB 38,780,000 [FAA / SA
sion of Aeronautics Admini on AB 720,000 [SA
39,500,000
Highway
Total Enhancement 11,448,134 |[FHWA / Loca
STP-Metro 41,181,424 [FHWA / Local
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality 38,513,014 [FHWA / Loca
Recreaticnal Trails 1,136,672 [FHWA Multi-Investment
Wetropolitan Planning 5,975 437 |[FHWA 7 SH/ Local  |Multi-Investment
Bridge Off-System - TC Directed 3,164,138 |FHWA / SH / Local _|System Quality
Bridge Off-System - Federal Program 5,343,945 [FHWA / SH / Local _|System Quality
Railroad Crossings 2,224,409 |[FHWA / SH / Local _|Safety
Safe Routes to Schools 1,767,905 |[FHWA Safaty
110,755,074
Transit
Total Federal Transit FR 15,458,879 [FTA / Local
Strategic Projects -Transit SL - |08-228
Transit and Rail Local Grants SL 5,000,000 |08-108
Transit and Rail Statewide Grants TCc 6,651,577 [09-108
Transit Administration and Operations Comb 3,348,423 |[FTA /09-108
30,458,979
Infrastructure Bank
Infrastructure Bank TC 500,000/S18
Total: 181,214,053|
Transportation Commission
Contingency / Debt Service
Contingency
TC Contingency TC 10,000,000 [FHWA / SH System Cuality
Snow & Ice Reserve TC 10,000,000 |SH System Quality
Contingent Earmarks Match TC - ISH System Quality
Bridge Enterprise - Contingency BEB 9,300,000 [0S-108 System Quality
29,300,000
Debt Service
Strategic Projects - Debt Service DS 187,993 575 [FHWA / SH Multi-Investment
Bridge Enterprise - Debt Service DS 118,234,000 [FHWA / SH System Quality
Certificates of Participation-Debt Svc DS 1,103,006 [SH Program Delivery
187,330,581
Total: 216,630,581
1,105,730,872
RETLREY 1,105,730,872
Variance

FR=Federal Requirements TC Directed
SL=State Legislation
HPTEB=High Performance Transportation Enterprise Board

Comb=Combination
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STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Don Hunt, Executive Director

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262

Denver CO 80222

(303} 757-9201

(303} 757-9656 Fax

M L, ISR U
SEPARTRENRT OF TRAMAPCRTA TN

Date: January 5, 2012
To: Representative Cheri Gerou, Chair
Senator Mary Hodge, Vice Chair
Representative Jon Becker
Senator Kent Lambert
Representative Claire Levy
Senator Pat Steadman
From: Don Hunt, Executive Director
Ce: John Ziegler, Staft Director, Joint Budget Committee
Byron DeLuke, Joint Budget Committee Staff
Zak Brewer, Governor’s Office of State Planning & Budgeting Staff
Subject: Department of Transportation’s Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses

The Depariment of Transportation (CDOT) hereby respectfully submits its responses fo the inquiries
from members of the General Assembly at the Department’s December 7, 2011 budget briefing.

1. Please describe the process the department used to develop its strategic plan.

The Department of Transportation updates its strategic plan annually as part of the process for
developing the annual budget request to the General Assembly. Every five years, the Transportation
Commission oversees an intensive process lo revisit its goals and objectives in conjunction with
Jederally mandated adoption of the statewide transportation plan. The Commission last engaged in
an earnest strategic planning session in 2008 — the 2035 Plan. CDOT Policy Directives 13 and 14
Jorm the basis of the Strategic Plan and were last updated in 2010 to underscore the importance of
Safety in the CDOT mission statement.

The commission will undertake a new series of strategic planning discussions that will in part
support the launch of the next statewide long range plan.

It is worth noting that the CDOT Strategic Plan, perhaps unlike that of others department,

corresponds to CDOT's current Investment Categories and not to our various Divisions. Staff
believe this is more meaningful to the public than categorizing objectives by CDOT division such as
“Accounting and Finance, “Human Resources and Administration,” or Region [ and Region 2.

These categories are an integral part of the 2035 Long Range Plan, and in future strategic planning
mitiatives staff expects the commission to move to a customer-facing set of budget categories as
presented in the FY 2012-13 department budget request.

2.1Is the fatal crash rate per 100 million vehicle miles traveled a valid performance measure for the
Department’s safety objective to maintain federal goals for vehicle crash fatalities? Have other

CDOT January 3, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 1 of 44
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things that are external to CDOT efforts (i.e. new traffic laws or technological improvements like
airbags) contributed to the lower fatal crash rate?

Yes, the fatal crash rate per 100 million vehicle miles traveled is a valid performance measure for
the department’s safety objective. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
requires that every state department of transportation report fatalities and fatal crashes through its
Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) Program. “Toward Zero Deaths” is in fact a national
initiative, adopted in 2010, that states have chosen to approach in different ways.

According to NHTSA s early projections, the number of traffic fatalities nationally fell just over one
percent between 2009 and 2010, from 33,808 to 33,334 (preliminary). Since 2005, fatalities have
dropped nearly 23 percent, from atotal of 43,510 fatalities in 2005. The same estimates also project
that the fatality rate will be the lowest recorded since 1949, with 1.09 fatalities per 100 million
vehicle miles traveled, down from the 1.14 fatality rate for 2009. The decrease in fatalities for 2010
occurred despite an estimated increase of nearly 21 billion miles in national vehicle miles traveled.
CDOT believes that tracking both fatalities and fatal crashes provides valuable information in
helping support the department’s core value of Safety.

Recently, there has been a national movement toward incorporating serious injuries as a primary
performance metric for transportation safety. In addition to fatal crash rate, CDOT reported in its
last Annual Performance Report serious injury crash rate, injury crash rate, total crash rate,
seatbelt usage rate, and percent of alcohol-related fatal crashes.

Yes, other external fuctors have significantly contributed to fatality reductions across the country.
The NHTSA has a legislative mandate under Title 49 of the United States Code, Chapter 301, Motor
Vehicle Safety, to issue Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) and Regulations to which
manufacturers of motor vehicle and equipment items must conform and certify compliance. At a
state level, seatbelt laws and cell phone and texting laws have helped reduce fatalities and serious
injuries in those states. Seatbelt use rate, for example, is in most years about 10% higher in those
states with primary seatbelt laws than in those with secondary seatbelt laws such as Colorado.

The fatal crash rate is a valid performance measure; it clearly accounts for traveled mileage and
how it impacts the number of fatal crashes that occur. However, the nation has recognized that a
more explicit, easily understood, and meaningful measure is the number of lives lost. Several states
and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQ), in
collaboration with NHTSA and FHWA, have adopted additional measures focusing onlives. One is
halving fatalities by 2027 from 2007, when AASHTQ adopted the revised national goal. “Toward
Zero Deaths” is a national highway strategy, recognizing that not one death is acceptable and our
national efforts should be moving toward preventing all deaths.

CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 2 of 44
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Don Hunt, Executive Director 07
4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262 [ )
Denver CO 80222 e ———

(303) 757-9201 ST e
(303) 757-9656 Fax

According to the most recently released FARS data set by NHTSA on December 9, 2011, in 2010
there were 449 fatalities statewide (410 fatal crashes). Of these 449 fatalities, 247 (55.0%) occurred
on “the roadway” and 202 (45.0%) occurred “running-off” the road. The preliminary reports show
141 (34.2%) alcohol-related crashes which have resulted in 155 (34.5%) fatalities.  Also, 164
(51.7%) of these fatal crashes, excluding motorcyclists, were not using seat bells.

The rable below summarizes the types of fatal incidents on Colorado’s highways in 2010, including
82 motorcyelist fatalities.

Table 1: Highway Fatalities in Colorado in 2010

Description Fatality
Collision with Motor Vehicle 160
Rollover/Overturn 95
Pedestrian and Pedal cyclist 43
Fixed Objects 119
Other Object {not fixed) 7
Live Animal 6
Others 19
Total 449

3. Does the fatal crash rate number include only those crashes that occur on Federal highways, or
does it include both State and Federal highways?

The 2010 fatal crash rate (0.87) includes crashes and 100 Million vehicle miles traveled on ALL
Colorado roads.

4. How many lives are lost due to fatal crashes in Colorado each year and on what highways are
these fatal crashes occurring?

There were 449 reported fatalities in 2010 on Colorado roads/highways, a decrease of just over
3% from 465 in 2009 and nearly a 40% decrease from the peak of 743 in 2002. One hundred
ninety-four of the fatalities (43.2%) occurred on “State Highway System, ” 77 of the fatalities
(17.1%6) occurred on “interstate System”, and 178 of the fatalities (39.6%) occurred on “off-
System Roads”, i.e., City Streets and County Roads that are not interstate, or US or state
highway. :

CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 3 of 44
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Table 2: History of Highway Fatalities in Colorado

ities on

Number of Fa

Colorado Highways

80D -
700
600
500
Pl ]

2007 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010

5. Does CDOT have any metrics that measure the performance of the Department in reducing or
eliminating fatalities of CDOT employees? Should this metric be included in the Department's
strategic plan? What measures does the department take to reduce fatalities? Can the Department
provide data to track fatalities back to FY 2006-07?

CDOT does not track employee fatalities as a “performance metric,” but does track employee
fatalities. Since FY 2006-07, the department has unfortunately experienced the following
Jfatalities.

Table 3: CDOT Employee Fatalities by Year

Year Employee Fatalities
2007 1
2008 2
2009 1
2010 0
2011 0

Because the number of employee fatalities is a relatively low number and while eliminating fatalities
is a high priority for the department, staff believes tracking workplace accidents within the strategic
plan is more indicative of department-wide emphasis on safety. The CDOT Safety Action Plan,
published annually gives all employees specific information about how to ensure their own safety
and the safety of their co-workers on a daily basis, and how to help CDOT address lingering
challenges in other key safety areas. The current plan’s key safety areas focus on:

CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 4 of 44
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1. Reducing injuries to backs, knees, and shoulders, which account for the highest injury
rates.

2. Reducing accident severity and frequency of strains, sprains, and contusions.

3. Promoting ownership in reducing accidents and injuries through responsible and
accountable actions.

To work toward increased safety at CDOT, the Chief Engineer’s Safety Star Award Program
recognizes the CDOT Engineering Region that exhibits the best safety performance as measured by:
1. Incident Rate
2. Total Lost Workdays (Labor)
3. Total Vehicle Accidents (Chief Engineer Objective-25% reduction)
4. Total Backing Accidents (Chief Engineer Objective-50% reduction)
5. % of Region participation in the CDOT Wellness Council’s annual Health Risk
Assessment (HRA)
6. Number of near-misses reported

6. Why has CDOT lowered its benchmark for the percent of pavement in good or fair condition
year after year? Is there something below the poor rating for pavement? Should the performance
metric for pavement focus on those roads in poor condition rather than those in good or fair
condition?

The Transportation Commission, through its Policy Directives 13 and 14, aspires to provide
Coloradans a system with at least 60% good or fair surface on the state highway system. However,
the Commission recognizes that CDOT total funding stream is inadequate and thus annually adopls
a budget-conscious target that has required decreasing the expectation in order to meet fiscal
CONSIraints.

There is a rating below the "poor” rating for pavement. While poor pavement has a remaining
service life of zero to five years, “Zero Poor” pavement has no remaining service life. Currently,
34% of CDOT’s roads have zero remaining service life. This does not mean that they cannot be
driven on. This means that the only economically viable treatment is complete reconstruction.
CDOT could shifi its melric to percent of roads in poor condition (100% minus current good/fair
percentage} or to percent of roads in zero-poor condition and is in fact in the process of evaluating
the most meaningful measure to the public.

CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 5 of 44
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Table 4: Projection of Good/Fair Conditions en the State Highway System By Facility Type

20 Year Good/Fair Pavement Condition Projections
Based Upon Current Surface Treatrnent Funding Levels
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a0 - T —— Fagility Tyne
80 s HE (non-
nterst et

Hi
e el terstale

58

Meatwork

1 I S

% Good/Fair Conditions

20 =

i

) T ¥ I I { T § i I i A ¥ R ¥ i H ¥
el ory Fe) . o §. P e ow ) o el
S0 2L En 888 HER LR RE 8RR A
P = T~ S S S e R ST v S v SR o S ' B ' S e S o Y o "R e S o T s S e S |
T I SR & T A TR B oA M A T R A R 5 Rk D S T & N i T i SR A B S O

Wote: Expacted surface treatment funding s 21500 grown &t 3%
annually. This visldsan average anual budget of $2020. B, 25, 2001

7. Please provide the good/fair/poor maps that have been created for State roads.
Please see Appendix A for statewide and regional good/fair/poor maps.

8. Did the General Assembly shift responsibility for the maintenance of some low traffic bridges
from the State to localities? If so, has this impacted performance measures related to the condition
of bridges on State roads?

The General Assembly has not taken any recent action to directly transfer the ownership and/or maintenance
responsibility of bridge structures from CDOT to local governments. CDOT has the authority to fransfer state

highway assets (including bridges) to local governments provided that local governments are willing to accept
CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 6 of 44
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those assets. Eight bridge siructures have been transferred from CDOT to local governments in the last iwo
fiscal years. None of these structures are rated as poor, and the impact of these transfers on the percentage of
bridge decking in good or fair condition on the state highway system was less than one one-hundredth of one
percent,

9. Please reconcile the JBC staff assertion that growth in vehicle miles traveled has outpaced
growth in revenues over the past couple of decades with the Department’s claim that increased gas
prices and individual motorist economic conditions have resulted in fewer vehicle miles traveled in
recent years. Additionally, what does it cost CDOT to install the real time congestion signage over

State highways? Have these signs impacted the minutes of delay per traveler in congested
corridors?

Over the last twenty years, growth in nominal revenue to the Department has grown 4.7 percent per year on
average. This figure is higher than the corresponding annual growih figure for vehicle miles traveled, which is
2.2 percent. However, when adjusted for real purchasing power the Department s revenue has grown by 0.4
percent per year on average since 1991, which is significantly slower than growth in vehicle miles traveled.

Table 5 A Hlstorlcal Comparlson of Vehicle Mlles T raveled and CDOT Revenue |

Mensure’ 1991 2010 % Growth | CAAGR!
Vehicle Miles Traveled (mﬂhons) 18,192.0 27,898.0 53.4% 22%
State Funding to CDOT ($millions) 2282 640.9 180.9% 3.3%
Inflation-adjusted State Funding To CDOT? ($millions) 525.3 640.9 22.0% 1.0%
Total CDOT Revenue ($millions) 490.0  1,227.5 150.5% 4.7%
Total CDOT Inflation-adjusted Revenue” (Smillions) 1,128.0 1,227.5 8.8% 0.4%

1. Compound Average Annual Growth Rate
2. Adjusted to 2010 Purchasing Power by the CDOT Construction Cost Index

As may be seen in the chart below, vehicle miles traveled on the state highway system in Colorado decreased
between 2007 and 2009, representing the only instances in the last twenty years when vehicle miles traveled
declined from one year to the next. The Department attributes this decline to macroeconomic factors.

CDOT January 5, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 7 of 44
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Table 6: Inflation-adjusted CDOT Revenues vs. Vehicle Miles Traveled

Inflation-adjusted CDOT Revenues vs. $tate Highway Travel
30,000 51,870

- S1,770

28,000 e

26,000 51,570

24,000 - 51,370
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51,17¢
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{millions 20305}

£BOT Revenue {$Millions)
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26,600 5970

S770

18,000 1%,

Year (vehicle miles traveled calendar year, S fiscal year)

Highway overhead Variable Message Signs (VMS) on which real-time traveler time information is
provided cost about 300,000 to install. VMS is not only used to provide real-time traveler time .
information, but also to provide a myriad of other information, such as, road and weather
conditions, incident related and alternative route information, traffic related messages, regulatory
messages, event information and law enforcement safety related information. VMS signs are also
replicated on the web site so that the traveling public can also see the messages prior to their trip

Although the Department projects substantial benefits under conservative assumptions to motorists
from its efforts to give motorisis real-time information about traffic conditions using Intelligent
Transportation Systems (see Appendix B), quantifying these benefits precisely is challenging because
it necessarily involves estimating trips not taken, postponed, detoured, etc., which are not direcily
observable. There is a growing body of peer-reviewed academic literature regarding the
effectiveness of VMS; generally, the results are favorable but vary to some degree on factors specific
to each highway segment, available alternate routes, the type of information displayed, and the
characteristics of the drivers themselves. See hilp.//nexus. umn.edwpapers/vms.pdf for an in-depth
discussion of past research and a study of VMS on the Minnesota state highway system.
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10. Please rank the top ten most congested areas of the state.

The Depariment s congestion data is point-based rather than corridor-based or area-based. Congestion is
measured by the ratio of a highway’s traffic volume to its designed capacity (/e ratio), and a highway
point with a v/c ratio above 0.85 is generally considered to be congested. The ten points with the highest
v/c ratios in Colorado are on Interstate 25 through Denver.

Please see Appendix C for maps of congested portions of the state highway system.

11. Within program delivery, is the percent of design projects advertised in 30 days the right metric
if it does not take into account those projects with rescheduled timelines (i.e. accelerated or
combined with other projects to be more efficient)? Please provide additional detail on why the
actual for this performance metric was so low in FY 2010-11.

The Department recognizes that its performance in gefting projects advertised on schedule could be
better. This will be a focus of the Chief Engineer and of the Depariment’s process improvement

efforts,

The performance for Design On Time dipped in FY 2010-11 for a number of factors. Factors
include:

e alarge influx of federal revenue that enabled the department fo shift resources to larger
projects,

e increased project scopes;

e combined profects; and

» seeking to realize other construction efficiencies.

12. Was there an environmental compliance violation in the past 12 months along the I-70 corridor
where materials were used with chemicals that poison the water system? Are these chemicals being
used as part of CDOT projects elsewhere in the State?

Inearly February 2011 there was an accidental release of volatile organic chemicals (predominantly styrene,
a commonly used curing agent for the installation of drainage pipes in highway culverts that dissipates upon
contact with oxygen) during a CDOT-managed construction project referred to as the “Eisenhower Johnson
Memorial Tunnel (EJMT) Culvert Repair Project, " and identified as CDOT project number MTCE (703-366,
and CDOT project control number (PCN) 18027, The styrene release resulted in a temporary impact to
surface water and to a drinking water intake within the upper reaches of the Clear Creek Watershed in Clear
Creek County, Colorado.
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Following recognition and notification of the release and noted effects limited to the Loveland Valley drinking
water supply, CDOT subsequently notified the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) and filed an environmental release report. Downstream users of Clear Creek water were notified of
the release with the issuance of the release report, and by telephone and e-mail correspondence, and CDOT
and its contracior initiated an aggressive release response, surface water testing, and mitigation program
overseen (and subsequently permitted) by the CDPHE,

The response included providing a replacement (trucked in} supply of potable water to the
affected area of the Loveland Ski Resort (Loveland Valley), and temporary closure of infake
valves by downstream users of Clear Creck until testing results demonsirated cleanup of
impacted supplies was complete.

As of the date of this report, CDOT and its contractor have completed the following.

o Coordinated response, cleanup, and mitigation requirements with affected stakeholders, water users,
and the regulatory communily;

o Prepared and implemented a Mitigation Plan (dated February 17, 2011), and a revised Mitigation
Plan dated March 30, 2011;

o Applied for and received (and subsequently requested closure) of two groundwater remediation
discharge permits under CDPHE General Permit COG315000, including Certification numbers
COG315228 (for Loveland Basin Snowmaking Pond cleanup) and COG315231 (for Loveland Valley
Raw Water Pond cleanup);

»  Operated and installed various diversions and bypasses to prevent flow of runoff through recenily
lined culverts uniil such time that treatment of impacted water was complete, as demonstrated by
analyvtical results.

o Mobilized two onsite treatment units to treat contained styrene-impacted water (and its sources) at the
Loveland Basin Snowmaking Pond and the Loveland Valley Raw Water Pond to levels within
permitted concentrations, prior to permitted discharge. Treatment units were removed from the
Snowmaking Pond (upper pond) on March 30, 2011 and from the Raw Water Pond (lower pond) on
March 14, 2011;

o Between February 8, 2011 and the June 3, 2011, CDOT collected and has analyzed over 200 water
samples and five soil samples for the purposes of release conflrmation, response, reporting,
mitigation plan requirements, and discharge permit requirements;

o Submitted required monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports per respective discharge permit
requirements;

s Met on numerous occasions with representatives of Loveland Ski Area, the CDPHE, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Clear Creek County, and other stakeholders, and held
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numerous internal meetings to address the issue, so that an occurrence of the type experienced could
be avoided in the future.

¢ Revised its contractor specifications for use of the culvert repair systems of the type employed on this
project o prevent any future issues with contamination, and

o Tabulated analytical results.

The Department is currently engaged in discussions with the CDPHE as to what enforcement action, if any,
the CDPHE may take as a result of this incident,

9:30-9:45 B. STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING DEFICIT

13. Please provide historical data on the State’s rate of return on federal gasoline and diesel tax
revenues originating in Colorado (i.e. how much does the State contribute to the Federal Highway
Trust Fund and how much does the U.S. Department of Transportation pay back). If Colorado.
contributes §1 in federal fuel tax revenues how much does the State get back? How does that
compare to other states?

Please see the tables below for summary information regarding the amounts contributed to, and received
Jrom, the highway account of the federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF) by motorists in Colorado.

The current Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU P.L. 109-59) was designed to draw down a multi-billion dollar fund balance in the HTF. This
authorization expired in Ociober 2009 but has been extended by a series of continuing resolutions that have
prolonged a structural deficit between receipts and expenditures, necessitating several multi-billion dollar
transfers from the General Fund of the U.S. Treasury.
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Table 7: Federal Transportation Funding
Taxes Paid vs. Apportionments Received (in Millions)

$700.0

$51'4 . $638.5 $643.7 $641.3

& Colorado - Taxes
Paid into Highway
Trust Fund

$600.0

$500.0

$400.0

Colorado - Total
Appertionments
Received from the
Highway Trust Fund

$300.0

$200.0

$100.0

2007 2008 2009 2010

Note: The figures above include user fee/tax revenues credited to the highway and transit accounts of the
HTF, and highway and transit apporiionments from the HTF.

Presently, all states receive more in apportionments than they pay into of the Highway Trust Fund
because of the aforementioned structural imbalance between revenues and expenditures.
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Table 8: Federal Transportation Funding
Taxes Paid vs. Apportionments Received

2.0
18
1.6
139 139

1.4 —

Rate of Return for
12 Every $1.00 paid by
GO N DRSS —— Colorado Taxes for
0.8 the Federal Highway

’ Program

0.6 i e O B
0.4
0.2 —
oNIJEEE . FONENNENEEL - OV — - 1

2008 2009 2010

14. Please provide an update on the status of State bridges now that FASTER has been fully
implemented. How many projects have been completed with FASTER dollars and what was the
final cost associated with those projects? How did final costs compare to projected costs?

Since the inception of the Bridge Enterprise in July 2009, 155 bridges have been identified as
eligible for replacement by the Enterprise using S.B. 09-108 funding due to their “poor” sufficiency
ratings. Of those, 35 bridges have been replaced using other sources of funds including the
Department’s apportionment of American Recovery & Reinvestment Act funding.

As of December 2011, 18 of the remaining 120 poor bridges have been replaced 15 are in
construction, 14 have design complete, 44 are in design, and 29 bridges are not yet scheduled
Eighteen structures have been completed to date with funding generated by Senate Bill 09-108. Their
combined projected (or budgeted) cost was approximately 839.2 million. Their combined final actual
cost was approximately $34.1M. This reflects a 85.1 million cost savings or 13.0 percent.

15. How many jobs were created as a result of FASTER projects? Were all of these jobs contractor
jobs or were additional FTE hired as a result of FASTER?

In February of 2011, CDOT developed and implemented a standard special provision (FASTER
Monthly Employment Report) that has been subsequently included in all Bridge Enterprise
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construction contracts. This special provision is very similar to the ARRA (American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act) monthly job reporting requirements. Based upon jobs data collected during the
2011 calendar year, approximately 230,000 craft labor man-hours were funded by the FASTER
program.

Based upon the pre-construction expenditures during the 2011 calendar year, there were
approximately 135,000 man-hours of professional labor funded by the FASTER program. For future
FASTER professional service based contracts, CDOT intends to incorporate the same jobs-reporting
special provision into their respective contracts as well.

FASTER Safety funds are more difficult to quantify since some projects are funded in whole by
FASTER Safety funds, and some are partiaily funded by other funds. Through information developed
for the ARRA program, we are able {o back into the following numbers.

Consultant work in projects supported partially or in whole by FASTER Safety funds since January
2010 through December 2011, for $32 million awarded was approximately 50 employees (225,000
hours) over almost two years (or 100 FTE).

Contractor work in projects supported partially or in whole by FASTER Safety funds since January
2010 through December 2011, for $245 million awarded was approximately 400 employees (1.66
million hours) over almost two years (or 800 FTE).

16. What effect did the one-time influx of ARRA funding have on bridge and highway projects in
the State?

The Department received $404 million in funding for highway projects and §12.5 million in funding

for transit projects from the American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Under current surface
freatment investment levels, CDOT expects the network Good/Fuir percentage 1o drop 3% to 4%
every year. CDOT’s deployment of ARRA funding temporarily reduced the rate of network pavement
condition deterioration to a 1% drop in Good/Fair per year in 2010 and 2011. In 2009 CDOT’s
network pavement condition was 50% Good/Fair. In 2011, CDOT'’s network pavement condition is
measured at 48% Good/Fair, which is 5.0 percentage points higher than it would have been without
ARRA funding.

U Table 9 ARRAProject Status (December 2011y 5k
11

Obligated Projects ' 5
11

Advertised and Awarded Projects 5
Active Projects 33
Construction Complete 32
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Please visit http./'www.coloradodot. info/projects/arra/ARRACombined pdf’ for a complete list of ARRA
projects and hitp:/fwww.coloradodot. info/projecisiarra/SavingsProjects for additional projects authorized
Jrom cost savings on the original ARRA projects.

17. What is the status of the hond issue for FASTER?

In December 2010 the Department issued 8300 million of Build America Bonds at an effective net
interest rate of 3.9 percent lo accelerate the replacement of 73 poor bridges. The principal balance is
currently scheduled to be vepaid in 2041.

18. What impact do super loads have on State roads? Is the impact greater for local roads with
lower traffic volumes? How are local stakeholders and authorities involved in the decision to allow
super loads on local roads? Does the $400 fee that is currently charged meet the need caused by
super loads?

The Department does not presently have data withwhich to answer this question, either for roads on
or off the state highway system. However, the Depariment has federal research funds that will be
programmed for the purpose of studying this issue.

CDOT does not have jurisdiction over local roads, therefore, CDOT cannot make decisions related
10 the operation of any oversize/overweight load on local roads. However, CDOT does require every
extralegal load applicant to provide CDOT with proof of authorization from the local jurisdiction
Jor the use of any local roadway included in the proposed transport. CDOT will not issue a state
permit uniil proof of local authorization is provided.

The Department’s administrative costs 1o process a super load permit exceeds the fee the Department is

authorized by the General Assembly to collect.

19. Please provide figures on whether the additional fees paid by the owners of heavy vehicles cover
the extra cost to the State transportation system.

The Department cannot currently quantify the marginal cost to the state highway system's condition from
extralegal loads. However, it is reasonable to expect that these costs exceed the permit revenues collecied.
This is due to the fact that the stress caused to a road surface by a vehicle is proportional to the fourth power
of the amount of mass carried over a vehicle’s axle. For example, a 20,000-pound single axle consumes on the
order of 1,000 times more pavement life than a 2,000-pound single axle (a typical axle weight of a mid-sized
passenger motor vehicle). The constructed depth of the pavement of any particular segment of the state
highway system is dirvectly proportional to the expected traffic from heavy vehicles; building roads to
withstand traffic from heavy vehicles adds significantly to the total life cycle cost.

CDOT January 3, 2011 Joint Budget Committee Hearing Responses Page 15 of 44




STATE OF COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Don Hunt, Executive Director

4201 East Arkansas Avenue, Room 262

Denver CO 80222 7 Aem— m— —
(303) 757-9201 DERARTIENT QF TRANSEORTATICR
(303) 757-9656 Fax

20. What does CDOT currently do to integrate land use in its long term transportation planning?
How can the Department play a greater role in promoting consistency between transportation
improvements and State or local planned growth and economic development?

The Department provides data and limited technical assistance to the planning efforts of local governments
and incorporates the planning decisions of those entities into the Long Range Plan for transportation in
Colorado.

21. Several measures to mitigate costs were discussed in the 2011 Deficit Report, including the use
of intelligent transportation systems, efforts to alter demand, and offering more options in terms of
modes of transportation. Please provide an update on specific programs that are being
implemented by the Department along these lines. Are there policies that CDOT can bring the
General Assembly on how to do best practices for cost-cutting measures that are not under
CDOT’s control (i.e., land use, telecommuting, etc.)?

The Department continues to deploy Intelligent Transportation Systems (I1S) and other efforis to manage
demand and give motorists real-time information with which to plan their travel. Some highlights include:

CoTrip (hittp:/www.cotrip.org) — For calendar year 2010, 16 million persons visited the COTrip web site

requesting 258 million pages of information and the web site transmitted 18 terabyies of information.
Additionally, the 511 Interactive Voice Response System took 2.3 million calls. These numbers represent
significant increases over the past year, and attest (o both the demand for information and the value that
travelers place on it.

Ramp Metering — Over the last several years the Department has installed traffic signals at on-ramps to
major limited-access highways such as Interstates 25, 70, U.S. Highways 6 and 36, and Colorado State
Highway 470. By managing access o congested corridors during peak travel periods, resulting highway
throughput is higher, leading to reduced total travel time and increased safety for motorists.

Rolling Speed Harmonization — In the fall of 2011 the Department, in conjunction with the Colorado State
Patrol and the Silverthorne Police Department, began to actively manage the speed of vehicles on Intersiate
70 near the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels (EJMT) by using law enforcement vehicles as pace cars.
By harmonizing the speed of vehicles on the approaches to the tunnel, the Department aimed lo increase
throughput, reduce accidents, and reduce the need to meter traffic at the tunnels.

Although the fall harmonization periods were a limited test case, the results were strongly favorable.

Results from the second fest included.
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*  Speeds averaged 55 mph (posted speed 60 mph) from Silverthorne to the EJMT; 50 mph (posted 50
mph) within the EJMT; and 60 mph (posted 65 mph) from the EJMT to Empire Junction. When traffic
congestion occurs, the average speed along this 27-mile segment varies between 10 and 30 mph. -

*  The data showed very high compliance among drivers and speed differentials between vehicles were
reduced, even for vehicles traveling outside the paced group of vehicles — a key determinant since
wide variations in speed lead to higher probability of accidents which, in turn, substantially increases
congestion. |

The Department will fully implement Rolling Speed Harmonization on Interstate 70 in early 2012, It is
projected to operate when ski traffic is at its highest, primarily on Sunday afternoons. The Department will
continug to monitor results to determine how to optimize the use of Rolling Speed Harmonization.

The Department appreciates the General Assembly’s interest in policies to manage demand for the limited
capacity of the state’s transportation system. The Department will continue to work with its stakeholders and
Executive Branch policymakers to Jormulate policies and best practices regarding the state transportation
system; however, at this time the Depariment does not have specific recommendations Jor the General
Assembly.

9:45-10:00 C. PROGRAM DELIVERY

22. How does CDOT determine the condition of State roads, and what role do these ratings play in
the Department’s process for allocating maintenance and surface treatment dollars? Please provide
an overview of the process used by CDOT to prioritize and choose amongst the myriad of potential
transportation projects in the State.

The condition of a Colorado state highway is measured by Remaining Service Life (RSL), which
identifies how many years a pavement will last until Reconstruction is the only cost-effective
recourse.

To calculate the RSL, CDOT collects condition distress information annually on all highways.
Smoothness, rutting, fransverse cracking, longitudinal cracking, fatigue cracking (on asphalt only),
and corner breaks are identified and quantified for every 1/10th-mile segment of highway. These
raw distress measurements are normalized on an “index” scale of 0-100, where 100 indicates that
the pavement is free from that type of distress. Normalizing the data creates a scale of comparability
between the different distress types. If a streich of highway has a Transverse Cracking Index of 98
and a Rutting Index of 33, then one can easily deduce the critical distress (in this hypothetical case
rutting) and treat the pavement accordingly.

The Pavement Management Program has software that quantifies the benefit (added RSL) of
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different types of treatments on a given of road during different times in the road’s lifecycle. The
benefits of performing maintenance, rehabilitation, and reconstruction on the road are balanced
against the treatments’ costs. By way of this cost-benefit analysis, CDOT determines the most cosi-
effective treatment, or series of treatments, for the given road.

The Pavement Management Program also has the capability to apply the cost-benefit analyses
statewide to determine the most efficient projecis across the state. The cost-benefit rankings of
projects across the state are weighted, inpart, by traffic volume. The result of this weighting is that
projects with more traffic are deemed more beneficial than similar projects with less traffic. The
Pavement Management Program can identify and recommend a list of efficient treatments across the
state for the next 20-years that is fiscally constrained under a given budget scenario, by comparing
cost-benefit values. CDOT’s goal is to have 70% of resurfacing projects maich the Pavement
Management recommendations. Currently, CDOT maiches 76%. The Pavement Management
Program cannot account for the infinite number of site-specific variable that may contribute to the
condition of a unique sireich of highway. The 70% goal allows for project-level flexibility for upon
un-modeled conditions.

23. What percentage of the Construction, Maintenance, and Operations line is construction versus
maintenance or operations? How does the Department determine the relative levels of funding for
each program area within this line item?

Please see the table below for a summary of the proposed FY 2012-13 Transportation Commission
Allocatic_ms within the Construction, Maintenance, and Operations line item.

Of the Department’s $1.1 billion in annual funding, approximately half is dedicated to specific programs by
state and federal law. The remaining flexible funding is allocated by the Transportation Commission to sirike
a balance between minimizing the rate of structural deterioration of the state highway system (construction)
and keeping the system open, convenient, and safé (maintenance).
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Table 10: FY 2012 13 Constructlon, Mamtenance, and Operations Breakdown

Category “ FY 2012-13 Alogation -
Construction

Construction-type Activities 241.4

Debt Service on Construction Projects 168.0
Total Construction ) 409.4
Maintenance

Maintenance-type Activities 242.4

Property & Equipment 26.7

COP Payment for CDOT Properties F
Total Maintenance 270.2
Operations

Project-Related Indirect Fxpenses 65.9

Staff Branches 28.5

Planning & Research 10.7
Total Operations 105.1
Total Pass - Through Fands 181.2
Total Contingency 20.0
Total Construction, Maintenance, and Operations Line Item 986.0

Note: The Department’s request for the annually appropriated Administration line item is $24.5 million or 2.2 percent of the total
request,

24, Please provide an update on memorandums of understanding (M OUs) that the Department
entered into with different regions of the State that were meant to determine funding levels for
projects in those regions. Does the Transportation Commission foflow the MOUs? If not, how does
the Commission decide on projects?

The Transportation Commission does endeavor to honor the commitments in the MOUs, The
agreement is not intended lo be met on a year-by-year basis, but rather as an average over time. For
the MOU with Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), this tolerance has been met
over the last few years. For the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG), the allocations
have been a bit short of the tolerance over the last few years. The Department has averaged 8.56%,
while the aspiration has been 9.48%. The recent allocation of funds to the area jor Interstate 25
north of Colorado Springs will bring the percentage up, and CDOT staff is working wzrh PPACG
staff to ensure the commitments dre met over time.

25. When were these MOUs created? Does the lack of money overall impact the ability of the
Transportation Commission fo adhere to the MOUs? If so, in what way?

The MOU with DRCOG was finalized in November 2004 and the MOU with PPACG was finalized
in April of 2005. The MOUs were put in place at a time when funding assumptions were quite
different than is the reality of today. The Transportation Commission’s primary objective is fo
maintain the existing system in the best condition it can within its funding constraints. To best
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allocate funds for system preservation, the Commission allocates most of its available funds through
the use of formulae to a variety of categories such as surface treatment, maintenance, bridges, efc.
When the MOUs were signed, two large statutory transfers of state General Fund revenue to the
State highway Fund (S.B. 97-001 and H.B. 02-1310) were in effect. These two funding sources were
distributed for projects largely related to population and mobility and their availability was critical
to making the commitments embedded in the MOUs. For example, the Pikes Peak region has
comparatively few state maintained highways so when funds are allocated by formula to maintain
the system (routine maintenance, surface treatment bridge replacement, eic.), the Pikes Peakregion
receives significantly less than the 9.48% goal contained in the MOU. So long as the Department
was receiving SB97-001 and HB02-1310 funds, however, the Department was comfortable that it
could meet the commitments in the MOUs. With the repeal of SB 97-1 and HB 02-1310, however, the
Commission no longer has access io the funding sources it counted upon when it entered into the
MOUs. ‘

Despite the loss of these two funding sources, the Transportation Commission continues to make
significant efforts to stay close to the percentages in the MOUs. It has done so by opportunistically
taking advantage of some unanticipated federal funds. In 2009 one of the largest projects funded
with the federal stimulus (ARRA) funds was the Woodman Road project in Colorado Springs and
more recently, when federal aid for FY 2011 came in above estimate, funding was provided for a
major expansion of 1-23 also in Colorado Springs.

26. What types of educational programs are being implemented by the Department to ensure
people do not text while driving?

Fiscal Year 2010-11 was the first year in which funding was available for the Department to do a
statewide distracted driving campaign. Considerable effort was given to research and campaign
development during this first phase of outreach, Major accomplishments included:

¢ An online campaign to reach young drivers, who are most at risk for disiracted driving;

o Website banner ads included an animated scrolling of potential things drivers can hit when
distracted, with the tagline of “millions of scenarios, one result”;

o News releases,

¢ Posters; and

o A Public Service Announcement (PSA) contest in 2009 in which students developed a PS4
that is still plaved on television stations across the state.

Prior to the current year, the focus of the Department s outreach efforts was solely on teens and the
cell phone ban for drivers under age 18. Inthe current year, the campaign expanded to reach other
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age groups as well. The campaign is focused not only on texting but other types of distractions as
well.
Public Relations Outreach Summary:

e Posters

e Public Service Announcements

o News Releases

o Electronic Sign Messages

FY11 Paid Media Summary:
o 328,000 of federal transportation safety funding
© 3,156,490 online impressions
» 276 radio traffic sponsorships in Denver/Boulder, Colorado Springs/Pueblo and Fort
Collins/Greeley Designated Market Areas.

27. Please provide an update on the proposed High Performance Transportation Enterprise
projects for the I-70 corridor.

The High Performance Transportation Enterprise is managing the review of an unsolicited proposal
received on July 15, 2011 for roadway and multimodal improvements to I-70 from C-470 to
Silverthorne. Reviewers include staff from Region 1 and FHWA, in addition to stakeholders from the
1-70 corridor. As noted at the December 14 HPTE Board of Directors meeting, if CDOT and HPTE
decide to move forward the next step will be a solicitation for comparable proposals--likely in
February, 2012. In keeping with the HPTE procurement guidelines, this solicitation will maintain a
Jair, competitive and transparent process.

Related to this, the HPTE and CDOT are seeking FHWA Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPP) funds
to explore and validate the feasibility of a multimodal highway and transit solution for this portion
of the I-70 corridor. Part of the requested funds will be used to engage the I-70 Collaborative Effort
in this endeavor.

More information about the I-70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Study
and Record of Decision can be found at http://www.coloradodot. info/projects/i-70mountaincorridor.

28. Please provide an update on what the Division of Transit and Rail is deing (including federal
money on transit and rail).

During FY 2012-13 the Division of Transit & Rail (DTR) will embark on the following projects and
imitialives:
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The Division is offering calendar vear 2012 contracts to 31 rural transit operators. The
contracts arve for §7.6 million in FTA rural public transportation formula funds administered by
CDOT.

As Congress has suspended its earmarking of discretionary capital FTA funds, the FTA has
instead been offering these discretionary funds on a competitive basis nationwide, asking that
states apply on behalf of rural transit agencies. The Division applied on behalf of rural
communities and was awarded $3.55 million from the State of Good Repair program for five
rural transit operators. S

The Division applied on behdlf of four local jurisdictions seeking funds from an FTA pilot
program, the Veterans Transportation and Community Living Initiative, which promotes
incorporation of velerans transportation programs into existing efforts to improve the
coordination of human services transportation. All four were selected, and the Division was
awarded full funding of 81.32 million, one of the largest per capita grants given fo a state.

The Interregional Connectivity Study (ICS) will be on-going and nearing completion by year end;
this study will identify and evaluate a future passenger rail (emphasis on ultimate high speed rail)
network for the Front Range and the 1-70 corridor to Eagle County, with an emphasis on the
“connectivity” with the RTD FasTracks system and DIA.

The I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System (AGS) Feasibility Study also will be on-
going and nearing completion by year end; this study will complement the ICS effort and examine
possible technologies and alignments. The AGS effort will engage the tranmsit system
manufacturing and concession industry in the analysis.

CDOT will update and expand upon a 2008 Intercity Bus Study to include regional and
commuter bus routes, inventory intermodal facilities in the state, examine the need for increased
and improved intermodal connections among local, regional and intercity bus and Amtrakroutes
al intermodal facilities around the state, and evaluate whether, how and when CDOT should
participate in such a project.

The Division will develop a State Transit Plan as input to the 2040 Statewide Long Range
Transportation Plan,

In late 2009 CDOT conducted a statewide competitive application process for both the Local and
Statewide FASTER Transit funds for Fiscal Years 2010 through 2012. In January 2010 the
Transportation Commission approved the award of 86 projects. The awards, fotaling $38.1
million, were made to a total of 46 different organizations. Those 86 projects are serving a total
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of 40 counties; no projects were requested from the 24 counties not served by a project. The
awards, some of which are leveraging federal funds, include everything from 80 bus purchases to
nformation technology improvements to the construction or improvement of 11 park-and-rides
and & bus-related facilities.

29. Please provide an update on the Division of Aeronautics.

There are several ongoing programs and initiatives in the Division of Aeronautics that may be of intevest
to the Joint Budget Committee and the members of the General Assembly.

*» Aviation Fuel Tax Reimbursements — Legislation created in 1991 allows for the collection of
State Sales Tax and Excise Taxes on aviation jet fuel and aviation gasoline. These funds are
distributed back to the seventy-six public-use airports through a Discretionary Grant
Program and a formula that returns 63% of the fuel taxes back to airports where the fuel
was sold. In 2013 the Division projects that $39.4 million will be collected from aviation
Juel taxes. Pursuant to Section 43-10-109 (3), C.R.S. (2011), the Transportation Commission
may allocate up to 5.0 percent of the fund'’s revenues for operating expenses; the Division
has historically utilized less than 2.0 percent for this purpose.

o Aeronautics Airport Grant Program — The discretionary grant program for the 2012
calendar year will distribute approximately 19 million dollars io 46 Colorado public-use
airports that submitted applications. These funds will be used for high-priority projects
identified in the State Aviation System Plan and individual airport Capital Improvement
Planning documents.

» Colorado Surveillance Project-Mountain Radar — This project is a cooperative effort
between the State and the FAA to enhance safety, capacity and efficiency in the airspace
serving the Colorado’s Ski Country Airports by employing emerging NextGen technologies
(http:/fwww. faa. govinextgen). This project has successfully deployed NextGen equipment at
the airports serving Craig, Hayden, Steamboat Springs and Rifle. Phase IT will implement

similar improvements to the airports serving Durango, Gunnison, Montrose and Telluride.
Colorado is the first State to coordinate resources with the FAA to implement innovative
application of NextGen technologies.

10:00-10:15 D. MOTORCYCLE OPERATOR SAFETY TRAINING PROGRAM

On September 12, 2011, the Office of the State Auditor released a performance audit of the MOST program.
Recommendation 8 of that report states that CDOT should work with the General Assembly to discontinue the
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MOST program or implement changes in the program to address the recommendations in the audit. CDOT
does not yet have a recommendation on whether the program should continue. The depariment has conducted
multiple stakeholder meetings and is surveying past participants of the training program to determine what
elements of the program, if any, should continue. The department plans to share their findings with the Audit
Commiittee and other members of the General Assembly no later than February, 2012, The department
answers (o the following questions regarding the MOST program should not be construed as support for or
opposition to the program continuing.

30. What is the department’s role in the MOST program? How many FTE in the Department are
used for the MOST program? Why are almost 15 percent of total MOST expenditures used for
administrative expenses? What does CDOT use administrative moneys for? Why has the
percentage used on administrative expenditures varied over the years?

The mission of the Motorcyele Operator Safety Training (MOST) program is fo subsidize accessible, high
quality, low cost motorcycle training to Colorado residents and active duty military personnel. The program
focuses on training as the first step a rider can take to riding safer. MOST contracts with independent
training organizations throughout Colorado for the purpose of delivering training. The department 'srole is
to approve training curricula for use in Colorado and ensure the independent training organizations follow
the set standards. The training courses help develop the knowledge, aititudes, habits, and skills necessary for
the safe operation of a motoreyele. As the number of motorcycle registrations in Colorado increase, the
number of motorcyele endorsements on drivers’ licenses increase as well. The focus of the MOST program is
fo train as many new riders as possible.

The MOST program began in 1991 with three training contractors. In 2011, the program consists of 15
contractors ufilizing approximately 45 training locations. They train approximately 10,000 new and
experienced riders each year. The MOST certified sponsors offer training year round. The state certified
training. contractors are permitied to charge a competitive fee for their services. These fees also will vary
according to the time of year and other factors determined by the training facilities. All MOST certified
contractors are subject to the MOST Rules and Regulations as defined in 2 CCR 602-3.

The department has one full-time FTE in the Office of Transportation Safety (OTS) to coordinate the program,

and is supervised by an FTE who spends a portion of his time overseeing the program staff. Other staff’
within OTS, including the Director, provides staff support and oversight of the program. Section 43-5-502 (1)

(c), C.R.S. (2011) specifies that in no event shall the office expend more than fifleen percent of the total cost of
the program for administrative costs. Historically, administrative costs have been 10%-15% of the program’s

costs. However, because the program has grown from overseeing three contractors to overseeing 13, the

oversight demands of MOST program staff have increased.

CDOT’s administrative costs for the MOST program include:

o CDOT employee salary and related benefit cost,
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o Cosis related to the daily administration of the MOST program by CDOT staff;
e Instate travel by OTS staff to conduct MOST related business;

e MOST Annual Report Costs;

o Office supplies ordered and used by CDOT for administration of the program,
»  Copying, printing and form reproduction for CDOT forms,

o Tuition/registration costs for the MOST program manager or MOST project manager as it relates to
the MOST program, and

e In- state travel and other costs for vendors designated for the promotion of the MOST program and
not related to a contract or purchase order may also be expensed under MOST Administrative
Operating with CDOT approval.

In years where the administrative costs of the program were higher, it is primarily due lo increased promotion
of the MOST program, such as providing a MOST booth at various events to promote the value of motorcycle
training, and increased professional services to provide paid media to educate the public on motorcycle safety
issues. The media side of the program has recently been determined to be a coniract expense rather than an
administrative expense, and will not be expensed to the administrative side in the future.

31. Why does the State provide a subsidy for motorcycle training programs? What evidence is there
to suggest the subsidy is still needed?

One of the intentions of the program is to make motorcycle safety training more accessible and less costly to a
greater percemtage of Colorado consumers, thereby enabling a greater percentage of Colovado motorcyclists
to enroll in the program. One gquestion the department is trying to answer is whether that subsidy is still
necessary. If the department is able to determine that fewer motorcyclists would take the safety fraining
without a state subsidy, then to remove the subsidy would compromise highway safety. A survey is being
conducted to ask graduates of the training, as well as motorcycelists who have never taken the training,
whether the existence or elimination of a state subsidy would impact their interest in taking one of the certified
safety training courses. The survey is expected to be completed in January, 2012

32. Given that one-third of MOST contractors are not passing along tuition subsidies to their
students, as is statutorily required, would it be more cost effective to provide tuition subsidies
directly to students rather than through MOST contractors?

CDOT is currently considering whether a tuition subsidy is necessary or desirable to further advance
motoreyele safety in Colorado. IFit is determined that a tuition subsidy should continue, it is eritical that all
program contractors pass along the subsidy to students in a clear and uniform way. One option would be fo
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have CDOT provide the subsidy directly to students. While that option is under consideration, it is likely one
of the more costly options, as it would require the department to issue approximately 9,000 to 10,000 checks
per year and could require additional resources (FTE) to accomplish the task. The department will have a
recommendation on whether to continue tuition subsidies and the method to provide those subsidies by
February, 2012,

10:15-10:30 E. OTHER QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL DEPARTMENTS

33. How does the Department define FTE? Is the Department using more FTE than are
appropriated to the Department in the Long Bill and Special Bills? How many vacant FTE does the
Department have for ¥Y 2009-10 and FY 2010-11?

OSPB and the Depariment of Personnel and Administration (DPA) are working with all departments to
provide quarterly reports on FTE usage to the JBC. These reports will ensure that all depariments are
employing the same definition of FTE. This definition comprises a backward-looking assessment of fotal
hours worked by department employees to determine the total full-time equivalent staffing over a specific
period. We intend for these reports to provide the JBC with a more clear linkage between employee head-
count and FTE consumption. As it concerns FTE usage in excess of Long Bill ‘authorizations,' departments
will continie to manage hiring practices in order fo provide the most efficient and effective service to
Colorado’s citizens within the appropriations given by the General Assembly.

34. Please explain why actual FTE decreased for the Department from FY 2009-10 to FY 2610-11
while actual expenditures increased from $1.42 billion in FY 2009-10 to $§1.46 billion in FY 2010-11.
Are these the correct levels for FTE?

The FTE amounts provided for informational purposes in the Department's FY 2012-13 budget request were
incorrect due to a report in the Department’s SAP enterprise resource planning system that did not properly
extract complete information about hours worked in each of the Department’s appropriation codes.

The table below reflects FTE usage data from the Colorado Personnel & Payroll System (CPPS):

Table 11: CDOT FTE Usage

Long Bill Line Ttem: ¢ " ¥,2009-10°

Administration 194.0 178.3
Construction, Maintenance, and Operations 2,930.7 2855.3
High Performance Transportation Enterprise 0.4 1.5
Total 3,125.1 3,139.0
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It should be noted that annual changes in the Department’s FTE will not generally correlate to anmual
changes in the Department s budget, actual revenues, or actual expenditures. Although the Department has
purposely operated below the FTE levels authorized by the Transportation Commission for some time,
significant changes in the Department s annual funding primarily affect the number and size of contracts let to
the Department’s private sector pariners for major rehabilitation and reconstruction projects on the state
highway system.

35, Please explain why the Department has audit recommendations that have not been fully
implemented after extended periods of time. What are the obstacles the Department has faced in
implementing recommendations? How does it plan to address outstanding audit findings? If applicable,
please focus on those financial audit findings classified as "material weakness” or "significant
deficiency". :

With respect to the Performance Audit #1907 of the CDOT Division of Aeronautics,
Recommendation 64, the Colorado Aeronautical Board continues to review the outcome of the grant
program as it relates to the existing Colorado Aviation System Plan (CASP). The CASP update is
now scheduled for completion in early 2012.

With respect to the Performance Audit #1907 of the CDOT Division of Aeronautics,
Recommendation 6C, the Colorado Aeronautical Board continues to utilize the 2005 CASP fo
evaluate how grants address system wide goals and priorities. The CASP update is now scheduled
Jor completion in early 2012,

With respect to the Performance Audit #1117 of Cash and Project Management, Recommendation
#1, the Department continues to make progress on its cash management. For example, the
Department is upgrading its cash reporting to show federal obligation limitation, encumbrances and
Juture encumbrances. In addition, the Department's upgraded SAP enterprise resource planning
system, known as Public Budget Formulation (PBF) will include a cash management module by FY
2012-13.

36. Please provide any updated information on audit recommendations that the Department has
not fully implemented at least 48 hours prior to the hearing,

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED

1. What is the Department’s entire Information Technology (IT) budget for FY 2011-12 and FY
2012-13? Does the Office of Information Technology (OIT) manage the Department’s entire IT
budget? If not, what IT activities is the Department managing separate from OIT and what
percentage is that of the entire I'T budget for the Department for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13? Of
the IT activities the Department still manages outside of OIT, what could be moved to OIT?
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Nearly all IT-related personnel appropriations have been consolidated into the Governor's Office of
Information Technology. IT-related professional services and operating expense budgets continue to reside in
departments’ individual appropriations, and have not been consolidated into OIT. At this fime, it is expected
that budgets for IT professional services and aperating expenses will remain in the departments’ individual
appropriations. However, during this fiscal year, all IT procurements will be centralized through the Office of
Information Technology (the OIT Storefront). For FY 2012-13, the Executive Branch believes this represents
the most efficient division of IT-related appropriations to ensure that depariments maintain appropriate
discretion in making technology and program decisions. The Executive Branch will consider further
consolidation of IT appropriations in future fiscal years.

CDOT’s IT Budget for FY11-12 is $27.4 million and FY12-13 is projectedto be §26.3 million. §10.5
million of FY11-12’s IT budget and $9.1 million of FY12-13 s budget is paid to OIT in the form of
reimbursements as reappropriated Funds for services provided and overhead.

Funds dishursed to OIT are for OIT employees whose work supports CDOT and systems/services
CDOT receives for using statewide applications. CDOT also uses numerous IT systems that are
CDOT-specific (computer aided design for example) that is not used statewide. The funds not
disbursed to OIT support these types of systems and applications.

More services and expenditures may move to OIT in the future. Whether or not this occurs depend
on OIT decisions regarding greater use of statewide applications. A good example is CDOT's
Enterprise Resource Planning System (ERP), SAP. Currently this ERP isa CDOT-specific
application and CDOT directly pays all the costs associated with it to SAP and consultants. If OIT
elects to procure SAP as a statewide application, presumably the licenses and costs associated with
that system would then flow through OIT.

A key factor, however, in all of this is that most of the cost associated with these systems CDOT uses
are a shared expense with the Federal Highway Administration (FHIWA). The FHWA requires
CDOT to control the budget and pay for services received for federal reimbursement purposes, and
thus any system which would put OIT in complete control of the CDOT IT budget instead of on a
reimbursable model which includes a means to validate that CDOT is charged at a reasonable rate
and in equitable manner would imperil the Department’s ability to pass a significant portion of these
costs through to the FHWA.

2. What hardware/software systems, if any, is the Department purchasing independently of the
Office of Information Technology (OIT)? If the Department is making such purchases, explain
why these purchases are being made outside of OIT?
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While CDOT does purchase software/hardware for CDOT-specific systems and licenses at a cost of
approximately §3.6 million per year, CDOT coordinates all such purchases with the consent and approval of
OIT. CDOT and OIT have both been working hard to advance our relationship and make sure all parties are
aware of any activities in relation to IT purchases.

3. Please list and briefly describe any programs that the Department administers or services that
the Department provides that directly benefit public schools (e.g., school based health clinics,
educator preparation programs, interest-free cash flow loan program, etc.).

Safe Routes to School is a federally mandated program. Its objective is to enable and encourage children to
walk and bicycle to school, to make walking and bicycling to school safe and more appealing, and to facilitate
the planning, development and implementation of projects that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel
consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools. Eligible infrastructure activities include:

o Sidewalk improvements, traffic calming and speed reduction improvements;

o Pedestrian and bicycle crossing improvements;

o On-street bicycle facilities,

o Off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities and secure bike parking; and

s Traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity of schools (within approximately 2 miles).

Funds are apportioned to States based on their relative shares of toial enrollment in primary and
middle schools, but no State receives less than 81 million. Federal highway funds comprise 100% of
the funding for this program. These funds remain available for four yvears after expiration of the
federal legislation under which they are authorized and are subject to the overall obligation
limitation on federal highway funding. The Department expects Colorado to administer $1.8 million
in Safe Routes to School funds in FY 2012-13.
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 12: Good/Fair/Poor Map for All Regions
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 13: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region One
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 14: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region Two
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 15: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region Three

Region 3 GFP Map Revision Date: 8/1512011
Year 2011 Final
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Iair/Poor Maps

Table 16: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region Four
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 17: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region Five

Reglon 5 GFP Map Revision Date ${15/2011
Year 2011 Final
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Appendix A: Statewide Good/Fair/Poor Maps

Table 18: Good/Fair/Poor Map for Region Six

Region 6 GFP Map Revision Dats 811512015
Year 2014 Final
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Appendix B: An Example of ITS Strategies in Use
C470 (Bowles Avenue to Alameda Avenue) Real Time Traveler Information Preject
1. Purpose and Goals of the Project
The purpose of the project is to install fiber optic cable/devices and connect existing devices on
C470 from Bowles Avenue to Alameda Avenue to implement the real-time traveler information
project and advanced traffic and incident management strategies. This will complete fiber
installation/devices and complete the redundant fiber ring connection on C-470 between I-25 and
1-70.
Currently fiber optic cable exists on C470 from I-70 to Alameda on the west and from 1-25 to
Santa Fe on the east (project is nearing completion, which installed devices on the entire
corridor). A project is being designed, which is scheduled to go to ad in November, to extend
fiber optic cable/devices and connect existing devices, i.e., ramp meters, traffic signals, etc. from
Santa Fe to Bowles. ' '
Fiber optic cable provides fast and reliable communications and allows CDOT to have complete
command and control of the devices and integrate them into the CTMC system. The project will
implement the real-time traveler information, and advanced traffic and incident management
applications on the corridor.
This project will provide significant traveler information and safety benefits to the traveling
public due to cell coverage being available to access emergency response and network
surveillance in the corridors, which will allow CDOT to detect, verify and communicate with law
enforcement and emergency responders to respond faster and at the appropriate level to incidents.
2. Summary of Project Benefits
The project benefits are displayed in two categories: Traveler Information and Incident
Management. The benefits were calculated using a very focused and conservative approach. The
benefits that are shown concentrated only on one element within each category. In the Traveler
Information category the benefit only applied to vehicles and travelers operating during the
weekday peak period. In the Incident Management category the benefit was only applied to 15%
of vehicles and travelers during an incident that resulted in a full roadway closure, which for C-
470 was both lanes in the direction of travel. Obviously, traveler information benefits would be
enjoyed by vehicles and travelers in non-peak conditions and incident management benefits
would apply to travelers that choose alternative routes during an incident; however, at this time it
was not possible to calculate these benefits due to lack of empirical data and other resources.
3. Traveler Information Benefits
As mentioned, the Traveler Information category benefit only applied to vehicles and travelers
operating during the weekday peak period, which was calculated for vehicles using 40% of the
weekday ADT and was calculated for travelers using 1.1 travelers to vehicle. T'wo main benefit
components of travel time savings and delay savings were then calculated by using 50% of
vehicle and traveler weekday peak period numbers. A travel time savings value was estimated in
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three categories: 60 seconds, 180 seconds and 300 seconds as the weekly benefit, and used to
calculate benefits to travelers and vehicles in the peak period with respect to vehicle hour and
person hour travel savings and person hour cost savings within each category. A delay savings
value was also estimated in three categories: 30 seconds, 90 seconds and 150 seconds as the
weekly benefit, and used to calculate benefits to vehicles in the peak period with respect to
reduction in CO emissions, fuel consumption and fuel cost savings.

The minimum annual traveler information benefits ( extracted from the companion C470
DRCOG ITS Pool Project Benefits spreadsheet — 60 second travel time savings/30 second delay
savings category) to vehicles and travelers operating during the weekday peak period are as
follows:

» CO Reduetion (Ibs./year) 32,9288
e Vehicle Hour Travel Savings 60,913
e Person Hour Travel Savings 67,00%
e Person Hour Travel Cost Savings $1,886,068

e Fuel Consumption Reduction Cost Savings $46,050
e Total Person Hour/Fuel Reduction Cost Savings $1,886,118

As stated 50% of the vehicle and traveler weekday peak period volume, which was calculated at
40% of total ADT, was assigned traveler information benefits. This translates into 20% of the
total ADT, which we believe is both reasonable and conservative based on two studies. A
European study showed that 30% to 90% of travelers noticed VMS and 40% said they changed
their route as a result of the VMS (1). The University of Wisconsin conducted a driver survey
regarding traveler information on VMS on the roadway. The survey results showed that about
70% said they adjusted their travel time based on information provided on the VMS (2).

4. Incident Management Benefits

As mentioned, the Incident Management category benefit only applied to 15% of the vehicles and
travelers during an incident that resulted in a full roadway closure, which for C-470 was both
lanes in the direction of travel. Two main benefit components of travel time and delay savings
were calculated using the combined delay savings to response time and incident reduction time
and applied as a benefit to the vehicles and travelers only for the number of incidents that
resulted in a full roadway closures. The travel time savings value was used to calculate benefits
to travelers and vehicles with respect to vehicle hour and person hour travel savings and person
hour cost savings. The delay savings value was used to calculate benefits to vehicles with respect
to reduction in CO emissions, fuel consumption and fuel cost savings.

The annual incident management benefits (extracted from the companion C470 DRCOG ITs
Pool Project Benefits spreadsheet) to vehicles and travelers operating during an incident that
resulted in a full roadway closure are as follows:

e (O Reduction (Ibs./year) 17,783
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s Vehicle Hour Travel Savings 16,774

¢ Person Hour Travel Savings 18,452

e Person Hour Travel Cost Savings ' $340,252

¢ TFuel Consumption Reduction Cost Savings $25,363

e Total Person Hour/Fuel Reduction Cost Savings  $365,6135

In 2010 there were 12 full-roadway closure incidents totaling 1,029 minutes (17.2 hours). The
shortest closure time was 15 minutes, the longest closure time was 183 minutes and the average
incident response time, which is defined as the time from initial notification of the incident to on
site arrival, was 11.17 minutes. The following graph shows the total incident closure time for
each month.

Table 19: C470 Closures
2010 Roadway Incident Closures on C470
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The reduction to incident response time of 42% was calculated based on three studies, which show
that incident management applications can reduce incident response times from 20% to 61%. A

Puget Sound study showed that incident response time was reduced by 61% (3), a Portland State
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Incident Response Evaluation showed that incident response was reduced by 45% (4) and a San
Antonio TransGuide study (before and after implementation) showed that incident response was
reduced by 20% (5) as a result of improved traffic surveillance and incident response. In addition
this study showed that primary incidents were reduced by 35%, secondary incidents by 30%, weather
related incidents by 40% and overall incidents by 41%. A study by the Florida Department of
Transportation (6) regarding its SunGuide System showed that incident durations were decreased by
11% due to improved network surveillance and incident management response.

5. Total Traveler Information and Incident Management Benefits

Total Traveler Information and Incident Management benefits is estimated to be $1,751,733, which
translates to .95 benefit/cost ratio. Total Vehicle Hour Travel and Person Hour Travel savings are
77,687 and 85,456 hours, respectively, Total CO reduction is 50,071 Ibs./year and total fuel
consumption reduction is 20,404 gallons/year.

However, as mentioned above, this is a very conservative estimate regarding the projected benefits.
For example, traveler information benefits are attributed to only 50% of the vehicles operating during
the peak weekday period estimating travel time savings of 60 seconds per vehicle per week, whichis
only 12 seconds per day, and delay savings of 30 seconds per vehicle per week, which is only 6
seconds per day. It is much more likely that the traveler information benefits will be much greater
than this. For this reason, the spreadsheet shows a range of benefits that would be realized if the
travel time savings and delay savings were 180/90 seconds and 300/150 seconds, thereby translating
to total benefits of $4,523,970 and $7,296,247 with a benefit/cost ratio 0f 2.46 and 3.96, respectively.
Incident Management benefits, as mentioned above, focus only on travel time savings and delay
savings benefits related directly to full roadway closures. The benefits do not include other benefits,
which are significant, to incidents that do not result in full-roadway closures and reduction to the
number of incidents directly attributable to full network surveillance and improved incident
response.

6. Performance Metrics to Measure Benefits

To measure and validate the estimated traveler information and incident management project
benefits, CDOT will perform the following performance measure activities:

Traveler Information

Collect and analyze ADT and travel time data in peak period to determine and quantify effect of

traveler time information on the corridor and related benefits. This will be performed before and

after implementation of the project in order to identify a base line and measure improvement.

Use floating car application at to-be determined intervals and headways to collect data and determine

travel time, travel time reliability and travel time predictability. This will be performed before and
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after implementation of the project in order to identify a base line and measure improvement.

Following project implementation, turn off real-time travel time application for a week and use
floating car application to collect data and determine travel time, {ravel time reliability and travel
time predictability, and to see if there was any degradation as a result thereof. This is a possible
performance measure and depends upon the feasibility of turning off the real-time travel time
application.

Incident Management

Collect and analyze accident data including; number of incidents, closure time and response time.

and compare to before and after previous period. This will be performed before and after

implementation of the project in order to identify a base line and measure improvement.

Perform case studies concerning incidents to determine and quantify effect of providing

incident/alternative route information on the corridor and intersecting corridors with respect to travel

time savings, delay savings, incident response time and incident duration time. Two to three case

studies per year will be performed.
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Appendix C: Congested Routes on the State Highway System

Table 20: Highway Statistics Statewide

CDOT 2010 Highway Statistics
Statewide Volume-to-Capacity (VIC) Ratio >= 0.85
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Appendix C: Congested Routes on the State Highway System
Table 21: Highway Statistics Denver

CDOT 2010 Highway Statistics
Inset 1: Denver Metropolitan Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio >= 0.85
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Appendix C: Congested Routes on the State Highway System
Table 22; Highway Statistics Colorado Springs/Pueblo

CDOT 2010 Highway Statistics

Inset 2: Colorado Springs/Pueblo Volume-to-Capacity (V/C} Ratio >=0.85

Data Source: CDOT, IRIS2010
www.dot stale.co.us
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FASTER Bridge Enterprise Projects - Statewide

FASTER Bridge Enterprise Projects January 2012

. . . . . Actual or
Qriginal Bridge | €DOT Facility Carried over Featured | | .. Total Estimated Esfimated Const. .
Mumber Region County Intersection Milepost Budget Status Start Date Estlmaie_d Canst,
Completion Date
' 84TH AVE over
E-17-EZ 5] ADAMS 125 ML 218418 | $ 11,850,000 | In Construction Feb 2011 Sept 2012
178 ML EBND over
SOUTH PLATTE RIVER
E-17-GM G ADAMS NE of JCT1 270 7561 3 14,535,000 | In Construction Sept 2011 May 2012
1 76 ML WEBND over
SOUTH PLATTE RIVER Included in E-17-GM
E-17-GL 5 ADAMS NE of JCT | 270 765 estimate above In Constrizclion Sept 2011 May 2012
1 76 ML EBND over
) URPRR
E-17-DC 5 ADAMS E of JCT US 85 12,745 § 11,750,000 In Design Feb 2013 April 2014
1 76 ML WBND over
. UPRR Included in E-17-DC
E-17-DU 8 ADAMS E of JCT US 85 12,748 estimate above In Design Feb 2013 April 2014
PEORIA STREET over
176 ML
£-17-EX 6 ADAMS NE of JCT US 85 15,048 $ 5,928 000 In Design Aug 2612 June 2013
SH 44 ML{104TH AVE) over
BULL SEEP
E-17-ER <] ADAMS W of US 85 2672 5 10,127,000 tn Design Feb 2013 June 2014
SH44 ML(104TH AVE) over
SOUTH PLATTE RIVER Included i B-17-ER
E-17-CA 5} ADANMS W of JCT US 85 2.002 estimate above n Deslgn Feb 2013 June 2014
SH 95 ML {SHERIDAN BLVD)
X over UP RR, RR SPUR Deasigh
E-16-GQ 6 ADAMS Nof JCT | 78 in WHEATRIDGE | 1032 3 7,400,000 Completed March 2012 June 2013
COUNTY ROAD over Not
F-19-AF 1 ADANS | 70 ML 305,37 TBD* Programmeg TBD*" TBD*
YORK STREET over Not
E-17-1C 6 ADAMS {270 ML 0.385 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD™
SH 88 ML/ARAP RD over
CHERRY CREEK
F-17-DM 6 ARAPAHOE W OF SH 83(PARKER RD) 2113 3 20,853,000 In Design Feb 2013 Jan 2015
US 40 ML(E COLFAX) EBND
over SAND CREEK
F-17-F 6 ARAPAHOE Eof [-225 a08833 | § 18,737,000 In Design March 2013 Oct 2014
US 40 ML(E COLFAX) WBND
. over SAND CREEK Included in F-17-F
F-17-BS 8 ARAPAHOE E of 1225 308.9 estimate above in Design March 2013 Oct 2014
LiS 40 MI(E COLFAX) EBND
over TOLLGATE CREEK
F-17-GC 3] ARAPAHOE Wof1-225 208,258 $ 12,300,000 In Design April 2014 Qct 2015
U8 B5(SANTA FE) ML NEND
over DAD CLARK GULCH
F-16-F -] ARAPAHOE in LITTLETON Eoluts I 3,986,000 In Design Oot 2012 Qct 2013
US 36 ML aver
COMANCHE GREEK
F-19-B 1 ARAPAHOE E of STRASBURG ssat: | & 2,606,000 in Design April 2012 Aug 2012
US 1860 ML over
N FK SAND ARROYO
Q-25-H- 2 BAGA SW of PRITCHETT 4026 | § 5,730,000 In Design March 2012 Dec 2042
US 180 M over
DRAW Inctuded in 0-25-H
0-25-1 2 BACA W of PRITCHETT 445,413 estimate above In Design March 2012 Dec 2012
US 160 ML over
CAT CREEK nciuded in O-28-H
0-26-L 2 BACA W of SPRINGFIELD 461.737 estimate above In Design March 2012 Dec 2012
SH 101 ML over
PURGATOIRE RIVER Design
L-24-F 2 BENT S of LAS ANIMAS 2.55 $ 7,381,000 Completed March 2012 Qct 2012
SH 101 ML over DRAW
S of LAS ANIMAS and JCT US ncluded in L-24-F Deslgn
M-24-B 2 BENT 50 5,828 estimate above Completed March 2012 Qct 2012
SH 121 ML SBND-
WADSWORTH PKWY over US
36 ML (DENVER/BOULDER Design
E-16-FK & BROOMFIELD TNPK) 26.021 3 29,791,000 Campleted June 2012 Sept 2013
CNTY RD{ OLD WADS over US
36 ML {DENVER/BOULDER Design
E-16-FL 8 BROOMFIELD TNPK) SE of JCT SH 121 45,466 3 14,636,000 Completed June 2012 Sept 2013
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FASTER Bridge Enterprise Projects January 2012

- N - . - . Actual or
Original Bridge | CDOT Facility Carvied ever Featured | ., Total Estimated Estimated Const. .
Number Region County Intersection Milepost Budget Status Start Date Estlmate.d Const.
Completion Date
1 70 FRONTAGE RD over
CLEAR CREEK (SR) Construction
F-14-8 1 CLEAR CREEK W IDAHO SPRINGS 238638 | § 1,624,000 Comgplate* July 2010 Nov 2010
1 70{BUSINESS RT) over Not
F-14-Y 1 CLEAR CREEK | 70 ML 241.073 TRD* Programred TBD* TBD*
| 70 ML WBND over Mot
F-15-BL 1 CLEAR CREEK U8 6, CLEAR CREEK 244 208 TBD* Programmed TBOD* TBD*
1 70 FRONTAGE RD over Not
F15-D 1 CLEAR CREEK. CLEAR CREEK (SR} 242,992 TBD* Programmed TBD* TED*
SH 98 ML over Construction
L-22-F 2 CROWLEY BLACK DRAW 114542 | § 35914000 Complete™* Aug 2010 Sept 2011
SH 98 M. aver Included In L-22-F Constructich
K-23-B 2 KIOWA DRAW 123.2 estimate above Complete™ Aug 2010 Sept 2011
SH 96 ML over Included In L-22-F Construction
K-23-C 2 KIOWA DRAW 121,088 estimate ahove Complete*™ Aug 2010 Sept 2011
SH 86 ML over Included in {-22-F Construction
K-24-A- 2 KIOWiA DRAW 141.858 estimate above Complete™ Aug 2010 Sept 2011
170 ML WBNE over
SAND CREEK
E-17-GE 8 DENVER E of QUEBEC 8T zeer2 | § 12,784,000 | In Construction July 2011 July 2012
] 70 ML EBND over
SAND CREEK Inciuded in E-17-GE
E-17-BY ] DENVER E of QUEBEC ST 278,671 estimate above In Construction July 2011 July 2012
1 25 ML NBND over
F-16-DT 4] DENVER US 85 ML (SANTA FE) 207,456 3 17,922,000 { In Construction July 2011 July 2013
125 ML SBND over Included in F-16-DT
F-18-DW i1 PENVER US 85 ML (SANTA FE) 207,456 estimate above n Construction July 2011 July 2013
SH 30 MLHAVANA ST over
F-17-AE 6 DENVER CHERRY CREEK 3.088 3 5779000 | In Construction Feb 2011 June 2012
' PECOS STREET over
170 ML
E-18-FwW 6 DENVER in DENVER 272056 | % 22,335,000 In Design June 2012 Oct 2013
US 287+5H 88 (FEDERAL) over|
F-16-FW ] DENVER US 40 ML {COLFAX} z08002 | $ 10,213,000 | In Constriction Sept 2011 Feh 2013
US & ML over
BNSF RR
F-18-EJ 6 DEMNVER E SIDE OF |-25 awas29 [ § 10,800,000 In Design Sept 2012 March 2014
170 ML WBND over Net
£-17-DF 6 DENVER, UP RR 278,06 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
1 70 ML aver Net
E-17-FX 6 DEWVER US 6, RR, CITY ST 274608 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
| 70 ML, over Not
E-17-JP B DENVER HAVANA ST, UP RR 280,57 T8D* Programmed TBD* TBD*
RAMP to | 25 NBND over Not
F-16-0G 6 DENVER US 6 ML 209.191 TBD* Programmad TBD* TBD*
US 6 ML over
SOUTH PLATTE RIVER
F-16-EF & DENVER W SIDE of |-25 284,344 $ 70,000,000 In Design Dec 2012 Dec 2014
US 6 ML over
BRYANT STREET Included in F-16-EF
F-1B6-EN 8 DENVER W SIDE OF |-25 284,126 estimate above In Design Dec 2012 Dec 2014
170 ML ERND over
UP RR Not
E-17-EW 3] DENVER W of COLORADC BLVD 278,261 TED* Programmed TBD* TBD
US 85 ML over Design
G-16-B 1 DoUGLAS DRAW 194,795 TEE* Completed TBD* TED~*
US 85 ML over Design
G-16-C 1 DOUGLAS DRAW 195.073 TBG* Cornpieted TBD* TeO
U5 85 ML over Not
G-17-A 1 DOLUGLAS SAND CREEK 193,313 TBD* Programmied TBD* TBD*
US 6 ML over
EAGLE RIVER
F-08-H 3 EAGLE E of EAGLE 150208 | § 5,305,000 | In Construction: July 2011 May 2012
| 70 SERVICE RD over
COLORADG RIVER (SR)
F-08-F 3 EAGLE N, of COTSERQ INT, 133481 | B 14,311,000 In Besign Qct 2012 May 2014
1 70 ML EBND over
UsS 6, RR, EAGLE RIVER
F-11-AC 3 EAGLE E of JCT SH 131 werez | § 48,602,000 In Design April 2014 Oct 2015
Copy of Statewide Bridges-D113-2012 2015 11312012
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- . - . - . Actual or
Original Bridge | COOT Facility Carried over Featured | . Total Estimated Estimated Const. .
Number Region County intersection Mitepost Budget Status Start Date EstlmatEfi Const.
Completion Date
170 ML WBND over
US 6, RR, EAGLE RIVER Included in F-11-AG
F-11-AB 3 EAGLE E of JCT US 24 168,723 gstimate above fn Design April 2014 Qct 2015
170 ML EBND over Not
F-10-L 3 EAGLE LS 6, RR, EAGLE RIVER 158,85 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
| 70 FRONTAGE RD aver
{53-21-B 1 ELBERT DRAW ({SR) 355468 | § 4,065 000 In Design June 2013 Cat 2013
1 25 ML over Not
H-17-M 2 EL PASO DRAW 16,938 TBDO* Prograrmmed TBD* TBO*
US 24 ML aver BLACK '
SQUIRREL CREEK
H-18-A 2 EL PASO W of PEYTON 3725 | & 3,950,000 | In Construction Nay 201 Dec 2012
125 SERVICE RD over
PINE CREEK Not
1-17-0) z EL PASO 8§ of JCT 8H 56 14928 TRD* Programmed TBD* TBD
125 ML NBND over
DRAW Design
J-18-5 2 EL PASO S of FOUNTAIN 122823 | B 1,500,000 Completed March 2012 Aug 2012
125 ML NBMND over
DRAW Included in J-18-§ Design
J-18-T 2 EL PASD 3 of FOUNTAIN 122,538 astimate above Cornpleted March 2012 Aug 2012
SH 9 ML over '
CURRANT CREEK Construction
J-15-B 2 FREMONT NW of JCT US 50 11,348 3 2,629 000 Complete™ May 2011 Oct 2011
. LS 50 ML over Not
K-14-J 2 FREMONT DRAW 240.41 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBO*
SH 120 ML cver RR,
ARKANSAS RIVER Design
K-16-K 2 FREMONT E of PORTLAND 3696 3 5,716,000 Compieted March 2012 March 2013
SH 120 ML over
DRAW, UP RR
K-16-5 2 FREMONT E of FLORENCE 0.165 £ 5,200,000 In Design March 2013 Aoril 2014
SH 82 ML over [70 ML,
GOLORADO RVR,RR
F-07-A 3 GARFIELD GLENWOOD SPRINGS 0.226 $ 59,020,000 in Design Feb 2015 Nov 2017
1 70 ML WBND over Not
F-05-L 3 GARFIELD COLCORADO RIVER 88,57 TBD* Programmed TBD* TED*
US 50 SERVICE RD over
GUNNISON RVR QOVERFLOW
(SR) i
J-09-C 3 GUNNISON W. SIDE of GUNNISON 165376 | § 3,000,000 | in Construction Aug 2011 Sept 2012
WS 50 SERVICE RD over
GUNNISON RVR (SR} Included in J-09-C
J-09-f} 3 GUNNISON W. 8IDE of GUNNISON 155,558 estimate above In Construction Aug 2011 Sept 2012
SH 89 ML over Not
M-16-P 2 HUERFANO MILLIKEN ARRQYC 2861 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
SH 69 ML over Construction
N-16-1 2 HUERFAND TURKEY CREEK 15.028 $ 2,475,000 Complete** June 2011 July 2014
125 ML SBND over Neot
N-17-AD 2 HUERFANO US 160 ML, RR SFUR 50,044 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
125 BUS RT over Not
N-17-C 2 HUERFANG SULL CREEK 3,43 TRD* Programmed T8D* TRD*
} 25 ML NBND over Construction
N-17-N 2 HUERFANG MISSCURI CREEK 54.268 5 25224000 Comglete* Jan 2011 Sopt 2011
SH 12 ML over
CUCHARAS RIVER Included in P-17-H Design
Q-18-A 2 HUERFAND S of LAVETA 12,847 estimate Compieted Feb 2012 Oct 2012
SH121 ME-WADSWORTH over
BEAR CREEK Desfgn
F-16-CS 3] JEFFERSOM N OF 285 £.347 $ 11,404,000 Completed Feb 2012 May 2013
US 6 ML over
F-16-FL 6 JEFFERSCN | SH 95 MIL/SHERIDAN AVE. oe2272 | § 14,170,000 | In Construction Dec 2011 Aug 2013
SH 68 ML over Ford Street,
£-16-HA 6 JEFFERSON Wash 1.071 3 9,122,000 In Design May 2013 May 2014
US 24 ML over Construction
G-11-F 3 LAKE UP RR 170651 | § £.892,000 Complete™ Dec 2010 Nov 2011
US 287 ML over
DRAW
B-18-AE 4 LARIMER N of JCT SH 1 349.14 $ 4,322,000 | In Ganstruction July 2611 June 2012
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L : - : . . Actual or
QOriginal Bridge | CDOT Facility Carried over Featured { . Total Estimated Estimated Const. .
Number Region County Intersection Milepost Budget Status Start Date Estlmate‘d Const.
Compietion Date
SH 14 ML over
CACHE LA POUDRE RIWVER
B-16-D 4 LARIMER E of JOT U5 287 1358 | $ 13,282,000 In Design June 2013 May 2014
COUNTY ROAD 48 over Not :
B-16-EU 4 LARIMER 125 ML 270,372 T8D* Programmed TBD* TBD*
US 350 ML over
PURGATCIRE RIVER
Q-19-H 2 LAS ANIMAS NE of JCT US 160 8,636 5 5,350,000 In Design March 2013 Nov 2013
LS 35C MI. over
BRAW
0-19-J 2 LAS ANIMAS S of MODEL 861 3 2,700,000 In Design Dec 2012 July 2013
SH 239(CC RD 75) ML over
IRRIGATION CANAL in Included in O-19-J
P-19-AD 2 LAS ANIMAS TRIN{DAD 0.95 estimate above In Design Dec 2012 July 2013
SH 12 ML ever
PURGATOIRE RIVER Design
P-17-H 2 LAS ANIMAS NW of WESTON 5658 | $ 4,040,000 Comnpleted Feb 2012 Oct 2012
US 160 ML over Not
P-23-A_MINCER 2 LAS ANIMAS SMITH CANYON 4073 TBED* Programimed TBD* TBD*
US 24 ML over
DRAW Construction
G-22-J 1 LINGOLN 'E of LIMON w9475 [ $ 1,215,000 Complete** May 2011 Aug 2011
US 138 ML over Construction
A-24-C 4 LOGAN DITCH 14,381 $ 870,000 Complete** Oct 2010 Dec 2018
US 138 ML over Included In A-24-C Construction
A-26-F 4 SEDGWIGK DRAW 41,877 estimate above Complete** Qct 2010 Deg 2010
170 ML WBND over
COLORADO RIVER Not
G-03-Q 3 MESA OVERFLOW 56.79 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
§H 266 ML over FT LYON
STORAGE CANAL :
1-22-E 2 OTERO NE of ROCKY FORE 2,625 $ 6,563,000 In Design May 2012 Qct 2012
8H 71 ML over
FT LYON CANAL Included in L-22-E
L-22-X 2 OTERO NW of ROCKY FORD 19.26 esimate above In Design May 2012 Oct 2012
SH 266 ML aver
HOLBROOK CANAL Included In L-22-E
1-22-C 2 OTERO NE of ROCKY FORD 2658 estimate above In Design May 2012 Oct 2012
US 350 ML
over DRAW
M-21-0 2 OTERO SW of LA JUNTA & TIMPAS 54,978 3 2,619,000 | In Construction Cct 2011 April 2012
SH 62 ML sver
UNCOMPAHGRE RIVER
{-05-8 B OURAY SHERMAN ST in RIDGWAY 23,206 $ 7,859,000 In Design April 2012 Nov 2013
US 560 ML over Constructien
L-06-A 5 OURAY BEAR CREEK 90,83 3 5,651,000 | Complete* July 2010 - Dct 2011
SH 9 ML aver
BUCKSKIN GULCH Construction
G-12-L 1 PARK in ALMA 70.632 5 436,000 Compiete*™ Sept 2011 Dec 2011
US 50 ML over
. DRAW
1-27-5 2 PROWERS E of LAMAR 5752 | § 5,950,000 In Design March 2013 Feb 2014
US 50 ML ever
BNSF RR Included in L-27-8
L-28-C 2 PROWERS E of GRANADA . 456,912 astimate above In Design March 2013 Feb 2014
SH 89 ML aver
ARKANSAS RIVER Constiuction
L-28-F 2 FROWERS S of HOLLY 33,673 3 6,930,000 Complete** Febh 2011 Dec 2011
125 ML NBND over Net
K-18-AX 2 PUEBLD LS 50 ML 97.67 TBD* Programmed T8O TBD*
125 ML SBND over NP RR,ILEX
ST,BENNET ST .
K-18-CL 2 PUEBLOD S of JCT SH 96 57.839 $ 39,890,000 In Design June 2013 May 2015
’ [ 25 ML NBND over NP RR,JLEX
ST,BENNET 8T Included in K-18-CL
K-18-CK 2 PUEBLO Nof JCT SHE0 E 97,58 estimate abave in Design June 2013 May 2015
' S 50 BUS EBND over Not
K-18-R 2 PUEBLO ARKANSAS RIVER 113 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
NORTHERN AVE over Not
L-18-AQ 2 PUEBLO 125 ML 56.788 TBD* Programmed TED> TBD*
125 ML NBN[ over Not
L-18-M 2 PUEBLD INDIANA AVE 95.86 TBD* FProgrammed TER* TBD*
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. - - - ; . Actual or
Original Bridge CD(_DT County Facility Carried over Featured Milepost Total Estimated Status Estimated Const. Estimated Const,
Number Region Intersection Budget Start Date )
Completion Date
125 ML SBND over Nat
1.-18-W 2 PUEBLO INDIANA AVE 45861 TBD* Programmed TBD* TBD*
US 40 ML over E FORK ELK
RIVER
GC-09-C 3 ROUTT W of STEAMBOAT SPGS 124358 | § 10,501,000 In Design May 2014 July 2015
SH 145 ML over
LEOPARD CREEK
L-04-B 5 SAN MIGUEL | JCT SH 62 - PLACERVILLE 5424 5 4,059,000 In Design May 2012 Sept 2013
SH 67 ML over Construction
H-18-K 2 TELLER DRAW 78,351 $ 2,617,000 Complete** Aug 2010 Dec 2010
US 24 ML over Included in H-16-K Construstion
-15-¥ ° 2 TELLER TWIN CREEK 270772 esfimate above Complete™ Aug 2010 Qct 2010
US 24 ML EBND over ncluded in H-16-K Construction
-17-AE 2 EL PASO FOUNTAIN CREEK 283.594 estimate above Complete** Aug 2010 Oct 2010
125 SERVICE RD over
LITTLE THOMPSON RIVER
C-17-BN 4 WELD S of JCT SH &6 240846 | § 3,400,000 In Dasign Sept 2012 Feb 2013
SH 14 ML over
COALBANK CREEK
B-17-L 4 WELD W of AULT 149.53 3 4,441,000 In Design Aug 2012 Jan 2013
SH 68 ML over
ST VRAIN RIVER
D-17-AK 4 WELD W of PLATTEVILLE PEXSEN K 4,600,000 In Design Sept 2012 Aug 2013
) 176 SERVICE RD over Not
D-19-A 4 WELD LOST CREEK SR 48 92 TBD* Prograrmmed TRD* TBD*
US 85 BYPASS SBND over Not
C-18-BK 4 WELD US 85 BUSS RT 1.804 TBD* Pragrammed TBD* TBD*
. US 85 ML{Nunn Bridge) over
B-17-C 4 WELD UPRR 280,02 5 7,597,000 In Design Feb 2013 Sept 2013
US 34 ML over
N FK REPUBLICAN RIVER
0-28-B 4 YUMA W of LAIRD 254,68 $ 3,451,000 in Design July 2012 Nov 2012

*Bridges marked as TBD {io ba determined) have not been scoped from a cost or schedule perspective, and are not
included within the current $300M bond program. They witl be programmed in a subseqient bond issuance.

**Construction Completion is when the repaired and/or replacement structure is open to traffic,

Copy of Statewide Bridpes-0113-2012
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Attachment C

Written "Testimony” submitted by Ken Katt

Back in the year 2000 when the Draft PEIS for the I-70 mountain corridor was made pubilic,

there was a $4 billion "cap™ that was put in place. Unfortunately, nobody had a clue as to where
the $4 billion would come from. '

Later, mostly in order to appease a small handful of politicians in Clear Creek County and avoid

a potential lawsuit, the $4 billion "cap” was lifted and travel demand projections were extended
out to the year 2050.

Based on these new 2050 projections, we now have a $20 billion "Preferred Alternative” for the
mountain corridor which includes plans for a high-speed rail system which those Clear Creek

County politicians so desperately wanted. Unfortunately, there's STILL nobody who has a clue
where all that money is going to come from.

What's even more unfortunate, the 2050 travel demand projections were extrapolated from the
2035 projections, the 2035 projections were extrapolated from the 2025 projections, and the
2025 projections were ALREADY significantly out-of-whack by the year 2008, with actual traffic
counts almost 50% lower in one area of the mountain corridor than had been predicted just 8
years earlier.

Exacerbating the situation, | learned from a very well-placed CDOT source that the initial 2025
projections for the corridor were “revised” significantly upwards, and that after the “revisions”
were made, they “no longer made sense”. Unfortunately, it was the “revised” projections which
appeared in the Draft PEIS, which might help to explain why they're already so far out-of-whack.

So, based on that small tidbit of information, just how far out-of-whack do you imagine the 2050
travel demand projections for the mountain corrider might be, and how wise do you think it is for
CDOT to make umpteen billion-dollar plans which are based on them?

If the substantial Monday-thru-Friday weekday congestion predicted in the Draft document’s
“Travel Demand” projections never materializes — which is a distinct possibility — is it wise for
CDOT to spend billions of dollars for a road-widening effort that will cause serious traffic delays
during construction JUST to address weekend congestion?

Ken Katt
303-338-9149





