4201 East Arkansas Ave, Suite 262
Denver, CO 80222
Date: December 6, 2017
Joint Budget Committee
Colorado General Assembly
Legislative Services Building, 3rd Floor
Denver, CO 80203
RE: Joint Budget Committee Hearing for the Colorado Department of Transportation (for FY 2018-19)
Dear Members of the Joint Budget Committee:
I am pleased to provide to you this letter which responds to each of the questions you posed to the Colorado
Department of Transportation (CDOT) during the Joint Budget Committee (JBC) Staff Briefing held on November
29, 2017. Department staff, Transportation Commission Chairwoman Sidny Zink, and I will be prepared to discuss
each of these points at the December 7th, 2017 Hearing.
DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW AND GENERAL QUESTIONS
Question 1: Are the continuous appropriations of motor fuel tax revenue statutory?
According to 43-1-219 C.R.S. regarding the State Highway Fund: “All moneys paid into either of said funds shall be
available immediately, without further appropriation, for the purposes of such fund as provided by law.” This
statute reinforces that department revenue is continuously appropriated for immediate use by the department.
According to Article X, Section 18 of the Colorado Constitution, all Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) revenue is set
aside specifically for the “construction, maintenance and supervision of the public highways of the state” and do
not require appropriation by the General Assembly since they are “exclusively” available. According to statutes 431-106(8)(h), 43-1-113(14)(a) and 43-4-204, C.R.S., HUTF funds are continuously appropriated, and a portion of
these are specifically set aside to be administered by the Transportation Commission and CDOT.
The Colorado Office of State Controller also classifies HUTF revenues as being continuously appropriated. The
annual Long Bill notes the Construction, Maintenance and Operations (CM&O) line with an “I” notation, as
informational, due to the custodial nature of CDOT funding. This line is “non-appropriated” by the Long Bill, due
to the funding being continuously appropriated and administered by the Transportation Commission.
Question 2: The pie chart on page 5 of the briefing document shows expenditures for debt service. What are
those expenditures for?
The chart on page 5 of the briefing document reflects FY 2017-18 debt service. The $3.4 million is for Certificates
of Participation (COPs) CDOT took out in 2011 to make lease payments for energy-efficiency initiatives and
building improvements on existing properties. This debt is set to expire after FY 2021-22. In FY 2018-19, CDOT’s
Proposed Annual Budget reflects total CDOT debt service of $41.3 million, which includes: 1) $28.5 million in
Senate Bill (SB) 17-267 debt service; 2) $9.4 million in COP repayments for new CDOT buildings in Denver, Greeley,
and Pueblo; and 3) $3.4 million for previous COPs. Beginning in FY 2019-20 and dependent on how SB 17-267 lease
purchase agreements (LPAs) are structured, the department’s obligation for SB 17-267 debt service will increase to
$50.0 million annually. Bridge Enterprise debt service, taken out to accelerate implementation of the Bridge
Enterprise program (and supplemented with a federal Buy America Bonds subsidy), is slated to be $18.2 million in
FY 2018-19, while High Performance Transportation Enterprise debt service, taken out for the I-70 Peak Period
Shoulder Lane, is slated to be $0.7 million in FY 2018-19.
Question 3: Where is the debt service on TRANS (Tax Revenue Anticipation Note) bonds? How is it reflected
in the request and the charts?
The $1.5 billion in TRANs bonds that were leveraged beginning in 2000 paid for numerous expansion projects. Debt
service, totaling $2.3 billion, was paid back beginning in FY 2000-01 (typically $166.0-$168.0 million per year) and
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completed in FY 2016-17 with a final debt service payment of $128.8 million. Funding used for TRANs debt service
was reallocated to CDOT’s Asset Management program, with $39.0 million in FY 2016-17 and then an additional
$128.1 million in FY 2017-18. However, this was not an increase to Asset Management. Since FY 2013-14, CDOT’s
“Responsible Acceleration of Maintenance and Partnerships (RAMP)” program utilized existing cash levels in Fund
400 (previously saved for specific projects in future years), and in conjunction with Cash and Program
Management, increased funding for necessary and immediate construction needs. Since FY 2013-14, CDOT’s Asset
Management program has been funded at levels of $743.3 million in FY 2013-14 to $755.0 million in FY 2018-19,
with a portion of the funding in earlier years coming from RAMP. RAMP ceased in FY 2016-17 as State Highway Fund
(SHF) cash levels reverted to normal levels, lowering funding for Asset Management from RAMP at the same time
TRANs debt service payments ceased and were reallocated to Asset Management in order to keep the program
stable. Thus, Asset Management funding has remained relatively static from FY 2013-14 through at least FY 201920, with only different funding (first RAMP, then prior TRANs debt service allocations) keeping Asset Management
at these funding levels. Asset Management funds are used to maintain the state’s highway infrastructure, including
road equipment, tunnels, culverts, buildings, bridges, and roadway surface. Due to limited growth in permanent
revenue streams, CDOT has had difficulty maintaining currents assets at acceptable conditions for the traveling
public.
Question 4: Comment on gas and other motor fuel taxes. Why can’t Colorado keep up with maintenance and
road construction given the growth of population? Don’t more people mean more money? What is the
relationship of population, fuel efficiency, alternate vehicles, construction costs, and revenue? Compare
Colorado to other states that are geographically similar with similar highway miles and other similar
characteristics. How are other states funding construction and maintenance? Are they doing better than
Colorado?
Figure 1: 1991-2040 Transportation Spending

Colorado’s population has increased from 3.3 million in 1991 to 5.4 million in 2015. Recent population increases in
Colorado have coincided with less transportation spending per person (see Figure 1 above), mainly due to
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increasing fuel efficiency standards and a static (since 1991) state gas tax of 22 cents per gallon (federal gas tax
has been static at 18.4 cents per gallon since 1992). Fuel is an inelastic good (not dependent on price) until a
certain level is reached ($3.75-$4.00). For the most part, the average citizen will continue to drive the same
amount of miles no matter the price of gas. More overall Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) increases the stress on the
highway system. Colorado’s increasing population is also having a negative effect on the overall transportation
network. With Colorado’s population slated to grow to 7.8 million people by 2040, according to the State
Demography Office, this increasing stress will continue. Since 1991, the amount of transportation dollars spent per
person in Colorado has decreased by 54.8%.
In Colorado, a projected 14.1% total increase in vehicle registrations from 2018 to 2025 will produce only a 9.6%
total increase in state gas taxes collected. In FY 2016-17, CDOT received 52.9% of transportation revenue from the
state and federal gas tax. As population and overall VMT increases, there will be less existing funding available per
person due to the stagnant gas tax to combat congestion and road damage, harming CDOT assets and the traveling
public. As expansion occurs, the department will have even more difficulty maintaining existing assets with
current revenue streams, as expansion increases the need for additional maintenance funding. However, CDOT’s
maintenance program is completely funded by flexible Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) revenues (i.e. mostly the
gas tax, which is losing value).
Figure 2: Nominal vs. Real Revenue

In addition to the increasing population, fuel efficiency for passenger cars has increased substantially since 1991.
According to the U.S. DOT, new model passenger car fuel efficiency has increased (on average) from 28.4 miles per
gallon (mpg) in 1991 to 35.5 mpg in 2016, a 25% increase since Colorado’s last gas tax increase to 22 cents per
gallon. New light truck fuel efficiency has increased (on average) from 21.3 mpg in 1991 to 25.3-37 mpg by 2018.
These increases in fuel standards, while beneficial for consumers and the environment, nevertheless hurt
transportation funding because gallons purchased per consumer (at the same 22 cents per gallon state gas tax) has
declined in comparison to previous years. Figure 2 above shows the negative effect of CDOT’s lack of nominal
revenue increase in past years, primarily due to increasing fuel efficiency standards. Only due to SB 09-228
transfers and expected SB 17-267 proceeds is CDOT able to maintain nominally higher transportation revenues. In
future years, real (inflation adjusted) revenue decreases precipitously once expected SB 17-267 proceeds expire
after FY 2021-22.
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With construction inflation, $1.00 in 1991 is equivalent to $0.32 cents in 2016, based on the Colorado Construction
Index (CCI). This means that the same 22 cent per gallon gas tax buys only 32% as much construction materials in
2016 as it was able to purchase in 1991. To convert a nominal $1.00 in 1991 to its equivalent real value in 2016,
CDOT takes into account the price difference between 1991 and 2016. This accounts for the accumulated inflation
factor over the years, which amounts to the loss of purchasing power of the dollar. The CCI is a quarterly price
index that CDOT produces using data from bids prices and quantities submitted by contractors in a given quarter.
The index is a weighted average of five major construction items: earthwork, hot mix asphalt, concrete pavement,
structural concrete, and reinforcing steel. The index has been produced since 1987.
Alternate-fuel vehicles, especially electric vehicles (EVs), are beginning to have an impact in Colorado.
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) and Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) vehicles, including trucks, are also becoming a
bigger part of the fleet. Due to tax rates below the diesel rate of 20.5 cents per gallon, companies can save money
in the long-term by using alternative-fuel vehicles, and the percentage of CNG/LNG registrations for new vehicles
in the fleet are expected to rise from 1.3% in 2017 to 8.3% in 2045. In 2017, only 0.1% of the entire fleet were EVs.
This is expected to rise to 25% by 2045 as car companies ramp up production of EVs to meet demand. Indeed,
General Motors (GM) and Volvo have announced plans to discontinue production of pure combustion engines. Some
national economic models believe the percentage of EVs in the total fleet could be much higher than 25% in an
even shorter timeframe. EVs and other alternative fuel vehicles have the opportunity to alter society for the
better, however in the short-term they represent a risk to transportation funding in Colorado.
Currently, EV owners in Colorado pay only a $50 annual registration fee, $30 of which is diverted to the HUTF.
Current payers of gas tax average $106 per year in gas tax payments, meaning that, currently, EV users pay only
28.3% in user fees to the HUTF compared to gas tax payers, with the understanding that there are valuable reasons
to incentivize EVs. However, over the medium and long-term, as the overall fleet begins the change to EVs from
gas engine vehicles, CDOT revenue will begin to fall. EV penetration of 25% by 2045 will result in over a $100.0
million annual loss to the department in state gas tax revenue from baseline levels (i.e. if EV penetration
remained negligible). This loss doesn’t factor into changes at the federal level due to the loss of federal gas tax
revenue. The end result will be even less transportation spending per person in Colorado.
Because CDOT must do more with less, the department has been focused on technology initiatives to blunt the
impact of congestion and prepare Colorado for technological revolutions of the future. CDOT’s RoadX program is
connecting technology to users in order to reduce congestion and travel times, and increase safety. Within RoadX,
Smart 25 Ridgegate to University adds software and sensor upgrades to reduce crashes and congestion; Smart 70
Golden to Vail provides real-time data about safety hazards to travelers; and Smart 70 Panasonic looks to build
infrastructure for connected and self-driving vehicles to reduce crashes, increase capacity, and improve travel
times. RoadX is improving pavement with technology to detect vehicle movements in preparation for driverless
vehicle technology, and is improving the lives of CDOT maintenance and construction workers through attenuator
trucks, driverless vehicles which follow and protect manned vehicles. RoadX is also looking to build infrastructure
for self-driving trucks, and through Smart Truck Parking allow drivers to know when parking spots are available,
which reduces fuel consumption, pollution, and damage to Colorado roadways. RoadX has helped foster the
Hyperloop One partnership to build futuristic transportation systems that move people and freight hundreds of
miles an hour through populated and/or mountainous areas. CDOT’s Transportation, Systems, Management and
Operations (TSM&O) division also employs technology solutions to reduce congestion and save lives, such as ramp
meters and Traffic Incident Management (TIM).
All of these technology initiatives dovetail with CDOT’s core mission, which is safety. Unfortunately, a growing
population and more traffic has increased roadway fatalities in Colorado. After roadway fatalities stabilized in
2011 at 447, they have increased to 608 in 2016. Technology initiatives can be a cost-effective method of reducing
congestion compared to prior methods of highway expansion, while also saving lives in the process. RoadX and
TSM&O initiatives enhance CDOT’s ultimate goal, which is to move people safely and efficiently within the state.
Compared to Colorado, other states have their own unique funding sources allocated towards construction and
maintenance projects. States such as Utah see a large amount of their permanent DOT funding through sales tax
revenue, which contributed $430.9 million combined in fiscal years (FY) 2015-16 and 2016-17. Wyoming is able to
fund much of their maintenance and construction projects through mineral severance taxes and royalties, which
together account for $73.2 million (22%) of their $337.0 million in state funding. Lottery revenues, such as
Oregon’s $107.0 million lottery fund, are also a large state-derived transportation funding source. Compared to
other states’ revenue generation, CDOT receives no dedicated sales tax or special revenue sources beyond normal
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transportation-related revenues. As a result, CDOT relies on the federal government for 72% of capital construction
needs.
In addition to unique financing schemes, vehicle registration fees are also collected differently across the states.
In Colorado, registration fees are slightly higher per lane mile, while some states direct all registration fees to
county and local governments (as with Ohio’s $430.0 million in registration fees). As Figure 3 shows, most states
with similar characteristics fund more than 60% of their transportation budgets via state revenues. However, none
have Colorado’s unique mix of size, increasing population, and geography. With SB 17-267 proceeds certain to
expire by FY 2022-23 (and $50.0 million of CDOT’s budget allocation paying for SB 17-267 debt service), state
funding for Colorado roads is slated to decline. Without SB 27-267 proceeds in FY 2018-19, state funds would
account for only 60% of all revenues.
Figure 3: Comparison of State Revenue
State Revenue Comparison
State
Utah
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Colorado
Ohio
Texas
Nevada
Wyoming

Year
FY 2017-18
FY 2015-17
FY 2016-17
FY 2018-19
FY 2016-17
FY 2017-18
FY 2016-17
FY 2017-18

Lane Miles
16,127
18,594
88,297
22,928
49,416
195,756
13,598
15,726

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Federal Funds
365,109,500
462,721,415
1,518,932,949
550,041,192
1,240,907,009
3,999,744,107
343,436,484
296,398,163

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

State Funds
1,246,850,000
1,317,851,797
6,411,221,051
1,207,358,808
1,749,510,904
7,046,775,963
334,738,049
285,266,311

Total Revenue
$ 1,611,959,500
$ 1,780,573,211
$ 7,930,154,000
$ 1,757,400,000
$ 2,990,417,913
$ 11,046,520,070
$
678,174,533
$
581,664,474

State Funds (% of
Total Revenue)
77%
74%
81%
69%
59%
64%
49%
49%

$ per lane mile
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

99,955
95,758
89,812
76,648
60,515
56,430
49,874
36,988

Figure 4: Permanent Transportation Revenue Initiatives
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State gas taxes are an effective way for many states to raise additional transportation revenue. With such a large
portion of transportation budgets derived from gas taxes, many states have introduced gas tax increases in their
legislatures. In 2013 Pennsylvania, which has the highest gasoline taxes in the United States (see Figure 4 above)
was able to raise an additional $2.3 billion per year through HB 13-1060 by eliminating the per-gallon gas tax.
Pennsylvania increased the sales tax on gas assessed at the wholesale level by gradually eliminating the cap on
taxable value and replacing it with a floor. With this additional revenue, Pennsylvania was able to raise $1.65
billion for highways and $476.0 million for transit. Other states have followed suit, with 31 states since 2012
successfully enacting legislation to raise permanent transportation revenues, as shown in Figure 4. However, the
gas tax is losing value as more fuel-efficient vehicles come onto the market.
Colorado has the 12th lowest total gas tax in the United States (see Figure 5 below). An important issue to note:
While total state funding per lane mile is currently comparable to medium-sized states, physical conditions in
Colorado (the eighth largest state by area and second fastest growing state by population) are much different.
Being the most elevated state in the country, mountainous conditions, including snow and ice, wreak havoc on all
roads, necessitating greater maintenance spending and repair than roads in states with lower elevations and more
temperate climates. Colorado requires more funding and effort to maintain its road conditions to similar levels as
other states. Unfortunately, gas tax revenue in Colorado is much lower than in other states, nominally and per
lane mile.
Figure 5: Combined Gas Tax by State (as of November 1, 2017)

Question 5: Explain the history behind the different funding streams for the distribution of HUTF money.
Highway Users Tax Funds (HUTF) are allocated to the State Highway Fund (SHF), counties, and municipalities
based on statutory formula. Sections 43-4-205, 43-4-206, 43-4-207, and 43-4-208 define the collection and sharing
of two streams to be distributed to CDOT, counties, and municipalities below.

6

CDOT Letter to the Joint Budget Committee
December 6, 2017
The primary source of revenue for the first stream is the first 7 cents of the motor fuel tax collection. From first
stream revenue, off-the-top deductions are made to the Department of Revenue and the Department of Public
Safety. The remaining first stream revenue is distributed CDOT at 65%, counties at 26%, and municipalities at 9%.
The source of revenue for the second stream is the fuel tax in excess of 7 cents per gallon, along with additional
registration and FASTER fees. For the fuel tax, the next 15 cents of the motor fuel tax, along with the next 13.5
cents of the special fuel tax, are considered second stream revenue. All second stream revenue is distributed to
CDOT at 60%, counties at 22%, and municipalities at 18%.
CDOT does not have access to the legislative history identifying the reasons for the different streams of revenues.
While the Department of Revenue administers the HUTF, CDOT is merely a recipient of HUTF revenues.
Question 6: After FASTER passed, CDOT produced a prioritized list of FASTER projects. What happened to
the projects originally on that list? Were all completed? How many are incomplete? Are projects still being
prioritized the same way that they were then? Is there a new list?
When the Bridge Enterprise (BE) was established in 2009, a list of 128 FASTER eligible bridges was created. The
current status of the 128 bridges is as follows: Construction Complete: 108; In-Construction: 8; Design Complete:
1; In-Design: 3; Transferred or Devolved: 2; and Remaining: 6. This original list of 128 also included a subset that
highlighted the 30 worst bridges. All of the 30 worst structures on the original list of 128 have been addressed
except the I-70 Viaduct, which will be addressed as part of the Central 70 project.
The original list of 128 bridges was created using the existing population of structures that met the BE criteria
(structurally deficient and/or functionally obsolete and considered poor) at the point in time when FASTER was
enacted. Since then, BE has implemented a Prioritization Planning tool that uses both qualitative and quantitative
analyses to categorize all BE eligible structures into three priority levels or tiers (1, 2 and 3).
Quantitative factors used in the analysis include: sufficiency rating, structural condition, Average Daily Traffic
(ADT), % of truck traffic, bridge importance (relation to emergency and evacuation routes, on National Highway
System (NHS), primary access to local community, on strategic corridor, historic significance, significant bike/ped
crossing), economic factors (rehabilitation or replacement, is it combined with a companion bridge, is it combined
with a roadway improvement project, significant long term repair/maintenance costs for existing structure).
Qualitative factors used include: project readiness (design progress, status of environmental, Right-of-Way (ROW),
and utility clearances, status of negotiations with the railroad, etc.) and resource availability.
Generally, top tier or tier 1 would correspond to the BE structures that are considered the most urgent. There are
currently 15 structures in tier 1 of the Prioritization Plan and the Prioritization Plan is updated bi-annually to
reflect changes to the state's poor bridge population.
Since the inception of the BE program, new structures have met the BE criteria (structurally deficient or
functionally obsolete and considered poor) and the population of FASTER-eligible bridges has grown to 201. As of
June 2017, 132 of these bridges have been replaced or repaired, 10 are In-Construction, and 14 are In-Design or
the Design Complete, with 45 bridges remaining.
Question 7: What was the Road Usage Charge (RUC) Pilot Research Program and what were the results of the
pilot?
CDOT’s revenue shortfalls, illustrated in the answer to question 4, stems from the reduction in value of the gas tax
over the past 25 years. The gas tax has remained unchanged at 22 cents per gallon since 1992, devaluing the
purchasing power of the tax as fuel economy increases per vehicle (there are fewer gallons purchased per miles
traveled). With more fuel efficient vehicles coming onto the market and the proliferation of electric vehicles (EVs)
and other forms of transportation that pay little or no taxes to the Highway Users Tax Fund, the department
believes it must study new methods of transportation funding that encapsulate future technologies.
A Road Usage Charge (RUC) assesses charges based on vehicle miles traveled, in lieu of paying gas taxes. RUC
charges drivers for what they use, versus the gas tax, which currently charges more for less fuel efficient vehicles,
and charges nothing for electric vehicles. Under a RUC, all types of vehicles pay an equal amount for the same
miles traveled, which captures revenue not currently being collected under the gas tax.
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The Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot Program Research Study (see linked Executive Summary below) evaluated a
pay-by-mile system as a potential alternative to the current gas tax. This study accomplished the following: 1)
Four-month pilot included nearly 150 participants from 27 different counties across Colorado; 2) Successfully
tested RUC technology on vehicles with various fuel efficiency and fuel types – gas, hybrid, electric; 3) Provided
users choice and demonstrated the feasibility of three mileage reporting methods including one manual odometer
reading and two technology options; 4) Collected mileage data and simulated payments of a road usage charge;
and 5) Gathered feedback and ideas from the general public and participants through a series of surveys.
Key takeaways included: 1) The pilot demonstrated RUC is technically feasible as an alternative transportation
funding mechanism; 2) Engagement included a diverse Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Steering
Committee consisting of key transportation leaders throughout Colorado resulting in the identification of policyrelated issues not addressed in the pilot and guidance for future transportation policy discussions; 3) Technologybased systems were highly accurate and most convenient for users, with the manual option experiencing very low
compliance over the course of the pilot. Participants who chose technology options had higher levels of
satisfaction (93%) than those that chose the manual option (55%); and 4) The pilot used a number of media outlets
including a project website, newsletters, general media (such as press releases) and social media to educate
participants as well as the general public on the current transportation funding model and the RUC concept. As a
result, participants became more satisfied and confident with the system.

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1KlNIxvr2qbUOoHOI_jfp42vCGIMaGZbY
Question 8: Why is CDOT’s federal fund dropping for FY 2018-19?
CDOT budgets for each federal funding source in the Long Bill, including Emergency Relief funds. After the
September 2013 Colorado floods, the department began receiving disaster relief payments from the federal
government. In FY 2017-18, this amount was budgeted at $129.5 million, however there are currently no plans in
FY 2018-19 to receive Emergency Relief funding. The combined $106.2 million drop in FY 2018-19 reflects this
large Emergency Relief decrease, along with statutory federal funding increases stemming from the FAST Act.
Absent the one-time funds from Emergency Relief, CDOT’s revenue from federal funds has increased slightly each
year since the passage of the current federal transportation legislation, the FAST Act. The annual increase in the
past three fiscal years corresponds to the normal increase in inflation in those years.
Question 9: How much revenue comes from FASTER late fees?
C.R.S. 42-3-112(2) allows the Department of Revenue to collect late registration fees, which are then deposited
into the Highway Users Tax Fund. 60% of this fee revenue, per statute, is allocated to CDOT, 22% is allocated to
Counties, and 18% is allocated to cities. In FY 2016-17, total late registration fees collected by the Department of
Revenue totaled $18.7 million. This amount is in sharp contrast to FY 2009-10, shortly after passage of FASTER,
when revenue from late fees reached $31.5 million. As time has passed and behaviors have changed, fewer
Coloradans are being levied FASTER late fees.
Question 10: If CDOT is subcontracting for the design of projects, have CDOT FTE declined because they do
not need as many people?
Over the years, the department has shifted its fixed number of FTE to accommodate growing maintenance and
operational needs. CDOT’s latest workload analysis has shown that department staff designed about 15% of
projects for calendar year 2017. The remainder of designs are performed by engineering consultants managed by
CDOT staff. CDOT’s percentage of designs regularly shifts up and down to accommodate influxes and retreats of
funding. Most times, department staff manage consultant’s design work. Conversely, in economic downturns, CDOT
performs more in-house design. In the past ten years, CDOT has not exceeded 30% in-house design. If CDOT did not
subcontract out designs, the department would necessarily need to increase FTE. However, the department
maintains FTE levels set by the General Assembly in the Long Bill, and through internal practices such as the Salary
Cap, is not in a position to increase overall department salary beyond state salary survey and merit pay increases.
Additional large influxes of money could further the department’s current design understaffing by shifting internal
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resources. CDOT is currently assessing options to deliver funding influxes from SB 17-267 and other potential
sources. Currently, year one of SB 17-267 projects are moving forward with consultant designs.

Question 11: Is CDOT supportive of bonding within the existing budget with General Fund dollars with voter
approval?
As long as interest rates on borrowing remain competitive compared to construction inflation rates as indicated in
the Construction Cost Index (CCI), CDOT will continue to support bonding as a part the department’s overall
strategy for delivering as many projects as soon as possible. Given CDOT’s budget needs (the department is
approximately $1.0 billion short annually over the next twenty years to construct and maintain an adequate
transportation system for the people of Colorado) CDOT supports any effort that increases revenue to the
department. Because CDOT has a funding problem more than a financing problem, CDOT would prefer any ballot
language be written to ensure all bond payments will come from sources outside CDOT’s existing budget (including
General Fund dollars).
Question 12: Firms that have been shortlisted and then non-responsive, are they being taken off the list or
kept on?
Shortlisting is done on a particular project, which means that the firm has proven that it can perform and deliver a
high level of quality to the project. If a firm is non-responsive, that is for selection on that particular project only.
The short list is only relevant for that project. Contractors need to be prequalified with CDOT. Prequalification is
relatively straight-forward and many contractors are prequalified with the department. If a contractor was nonresponsive on a project proposal/bid, it would not affect their prequalification status or their ability to bid on
other projects with CDOT.

REPEAL SECTION 43-1-112.5, C.R.S.
Question 13: Does CDOT believe that Section 43-1-112.5, C.R.S., needs to be modified or repealed?
The department recognizes the complexities around this statutory language, including the sections on TABOR.
While there may be a policy argument to be made for deleting language regarding applicable revenues and
expenditures, with the many other issues facing the Joint Budget Committee and the state, CDOT believes that
there is not an overwhelming reason to introduce legislation at this time.

SENATE BILL 17-267 UPDATE
Question 14: How will the revenue from the S.B. 17-267 lease purchase agreements flow through the state
financial system to CDOT? Will it go through the HUTF? Directly to the State Highway Fund? Will the General
Fund be involved?
C.R.S. 24-82-1303(4)(b) states that after an initial $120.0 million allocation for controlled maintenance and capital
construction, “the remainder of the proceeds shall be credited to the State Highway Fund created in section 43-1219 and used by the Department of Transportation in accordance with section 43-4-206(1)(b)(V)”. The State
Treasurer is responsible for making the transfer to the State Highway Fund. It will not flow into the Highway Users
Tax Fund. With past transfers and allocations, such as the SB 09-228 transfers, the General Fund resources were
placed into the State Highway Fund. The department, Legislative Council Services, and the Office of State
Controller have agreed that because the State Highway Fund is a Cash Fund (with many different revenue
streams), technically the Long Bill notes such transfers/revenues as Cash Fund revenues, instead of General Fund
revenues.
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Question 15: Are lease purchase payments so different from bond payments that they cannot be handled the
same way?
For TRANs (Transbonds), CDOT and the Transportation Commission (TC) administered the bonds and were
responsible for all debt service to pay back the TRANs, spending $2.3 billion over 17 fiscal years to pay off $1.5
billion in proceeds. All debt service payments came from continuously appropriated TC resources. However, SB 17267 Lease Purchase Agreements (LPAs) are being administered by the State Treasurer, per C.R.S. 24-82-1303(2)(a),
who has ultimate responsibility for execution of LPAs and related debt service payments. Per SB 17-267, up to
$50.0 million “shall be paid from any legally available money under the control of the Transportation
Commission”. While CDOT’s payment of $50.0 million or less is from the same continuously appropriated funding
that made TRANs debt service repayments, these particular LPAs, per statute, will be structured differently and
controlled by the State Treasurer. CDOT will comply with statute by transferring up to $50.0 million at its disposal
to the State Treasurer each fiscal year. The department makes numerous transfers each fiscal year to different
state departments and entities, and along with collaboration with the State Treasurer, proper mechanisms are in
place to ensure the department’s responsibilities for this debt service payment are met each fiscal year.

Question 16: How will S.B. 17-267 projects be identified? Will the availability of a local funding match be
considered?
CDOT expects approximately $1.88 billion in Senate Bill (SB) 17-267 (“Concerning the Sustainability of Rural
Colorado”) proceeds from state lease-purchase agreements (LPAs) beginning in FY 2018-19 ($380.0 million in FY
2018-19, and $500.0 million in each of FY 2019-20, FY 2021-22, and FY 2022-23). Based on the legislation, 25% of
proceeds are to be used in rural areas, while 10% of the funds are to be used for transit purposes.
The overarching framework for the project selection process included numerous factors as identified by the
Transportation Commission (TC):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Create a statewide project selection process (not subdivided between urban and rural areas).
Should reasonably adhere to identified Tier 1 projects of SB 17-267 passage.
Initially identify only projects for the first two years of SB 17-267 funding ($880.0 million, with a minimum
of 10% for transit).
Consider how SB 17-267 funding can position CDOT to be ready for the possibility of other new funding
sources.
Consider how SB 17-267 funding can be used to leverage other funding.
Consider how selected projects can help offset the impacts of repayment liability.

Key criteria for project selection included:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Project Readiness: Ready to proceed to construction by the end of the state fiscal year for which funds
are available (June 30, 2020 for the first two fiscal years of SB 17-267 funding.
Strategic Nature: Of regional or statewide significance.
Stakeholder Support: Identified as high priority by Region or TPR(s) or identified as a high priority in a
Regional Transportation Plan.
Statewide Plan Goal Areas: Supports statewide plan goal areas of safety, mobility, maintaining the
system, and economic vitality.
Leveraging Other Funds: Leverages other funds, such as discretionary grants, local funds, or toll revenue.
Potential to Offset Repayment Impact: Helps to offset potential repayment impacts to existing programs
(i.e. tolling projects, asset management projects).
Supports Statewide System: Supports a statewide transportation system.

As the selection process was beginning, solicitations were published by USDOT for two discretionary grant
programs – Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) and Infrastructure for Rebuilding
America (INFRA), with applications deadlines of October 16 and November 2, respectively. Recognizing the desire
to identify opportunities to use SB 17-267 to leverage other funding, the TC and CDOT staff directed attention to
those projects that compete strongly against the identified SB 17-267 criteria, and which either already leverage
discretionary grant awards, or are expected to compete well against criteria identified in the TIGER and INFRA
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solicitations. This included the following projects, recommended by staff for consideration of SB 267 funding and
preliminarily approved by the TC in November 2017 (see Figure 6 below):

Figure 6: SB 17-267 Project List

Project
US 50: Little Blue Canyon
US 550/160: Connection
I-25 Colorado-Springs Denver South
I-25: North SH 402 - SH 56 (Segment 6)
I-70: Westbound PPSL
SH 13 Reconstruction
US 160 Towaoc Passing Lanes
US 50: West of Pueblo
SH 9: Frisco North
I-70 East: Failing Pavement
ADA Improvements
Total

Tentative SB 267 Commitment
$9,500,000
$54,400,000
$250,000,000
$200,000,000
$80,000,000
$60,000,000
$9,000,000
$35,520,000
$10,250,000
$55,000,000
$25,000,000
$788,670,000
Urban/Rural Allocation

Urban

Rural
$9,500,000

$54,400,000
$250,000,000
$200,000,000
$80,000,000
$60,000,000
$9,000,000
$35,520,000
$10,250,000
$55,000,000
$25,000,000
$564,920,000
72%

$223,750,000
28%

• US 50 Little Blue Canyon – Recipient of Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) grant. SB 17-267 funding of $9.5
million would complete the funding package, and leverage $18.0 million in FLAP funds on a $30.0 million project.
• US 550/160 Connection – Recipient of FASTLANE grant. The Commission previously agreed to provide matching
funds if successful, and now must consider the use of SB 17-267 funds to fulfill the match commitment, as well as
optional additional project scope. A commitment of between $32.7 million and $54.4 million, depending on the
option preferred, would leverage $12.3 million in FASTLANE funds on a $75.0-$100.0 million project. Additionally,
Region 5 is actively working to leverage local funding and anticipates having letters of commitment by early
November. Likely contributors are the City of Durango, La Plata County, and the Southern Ute Tribe, and
potentially some private entities.
• I-25 Colorado Springs-Denver South Connection - Proposed INFRA project. A provisional commitment of $250.0
million of SB 17-267 funds would leverage $35.0 million in local funding commitments, and a $65.0 million grant
request for a total project cost of $350.0 million.
• I-25 North State Highway (SH) 402 – SH 56 (Segment 6) – Proposed INFRA project. A provisional commitment of
$200.0 million of SB 17-267 funds would leverage up to $15.0 million in local or other CDOT funds, and an $80.0
million grant request for a total project cost of $295.0 million.
• I-70 Westbound Peak-Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL) – Proposed INFRA project. A provisional commitment of
$80.0 million of SB 17-267 funds would leverage a $20.0 million grant request for a total project cost of $100.0
million.
• SH 13 Reconstruction – Proposed TIGER project. The Commission approved a provisional match commitment of
up to $60.0 million, leveraging a $20.0 million grant request for a total project cost of $80.0 million.
• US 160 Towaoc Passing Lanes - Proposed TIGER project. The Commission approved a provisional match
commitment of up to $9.0 million, leveraging up to $160,000 in contributions from the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe,
and a $2.0 million grant request for a total project cost of $11.0 million.
Four other potential projects were selected for use with SB 17-267 proceeds in the event funding is available:

11

CDOT Letter to the Joint Budget Committee
December 6, 2017
• US 50: West of Pueblo – Region 2 has invested RPP and FASTER Safety funding into the project, as well as
devolved SH 227 and SH 231 to the city and county. The design for the widening of the roadway between MP307
and 311 is in progress. The corridor Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) and implement plans were
approved in 2012.
• SH 9: Frisco North – This is the final project to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and expand
to four-lanes from Frisco to Breckenridge. Project has been a high priority for CDOT and Summit County since
2004.
• I-70: Failing Pavement – Safety of the traveling public, including visitors and freight, will improve by removing
failing pavement, roadway rutting and high spots. Project is highly supported by the impacted counties,
communities and the Eastern TPR.
• ADA Improvements – Pursuant to conversations around the commitment to the ADA curb ramps program, funding
for FY ’19 will come from available SB 267 funds.
The TC has decided to make these allocation plans tentatively for Years 1 and 2 proceeds for highways. Plans are
subject to change.
Regarding transit uses of SB 17-267 proceeds, no TC decision has been made as of yet to fund specific projects,
however the majority of proceeds are likely to be used for Park-and-Rides based on CDOT staff recommendations.
Staff is proposing an approach that would involve the use of $30.0-$50.0 million of SB 17-267 transit funds to
complete Park and Rides associated with some of the selected highway projects on major corridors. This is roughly
in the range of the first year of SB 17-267 transit funding, assuming the minimum of 10% for transit projects.
Before spring 2018, staff intends to conduct additional outreach on the transit projects to be included in the 10Year Development Program Plan with the intent of using this process as the basis for the evaluation and
prioritization of transit projects for funding in subsequent years of SB 17-267.
The project selection for SB 17-267 funding is dependent on federal grant award applications, the denial of which
would necessitate additional resources and may eliminate one or more of the projects listed above for funding.
Final decisions by the TC on project funding will be made at a later date after federal applications are processed.
While the leveraging of other funds was identified as criteria in project selection, the TC, with input from STAC,
determined that local match should not be required. Recognizing that different areas of the state have different
abilities to contribute, local match was not a deciding factor for project selection.
Question 17: What are the mechanics of using a local match for S.B. 17-267 dollars? Would a local match be
transferred to the state?
As mentioned in Question 16, The Transportation Commission did not make any requirements of local entities to
submit matching funds for any SB 17-267 project. For any local match that is associated with a state-level project,
including SB 17-267 projects, CDOT signs an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the local entity, establishing
conditions for future payments (such as specific milestones or project completion). After these project stages,
CDOT bills the local entity for promised payment based on the IGA. This process works similarly to how the
department interacts with the federal government, which generally reimburses for projects after completion.
Question 18: Will S.B. 17-267 funds can be used to leverage other funding?
See answers to Questions 16 and 17. One of CDOT most important factors for project selection was the ability to
leverage other funding, especially federal funding.
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Question 19: What sources within the Department could be used to pay the annual $50 million lease
purchase payments? Would toll revenue be used? If so, should S.B. 17-267 dollars be used in ways that
increase toll revenue? Would maintenance, safety, or another expenditure area be reduced to make the
repayments?
CDOT is responsible for debt service payments of up to $50.0 million annually during the 23 year life of the lease
purchase agreements (LPAs). For the first year, beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2018-19, CDOT expects to pay $28.5
million in debt service as the first LPA tranche is split between CDOT and Capital Construction. Existing CDOT
funding streams are either dedicated funds for specific purposes or allocated for specific highway projects. The
department was forced to reduce existing programming in FY 2018-19 in order to accommodate $28.5 million of SB
17-267 debt service. Reductions included funding typically allocated to the Transportation Commission for
contingent program needs, and the temporary reduction of CDOT’s American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Compliance program. CDOT plans to backfill or fund the ADA Compliance program during the fiscal year through SB
17-267 proceeds or other program savings. In future years, the department may be forced to reduce the budget in
Maintenance and Asset Management programs where CDOT’s flexible funds are typically allocated.
In addition to leveraging other funds, another key point of discussion with the Commission in previous months was
consideration of how selected SB 17-267 projects could help offset the impacts of repayment liability. One
approach discussed was the selection of tolled projects, with the possibility of applying toll revenue to repayment.
This may be an option for the three tolled projects identified above (I-25 Colorado Springs-Denver South, I-25
North, and I-70 Westbound PPSL), however toll revenue is being used primarily, due to limited sustained
department revenue, as a means of supplementing project costs, not necessarily to use for debt service payments.
The selection of large asset management projects was also discussed as a possible way to offset the impacts of
repayment, recognizing that as the largest category of funding in the CDOT budget, asset management would
likely be impacted if CDOT’s repayment liability increased.
Question 20: Should the Department’s lease purchase repayments be reflected in the Long Bill?
C.R.S. 24-82-1303(2)(d)(II) identifies that the Transportation Commission (TC) “shall” pay “from any legally
available money under the control” of the Commission, “$50.0 million annually, or any lesser amount that is
sufficient to make each full payment due” for debt service associated with SB 17-267 Lease Purchase Agreements
(LPAs). This is slated to come from TC-administered resources in the Construction, Maintenance and Operations
(CM&O) line of the long bill, which is continuously appropriated to CDOT and the Commission. TC ownership of the
decision-making process for this $50.0 million repayment, in collaboration with other stakeholders, is clear from
statute and current conditions, and the department prefers to adhere to the current statutory framework and
budget process.
Question 21: Could releasing CDOT projects in smaller groups reduce prices? Why or why not?
When CDOT plans for projects, there are many variables to consider: Inflationary costs, Demand-induced costs,
and Colorado workforce challenges. The proper procedure is for CDOT to work closely and collaboratively with
both the contracting community and the consulting-engineering community to ensure that projects are delivered
as quickly as possible without increasing costs due to construction demand exceeding supply. The most efficient
method to counter high prices is to have Early and Collaborative communication with the consulting and
contracting industries in order to prepare for an influx of potential projects.

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED
Question 1: Provide a list of any legislation that the Department has: (a) not implemented, or (b) partially
implemented. Explain why the Department has not implemented or has only partially implemented the
legislation on this list. Please explain any problems the Department is having implementing any legislation
and any suggestions you have to modify legislation.
Senate Bill (SB) 16-122 created oversight measures for CDOT and was passed in 2016. CDOT abides by all measures
in the legislation, and the department is taking extra steps to formally adhere to all measures. The sections in SB
16-122 regarding procurement procedures, reporting to the Transportation Commission of payments to private
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sector contractors, and reporting to the Transportation Legislative Review Committee (TLRC) of policy
amendments to the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan are enacted or are in the process of being
completed.
The section of SB 16-122 regarding “closing each transportation project and releasing any money budgeted for the
project as quickly as feasible and within one year following the substantial completion of the project” was
completed in 2017. The department has produced a report illustrating historical data for budgeting around project
closures as part of the effort. This report will then be enhanced as part of an effort by the department’s Program
Management Office to track past and future budget expenditures. CDOT continues to look at how the department
can remove budget from existing projects and reprogram to other projects.
CDOT does not recommend making any changes to SB 16-122.
SB 17-153, creating the Southwest Chief and Front Range Rail Commission, had a deadline of December 1, 2017 to
make recommendations to the legislature for rail service from Cheyenne, Wyoming to New Mexico, and for
improvements on the original Southwest Chief line. Recommendations were made to: 1) Continue public
engagement on the issue; 2) Choose a strategy for the rail line to pass through either Denver International Airport
or Union Station in Denver; and 3) Investigate funding options, including Special Districts/RTA’s, create an ongoing
funding stream, partner with federal, state, and local entities for funding solutions, and investigate the use of
Public-Private Partnerships (P3s). The Commission will not ask for legislative changes, at this time, however future
financial assistance through legislative action in the future could be recommended.
Finally, SB 17-243 moved the Motorcycle Operators Safety Training (MOST) program from CDOT to CDPS, as of
January 1, 2018. The department has worked with CDPS to create a smooth transition for MOST, which is on-track
for an on-time transfer and no disruption of activities.
Question 2: Does the Department have any HIGH PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations as identified in
the "Annual Report: Status of Outstanding Audit Recommendations" that was published by the State
Auditor's Office and dated June 30, 2017 (link below)? What is the Department doing to resolve the HIGH
PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations? Please indicate where in the Department’s budget request
actions taken towards resolving HIGH PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations can be found.
http://leg.colorado.gov/audits/annual-report-status-outstanding-audit-recommendations-june-30-2017
The Colorado Department of Transportation does not have any outstanding recommendations as identified in the
"Annual Report: Status of Outstanding Audit Recommendations" that was published by the State Auditor's Office
and dated June 30, 2017.
Question 3: If the Department receives federal funds of any type, please respond to the following:
a. Please provide a detailed description of any federal sanctions or potential sanctions for state activities
of which the Department is already aware. In addition, please provide a detailed description of any
sanctions that MAY be issued against the Department by the federal government during FFY 2017-18 or
2018-19.
b. Are you expecting any changes in federal funding with the passage of the FFY 2017-18 or 2018-19 federal
budget? If yes, in which programs, and what is the match requirement for each program?
c. Does the Department have a contingency plan if federal funds are eliminated?
a. In 2015, the General Assembly passed House Bill (HB) 15-1043, which among other clauses gave discretion and
latitude to judges during sentencing for repeat offenders who drive while intoxicated. This discretion conflicts
with federal funding guidelines that specify punishments for repeat offenders. In 2015, FHWA notified CDOT that,
because of HB 15-1043, the department must spend a greater portion of its federal revenue on safety projects.
CDOT subsequently reallocated $10.9 million in federal funding to the Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP). Recently, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) sent CDOT a Section 164 letter, with
directions for CDOT to confirm that 2.5% of National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) and Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funding (approximately $10.0 million) is being allocated toward highway safety

14

CDOT Letter to the Joint Budget Committee
December 6, 2017
projects for FY 2017-18, approximately the same penalty as in FY 2015-16 and FY 2016-17. This letter has no
impact on Colorado’s federal apportionment (i.e. funding) and will have no impact on current CDOT programming,
which contains a multitude of highway safety projects.
b. Because of passage of the FAST Act for FY 2015-16, CDOT anticipates no formulaic or structural changes to
federal funding for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, except 2% annual increases in general-purpose funding previously
specified in the legislation. Beginning in FY 2019-20, a large federal rescission (upwards of 19% of federal funding)
is scheduled to be enacted, absent other federal decisions.
c. CDOT and the Transportation Commission will honor all existing commitments to the department’s federal,
state, and local partners, including state-match for grants. However, with SB 17-267 debt service slated to
increase, and state gas tax revenues declining in value, CDOT may have to reduce existing, flexible programming.
Such reductions will likely be spread across multiple programs, however because the department’s Asset
Management programs make up the bulk of flexible federal spending, those programs are likely to see the greatest
negative impact.
Question 4: Is the department spending money on public awareness campaigns? What are these campaigns,
what is the goal of the messaging, what is the cost of the campaign? Please distinguish between paid media
and earned media. Do you have any indications or metrics regarding effectiveness? How is the department
working with other state or federal departments to coordinate the campaigns?
After the initial launch of the Drive High, Get a DUI campaign in 2014, Colorado received national and
international media attention due to the legalization of marijuana. Such coverage translated into 1.2 billion media
“impressions” for the campaign resulting in much greater awareness of the DUI law. This meant that many more
people were hearing Colorado’s messaging via the news (earned media) than the department can achieve solely
with paid media (advertisements). More recently, the 2017 320Movement campaign achieved over 25 million
earned media impressions on the importance of planning ahead for a safe ride. With the assistance of Lyft, 135
dispensaries and the Marijuana Industry Group, the campaign’s earned media publicity had a value of $2.1 million.
This free publicity greatly exceeded the amount spent on paid media ($255,000), greatly extending the public
reach of the campaign. Leading up to “420” events, almost 4,000 people retrieved discount ride codes on Lyft
from the 320Movement website, which included information on the dangers of driving high. Over 10,000 people
visited to website overall. Social media outreach produced engagement that greatly exceeded industry
benchmarks and generated 1.1 million impressions among marijuana users. The total budget for the 2017 campaign
was $450,000.
CDOT also launched a campaign to raise awareness of Colorado’s felony DUI law. The cost of this one-time
campaign was $500,000. A survey revealed that 14% of people heard the campaign’s slogan, What Will You Lose?
The campaign also garnered 2.1 million on-line video plays of testimonials from people who received a DUI’s and
were incarcerated. Finally, the campaign received wide media attention with over a dozen news stories garnering
over one million impressions.
Finally, CDOT and HPTE created a new $50,000 educational campaign for the January 1, 2017 change to HOV 3+ on
US 36 and the I-25 HOV Express Lanes, which used the grassroots, traditional/earned and paid media. The two
main messaging goals for the campaign were: 1) Ensure “No surprises” for drivers when the change goes into
effect; and 2) Educate drivers to CDOT/HPTE and corridor transportation agencies/partners’ incentives and
programs that offer options for drivers to find a third passenger, try transit, use the general purpose lanes, or pay
the toll. The campaign will continue its ongoing work to secure media coverage (earned media) in TV, print and
radio, which has been active for several months to date. Paid media will leverage out-of-home advertising
(billboard, bus signs) as well as TV and radio advertisements following the start of the HOV 3+ change. The
campaign will measure the amount of outreach from all efforts: grassroots/stakeholders, media coverage, and paid
media impressions.
Question 5: Based on the Department’s most recent available record, what is the FTE vacancy and turnover
rate by department and by division? To what does the Department attribute this turnover/vacancy? Do the
statewide compensation policies administered by the Department of Personnel help or hinder in addressing
vacancy or turnover issues?
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Figure 7 below shows the turnover rate for CDOT by Division:
Figure 7

CDOT’s FY 2016-17 turnover rate and percent of June 30, 2017 vacancies is presented by geographic Regions 1-5
(see Figure 8 above). All other Divisions (ex. Accounting and Finance) are associated with headquarters in Denver.
CDOT averaged 10.0% turnover from FY 2012-13 to FY 2015-16; FY 2016-17’s turnover of 10.8% was on par with
previous years. The Transportation Maintenance I (TM I) job classification, which makes up 26.7% of CDOT’s
workforce, has a higher rate of turnover due to the physical demands of the job: in FY 2016-17, the TM I turnover
rate was 16.2%. CDOT’s percentage of employees eligible to retire in July 2017 was 17.2%, meaning the
department is seeing less turnover than demographics may indicate. In FY 2016-17, 33.9% of CDOT’s separations
were due to retirements.
Statewide compensation policies both help and hinder retention. CDOT Human Resources started a new exit
interview process in January 2017. The department asked respondents to identify their reason for leaving. To date,
with 108 respondents, over 20% indicated their reason for leaving was due to compensation/pay issues, second
only to retirement as a reason for leaving CDOT.
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Question 6: Please provide an update on the Department’s status, concerns, and plans of action for
increasing levels of cybersecurity, including existing programs and resources. How does the Department
work with the Chief Information Security Office (CISO) in the Office of Information Technology (OIT)? Have
your information technology infrastructure and policies been audited for cybersecurity capabilities? If so,
was the audit completed by the legislative auditor or an outside entity? Do you have dedicated
cybersecurity personnel? How do your cybersecurity staff interact with the CISO in OIT? What unique
security issues does your Department have? Do you handle private or sensitive data? What unique
cybersecurity processes or tools do you use to protect this data?
The Office of Information Security, under the leadership of the state CISO provides security governance, security
architecture, risk management, compliance assessment support, and security operations functions for all executive
branch agencies (with a few exceptions, such as: CDE, Department of State, Department of Law, Lottery).
Agencies, except those mentioned as exceptions, do not have dedicated cybersecurity personnel.
The Office of Information Security has input into the 5-year plans for each Department, and has worked to
prioritize projects benefiting each Department, such as: the Enterprise Firewall Refresh project, new quarterly
security awareness training, two-step verification, and an enterprise security log collection and correlation engine.
Additionally, the Office of Information Security, within OIT, produces a quarterly risk report card, in which they
measure risk for each Department, and have specific goals set, for reducing risk.
Annually, the CISO develops an enterprise information security plan, utilizing input from the Governor’s goals, the
5 year plans for each department, and the OIT playbook. The information security plan includes communication
and information resources that support the operations and assets of each department.
The Office of Information security, within the Office of Information Technology (OIT) implements enterprise-wide
security controls, meant to secure sensitive data for each department. Some of these controls are: ensuring
encryption is in place to secure data in transmission, utilizing Zix to encrypt sensitive data in email, implementing
specific configuration and technologies to encrypt data in storage. Additionally, OIT has implemented two-step
verification to add a layer of protection to email, contacts, and data stored within G-Suite. Each department
implements additional procedures, such as training, data retention and access control policies, implemented at a
department level to further protect and secure sensitive data. These local security procedures augment technical
controls implemented by OIT to enhance the department’s continued security health.
OIT supports all of the audits that occur for each department. OIT maintains a register of outstanding technology
recommendations for each department, and works individually with the department to prioritize and secure
funding to implement the recommendations. In addition to performing remediation, OIT continues to implement
controls and improve processes in an attempt to proactively (rather than reactively) improve security.
Question 7: What impact do the SMART Act and Lean processes have on your budget requests? Could they be
used more effectively?
CDOT's SMART Act Performance Plan is aligned with organizational priorities and leverages existing performance
metrics and targets used to guide improvements in department processes. The Plan has been a tool to help CDOT
identify what success looks like in achieving the top priorities, as well as to manage improvement efforts that gain
the department the greatest performance results. CDOT uses a myriad of performance improvement tools and
Lean techniques, including: 1) Implementation of the Four Discipline of Execution in the form of a report on
leading and lagging measures; 2) A monthly performance evaluation and status meetings; 3) Performance
requirements and a Stewardship Oversight Agreement from the Federal Highway Administration; 4) An Office of
Process Improvement that implements Lean methodology; and 5) A TC Policy Guiding Statewide Plan Development
(PD-14), which contains the departments top organizational goal areas and performance metrics and targets.
CDOT’s PD-14 is the foundation of the department’s investment strategies. It guides investment decisions in five
goal areas (safety, infrastructure condition, system performance, workers’ compensation claims, and
maintenance) and sets the targets for how statewide success will be evaluated.
As an example, the Safety Strategic Policy Initiative (SPI) looks to fund 75,000 law enforcement contact hours in
2018, through CDOT’s Heat is On campaigns, to enforce traffic safety. The Safety SPI also looks to ensure that 90%
of FASTER Safety projects address high priority locations around the state. While one fatality is too many, these
initiatives help the department target realistic one-and-three year goals to limit fatalities due to crashes in
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Colorado. SPI’s also exist for the four other goal areas.

Question 8: Does your Department use evidence-based analysis as a foundation for your budget request? If
so, please provide a definition for your use of “evidence-based,” indicate which programs are “evidencebased,” and describe the evidence used to support these programs.
The vast majority of CDOT dollars have some type of scientific and/or measurable basis in order to determine
success. The department believes that evidence-based analysis is useful for programs that have a questionable
success metric. With infrastructure conditions, CDOT measures the condition of assets across the transportation
system, including all bridges and highways. There is little question on how to classify assets on the transportation
system. Assets are either in good condition, or need to be improved. Measurements regarding fatalities and
crashes are also used to determine problem areas, and cost-benefit analysis (CBA) is used to measure a program’s
success.
Many of CDOT’s programs utilize measurements to determine the need for funding. Department measurements
generally take place annually during the budget and planning process, before resources are allocated. Many of the
department’s largest programs use measurements to determine funding choices. Maintenance uses a letter grade
for each of its 10 areas to determine levels of service and performs over 900 field surveys annually to assess
condition of roadway assets. Maintenance also has a specific level of service rating system for snow removal. Asset
Management uses a percentage to determine how much of assets on the system (bridge deck, culverts, highway
surface, etc.) are in good condition. Buildings has a specific system that measures conditions. The Pavement
Management System begins with the integration of collected data, which is processed by the pavement
management group in order to analyze pavement sections. Bridges and tunnels have unique inspection and rating
systems to determine longevity and condition. Every asset on the highway system has a condition assessment
system that is performance-based.
Both the FASTER Safety and Highway Safety Improvement Programs use measurements on fatalities and crashes to
determine problem areas on the system that need to be addressed. In some programs, CDOT uses cost-benefit
analyses (CBA) to determine the benefits of specific programs. The department’s Transportation Systems
Management and Operations (TSM&O) program, which aims to reduce congestion, uses CBA to determine if
program goals are being met.
CDOT has a number of programs that utilize scientific testing in order to determine best practices. Testing of
cement measures the strength and longevity of different chemicals and surfaces in order to determine how long a
surface can last in between repaving measures. CDOT studies forms of crack sealant to determine the best
materials to use for repaving jobs. The department is always improving equipment and technology in order to
become more efficient, and has invented numerous procedures and practices that other state DOT’s have utilized.
CDOT is always looking to improve and to make the most of the limited resources allocated to the department.
Besides measurements for construction projects and maintenance, CDOT employs “Zero-Based Budgeting” on an
annual basis for all administrative and operational needs. Each division must submit a budget request for the
following fiscal year, and prior expenditures and upcoming initiatives are analyzed to determine appropriate
budget needs. Any extra funding above prior fiscal year budgets must be explained by each division, and if above a
certain level, approved by the Executive Management Team (EMT) and/or the Transportation Commission. “ZeroBased Budgeting” allows CDOT’s Division of Accounting and Finance to employ more granular budget analysis
during and after the budget-building cycle.
Question 9: Please identify how many rules you have promulgated in the past two years (FYs 2015-16 and
2016-17). With respect to these rules, have you done any cost-benefit analyses pursuant to Section 24-4-103
(2.5), C.R.S., regulatory analyses pursuant to Section 24-4-103 (4.5), C.R.S., or any other similar analysis?
Have you conducted a cost-benefit analysis of the Department’s rules as a whole? If so, please provide an
overview of each analysis.
CDOT has not promulgated new rules in the past two years. In this time frame (fiscal year (FY) 2015-16
and FY 2016-17), CDOT has updated two sets of existing rules mandated by statute, either to clarify them
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for the benefit of the stakeholders, or as a result of changes to the state or federal law. The updated sets
of rules are the following:

In 2017, the Rules Regarding Transport Permits for the Movement of Extra-Legal Vehicles or
Loads, 2 CCR 601-4, to comply with the requirements of the FAST ACT, 23 U.S.C. 127.

In 2016, the update of the Rules Governing Practice and Procedures of the Transportation
Commission of Colorado, 2 CCR 601-11, to comply with the requirements of HB 16-1172.

Additionally, CDOT has begun the rule-making process to update two sets of rules:
o Rules Concerning the Implementation of the Safe Routes to School Program, 2 CCR 60119, (to update a state funding reference which is no longer available and to reference
the most recent federal authority for the program); and
o Rules Regarding Transport Permits for the Movement of Extra-Legal Vehicles or Loads, 2
CCR 601-4, (to bring the Incorporation by Reference section into compliance with the
Administrative Procedure Act).
As part of its requirements under 24-4-103 (2), C.R.S., CDOT establishes a Representative Group which must
include representatives of each of the various stakeholder interests that may be affected positively or negatively
by proposed rules. This Representative Group acts in a watchdog capacity to ensure that no rules have a negative
impact to business. This process, depending on the specific set of rules, can require over a year of information
gathering and vetting. Section 24-4-103 (2.5), C.R.S., provides an opportunity for a citizen to request a costbenefit analysis regarding the agency’s rules. Given the thoroughness with which CDOT engages with stakeholders
and the public as part of the Representative Group meetings and subsequent notifications, CDOT has not received
a citizen request for a cost-benefit analysis in the last six years. Similarly, CDOT has not had a citizen request for a
regulatory analysis pursuant to § 24-4-103 (4.5), C.R.S., because classes of persons who may be affected by the
proposed rule, including those bearing the costs and benefitting from the rule, are included in the Representative
Group before rule-making is commenced, and subsequently included in all rule-making meetings and the public
rule-making hearing.
CDOT’s stakeholder outreach is very extensive and includes many opportunities for all impacted persons and
businesses to ask questions and provide helpful feedback on any positive or negative effects resulting from the
proposed changes. Each of the changes made to the rules is based on a mandatory change in state or federal law
and upon recommendation and with consensus of stakeholders.
Overview of Analysis
1. Rules Regarding Transport Permits for the Movement of Extra-Legal Vehicles or Loads, 2 CCR 601-4: the 2017
updates were required by the passage of the FAST ACT, 23 U.S.C. 127, and to bring the rules into compliance with
the Administrative Procedure Act. The impact to businesses and citizens was beneficial because it provided
consistency with the federal law regarding changes to truck size and weight provisions, clarification that vehicles
carrying fluid milk products are considered non-divisible, and clarification regarding compression fittings for height
measuring poles. The stakeholders included the commercial motor vehicle industry and to a lesser degree the
motoring public.
2. Rules Governing Practice and Procedures of the Transportation Commission of Colorado, 2 CCR 601-11: the
update complied with the requirements of House Bill (HB) 16-1172, which reinstated the Efficiency and
Accountability Committee. These rules govern Transportation Commission meeting procedures, and primarily
impact Department staff; however, other key stakeholders were asked to review the changes, including Colorado
Motor Carriers Association, Colorado Wyoming Petroleum Marketers Association, the Colorado Contractors’
Association, FHWA, Colorado Municipal League, Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee (STAC), American
Council of Engineering Consultants, CRL Associates, and individuals who requested to be involved in the rulemaking.
The Department has been undertaking numerous initiatives and proactive steps in order to decrease red tape and
to make the department more navigable to the public.
Rule Reduction and Update
Commencing in 2011, CDOT annually reviews all of its administrative rules, and in the last six years, the
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department repealed eight sets amounting to over 40 pages of rules. CDOT is currently responsible for 23 sets of
rules (including the High Performance Transportation Enterprise rules). CDOT will continue to annually review
these rules and determine whether it can further reduce the number or make them less burdensome to business
partners and all impacted stakeholders. The department continues to work closely with the Department of
Regulatory Agencies to monitor the impact to stakeholders.

Question 10: Describe the expected fiscal impact of proposed changes to PERA made by both the Governor’s
Office and the PERA Board of Directors. In addition to direct budgetary impacts, please describe any
anticipated secondary impacts of an increase in employee contribution rates. For instance, does the
Department anticipate a need to increase employee salaries to compensate for the increase in PERA
contributions?
The proposed changes to PERA made by the PERA Board of Directors include a 2.0 percentage point increase in
employer contributions from 20.15% to 22.15%, which will have a direct budgetary impact on the department. DPA
will provide a statewide estimate for this impact. PERA’s proposal makes this change starting January 2020, thus
it will affect the department’s budget starting with FY 2019-20. The PERA Board proposal also includes a
recommendation for contributions to be made on gross pay rather than net pay, which increases the salary base
upon which the annual contribution is calculated for both employers and employees. This would have a direct
impact on the department’s budget as well as employee take home pay. OSPB and DPA are looking into whether
this impact can be estimated, and if so, a statewide response will be provided by DPA. The PERA Board proposal
also includes a 3.0 percentage point increase in employee contributions—from 8.0 percent to 11.0 percent of pay—
beginning in January 2020. Without an increase in employee salaries, these changes would reduce take home pay
for state employees beginning in FY 2019-20.
The Governor’s proposed changes to PERA will not have a direct budgetary impact on the department, with the
exception of maintaining the PERA Board’s recommendation for employee and employer contributions to be made
on gross pay rather than net pay. As mentioned above, this would increase the salary base upon which the annual
contribution is calculated for both employers and employees. OSPB and DPA are looking into whether this impact
can be estimated, and if so, a statewide response will be provided by DPA. The Governor’s proposal includes a 2.0
percentage point increase in employee contributions—from 8.0 percent to 10.0 percent of pay—beginning in
January 2019, a year earlier than the PERA proposal. The Governor’s budget request includes an across-the-board
salary survey increase of 3.0 percent for most state employees beginning July 1, 2018. With the proposed increase
in employee contributions, this will average to a take home pay increase of 2.0 percent for the fiscal year. The
proposed salary survey increase results in an increase of $6.0 million (zero General Fund) for FY 2018-19 for the
department.
Question 11: Senate Bill 17-267 required Departments, other than Education and Transportation, that
submit budgets to OSPB to propose a budget that is 2.0 percent below the total funds budget in FY 2017-18.
Please highlight the following regarding the 2.0 percent reduction:

In the course of its statutory duties, the Office of State Planning and Budgeting complied with the provisions of
S.B. 17-267. A provision of the bill required OSPB’s consideration of proposed two percent reductions for certain
principal department budgets. OSPB found the process to be useful. In recommending the budget request,
especially in the General Fund, while considering each department’s budget reduction items, OSPB also took into
account the various pressures on spending and needs throughout the state. Additionally, S.B. 17-267’s provisions
informed decision making in the request, in particular the recommendation for a decrease in the Budget
Stabilization factor in the School Finance Act as well as the recommendation to increase the statutory reserve in
the General Fund. With respect to the two percent target of General Fund spending as defined in the bill, these
two items exceeded the suggested target.
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Although CDOT was not required to reduce its FY 2018-19 budget request by 2%, CDOT is responsible for annual
debt service payments of up to $50.0 million annually during the life (23 years) of the lease purchase agreements
(LPAs). For the first year, beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2018-19, CDOT expects to pay $28.5 million in debt service
as the first LPA tranche is split between CDOT and Capital Construction. Department existing funding streams are
either dedicated funds for specific purposes or allocated for specific highway projects. The department was forced
to reduce existing programming in FY 2018-19 in order to accommodate $28.5 million of SB 17-267 debt service.
Reductions included funding typically allocated to the Transportation Commission for future program needs, and
the temporary reduction of CDOT’s American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance program. CDOT plans to
backfill or fund the ADA Compliance program during the fiscal year through SB 17-267 proceeds or other program
savings. In future years, the department may be forced to reduce the budget in Maintenance and Asset
Management programs where CDOT’s flexible funds are typically allocated.
Question 12: Please provide the following information for the Department’s custodial funds and
continuously appropriated funds:

-time or multi-year;
Current cash fund balance;
-16 and FY 2016-17 expenditures from these funds;
-18 and FY 2018-19; and
use of these funds.
A response will come from CDOT and the Governor’s Office at a later date when there has been more time for
review.
Question 13: What is the Department’s process for engaging in (or disputing) federal land, environmental,
jurisdictional, and/or water policy issues? How do you coordinate with other departments, the Governor’s
Office, local governments, and/or citizens?
CDOT's processes for engaging in environmental issues are summarized in its Environmental Stewardship Guide.
Updated in 2017, this document highlights how CDOT incorporates its environmental ethic into business practices,
thereby creating the moral framework of its decision making process. Unique opportunities are discussed for every
step of the transportation life-cycle, including CDOT’s planning, project development, design, construction,
operations and maintenance. Examples include:






Statewide and Regional Long-Range Transportation Planning (23 USC 134-135 and 49 USC 53035304): Each state is directed by federal law to conduct a statewide transportation planning process.
Among other requirements, the statewide planning process must take into consideration the protection
and enhancement of the environment, promotion of energy conservation, and improvement of quality
of life in all aspects of the transportation planning process. CDOT seeks public and other stakeholder
input throughout the process.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires public involvement in decision making for
actions with a federal nexus. Given CDOT’s reliance on federal funding, the majority of its projects
follow NEPA public engagement requirements. Stakeholders are included in development of a
transportation projects’ purpose and need, evaluation criteria, alternative development and selection.
The public also has opportunities to help develop measures to avoid, minimization and mitigation
impacts to the natural, social and cultural environment that may result from the project. As a part of
its stewardship guide, CDOT encourages similar processes for engagement of projects without a federal
nexus.
The mission of CDOT's Water Quality Program is to: Ensure the quality of stormwater runoff is
protected while Colorado's roadways are constructed, operated, and maintained; Promote innovative
control measures (best management practices); Provide effective water quality education to CDOT
staff; and facilitate cooperation between CDOT, watershed groups, other Water Quality Program
managers, businesses, and the public. Additionally, CDOT is required to comply with the requirement
of the CDOT Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit. CDOT's MS4 permit authorizes
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discharges from the municipal storm sewer system within the permit area. The permit requires CDOT
to use control measures to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to state waters.
CDOT also participates in several environmentally focused initiatives statewide such as the Colorado
Climate Plan, CDOT Air Quality Action Plan, and the Greening of State Government Executive Order.

CDOT’s Right-of-Way (ROW) process for engaging in (or disputing) federal land, environmental, jurisdictional,
and/or water policy issues includes:






For Federal land issues involving use of ROW for transportation purposes, a request for a Letter of
Consent (LOC) is circulated by FHWA to the federal entity land owner (usually the Bureau of Land
Management or Forest Service) after initial negotiations between Region ROW staff and local federal
entity offices. The federal entity land owner then issues an LOC authorizing the appropriation of land
and immediate entry by CDOT. The LOC will contain special clauses and stipulations. If CDOT agrees to
the stipulations, FHWA and CDOT will execute a Highway Easement Deed.
CDOT Regions may be involved in requesting authorization for other uses of federal lands, such as
maintenance yards and temporary construction areas. The local office of the federal entity will issue a
permit or ROW grant for these purposes.
The Regions or another CDOT headquarter group (Traffic and Safety, as examples) may also be
involved in formulating agreements to permit use or initiate temporary easements of federally-owned
ROW for special events such as parking and camping associated with bike races.
Jurisdictional issues:
o Policies and procedures for location of local jurisdiction facilities such as bike and
pedestrian trails in CDOT's ROW are addressed in 7.2.17 of the CDOT ROW Manual.
o Annexation requests for CDOT property are addressed in participation requests from local
agencies that are sent to CDOT’s ROW office once or twice per year. See ROW Manual
section 7.2.18 - Annexation of Department Owned Property.
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9:00 am – 11:00 am
9:00-9:15

INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS

9:15-10:00

DEPARTMENT OVERVIEW AND GENERAL QUESTIONS

1

Are the continuous appropriations of motor fuel tax revenue statutory?

2

The pie chart on page 5 of the briefing document shows expenditures for debt service. What are
those expenditures for?

3

Where is the debt services on TRANS (Tax Revenue Anticipation Note) bonds? How is it reflected
in the request and the charts?

4

Comment on gas and other motor fuel taxes. Why can’t Colorado keep up with maintenance and
road construction given the growth of population? Don’t more people mean more money? What
is the relationship of population, fuel efficiency, alternate vehicles, construction costs, and
revenue? Compare Colorado to other states that are geographically similar with similar highway
miles and other similar characteristics. How are other states funding construction and
maintenance? Are they doing better than Colorado?

5

Explain the history behind the different funding streams for the distribution of HUTF money.

6

After FASTER passed, CDOT produced a prioritized list of FASTER projects. What happened
to the projects originally on that list? Were all completed? How many are still incomplete? Are
projects still being prioritized the same way that they were then? Is there a new list?

7

What was the Road Usage Charge (RUC) Pilot Research Program and what were the results of the
pilot?

8

Why are CDOT’s federal funds dropping for FY 2018-19?

9

How much revenue comes from FASTER late fees?

10

Is CDOT subcontracting for the design of projects? If so, have CDOT FTE declined because
they do not need as many people?
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11

Is CDOT supportive of bonding with General Fund dollars within the existing budget with voter
approval?

12

Are firms that have been shortlisted and are then non-responsive being taken off the shortlist or
kept on?

10:00-10:10
13

REPEAL SECTION 43-1-112.5, C.R.S.

Does CDOT believe that Section 43-1-112.5, C.R.S., needs to be modified or repealed?

10:10-10:45

SENATE BILL 17-267 UPDATE

14

How will the revenue from the S.B. 17-267 lease purchase agreements flow through the state
financial system to CDOT? Will it go through the HUTF? The State Highway Fund? Will the
General Fund be involved?

15

Are lease purchase payments so different from bond payments that they cannot be handled the
same way?

16

How will S.B. 17-267 projects be identified? Will the availability of a local match be considered?

17

What are the mechanics of using a local match for S.B. 17-267 dollars? Would a local match be
transferred to the state?

18

Can S.B. 17-267 funds be used to leverage other funding?

19

What sources within the Department can be used to pay the annual $50 million lease purchase
payments? Could toll revenue be used? If so, should S.B. 17-267 dollars be used in ways that
increase toll revenue? Would maintenance, safety, or another expenditure area be reduced to make
the repayments?

20

Should the Department’s lease purchase repayments be reflected in the Long Bill?

21

Could releasing CDOT projects in smaller groups reduce prices? Why or why not?

ADDENDUM: OTHER QUESTIONS FOR WHICH SOLELY WRITTEN RESPONSES ARE REQUESTED
22

Provide a list of any legislation that the Department has: (a) not implemented, or (b) partially
implemented. Explain why the Department has not implemented or has only partially
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implemented the legislation on this list. Please explain any problems the Department is having
implementing any legislation and any suggestions you have to modify legislation.
23

Does the Department have any HIGH PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations as
identified in the "Annual Report: Status of Outstanding Audit Recommendations" that was
published by the State Auditor's Office and dated June 30, 2017 (link below)? What is the
Department doing to resolve the HIGH PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations?
Please indicate where in the Department’s budget request actions taken towards resolving HIGH
PRIORITY OUTSTANDING recommendations can be found.
http://leg.colorado.gov/audits/annual-report-status-outstanding-audit-recommendations-june30-2017

24

If the Department receives federal funds of any type, please respond to the following:
a. Please provide a detailed description of any federal sanctions or potential sanctions for state
activities of which the Department is already aware. In addition, please provide a detailed
description of any sanctions that MAY be issued against the Department by the federal
government during FFY 2017-18 or 2018-19.
b. Are you expecting any changes in federal funding with the passage of the FFY 2017-18 or
2018-19 federal budget? If yes, in which programs, and what is the match requirement for
each program?
c. Does the Department have a contingency plan if federal funds are eliminated?

25

Is the Department spending money on public awareness campaigns? If so, please describe these
campaigns, the goal of the messaging, the cost of the campaign, and distinguish between paid
media and earned media. Further, please describe any metrics regarding effectiveness and whether
the Department is working with other state or federal departments to coordinate the campaign?

26

Based on the Department’s most recent available record, what is the FTE vacancy and turnover
rate by department and by division? To what does the Department attribute this
turnover/vacancy? Do the statewide compensation policies administered by the Department of
Personnel help or hinder in addressing vacancy or turnover issues?

27

Please provide an update on the Department’s status, concerns, and plans of action for increasing
levels of cybersecurity, including existing programs and resources. How does the Department
work with the Chief Information Security Office (CISO) in the Office of Information Technology
(OIT)? Have your information technology infrastructure and policies been audited for
cybersecurity capabilities? If so, was the audit completed by the legislative auditor or an outside
entity? Do you have dedicated cybersecurity personnel? How do your cybersecurity staff interact
with the CISO in OIT? What unique security issues does your Department have? Do you handle
private or sensitive data? What unique cybersecurity processes or tools do you use to protect this
data?
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28

What impact do the SMART Act and Lean processes have on your budget requests? Could they
be used more effectively?

29

Does your Department use evidence-based analysis as a foundation for your budget request? If
so, please provide a definition for your use of “evidence-based,” indicate which programs are
“evidence-based,” and describe the evidence used to support these programs.

30

Please identify how many rules you have promulgated in the past two years (FYs 2015-16 and
2016-17). With respect to these rules, have you done any cost-benefit analyses pursuant to Section
24-4-103 (2.5), C.R.S., regulatory analyses pursuant to Section 24-4-103 (4.5), C.R.S., or any other
similar analysis? Have you conducted a cost-benefit analysis of the Department’s rules as a whole?
If so, please provide an overview of each analysis.

31

Describe the expected fiscal impact of proposed changes to PERA made by both the Governor’s
Office and the PERA Board of Directors. In addition to direct budgetary impacts, please describe
any anticipated secondary impacts of an increase in employee contribution rates. For instance,
does the Department anticipate a need to increase employee salaries to compensate for the
increase in PERA contributions?

32

Senate Bill 17-267 required Departments, other than Education and Transportation, that submit
budgets to OSPB to propose a budget that is 2.0 percent below the total funds budget in FY 201718. Please highlight the following regarding the 2.0 percent reduction:
 Where these reductions can be found in the Department’s request;
 What programs are impacted by the reduction; and
 Total amount of the reduction.

33

Please provide the following information for the Department’s custodial funds and continuously
appropriated funds:
 Name of the fund;
 Amount of funds received;
 Whether the revenues are one-time or multi-year;
 Current cash fund balance;
 Source(s) of the funds;
 A list of FY 2015-16 and FY 2016-17 expenditures from these funds;
 Expected uses of the funds in FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19; and
 Legal authorization and restrictions/limitations on the Department’s use of these funds.

34

What is the Department’s process for engaging in (or disputing) federal land, environmental,
jurisdictional, and/or water policy issues? How do you coordinate with other departments, the
Governor’s Office, local governments, and/or citizens?
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