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DATE: February 18, 2016 

TO: Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors 

FROM: Herman Stockinger, Office of Policy & Government Relations Director 

SUBJECT: Department and Bridge Enterprise Compliance with Recommendations of the Colorado Office of 

the State Auditor “Collection and Usage of the FASTER Motor Vehicle Fees” dated August 2015 

 

Purpose and Action 

Provide a “deeper dive” into the actions taken by CDOT to comply with the FASTER Audit 

recommendations and improve the FASTER program overall and report on the impact of those actions.  

This month, we will focus on the Bridge Enterprise program. 

 

Audit Recommendation #1 Summary: 

The audit purpose was to determine whether there was an adequate bridge selection process to esnure 

bridges in need of repair are addressed in a timely and strategic manner. 

 

The Audit found that while CDOT developed a "Prioritization Plan" for eligible bridges (bridges that are  

Structurally Deficient or Functionally Obsolete and rated Poor), CDOT and BE staff (staff) did not present 

projects for funding in the order they appeared on the Prioritization Plan.  Further, staff did not provide 

the Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors (Board) with reasons why some projects were being selected "out 

of order" for funding.  Staff explained to the auditors that the Prioritization Plan was not intended to be 

the sole consideration when strategically prioritizing projects, though auditors cited sources, such as their 

interpretation of the 2014 BE Annual Report, that indicated otherwise.   

 

The auditors concluded that bridges were not being selected “strategically”, as required in statute, and 

asked that the department establish a documented process to strategically prioritize and program eligible 

bridge projects.  The audit found that CDOT did not spend Bridge Enterprise dollars strategically because 

CDOT did not repair or replace the bridges in the exact Prioritization Plan order starting from the very 

worst.  One example of how CDOT did not follow the Prioritization Plan is the Ilex project on I-25 through 

Pueblo.  CDOT is repairing or replacing the bridges at Northern Ave, Indiana Ave, Ilex St, and Santa Fe 

over the Arkansas River.  While these are all eligible poor bridges, they were not sequential on the list of 

worst bridges in the state.  CDOT chose to fix or replace the bridges all at once because it was the most 

cost efficient since we are paying for a contractor to be at the site and because coming back later to 

replace a bridge would only prolong the construction a disruption to the people of Pueblo, our customers.   

CDOT stands by that decision, but agrees there was no documented process to explain staff or Board 

decisions. 

 

How is this resolved? 

Policy Directive 16.0 (PD 16.0) was adopted by the Board in January.  Here's what the Board did by 

passing this new Policy: 

 Set project eligibilty requirements, mirroring statute and current practice, to define the universe 

of projects.  This simply puts current practice and statute into formal BE Policy. 

 Clarifies that the Prioritization Plan is a quantitative analysis and is not intended to be the sole 

source of information to identify strategic funding priorities.  This is consistent with current 

practice, but may conflict a bit with previous statements/interpretations.  Staff thought this was 

an important clarification that the Board make in response to the audit. 
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 The Board states in Policy Directive 16.0 that in order to strategically prioritize bridge projects, the 
analysis must be both quantitative and qualitative, and the Board requires a new document, called an 

evaluation summary, be provided to the Board at the time of a bridge funding request.  The Procedural 
Directive goes into detail on what considerations are quantitative, and what is qualitiative.  While both 
the Board and staff "knew" that a variety of considerations, both quantitative and qualitative, were 

always considered when staff presented bridge projects for funding, it is true that not all of those factors 
were deliberately recorded and reported on.  So the process is basically the same, but it is now supported 

by specific Policy statements from the Board and Procedures for staff to follow.  Same process, but more 
documentation to back up that process. 

 

Bridge Enterprise Board “Hands-On” versus “Hands-Off” Options 

 From a project selection standpoint, the Board continues and increases its "hands-on" approach 

by continuing to require any proposed project be presented to the Board for approval before 

programming.   

 The new process increases the Board's hands-on approach by requiring a new "evaluation 

summary" that articulates both the quantitative and qualitiative reasons for funding an eligible 

bridge project.   
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DATE: February 18, 2016 
TO: Bridge Enterprise Board of Directors 
FROM: Herman Stockinger, Office of Policy & Government Relations Director 
SUBJECT: Department and Bridge Enterprise Compliance with Recommendations of the Colorado Office of 
the State Auditor “Collection and Usage of the FASTER Motor Vehicle Fees” dated August 2015  

Purpose and Action 
Provide a “deeper dive” into the actions taken by CDOT to comply with the FASTER Audit 
recommendations and improve the FASTER program overall and report on the impact of those actions.  
This month, we will focus on the Bridge Enterprise program. 

Audit Recommendation #2 Summary: 
The audit purpose was to determine whether bridge surcharge revenue is managed effectively, through 
budgeting processes that maximize project closure processes to redirect all unused FASTER revenue to 
other projects in a timely manner.  The auditors believed the two key ways to accomplish that task was to 
(1) budget projects in a realistic way, and (2) close completed projects in a timely manner so unused
funds can be quickly redirected. 

1. Budgeting projects in a realistic way:  As the Transportation Commission has found from
time to time, the auditors also found that sometimes bridge projects were reaching
substantial completion with significant fund balances remaining in the project budget, in
part due to the large amount of contingencies that were budgeted into the projects.   The
auditors looked at 23 closed projects and discovered that budgeted amounts exceeded
actual expenditures by 19%.  By tying up dollars unnecessarily, the auditors determined the
department was not making efficient and timely use of FASTER bridge funds.

2. Closing projects in a timely manner:  While the auditors did conclude CDOT follows federal 
project closure requirements, they felt the FASTER legislative intent was to accelerate
projects as much as possible, and of 34 “substantially completed” projects they looked at,

those projects held $19.1 million of budgeted but unexpended funds, some of which may
have been available for other projects.  Consequently, the auditors recommended
establishing and implementing a project closure process to ensure available funds are
utilized for new projects in a timely manner.

How is this resolved? 
Policy Directive 16.0 (PD 16.0) was adopted by the Board in January.  Here's what the Board did by 
passing this new Policy: 

 PD 16.0 provides pretty soft language where the Board directs staff to develop "reasonable
project contingency fund levels" and "review projects nearing completion so they may be closed
out in a timely manner."

 The Procedural Directive 16.1 provides the meat for implementation of this recommendation.  In
the areas of contingency and project close-out, the program management office was concerned
about imposing different requirements for bridge projects than the rest of the construction
program and took care not to impose requirements that couldn't be adopted by the program as a
whole.
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 Requires bridge projects to have a contingency that doesn't exceed 5% unless approved by the 
responsible Program Engineer with justification.  That's something we've never done before. 

 Requires contingency funds to be funded with future dollars.  This was a pretty innovative idea 
and makes sense, since we wouldn't generally dip into contingencies until late in a project's life, 
using future dollars ensures current year dollars are being budgeted into project elements that 
would most likely be utilized that year.  That's something we've never done before. 

 We've put in place new procedures that require bridge and department staff, both at HQ and the 
regions, to review projects nearing substantial completion and work to debudget project funds 
not expected to be utilized before final close-out.  These steps should go a long way toward 
ensuring dollars are not pointlessly left in substantially completed projects. 

 
Bridge Enterprise Board “Hands-On” versus “Hands-Off” Options 

 By offering general policy direction regarding contingency and project close-out, the Board is 
taking a hands-off approach in these areas.  Alternatively, the Board could direct the staff to 
hold contingencies at a certain percent, or could put in place a more formal Board approval 
process to allow for higher contingencies rather than leaving it up to department staff.  

 Similarly, the Board may want a policy that lays out every step in the project close-out process, 
or could ask for specific analysis and reporting at particular steps in the project.  For instance, 
the Board could adopt policy that states "the Board requests a quarterly report on all projects at 
or near 90% complete, with an accounting of remaining budget versus expected needed budget, 
and what the department has done to debudget a project when the remaining budget is 
projected to be 50% more than necessary to complete remaining project elements."  
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