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$1.43 BILLION BUDGET 
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OUR CHALLENGE 
continued growth 



  ASSET MANAGEMENT 
Budget Setting Process 

+ = 

Asset Investment 
Management System Performance  Scenarios Planning Budget 

*Wideband Delphi Methodology 



  Asset Management 
Available Budget vs. Need 

Asset Class FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20

Estimated Average Yearly 
Need to Reach Target by 

2025*

Surface Treatment $238.8 $235.2 $235.9 $242.1 $231.4 $225.4 $222.0 $260.0
Bridge, BE & 
Bridge Fixed 
Costs $173.9 $168.2 $164.1 $163.2 $155.4 $142.5 $151.2 Target Currently Achieved
MLOS $249.0 $251.3 $254.4 $262.6 $263.5 $272.8 $265.7 $295.4 in 2020 + 3% annually
Road Equipment $20.9 $20.9 $18.4 $26.4 $23.0 $26.8 $22.1 $23.8

ITS* $21.5 $27.6 $21.4 $24.5 $23.0 $23.5 $29.2 $41.0

Geohazards $9.0 $9.1 $9.2 $10.0 $8.5 $8.4 $9.7 $30.0

Buildings $11.3 $20.8 $12.9 $21.4 $17.5 $20.2 $17.6 $50.0

Tunnels $7.4 $12.4 $5.2 $7.6 $6.4 $8.4 $10.3 Target Currently Achieved

Culverts $11.5 $9.6 $8.2 $11.0 $9.1 $7.6 $7.5 $10.0

Walls $0.0 $0.0 $2.4 $5.8 $4.6 $4.6 $5.1 $9.0

Traffic Signals $0.0 $0.0 $5.7 $16.9 $12.6 $14.8 $14.6 $90.0
TOTAL $743.3 $755.1 $738.0 $791.5 $755.0 $755.0 $755.0 $953.2

DRAFT FY14-FY20 Asset Management Planning Budgets vs. Need



  The Future 
MODA 



  MODA 
Swing Rating 

Swing Rating Procedure: 
1.  Assess how much 

value you would 
receive if you could 
swing each objective 
from its worst possible 
outcome to its best 
possible outcome  

2.  Rank criteria 
according to the swing 
in value when moving 
from the worst feasible 
outcome to the best 

3.  Weight criteria 
4.  Once you have 

weights for each 
objective, review them 
for consistency and 
validity  



  MODA 
Swing Rating in Action 



  MODA 
Goal Areas and Criteria 

Table&2
CDOT&Project&Prioritization&and&Selection
Criteria&and&Performance&Measure&Library

Goal&Area&and&Criteria Relatively&"Quantitative"&Measure Relatively&"Qualitative"&Measure

1.#Fata l i ties #reduced
change#in#crash#rate#over#x#years ,#
converted#to#dol lar#measure

Exis ting#crash#rate

2.#Serious #injuries #reduced
change#in#crash#rate#over#x#years ,#
converted#to#dol lar#measure

3.#Property#damage#reduced
change#in#crash#rate#over#x#years ,#
converted#to#dol lar#measure

4a.#Other#cons iderations #or#
measures

Addresses #a #LOSS#3#or#4#location;#safety#
measures #such#as #>2#foot#paved#shoulders

4b.#Other#cons iderations #or#
measures

Cons ider#ranking#by#‘need’#as #wel l #as #
potentia l #for#reduction#in#crashes .##Need#could#
be#qual i fied#by#relative#severi ty#index,#
potentia l #for#safety#improvement,#etc.#

4c.#Other#cons iderations #or#
measures

Cons ider#evaluating#by#di ffering#roadway#
types ,#etc.##Do#not#try#to#compare/rank#same#
across #a l l #types .

4d.#Other#cons iderations #or#
measures

Removes #an#atQgrade#ra i l #cross ing

1.#Pavement#Drivabi l i ty#Li fe#Index#
improvement

Model #outputs

2.#Bridge#rating#improvement Model #outputs
Improvement#in#bridgeQdeck#area#that#i s #Not#
Structura l ly#Deficient
Vertica l #clearance
Load#restrictions

3.#Bridge#his toric#s igni ficance Could#be#a #yes/no

4.#Age
Extent#to#which#asset#i s #near#or#past#des ign#
l i fe

A.&Safety

B.&Maintaining&the&System

102 Candidate Criteria Identified 

Table&3

CDOT&Project&Prioritization&and&Selection

Common&Criteria:&Suggested&Starting&Point&for&Evaluations

Goal&Area&and&Criteria Measurement&Scale

1.1#Fata l i ties #reduced Number#of#fata l i ties #reduced#per#year

1.2#Serious #injuries #reduced Number#of#serious #injuries #reduced#per#year

1.3#Property#damage#only#reduced Dol lars #of#property#damage#only#reduced#per#year

2.1#Pavement#Drivabi l i ty#Li fe#Index#
improvement

Model #outputs

2.2#Bridge#rating#improvement Model #outputs

2.3#Redundancy#
GISFbased#analys is #that#cons iders #average#concentration#of#
a l ternate#routes ,#a l ternate#route#concentration#and#endpoints ,#and#
length#of#road#segment

2.4#Other#asset#improvement# Developed#on#a #caseFbyFcase#bas is

3.1#Rel iabi l i ty
Buffer#index#improvement#(ratio#between#the#di fference#of#the#95th#
percenti le#travel #time#and#the#average#travel #time#divided#by#the#
average#travel #time)

3.2#Modal #choice
GIS/population#based#ca lculation#of#number#of#people#that#receive#
access #to#other#modes ,#perhaps #multipl ied#by#"access ibi l i ty#factor"

3.3#Connectivi ty#
GIS/population#based#ca lculation#of#number#of#people#that#have#
connectivi ty#improved#F#perhaps #multipl ied#by#"connectivi ty#factor"

4.1#Income#(va lue#added)#created TREDIS#estimate

4.2#Jobs #created TREDIS#estimate

4.3#Operating#cost#savings Dol lars

4.4#FreightFrelevant#corridor#
economics #

Freight#corridor#economic#importance#score#(sca le#might#reflect#
NHS,#congress ional #priori ty,#and#energy#corridors )

4.5#Access #to#other#regional ly#
s igni ficant#faci l i ties #or#destinations #
(job#centers ,#agricul ture,#tourism,#
etc)

A#yes/no#sca le#or#develop#a #qual i tative#sca le#with#gradations

4.6.#Intermodal #connections A#yes/no#sca le#or#develop#a #qual i tative#sca le#with#gradations

5.1#Project#readiness Qual i tative#sca le#reflecting#s tage#of#readiness

5.2#Region#priori ty
Qual i tative#sca le#us ing#plans #where#projects #or#corridors #are#
ranked#in#importance

5.3#Innovative#Financing#and#
Partnerships

Percent#of#loca l #match#financing#or#financing#from#other#sources #
that#leverages #CDOT#funds

Project&cost&(the&denominator&in&ValueDCost&

calculation&used&as&basis&for&prioritization)

LongFterm#l i fe#cycle#cost#(capi ta l ,#longFterm#O&M,#and#replacement)#
net#of#any#revenues

1.&Safety

2.&Maintaining&the&System

3.&Mobility

4.&Economic&Vitality

5.&Other&Considerations

Common Criteria – reduced from candidate criteria 

Staff Workshop 



  MODA 
How it Could Work 



  MODA 
How it Could Work 



  Next Steps 
…and obstacles 

Next Steps: 
•  Implementation on TAM, Development Program 

(mostly capacity), and ITS expansion. 
•  TAM split into two activities – treatment selection 

and prioritization, and cross-asset optimization 

Obstacles to Overcome: 
•  Culture eats strategy for breakfast…or lunch…or 

possibly all three meals. 
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