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Date: April 20, 2015 
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ORIGINAL SIGNED SY: 

From: LAURINE BOHAMERA, Chief 
External Audit - Contracts 
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Subject: AUDIT OF CALTRANS DISTRICT 3 PROJECT 

Attached is the audit report pertaining to the audit performed on a Caltrans District 3 project 
funded using Proposition 1 B (Prop 1 B) Corridor Mobility Improvement Account funds. The 
name of the project audited is "Pla-180 HOV Phase 2," EA No. 03-36782. The Prop lB 
programmed amount was $8, 152,5 51. The audit was for the period of May 1, 2008, through 
November 30, 2013. 

As required by the Governor's Executive Order S-02-07 and SB88, the expenditures of bond 
proceeds and outcomes are subject to audit. The audit was performed by the State Controller's 
Office on behalf of Caltrans. Deputy Directive 100-R 1, "Departmental Responses to Audit 
Reports" cites responsibilities of District Directors relative to audits performed. 

The attached report included one audit finding related to the lack of supporting documentation 
to support the benefits section of the final delivery report. However, the finding was dismissed 
after the SCO reviewed the District's response. 

Ifyou have any questions please contact Luisa Ruvalcaba, Audit Manager, at (916) 323-7888. 
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c: 	 Stephen Maller, Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission 
Teresa Favila, Assistant Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission 
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Matt Bailey, Prop lB Coordinator, Division of Project Management 
Stella Liao, District Local Assistance Engineer, District 3 
Luisa Ruvalcaba, Audit Manager, Audits and Investigations 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
lo enhance California seconomy and livability " 
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BETIYT. YEE 

California State Controller 

April 20, 2015 

Marsue Morrill, Chief 
Audits and Investigations 
California Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

Dear Ms. Morrill: 

The State Controller's Office (SCO) audited the California Depa1iment of Transpo1iation 
District 3 financial management system relative to projects funded and reimbursed by 
Proposition lB bond funds during the audit period of May 1, 2008, through November 30, 2013. 

The SCO performed the audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards and based on audit procedures performed, we determined that the implementing 
agency's accounting system and internal controls appear adequate to accumulate and segregate 
reasonable, allocable, and al lowable project costs as required by Title 2, Code ofFederal 
Regulations, Pati 225 (2 CFR 225), and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and 
Transportation Commission (Commission) program guidelines and agreements. 

We audited the Proposition lB bond-funded project, EA No. 03-36782, "Pla-80 HOV phase 2," 
which added eastbound and westbound high occupancy vehicle lanes and auxiliary lanes with 
bridge widening and ramp modifications, and determined that: 

• 	 The implementing agency complied with applicable federal and state procurement 

requirements as required by Title 49, Code ofFederal Regulations, Part 18 ( 49 CFR 18), 

and/or California Public Contract Code sections 10140- 10141. 


• 	 The project costs incurred and reimbursed were in compliance with required Caltrans and 
Commission program guidelines, procedures, agreements, or approved amendments; contract 
provisions; and/or applicable state and federal laws and regulations. 

• 	 The project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes were consistent with the project scope, 
schedule, and benefits described in the executed project baseline agreements or approved 
amendments thereof. However, the District was unable to provide supporting documentation 
to support the benefits section within the Final Delivery Report. The auditor was unable to 
verify whether the project benefits stated in the Project Fact Sheet were actually 
accomplished. A draft report was issued on November 21 , 20 14. The SCO reviewed the 
district' s response to draft audit report and documents that were provided and has decided to 
dismiss the finding. 



Marsue Morrill, Chief -2- April 20, 2015 

Schedule 1 of this report is a summary of project costs programmed, approved, expended, and 
audited during the audit period. 

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Finlayson, Chief, State Agency Audits Bureau, 
at (916) 324-6310. 

Sincerely, 

Uno·~ B~{sV 
JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 

JVB/gj 

Attachment 

cc: Marty Namjou, Audit Manager 
Division of Audits - Bond Unit 
State Controller's Office 

Cristina Y. Perfinoa, Auditor-in-Charge 

Division of Audits - Bond Unit 

State Controller's Office 
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Audit Request No. ?2505-0048 
California Department a/Transportation District 3 Corridor Mobility Improvement Account Program 

Audit Report 

Summary 

Background 

The State Controller's Office (SCO) audited the California Department 
of Transportation District 3's (implementing agency) financial 
management system relative to projects funded and reimbursed by 
"Proposition lB bond funds during the audit period of May 1, 2008, 
through November 30, 20 13. 

The SCO pe1formed the audit in accordance w ith generally accepted 
government auditing standards and based on audit procedures performed, 
we determined that the implementing agency's accounting system and 
internal controls appear adequate to accumulate and segregate 
reasonable, allocable, and allowable project costs as required by Title 2, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 225 (2 CFR 225), and California 
Department ofTransportation (Cal trans) and Transportation Commission 
(Commission) program gu idelines, procedures, agreements, or approved 
amendments. 

We audited the Proposition lB bond-funded project, EA No. 03-36782, 
" Pla-80 HOV phase 2," and determined that: 

• 	 The implementing agency complied with applicable federal and state 
procurement requirements as required by Title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 18 ( 49 CFR 18), and/or California Public Contract 
Code sections 101 40-10141 . 

• 	 The project costs incurred and re imbursed were in compliance with 
required Caltrans and Commiss ion program guidelines, procedures, 
agreements, or approved amendments; contract provisions; and/or 
applicable state and federal laws and regulations. However, Caltrans 
will fo llow up w ith CTC regarding de-obligating remaining funds . 

• 	 The project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes were consistent with 
the project scope, schedu le, and benefits described in the executed 
project baseline agreements or approved amendments thereof. 

However, the District was unable to provide supporting documentation to 
support the benefits section within the Final Delivery Report. The auditor 
was unable to verify whether the project benefits stated in the Project 
Fact Sheet were actually accomplished. A draft report was issued on 
November 21, 2014. The SCO reviewed the district's response to draft 
a udit report and documents that were provided and has decided to 
dismiss the finding. 

In accordance with Cal ifornia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and Transportation Commission (Commiss ion)-executed project 
agreement(s) or approved amendments, the Corridor Mobili ty 
Improvement Account project "Pla-80 HOV phase 2," EA No. 03-36782, 
was programmed and approved to receive $8,483,607 in Proposition lB 
bond funds, fo r one or more phases of work, under the CMIA program. 
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Audit Request No. P2505-00./8 
California Department ofTransportation District 3 Corridor Nfobility Improvement Account Program 

Objectives, Scope, 
and Methodology 

The implementing agency is responsible for implementation and 
successful completion of each project component and activities as 
defined in the project's baseline agreement. The project's expected 
completion date was October 2012. 

This audit was performed by the SCO on behalf of Caltrans (Audit 
Request No. P2505-0048). The authority to conduct this audit is given 
by: 

• 	 lnteragency Agreement No. 77A0027, dated December 1, 2007, 
between the SCO and Caltrans, which provides that the SCO will 
perform audits of project expenditures . that were funded and 
reimbursed by the Proposition lB Bond Fund to ensure compliance 
with Cal trans and Commission Proposition 1 B program guidelines. 

• 	 Government Code section 124 10, which states, "The Controller shall 
superintend the fiscal concerns of the state. The Controller shall audit 
all claims against the state, and may audit the disbursement of any 
state money, for correctness, legali ty, and for sufficient provis ions of 
law for payment." 

The SCO audited the implementing agency's financial management 
system relative to projects fund ed and reimbursed by the Proposition 1 B 
Bond Fund during the audit period of May 1, 2008, through 
November 30, 2013. 

The objectives ofour audit were to determine whether: 

• 	 The implementing agenc/s accounting system and internal controls 
were adequate to accumulate and segregate reasonable, allocable, 
and allowable project costs as required by 2 CFR 225 , and Caltrans 
and Commission program gu idelines, procedures, project 
agreements, or approved amendments. 

• 	 The implementing agency complied with applicable federal and state 
procurement requirements as required by 49 CFR 18, California 
Public Contract Code sections 101 40-1014 1, and/or provis ions 
stated in the contract. 

• 	 The proj ect costs incurred and reimbursed were in compliance with 
required Caltrans and Commiss ion program guidelines, procedures, 
agreements, or approved amend ments; contract provis ions; and/or 
applicable state and federal laws and regulations. 

• 	 The project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes were consistent with 
the project scope, schedule, and benefits described in the executed 
project baseline agreements or approved amendments thereof. 
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California Department ofTransportation District 3 Corridor lv!obility lmprovemenl Account Program 

To achieve our audi t objectives, we performed the following audit 
procedures: 

• 	 Reviewed the implementing agency's prior audits and s ingle audi t 
reports; 

• 	 Reviewed the implementing agency's written po licies and 
procedures relating to accounting systems, construction project 
management, and contract management; and 

• 	 Interviewed employees, completed the internal control questionnaire, 
and performed a system walk-through in order to gain an 
understanding of the implementing agency's internal controls, 
accounting systems, timekeeping and payroll systems, and billing 
processes related to transportation projects; specifically, proj ects 
fund ed by Proposition lB. 

For the proj ect(s) under review, we performed the following audi t 
procedures: 

• 	 Obtained project files and reviewed preliminary in formation to 
ensure that the implementing agency complied with applicable state 
and federal procurement requirements; 

• 	 Obtained project expenditure reports, selected a sample of activities 
that were funded by Propos ition lB, and obtained and reviewed 
s uppotting documentation to ensure that proj ect expenditures were 
reasonable, allocable, and allowable in accordance w ith Caltrans and 
Commiss ion program guidelines, procedures, agreements, and 
applicable state and federal requirements; 

• 	 Reviewed significant contract change orders to ensure that they were 
properly approved and supported; 

• 	 Reviewed proj ect final reports, close-out documents, finance letters, 
and baseline agreements to ensure that variances or changes to the 
project's scope, schedule, costs, and benefits were properly approved 
and supported; and 

• 	 Reviewed the project payment histo ry file and/or invoices sent to the 
Caltrans accounting office to ensure that the implementing agency 
properly prepared and/or billed Caltrans for reimbursement of 
project expenditures as required by Ca ltrans' loca l assistance 
procedures. 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain suffi cient, appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclus ions based on our 
audit objectives. We beli eve that the evidence obtain ed provides a 
reasonable basis fo r our find ings and conclusions based on our audi t 
objectives. 
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Conclusion 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 


Restricted Use 

We did not audit the implementing agency's financial statements. We 
limited our audit scope to planning and performing audit procedures 
necessary to achieve our audit objectives. 

We determined that the implementing agency's accounting system and 
internal controls appear adequate to accumulate and segregate 
reasonable, allocable, and allowable project costs as required by 2 CFR 
225, and Caltrans and Commission program guidel ines and agreements. 

We audited the Proposition I B bond-funded project, EA No. 03-36782, 
"Pla-80 HOV phase 2," and determined that: 

• 	 The implementing agency compl ied with applicable federal and state 
procurement requirements required by 49 CFR 18, California Public 
Contract Code sections I 0140- 10141 , and/or provisions stated in the 
contract. 

• 	 The project costs incurred and reimbursed were in compl iance with 
required Caltrans and Commission program gu idelines, procedures, 
agreements, or approved amendments; contract provisions; and/or 
applicable state and federal laws and regu lations. 

• 	 The project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes were consistent with 
the project scope, schedule, and benefits described in the executed 
project baseline agreements or approved amendments thereof. 

However, the District was unable to provide supporting documentation to 
support the benefits section within the Final Delivery Repo11. The auditor 
was unable to verify whether the project benefits stated in the Project 
Fact Sheet were actually accomplished. A draft report was issued on 
November 21, 201 4. The SCO reviewed the district's response to draft 
audit repo1t and documents that were provided and has determined to 
dismiss the finding. 

We issued a draft report on November 21, 20 14. Thomas L Brannon, 
Deputy District Director, responded by letter dated February 12, 2015 
(Attachment), explaining the di strict's current position regarding the 
audit finding. The final audit repo1t includes the district's response. 

This report is so lely for the information and use of Caltrans District 3, 
Caltrans, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should not be used by 
anyone other than these specifi ed pa1ties. This restriction is not intended 
to limit di stribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 

u\,M> ~ Bt~ -i~ 
JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 

April 20, 2015 
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Schedule 1
Summary of Project Costs 


Approved, Expended, and Audited 

May 1, 2008, through November 30, 2013 


Project No./EA No.: 03-36782 

Project Information: Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CM IA); Pla-80 HOV phase 2 

Project Financial Information: 

Phases Reimbursed by Programmed 
Proposition I B Bond Fund and Approved Expended Audited Difference 1 

Construction $ 8,483,607 $ 8,268,000 $ 8, 181, 144.35 $ 86,855.65- - - ---'---
Total $ 8,483,607 $ 8,268,000 $ 8,181,144.35 $ 86,855.65- - - """=--

Project Delive1y Baseline: 

Project Fact 
Project Phase(s): Sheet Approved Actual 

Beginning Construction 05/2008 05/2008 0510 l/08 
End Construction I 0/20 I 0 10/2010 I 0/ 18/ 12 
Beginning Closeout 10/2011 10/20 11 I0118/ 12 
End Closeout 10/2012 I 0/2012 On-going 

NOTE: 

Difference between amount approved and expended. Caltrans to follow up with California Transportation 
Commission about deallocation and deobligation of unexpended funds. 
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Finding and Recommendation 

FINDING
Unsupported 
performance 
outcome measure 

The District was unable to provide supporting documentation to support 
the benefits section of the Final Delivery Report. We were unable to 
verify whether the project benefits stated in the Project Fact Sheet were 
actually accomplished. 

Criteria 

California Transportation Commission Proposition lB Project Close-out 
Process, Final Delivery Report Contents states, in part: 

Each bond program (TLSP, CMIA, SLPP, etc.) will have infonnation 
that reflects the degree of attainment of the specific intents of the 
program. For example TLSP projects will report pre and post project 
measurements for traffic, accident rates, public perception and air 
quality. The actual changes will be compared to those in the original 
project description. 

The Governor's Executive Order S-02-07 states, in part, " Department 
expenditures of Bond proceeds shall be subject to audit to determine 
vihether the expenditures made from Bond proceeds achieved the 
intended outcomes." 

Recommendation 

The District should report actual project benefits derived from actual 
research/analysis conducted, in order to ensure that project benefits 
stated in the Fact Sheet are met. The District should also retain 
supporting documentation for a minimum of three years after final 
contractor payment. 

District' s Response 

The draft audit indicated that the district was unable to provide 
supporting documentation to support the benefits section within the 
Final Delivery Report. The auditor was unable to verify whether the 
proj ect benefits stated in the Project Fact Sheet were actually 
accomplished. 
District 3 Traffic Operations did complete a before and after study 
using PeMS data that was available in 20 12, after the project was 
completed, but our Project Manager was unaware of that study at the 
time of the audit. Unfortunately, there was no PeMS data in the 
eastbound direction in 2009 because of damaged or missing loop 
detectors, but the average vehicles hours of delay reduction for each 
weekday in the westbound direction was significant. 

The average vehicle hours of delay per weekday for the 20 days 
measured in January 2009 was 100.55 hours and that dropped to 1.84 
hours in 2012 for a daily reduction of 98.71 vehicle hours of delay. 
Assuming 250 working weekdays per year, that translates into 24,677.5 
vehicle hours of delay saved in just one direction which far exceeds the 
long term average reduction of 2,243 projected in the planning studies 
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used for programming the project. Delay savings happen primarily 
during peak periods, so it follows the initia l "Minutes of Daily Peak 
Duration Minutes Saved" will a lso far exceed the long term average of 
IS 1,850 "Minutes of Daily Peak Duration Minutes Saved" projected 
when the project was progranuned. 

The savings in the eastbound direction would be at least as high as in 
the westbound because of the lane drops in the eastbound direction 
prior to the project's construction. The 2012 stud shows higher speeds 
in the eastbound direction. That is because the auxiliary lane between 
Riverside and Douglas was completed in the eastbound direction as 
part of the construction of the HOV lanes, but the auxiliary lanes in the 
westbound direction will be constructed in a future project. 

A copy of the district's response is included as an attachment to this 
report. 

SCO's Comment 

The SCO reviewed the district's response and additional documents that 
were provided and has decided to dismiss the finding. 
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Attachment
District's Response to 

Draft Audit Report 



$n\T!i OP CAL!fORN!A--CAL!fORNIA SJAT!? IBANSPQRTATION AGFNCI' 

DEPARTME~T QFTRANSPORTA'J'ION 
DISTRJCT3 
103-ilsTR.mrr 
M;\RYSVILLB, CA 959Ql 

PHONg (530) 74i-4233 Scr/nuulro11g/11. 

FAX '(!i30) 74J -42~5 flelp .rfMJ watarl 
ny 111 
www.l.lot.ca:gov 

-F~brnary 12, 2015 

Mr. JeffieyV. Brownfield, CPA 
Chief; bivlsion ofAudits · 

California State Coi:J.trollei' 

P.O. Box 942.850 . 

S~cou:nento, CA 94250c5874 


Dear Mr. Brownfieid, 

thank-you for.exte1rding theopt:iortun1ty to commet1t on the draft audit of.Prop-0sit1on 1B bond
fom:l~d~project, EA. No.03367~2; '\PLA 80 HOV'~ Phase 2, wmch irdded eastbound and 
westbound high occupancy v:ehicle lanes ~d auxiliary lanes with bridge widening and ramp 
modifications. 

The draft audit indicated that the dhttl~t was unable to 'provide stipporti.ng docqrnerttation to. 
suppw.t.the 'Qenefits section within.the Fin&! Delivery Report. The auditor wru.i un<ible to verify 
whether the project benefits stated in the Project Fact Sheet wete actually accomplished. 

District '3 Traffic Opc.tatioi1s Pio complete a before and after study using PeMS data that was 
available in 20 J2, aft.er .the proj.!!¢t was completed (See Enclosure), but. our Project Martagei-was 
1.)nawai;e oft.hat stut!y at the tirne.ofthe audit.. UnfQrtunat~ly, tb.~re was~o P,cNIS :d[!Ja in.the 
eastbound direet~9n-in 2009 because·of dagiaged or m,iss'itig loop detectors, butihe average 
vehicles hours ofdelay reduction for each weekday in the westbound direcfion was significant. 

Th'.e avern&e vehiele..bours-.ofdetay per weekday fottlw-'20 dars measured in January 2009 was 
100.55 hours nn.d th.at dtopped h:i l.84 hours in. 2012 foi: a daily reduction of98.71 vel1icle hours 
of delay. Assuming 250 working weekdays per vear. that translates into 24.'677.5 vehiCle lwurs 
of delay saved:in just one direction which-far ex.ceeds the Jong term average reduction of2.243 
_projected in fhe plluming studies used ror programming the project D_elay savings happen 
primarily during peak !)eriods, so jt f6llo:ws the initial "Muiutes ofDaily. Peak Duration Minutes 
Siwed'; Will-also t!Jf exceed the lm1g·focrp. average of 151,850 ''Minutes of Daily Peak Dwatioil 
..M.inutCll ·saved" projected when the project was progran;unecl. 

• 

"Provide a safe, s11s1aiJ1ubl•, illfugrared tutdej/lcien( lr(tnsporlatio11 
..ryste1iito enhancu Cat{fornla'seCQnomyand fiWihililJ'" 

http:stipporti.ng
www.l.lot.ca:gov


Mr. Jeffrey V.Btownficld, CPA 
February 12, 2015 
Pag~2 

·The savings.in the eastbound d1re~tion would be at least as hlgh a5 In the westbound because of 
the lane drops ln the.e~stb:ow1d diteetfon pdor to-the project'$ ;c6nsti"tiction. The 2012 study 

·~hows higher speeds in thtr-ea~bolliid dii:e.ction. That is becaustdhe. auxiliary lune:between 
Riversldeand Dougll)s.was coqi,pfot~d,in: tJ,le eastbound direction as p!Jit ofthe const'tu¢clc>nof 
;tbe HOV lanes, btit the auxiliary lanes 'in the.yYestbound·dircctio11 v;ill be copstructe~ .in a futt1re 
project. 

N'atutaliy, ~"llffi.cvolumcs .imdJel'ated congesti.oil canbe ekp.el<te.d to increase tr\let time;so·the 
sav.irtgs in theJate.r )'el).!"S'_ofthe"20 year forecast pc;riod W()Uld he milch less than the. savings 
observed)m,mediately;!J.fter project constn1ction, but the 2012 dqta demopstrates the vafidity of 
the benefits of the project,forecastoat the time ofprowaffin:ung. 

Pleiise'.confact me at (5.3'0) 740-484(). or via e~mail at 'fom.Brami:~n@dotca.gov ifyou have 
quel?tions.ahol,lt the data in (he attached study, or ifyou need a\lY ad.ditional Wd.rmation to close. 
out the audit ofEA.N<h03367&2, "PI.A 80 HOV" Pl:ia;>~ /., 

Sincerely, 

'THOMAS L.BRANNON 
Deputy District Director 

Enc1os~ 

cc: 	 Andrew Finlay.son, Chief 
State.AgeQcyAudits 13w-eau 
California State Controller 

MarSue Morrill, Chi~f 
Audits and Tn.vesti.gations 
Califotnia Department of Transportation 

Lufsa.RuVakaba, Audit .Mati~g¢r 

AJtdits.and.Iiivestigation$ 

CaiifpJ'.niu Depru:tment of Trll).lSP<:Jr\~ioµ: 


"Pmvtd~ll Jq/a, su1talnnbl•, q1tei:mlcdw.i<Lefftcient ira1trpor1Pl!on 
~Jtcm lo 1111ho11c< Cal!fotnla's ecooomy'iJlidliwrblllty'' 

mailto:fom.Brami:~n@dotca.gov
http:savings.in


Before. and after study ofl-80 HOV lanes project 
hi Place1· County. 

This study was confined, due to limited data availability in PeMS. Post-project 2012 data was 
obtainedfor bo.th directfons ofJ-80 near Douglas Boulevard. Speeds:and delayare sho'wn in 
tabl.es i !\lld ~·. How~ver; prc-proj'ect chitµ wal? rtotavaHable mPeMS. the BOV fa11e phase of 
this project started intlwfaU 'Of20U8, The earliest ava:ihible daiww~ from January 200.Hodhe 
-westbound direetion only. The eadfes't data for the eastbo\md :direction is 2012, after th~ project · 
·was cdmplete. VDS llli>P.s did ·i16Iex:'ist ill the·eastbound:direction priorto thls time. The data 
fot 1009 was still considerecftiseftilbeeause project cornitruction bt1djust started and Because of 
winter ,suspension·ofwotk · · 

Table l sh,ows'2009 data io, t.h¢-V)'estbounq 'dim;ti.on and can be conwared.to the: correi]pon,ding 
2012 data (Table,2}. Aver11_g_e·speeas ±rtcreased slightly.and total delaywas reduced to almost 
zero, Average speeds are shhiiar in bath_tiibJes beeause the:data was collecte.d forthe 24 hour 
lune period." ·Speed redttctfons .only occur during <;otrtin\He periods; but when speeds are 
avetag~Mor tlle24 ho:ur -diiy, the..-:;tver.age·remains'high. ConveFScly, total defoywas c_alculated 
using speeds of35 1nph lllla below (V=35); Del(l.y can be usec;l as .a, comparison ~tween2009 
and 2012 and can validate the bendits ofthis'proJect. . 

The.:P!acer CountylIOV laneaprojec:twils eonstrnct¢d in J phase.'i and ineiuded.eastboond 
auxiliiirY lane.S, I-i.bv'I~esmho.th dircc.tions ana various: traffic uperntions ~stem ele1nents, 
The large redt1ction in delay ·shown.in Tables 1and2 are a result of this ptojeet. Th~ reduction 
in delay corresponds to a re<.fuction in fuel costs, time savings and other user delay costs. 

Table 1 

Westbou.n<l i-80 in 2009 


.Day . s.p.eed D~fll¥ (V_t::;35) # Lane Points. % Observed 
112/.2009 56.7 117.9. 11.52 75 
1115i2.00.9 63..7 33.2 1152 75 
1/.612009 66.7 16.5 1152 75. 
11712009 61.5 7.3 11.52 7~ 
1/6/2'009 67.9 6.1 1152 75 
1/9izoJ:i9 61.2 151.5 1Hi2 75 
111212009 ~4.9 22.i 1152 75 
V13f~po9 59.4· '147 1152, 75 
1/141200.9 63.9 51 1152 75 
1/1512()09 62.3 121.4 1152 75 
t/1612'009 58:•.9 213.3 1152 62 
1/2o/2,D09, 66,Ei 17.3 1152 47 
11211200.9 62.8 84.6 H52 75 
112212oog 6Q.1 to2.1 )1&2 75 
1t2312009 56.4 200:2 11 52 75 
1/2612009. S~l2 15:}.5 1152 75 
1(27/200<;1 59 126.8 1152 75 
1128/2009 64.4 57.4 1152 75 
1129/2009 ·57,9 152.1 1152 75 
1/30/20.09 57.9 228.5 1152 75 

http:1/30/20.09
http:shown.in
http:dim;ti.on


Tnble2 
Westbound I-80 in 2012 

Day Speed o·elay (V _t=35) #Lane Points % Observed 
1/3/2012 66.4 0 1152 100 
1/4/2012 63 35 1152 ·100 
1/512012 65.9 0 1152 99 
1/6/20.1:2 '65.8 0.3 1152· 100 
119/2012 64.7 0 1152 100 
1/t0/2012 .64.8 0 1152 10.0 
v11&01:2 65.7 0.2 1152 99 
1/12/2tJ12 .~5;8 p tf52 9-4 
111312012 67.3 0 1152 10C1 
1/fT/2bt2 (15 0 1152 1D.O 
1/1.ll/2Qf2 65.8 Q ·1:152 1QO 
1f:19/20'f2 64.7 0.1 1152 99 
112012012 64 .2 Q f152: 100 
11231201.2 63;7 0 1)5°2 99 
1124/201:2 64.7 Q 1.152c 1QO 
1/2S/2012 64.5 0.4 1152 100' 
1/26i2012 65.4 0.4 1152 100 
11271201~ 68.6 ·O 1152 100 
1/30/2012 -64.9 Q 1152 98 
1/31.12012 63.8 0.4 1.152 100' 

Table3 
Eastbound J-80 in 2012 

Day Speed Delay (V_;t;:JS) # Lane Points % Observed 
1/312012 74.9 0 1152 100 
·t/4/2Q·12 71-6 133.7 1152 99 
1/5/2012 71.9 0 1152 59 
11612012 72.7 0 1152 78 
1/9/2012 ns 0 1152 ~5 
111012012 74.1 0 1152 100 
1/11/2012 74.4 0 1152 99 
1/12/2.ot2 73 .. 6 0 1152 94 
1/13/2012 75 () 11 52 100 
1/17/2012 n t.1 1.1!$2 100 
1/1.8/2.012 74.7 0 1152 100 
1/19t2012 73.8 0 1152 99 
112bi2ot:Z 73.3 0 1152 100 
1n3/20'f2 74 0. 1152 99 
1124i2!n2 14.1 0 1152 100 
1125120'12 74.3 g 1152 100 
1l2.6l2j)1'2 74.5 a 1152. 100 
1/27i20t2 7.4,6 0 1152 nio 
1/30i2012 74.3 0 1152 98 
1(31/2012 72.8 15.4 1152 100 
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