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M-NCPPC, Montgomery County Planning
Department has engaged VHB-led consultant
team (includes RPG, Gallop, Frank Spielberg) to
perform two tasks:

 Upgrade the regional travel demand
forecasting model from Travel/3 to Travel/4

 Update local trip generation rates used in
support of traffic impact studies




Project Background and Objectives

1. Travel/4 Model Upgrade

* The existing model, “Travel/3”, is a County-focused adaptation of
MWCOG’s Ver2.1Dx50 model developed in 2004. More detail relative
to Ver2.1Dx50 (network enhanced and 318 TAZs were used).

* The “Travel/4” upgrade is a County-focused adaptation of MWCOG’s
Ver2.3.57 model. More network and TAZ detail relative to Ver2.3.57.
Validate to confirm improved performance in Montgomery County.

2. Trip Generation Rate Update

* Many current local trip generation rates used in support of TISs were
developed in 1989 and do not adequately reflect travel associated
with in-fill/mix-used development in “Smart Growth” areas.

* Update local trip generation rates to better reflect travel in “Smart
Growth” and CBD/TOD areas.




Project Schedule

Study Tasks | July fug Sept Ot Mow Dec Jan

A. 1.0 Work Plan Statement

A. 2.1 Review Version 2.3 Model

A. 2.2 Establish Calibration and
Validation Criteria

A. 2.3 Calibration n

A. 2.4 Validation

A 25 GIS & Data Management

B. 1.0 Define Smart Growth Sites

B. 4.3 Define Pivot Point I
relationships Using Local Data

B. 2.0 Collect Data

B. 3.0 Write Summary Trip
Generation Report

Travel/4d Model Conversion & Trip Generation Study

B. 4.b Confirm Tripgen Rates

B. 5.0 Recommend Changes to I
LATR




Current Status

Updating highway and transit networks to convert
the County’s enhanced network to the new 3722-
TAZ system

Added 19 new TAZs to the current 376 TAZs in
Montgomery County

Reviewing Travel/3 and Version 2.3 Comparison

Evaluating accessibility-related variables (“6Ds”) to
support identification of “Smart Growth” sites for
trip generation rate update. (Use information
derived from the MWCOG model as appropriate.)




Trip Generation Study

* Refine/revise local vehicle trip
generation rates in LATR/TPAR
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* Incorporate non-auto-driver-mode Vontgomeny Gounty 2010
share (NADMS) information in '
MWCOG model

 Develop vehicle trip adjustment
factors at policy-area scale for most
Ds; at site-level scale for distance
to transit.
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Next Steps

* Complete Travel/3 and Version 2.3 Comparison

Establish Our Calibration and Validation Criteria

 Compile Data Sets

e Calibration

Validation/Sensitivity Testing

Establish GIS Data Management Procedures

e Documentation




