
STAFF REPORT

SUBJECT: Travel Model

MEETING DATE: July 1, 2004 AGENDA ITEM: 5

RECOMMENDATION:

Accept response to comments on average daily and peak hour travel forecast

DISCUSSION:

In May and June, 2004 staff completed the preliminary 2030 average daily and peak hour travel
forecast staff reports which were presented to TTAC for review.  This report summarizes staff
responses to various comments received to-date.  The responses are organized by jurisdiction
and/or interested parties.  Specific responses to comments and issues are also responded
separately to each jurisdiction and parties concerned.  Copies of staff responses are attached to
this report.  SBCAG comments which required specific actions on the model by Caliper are also
summarized.  The following highlights staff responses to major various issues and comments:

City of Goleta
The City is concerned about the overall amount of daily and peak hour traffic increase in Goleta
area.  The City staff requested a meeting with SBCAG staff to further understand the model
assumptions used to generate the forecasts.  In response to the City’s concerns, staff organized
a model forecast meeting on June 17, 2004 to discuss the issues and concerns with the City.
Staff also invited Caltrans District 5 staff and members of the 101IM Travel Forecast
Subcommittee to the meeting.  Discussion topics included major model assumptions, the
model’s socioeconomic database, model performance guidelines and validation criteria, and the
2030 forecasts.  At the meeting, staff responded to various issues raised by the City of Goleta
and other meeting attendees.  As the request of the City, staff forwarded the model 2000 base
year and 2030 forecast databases to the City for review.  Copy of the staff responses to the City
is also attached.

City of Santa Barbara
During the May TTAC meeting and subsequent model meeting with the City of Goleta, City of
Santa Barbara recommended that the Levels of Service (LOS) concept be dropped for both the
daily and peak hour travel forecast reports.  The reasoning was that LOS does not apply to
roadway segments under average daily conditions whereas in the peak hour forecasts, the LOS
concept also does not appropriately apply since peak hour roadway segment volumes does not
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consider intersection delays.  Staff responded that the LOS concept during peak hour conditions
is used to approximate the Levels of travel congestions on roadway segments based on the
volume/capacity (V/C) ratios provided by the model.  While it does convey an easy
understandable message on the future levels of travel conditions in laymen terms the LOS
reference may be confused with intersection LOS measures.  So, staff will revise the text in the
peak hour reports to reflect only the V/C ratios to indicate the various levels of congestions.

On the issue of traffic beyond capacity of roadway, staff indicated that the model employs a
“User Equilibrium Assignment” procedure which allows peak hour volumes to be loaded to the
available network to see how bad the peak hour travel gets under the defined peak period.  It is
a reflection of the “worst-case scenario” without accounting for peak spreading and other traffic
management factors.  The issue of peak spreading will be examined in detail by the 101 IM
project consultant as part of the future forecast analysis.

ATE
Associate Transportation Engineers (ATE) indicated that several ground counts on the tables
were different from their ground count information.  Staff responded that the counts in the model
are the 2000 and 2001 data.  Sources of the count data include Caltrans Control Stations
counts, data from the 2001 SBCAG Travel Trends Report, data from local jurisdictions and
various environmental documents, plus counts from the Congestion Management Program and
the Caltrans HPMS data.  In refining both forecast reports, staff will review the available count
data for accuracy.

ATE recommended a “base year difference” method to report future forecasts.  Staff indicated
that the intention of the staff reports is to provide a comprehensive comparison of the counts,
base year model results and future forecasts for review.  This approach allows readers to see
how the model performs in terms of the level of model accuracy, as well as to visualize “the
magnitude” of future traffic increases.  This would also allow the 101IM project consultant to
have the entire model results for analysis.  The final forecast report which will be completed at a
later date will reflect the base year difference concept.

Other ATE comments include providing hourly LOS forecasts from 6AM to 9PM, clarifying some
of the programmed project assumptions, questioning the large traffic increase on Route 1 and at
the SLO County line.  Specific responses are attached.

Barry Siegel
Barry Siegel provided two separate written comments on both the ADT and peak hour reports.
Staff appreciates Mr. Siegel taking the time to provide comprehensive comments.  In his written
comments on May 4, he requested clarification of some technical model issues, including the
relationship between census and survey data with future socioeconomic forecast, clarifying
some of the model forecast on Route 192 and local streets in the Montecito area, and
requesting the Origin/Destination (O/D) matrices.  Specific responses to these comments are
attached.

In June, Mr. Siegel also indicated that while the new model more accurately models traffic on
the Highway 101 corridor, he questioned the accuracy of the new model when compared to the
old model in terms of link results.  Because of the time and the level of detail needed to respond
to Mr. Siegel’s comments, staff will respond to these comments at the July TTAC meeting.
Specific written responses will be provided at the TTAC meeting.
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Caltrans D5
Caltrans D5 requested more detailed modeling assumptions and database.  In response to their
request, staff met with Caltrans modeling and 101IM Travel Forecast Subcommittee staff on
June 17, 2004 and responded to their requests and other various issues.

Caltrans also suggested to investigate the possibility of modeling a 6-lane scenario on Highway
101 in the SLO County since the 2030 forecast on Highway 101 in the Santa Maria Area tends
to shift congestion onto the SLO County side of Highway 101.  Given that this is beyond the
scope of the travel forecasts and SBCAG’s commitment to provide a timely forecast for input to
the 101IM consulting team, this recommendation will not be pursued at this time.

SBCAG
The following highlights specific SBCAG comments which require Caliper to address and further
re-fine the daily and peak hour models.

• Correct link attributes on SR246 between Rt1 and 246 segments to reflect a 2-lane
facility

• Re-assess modeling constraints on Highway 101 segments between the area that is
north of the Route 1 interchange, after the grades, to Santa Rosa Road.

• Re-examine Transit Mode Choice model to address rail ridership and inter-city transit
commuting issues.

• Re-examine forecasts in the Lompoc area, particularly on Central Avenue, H Street and
Ocean Street, and the forecasts on Route 1 and Route 246.

• Disconnect McLaughlin Road as a through roadway linking with Rucker Road and re-
assess the impact of future forecast on Central Ave and Rucker Road.

• Re-examine assignment on Carrillo east of Garden segment.
• Re-examine the forecasts on Route 1 (segments between Rt1/135 junction and Black

Road with LOS D/E) and at SLO County line (LOS F).

Staff is also considering the possibility of incorporating the following issues in the final travel
forecast staff reports:

• Investigate the feasibility of adding a capacity limit on PM peak hour exhibits to show
future travel demand versus available roadway capacity on major segments of the
Highway 101 corridor.

• Add Table  on the application of Caltrans Survey data
• Eliminate Midday analysis but reference its capability.
• Prepare a full 2030 SBCAG Travel Forecast Report incorporating various elements of

TTAC staff reports on travel forecast.

Staff will brief the South Coast Subregional Committee and the full board on the preliminary
results of the model at the July meetings.

Attachments:
1. Specific responses to ATE comments
2. Specific responses to Barry Siegel’s comments, May 6, 2004.
3. Copy of Barry Siegel’s comments, June 14, 2004 (Response to comments is forthcoming)
4. Specific responses to City of Goleta comments

STAFF CONTACT:  William Yim, Michael Powers



SBCAG Response to ATE Comments on ADT Forecasts

June 23, 2004

1.  The forecasts are ADT.  Peak hour forecasts and levels of service by hour of day for
congested links should be provided (e.g. how many hours per day is 101 forecast at LOS
F?  what hours?).
The SBCAG model development contract with Caliper requires the development of the peak
hour forecasts in 3 defined time periods (AM, PM, and Midday).  Additional forecasts and LOS
analysis by hours of day is not part of contract.  These analyses will have to refer to the 101IM
project consulting team.

2. Page 4.  The 21,200 ADT on Route 1 at north end of the County seems impossible.
Where are these folks coming to/from?
According to the model, part of the traffic could be diverted from Highway 101 in the Santa
Maria Area to Route 1 for SLO County due to the congestion on Highway 101 at and after the
SLO county border.

3. Page 4.  Hwy 101 from Milpas to Ventura County line is forecast at LOS E-F in 2030?  It
is LOS F today.  Again, how many hours per day is 101 forecast at LOS F?  what hours?
Refer response above.

4.  Page 4.  Traffic on Hwy 101 is forecast to increase to 164,400 ADT north of Mission?
Not sure that facility can accommodate these forecasts?
Comment noted and issue is under investigation.

5. Page 5.  Traffic on SR 192 is forecast to increase 277%.  I suggest not using
percentage increases for discussion.  Such language is inflammatory within the general
public.  Should we say that traffic is forecast to increase from X to Y?
Comment noted.

6.  Page 6. Traffic on Los Carneros Road is forecast to double?  It is now a 2-lane road
carrying 21,000 ADT?
Los Carneros is a 2-lane arterial and will remain so based on the 2030 programmed projects.
Traffic on Los Carneros is forecast to double.  According to the model, this outcome could be
due to the following:

• By 2030, traffic at the UCSB Gate on 217 would be congested (LOS F)
• Approximately 40-70% increase in traffic is forecast on Hollister by 2030
• The model assumes the completion of the 4-lane widening on El Colegio
• Strong ongoing development in west and south Goleta areas.

7.  Page 6 and others.  I suggest deleting words such as "jump", "surge", etc. Such
language is inflammatory within the general public.  Should we say that traffic is forecast
to increase from X to Y?
Comment noted. Staff will revise the text accordingly
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9.  Page 8.  First bullet. Discussion of UVP.  I suggest not making statements that start
with "apparently".  We should know why volumes shift.  If we don't know why leave it
silent.
Comment noted.  Staff will revise the text accordingly

10.  Page 8.  Traffic on Route 1 at SLO County line is forecast to increase to 27,400 ADT.
Where are these vehicles coming from/going to?
See earlier response
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SBCAG Responses to Siegel’s comments on ADT Forecast, May 2004

June 22, 2004

A:
1.  The Growth Forecast for 2030 is based on 2000 census and survey data.  How was
this information extended to year 2030?
The growth forecast is generated as a function of the socioeconomic data in the model
(population, housing, and employment, etc.).  Future forecasts of the socioeconomic database
are based on the Regional Growth Forecast 2002 growth projections.  The forecasts also
incorporated inputs from local jurisdictions and various local general plans.  The 2000 Census
data, such as household size, income, etc. are used to supplement the model database and for
other analytical purposes using GIS.  The Caltrans Survey data is used for trips rate
development and model calibration and validation purposes, including average trip length by trip
purpose, trip length frequency distribution, peak hour percentage by trip purpose, external trip
percentages and mode split validation, etc.

2.  How were trip origins and destinations estimated for 2030?  Will tables or maps
showing year 2000 and year 2030 trip origins and destinations be made available?
Trip origin and destination matrix is a result from several modeling steps in the modeling
process, including trip generation, trip distribution and mode split.  An OD matrix summarized by
Census Districts is available for your review if interested.

3. Will the sensitivity of year 2030 traffic levels to changes in the forecast be considered?
The focus is to complete the forecasts for input to the 101IM project and so this issue is not
pursued at this point.

4.   When will peak hour estimates for 2000 and 2030 be available and for what locations?
The Travel Forecast promises peak hour estimates for three time periods, AM, noon and
PM. Does this mean only the AM, PM and noon peak hour traffic estimates will be
provided? Why can’t estimates be provided for each hour during the day?
The model development contract calls for the development of the ADT and peak hour forecast
in 3 defined time periods.  The peak hour forecasts in 3-time periods are provided in the June
TTAC staff report.

B.
Using information for the Montecito and Milpas areas presented in Table 6 of the Travel
Forecast, as well as information provided in other SBCAG documents, a table comparing recent
ADT traffic counts and model estimates for 2000 and 2030 can be developed for all of the
locations shown in Table 6. This table is shown below.

Location                       Counts  2000 Est  2030 Estimate
-101 n/o Olive Mill 83,000  90,500      106,200
-192 n/o S. Canyon 5,200                4,900           12,300
-Ortega Hill   4,700*(NA)      4,600  11,400
-N.Jameson  4,300*(NA)       4,800        13,800
-Sheffield   3,400*(NA) 3,100  760
-San Ysidro   10,500*(NA) 1,600  2,500
-Olive Mill  6,400*(NA) 4,100   2,500
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-Hot Springs  11,800*(NA)  13,800  14,000
-Coast Village  12,700*(NA) 5,800   15,800
-Old Coast  7,350  8,300  11,900
-Cabrillo s/o 101  10,038  16,100  17,100
-101 n/o Milpas  94,000  106,700  138,700
-101 s/o Milpas  95,000  95,600  127,500
-Milpas n/o 101  33,000  30,300  34,200
-Milpas n/o101SB OR 15,300**(NA) 14,700  19,100
-Cacique Under’xg  NA  NA  2,500
-Salinas n/o 101  7,900  11,300  12,800
-Cabrillo e/o State 21,600*(NA) 22,600  21,400

Notes:
1) 2030 estimates assume programmed projects completed (Operational Improvements on 101)
2) * 1996 values from SBCAG 2020 Travel Forecast, September 1999
3) ** 1999 values from Milpas to Cabrillo project analysis
4) All other values and NA designations from SBCAG May 6, 2004 Travel Forecast.

This table shows the following:
1) The model’s year 2000 traffic estimates are reasonably close to recent traffic
counts for most locations with a few notable exceptions. The exceptions are San Ysidro
where the 1996 traffic count was 10,500 and the model estimate was 1600, Olive Mill with
a year 1996 count of 6400 and a model estimate of 4100, and Coast Village Road with a
1996 value of 12,700 and a model estimate of 5800. Some explanation of the reasons for
these exceptions is needed.
Comments noted.  Staff will attempt to incorporate the information and request Caliper to fine-
tune the Montecito area forecasts (Table 9) of the staff report.  However, Caliper cautions that
over-calibrating model with emphasis on anyone particular sub area would run the risk of
compromising the model performance on other arterials and sub areas assignments.

The model projects large increases in traffic between 2000 and 2030 on nearby parallel
streets. For example Route 192 traffic n/o Sycamore Canyon is expected to increase from
4900 to 12,300, North Jameson from 4800 to 13,300 and Coast Village Road from 5800 to
15,800. However, the increase on Coast Village Road as measured from the 1996 traffic
count of 12,700 is relatively small.
As traffic becomes more congested on Highway 101, traffic on local parallel streets such as
North Jameson and Coast Village Road, etc will increase substantially.  This phenomenon is
consistent with the modeling findings of the old model and existing events as Highway 101
becomes congested.

3) For the streets leading away from Route 101, only Ortega Hill traffic shows a major
increase between 2000 and 2030. Sheffield is expected to decrease from 3100 to 760,
Olive Mill decreases from 4100 to 2500, Hot Springs is essentially unchanged over the 30
year period and although San Ysidro increases from 1600 to 2500, as measured from the
1996 traffic count of 10,500, it would show a major decrease. These results raise
questions about the large increase in Route 192 traffic since most of the streets that
provide access to 192 are expected to see reductions in traffic.
While limited growth is forecast for the Montecito area,  SR192 is one parallel roadway providing
an alternate route for E/W traffic as well as for local access.  From the modeling standpoint,
traffic tends to be assigned onto roadway system which provides the shortest travel time to the
destination.  The “user equilibrium” assignment is an iterative process in which the model
assumes that travelers would have perfect knowledge of the roadway system and that traffic
would continue to be loaded onto the available roadway system until the traffic reaches its
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equilibrium (no one roadway would provide a faster route to any destination).  Olive Mill,
Sheffield, and San Ysidro are N/S roadways for local circulation.  When 101 traffic is at
congested levels, more traffic will be loaded onto available parallel E/W roadways, such as
SR192, Via Real, Ortega Hill, N. Jameson Lane, Coast Village Road, Old Coast Highway, etc.
This phenomenon is consistent with prior System II model findings.

4. It would be very desirable if the traffic tables for the South Coast shown in the Travel
Forecast were expanded to include freeway ramps, and additional streets and Route 101
locations so that a better understanding of model estimation accuracy and predicted
traffic patterns can be developed for use in the 101 in Motion project.
Freeway ramp forecasts and analysis would be part of the 101IM project work tasks.
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Comments and Summary of Model Accuracy/Growth Analysis
From Barry Siegel

June 2004

A review of the data recently published by SBCAG indicates that:
1) The accuracy of the new travel model in estimating current Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is not
significantly better than that of the old model. If all links modeled in the County are considered, the old
model is significantly more accurate than the new. The new model is more accurate if only South Coast
links are considered.

2)  The new model’s average error in estimating current ADT is approximately one third of the expected
average increase in ADT between 2000 and 2030 for both the County and South Coast. If only Route 101
samples are considered, the average error is about one-seventh of the expected ADT increase.

3) The new model’s average error in estimating current PM Peak Hour traffic is about 60% of the
expected increase in PM Peak Hour traffic between 2000 and 2030 for both the County and the South
Coast. If only Route 101 samples are considered this ratio falls to about 30%.

4) Both the new and old models are exceptionally accurate in estimating current Route 101 ADT. Both
provide an average error of about 8%. The new model’s average error in estimating current PM Peak
Hour traffic on Route 101 is about 16%. An explanation is needed of how the model is able to accurately
estimate Route 101 traffic, but is not able to provide the same level of accuracy on other links.

Based on these results it appears that the new model’s ADT and PM Peak Hour traffic estimates may not
be sufficiently accurate to be used in evaluating 101 in Motion project alternatives.  Consideration should
be given to developing additional information on current trip origins and destinations to improve model
accuracy. A tabular summary of the results of the analysis is presented below.

Old Model,1996 Counts New Model,2000 Counts
-Av ADT Error, All  Co. samples 20% 31%
-Av ADT Inc. Co. Links, 2000-30 105%
-Av ADT Error, SC Samples 23.4% 17.3%
-Av ADT Inc. SC Links, 2000-30 51%
-50% of ADT Co. samples w/ Errors > 12% 14%
-20% of ADT Co. Samples w/errors > 30% 40%
-50% of ADT SC Samples w/errors > 12% 8%
-20% of ADT SC Samples w/errors > 33% 28%
-Av ADT Error, Route 101 Samples 8.3% 8%
-Av ADT Inc, Route 101, Samples Only, 2000-2003 (?) 58%
-Av PM PH error, All Co. Samples 40%
-Av PM PH Inc. All Co. Links, 2000-2030 69%
-Av PM PH error, SC Links 31.4%
-Av PMPH Inc. SC Links, 2000-2030 44%
-50% of Co PMPH Samples w/errors > 28%
-20% of Co PMPH Samples w/errors > 60%
-50% of SC PMPH Samples w/errors > 30%
-20% of SC PMPH Samples e/errors > 50%
-Av PMPH error, 101 Samples (7 samples)     16%
-Av PMPH Inc, 101 Samples (7 samples) 2000-30 57%

Definitions/Additional Information
1) All information presented above is based on the following:



 a) Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for the Old Model was developed from information in the
SBCAG Travel Demand Model Recalibration published in June 1998. This model was not used to
generate peak hour traffic estimates.
 b)  ADT for the New Model was developed from information in the SBCAG Travel Forecast
published May 6, 2004. PM peak hour information was developed from information presented in the
SBCAG  Peak Hour Travel Forecast published June 3, 2004. The information used from these documents
is a compilation of link and sample data for each of the County areas.

2) A link is road section for which there are model estimates of current or future traffic.

3) A link for which traffic counts are available is called a sample. For the Old Model all links had traffic
counts so links and samples were equivalent. For this model there were 145 links and samples countywide
of which 83 were on the South Coast. Countywide samples included 18 on Route 101. South Coast
samples included 11 on Route 101. The Old Model Route 101 ADT estimate includes all 18 samples.

4) In the New Model we currently have the following situation:
 a) For ADT there were 179 links modeled for the entire County of which 106 were samples. For
the South Coast 95 links were modeled of which 51 were samples. Countywide samples included 18 from
Route 101, South Coast samples included 13 from Route 101. Estimates of ADT increase between 2000
and 2030 include all links modeled, not just samples.

 b) For the PM Peak Hour there were 136 links modeled for the entire County of which 81 were
samples. For the South Coast 69 links were modeled of which 42 were samples. Countywide samples
include 5 from Route 101. South Coast samples include 3 from Route 101. Estimates of traffic increase
between 2000 and 2030 countywide or for the South Coast include all links modeled, not just samples.

 c) Route 101 ADT analysis is based on 22 samples. Route 101 PM Peak Hour analysis uses all 7
samples available.



SBCAG Response to City of Goleta Comments on Travel Forecasts

June 23, 2004

1. Page 15...Ventura to Santa Barbara Commuters shown as 15,555. SBCAG's census report (from
website) shows 9,009 for the same description. The 101 study should be validated using census data, so
why is census number not considered?

The Census shows that approximately 12,556 (9009 Ventura + 3729 LA and Points South) commuters
travel from Ventura to SB County.  The 2000 Commuter Profile Report shows approximately 15,554
people live in Ventura and commute to SB to work. These are “commuter” statistics, and not total daily
traffic at the Ventura County Border. According to the model’s origin and destination (O/D) statistics (as
discussed at the June 17 meeting), the model estimates a total of 30,100 external one-way vehicle trips
from Ventura County to Santa Barbara.

Estimation of internal-external/external-internal (IX-XI) trips takes into consideration from a number of
sources:  the amount of external traffic estimated from the Caltrans Travel Survey, the 2000 Statewide
Travel Model data, and daily vehicle counts at the county border, etc.  Future (2030) forecast of external
trip growth takes into account the 2030 forecast from the Statewide Travel Model, VCTC Model long-term
(2020) forecasts and historical growth trends between 1975-2000 and between 2000-2003.

2 "The Goleta area has approximately 80% of the commercial residential build out potential in the south
coast" What is the number come from?

The statement should have been restricted to commercial-industrial-retail development.  According to the
RGF forecasts and the General Plan information at the time of its preparation (from the County), most of
the future industrial – commercial – retail development in the South Coast was/is in the Goleta area.  See
page 67, RGF.

3  "traffic on Los Carneros almost doubles…?"

Current counts on Los Carneros s/o 101 is approximately 21,600.  The 2030 forecast on Los Carneros is
forecast approximately 40,400.  According the to model such growth could be due to: 1/ Traffic at the
UCSB Gate on 217 would be congested at LOS F by 2030, 2/ Approximately 40-70% increase in traffic is
projected on Hollister by 2030, 3/ The 4-lane widening on El Golegio is assumed to be completed, and 4/
Strong ongoing development in west and south Goleta.

4. "traffic on Highway 101 is forecast to increase from 17% (south of Patterson) to 115% (north of
Storke)". "Traffic on Hollister is forecast to increase 40 to 70% by 2030" What are these numbers based
on? What are the sources of information?

Future forecasts are generated as a result of the 4-step modeling process (Trip Generation, Trip
Distribution, Mode Choice, and Assignment).  Trips are generated as a function of the socioeconomic
data based on the RGF2002 and inputs from various general plans.  Staff has discussed various
modeling issues including the model process, database, model calibration standards and validation
guidelines with City of Goleta at the June 17 meeting.
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5: There aren't any employment number shown. Can we see these? Can we see the forecast for
jobs/population?

The socioeconomic database incorporates primarily population, households, and employment by Traffic
Analysis Zone together with other Census data.  The database in spreadsheet format was provided to the
City on Jun 21 for review.

6:  Exhibit 4: Hwy 101 ADT Forecast, Traffic for 101 n/o Ventura County Line show rise, traffic for 101 n/o
Glen Annie show rise. Ventura shows 2x Goleta, but there are equal commuters on each end?

The volumes on the exhibits are the total traffic volumes (flows) generated from at the zonal (TAZ) level
and then distributed to various TAZs and assigned onto the available roadway network.  Commuters,
mostly home-based work trips, are just one of the eight trip types in the model.  Traffic assigned onto the
Goleta area network do not necessarily equal to the volume of traffic coming from Ventura because there
are other traffic coming and going to other parts of the within and outside the county as well.

7:  Cathedral Oaks is forecast to increase 50%. This is not based on population, so what is the input used
to get this result?

Cathedral Oak is one of the principal E/W parallel arterial in Goleta that allows an alternate route for E/W
traffic stream.  Similar to Hollister, traffic on Cathedral Oaks is forecast to increase in the future.  Also see
responses above.

8: Table 8: Can we see the land use inputs for the model?  The employment and population?  The
numbers used for the University?

See responses above.  The data for UCSB and other colleges such as Alan Hancock College, City
College, etc. are classified under Special Generators category with special trip rates.  Future UCSB
student enrollment has a cap of 20,000.  UCSB is also the largest employer in the County with a total
existing employment of approximately 8,800.

9:  Why are numbers shown to nearly double on Los Carneros? It does not seem likely.

See earlier response. SBCAG will examine this area in more detail.

10:  Since the numbers in both reports do not seem to be based on population in Goleta, then are they
based on employment? Can you please send us information that was used in the model as it relates to
the allocation for our area? We need the data as well as the rationale used in the reporting.

See earlier responses.  In travel demand modeling, population is not a primary trip generation factor.
Population is, however, used for other purposes such as output validation, and other land use data
analysis.  Staff has provided the entire model database to the City for review.
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