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2.3 Base Network Update 

 
The MPO staff prepared and coded 2005 base year model network and transit network and 
forwarded to Jacobs staff for further work and adjustment. 2005 traffic counts have been 
entered by the MPO staff onto the base year model for calibrating and validating 2005 model. In 
addition to ALDOT traffic counts that were included in the existing model network and updated 
to 2005 traffic counts, the traffic counts collected by the MPO staff have been added to the 
network.  
 
The base network was verified and updated to reflect the appropriate link characteristics, 
including functional classification, number of lanes, and capacity.  Table 2-1 shows the network 
characteristics as coded.  
 
Table 2-1: Network Characteristics 

Link Field Value 
A Link node A  
B Link node B 

Distance Link distance (hundreds of mile) 
Time1 Free flow link travel time (hundreds of minutes) 
Time2 Unused 

Capacity Link daily capacity (vehicles per day) 
Linkgrp1 Old functional classification (inherited from 1997 network) 
Linkgrp2 Unknown (inherited from 1997 network) 
Linkgrp3 Number of lanes  
Asgngrp Functional classification: 

   1 = Freeway 
   2 = Other Freeways/Expressways Urban 
   3 = Principal Arterial 
   4 = Minor Arterial 

  5 = Collector Urban 
  6 = Major Collector Rural 
  7 = Minor Collector Rural 
  8 = Ramp 
  9 = Centroid Connector 

User Unused 
Cost Unused 

Twoway Directional flow:       0 = Two way                   1 = One way 
Volume Traffic Count (only on links with count station location) 
Dircode Unused 

Volpurp1 Model loaded directional volume (vehicles per day) 
Cgstdtime Congested link travel time (hundreds of minutes) 

Tot_Cap Total daily capcity (vehicles per day) 
Speed Free flow speed 

Tot_Vol Model loaded total volume (vehicles per day) 
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3.0  Base Year Model Validation 
 
Model validation is the process of demonstrating that the model output reasonably replicates 
observed travel behavior.  ALDOT has developed and adopted software, the ALDOT Trip 
Generation Program (TRIPGEN), for use in MPO transportation plans in the state.  In this study, 
the TRIPGEN program was used for zonal trip generation and attraction estimation, so it was 
not necessary to perform a model calibration exercise for the trip generation.  Thus the base 
year model validation was implemented primarily on the trip distribution and network assignment 
steps in the modeling process.  The MPO staff did initial model runs for calibration and 
validation of the 2005 base year model. Jacobs has calibrated and validated the 2005 base year 
model. The model validation results will be summarized below.  The validation criteria adopted 
for this study came from the publication: “Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking 
Manual” published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
 

3.1 Trip Generation 
 
Trip generation is the process by which the number of trips produced in and attracted to every 
TAZ are calculated.  Trips are generally categorized according to trip purpose (the reason for 
making the trip) and origin / destination (trip ends).  As stated earlier, the ALDOT TRIPGEN 
program was used to estimate zonal trip productions and attractions.  The mathematical 
equations employed in the TRIGEN program was not revised for this study.  The TRIPGEN 
program calculates zonal trip production and attraction estimates for six trip purposes as 
follows: 
 

1.  Home Base Work (HBW) – Work related trips within the study area with at least one 
trip end at home. 

2.  Home Base Other (HBO) – Non-work trips within the study area with at least one trip 
end at home. 

3.  Non-Home Base (NHB) – Trips for any purpose within the study area with no trip 
end at home. 

4.  Truck-Taxi (T-T) – Trips by commercial truck or taxi with both trip ends in 
the study area. 

5.  Internal – External (I-E) –  Trips for any purpose with only one trip end in the study 
area and the other trip end outside of it.  

6.  External – External (E-E) – Trips for any purpose which pass through the study area 
but has both trip ends outside of the study area. 

 
The TRIPGEN program uses six socio-economic data variables (as discussed in Section 2.2) to 
estimate zonal trip productions and attractions.  In addition to the socio-economic data file, 
running the TRIPGEN program requires six other input datasets, as follows: 
 

1. A file of automobile ownership curve by household income range.  
2. A file of household trip generation rate as a function of automobile ownership and income.  
3. A file that gives the breakdown of total trip generation into the 6 trip purposes.  
4. A file of trip attraction rates by purpose for the various socio economic variables.  
5. A file containing the proportion of external-external trips to total trips for various roadway 

functional classifications.  
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6. A file containing the external zone numbers, traffic counts, and the roadway functional 
classification of the external station.  

 
3.2 Trip Distribution  

 
Trip distribution is the process that converts zonal trip productions and attractions to a matrix of 
origin and destination flows between all zones (internal zones and external stations, inclusive). 
The origin indicates the beginning TAZ while the destination is the terminating TAZ of the trip.  
The standard TRANPLAN gravity model was used for the trip distribution.  The trip distribution 
step begins with calculation of a travel time matrix for all the zones.  The gravity model uses the 
production – attraction totals from the trip generation step, the travel time matrix, and a friction 
factor table to generate a single trip table.  The trip table indicates the number of vehicle trips 
(for all trip purposes) that travel between each pair of zones or external stations. 
 

3.3 Network Assignment 
 
Network assignment is the process where the inter-zonal trips calculated in the trip distribution 
step are loaded on the model network according to the routes the trips take.  The Equilibrium 
Highway Load module in TRANPLAN was used for the network assignment.  Under equilibrium 
assignment procedures an iterative process is used to minimize the overall travel time for all 
trips in the network.  The network is said to be in equilibrium when no trip can take an alternate 
path without increasing the total travel time. Some measures recommended by FHWA for model 
validation related to network assignment are discussed below for the Montgomery MPO model. 
 

3.4 Validation of Trip Assignment by Volume Group and Functional 
Classification 

 

Assignment by volume groups is used to assess model performance against aggregate traffic 
counts on roads categorized by traffic volumes.  Table 2 compares the model performance to 
recommended FHWA desirable percent deviation for the different volume groups. Please note 
the higher percent deviations are within lower volume groups. As this table shows, the model 
performs well, with mean loads for all volume groups falling within FHWA recommended limits.  

 
Table 3-1:  Validation Summary by Volume Group 
 
Volume Group Links with 

Counts 
Mean Count Mean Model 

Volume 
Percent 

Deviation 
FHWA Desirable Percent 

Deviation* 

<=1000 32 665 1055 59% +/-60% 

1,000 – 2,500 84 1,804 2,446 36% +/- 47% 

2,500 – 5,000 136 3,665 3,836 5% +/- 36% 

5,000 – 10,000 196 7,314 7,256 -1% +/- 29% 

10,000 – 25,000 189 15,884 14,060 -11% +/- 25% 

> 25,000 93 44,654 41,654   -6% +/- 22% 

* Source: “Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual” published  
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
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Table 3 compares model performance to recommended FHWA targets for assignment by 
roadway functional classification.  As Table 3 shows, all model volumes fall within the 
recommended guidelines.   

 
Table 3-2:  Network Assignment by Functional Classification 
Volume Group Links 

with 
Counts 

Mean 
Count 

Mean 
Model 

Volume 

Percent 
Deviation 

FHWA Desirable 
Percent 

Deviation 

Freeway 25 69,312    72,387    4% +/- 7% 

Principal Arterial 127 22,419 21,733 6% +/- 10% 

Minor Arterial 316 11,315 10,447 -6% +/- 15% 

Collector 262 4,012 3,219 -20% +/- 25% 

All Links 730 12,612 11,946 -5%  
* Source: “Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual” published  
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

 

A correlation coefficient is calculated using pairs of assigned and counted volumes, and should 
typically be greater than 0.88.  The correlation coefficient for the MPO base year model is 0.89, 
which is above the acceptable threshold. 

Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) is a general statistical measure of how close the model loaded 
volumes are to field counts.  With all available traffic counts in the network included, the RMSE 
is calculated to be 42 percent.  An acceptable RMSE is less than 45 percent; therefore, this 
result is reflective of a calibrated model. 

 

3.5 Mode Choice 

Montgomery Area Transit System (MATS) provides fixed route and paratransit service within the 
City of Montgomery. Thirty-two buses serve sixteen fixed routes between the hours of 5:00 a.m. 
and 9:30 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Average weekday passenger trips are 2880, 3322, 
3941, and 4775 for fiscal year 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 respectively based on MATS 
ridership statistics as shown in table 1. 

Table 3-3   MTAS Average Weekday Passenger Trips 

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Ave. 

2005 2,788 2,721 2,678 2,816 2,711 2,754 2,483 2,841 3,277 3,315 3,117 3,063 2,880 

2006 3,315 3,117 3,063 3,237 3,229 3,162 3,357 3,392 3,287 3,220 3,586 3,893 3,322 

2007 3,771 3,739 3,576 3,716 3,627 3,607 4,004 3,995 4,067 4,033 4,354 4,806 3,941 

2008 4,808 4,510 4,488 4,667 4,628 4,454 4,698 4,791 4,798 4,810 5,040 5,610 4,775 

The transit network is coded over the highway links for the bus routes that share the roads with 
automobiles. The transit network also requires walk access connectors that are not found in the 
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highway network. Minimum impedance travel paths area calculated using time and cost over the 
transit system. Transit paths and skims are built using a set of path-building parameters. The 
following paragraphs describe transit network, paths and skims.   

 The transit network generally consists of highway network links on which buses operate. 
The transit network also requires walk access links that are not included in the highway 
network. The MPO staff along with Jacobs created the transit network for MATS fixed 
routes based on current MATS fixed buses routes information. A bus route is coded as a 
two-way route if the bus route follows exactly the same roads in the inbound and 
outbound directions. A bus route is coded as a pair of one-way routes if there are 
differences between the roads traveled in the inbound and outbound directions. For 
example, route 5 is coded as L=5 and ID=’5 Montgomery Mall’ that is in outbound 
direction from the transit center to Montgomery Mall and L=105 and ID=’5R Montgomery 
Mall’ that is in inbound direction from Montgomery Mall to the transit center. The transit 
route also includes headway and one-way attributes.  

 MATS buses operate on the “Flag System” which means passengers catch the bus 
anywhere along the route simply by waving to the operator to stop the bus. Therefore, 
the most nodes on the transit network are stop nodes. It is assumed that TAZs along the 
buses routes possibly generate transit trips. Those centroid connectors are considered 
as walk access links. Utilizing ARC GIS techniques, the file, walk.dat, is created by 
employing TAZ and transit stop point coverage. 

 The Tranplan module “Build Transit Paths” is used to build minimum paths from selected 
origin TAZs to all other TAZs of a transit network. Parameters include waiting time and 
transfer time penalties.  

 The Tranplan module “Transit Selected Summation” is used to generate transit skims 
(TAZ-to-TAZ travel impedances) from the transit minimum paths file that is the output file 
from “Build Transit Paths”. The skim matrix file includes five tables: in vehicle time, 
number of transfers, first wait time, second wait time, and total time. 

 The Tranplan module “Build Fare Matrix” is used to create a TAZ-to-TAZ transit fare 
matrix. MATS fixed route buses require $1.00 for one way ride for regular fare and free 
for transfer between MATS fixed routes.   

 Mode choice model utilizes the Tranplan module “Modal Choice”. The factors affect the 
modal choice methodology in the module are trip purposes and transit travel time. The 
split is achieved through diversion curves which specify the percentage of transit travel 
as a function of the ratio between transit travel time and automobile travel time. Home 
base work (HBW) trips and home base other (HBO) trips are split to automobile and 
transit trips.  

 The trip generation program for the MPO travel demand model generates vehicle trips 
by trip purpose. While transit assignment requires person trip table. Therefore, the transit 
trip tables from mode choice model is converted to person trip tables using average daily 
auto occupancy rates 1.11 and 1.67 for HBW and HBO respectively based on NPTS 
1990.           
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4.0 Model Application 
 
The validated base year model provide a basis for forecasting future regional travel patterns as 
well as analyze future operational condition of the roadway infrastructure. Three future year 
scenario runs were performed: the 2035 E+C run, 2035 Build Run with the financially 
constrained plan, and the 2035 Build Run with the needs plan. 
 
The E+C network represents existing and future transportation infrastructure for which a 
committed funding source exists.  The E+C network typically includes projects programmed for 
construction with funding authorized in the most current regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP), which in the case of Montgomery, is the 2008-2011 TIP.  The E+C network is 
run with 2035 socio-economic data, and is used to forecast and analyze the state of the 
transportation infrastructure based on current level of investments.  It highlights areas of future 
need based on defined performance measures such as congestion, travel time, or delay.  
 
The V\C ratio measures the relationship between the traffic on a roadway and the available 
roadway capacity.  It is an established measure of roadway operational condition described in 
terms of level of service (LOS) designations from A through F.  LOS A represents a condition of 
light traffic moving at free flow speed, while LOS F represents a condition of heavy traffic 
demand that far exceeds the roadway capacity, resulting in operational failure or traffic jam. 
LOS E represents the condition where the road operates at full capacity at reasonable speeds.   
 
For evaluating the performance of plan projects and the condition of the transportation network, 
LOS D was established as the threshold for acceptable roadway performance.  This was in 
keeping with ALDOT practice.  However, V\C ratio thresholds for LOS designation varies by 
speed, functional classification, and area type.  To simplify the analysis, the following composite 
LOS thresholds for all facilities and area types in the model network was adopted: 
 

LOS    V\C Ratio  
A   =< 0.26                          
B   > 0.26 – 0.43 
C   > 0.43 – 0.60 
D   > 0.60 – 0.80 
E   > 0.80 – 1.0 
F   > 1.0 

 
The Build network run is also performed with the year 2035 socio-economic data and includes 
all projects proposed to remedy the deficiencies identified in the E+C run and through non-
model analyses.   
 
To determine whether congested segments required major or minor capacity additions or less 
expensive operational improvements, an additional calculation, volume minus capacity (V-C), 
was conducted and results were evaluated.  Figure 5-6 in the report illustrates the V-C analysis 
that was used to determine the appropriate improvement required to meet the need on the 
specific roadway segment.  This calculation illustrates the number of vehicles by which a 
particular roadway segment exceeds the LOS D threshold (which is considered the acceptable 
level of congestion).   
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The relative number of vehicles that overload this threshold determines the level of capacity 
improvement necessary – major capacity, minor capacity or operational improvements.  
Segments having greater than half the capacity of a new lane were identified as needing 
capacity improvements.  Segments with deficiency between 15 and 50 percent of the capacity 
of a new lane were considered for operational improvements, intersection modifications, and/or 
access management.  Segments with a deficiency of less than 15 percent were considered for 
minor operational improvements or signal upgrades.  Using these criteria, congested roadway 
segments requiring capacity additions and operational improvements were defined as listed in 
the report.  Due to the budget constraints faced by ALDOT and the MPO, this process helps to 
determine the appropriate response to the projected level of congestion.  It was used as a guide 
to develop recommendations. 
 
 
 
5.0 Conclusion 
 
The development of the base year 2005 Montgomery model was completed using 
socioeconomic data updated by the Montgomery MPO using data from different sources, 
including the US Census, previous studies, and from private sources.  The model validation 
exercise showed that various validation parameters were within FHWA recommended ranges.   
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EXHIBIT A 
SOCIOECONOMIC DATA INPUTS FOR YEAR 2005 AND 2035 MODELS 
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

1 0 42 1211 4257
2 176 27 129 440
3 0 53 344 0
4 0 30 74 0
5 0 52 985 185
6 0 0 517 0
7 0 1 2802 0
8 2 57 1543 0
9 43 28 457 0

10 44 23 1469 589
11 1 0 1025 92
12 132 0 1574 0
13 14 137 46 499
14 234 8 101 0
15 9 2 884 259
16 282 15 312 37
17 41 71 114 0
18 0 205 446 0
19 0 8 1098 0
20 0 168 1456 0
21 24 23 231 0
22 55 22 150 0
23 172 20 156 0
24 144 22 191 0
25 129 18 193 29
26 108 0 123 594
27 121 33 272 0
28 181 3 91 0
29 263 17 247 120
30 32 84 508 0
31 204 22 58 0
32 252 5 106 600
33 298 70 86 25
34 253 39 143 84
35 179 87 177 1009
36 403 80 103 0
37 185 62 191 815
38 151 48 48 0
39 302 38 75 0
40 304 0 88 0
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Table E-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

41 34 93 206 790
42 451 235 172 28
43 289 70 184 65
44 258 4 88 30
45 275 106 87 0
46 234 11 150 5469
47 117 4 1151 0
48 58 126 314 847
49 210 99 568 135
50 380 0 93 0
51 91 12 36 0
52 82 0 134 105
53 250 9 226 0
54 50 70 2276 170
55 53 29 270 0
56 218 26 169 277
57 283 36 369 38
58 856 138 290 1503
59 290 115 352 0
60 55 10 170 0
61 541 68 368 484
62 480 179 357 0
63 274 137 104 100
64 243 39 315 0
65 336 73 104 0
66 302 10 179 166
67 297 0 186 827
68 133 125 106 0
69 61 0 142 0
70 54 4 27 83
71 0 0 0 0
72 138 14 1954 52
73 327 17 130 0
74 0 44 187 0
75 617 18 222 48
76 1187 37 881 556
77 216 22 321 0
78 204 4 98 541
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

79 535 3 147 192
80 90 78 161 382
81 68 155 460 0
82 172 107 118 0
83 427 26 258 0
84 131 10 246 131
85 315 0 87 0
86 270 7 133 481
87 195 0 49 0
88 100 0 28 0
89 69 0 96 0
90 26 13 24 0
91 80 5 64 124
92 10 0 65 0
93 147 0 97 964
94 262 27 88 0
95 219 62 99 0
96 746 0 163 0
97 140 0 223 260
98 186 16 176 56
99 15 0 6 0

100 117 34 73 0
101 284 1 114 455
102 291 18 140 94
103 779 121 337 0
104 503 0 118 0
105 495 90 234 150
106 283 22 114 140
107 75 41 190 473
108 112 19 174 116
109 357 1 110 0
110 375 43 214 0
111 245 132 308 0
112 315 5 277 1108
113 245 0 86 52
114 265 0 65 0
115 223 35 195 37
116 458 5 193 590
117 161 6 467 85
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

118 261 3 70 0
119 374 12 219 0
120 183 178 2639 0
121 241 50 227 628
122 451 30 255 0
123 354 48 306 1436
124 299 45 104 0
125 247 377 555 134
126 529 371 889 0
127 255 0 104 279
128 464 10 193 571
129 257 48 315 0
130 572 9 297 389
131 580 7 272 0
132 877 155 581 268
133 383 19 101 104
134 196 2 46 0
135 129 60 135 64
136 725 8 163 59
137 263 51 227 90
138 226 209 189 21
139 234 5 57 0
140 227 363 645 2831
141 980 128 369 0
142 1154 7 316 669
143 152 200 5958 0
144 161 324 221 0
145 1047 5 4293 0
146 0 0 78 0
147 0 3 8 0
148 0 38 626 0
149 184 58 1159 0
150 0 0 4 0
151 295 125 305 893
152 0 0 1460 0
153 225 10 82 0
154 352 8 139 24
155 510 287 445 12
156 2 7 60 0
157 211 10 259 100
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

158 24 35 690 0
159 14 79 1110 0
160 157 90 378 32
161 276 72 80 20
162 176 45 304 0
163 335 338 1805 375
164 492 0 163 80
165 221 10 323 99
166 184 0 481 602
167 269 89 437 0
168 490 106 936 2117
169 345 0 205 65
170 252 107 2630 201
171 438 235 190 0
172 1103 0 317 535
173 257 0 217 1284
174 912 205 616 398
175 983 35 652 937
176 374 6 89 0
177 764 3 197 181
178 194 115 233 664
179 456 29 201 120
180 264 93 127 85
181 681 633 497 0
182 601 208 290 0
183 726 504 286 0
184 374 71 826 56
185 130 78 445 80
186 633 5 248 687
187 372 11 103 0
188 467 0 140 0
189 337 34 985 87
190 204 273 963 120
191 388 262 377 167
192 540 1384 1081 799
193 0 213 589 85
194 0 81 932 0
195 601 254 1127 530
196 1831 660 546 385
197 664 10 584 4399
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

198 589 4 205 165
199 1225 914 737 363
200 956 45 524 125
201 558 0 137 0
202 325 0 101 40
203 822 144 1679 0
204 306 351 297 0
205 801 604 1580 0
206 53 19 16 0
207 372 0 87 0
208 249 29 816 1298
209 798 712 816 391
210 726 10 520 250
211 42 81 232 0
212 187 140 84 0
213 109 1244 500 0
214 466 332 294 0
215 624 12 145 0
216 305 39 190 0
217 882 759 1866 757
218 631 45 185 0
219 564 45 367 0
220 2198 74 7908 22847
221 101 2 113 0
222 620 16 221 0
223 233 22 1179 172
224 110 22 95 90
225 26 70 737 0
226 567 26 284 371
227 249 354 760 0
228 862 2 859 1171
229 437 82 124 0
230 82 0 3061 0
231 47 254 25 0
232 148 11 89 0
233 118 0 43 0
234 18 0 14 0
235 256 41 286 0
236 953 189 376 371
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

237 50 18 51 0
238 439 0 204 643
239 1243 17 361 171
240 226 11 55 0
241 231 3 166 250
242 154 0 56 0
243 54 0 41 0
244 98 20 642 0
245 132 187 397 0
246 144 4 1269 720
247 111 60 39 0
248 109 61 1478 0
249 629 19 196 0
250 591 42 265 0
251 165 2 70 0
252 83 27 49 0
253 99 0 50 0
254 281 5 73 0
255 625 337 473 0
256 828 20 690 0
257 308 36 294 0
258 2588 772 1510 690
259 1876 208 4406 360
260 32 0 189 5191
261 374 609 560 0
262 283 187 197 63
263 4 103 258 0
264 0 2 52 0
265 618 0 184 0
266 127 6 30 0
267 440 4 401 223
268 674 14 209 25
269 314 22 168 1192
270 313 10 332 0
271 43 76 370 649
272 41 47 337 0
273 432 18 348 445
274 6 0 4 0
275 318 76 190 0
276 451 184 622 1298
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

277 192 10 39 0
278 251 1 57 0
279 211 14 224 275
280 48 0 82 0
281 277 5 271 0
282 217 51 75 71
283 126 319 453 0
284 24 13 53 0
285 355 45 116 0
286 1130 191 365 75
287 286 89 336 160
288 764 24 218 50
289 512 334 352 1160
290 156 127 127 0
291 58 0 37 107
292 1020 195 841 0
293 331 985 406 296
294 488 16 351 205
295 142 20 48 62
296 97 0 29 0
297 135 5 49 0
298 244 49 502 0
299 24 8 180 0
300 217 0 756 0
301 490 16 139 0
302 302 0 71 0
303 330 32 104 0
304 131 2 51 0
305 414 4 280 2105
306 372 8 87 0
307 34 2 88 0
308 178 22 97 0
309 91 99 82 50
310 669 98 571 481
311 415 45 482 1545
312 132 9 88 58
313 740 47 384 1039
314 302 2 245 1706
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

315 216 11 152 337
316 927 15 364 0
317 473 19 261 0
318 320 24 224 124
319 354 193 361 0
320 155 0 41 0
321 614 39 435 0
322 367 86 819 0
323 501 31 162 0
324 372 16 124 0
325 736 0 244 100
326 653 5 215 0
327 268 7 103 0
328 436 489 333 0
329 473 146 244 0
330 62 260 748 0
331 13 2 108 0
332 78 12 61 0
333 61 0 302 1782
334 242 3 153 118
335 318 5 230 675
336 261 51 102 0
337 391 12 371 1084
338 534 29 288 0
339 624 38 611 0
340 100 12 50 39
341 183 10 917 732
342 143 3 73 0
343 62 0 24 0
344 394 0 101 0
345 406 12 128 0
346 533 60 198 50
347 387 5 112 996
348 304 0 80 0
349 268 6 147 0
350 75 1 28 0
351 25 0 13 0
352 260 139 326 0
353 0 184 20 0
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Table A-1:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2005 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

354 86 488 217 365
355 290 0 62 0
356 818 611 429 95
357 86 5 52 212
358 538 38 131 0
359 630 0 284 712
360 558 15 155 0
361 13 0 5 0
362 166 10 89 0
363 165 1 43 0
364 355 0 71 0
365 458 85 247 0
366 794 7 595 1535
367 73 73 1709 0
368 281 6 158 470
369 51 0 14 0
370 102 0 36 0
371 53 3 88 86
372 382 15 81 0
373 89 5 73 0
374 52 8 18 0
375 626 289 436 0
376 199 35 129 5
377 22 20 11 0
378 94 0 36 0
379 124 5 48 0
380 22 0 8 0
381 228 0 108 0
382 6 0 6 0
383 66 9 28 0
384 51 0 12 0
385 648 148 528 193
386 1210 2351 2375 749
387 110 0 109 0

 
 



 

 E-21

Montgomery 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update 
Draft Model Validation Report 

Montgomery Study Area 2035 LRTP 
June 2010 

Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

1 50 550 1306 5094
2 213 37 197 526
3 40 73 408 0
4 0 41 108 0
5 0 71 2300 213
6 0 0 925 0
7 0 1 3250 0
8 2 78 2261 0
9 43 38 669 0

10 44 31 2000 300
11 1 20 1502 106
12 132 0 2000 0
13 14 187 100 300
14 234 11 148 0
15 9 3 1100 0
16 150 30 431 43
17 41 80 140 0
18 22 250 554 0
19 0 11 1200 0
20 15 750 1553 0
21 24 31 375 0
22 100 30 220 0
23 200 27 231 0
24 175 30 227 0
25 133 25 283 33
26 150 0 161 685
27 150 45 400 0
28 185 12 116 0
29 263 60 325 120
30 32 115 650 0
31 204 30 70 0
32 252 7 125 686
33 325 80 111 29
34 321 53 189 84
35 179 119 259 1495
36 415 90 122 0
37 238 85 236 823
38 151 55 60 0
39 302 52 95 0
40 309 0 101 0
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

41 38 105 251 1800
42 478 275 230 32
43 289 96 230 75
44 258 5 110 35
45 333 145 139 0
46 234 15 219 7320
47 117 5 1500 350
48 58 172 400 1004
49 210 145 725 138
50 380 0 100 0
51 91 16 53 0
52 82 0 197 121
53 250 12 300 0
54 50 85 2500 196
55 53 40 350 0
56 102 26 145 277
57 170 36 427 44
58 860 160 426 0
59 290 125 516 0
60 55 630 194 0
61 551 75 477 581
62 490 200 502 0
63 274 160 152 115
64 243 45 425 0
65 336 80 130 0
66 308 14 241 191
67 297 0 225 0
68 133 135 125 0
69 63 0 175 0
70 54 5 39 96
71 0 0 0 0
72 138 14 1954 52
73 327 23 175 0
74 0 50 433 0
75 618 25 275 55
76 1204 51 1103 556
77 220 30 426 0
78 204 5 125 541
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

79 539 4 176 0
80 90 80 200 399
81 69 170 674 0
82 175 115 174 0
83 429 36 379 0
84 131 10 325 151
85 320 0 128 0
86 274 10 176 600
87 199 0 61 0
88 100 0 41 0
89 69 0 140 0
90 26 20 50 0
91 84 7 86 143
92 10 0 75 0
93 147 0 143 1390
94 285 37 134 0
95 219 85 145 0
96 746 0 239 0
97 142 0 275 277
98 186 22 258 65
99 15 0 9 0

100 117 47 108 0
101 285 1 150 500
102 292 25 165 108
103 779 125 400 0
104 503 0 130 0
105 495 123 343 173
106 283 25 130 146
107 76 56 279 489
108 112 20 210 121
109 358 1 125 0
110 375 45 240 0
111 245 150 375 0
112 315 5 250 1166
113 245 0 100 60
114 265 0 75 0
115 223 40 225 43
116 458 7 282 637
117 161 8 625 98
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

118 270 3 77 0
119 545 16 278 0
120 183 200 4439 0
121 241 50 300 656
122 463 30 277 0
123 354 48 350 1436
124 300 80 125 0
125 247 450 700 154
126 529 400 1000 0
127 299 0 119 279
128 466 10 210 571
129 257 48 331 0
130 573 12 300 103
131 580 10 350 0
132 879 170 675 285
133 383 19 125 104
134 196 3 68 0
135 129 82 197 74
136 732 11 201 68
137 263 75 275 104
138 227 220 210 24
139 234 5 65 0
140 228 350 700 3172
141 980 140 400 0
142 1161 7 361 678
143 152 225 6800 0
144 161 365 324 0
145 1018 7 4291 0
146 0 0 0 0
147 0 15 50 0
148 0 52 917 753
149 184 79 1698 0
150 0 0 50 0
151 295 135 350 915
152 0 0 1650 0
153 225 14 120 0
154 352 11 175 28
155 510 315 652 12
156 2 10 1060 0
157 211 10 300 115
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

158 24 40 750 0
159 14 85 1300 0
160 159 100 451 37
161 277 98 118 23
162 179 62 446 0
163 365 380 2106 0
164 505 0 303 92
165 238 14 496 114
166 184 0 625 775
167 282 100 503 0
168 490 120 1200 2273
169 349 0 301 75
170 252 146 3000 216
171 438 237 190 0
172 1175 0 468 600
173 325 10 355 1601
174 935 220 755 459
175 991 35 727 1188
176 385 8 107 0
177 764 4 288 209
178 194 125 275 664
179 456 30 220 124
180 264 100 150 85
181 682 866 729 0
182 601 240 325 0
183 960 590 422 0
184 374 85 1050 65
185 139 100 527 92
186 663 7 306 687
187 475 15 165 0
188 550 0 222 0
189 384 47 1453 87
190 225 320 1301 120
191 388 290 475 187
192 1350 1600 1716 839
193 0 260 863 98
194 0 95 1150 0
195 601 290 1300 571
196 1840 710 552 400
197 1460 14 859 4776
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

198 595 5 241 190
199 1241 990 878 460
200 962 55 576 125
201 577 0 104 0
202 328 0 116 40
203 848 165 1955 0
204 306 390 375 0
205 985 680 1787 0
206 53 19 16 0
207 376 0 129 0
208 249 40 750 1298
209 798 750 850 503
210 740 14 576 250
211 56 95 253 0
212 188 150 180 0
213 109 1350 575 0
214 572 400 370 0
215 624 12 175 0
216 305 45 225 0
217 905 775 2005 793
218 750 75 274 0
219 566 45 450 0
220 2078 101 7881 24847
221 102 3 130 0
222 680 22 336 0
223 300 30 1713 300
224 120 25 127 104
225 27 80 850 0
226 568 36 475 553
227 249 484 1250 0
228 863 3 1259 1803
229 437 112 182 0
230 82 0 4485 0
231 47 347 60 0
232 190 15 139 0
233 135 0 66 0
234 18 0 20 0
235 262 56 419 267
236 2426 325 823 656
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

237 52 25 126 267
238 6200 200 817 3343
239 3000 23 880 178
240 415 15 119 700
241 1500 50 470 250
242 200 0 91 0
243 70 5 89 0
244 140 40 1008 0
245 160 300 556 0
246 155 700 1805 720
247 925 82 2963 0
248 125 83 1703 0
249 1140 175 389 0
250 4500 200 1109 0
251 225 3 115 0
252 83 37 72 0
253 175 0 80 0
254 350 40 181 0
255 625 400 575 0
256 960 40 1276 0
257 350 49 439 0
258 4515 900 2097 705
259 3071 325 6650 360
260 56 25 330 6479
261 450 750 640 0
262 310 256 296 73
263 4 141 378 753
264 0 3 125 753
265 825 0 341 600
266 127 8 45 0
267 442 5 425 225
268 725 19 306 29
269 500 5 200 1475
270 348 15 335 0
271 60 100 470 932
272 60 65 400 0
273 474 25 400 728
274 239 0 10 0
275 503 100 500 0
276 1000 252 1500 1864
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

277 219 0 0 0
278 256 0 0 0
279 211 20 300 190
280 90 0 135 0
281 1025 30 200 0
282 217 100 250 71
283 135 409 750 0
284 24 18 87 0
285 370 50 120 0
286 1130 191 400 75
287 287 100 450 160
288 788 35 230 50
289 530 500 600 1726
290 427 250 250 0
291 2500 200 750 107
292 1789 270 1600 0
293 1453 1000 1000 296
294 1055 100 350 105
295 172 20 50 62
296 100 0 40 0
297 180 100 100 0
298 249 67 1000 0
299 24 8 300 0
300 579 0 1244 0
301 1420 22 230 0
302 657 0 120 0
303 423 44 171 0
304 500 5 84 0
305 1119 10 300 2388
306 512 11 144 0
307 35 3 90 0
308 650 358 249 0
309 1850 1424 560 50
310 1200 270 360 481
311 450 67 1018 1800
312 145 13 187 58
313 800 70 811 1600
314 341 3 518 1950
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

315 216 16 321 337
316 2100 20 20 800
317 650 28 550 0
318 371 36 473 124
319 624 289 762 0
320 300 0 87 0
321 944 58 918 20
322 700 129 1731 20
323 1000 46 343 0
324 1250 20 263 40
325 2910 10 516 2100
326 1250 7 453 40
327 371 20 250 0
328 750 733 704 0
329 575 219 514 0
330 66 390 1581 0
331 6 3 227 0
332 78 18 128 0
333 65 0 638 2700
334 251 4 324 118
335 318 7 485 65
336 330 76 216 0
337 450 18 784 1500
338 700 43 608 0
339 825 57 1291 0
340 156 18 106 39
341 250 15 1900 732
342 300 4 153 0
343 70 5 52 0
344 500 5 213 0
345 761 18 271 0
346 900 90 417 90
347 1462 7 185 2363
348 554 0 131 0
349 443 10 245 0
350 160 1 50 0
351 450 0 21 0
352 1000 1302 670 0
353 0 200 40 0
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Table A-2:  Input Socioeconomic Data by TAZ – Year 2035 
 

TAZ # Households 
Retail 
Employment

Non-Retail 
Employment

School 
Enrollment 

354 1000 1186 500 589
355 674 12 133 0
356 1775 1000 696 150
357 131 7 86 212
358 963 52 215 0
359 1030 43 275 0
360 928 15 155 0
361 13 0 8 0
362 392 20 120 0
363 269 10 10 0
364 400 0 150 0
365 500 127 521 0
366 1100 10 1256 2550
367 100 175 2507 0
368 300 8 236 481
369 60 0 23 0
370 120 0 57 0
371 320 4 182 98
372 825 21 175 0
373 105 45 110 0
374 90 11 35 0
375 3400 395 1185 6
376 230 48 195 0
377 35 27 18 0
378 125 0 58 0
379 145 7 74 0
380 22 0 12 0
381 350 50 173 0
382 1250 60 274 0
383 200 60 747 0
384 90 0 26 0
385 648 225 825 193
386 1375 4435 3507 770
387 1250 25 422 0
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Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Proposed Bicycle Routes - Bicycle Suitability (2005)

Table 1. Bicycle Route Project Summary

Plan ID 

No.1
Road or Area Segment Starting Point Ending Point

Suggested 
Improvement

Mileage
Additional 2035 LRTP 
Analysis: Bicycle 

Suitability Rating2

A-1 County Road 10 State Highway 14 US Highway 82 Signs 6.44 Best
A-2 County Road 10 US Highway 82 County Road 57 Signs 4.58 Best
A-3 County Road 57 County Road 10 County Road 57 Signs 6.43 Difficult
A-4 County Highway 40 County Road 57 County Road 85 Signs 7.93 Medium
A-5 County Road 59 County Highway 40 State Road 206 Signs 7.94 Medium
A-6 County Highway 85 County Highway 59 US Highway 31 Signs 3.45 Best
A-7 Cromer Drive US Highway 31 County Highway 40 Signs 4.10 Best/Medium
A-8 County Road 85 County Highway 40 State Highway 14 Signs 3.44 Best
A-9 County Highway 47 State Highway 14 County Highway 47 Signs 4.70 Best/Medium
A-10 County Highway 86 County Highway 47 US Highway 82 Signs 2.18 Medium
A-11 State Highway 14 Main Street County Line on SH-14 Signs 3.01 Difficult
A-12 Main Street State Highway 14 County Line on Main Street Signs 2.23 Difficult
A-13 McQueen Smith Road Main Street State Highway 14 Signs 1.35 Medium/Difficult
E-1 State Highway 14 County Line from SH-14 Deatsville Road Signs 2.92 Difficult
E-2 Deatsville Highway State Highway 14 County Highway 40 Signs 5.60 Medium
E-3 County Road 3 Deatsville Highway State Highway 14 Signs 3.42 Medium/Difficult
E-4 State Highway 143 County Highway 7 State Highway 14 Signs 7.40 Medium
E-5 County Road 259 State Highway 111 State Highway 143 Signs 4.05 Best/Medium
E-6 County Road 23 CR-23 from MPO Boundary State Highway 111 Signs 1.34 Medium
E-7 County Road 23 State Highway 111 State Highway 143 Signs 5.37 Best/Medium
E-8 County Road 239 County Road 23 State Highway 14 Signs 3.56 Best
E-9 State Highway 111 County Highway 259 US Highway 231 Signs 13.16 Difficult
E-10 County Road 228/088 State Highway 111 State Highway 111 Signs 7.35 Medium
E-12 Jasmine Hill Road State Highway 111 US Highway 231 M.C. Line Signs 4.96 Best
E-13 County Road 8 US Highway 231 County Road 59 Signs 5.76 Medium
E-14 County Road 4 County Road 8 County Road 4 MPO Boun Signs 6.47 Medium/Difficult
E-15 County Road 59 County Road 4 County Road 8 Signs 8.49 Best
E-16 County Road 59 County Road 8 State Highway 14 Signs 3.62 Best
E-17 State Highway 14 County Road 59 State Highway 111 Signs 3.63 Difficult
E-18 State Highway 170 State Highway 14 County Highway 66 Signs 6.53 Difficult
E-19 County Road 66 State Highway 170 County Road 209 Signs 4.38 Best
E-20 County Road 209 County Road 66 County Road 211 Signs 3.83 Medium
E-21 County Road 211 County Road 209 US Highway 231 Signs 1.09 Medium
E-22 US Highway 231 County Road 211 State Highway 14 Signs 2.85 Very Difficult
E-23 Coosada Road State Highway 14 Coosada Parkway Signs 4.45 Medium
E-24 Coosada Parkway Alabama River Parkway Coosada Road Signs 3.24 Difficult
E-25 Alabama River Parkway State Highway 143 Montgomery County Line Signs 2.97 Difficult
E-26 Cobbs Ford Road Elmore County Line State Highway 143 Signs 3.09 Difficult/Very Difficult
E-27 Edgewood Dr Cobbs Ford Road State Highway 143 Signs 1.94 Medium/Difficult
E-28 Coosada Road State Highway 143 Coosada Parkway Signs 2.50 Medium/Difficult
E-29 Airport Road Coosada Road State Highway 14 Signs 3.01 Best/Medium
E-30 Chapman Road State Highway 143 Airport Road Signs 0.98 Best
E-31 Coosada Road Airport Road Coosada Parkway Signs 1.24 Medium
E-32 Kennedy Ave County Road 17 Coosada Road Signs 1.11 Not rated
E-33 State Highway 14 County Road 3 State Highway 143 Signs 3.30 Difficult
M-1 Bell Street Washington Ferry Road Oak Street Signs 0.89 Difficult
M-2 Terminal Road Air Base Blvd Mobile Road Signs 0.89 Best
M-3 Fairview Ave Air Base Blvd Oak Street Signs 1.01 Medium
M-4 Rosa L. Parks Ave Edgemont Ave Patton Ave Signs 0.71 Best
M-5 Rosa L. Parks Ave Fairview Ave West Jeff Davis  Ave Signs 1.33 Best
M-6 Cloverdale Road Edgemont Ave Felder Ave Signs 1.06 Best
M-7 Fairview Ave Norman Bridge Road Narrow Lane Road Signs 0.98 Medium/Difficult
M-8 Felder Ave Carter Hill Road Perry Street Signs 0.59 Best/Medium

Montgomery Study Area 2035 LRTP
June 2010 F-1



Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Proposed Bicycle Routes - Bicycle Suitability (2005)

Plan ID 

No.1
Road or Area Segment Starting Point Ending Point

Suggested 
Improvement

Mileage
Additional 2035 LRTP 
Analysis: Bicycle 

Suitability Rating2

M-9 Perry Street Felder Ave High Street Signs 1.00 Medium
M-10 High Street/Highland Ave Perry Street Lincoln Road Signs 2.40 Best/Medium
M-11 Lincoln Road Highland Ave Harrison Road Signs 0.36 Best
M-12 Harrison Road Lincoln Road Perry Hill Road Signs 1.25 Best/Medium
M-13 Decatur Street High Street Columbus Street Signs 0.69 Difficult

M-14
Columbus St, Upper Wetumpka Rd, 
Fairground Rd

Decatur Street Vandiver Blvd Signs 3.59 Medium/Difficult

M-15 Vandiver Boulevard Fairground Road Lower Wetumpka Road Signs 0.65 Best
M-16 Cong. WL Dickinson Dr. Biltmore Ave Montgomery County Line Signs 6.45 Medium/Difficult
M-17 Biltmore Ave and Dalraida Pkwy Federal Drive Dalraida Road Signs 1.58 Best/Medium
M-18 Dalraida Road Dalraida Parkway Wares Ferry Road Signs 0.44 Medium
M-19 Wares Ferry Road Dalraida Road Burbank Drive Signs 2.78 Medium
M-20 Wares Ferry Road Burbank Drive Dozier Road Signs 4.31 Best/Medium
M-21 Wares Ferry Road Dozier Road Interstate 85 Signs 4.22 Difficult
M-22 Old Pike Road Interstate 85 Meriwether Road Signs 6.26 Best/Medium
M-23 Ray Thorington Road Vaughn Road Old Pike Road Signs 4.37 Difficult
M-24 Dozier Road Wares Ferry Road Montgomery County Line Signs 0.76 Best
M-25 Marlar Road US Highway 80 Vaughn Road Signs 4.45 Medium
M-26 State Highway 110 County Road 84 County Road 37 Signs 2.45 Medium
M-27 County Highway 2 County Road 37 Montgomery County Line Signs 3.15 Medium
M-28 County Road 37 County Highway 2 County Road 40 Signs 3.52 Medium
M-29 County Road 40 County Road 37 County Highway 101 Signs 3.49 Medium
M-30 County Road 40 County Road 85 County Highway 101 Signs 4.51 Medium
M-31 County Road 85 County Highway 40 US Highway 231 Signs 7.00 Best/Medium
M-32 County Road 101 County Road 40 US Highway 82 Signs 7.08 Medium
M-33 County Road 36 US Highway 82 Montgomery County Line Signs 5.88 Medium
M-34 US Highway 82 County Road 101 US Highway 231 Signs 7.77 Best
M-35 County Road 70 US Highway 231 County Road 61 Signs 8.35 Medium
M-36 Woodley Road Mount Zion Road County Road 70 Signs 5.85 Medium
M-37 County Road 39 Woodley Road County Road 70 Signs 6.35 Medium/Difficult
M-38 County Road 22 County Road 39 US Highway 231 Signs 2.61 Difficult
M-39 US 231 County Road 22 County Highway 40 Signs 1.52 Very Difficult
M-40 County Highway 40 US Highway 231 County Road 85 Signs 4.71 Medium
M-41 County Road 84 County Road 84 State Highway 110 Signs 4.55 Medium
M-42 County Road 39 Virginia Loop Road County Road 22 Signs 4.49 Medium/Difficult
M-43 Virginia Loop Road US Highway 231 County Road 39 Signs 1.95 Medium/Difficult
M-44 Woodley Road Virginia Loop Road Fairview Ave Signs 5.07 Medium/Difficult
M-45 Narrow Lane Road South Boulevard Woodley Rd/County Rd 39 Signs 4.78 Medium/Difficult
M-46 Old Creek Road Bell Road Sagewood Drive Signs 0.49 Not rated
M-47 Sagewood Dr Old Creek Road Woodmere Boulevard Signs 0.27 Medium
M-48 Woodmere Boulevard East Boulevard Carmichael Road Signs 1.23 Best
M-49 Carmichael Road East Boulevard Woodmere Boulevard Signs 0.75 Medium/Difficult
M-50 Burbank Drive Atlanta Highway Wares Ferry Road Signs 0.75 Medium/Difficult
M-51 County Road 18 County Rd.39/Woodley Rd. County Road 61 Signs 5.31 Difficult
M-52 County Road 61 US Highway 331 County Road 65 Signs 9.27 Medium
M-53 County Road 24 County Road 61 County Road 23 Signs 4.74 Medium
M-54 County Road 23 County Road 24 US Highway 331 Signs 5.72 Medium
M-55 County Road 24 County Road 23 Montgomery County Line Signs 6.37 Medium
M-56 County Road 27 County Road 23 US Highway 31 Signs 3.18 Medium
M-57 Alabama River Parkway North Boulevard Montgomery County Line Signs 3.66 Difficult
M-58 Perry Street Delano Ave Felder Ave Signs 1.36 Best

M-59
Ripley St, Lower Weumpka Rd, Ander. 
Rd

Upper Wetumpka Road US-231 Signs 8.92 Medium/Difficult

M-60 Adrian Lane/Patton Ave Narrow Lane Rd Oak Street Lanes/Signs 2.31 Medium
P-1 Midtown to Downtown Fieldcrest Dr Felder Ave Lanes/Signs 9.79 Not rated
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Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Proposed Bicycle Routes - Bicycle Suitability (2005)

Plan ID 

No.1
Road or Area Segment Starting Point Ending Point

Suggested 
Improvement

Mileage
Additional 2035 LRTP 
Analysis: Bicycle 

Suitability Rating2

P-2 Rails to Trails Spruce St Riverwalk Signs 2.4 Not rated
P-3 Hall St Interstate 85 High Street Lanes/Signs 0.4 Not rated

TOTAL 368.41
Notes:

the project is located (A = Autauga County, E = Elmore County, M = Montgomery County).  The estimated cost of projects presented within the Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan (MPO, September 2003) is approximately $600,000.  All projects within the MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, excluding M-60 (Adrian Lane/Patton Avenue) are for

1  Plan number refers to routes identified and mapped in the Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The first letter identifies the county in which the project is located 

2  A bicycle suitabilty rating was used to screen Montgomery Bicycle Plan projects during the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan update. A summary of the methodology utilized is 
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Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Proposed Bicycle Routes - Bicycle Suitability (2005)

Bicycle Suitability2 Summary Percent of Plan
Miles of 

Plan

Best 16.3% 60.02

Best/Medium 12.1% 44.62
Medium 41.0% 151.19
Medium/Difficult 16.2% 59.76
Medium/Very Difficult 1.8% 6.55
Difficult 18.8% 69.17
Difficult/Very Difficult 0.8% 3.09
Very Difficult 1.2% 4.37
Not rated 3.9% 14.19
Total 368.41

Bicycle Suitability Rating

Bicycle Suitability Factors Score
Less than 2,500 vehicles per day per 
lane (vpdpl)

4

Between 2,500 and 5,000 vpdpl 2
More than 5,000 vpdpl 0
Less than or equal to 30 mph 4
Between 30 and 40 mph 2
Greater than 40 mph 0
Local Streets and Collectors 4
Minor Arterials 2
Other (Major Arterials and Highways) 0

Suitability 
Factor 
Score

Level of Difficulty

3 to 4.0 Best conditions for bicycling
2 to 2.9 Medium conditions for bicycling
1 to 1.9 Difficult conditions for bicycling
< 1 Very difficult conditions for bicycling

Traffic 
Volume

Travel 
Speeds

Functional 
Class

The proposed bike routes in the Montgomery Study Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan were screened to determine a planning-level bicycle suitability rating. The suitability rating is 
based on three traffic criteria: traffic volumes, travel speeds, and functional classification. Each facility was assigned a score based on a range of values within each category. The 
average score for all three criteria was then grouped and assigned a suitability rating: Best, Medium, Difficult, or Very Difficult. 

The bicycle suitability rating can aid in determining which routes re most suitable for cyclists and can also be used to help prioritize implementation. However, the ultimate decision-
maker for determining whether a route is suitable is the rider. The implementation of the various segments of the bicycle plan are incumbent on funding availability and logical 
sequencing of projects to create a connected bicycle network.
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Appendix G Glossary 
 

 Air Quality Conformity - establishes a link between transportation planning and air 
quality standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  
Conformity is a means of ensuring that transportation activities funded through the 
U.S. Department of Transportation and its divisions do not worsen air quality or 
interfere with the purpose of the SIP for meeting EPA air quality standards.   

 Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) – the Federal legislation that 
established acceptable levels of certain criteria pollutants and the basis for EPA to 
develop air quality conformity rules.  

 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) – a general term that refers to a group of 
technological tools that can be integrated into transportation system management.  
Some ITS technologies include: changeable message signs, surveillance cameras, 
loop detectors, in-vehicle navigation systems and others. 

 Level of Service (LOS) – a qualitative measure to standardize the description of 
operator or transit passenger perceptions of conditions on a transportation system.  
LOS uses a scale of best to worst, from A to F to describe the conditions.  A LOS “A” 
on a roadway is generally described as free-flow conditions at the designated speed; 
LOS “F” is described as interrupted flow, “stop-and-go” traffic with speeds below the 
designated speed. 

 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) – a forum for cooperative 
transportation decision-making for a metropolitan area required for urbanized areas 
under federal legislation.  The MPO policy body membership must include 
representation of local elected officials, officials of agencies that administer or 
operate major transportation modes or systems (e.g. transit operators, sponsors of 
major local airports, maritime ports, and rail operators, among others), and the 
appropriate state officials.  The MPO is responsible for carrying out the transportation 
planning process and for developing and approving the transportation plan and TIP. 

 Metropolitan transportation plan – the official intermodal transportation plan that is 
developed and adopted through the metropolitan transportation planning process. 

 Mode Split – a way to summarize the use of an array of mobility alternatives 
(automobile, transit, bicycle, pedestrian) within the transportation system. 

 Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) – a measurement of the total hours spent by vehicles 
in the process of traveling along the roadway network. 

 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) – a measurement of vehicle travel made by all 
vehicles on the roadway network in the area for a specified time period. 

 State Implementation Plan (SIP) – implementation plan which contains specific 
strategies for controlling emissions of and reducing ambient levels of pollutant to 
satisfy Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements for demonstration of reasonable further 
progress and attainment. 
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 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) – the staged, multiyear, 
statewide, intermodal program of transportation projects which is consistent with the 
Statewide Transportation Plan and planning processes, and metropolitan plans, TIPs 
and processes. 

 Statewide Transportation Plan – official statewide, intermodal long range 
transportation plan that is developed through a statewide transportation planning 
process. 

 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) – techniques employed to reduce 
travel demand by changing patterns of use of the transportation system.  Programs 
that encourage alternative transportation modes to single occupant vehicle usage such 
as carpooling and telecommuting as well as parking pricing policies are examples of 
TDM tools. 

  Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) – legislation authorizing 
the Federal surface transportation programs for highway, highway safety, and transit 
for a six-year period (1998-2003). 

 Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP) – staged, multiyear, intermodal 
program of transportation projects that is consistent with the metropolitan 
transportation plan. 

 Transportation Management Area (TMA) – an urbanized area with a population 
over 200,000 (as determined by the last decennial census) or other area when the 
TMA designation is requested by the Governor and the MPO (or affected local 
officials), and officially designated by the Administrators of the FHWA and the FTA. 

 Travel demand forecasting - employing a computer simulation model to examine 
possible future outcomes for the transportation system based on land use, economic 
and population inputs.  

 Urbanized Area – An area with population exceeding 50,000 as defined by the 
decennial census. 

 Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C) – the relationship between the existing or forecasted 
volume of traffic on a transportation facility to its theoretical capacity, expressed as a 
decimal. 

 


