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Active Travel and Modeling

Bike Ride on U.S. Highway 160. (2019). Jerry McBride.
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« Models initially developed for congestion
management
« Active travel options are an afterthought

« This leaves us with some questions:
. . Van Brunt Street, Brooklyn. (2022). The City of New York.
- |s active travel considered as robustly as e
vehicular travel?

« Are these models focusing on the right
reasons people do or don’t choose to use
active travel?

« Can these models create accurate estimates
for active travel projects?

If you can’t fully represent active transportation impacts,
you can’t fully show potential GHG reduction effects
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Methodology

1.

Review Long-Range Regional
Transportation Plans (LRTPs) and TDM
documentation for 60 MPOs

» Model type

 Active travel presence and factors in
model

 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
metrics

Compare with active travel infrastructure
presence

Analyze best practices and highlight
faults




What forecasting methods are used?
What are their capabilities?

e 37% of MPOs Large 228 (35% (Hybrid = 3 (6%)
don’t use a model

or don't model
different modes

e 47% of MPQOs oSt T
model active

travel modes
« 35% of MPOs
consider walking
and biking as
separate modes. (Small

1
No Model Used = 5 (10%) |
—
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Walk + Bike te = 18 (35%)

"'IWa|k + Bike -me = 4 (8%)

S| Only Walk =1 (2%) |

[Only Walk Sometimes = 1 (2%)]

[ No Walk or Bike = 8 (16%) |

| No Mode Choice = 14 (27%)]

—
No Model. = 5 (10%) |
I
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What forecasting methods are used?
What are their capabilities?

e 2% consider all - [Distance, Actual and Perceived Safety, 2 (3.9%)

three “key factors”
_Walk + Bike Se -te 18 -35.3%|
« 15.7% calculate :

distance using
.a.Ctlve travel hads with no/Highway, 2 (3.9%)|
infrastructure

. On|y 1 model that HWaIk+Bike ;ILS:J.meAﬁ_a%)J

1. separates \
waFI)k/bike ' S Griy Walk, 3 (3.9%)]

E:nOde.Z [Medium, 16 (31.4%) | [No Distance or Safety, 2 (3.9%)]
onsidaers -

. No Walk or Blkem
distance on
active travel
routes

Considers Not Modeled/No Distance, 30 (58.8%))
actual safety [ No Mode Choice, 14 (27.5%) | 8 (54.9%

Considers
perceived
safety

[Active Travel Route, 8 (15.7%)]

Distance and Actual Safety, 4 (7.8%) |

|Roads,11 (21.6%)]

(Small,
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Questions?

Research done in collaboration with
Dr. Greg Rowangould.

This study was funded by a grant from the National
Center for Sustainable Transportation (NCST), supported
by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
through the University Transportation Centers program.

Special thanks to the Richard Barrett Scholars program for
undergraduate research skill development.
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