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Report for Long Range Plan Survey

Complet ion Rat e: 72.6%

 Complete 283

 Partial 107

T ot als: 390

Response Counts



1. How should transportation investment be focused in Acadiana?
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2. How should transportation investment be focused in Acadiana? - Text
Analysis
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3. What transportation improvements are most important to you?
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4. Are there any specific, non-motorized, or transit improvements which
you think should/should not be made?
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5. What are your thoughts on the current transportation network
including roadway, non-motorized, and public transportation
infrastructure?
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6. What regional/local issues do you think are affecting transportation?
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Item
Overall
Rank

Rank
Distribut ion Score

No. of
Rankings

Roadway reconstruction/maintenance projects
(preservation of  existing roads)

1 918 292

Roadway capacity projects (adding or
expanding roads)

2 796 302

Non-motorized projects (i.e. bike/pedestrian
facilities including sidewalks etc..)

3 643 290

Public transit projects (i.e. buses, transit
facilities, carpool services)

4 611 297

    

7. How would you prioritize the following categories of projects? (Rank 1-
4, with 1 being the most important, 2 being second most important, etc.)

Lowe
st
Rank

Highe
st
Rank
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Reliability of
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Asset
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Transportat ion
Planning
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Develop a
Transportat ion
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Promotes
Environmental
Sustainability
and Resiliency

Remove
Congest ion
and
Improve
Operat ions

Reduce
Project
Delays
and
Improve
the
Project
Delivery
Process

Row
1

   


Count: 291
Not
Applicable:
0

    
Count: 283
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 276
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 285
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 295
Not
Applicable: 0

   


Count: 283
Not
Applicable:
0

8. In your opinion, which Long Rang goals and objectives are most
important?



 
Roads &
Streets

Bike paths &
Sidewalks

Public T ransit
Services

Traf f ic Signs
& Signals

Parking & Bicycle
Facilit ies

Row
1

    
Count: 305
Not
Applicable:
0

    
Count: 300
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 289
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 301
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 295
Not Applicable: 0

9. On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the quality of the following within the
Acadiana region (1 star being the lowest and 5 stars being the highest
quality)



Item
Overall
Rank Rank Distribut ion Score

No. of
Rankings

Maintenance & Resurfacing of  Existing
Roads

1 1,425 299

Re-designing Roads to Reduce
Congestion

2 1,306 296

Upgrading Traff ic Signals & Signs to
Improve Safety

3 927 295

Supporting Non-Motorized
Development

4 920 293

Improving/Adding/Expanding Public
Transit Services

5 842 295

Consideration of  Environmental
Impacts

6 801 293

    

10. Rank the following from 1-6 in order of importance to you. (Starting
from the top, 1 being most important, 2 being second most
important, etc.)

Lowest
Rank

Highest
Rank



 

Revitalizat ion of
Downtown &
Main Streets

Servicing the
exist ing
transportat ion
inf rastructure

Building more
f acilit ies f or
walking &
bicycling

Construct ing new
transportat ion
inf rastructure

Row
1

    
Count: 297
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 297
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 295
Not Applicable: 0

    
Count: 301
Not Applicable: 0

11. Rate what you think about the following transportation development
strategies to address transportation issues. (1 showing low support & 5
showing strong support)



12. In your opinion, which transportation issues require the most
attention in future development (select 4 choices)

P
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Value  Percent Responses

Distance Traveled Between Destinations 57.6% 171

Safety & Reducing Crashes 77.4% 230

Cost of  Transportation Infrastructure 55.6% 165

Lack of  Choices in Transportation Modes 57.6% 171

Urban Development Conflicting with Transportation System 69.7% 207

Other 21.2% 63



13. If you had the authority to fund transportation improvements, which
of the following would you fund? (Select 3 choices)
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Value  Percent Responses

Street Appearance 24.0% 72

Safety Improvements 44.7% 134

New Streets 30.0% 90

Technology to Reduce Congestion 57.0% 171

Expand Current Transit Service 23.7% 71

Better Coordination of  Transportation Infrastructure and Land
Use

37.3% 112

Maintain Existing Facilities 47.7% 143

Construct Bike Lanes & Sidewalks 40.7% 122

Other 6.0% 18



14. What part of the Acadiana Region do you live in? 

2% Maurice2% Maurice

5% Scott/Ossun/Duson5% Scott/Ossun/Duson

2% West Lafayette Parish2% West Lafayette Parish

27% South Lafayette City27% South Lafayette City

16% Youngsville16% Youngsville
7% Broussard7% Broussard

3% Breaux Bridge3% Breaux Bridge

5% New Iberia and Eastern Iberia
Parish
5% New Iberia and Eastern Iberia
Parish

1% Western Iberia Parish1% Western Iberia Parish

20% North and Central Lafayette
City
20% North and Central Lafayette
City

9% North Lafayette Parish9% North Lafayette Parish

4% Sunset/Grand Coteau4% Sunset/Grand Coteau

Value  Percent Responses

Maurice 1.8% 5

Scott/Ossun/Duson 4.7% 13

West Lafayette Parish 1.8% 5

South Lafayette City 26.8% 74

Youngsville 16.3% 45

Broussard 6.9% 19

Breaux Bridge 2.9% 8

New Iberia and Eastern Iberia Parish 4.7% 13

Western Iberia Parish 0.7% 2

North and Central Lafayette City 20.3% 56

North Lafayette Parish 9.4% 26

Sunset/Grand Coteau 3.6% 10

  T ot als: 276



 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 5 4

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 6 4

15. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 12 9

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 15 9

16. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 5 7

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 9 7

17. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 2 4

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 3 4

18. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 67 62

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 133 62

19. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 34 37

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 64 37

20. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 16 13

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 30 13

21. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 0 0

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 0 0

22. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.



 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 0 0

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 0 0

23. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.



 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 7 7

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 9 7

24. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 2 2

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 1 2

25. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 8 20

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 28 20

26. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 58 41

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 90 41

27. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







 Value Count  Comment

Good Traff ic Flow 6 7

 Value Count  Comment

Bad Traff ic Flow 7 7

28. How do you feel about the traffic congestion in your area? Click on
an area of the map and select "Good Traffic Flow" and click areas with
good traffic movement and select "Bad Traffic Flow" to show areas
with more congestion/bad flowing traffic.







29. What type of bike facilities would you like to see in your community?
Choose one image that best represents the type of facility you would like
to see.

13% Striped Bike Lane (Example:
Bertrand)
13% Striped Bike Lane (Example:
Bertrand)

31% Separated Bike Lane
(Example: St. Mary)
31% Separated Bike Lane
(Example: St. Mary)

6% Shared Road Symbol
(Example: Simcoe)
6% Shared Road Symbol
(Example: Simcoe)

50% Off Road Bike Path
(Example: Cajundome)
50% Off Road Bike Path
(Example: Cajundome)

Value  Percent Responses

Striped Bike Lane (Example: Bertrand) 12.6% 34

Separated Bike Lane (Example: St. Mary) 30.9% 83

Shared Road Symbol (Example: Simcoe) 6.3% 17

Off  Road Bike Path (Example: Cajundome) 50.2% 135

  T ot als: 269



30.  Email Address to stay informed on MPO Action!
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1.0  Introduction and Model Overview 
1.1 Introduction 
This report includes a description of the procedures used in developing the updated demographics and 
travel estimates used in the 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for the Lafayette urbanized 
area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the Acadiana Planning Commission (APC).  It also 
describes the relationship between planning data and trip making, and the calibration and testing of the 
model.  This report does not include how to operate the model. 

1.2 Model Overview 
The Lafayette MPO Travel Demand Model (TDM) is being updated for use in the MPO’s new 2050 MTP.  
The new TDM is an update of the model used in the previous MTP.  The updated model was calibrated 
and validated to meet the requirements established by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
uses the calibration and validation parameters described in the latest Minimum Travel Demand Model 
Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee1. 

 

  

 

1 http://tnmug.utk.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/47/2017/06/MinimumTravelDemandModel2016.pdf 

The updated TDM uses a 2020 base year.  Additional updates to the TDM 
include:  

• updated master roadway network;  

• updated traffic analysis zones; 

• updated socioeconomic data and trip rates; and  

• updated turn penalties, time penalties, capacity factors, and external 
trip data. 
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The Lafayette MPO TDM is based upon the conventional trip-based four-step modeling approach. 

Broadly, the main model components fall within the following four categories: 

 

The TDM’s focus is on the region’s highway network due to a limited number of transit trips. As a result, 
a transit element has not been included, eliminating the Mode Choice step.  The TDM was developed in 
TransCAD 8.0 travel demand forecasting software and the model interface was developed using GISDK 
macros.

•The process of estimating trip productions and 
attractions at each Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ)Trip Generation

•The process of linking trip productions to trip 
attractions for each TAZ pair.Trip Distribution

•The process of estimating the number of trips by 
mode for each TAZ pair.

•This process allows the model to calculate transit 
trips.

Mode Choice

•The process of assigning auto and truck trips onto 
specific highway facilities in the region.Trip Assignment
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2.0  Traffic Analysis Zones and Socioeconomic Data 
2.1 Study Area and Traffic Analysis Zones 
The accuracy necessary for generating trips from planning data requires it to be aggregated by small 
geographic areas.  In the TDM these areas are called Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs).  

 

The 2050 MTP study area is the same as that of the 2040 MTP effort.  However, the TAZ structure has 
been revised.  The Lafayette study area was divided into 1,169 TAZs with:  

• 13 in Acadia Parish 

• 175 in Iberia Parish 

• 765 in Lafayette Parish 

• 33 in St. Landry Parish 

• 161 in St. Martin Parish 

• 22 in Vermilion Parish 

 

Additionally, there are 42 external stations.  A map of the TAZs is shown in Figure 2.1. 

TAZs are generally homogeneous areas and were delineated based on:  

• population,  

• land use,  

• census geography, 

• physical landmarks, and  

• governmental jurisdictions. 
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Figure 2.1:  MPO Study Area 
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2.2 Base Year (2020) Model Socioeconomic Data Update 
The previous TDM had a 2010 base year that used housing, income, employment, and school 
attendance data as model inputs.  These values were updated to reflect the new base year, 2020.  This 
section describes the procedures used to update the model files to create the updated base year 
socioeconomic data. 

Household Data Update 

Development of population and household data for the TDM effort started with obtaining housing data 
from the Melissa database.  This data was geocoded and uploaded to Geographic Information System 
(GIS) layers to place each dwelling unit at its physical location.  The GIS layers were then checked for 
accuracy using aerial imagery and local knowledge.  College apartments were removed since the 
occupants are considered part of the group quarters population. 
 
Once the accuracy checks were completed, the housing data was aggregated to the block group level 
and compared to 2019 ACS estimates and Census data sources.  Where large differences were observed, 
the cause for the difference was explored and it was determined these differences are the result of:  

• the one-year difference between the 2019 ACS and 2020 Melissa data,  

• large apartment complexes not shown in the ACS data sources, or 

• over counting in some blocks in the Census data. 

The overall Parish-level and study area-level dwelling unit (DU) counts were close to the Census 
estimates, leading to the determination DU totals were sufficient.  Using Census 2010 occupancy 
percentages and average household sizes by TAZ, the 2020 population in each TAZ by Melissa data was 
estimated.  This was used to determine the proportion of the population in each TAZ based upon the 
Parish it is located in.  

The 2050 MTP uses total population as a control total to determine housing units.  The Census 2020 
total population by Parish was not available at the time of the model development, leading to the use of 
historical American Community Survey (ACS) data, by year, from 2010 through 2019, to determine a 
2020 population estimate.  The average growth rate for each Parish obtained from the ACS data was 
used to extrapolate the 2019 population to 2020, providing the total population for each Parish.  Using 
the relative percentage of population within the study area to that of the entire Parish from 2010, the 
2020 study area populations were determined by applying the percentage to the Parish control 
total.The proportion of the population in each TAZ calculated from the Melissa data was then applied to 
the control total population to obtain the total population in each TAZ.  Households and total dwelling 
units were derived from these population totals by using the Census 2010 occupancy percentages and 
average household sizes by TAZ.  Table 2.1 displays the base year population control totals, by Parish, for 
entire parishes and their study area portions. 
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Table 2.1: Study Area Total Population Control Totals, Base Year 2020 

Parish 
Total Population 

Parish 

Total Population 

Study Area 
Acadia 62,594 2,694 

Iberia 70,754 58,319 

Lafayette 249,716 249,716 

St Landry 82,838 7,640 

St Martin 54,152 42,808 

Vermilion 60,454 5,056 

Total 580,508 366,233 

  Source: APC; NSI, 2021 

Employment Data Update  

The employment values used in the model were updated using data purchased from InfoUSA and 
adjusted to meet the control totals derived from Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) 
data. 

The TDM used InfoUSA data for all six (6) parishes to locate employment within the study area.  This 
data reflects January 2020 prior to the COVID-19 “lockdown” orders or changes in employment status 
caused by the pandemic.  This data was imported into GIS and then checked for accuracy.  Additional 
checks for larger employers were conducted to ensure they were in the right location and that their 
employment values match known data from the local Chambers of Commerce.  The employment by TAZ 
and type was calculated.  These values were then adjusted for the Parish to meet the control totals 
established by APC based on the QCEW data.   

Table 2-2 displays the study area base year control totals.  For modeling purposes, employment 
variables were differentiated into the following categories: 

• Agriculture, Mining and Construction (NAICS 11, 21, 23) 

• Manufacturing, Transportation/Communications/Utilities, and Wholesale Trade (NAICS 31-33, 
48-49, 22, 42) 

• Retail Trade (NAICS 44-45, NAICS 722) 

• Government, Office, and Services (NAICS 51-56, 61, 62, 71, 721, 81, 92) 

• Other Employment (NAICS 99) 
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Table 2.2: Study Area Employment Control Totals, Base Year 2020 

Parish Total Employment 
Acadia 547 

Iberia 23,597 

Lafayette 132,852 

St Landry 1,107 

St Martin 10,504 

Vermilion 1,033 

Total 169,640 

  Source: InfoUSA, 2020; NSI, 2021 

School Enrollment Data Update 

The TDM obtained school attendance data from the U.S. Department of Education.  School attendance 
figures include:  

• Public and private elementary, middle, and high schools. 

• Colleges and universities. 

• Vocational and business schools.   

Total school attendance in the study area in 2020 was 91,823 students; with:  

• 605 in Acadia Parish 

• 11,895 in Iberia Parish 

• 66,853 in Lafayette Parish 

• 1,610 in St. Landry Parish 

• 8,781 in St. Martin Parish 

• 2,079 in Vermilion Parish 

For modeling purposes, the school attendance is measured by the number of students attending a 
school in a traffic zone, and not by the number of students residing in a traffic zone.  School enrollment 
at the University of Louisiana at Lafayette is split between the relevant TAZs based upon student parking 
availability, including Cajun Field. 
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3.0  Roadway Network 
3.1 Network Line Layer 
The simulation of travel patterns in a computer model requires a representation of the street and 
highway system in digital format. The TransCAD model creates such a network from a geographic line 
layer in GIS.  The line layer dataview records contain descriptive information for each link and its 
properties.  Turn prohibitions are also coded into the network at locations where certain movements 
are not allowed or physically cannot be made.   

 

These adjustments included: 

• number of lanes, 

• speeds, 

• functional classification to the most up-to-date data, 

• volume-delay function parameters (alpha and beta values), 

• new capacity factors, and 

• daily traffic counts and traffic stations (where necessary). 

The updated TDM continues to use a master network in the model’s setup folder.  This line layer 
contains the records for all roadway links used in the TDM process.  The master network contains the 
data for the base year, Existing Plus Committed network, and all roadway test projects.  Figure 3.1 
displays the base year roadway network links and link functional classifications used in the TDM. 

3.2 Functional Classification 
Each link in the model’s roadway network was assigned a functional classification based on the system 
maintained by the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD).  The functional 
classifications used in the TDM are shown in Table 3.1. 

 
  

Adjustments were made to the model network to update the base year for 
accuracy.   
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Figure 3.1:  Roadway Network and Functional Classification, Base Year  



 

2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan - Technical Report #1 

Acadiana Planning Commission 

10 

 

Table 3.1: Functional Classification Used in MPO Model 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 **NOTE: Ramps follow the same functional classification as the primary roadway they connect to. 

  Source: FHWA; LADOTD, 2021 

3.3 Model Link Speeds and Capacities 
Roadway speeds and capacities are important TDM inputs that affect the traffic assignment model. The 
posted speed, which is assumed to be the free flow speed, for each roadway link is contained In the 
network database. The model has been updated with new capacity factors, which are shown in Figure 
3.2.  The capacity inputs consider factors such as:  

• Roadway functional classification 

• Location of roadway in an urban or rural area 

• Number of lanes 

• Width of travel lanes 

• Presence of a median or dividing feature 

• Presence and width of shoulder on roadway

FHWA Functional Classification Description 
LADOTD Functional 

Classification Number 
Rural 01 Interstate 1 

02 Other Principal Arterial 2 

06 Minor Arterial 6 

07 Major Collector 7 

08 Minor Collector 8 

09 Local 9 

N/A Ramp 10 

Urban 11 Interstate 11 

12 Freeway/Expressway 12 

14 Principal Arterial 14 

16 Minor Arterial 16 

17 Urban Major Collector 17 

N/A Urban Minor Collector 18 

19 Local 19 

N/A Ramp 20 

Other N/A Centroid Collector 99 
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Figure 3.2: Model Capacity Factors 
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3.4 Centroid Connectors 
Centroid connectors are imaginary roadway network links that connect a TAZ's centroid to the adjacent 
roadway network at nodes. These links represent the local streets on the street and highway system 
that are not in the model network. Centroid connectors provide the model the ability to move trips 
generated from individual TAZs to the roadway network. Where centroid connectors access the model 
network is based on features such as neighborhood roadway entrances, driveways, and parking lots.    

During the TDM update, the centroid connectors were adjusted to match locations where traffic is most 
likely to access the model’s roadways.  This was accomplished by relocating the centroid for the TAZ to 
reflect the “center of mass” of developed land and/or moving the centroid connector roadway network 
access points to a location where trips generally enter or leave the TAZ. This changes the length of the 
centroid connectors and the travel times on the links to encourage modeled traffic to use certain access 
points to reflect the observed traffic.     

3.5 Traffic Counts 
The updated model contains traffic counts obtained from LADOTD and represent traffic volumes as close 
to pre-COVID 2020 as possible. The update process included the verification of count stations upon the 
existing TDM links and ensuring that the ADTs are assigned to the correct link, with adjustments made 
as necessary. 

3.6 Network Attributes 
Table 3.2 displays the network attributes used on the links in the TDM.  

Table 3.2: Model Link Attributes 

Attribute Name Description Input Type 

LENGTH 
Real (4 bytes) 
Segment length in miles 

Automatic 

DIR 

Integer (2 Bytes) 
 0 = Two way link 
 1 = One way link, AB fields will be used 
-1 = One way link, BA fields will be used. 

Automatic but user 
can override. 

FULL_NAME 
Character 
Street Name 

User 

DOTD Station 
Character 
DOTD Traffic Count Station 

User 

ADT_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
2020 Daily Traffic Count 

User 

ADT_Year 
Integer (4 bytes) 
ADT Count Year 

User 
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Attribute Name Description Input Type 

NETWORK_20 

Integer (2 bytes) 
1= Network Road link 
2= Centroid connector 
0 or null= Link will not be included in the model run 

User* 

AB_DOTD_FC_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Refer to Table 3.1 

User 

BA_DOTD_FC_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Refer to Table 3.1 

User 

DOTD_FC_DESC_20 
Character 
Refer toTable 3.1 

User 

MODEL_FC_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Model functional classification code 

User* 

MODEL_FC_DESC_20 
Character 
Model functional classification description 

User 

AB_CLASS_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Field denoting number of lanes and configuration in AB 
direction 

User 

BA_CLASS_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Field denoting number of lanes and configuration in BA 
direction 

User 

POSTED_SPEED_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Posted Link Speed (mph) 

User 

AB_SPEED_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Link speed (mph) in AB direction 

User* 

BA_SPEED_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Link speed (mph) in BA direction 

User* 

LANES_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Number of lanes for the roadway 

User 

AB_LANES_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Number of lanes in AB direction 

User* 

BA_LANES_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Number of lanes in BA direction 

User* 

ALPHA_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
BPR Function Parameter 

User* 

BETA_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
BPR Function Parameter 

User* 

AB_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Link travel time in AB direction 

Model 

BA_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Link travel time in BA direction 

Model 

AB_AM_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Morning link travel time in AB direction 

Model 
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Attribute Name Description Input Type 

BA_AM_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Morning link travel time in BA direction 

Model 

AB_MD_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Mid-day link travel time in AB direction 

Model 

BA_MD_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Mid-day link travel time in BA direction 

Model 

AB_PM_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Afternoon link travel time in AB direction 

Model 

BA_PM_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Afternoon link travel time in BA direction 

Model 

AB_NT_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Nighttime link travel time in AB direction 

Model 

BA_NT_TT_20 
Real (8 bytes) 
Nighttime link travel time in BA direction 

Model 

Fw_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for lane and shoulder width User 

Fhv_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for heavy vehicles User 

Fp_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for driver population User 

Fe_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for driving environment User 

Fd_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for directional distribution User 

Fctl_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for center turn lanes User 

Fpark_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity factor for on street parking User 

Fall_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Overall capacity factor User 

IDEAL_VPHPL_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Maximum capacity in vehicles/hour/lane User 

AB_VPHPL_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity in AB direction in vehicles/hour/lane User 

BA_VPHPL_20 Real (8 bytes) 
Capacity in BA direction in vehicles/hour/lane User 

IS_MANUAL_CAP_20 

Integer (2 bytes) 
0 or null= Model calculates the link capacity 
Any other value= Link capacity value input by User will be 
retained 

User* 

AB_CAPACITY_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Capacity in AB direction 

Model 

BA_CAPACITY_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Capacity in BA direction 

Model 
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Attribute Name Description Input Type 

AB_CAP_AM_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Morning capacity in AB direction 

Model 

BA_CAP_AM_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Morning capacity in BA direction 

Model 

AB_CAP_MD_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Mid-day capacity in AB direction 

Model 

BA_CAP_MD_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Mid-day capacity in BA direction 

Model 

AB_CAP_PM_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Afternoon capacity in AB direction 

Model 

BA_CAP_PM_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Afternoon capacity in BA direction 

Model 

AB_CAP_NT_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Night time capacity in AB direction 

Model 

BA_CAP_NT_20 
Integer (4 bytes) 
Night time capacity in BA direction 

Model 

DAILY_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily model volume Model 

AB_DAILY_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily model volume Model 

BA_DAILY_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily model volume Model 

DAILY_TOT_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily vehicle miles travelled Model 

DAILY_AB_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily vehicle miles travelled Model 

DAILY_BA_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily vehicle miles travelled Model 

DAILY_TOT_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily vehicle hours travelled Model 

DAILY_AB_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily vehicle hours travelled Model 

DAILY_BA_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily vehicle hours travelled Model 

DAILY_TOT_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily vehicle hours delay Model 

DAILY_AB_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily vehicle hours delay Model 

DAILY_BA_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily vehicle hours delay Model 

DAILY_AB_VOC Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional volume/capacity Model 

DAILY_BA_VOC Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional volume/capacity Model 
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Attribute Name Description Input Type 

DAILY_MAX_VOC Real (8 bytes) 
Higher of AB and BA volume/capacity Model  

DAILY_TRK_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily model truck volume Model 

AB_DAILY_TRK_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily model truck volume Model 

BA_DAILY_TRK_FLOW Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily model truck volume Model 

DAILY_TOT_TRK_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily truck miles travelled Model 

DAILY_AB_ TRK_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily truck miles travelled Model 

DAILY_BA_ TRK_VMT Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily truck miles travelled Model 

DAILY_TOT_ TRK_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily truck hours travelled Model 

DAILY_AB_ TRK_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily truck hours travelled Model 

DAILY_BA_ TRK_VHT Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily truck hours travelled Model 

DAILY_TOT_ TRK_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
Total daily truck hours delay Model 

DAILY_AB_ TRK_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
AB directional daily truck hours delay Model 

DAILY_BA_ TRK_VHD Real (8 bytes) 
BA directional daily truck hours delay Model 

Note:  
1. Each of the suffix “20” fields should be repeated for EC, VIS, and SCE suffixes as well. 
2. Volume-delay function parameter fields ALPHA_20 and BETA_20 are based on Bureau of Public Roads 
(BPR) function. 
3. In addition to the base year fields, each planned year should have a field called “PROJECT_[suffix]” of 
type Integer. This field should have a unique project number for each committed or planned project. 

  Source: NSI, 2021
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4.0  External Travel 
There are two (2) types of external travel trips: External-Internal (EI) trips and External-External (EE) 
trips.  EI trips have one end of the trip inside the study area, and the other outside.  EE trips pass 
through the study area and have no origin or destination within the study area itself.  Both trip types are 
assigned at external stations located on significant roadways that are at the study area's periphery.  
These stations represent most of the trips that are crossing the study area boundary. 

   

The locations of the TDM’s external stations are shown in Figure 4.1. 

External trips in the model are divided into auto trips (AUTO) and truck (TRK) trips.  Auto trips are those 
that are made in a personal vehicle.  While not actually an auto trip, commercial vehicle (CMVEH) trips 
are included in AUTO trips for the purposes of external trips and represent four-tire commercial 
vehicles.  Commercial vehicles include delivery and service vehicles.  Truck trips represent single-unit 
with six or more tires and multi-unit with three-plus axle combination trucks. 

 

Since there were no changes to the study area boundary, and no additional 
roadways were added to the network crossing the study area boundary, the 
external stations are the same as the previous model. 
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Figure 4.1:  Model External Stations  
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4.1 External-External Trips 
The 2050 MTP TDM uses StreetLight data as a seed matrix, combined with traffic counts from LADOTD 
stations, to create the 2020 trips between external stations.  External trips within the matrix are broken 
down by AUTO and TRK trips.  The data is stored in the External_2020.mtx file within the TDM. 

4.2 External-Internal Trips 
The EI attraction equations used in this model were derived from those of the 2040 MTP effort. In 
addition, EI trips were also separated into auto and truck trips based on the vehicle classification counts 
at external stations. 

The following EI attraction equations were used in the travel demand model for EIAUTO and EITRK trips. 

EIAUTO Attractions = 0.7760 * (OCCDU) + 0.7130 * (RET_EMP + RET_EMP2) +  

0.3840 * (OS_EMP) * 0.2230 * (AMC_EMP) + 0.6090 * (MTCUW) 

EITRK Attractions = = 0.0920 * (OCCDU) + 0.1140 * (RET_EMP + RET_EMP2) +  

0.0600 * (OS_EMP) * 0.0020 * (AMC_EMP) + 0.1480 * (MTCUW) 

Descriptions of the variables used in the equations were included in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.  Table 4.1 
displays the EI trips at each external station.
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Table 4.1: External Station EI Data 

TAZ ADT Percent 
Car 

Percent 
Truck Percent EE EI AUTO EI TRK 

2001 1,154 97.9% 2.1% 21.6% 886 19 

2002 541 97.9% 2.1% 33.1% 354 8 

2003 3,095 97.9% 2.1% 36.7% 1,918 42 

2004 3,514 97.9% 2.1% 50.9% 1,689 37 

2005 5,021 97.9% 2.1% 46.2% 2,642 57 

2006 41,328 90.1% 9.9% 17.5% 30,710 3,377 

2007 5,281 95.0% 5.0% 40.1% 3,006 158 

2008 2,218 94.4% 5.6% 30.3% 1,459 87 

2009 1,788 96.7% 3.3% 18.1% 1,416 48 

2010 3,394 98.0% 2.0% 22.6% 2,576 52 

2011 53,038 74.1% 25.9% 45.0% 21,648 7,548 

2012 1,874 95.0% 5.0% 19.6% 1,432 75 

2013 1,822 92.1% 7.9% 8.6% 1,532 132 

2014 879 98.0% 2.0% 19.0% 698 14 

2015 1,372 98.0% 2.0% 14.7% 1,146 23 

2016 1,521 98.0% 2.0% 7.2% 1,383 28 

2017 1,838 99.1% 0.9% 11.7% 1,608 15 

2018 5,436 96.5% 3.5% 8.2% 4,820 173 

2019 8,184 95.0% 5.0% 9.9% 7,007 369 

2020 23,394 85.3% 14.7% 24.1% 15,155 2,602 

2021 937 98.0% 2.0% 24.4% 694 14 

2022 2,115 98.0% 2.0% 13.7% 1,789 37 

2023 2,366 98.0% 2.0% 22.1% 1,806 37 

2024 14,641 88.8% 11.2% 27.4% 9,446 1,190 

2025 1,920 96.0% 4.0% 15.0% 1,568 65 

2026 3,616 96.5% 3.5% 13.3% 3,025 111 

2027 5,634 97.5% 2.5% 9.0% 5,000 129 

2028 1,607 97.4% 2.6% 17.8% 1,288 34 

2029 19,066 96.2% 3.8% 13.7% 15,820 625 

2030 1,958 96.2% 3.8% 30.0% 1,318 52 

2031 3,170 96.2% 3.8% 38.9% 1,862 74 

2032 2,717 97.6% 2.4% 19.1% 2,146 52 

2033 1,020 98.0% 2.0% 31.2% 688 14 

2034 1,223 98.0% 2.0% 29.8% 841 17 
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TAZ ADT Percent 
Car 

Percent 
Truck Percent EE EI AUTO EI TRK 

2035 298 98.0% 2.0% 9.8% 263 5 

2036 1,813 99.0% 1.0% 8.9% 1,635 16 

2037 5,461 95.6% 4.4% 9.9% 4,704 219 

2038 78,652 80.4% 19.6% 35.9% 40,526 9,866 

2039 427 97.4% 2.6% 15.3% 352 10 

2040 1,793 97.4% 2.6% 20.4% 1,389 38 

2041 1,042 95.9% 4.1% 30.8% 692 30 

2042 3,122 98.3% 1.7% 24.6% 2,313 40 

Source: LADOTD; StreetLight; NSI, 2021
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5.0  Trip Generation 
This section describes the procedures used to determine the number of trips that begin or end in a given 
traffic zone.  Trip generation is the estimation of the amount of person trips that are produced and 
attracted to each TAZ. Trip rates for the various types of trips are based upon the land use properties 
and demographic characteristics of each TAZ.  

 

Home-based trips are those that have one trip end located at the traveler’s household.  Examples of 
home-based trips include travel from home to work, shopping, or other personal business.  Non-home-
based trips include travel to and from any location that does not involve the traveler’s household.  
Examples of these trips can include travel from work to shopping, from school to daycare, and from 
work to a lunch location. 

5.1 Internal Travel Model 
For home-based trips, the productions refer to the home end, and the attractions refer to the non-home 
end of the trip. For NHB, CMVEH, and TRK trips, productions and attractions refer to the origin and 
destination, respectively.  

The model uses cross-classification trip production models for the home-based and non-home-based 
trip purposes.  This means that trip rates that vary by household type are applied at the zonal level.  The 
trip attraction models are linear regression equations that relate zonal employment, school enrollment, 
and households to trip attractions. For the commercial vehicle and freight vehicle trip purposes, the 
model applies a linear regression equation that relates zonal employment and households to trip 
productions and attractions.  These equations are based on the Quick Response Freight Manual II.  

The trip production and attraction models used in the 2050 TDM are displayed in Table 5.1

The model considers the following internal trip purposes: 

• Home-based Work (HBW) 

• Home-based Other (HBO) 

• Non-home-based Work (NHB) 

• Non-home-based Other (NHBO) 

• Home-based School (HBSCH) 

• Commercial Vehicle (CMVEH) 

• Truck (TRK) 
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Table 5.1: MTP 2050 Travel Demand Model Trip Rates 

 OCC
DU 

RET 
EMP 

OS 
EMP 

AMC 
EMP 

MTCUW 
EMP 

OTH 
EMP SCHATT 

WRK0 

VEH0 

WRK0 

VEH1 

WRK0 

VEH2 

WRK0 

VEH3 

WRK1 

VEH0 

WRK1 

VEH1 

WRK1 

VEH2 

WRK1 

VEH3 

WRK2 

VEH0 

WRK2 

VEH1 

WRK2 

VEH2 

WRK2 

VEH3 

HH1 

SCHP0 

HH2 

SCHP0 

HH2 

SCHP1 

HH3 

SCHP0 

HH3 

SCHP1 

HH3 

SCHP2 

HH4 

SCHP0 

HH4 

SCHP1 

HH4 

SCHP2 

HH4 

SCHP3 
  Employment  Household Breakdowns 

Productions 

HBW 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.020 0.060 0.060 0.150 1.230 1.240 1.310 1.710 2.000 2.100 2.430 3.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

HBO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.607 2.875 3.349 2.875 4.997 3.534 3.188 5.158 6.950 10.315 

HBSCH 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.061 0.371 0.111 0.610 0.759 0.111 0.615 1.253 1.691 

NHBW 0.000 1.220 0.904 0.904 0.904 0.904 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NHBO 1.335 2.359 0.767 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

CMVEH 0.210 0.685 0.303 0.839 0.708 0.303 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

TRK 0.010 0.016 0.002 0.044 0.026 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Attractions 

HBW 0.000 2.304 1.124 1.124 1.124 1.124 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

HBO 1.883 3.347 0.713 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

HBSCH 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.718 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NHBW 0.000 1.220 0.904 0.904 0.904 0.904 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NHBO 1.335 2.359 0.767 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

CMVEH 0.210 0.685 0.303 0.839 0.708 0.303 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

TRK 0.010 0.016 0.002 0.044 0.026 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

  Notes:  OCCDU refers to Households in the TAZ 

 Employment classifications defined in Section 2.2 

 WRK2 refers to households with two or more workers 

 VEH3 refers to households with three or more workers 

 HH4 refers to households with four or more persons living in the home 

 SCHP3 refers to households with three or more school-aged children living in the home 

Source: NSI, 2021 
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5.2 Special Generators 
A special generator is a land use with unusually low or high trip generation characteristics when 
compared to the established trip generation rates. For the Lafayette TDM, there were several locations 
identified as special generators.  These special generators can be found in the SG_[Year].bin files 
included with the model.  These special generators add trips to each Traffic Analysis Zones based on: 

• Hospital beds 

• Daily flights out of airports 

• Parking for the University of Louisiana at Lafayette 

5.3 Balancing Productions and Attractions 
Productions and attractions are balanced at the study area level for all trip purposes.  This means that 
the area-wide trip attractions match the amount of area-wide trip productions.  All trips within the 2050 
TDM effort are balanced by holding the productions as a constant.  Table 5.2 shows the daily trips by trip 
purpose before and after balancing. 

Table 5.2: Balanced Productions and Attractions 

Trip Purpose Before Balancing After Balancing 
Productions Attractions Productions Attractions 

HBW 238,826 232,500 238,826 238,826 

HBO 552,843 470,952 552,843 552,843 

NHBW 164,569 164,569 164,569 164,569 

NHBO 355,028 355,028 355,028 355,028 

CMVEH 112,489 112,489 112,489 112,489 

TRK 3,510 3,510 3,510 3,510 

HBSCH 53,772 53,771 53,772 53,772 

Source: NSI, 2021 

5.4 Summary 
Two separate documents were used In the calibration and validation of the Lafayette MPO TDM.  The 
first is the Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee, 
which was last updated in 2016.  The second is the Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual, 2nd Edition.2  Using these guidelines, several key statistics for trip generation were 
monitored, which are shown in Table 5.3. 

 

2 Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual, 2nd Edition. Travel Model Improvement Program. 
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Table 5.3: Modeled vs Benchmark Trip Rates 
Trip Rate Modeled Low Benchmark High Benchmark 

Person Trips per Person 4.0 3.3 4.0 

Person Trips per Household 10.6 8.0 10.0 

 

HBW Trips 18.2% 12.0% 24.0% 

HBO Trips 46.3% 45.0% 60.0% 

NHB Trips 39.6% 20.0% 33.0% 

  Source: Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee; NSI, 2019 

These statistics are within the reasonable limits established by the Tennessee Model Users Group 
(TNMUG) guidance, except person trips per household and non-home-based, which is slightly off from 
the recommended benchmark range. No further adjustments were made since the model was 
performing well within all other benchmark ranges. 
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6.0  Trip Distribution 
The next step in travel demand modeling is the trip distribution process.  This function determines the 
destinations of trips produced in the trip generation model, and conversely, where the attracted trips 
originated.     

6.1 Gravity Model 
Many models are available for this process; however, the Lafayette MPO TDM effort used the traditional 
gravity model.   

This model employs two relationships, the first of which is indirect:   

The shorter the travel time to the destination zone, the greater the number of trips will be 
distributed to it from the origin zone.   

The second relationship is a direct one:  

The more attractions there are in a destination zone, the more trips will be distributed to it from 
the origin zone. 

The generalized equation for this model is: 

 

Where:         Tij = Trips distributed between zones i and j 

Pi = Trips produced at zone i 

Aj = Trips attracted to zone j 

Fij = Relative distribution rate (friction factors or impedance function) reflecting 
impedance between zone i and zone j 

Kij = Calibration parameter 

n = Total number of zones in study area 

 

∑
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6.2 Shortest Path Matrix 
The TDM uses a travel time impedance matrix for each zonal pairing within the study area.  This matrix 
traced the shortest free-flow travel time path from zone i (the start of the trip) to zone j (the end of the 
trip).  These values are used in the calculation of Fij,as described in Section 6.1. 

6.3 Friction Factors  
Friction factors are another input used to calculate Fij. This is the first relationship that was mentioned 
for the gravity model.  These factors measure the probability of trip making at one-minute increments of 
travel time.   Friction factors in the gravity model are an inverse function of travel time and each unique 
trip purpose has its own friction factors. This TDM effort uses the gamma function to derive the friction 
factors. Calibration of a gamma impedance function involves estimating the three parameters of the 
gamma function; a, b, and c.  The gamma function parameter values used for each trip purpose are 
shown in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1: Gamma Function Friction Factors 

Trip Purpose a b c 

HBO 49,102.9681 1.4100 0.0945 

HBSCH 66,356.1238 0.7507 0.1627 

HBW 339,783.4165 -0.9192 0.1264 

NHBO 44,330.9948 1.3221 0.0824 

NHBW 41,059.3227 1.8810 -0.0171 

CMVEH 1,000.0000 0.0000 0.0800 

EIAUTO 80.7682 -1.9333 0.2051 

EITRK 8.7408 -2.1436 0.1824 

TRK 1,000.0000 0.0000 0.0300 

Source: NSI, 2021 

6.4 Terminal Times 
Terminal times reflect additional travel that is associated with a trip.  These can be events such as 
parking or walking to vehicles and/or facilities.  This factor was added to the beginning and end of each 
trip and is stored in a matrix used by the model.  This value was derived from the previous TDM and 
adjusted as needed.  Currently all terminal times are set to zero (0) minutes. 

6.5 Trip Length Frequency Distribution 
As mentioned previously, the gravity model develops friction factors in one minute increments and 
accommodates various trip lengths.  The average trip lengths obtained from the model are displayed in 
Table 6.2.  The average trip lengths were estimated based on travel survey data borrowed from the 
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Baton Rouge, Louisiana region and are also displayed in Table 6.2. Figures 6.1 through 6.3 show the 
modeled trip length frequency distribution for HBW, HBO, and NHB trips.   

Table 6.2: Average Trip Length by Trip Purpose 

Trip Purpose 
2020 Model 

Average Trip Length (min) 

2019 CRPC Survey 

Average Trip Length (min) 
HBO 9.7 9.8 

HBW 16.9 17.4 

NHB 9.8 9.7 

Source: NSI, 2021 
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Figure 6.1:  Modeled HBW Trip Length Frequency Distribution 
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Figure 6.2:  Modeled HBO Trip Length Frequency Distribution 
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Figure 6.3:  Modeled NHB Trip Length Frequency Distribution 
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6.6 Auto Occupancy Rates 
The trip rates calculated in the Trip Generation step for HBW, HBO, HBSCH, NHBW, and NHBO trips are 
in person trips.  In order for the TDM to assign vehicles to the roadway network, the amount of trips 
assigned must be in vehicle trips.  This process is done using auto occupancy factors.  It divides the 
amount of person trips by the corresponding occupancy factors shown in Table 6.3.   

Table 6.3: Model Auto Occupancy Factors 
Trip Purpose Auto Occupancy Factor 

HBW 1.135 

HBO 1.921 

NHBW 1.399 

NHBO 2.041 

CMVEH 1.000 

TRK 1.000 

HBSCH 2.298 

Source: NSI, 2021 
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7.0  Trip Assignment 
Trip assignment is the final step in the traditional four step planning model. 

   

The main input to these models is a matrix of flows that indicate the volume of traffic between Origin-
Destination (O-D) pairs. The other inputs to these models are network topology, link characteristics, and 
link performance functions.  

The trips between each O-D pair are loaded onto the network based on the travel time or impedance of 
the alternative paths that could carry this traffic.  The 2050 MTP model is a user equilibrium model with 
a generalized cost assignment that uses travel time as the cost. 

7.1 BPR Volume-Delay Functions 
The TDM link travel time was estimated by the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) Volume-Delay function.  
The values that were used in the BPR formula are determined by facility type.  The TDM uses the same 
alpha and beta values from the previous MTP effort, which are assigned by a roadway’s functional 
classification.  The assignment process used in the TDM analyzes link and intersection delay.  As traffic 
volume increases on a roadway and approaches its maximum capacity, the average speed on the 
roadway declines.  After a point, the roadway speed declines past that of the free flow speed and 
indicates congestion.   

The generalized equation for the BPR formula is: 

 

 

Where:          T = Congested travel time 

 = Free flow travel time 

v = Assigned link volume 

c = Capacity 

α, β= BPR coefficients 

 

 

0T

Traffic assignment models are used to estimate the traffic flows on a network. 
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This allows for the calculation of the roadway’s peak hour travel: 

Peak Hour Travel Speed = (Free Flow Speed)/  

The BPR coefficients used in the TDM are shown in Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1: BPR Volume-Delay Function Parameters 

Model Functional Classification Alpha Beta 

Rural Interstate 0.71 2.10 

Rural Principal Arterial 0.71 2.10 

Rural Minor Arterial 0.71 2.10 

Rural Major Collector 0.60 1.60 

Rural Minor Collector 0.60 1.60 

Rural Local 0.60 1.60 

Rural Other 0.60 1.60 

Rural On/Off Ramp 0.56 3.60 

Urban Interstate 0.71 2.10 

Urban Expressway 0.71 2.10 

Urban Principal Arterial 0.71 2.10 

Urban Minor Arterial 0.71 2.10 

Urban Collector 0.60 1.60 

Urban Local 0.60 1.60 

Urban Other 0.60 1.60 

Urban On/Off Ramp 0.56 3.60 

System Ramp 0.71 2.10 

Centroid Connector 0.15 4.00 

Source: NSI, 2021 

βα )(*1(
c
v
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8.0  Model Validation 

 

In practice, this means making the link assignment volumes approximate the traffic estimates, based on 
actual counts, within acceptable limits of deviation.  Generally speaking, the lower the volume, the 
greater the relative deviation that is acceptable.  Conversely, the greater the amount of traffic, the 
greater the degree of accuracy required.  This is because the ultimate purpose of the model is to 
determine whether additional vehicular capacity will be needed on any given roadway at a designated 
future date.   

Where existing volumes are low, the model assignment may deviate from actual conditions by 40 or 50 
percent without affecting the projected need for additional capacity.  On the other hand, in the case of a 
heavily traveled interstate route, a deviation of 20 percent may be significant (i.e., alter the projection of 
required capacity).  The validation process is intended to ensure that the model is performing within the 
limits that define acceptable ranges of deviation from observed “real-world” values. 

As stated previously, this modeling effort uses the Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and 
Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee and the Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual, 2nd Edition, as guidelines for the validation of TDMs.   

 

  

The purpose of model validation is to make the adjustments necessary to 
replicate the base-year traffic conditions as closely as possible. 

The following criteria were used to validate the Lafayette MPO TDM: 

• Percent Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) by ADT Group 

• Percent RMSE by Roadway Functional Classification 

• Percent Error/Deviation by ADT Group 

• Percent Error/Deviation by Functional Classification 



 

2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan - Technical Report #1 

Acadiana Planning Commission 

36 

 

8.1 Percent RMSE 
The RMSE measure was chosen because when comparing model flows versus counts, sometimes a 
direct aggregate sum by link group can be misleading. The sum of all traffic counts for a particular link 
group may be close to the sum of the corresponding traffic flows, but individual link flows may still be 
very different than their corresponding link count. However, the RMSE statistic does not convey 
information about the magnitude of the error relative to that of the counts. Therefore, the Percent Root 
Mean Square Error (Percent RMSE or % RMSE) is often computed. This measure expresses the RMSE as 
a percentage of the average count value. The Percent RMSE is defined below: 

 

Validation results by ADT group and functional class are shown in Table 8.1 and Table 8.2, respectively. 

Table 8.1: RMSE by ADT Group 

ADT Range Number of 
Observations Total Count Total Model 

Volume % RMSE % RMSE 
Limit1 

ADT<5,000 130 346,029 358,482 47.2 45.0 - 100.0 

5,000 <= ADT < 10,000 62 462,253 448,508 27.8 35.0 - 45.0 

10,000 < =ADT < 15,000 36 448,691 451,973 20.4 27.0 - 35.0 

15,000 < =ADT < 20,000 21 366,606 355,285 23.8 25.0 – 30.0 

20,000 < =ADT < 30,000 41 993,998 1,044,500 19.8 15.0 – 27.0 

30,000 < =ADT <40,000 28 991,098 922,761 17.6 15.0 – 25.0 

ADT>=40,000 4 179,948 187,932 10.3 10.0 – 20.0 

Areawide 322 3,788,623 3,769,440 26.7 35.0 – 45.0 

  Source: Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee; NSI, 2019 
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Table 8.2: RMSE by Functional Classification 

Functional Classification Number of 
Observations Total Count Total Model 

Volume % RMSE % RMSE 
Limit1 

Interstate 28 859,712 795,322 16.3 20 

Principal Arterial 81 1,687,212 1,736,483 21.6 30 

Minor Arterial 70 728,381 744,880 26.4 40 

Collector 99 421,923 397,090 40.3 70 

Local 44 91,395 95,665 45.2 N/A 

Areawide 322 3,788,623 3,769,440 26.7 35.0-45.0 

  Source: Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee; NSI, 2019 

1 % RMSE Limit is the maximum acceptable magnitude of the error relative to that of the counts conducted by LADOTD 

8.2 Percent Error 
The next measure of model validation is the percent error, or percent deviation, of the model’s assigned 
traffic volumes to the observed traffic counts.  Tables 8.3 and 8.4 display the validation results by ADT 
group and by facility category, respectively. 

Table 8.3: Percent Deviation by ADT Group 

ADT Range Number of 
Observations Total Count Total Model 

Volume 
% 

Deviation 
% Deviation 

Limit1 

ADT<1,000 130 346,029 358,482 3.6 200.0 

1,000 < =ADT < 2,500 62 462,253 448,508 -3.0 100.0 

2,500 <= ADT < 5,000 36 448,691 451,973 0.7 50.0 

5,000 <= ADT < 10,000 21 366,606 355,285 -3.1 25.0 

10,000 < =ADT <25,000 41 993,998 1,044,500 5.1 20.0 

25,000 < =ADT < 40,000 28 991,098 922,761 -6.9 15.0 

ADT>=40,000 4 179,948 187,932 4.4 10.0 

Areawide 322 3,788,623 3,769,440 -0.5 5.0 

  Source: Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee; NSI, 2019 
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Table 8.4: Percent Deviation by Functional Classification 

Functional Classification Number of
Observations Total Count Total Model 

Volume 
% 

Deviation 

% 
Deviation 

Limit1

Interstate 28 859,712 795,322 -7.5 +/- 7.0 

Principal Arterial 81 1,687,212 1,736,483 2.9 +/- 15.0 

Minor Arterial 70 728,381 744,880 2.3 +/- 15.0 

Collector 99 421,923 397,090 -5.9 +/- 25.0 

Local 44 91,395 95,665 4.7 N/A 

Areawide 322 3,788,623 3,769,440 -0.5 +/- 5.0 

  Source: Minimum Travel Demand Model Calibration and Validation Guidelines for State of Tennessee; NSI, 2019 

1 % Deviation Limit is the maximum acceptable magnitude of the error relative to that of the counts conducted by LADOTD 

With the exception to Interstate deviations, which is only slightly above the 
limit, the validation effort concluded that the Lafayette MPO study area travel 
demand forecasting model performs within the established limits of 
acceptable deviation from base-year estimated volumes. 



 

2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan - Technical Report #1 

Acadiana Planning Commission 

39 

 

9.0  Future Year Model Development 
Future year models were developed to forecast traffic that the study area will experience based on its 
anticipated growth. This includes forecast socioeconomic data, external travel, and special generator 
data.  Forecast models also require updates to the roadway network based on projects that are 
expected to occur or have allocated funding in the near future. 

9.1 Future Year Socioeconomic Data Development 
To adequately forecast future transportation system needs, future projections of demographic variables 
were developed for each Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ). 

Population and Employment Growth 

Parish-level and study area-level population and employment control totals for the year 2045 were 
developed in consultation with APC.  Later, the horizon year of the MTP was changed to 2050 and year 
2050 data was developed using extrapolation.  These forecasts were based on historical trends, national 
projections, and stakeholder input and were validated against third-party projections.  Areas in a Parish 
that are not included in the MPO study area were included in this analysis and then removed at the end, 
so that growth allocation for only the study area could be conducted. 

After setting control totals for the portion of each Parish in the study area, growth was then sub-
allocated to each TAZ in the travel demand model. 

• First, growth that has occurred since the base year was added, based upon local and MPO staff 
knowledge of recent development (Downtown Lafayette housing redevelopment, new personal 
protective equipment facilities, new Amazon distribution center, etc.) 

• Then, the remaining available growth was allocated through 2045, with an emphasis on areas 
that experienced growth from 2010 through 2020. 

o This reflects that currently growing areas will continue to grow until they have been 
built out.  

o Growth potential for every TAZ was measured both for population growth and 
employment growth; meaning a TAZ could experience no growth, growth of one type, 
or growth of both types. 

• Growth potentials, determined separately for population and employment, were defined as:  

o “Higher” in areas that received moderate to high growth from 2010 through 2020. 

o “Lower” for those that received low growth during that period. 

o “Unlikely” for those that received no growth or even declind during that period. 

o “Built-out” for those that have no remaining room to build or only have wetlands 
remaining. 
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• The MTP 2040 zones were used to determine the maximum growth a TAZ could receive, 
meaning that the maximum population or employment in 2040 would be considered the upper 
limit to build out a 2050 TAZ. 

• The available growth was allocated to “Higher” potential growth areas first until they reached 
their built-out value. 

• Once these zones reached their maximum population or employment, the process was repeated 
for “Lower” potential zones and then “Unlikely” potential zones if necessary until the control 
totals, by study area portions within each Parish, were met. 

• These 2045 totals were extrapolated to 2050 as a result of the horizon year change. 

Figures 9.1 and 9.2 show the projected growth in population and employment by TAZ to year 2045. 

School Enrollment Growth 

For all schools, enrollment growth was projected to grow at the same rate as the total population of the 
Parish it is located within. 

Table 9.2: Population Control Totals, Base and Forecast 

Population Control Totals 
 Full Parish  Study Area 

Parish 2020 2045 2020 2045 

Acadia 62,594 66,297 2,694 2,853 

Iberia 70,754 71,523 58,319 58,953 

Lafayette 249,716 307,105 249,716 307,105 

St. Landry 82,838 80,188 7,640 7,396 

St. Martin 54,152 60,277 42,808 47,650 

Vermilion 60,454 66,067 5,056 5,525 

Total 580,508 651,458 366,233 429,482 

Source: NSI, 2021 
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Table 9.2: Employment Control Totals, Base and Forecast 

Employment Control Totals 
 Full Parish  Study Area 

Parish 2020 2045 2020 2045 

Acadia 14,402 18,227 547 692 

Iberia 26,541 28,484 23,597 25,324 

Lafayette 132,852 168,068 132,852 168,068 

St. Landry 23,754 30,887 1,107 1,439 

St. Martin 11,793 18,467 10,504 16,448 

Vermilion 12,973 14,708 1,033 1,171 

Total 222,314 278,840 169,640 213,143 

Source: NSI, 2021
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Figure 9.1: Population Growth, 2020-2045 
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Figure 9.2: Employment Growth, 2020-2045 
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9.2 Existing Plus Committed (E+C) Network 
The base year network was defined as the street and highway system that existed in year 2020.  Once 
the base year network was calibrated, the E+C network was developed, which included committed 
projects. 

  

Committed projects were added to the base network using the following procedure: 

• New routes were coded with the proposed number of lanes, and with the posted speed and 
volume-delay function attributes that reflect the project’s functional classification. 

• Widened roadways change the number of lanes to the appropriate amount in each direction as 
well as the lane configuration field required by the network. 

• All E+C projects were flagged in the ‘PROJECT_EC’ field using a unique project ID. 

The committed projects are listed in Table 9.3 and shown in Figure 9.3. 

  

Committed projects are those improvements for which:  

• construction was either completed or begun since 2020,  

• a contract for construction has been awarded,  

• have completed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) phase, or  

• have funding for right-of-way and/or construction programmed in the 
MPO’s Transportation Improvement Program.   
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Table 9.3: Existing + Committed Projects 

Project 
ID 

Roadway Location Improvement 

1 St. Nazaire 
Extension Phase 1 LA 96 to LA 182 New 4 Lane Roadway 

2 St. Nazaire 
Extension Phase 2 LA 182 to Corne Rd New 4 Lane Roadway 

3 LA 89 Widening Young Street to Recovery Rd Center Turn Lane 

4 Mills St LA 328 to Doyle Melancon Rd New 2 Lane Roadway 

5 
Apollo Road  
Phase 2 and 3 

800 feet south of JB Road to  
Dulles St 

New 4 Lane Roadway 

6 LA 88 Curve 
Realignment 

Fremin Rd to 0.03 miles east of New Horizons 
Dr 

Realignment of LA 88 and 
Extension of Fremin Road 

7 US 90 Frontage 
Road Extension 

Frontage road terminus to  
LA 329 @ Frontage Road existing intersection 

Extend Frontage Road 

8 Bernard Road 
Extension  Albertson Pkwy to LA 182 New 4 Lane Roadway 

9 Bernard Road 
Extension  LA 182 to US 90 Center Turn Lane 

10 Larriviere Widening  LA 92 to Almonaster Center Turn Lane 

11 Airport Access 
Road Phase 1 

LA 675 to LA 3212 where a roundabout will be 
constructed to intersect with Grand Prairie 
Hwy 

New 5 Lane Roadway 

12 Airport Access 
Road Phase 2 

LA 3212 Roundabout to  
Hanger Drive 

New 5 Lane Roadway 

13 Champagne Blvd  
1.10 miles north of Belle Dr to  
Latiolais Dr 

New 2 Lane Roadway 

Source: APC, LADOTD 
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Figure 9.3: Existing + Committed Projects 



 

2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan - Technical Report #1 

Acadiana Planning Commission 

47 

 

9.3 External Station Growth 
The base year traffic counts at each external station were projected to 2025, 2035, and 2045 using 
growth factors developed based on historic traffic counts at the external stations.  Development of the 
growth rates used the following methodology: 

• Used current ADT counts at the external stations as well as historical ADT counts to determine 
the six-year growth rate and three-year growth rate of traffic at each external station. 

• Obtained the average of the two (2) growth rates and established that rate as the initial external 
station growth rate. 

• If the external station rate exceeded three (3) percent annually, the growth rate was adjusted to 
three (3) percent. 

• If the external station growth rate was less than one (1) percent, including negative growth 
rates, the external growth rate was adjusted to one (1) percent. 

• For some stations, three (3) percent annual growth rate produced unrealistic results or reflects 
recent explosive growth that is not expected to continue into the future. 

o Stations where this occurred further had the growth rate adjusted to reflect more 
reasonable expected growth. 

• These 2045 totals were extrapolated to 2050 as a result of the horizon year change. 

The final forecast growth rates for each external station and comparison of external travel forecast for 
the base year and target years is shown in Table 9.4. 

The total traffic at each station was then divided into EI and EE trips with the assumption that there 
would not be a significant change in the distribution from the base year. In addition, both EI and EE 
forecast trips were also separated into auto and truck trips. 
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Table 9.4: External Station Forecast Growth 

External Station Forecast Growth 
Rate 

2020 
Volume 

2025 
Volume 

2035 
Volume 

2045 
Volume 

2050 
Volume 

2001 2.4% 1,154 1,297 1,638 2,069 2,285 

2002 3.0% 541 627 843 1,133 1,278 

2003 1.0% 3,095 3,253 3,593 3,969 4,158 

2004 2.0% 3,514 3,880 4,729 5,765 6,283 

2005 2.0% 5,021 5,544 6,758 8,237 8,978 

2006 1.0% 41,328 43,436 47,981 53,000 55,516 

2007 1.0% 5,281 5,550 6,131 6,773 7,093 

2008 1.0% 2,218 2,331 2,575 2,844 2,979 

2009 1.0% 1,788 1,879 2,076 2,293 2,402 

2010 1.0% 3,394 3,567 3,940 4,353 4,560 

2011 1.0% 53,038 55,743 61,575 68,018 71,243 

2012 1.0% 1,874 1,970 2,176 2,403 2,517 

2013 1.0% 1,822 1,915 2,115 2,337 2,448 

2014 1.0% 879 924 1,020 1,127 1,180 

2015 1.0% 1,372 1,442 1,593 1,759 1,843 

2016 1.0% 1,521 1,599 1,766 1,951 2,044 

2017 1.7% 1,838 1,998 2,362 2,791 3,006 

2018 1.0% 5,436 5,701 6,272 6,899 7,215 

2019 2.3% 8,184 9,169 11,511 14,450 15,920 

2020 1.1% 23,394 24,734 27,649 30,907 32,539 

2021 3.0% 937 1,086 1,460 1,962 2,213 

2022 1.0% 2,115 2,223 2,455 2,712 2,841 

2023 1.0% 2,366 2,487 2,747 3,034 3,178 

2024 1.0% 14,641 15,388 16,998 18,776 19,668 

2025 1.1% 1,920 2,032 2,276 2,549 2,685 

2026 2.0% 3,616 3,992 4,867 5,932 6,466 

2027 1.0% 5,634 5,921 6,541 7,225 7,569 

2028 1.5% 1,607 1,734 2,020 2,352 2,519 

2029 2.9% 19,066 21,975 29,192 38,780 43,577 

2030 1.2% 1,958 2,079 2,343 2,641 2,790 

2031 3.0% 3,170 3,675 4,939 6,637 7,487 

2032 3.0% 2,717 3,150 4,233 5,689 6,418 
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External Station Forecast Growth 
Rate 

2020 
Volume 

2025 
Volume 

2035 
Volume 

2045 
Volume 

2050 
Volume 

2033 1.0% 1,020 1,072 1,184 1,308 1,370 

2034 3.0% 1,223 1,418 1,905 2,561 2,889 

2035 3.0% 298 345 464 624 704 

2036 2.7% 1,813 2,068 2,691 3,502 3,908 

2037 1.0% 5,461 5,740 6,340 7,003 7,337 

2038 1.0% 78,652 82,664 91,313 100,866 105,549 

2039 2.3% 427 478 601 754 831 

2040 1.0% 1,793 1,884 2,082 2,299 2,409 

2041 1.0% 1,042 1,095 1,210 1,336 1,400 

2042 1.0% 3,122 3,281 3,625 4,004 4,194 

Source: Lafayette MPO; NSI, 2019 

9.4 Future Year Model Runs 
The TDM was used to forecast traffic for the future years using the E+C network and forecast 
socioeconomic, external station, and special generator data.  Interpolation was used where necessary to 
obtain a future year scenario that occurred between the base year (2020), interim years (2025 and 
2035), or the original horizon year (2045).  A set of year 2050 socioeconomic data and external station 
volumes was created using extrapolation between the 2035 and 2045 data.  
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10.0  Test Project Development, Prioritization, and 
Scoring 

This chapter summarizes how committed and potential transportation projects were identified, 
prioritized, and scored. 

10.1 Project Identification 
A preliminary list of roadway projects was developed for capacity projects.  Projects included the 
following: 

• All capacity projects included in the current Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

• Projects from the previous MTP that the MPO wished to continue pursuing 

• Projects addressing needs frequently cited in public input 

• Projects identified in stakeholder consultation and in existing plans 

10.2 Roadway Capacity Project Prioritization and Scoring 
To maximize the selections of projects using the limited funding available within the MPA, roadway 
capacity projects were prioritized.  Table 10.1 shows the criteria and weights that were utilized to 
prioritize the identified roadway capacity projects.  This methodology is intended to support input 
received from the public outreach conducted by APC.   

The results of this prioritization exercise are shown in Table 10.2 and illustrated in Figure 10.1.  
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Table 10.1: Project Prioritization Criteria 
Criterion Rationale Measure Scoring Scale (Points Possible) 

0 5 10 15 20 

Congestion Reduction Prioritize projects that reduce 
congestion. 

Reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay from baseline 
conditions (Existing + Committed Network) 

Points awarded in increments of 5 based upon to be determined breaks in the data 
(Projects in the CMP will receive higher scores based on priority.) 

Benefit Cost Ratio 
Prioritize projects with congestion 
reduction benefits exceeding 
construction costs and maximize 
limited federal funds. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio: annual dollars saved from delay 
reduction divided by project cost. Points awarded in increments of 5 based upon to be determined breaks in the data 

Safety Benefits Prioritize projects that will improve 
safety conditions. 

Qualitative assessment based on crash data, bridge 
conditions, and engineering analysis. Minimal safety benefits Some safety benefits Moderate safety  

benefits 
Significant safety 

benefits 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Benefits 

Prioritize projects that will allow for 
incidental bike/ped improvements. 

Demand for biking, walking, and transit within 0.25 
mile of project based on aerial analysis and local 
knowledge. 

Minimal demand (or 
along Interstate or 

Expressway) 
Some demand Moderate or Significant 

demand   

Freight Benefits Prioritize projects that benefit the 
movement of goods. 

Reduction in Truck Hours of Delay from baseline 
conditions (Existing + Committed Network).  
Designation as part of the statewide freight network. 

Points awarded in increments of 5 based upon to be determined breaks in the data (projects that are 
part of statewide freight network automatically receive maximum points) 

 

Supports Existing Plans 
Prioritize projects that have been 
vetted in locally-adopted plans or  
existing studies and plans. 

In locally-adopted plan, previous MTP, or existing 
study/plan. 

Not in previous plan or 
study 

In previous MTP OR 
existing study/plan (not 
in comprehensive plan) 

In previous MTP AND 
existing study/plan (not 
in comprehensive plan) 

OR in local 
comprehensive plan 

 

Supports Transit Prioritize projects that support exsiting 
transit or future transit growth. 

Qualitative assessment of current transit system or 
future plans. 

Not on current or future 
transit route. 

On current or future 
transit route.   

Pavement Preservation Prioritize projects that maintain the 
existing system. Roadway pavement condition. Pavement in "Good" 

condition. 
Pavement in "Fair" or 

"Poor" condition. 
 

Environment & 
Environmental Justice 

Prioritize projects that reduce 
environmental damage or don't 
disproportionately affect communities. 

Qualitative assessment based on GIS analysis of 
environmental assets and Census data. 

More points will be awarded if the project is not impacting or close to 
environmentally sensitive issues or communities of concern. 

 

   

18%

18%

14%
9%

14%

9%

9%

4%
5%

Congestion Reduction Benefit Cost Ratio

Safety Benefits Bicycle and Pedestrian Benefits

Freight Benefits Supports Existing Plans

Environment Supports Transit

Pavement Preservation
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Table 10.2: Project Scoring Results 

Rank Project 
ID Source Location Limits Length 

(miles) Improvement Cost 
Congestion 
Reduction 

Score 

Benefit/
Cost 

Score 

Safety 
Benefit 
Score 

Bike/Ped 
Benefit 
Score 

Freight 
Benefit 
Score 

Plan 
Consistency 

Score 

Supports 
Transit 
Score 

Pavement 
Preservation 

Score 
Environmental 

Score 
Total 
Score 

1 101 City of 
Carencro 

Ambassador 
Caffery North Renaud to La 182 9.24 2 Lane Roadways  $52,549,604 20 10 15 0 15 5 0 0 7 72 

2 205 MPO LA 94 Louisiana to Bernard 8.20 Widen to 3 lanes $20,000,000 15 5 10 10 15 5 0 0 7 67 

3 203 MPO LA 339 
South of Vincent to  
LA 92 

1.70 Widen to 4 lanes $25,000,000 20 10 5 5 10 5 0 5 6 66 

4 201 MPO US 90 Wellhead to LA 88 4.50 Widen to 6 lanes $65,000,000 20 5 5 0 15 5 0 5 9 64 

5 107 City of 
Youngsville Widen Vincent LA 733 to LA 339 1.63 Widen to 3 lanes $5,553,231 15 5 15 10 5 0 5 0 8 63 

6 202 MPO LA 89 Ambassador to US 90 2.90 Widen to 4 lanes $40,000,000 20 5 5 10 10 0 0 5 6 61 

7 204 MPO LA 3184 
Overpass Overpass over I-10 0.30 Widen Overpass $50,000,000 15 5 10 0 10 5 0 5 8 58 

8 206 MPO LA 93 Overpass Overpass over I-10 0.30 Widen Overpass $50,000,000 15 5 10 0 15 0 0 5 8 58 

9 113 City of 
Scott 

St. Mary St 
Extension 

St. Mary St curve to 
Dronet 0.61 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $3,469,184 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 0 5 55 

10 118 City of 
Carencro 

Realignment of  
Gloria Switch Melanie to Lumina  0.40 Realignment of 

roadway $1,236,485 10 15 5 0 10 0 0 5 9 54 

11 108 City of 
Scott 

Le Violon 
Extension 

W Congress to  
Ile des Cannes Rd 

0.85 New 2 Lane 
Roadway $4,834,109 15 10 5 5 10 0 0 0 7 52 

12 105 City of 
Youngsville 

Fortune 
Extension 

LA 89 to  
Fairfield terminus 

0.55 Extension of 
Fortune Road $3,127,953 10 10 5 10 5 0 0 0 9 49 

13 121 City of 
Carencro 

Prejean Rd to 
Ambassador 
Extension 

Prejean Rd terminus to 
future Ambassador 
Caffery 

0.34 New 2 Lane 
Roadway $1,933,643 5 20 0 5 5 0 5 0 9 49 

14 110 City of 
Scott 

Lions Club 
Extension 

Lions Club Curve to 
Delhomme Ave 0.10 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $568,719 5 20 0 10 5 0 0 0 8 48 

15 117 City of 
Scott 

Renaud 
Extension East 

Renaud intersection 
with Roger to Renaud 
terminus 

0.22 New 2 Lane 
Roadway $1,251,181 10 15 0 5 5 0 0 0 9 44 

16 102 City of 
Carencro 

Realignment of  
Moss Street 

LA 98 to  
Thoroughbred Dr 

0.66 Realignment $2,040,201 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 5 8 33 

17 120 City of 
Carencro 

St. Anne 
Extension Guilbeaux to Frontage 0.35 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $1,990,515 10 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 9 29 

18 106 City of 
Scott 

Landry Road 
Realignment 

Landry to Dulles/Le 
Violon intersection  0.25 

Realignment of 
Landry/Le Violio 
Curve to Dulles 

$772,803 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 5 8 28 

19 112 City of 
Scott 

Westgate 
Extension Dulles to City Limits 0.36 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $2,047,387 5 5 0 5 5 0 0 0 8 28 

20 116 City of 
Scott 

Renaud 
Extension West Renaud curve to Mills 0.26 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $1,478,668 5 5 0 5 5 0 0 0 8 28 

21 103 City of 
Carencro 

Widen Moss 
Street 

LA 98 to Hector 
Connoly 1.09 Widen to 3 lanes $3,713,511 0 0 5 5 0 0 5 5 7 27 
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Rank Project 
ID Source Location Limits Length 

(miles) Improvement Cost 
Congestion 
Reduction 

Score 

Benefit/
Cost 

Score 

Safety 
Benefit 
Score 

Bike/Ped 
Benefit 
Score 

Freight 
Benefit 
Score 

Plan 
Consistency 

Score 

Supports 
Transit 
Score 

Pavement 
Preservation 

Score 
Environmental 

Score 
Total 
Score 

22 115 City of 
Scott 

Hancock 
Extension South 

Existing Frontage Rd to 
south of recreation 
facilities 

0.40 New 2 Lane 
Roadway $2,274,875 5 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 6 26 

23 114 City of 
Scott 

Hancock 
Extension North 

Renaud to New 
Frontage Rd (north 
side) 

0.45 New 2 Lane 
Roadway $2,559,234 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 10 25 

24 109 City of 
Scott 

Delhomme 
Extension  

Andres Rd to S 
Fieldspan Rd 1.02 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $5,800,930 0 0 10 5 0 0 0 0 8 23 

25 104 City of 
Youngsville Widen Savoy LA 339 to Chemin 

Metairie 1.02 Widen to 3 lanes $3,475,028 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 8 18 

26 111 City of 
Scott 

N Domingue 
Extension Ole Colony to Dulles 0.29 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $1,649,284 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 8 18 

27 119 City of 
Carencro 

Arceneaux Rd 
Extension Potier to Frontage Rd 0.22 New 2 Lane 

Roadway $1,251,181 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 6 11 
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Figure 10.1: Project Prioritization Results for Roadway Capacity Projects 
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11.0  Staged Improvement Program 
11.1 Financial Plan 
Federal legislation requires that Metropolitan Transportation Plans be fiscally constrained. To 
demonstrate fiscal constraint, the costs of programmed projects must not exceed the amount of funding 
that is reasonably expected to be available. 

Using analysis of historical funding within the MPA, the forecasted amount of federal funding that the 
MPO can reasonably expect to be available for roadway projects over the next 25 years was developed.  
These forecasts account for inflation and were provided for several categories: 

• Capacity 

• Non-Line Item Excluding Capacity 
(Special Projects) 

• Enhancement 

• Safety 

• Bridge 

• Overlay 

• Preservation 

• Congestion Management 

Using the assumptions above, the amount of federal funding reasonably expected to be available for 
roadway projects in the MPO, used at the MPO’s discretion through 2050 is as follows: 

• Capacity Projects 

o Stage 1 (2022-2030)  - $271,877,577 

o Stage 2 (2031-2040) - $332,061,073 

o Stage 3 (2041-2050) - $366,802,009 

• Non-capacity Funding 

o Stage 1 (2022-2030)  - $76,683,419 

o Stage 2 (2031-2040) - $93,658,251 

o Stage 3 (2041-2050) - $103,456,977 

11.2 Fiscally Constrained Plan 
The fiscally constrained plan is the list of transportation projects that best address the needs of the 
region with the limited funding available.  All other projects are “unfunded” and are listed later as 
visionary projects. 

Over the next 25 years, the MPO plans to implement a variety of roadway capacity projects (adding 
lanes or new roadways) and roadway non-capacity projects. 
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The MPO receives funding from many federal sources and provides local funding in addition to federal 
funding. Based on projections from this historical funding analysis, approximately $1.24 billion in federal 
funds will be available to the MPO for roadway projects from 2021 to 2050. 

Tables 11.2 through 11.4 lists all roadway capacity and line-item funding projects in the fiscally 
constrained, which are mapped in Figure 11.1.     

As shown in Table 11.1, the fiscally constrained capacity projects will reduce vehicle hours of delay by 
one (1) percent; representing over 200 hours per day, when compared to only implementing projects 
that are currently funded. 

Table 11.1: Travel Impacts of Fiscally Constrained Roadway Capacity Projects 

 
2050 

Existing and 
Committed 

2050  
Fiscally Constrained 
Roadway Capacity 

Projects 
Difference Percent 

Difference 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 2,673,816 2,659,485 -14,331 -0.54% 

Vehicle Hours Traveled 66,151 65,733 -418 -0.63% 

Vehicle Hours of Delay 21,434 21,216 -218 -1.02% 

Source: APC Regional Travel Demand Model; NSI 
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Figure 11.1: Fiscally Constrained Roadway Capacity Projects 
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Table 11.2: Fiscally Constrained Staged Improvement Program, Stage 1 (2021-2030) 

Project 
ID Jurisdiction Roadway Limits Improvement 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Fed/St Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Local Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Total Cost 

Fiscal 
Constraint 

Portion 
Identified Projects 

1 E+C/MPO St. Nazaire Extension Phase 1 LA 96 to LA 182 New 4 Lane Roadway $6,069,218 $0 $6,069,218 $6,069,218 

2 NFI St. Nazaire Extension Phase 2 LA 182 to Corne New 4 Lane Roadway $7,014,681 $0 $7,014,681 $7,014,681 

3 E+C/MPO LA 89 Widening Young Street to Recovery Rd Widening to 3 lanes $6,833,571 $0 $6,833,571 $6,833,571 

4 E+C/MPO Mills St LA 328 to Doyle Melancon New 2 Lane Roadway $1,982,000 $0 $1,982,000 $1,982,000 

5 Local Funding Apollo Road Phase 2 and 3 800 feet south of JB Road to Dulles New 4 Lane Roadway $0 $13,500,000 $13,500,000 $0 

7 E+C/MPO US 90 Frontage Road Extension Frontage Rd Terminus to L A329 Extension of existing frontage road $1,725,000 $0 $1,725,000 $1,725,000 

8 Local Funding Bernard Road Extension  Albertson Pkwy to LA 182 New 4 Lane Roadway $0 $3,915,000 $3,915,000 $0 

9 Local Funding Bernard Road Extension  LA 182 to US 90 Widening of 2 Lane Roadway to 3 Lane $0 $5,940,000 $5,940,000 $0 

10 E+C/MPO Larriviere Widening  LA 92 to Almonaster Widening of 2 Lane Roadway to 3 Lane $4,808,700 $0 $4,808,700 $4,808,700 

11 Local Funding Airport Access Road Phase 1 LA 675 to LA 3212 New 5 Lane Roadway $0 $6,470,196 $6,470,196 $0 

12 Local Funding Airport Access Road Phase 2 LA 3212 Roundabout to  
Hanger Drive 

New 5 Lane Roadway 
$0 $10,606,879 $10,606,879 $0 

13 Local Funding Champagne Blvd  1.1 miles north of Belle Dr to  
Latiolais Dr 

New 2 Lane Roadway 
$0 $1,964,144 $1,964,144 $0 

203 City of Lafayette / 
Youngsville 

LA 339 South of Vincent to LA 92 Widen to 4 lanes $27,602,000 $0 $27,602,000 $27,602,000 

204 City of Lafayette LA 3184 Overpass Overpass over I-10 Widen Overpass $55,204,000 $0 $55,204,000 $55,204,000 

  Misc. Non-Line Item Excluding Capacity   $149,881,228 $0 $149,881,228 $149,881,228 

Line Item Projects 

6 HSIP LA 88 Curve Realignment LA 88 to Fremin Rd Realignment of LA 88 and  
Extension of Fremin Road 

$5,440,500 $0 $5,440,500 $5,440,500 

  Various Unidentified Enhancement Projects Various Various $3,485,610 $0 $3,485,610 $3,485,610 

  Various Unidentified Safety Projects Various Various $5,016,330 $0 $5,016,330 $5,016,330 

  Various Unidentified Bridge Projects Various Various $20,913,660 $0 $20,913,660 $20,913,660 

  Various Unidentified Overlay Projects Various Various $31,370,490 $0 $31,370,490 $31,370,490 

  Various Unidentified Preservation Projects Various Various $3,485,610 $0 $3,485,610 $3,485,610 

  Various Unidentified Congestion 
Management Projects 

Various Various $6,971,220 $0 $6,971,220 $6,971,220 

Stage 1 Grand Total $337,803,817 $42,396,219 $380,200,036 $337,803,817 
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Table 11.3: Fiscally Constrained Staged Improvement Program, Stage 2 (2031-2040) 

Project 
ID Jurisdiction Roadway Limits Improvement 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Fed/St Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Local Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Total Cost 

Fiscal 
Constraint 

Portion 
Identified Projects 

107 City of Lafayette Widen Vincent LA 733 to LA 339 Widen to 3 lanes $7,327,378 $0 $7,327,378 $7,327,378 

113 City of Scott St. Mary St Extension St. Mary St curve to Dronet New 2 Lane Roadway $4,577,519 $0 $4,577,519 $4,577,519 

118 City of Carencro Realignment of Gloria Switch Melanie to Lumina  Realignment of roadway $1,631,518 $0 $1,631,518 $1,631,518 

108 City of Scott Le Violon Extension W Congress to Ile des Cannes Rd New 2 Lane Roadway $6,378,510 $0 $6,378,510 $6,378,510 

105 City of Youngsville Fortune Extension LA 89 to Fairfield terminus Extension of Fortune Road $4,127,271 $0 $4,127,271 $4,127,271 

121 City of Carencro Prejean Rd to  
Ambassador Extension 

Prejean Rd terminus to  
future Ambassador Caffery 

New 2 Lane Roadway 
$2,551,404 $0 $2,551,404 $2,551,404 

110 City of Scott Lions Club Extension Lions Club Curve to Delhomme Ave New 2 Lane Roadway $750,413 $0 $750,413 $750,413 

117 City of Scott Renaud Extension East Renaud intersection with Roger to  
Renaud terminus 

New 2 Lane Roadway 
$1,650,908 $0 $1,650,908 $1,650,908 

102 City of Carencro Realignment of Moss Street LA 98 to Thoroughbred Dr Realignment $2,692,004 $0 $2,692,004 $2,692,004 

104  City of Youngsville Widen Savoy LA 339 to Chemin Metairie Widen to 3 lanes $4,585,230 $0 $4,585,230 $4,585,230 

202 City of Broussard LA 89 Ambassador to US 90 Widen to 4 lanes $52,779,200 $0 $52,779,200 $52,779,200 

101 City of Carencro Ambassador Caffery North Renaud to La 182 2 Lane Roadways  $69,338,151 $0 $69,338,151 $69,338,151 

  Misc. Non-Line Item Excluding Capacity   $173,671,568 $0 $173,671,568 $173,671,568 

Line Item Projects 

  Various Unidentified Enhancement Projects Various Various $4,257,193   $4,257,193 $4,257,193 

  Various Unidentified Safety Projects Various Various $12,771,580 $0 $12,771,580 $12,771,580 

  Various Unidentified Bridge Projects Various Various $25,543,159 $0 $25,543,159 $25,543,159 

  Various Unidentified Overlay Projects Various Various $38,314,739 $0 $38,314,739 $38,314,739 

  Various Unidentified Preservation Projects Various Various $4,257,193 $0 $4,257,193 $4,257,193 

  Various Unidentified Congestion 
Management Projects 

Various Various $8,514,386 $0 $8,514,386 $8,514,386 

 Stage 2 - Grand Total $425,719,325 $0 $425,719,325 $425,719,325 
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Table 11.3: Fiscally Constrained Staged Improvement Program, Stage 3 (2041-2050) 

Project 
ID Jurisdiction Roadway Limits Improvement 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Fed/St Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Local Cost 

Year of 
Expenditure 
Total Cost 

Fiscal 
Constraint 

Portion 
Identified Projects  
120 City of Carencro St. Anne Extension Guilbeaux to Frontage New 2 Lane Roadway $3,201,624 $0 $3,201,624 $3,201,624 

106 City of Scott Landry Road Realignment Landry to Dulles/Le Violon 
intersection  

Realignment of Landry/Le Violio Curve  
to Dulles 

$1,243,008 $0 $1,243,008 $1,243,008 

112 City of Scott Westgate Extension Dulles to City Limits New 2 Lane Roadway $3,293,099 $0 $3,293,099 $3,293,099 

116 City of Scott Renaud Extension West Renaud curve to Mills New 2 Lane Roadway $2,378,350 $0 $2,378,350 $2,378,350 

103 City of Carencro Widen Moss Street LA 98 to Hector Connoly Widen to 3 lanes $5,972,959 $0 $5,972,959 $5,972,959 

115 City of Scott Hancock Extension South Existing Frontage Rd to  
south of recreation facilities 

New 2 Lane Roadway 
$3,658,999 $0 $3,658,999 $3,658,999 

114 City of Scott Hancock Extension North Renaud to  
New Frontage Rd (north side) 

New 2 Lane Roadway 
$4,116,374 $0 $4,116,374 $4,116,374 

109 City of Scott Delhomme Extension  Andres Rd to S Fieldspan Rd New 2 Lane Roadway $9,330,448 $0 $9,330,448 $9,330,448 

111 City of Scott N Domingue Extension Ole Colony to Dulles New 2 Lane Roadway $2,652,775 $0 $2,652,775 $2,652,775 

119 City of Carencro Arceneaux Rd Extension Potier to Frontage Rd New 2 Lane Roadway $2,012,450 $0 $2,012,450 $2,012,450 

201 City of Broussard US 90 Wellhead to LA 88 Widen to 6 lanes $104,548,600 $0 $104,548,600 $104,548,600 

205 City of Lafayette LA 94 Louisiana to Bernard Widen to 3 lanes $32,168,800 $0 $32,168,800 $32,168,800 

206 City of Scott LA 93 Overpass Overpass over I-10 Widen Overpass $80,422,000 $0 $80,422,000 $80,422,000 

  Misc. Non-Line Item Excluding Capacity   $111,802,523 $0 $111,802,523 $111,802,523 

Line Item Projects 

  Various Unidentified Enhancement Projects Various Various $4,702,590 $0 $4,702,590 $4,702,590 

  Various Unidentified Safety Projects Various Various $14,107,770 $0 $14,107,770 $14,107,770 

  Various Unidentified Bridge Projects Various Various $28,215,539 $0 $28,215,539 $28,215,539 

  Various Unidentified Overlay Projects Various Various $42,323,309 $0 $42,323,309 $42,323,309 

  Various Unidentified Preservation Projects Various Various $4,702,590 $0 $4,702,590 $4,702,590 

  Various Unidentified Congestion 
Management Projects 

Various Various $9,405,180 $0 $9,405,180 $9,405,180 

 Stage 3 - Grand Total $470,258,985 $0 $470,258,985 $470,258,985 

 





Acadiana MPO
Systems Performance Report 2022



Introduction

Highway Safety

Pavement and

Bridge Condition

Travel Time

Relability Index

Transit Asset

Management

1
2
3
4
5

Table of
Contents



To assist MPOs and State DOTs in the transportation investment process, the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have established goals and objectives for MPOs and DOTs to utilize when
programming federal transportation funds. The goals and objectives are enumerated 
through the use of performance measure targets. 

The targets require a significant amount of data in order to evaluate project
decisions. The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) has
taken on the role of collecting the data and providing assistance to the MPO to set
the targets. 

The first target set in 2017 was the Highway Safety targets, 5 different numbers to
be revised and adopted on an annual basis. Following targets were set in Pavement
and Bridge Condition (4 targets),  Travel Time Reliability (3 Targets), Transit Asset
Management (6 Targets), and Transit Safety (7 Targets). 

The data inputs used in the project development process include crash data., both
raw numbers and normalized by traffic volume, pavement and bridge condition
expressed in GIS, the National Performance Management Research Data Set, and
asset condition data from Lafayette Consolidated Government.  The MPO uses this
data when assisting local governments in project development when evaluating and
prioritizing  projects for inclusion in the MPO's Surface Transportation  Program
(STP) funding allocation. 

This effort is moving the MPO towards "Performance Based Planning Process" or
PBPP, where data inputs drive the project development process with the goal of
achieving specific targets. The data contained in this report is part of the Long Range
Transportation Plan that guides the allocation of federal funding in the MPO area. 
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Scorecard 2022

Safety

Pavement
and 

Bridge
Condition,

Non-
Interstate

NHS

Category       Performance Measure Benchmark Status

Fatalities - 48 47

Serious Injuries- 112 109

Non-Motorized - 27 26

Fatality Rate - 1.444 1.416

Serious Injury Rate - 3.372 3.305

20% Good Condition: Non-
Interstate NHS, 2 Year

20% Poor Condition: Non-
Interstate NHS, 2 Year

20% Poor Condition: Non-
Interstate NHS, 4 Year

20% Good Condition: Non-
Interstate NHS, 4 Year

9%

30%

2

2%

34%



Scorecard 2022

Pavement
and 

Bridge
Condition,
Interstate

Category       Performance Measure Benchmark Status

20% Good Condition: Interstate
NHS, 2 Year

20% Poor Condition: Interstate
NHS, 2 Year

20% Poor Condition:  Interstate
NHS, 4 Year

20% Good Condition: Interstate
NHS, 4 Year

8%

11%

3

Pavement
and 

Bridge
Condition,

Bridges

20% Good Condition: NHS
Bridges, 2 Year

20% Poor Condition:  NHS
Bridges, 2 Year

20% Good Condition:  NHS
Bridges, 4 Year

20% Poor Condition:   NHS
Bridges, 4 Year

37%

3%

8%

9%

39%

4%



Scorecard 2022
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Category             Performance Measure Benchmark* Target Status

Travel
Time

Reliability

Transit Asset
Management

Travel Time Reliability for
Interstate (% of Person Miles

Reliable): 90%

Travel Time Reliability for Non
Interstate (% of Person Miles

Reliable): 90%

Truck reliability index for Interstate
(Level of Truck Travel time

Reliability): 1.3

100%

97.6%

1.16

Percent of  Buses
within a particular asset class that have met or

exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark , 2020-2023:  
25% in 2019 to 15% in 2023

Percent of  Cutaway buses
within a particular asset class that have met or

exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark , 2020-2023:  
25% in 2019 to 10% in 2023

Percent of Administration facilities 

with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit

Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale, 2020 - 2023:

10% in 2019 to 1% in 2023

Percent of  Service Automobiles
within a particular asset class that have met or

exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark , 2020-2023:  
15% in 2019 to 10% in 2023

Percent of Maintenance facilities 

with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit

Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale, 2020 - 2023:

20% in 2019 to 5% in 2023

Percent of Passenger facilities 

with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit

Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale, 2020 - 2023:

10% in 2019 to 1% in 2023

4



Scorecard
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Category             Performance Measure Benchmark* Target Status

Transit
Safety Transit Fatalities - 0

Rate of Transit
Fatalities - 0

Transit Serious
Injuries - 0

Rate of Transit Serious
Injuries - 0

Safety Events - 0

Rate of Safety Events -
0

Mean Distance between Major
Mechanical Failure - 88,376

Meeting or
Exceeding

Target

No Progress
or Data for

Target

Not
Meeting
Target



Since 2018, the MPO has set a 1% reduction in overall fatal and serious injuries and non-motorized
fatal and serious injuries, and a 1% reduction in the rate of fatal and serious injuries, utilizing a tool
provided by LA-DOTD that allows MPOs to set their own targets for the MPO area. 

Every year, the data is reviewed and presented to the MPO Committees on the progress towards
reaching these safety targets. in 2018, 2019, and 2020, the MPO met the target for Fatalities and
Fatality Rate. The MPO did not meet the goal for Non-Motorized, Serious Injury or Serious Injury
Rate for 2018 and 2019. 

In 2021, the MPO met the target for Fatalities, but none of the other measures. 

Fatalities

The number of fatalities in the
subject year

Serious Injuries

The number of serious injuries
in the subject year

Highway Safety

6

Non-Motorized

The number of fatal and
serious injuries of non-
motorized roadway users in
the subject year

Fatality Rate

The rate of fatalities per 100
Million Vehicle Miles Traveled in
the subject year

Serious Injury Rate

The rate of serious injuries per
100 Million Vehicle Miles
Traveled in the subject year



Highway Safety Projects and
Countermeasure Implementation 

7

Reduced Left-Turn Conflict Intersections

H.010353 US 167: ACCESS MANAGEMENT
(LFT TURN LNS) is an Highway Safety
Improvement Program project to close and
convert two-way crossovers along US 167 to
restricted crossing signalized U-turns. 

Source: FHWA

Source: FHWA

Roundabouts

H.012792 LA. 675 @ Airport Rd. Roundabout,
H.012869 LA 182 (UNIV) @ LA 723
(RENAUD), Mills @ LA 98 Roundabout,  La 93
@ Eraste Landry Roundabout, and LA
724/Fieldspan @ Landry Roundabout are
projects to convert stop controlled
intersections to roundabouts. 

Rumble Strips and Curve Delineation

H..013823 DIST.03 RUMBLESTRIPS
(SOUTH and H.012800 LOCAL ROADS
HFST (LAFAYETTE) are two projects in
the MPO area addressing roadway
departure crashes on the local and state
roadway system.

Source: FHWA

The MPO reviews all STP projects for integration of Proven Safety Countermeasures, such
as signal light timing to facilitate pedestrian crossings and walkways. The MPO and LA
DOTD also has several  projects with safety as the primary purpose of the project. 



Condition

The MPO is required to monitor the pavement and bridge for the National
Highway System road ways in the MPO area. The MPO chose to adopt the LA
DOTD targets for pavement and bridge condition. The targets are the
percentage of roadways and bridges in Good and Poor condition in 2 and 4 year
increments. 

The MPO first adopted the targets in 2018 through the year 2022. The 2050
MTP uses revised year up to 2026. 

Roadway Type
and Year

Percentage of
Roadways/Bridges

Good 20% 
Non-Interstate NHS,
2 Year

Pavement and Bridge Condition

8

Poor 20% 
Non-Interstate NHS,
2 Year

Good 20% Non-Interstate NHS,
4 Year

Poor 20% 
Non-Interstate NHS,
4 Year

Good 35% 
NHS Bridges, 2 Year

Poor
NHS Bridges, 2 Year

9.9% 

Good 30% 
 NHS Bridges, 4 Year

Poor 9.9% 
 NHS Bridges, 4 Year

Good

Poor

Interstate System, 4
Year

10% 

4% 
Interstate System, 4
Year
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2021 Pavement  Condition Data

I N T E R S T A T E
P e r c e n t a g e  o f  G o o d ,

F a i r ,  a n d  P o o r

S T A T E  N O N -
I N T E R S T A T E
P e r c e n t a g e  o f  G o o d ,

F a i r ,  a n d  P o o r  b y
P e r c e n t a g e

L O C A L  N H S
R O A D S

P e r c e n t a g e  o f  G o o d ,
F a i r ,  a n d  P o o r  b y

P e r c e n t a g e
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H.013516 La 353: La 94 to Cypress Island Hwy

This MPO project will be a complete overlay and
reconstruction of LA 353 through Lafayette and St.
Martin Parish. 

Pavement and Bridge Condition
Projects

The MPO, LA DOTD, and local governments have developed several projects with the aim of
improving pavement  and bridge quality on the National Highway System. 

H.010353 US 167: ACCESS MANAGEMENT
(LFT TURN LNS)

Although the primary purpose of the project is
safety, this project will also include a complete
overlay of several miles of the NHS roadway in the
MPO area. 

H.014576 LA 31: 0.12 MI SE LA 94 - LA
336-1

This MPO project is combination of state and other
federal funds to overlay LA 31 through St. Martinville
and in unincorporated St. Martin Parish. 

H.013265 US 90: La 14 - La 83

This is a concrete pavement rehabilitation project
along one of the most traveled NHS routes in the
Acadiana MPO region. 

https://www2.constructionjournal.com/demo/?projid=2422080&sourcecode=FreeTrialViaSEOPages&projzipcode=70501
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Pavement Condition Map
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Bridge Condition Map



Target 2020 Target 2022 Non-Interstate Interstate

100 
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Person Miles Reliable Targets

The MPO has set its own targets for Travel Time Reliability for Person Miles Reliable on the
Interstate and Non-Interstate NHS and the Truck Travel Time Reliability Index using the
National Performance Management Research Data Set.  

The MPO set the targets in 2018 in 2 and 4 year increments. The MPO has surpassed the
targets every year since the targets were set, in one case reaching 100%, the highest level
of measurement. The Truck Travel Time Reliability Index is set at 1.3, and the Acadiana MPO
area measured 1.12 in 2019. 

The primary project keeping this measure at a high level is the FASTLANE funded I-10
widening project through Lafayette and St. Martin Parish. This project widened 15 miles of
interstate through the MPO area. 

The STP-funded Adaptive Signal Control project through the City of Lafayette will improve
travel times on the state and local NHS through the use of  adaptive signal technology to
dynamically control traffic signal timing based on real-time traffic conditions. 

Travel Time Reliability on
Interstate System 

100%

Travel Time Reliability

94.5%
Travel Time Reliability on Non-
Interstate NHS
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Truck Travel Time Reliability Index Target



NPMRDS Dashboards
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The Acadiana MPO has one fixed route transit provider, the  Lafayette Transit System .  It is a division of the
department of Public Works under the Lafayette Consolidated Government. The service area is centered
on the city of Lafayette. Pre-COVID, Lafayette Transit operated from 5:15 AM to 6:45 PM with 13 buses on
12 routes. It also operated 4 night routes from 6:30 PM to 10:30 PM. The fleet consists of about 25 low floor
buses. The system is a hub and spoke pulsed system with mostly 30 minute headways operating out of a
central downtown multimodal terminal. The system also utilizes an FTA funded vehicle maintenance
facility a short distance away. The main assets are the bus fleet, a maintenance facility, an administrative
facility, and the main downtown terminal.  The MPO adopted the targets in 2018. The MPO has several
capital transit projects in its STP program that will assist LTS in maintaining its asset management goals. 
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Transit Asset Management

2020 2021 2022 2023

Percent of  vehicles  
within a particular asset class that have met or
exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark , 2020-

2023

Percent of facilities 
with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit
Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale, 2020 -

2023



Develops and documents Safety Management
Systems in the plan
Controls risk
Detects and corrects safety problems in a timely
manner
Shares and analyzes safety data
Measures safety performance

Lafayette Transit System, Lafayette Consolidated
Government, and the Acadiana MPO adopted the Public
Transportation Agency Safety Plan in 2020, The plan
has several important functions: 

As part of the plan adoption process, the MPO analyzed
transit and pedestrian crash locations to assist LTS in
the safety planning process. This will maintain the
success of the LTS system in reaching its targets. 

Transit Safety
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Through the annual target setting process for rolling
stock, City Transit Agency finds that X model bus fleet
has exceeded its Useful Life Benchmark.

This initiates a Safety Risk Assessment through the SMS
process, City Transit Agency with the MPO’s technical
assistance finds that there are a high number of
pedestrian injuries along bus route Y due to high levels of
pedestrian and vehicle traffic and fleet X also has an
obsolete radio system.

The agency proposes a safety mitigation of moving the
bus stops and modifying bus operator training to reduce
the safety risk, in addition to purchasing new rolling
stock with newer radio system.

City Transit Agency shares TAM and safety investment
priorities and performance targets with State and MPO.

The MPO leads a process to determine that the high
safety risk bus route should be converted to a different
operation, with new buses purchased for the transit
system to replace the fleet over its Useful Life
Benchmark

Transit Asset and Safety Management in PBPP

An Example of PBPP in Action
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The MPO is coordinating with LTS on implementation of the Asset Management and
Safety targets, which can often work in conjunction. 
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