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ABSTRACT 

The growth in availability of large-scale GPS mobility data from mobile devices has the potential to aid 

traditional travel demand models (TDMs) such as the four-step planning model, but those processing 

methods are not commonly used in practice. In this study, we show the application of trip generation and 

trip distribution modeling using GPS data from smartphones in the state of Indiana. This involves extracting 

trip segments from the data and inferring the phone users’ home locations, adjusting for data 

representativeness, and using a data-driven travel time-based cost function for the trip distribution model. 

The trip generation and interchange patterns in the state are modeled for 2025, 2035, and 2045. Employment 

sectors like industry and retail  are observed to influence  trip making behavior more than other sectors. The 

travel growth is predicted to be mostly concentrated in the suburban regions, with a small decline in the 

urban cores. Further, although the majority of the growth in trip flows over the years is expected to come 

from the corridors between the major urban centers of the state, relative interzonal trip flow growth will 

likely be uniformly spread throughout the state. We also validate our results with the forecasts of two travel 

demand models, finding a difference of 5–15% in overall trip counts. Our GPS data-based demand model 

will contribute towards augmenting the conventional statewide travel demand model developed by the state 

and regional planning agencies. 

 

Keywords: transport planning, Global Positioning System (GPS) data, mobile phone data, urban mobility, 

trip distribution 
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INTRODUCTION 

Travel demand forecasting is one of the most common tasks in transportation planning. It involves 

prediction of trip frequency patterns and their impact on the transportation network, especially for highway 

and urban street networks. It helps in understanding how people move and make travel choices within a 

region, which in turn influences transportation infrastructure and policies (1). In the United States, travel 
demand forecasting is carried out routinely by the state departments of transportation (DOTs) as well as 

local and metropolitan planning agencies (2). Over the years, the state DOTs have largely converged on the 
methods for demand forecasting, though the rates of acceptance of newer methods differ greatly among 

them (2). 

 Conventionally, travel demand forecasting is performed with the help of the four-step planning model, 

which include (i) trip generation, (ii) trip distribution, (iii) mode choice assignment, and (iv) traffic 

assignment (3). The data used to generate estimates for the first three steps of this model generally come 

from travel surveys, where the subjects provide their travel choice preferences and typical trip making 

behavior. Similarly, newer methods such as activity-based planning also often require sophisticated travel 

survey data for generating reliable trip forecasts, sometimes even including Global Positioning System 

(GPS) trackers (4). However, conventional and GPS travel surveys have shortcomings such as high 

implementation cost, small sample size, and low temporal range (5, 6). 

 In this context, the widespread use of GPS-enabled vehicles and mobile devices has given rise to huge 

amounts of passively collected geolocation data (7). These include call detail records (CDRs) from mobile 
phones, GPS traces from smartphones and vehicles, geotagged social media posts, smartcard transactions 

in public transit trips, among others. This kind of geolocation data offers scalability at low costs, large 

samples, and high spatiotemporal coverage and frequency, but suffers from a lack of sociodemographic 

data of the tracked individuals, sampling bias, and unknown trip characteristics (8, 9). 

 There has been abundant research in using cellular geolocation data in the development of the traditional 

four-step planning model, including model components of all its four stages (4, 10, 11). However, most of 

the research pertains to CDRs (8, 12). The methods used in the case of GPS data from mobile phones for 

modeling the four stages of the model are few and relatively less examined (8). Historically, this difference 
was driven by the abundance of CDR data from regular cell phones. The advent of large-scale GPS data 

from location-based services (LBS) on smartphones has now made it possible to use smartphone-based 

GPS geolocation data for this purpose. This is particularly relevant for aiding the development of large-

scale travel demand models, such as megaregional or state traffic demand models (STDMs), which have 

long relied on traditional methods such as household travel surveys because of the absence of large-sample 

detailed travel behavior (2). 

 In this work, we focus on the first two steps of the four-step planning model, namely trip generation and 

trip distribution. Trip generation via GPS data involves inferring the trips made by the mobile device users 

and modeling their relationship with socioeconomic attributes (SEAs) of the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) of 

their home location estimated from their GPS traces. The forecasts of the SEAs are considered as inputs 

that are typically modeled based on demographic and economic growth models. The inferred trips are also 

used to compute the origin-destination matrix (ODM) of the target region. The developed trip generation 

model is used to predict the trip production and attraction patterns of the TAZs in the future, while a trip 

distribution model is used to predict the future trip interchanges between the TAZs based on these trips. In 

doing so, we show how large-scale mobile phone GPS data can be used to refine the four-step 

conventionally used in many STDMs, including using observed trip ODMs and interzonal costs in terms of 

travel times rather than Euclidean distances. 
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 We apply this framework to Indiana statewide transportation planning, one of the many states that has 

so far relied on travel surveys for its STDM (2). We obtain the SEA data from the Indiana STDM (ISTDM) 
obtained from the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) which contains the observed and 

predicted SEA values for four years – 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2045. We generate the ODMs of the state at 

the U.S. census-based TAZs for a typical weekday and weekend in these three future years (2025, 2035, 

2045). The predicted travel patterns are analyzed and validated using a traditional four-step model for the 

Fort Wayne metropolitan area of Indiana. 

 The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we review  key literature of travel demand modeling 

in the State of Practice section, including the methods proposed for large-scale mobility data from CDRs 

and GPS and the state of practice of STDMs in the United States. Then, we describe the socioeconomic 

data, methods for extracting trips from the GPS data, and the trip generation and distribution models used 

in the Data and Methods section. The results of the models and their predictions are analyzed in the Results 

section. The value and limitations of this framework are discussed in the Conclusion section. 

STATE OF PRACTICE 

Travel Demand Forecasting 

Long-term travel demand forecasts assume significant importance, undergirding strategic planning and 

investment decision-making procedures (13). It has traditionally relied on data sources like household travel 

surveys which often require significant financial, human, and time investments for thorough data collection 

(14, 15). The emergence of location-based data, in particular, given its ubiquity and substantial volume, has 
significantly bolstered our capacity to conduct expansive spatial and temporal pattern analyses within urban 

environment (16, 17). This type of high-resolution data source presents new opportunities for 

comprehending and predicting mobility patterns, thereby refining the precision of travel demand forecasting. 

Four-Step Planning Model 

The four-step planning model is a commonly used methodology in transportation planning, which involves 

four stages: trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and trip assignment. Trip generation, the first 

step in the four-step planning model, calculates the number of trips in a specific area based on socio-

demographics, employment, and land use, using statistical models. Trip distribution, the second step, 

predicts the volume of trips between different origin-destination pairs. This involves modeling travel 

patterns and estimating trip interchanges (‘flows’) between zones. It is often based on the gravity model 

introduced by Wilson (1967) (18), which accounts for factors like distance and attractiveness of destinations. 

The third step, mode choice, determines the transport mode for each trip considering travel time, cost, 

convenience, and personal preferences. McFadden et al. (1973) (19) introduced the conditional logit model, 
which is widely used to model mode choice behavior. Finally, traffic assignment specifies the routes that 

travelers will take and the traffic volumes thus generated on each network link based on Wardrop’s user 

equilibrium principle (20), which suggests travelers choose cost-minimizing routes. 

GPS Data in Transport Planning 

Travel surveys are extensively utilized to develop travel demand models. The traditional approach for travel 

demand modelling relies on household travel surveys, which involves detailed trip and travelers’ 

information. However, traditional survey methods have been plagued with limitations such as high cost, 

non-response rates, low sample sizes and data inaccuracies, making GPS technology a potential  alternative 

to provide more reliable and precise data (21). 

 Chung and Shalaby (2005) proposed a trip reconstruction tool for GPS-based personal travel surveys, 

which extracts travel information such as trip purpose, mode of transportation, and destination from GPS 
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data (22). Bohte et al. (2009) presented a methodology for deriving and validating trip purposes and travel 

modes from multi-day GPS-based travel surveys (23). The authors posited that GPS data can yield more 
accurate and comprehensive travel data than traditional survey methods, but reliable methods for processing 

and analyzing the data are crucial. Hong et al. (2021) provided insights on data quality from a large-scale 

application of smartphone-based travel survey technology in the Phoenix metropolitan area (24). They 
showed the importance of data completeness, accuracy, and representativeness, and highlighted challenges 

associated with smartphone-based travel surveys. 

 Based on previous studies, we  summarize advantages for using GPS data in transport planning as (i) 

comprehensive data with substantial representation of the population (25), (ii) availability at large scales 

for relatively low cost (26), and (iii) sufficient temporal variability and spatial density so as to infer details 
such as trip chains, trip purpose, and travel modes with reasonable confidence (27–29). However, GPS data 

also bear several limitations, such as (i) data processing challenges, including the need for carefully 

choosing the methods and their parameters and computing resources (28, 30) and (ii) validation with more 

direct methods such as travel surveys (26). 

 Though GPS data are increasingly used in large-scale travel demand models, such as STDMs, this effort 

is not evenly distributed across the states. Our research is poised to illustrate the incorporation of GPS data 

in travel demand prediction, and advancing the field of large-scale geolocation data analysis for 

transportation planning. 

DATA AND METHODS 

The central idea in this study is to use smartphone GPS data to estimate current travel patterns and use 

relevant socioeconomic attributes in the current and the future years to estimate the travel patterns (in the 

form of ODMs). This process is illustrated in Figure 1 and described in the following sections. 

 

Figure 1: Overall framework for trip forecasting using mobile phone data. 

 After the smartphone data are collected, they are first cleaned and are then used to estimate the device 

owners’ home zone and identify trip segments, where each segment represents the reconstruction of a 

person’s trip by any single travel mode. The origins and destinations of these trips are used to generate 
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ODMs for different base years, segregated by day type. These constitute the current ODMs, called 𝑂𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑤. 

By aggregating the trip count by origin and destination zones using ISTDM TAZ classification, the current 

trip attraction and generation are computed, referred to as 𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑤 in Figure 1. Patterns from these trips are 

visualized. Then, the current socioeconomic data attributes of ISTDM zones, 𝑋𝑛𝑜𝑤, are used to fit a set of 

trip generation models by day type. 

Socioeconomic Attributes 

The Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) (31) is used to forecast future travel patterns in 
Indiana. It is a comprehensive modeling system that integrates various data sources, such as demographic, 

land use, and transportation data, to develop an understanding of travel patterns in Indiana. This ISTDM is 

based on a four-step planning model. The demographic and economic factors are provided for 4,703 TAZs 

within Indiana. The ISTDM covariate values are normalized with respect to the population to make them 

comparable across the different regions of comparison (e.g., counties or TAZs) and converted into 12 

explanatory variables, including indicators of population, income, and employment in different industries. 

GPS Data Processing and Representativeness 

The GPS data used in this study are obtained from a data vendor. Each record of the original pings is given 

by a 4-tuple: (longitude, 𝑥 , latitude, 𝑦 , UNI -timestamp, 𝑡 , GPS spatial error, 𝜀 ). The records are first 
filtered for high GPS accuracy of 𝜀 > 50 m. Next, only high-quality device users are filtered so that there is 
reasonable confidence in the subsequent steps using data quality-quantity tradeoff assessment. To achieve 

this, a double temporal frequency matrix is constructed for each base year (2019, 2020, and 2021), based 

on the work of Scheinder et al. (2013) (32). An example frequency matrix is shown in Figure 2A which 

shows the distribution of the number of filtered users in Indiana in 2021 for different combinations of 

frequency thresholds. A threshold of 10 half-hour bins and 1 day is chosen to filter the ping records, as 

highlighted in panel A. This means that the filtered users have at least one ping in at least 10 of the 48 half-

hour periods in at least one day. This process retains only 14% of the total users (A1), though these are 

high-quality users that contain 94% of all the pings (A2). 

 

Figure 2: Quality of the GPS data. (A) Data quality-quantity tradeoff matrices for the 2021 

geolocation data. (B) Data representativeness at the county level. 
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 Once the data are filtered, it is important to compute their representativeness to see if there are any 

specific regions which show problematic representation of or bias in population in the dataset (33). It is 
defined as the ratio of the number of users whose homes are detected in a region to that region’s population 

as of the 5-year estimate of the American Community Survey of 2020. The users’ homes are detected using 

Yabe et al. (2022)’s method (12) that uses mean shift clustering to detect the most commonly visited place 
during nighttime (9 PM – 6 AM). The representativeness figures obtained in this way are shown in Figure 

2B. At the county level, the unfiltered dataset includes information about 20 to 40% of the population, 

which is sufficient for most of the analysis even with considerable filtering (34). 

Trip Segmentation and OD Matrix Preparation 

We use the rule-based stay point detection method used in Li et al. (2008) (35) to detect trip endpoints. The 
stay points are chosen as centroids of the largest regions having two pings at most 100 m apart and within 

10 minutes of each other (36). Once the trip segments are generated, their endpoints (origin and destination) 

are used to compute the total number of trips to and from different TAZs. These are then upscaled using the 

representativeness figures as explained in the previous section. 

Trip Generation Model 

A linear regression-based trip generation model is developed in this study to predict the production and 

attraction of home-based and work-based trips. To compute the attractiveness of the TAZs, the 

socioeconomic and land use indicators of the zones are assessed. The predictor variables are computed from 

the measures available in the ISTDM shapefiles for the four study years – 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2045. 

 These variables are computed so that they have minimal correlation among themselves. It can be seen 

that population density is highly correlated to the overall population of the TAZs (ρ = 0.61). All the other 

variable pairs have a correlation with a magnitude less than 0.5 and are thus considered safe for inclusion 

in the subsequent trip generation model. 

Trip Distribution Model 

Gravity model is a traditional trip distribution model which assumes a negative exponential dependence of 

trip interchange probability on the impedance between two zones (37). In this task, a variant of the standard 

gravity model is used, given by the following equation: 

  𝑁𝑖𝑗(𝐏, 𝐀, 𝐃 | 𝛽) =
𝐴𝑗𝐷𝑖𝑗

−𝛽

∑ 𝐴𝑘𝐷𝑖𝑘
−𝛽𝑛

𝑘=1  
⋅ 𝑃𝑖    ∀ 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 1: 𝑛 (1) 

 Here,  𝑁𝑖𝑗 is the number of predicted trips between zones 𝑖 and 𝑗, 𝑃𝑖  is the number of trips produced in 

zone 𝑖, 𝐴𝑗 is the number of trips attracted by zone 𝑗, 𝐷𝑖𝑗  is the interzonal cost function, and 𝑛 is the total 

number of zones. 𝛽, the only model parameter, is called the gravity exponent. 

 The computation of the cost function is contextualized to suit the given geolocation data in this project. 

Instead of using Euclidean distances between two zones (or a nonvariant equivalent conversion to travel 

time) as the measure of friction factor, we use the mean or median of the distance or travel time values of 

all the trips made in the study period between any two zone pairs. This method is better than the static 

conversion in that it accounts for the actual path of the trip along the roadway instead of the as-the-crow-

flies path and also the temporal heterogeneity in trip-making behavior, such as weekdays versus weekends 

and peak and off-peak hours. 

 Once the data for the gravity model are obtained, the only parameter of the model – the gravity exponent, 

𝛽, is calibrated using line search optimization. The parameter test range [𝛽0, 𝛽1] is set to [0.5, 3.0] based on 
the accepted range in the literature (38, 39). 
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RESULTS 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation models for trip production and attraction are developed as a set of linear regression models 

for a typical weekday and weekend at different spatial scales for different years. These models primarily 

make use of socioeconomic characteristics that have already been predicted for the future years in the 

ISTDM. The correlation half-matrices for these variables at the county and TAZ-level are shown in Figure 

3. Except for total population and population density, the descriptive variables do not have significant 

correlation since the magnitudes of correlation coefficients are less than 0.5. This correlation is particularly 

high in the case of TAZs because unlike the Census-delineated regions, which focus on creating regions 

based on the uniformity of population distribution, TAZs typically focus on creating more uniformly 

distributed land areas. This results in large TAZs even in densely populated regions, causing a strong 

correlation between total population and population density. To avoid the issue of multicollinearity in the 

subsequent models, we did not include population density in the models. 

 

Figure 3: Pearson correlation between the covariates used in the trip generation model at two scales: 

traffic analysis zones (upper right triangle) and county (lower left triangle). 

The models for weekday and weekend trip generation are based on trip data for 2021. This is because the 

models based on the 2019 data have low fitness (R2) values and there might be possible confounding with 
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the 2020 data because of partial substantial mobility pattern disruptions during the month of March due to 

COVID-19 (40). 

 The coefficients of the covariates and the model fitness statistics for the four finalized models are shown 

in Table 1. Across all the models, it is clear that population is one of the most important predictive factors 

of trip counts. This is consistent with many trip generation models (41). Also, all the other covariates have 
a strong positive impact on trip production and generation at the 95% confidence level. Some of the 

industry-specific employment covariates such as percent employment in industry (INDUST), retail 
(RETAIL), food and lodging (FOODLD), and professional services (PROSRV) are found to be significant 
indicators of trip count, while others such as the percent employment in agriculture (AGCON), government 
(GOVNMT), and other services (OTHSRV) are not found to be significant, in alignment with the findings of 
other research (42). 

Table 1: Coefficients of the finalized trip generation models for the total number of population -

adjusted trips on a typical weekday/weekend. 

Model→ 

Covariate ↓ 

Production 

Weekday 

Attraction 

Weekday 

Production 

Weekend 

Attraction 

Weekend 

Constant -526.146*** 

(88.72) 

-516.757*** 

(91.62) 

-374.123*** 

(66.50) 

-369.917*** 

(72.78) 

Total Population 0.483*** 

(0.00) 

0.482*** 

(0.00) 

0.356*** 

(0.00) 

0.361*** 

(0.00) 

% Pop. in Government Quarters 1344.826*** 

(150.08) 

1411.755*** 

(154.98) 

475.288*** 

(112.48) 

611.110*** 

(123.11) 

Avg. Household Income ($) 0.003*** 

(0.00) 

0.002*** 

(0.00) 

0.003*** 

(0.00) 

0.002*** 

(0.00) 

Avg. No. of Vehicles 214.119** 

(84.64) 

212.882** 

(87.40) 

185.729*** 

(63.44) 

188.649*** 

(69.43) 

% Pop. Employed 3.406*** 

(0.55) 

3.600*** 

(0.57) 

1.764*** 

(0.41) 

2.006*** 

(0.45) 

% Employed: Industry 366.771*** 

(66.24) 

371.531*** 

(68.40) 

129.971*** 

(49.65) 

137.377** 

(54.34) 

% Employed: Retail 637.368*** 

(82.63) 

673.878*** 

(85.33) 

514.551*** 

(61.93) 

598.531*** 

(67.78) 

% Employed: Food & Lodging 896.288*** 

(107.66) 

945.145*** 

(111.18) 

789.855*** 

(80.69) 

884.140*** 

(88.32) 

% Employed: Professional Services 381.680*** 

(68.99) 

390.159*** 

(71.25) 

123.195** 

(51.71) 

124.241** 

(56.60) 

Adjusted R2  0.770 0.758 0.761 0.733 

F-statistic 

(Probability) 

1357.0 

(0.0) 

1272.0 

(0.0) 

1291.0 

(0.0) 

1117.0 

(0.0) 
The asterisks next to the coefficients denote the p-value level: *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01. 

The values in the parentheses denote the standard error of the covariates. 

Predicted Trip Generation 

The finalized linear regression models, described in Table 1, are used to predict the trip generation and 

attraction for three future and one past year in the ISTDM dataset – 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2045. For these 

years, the total attraction and production by weekday and weekend are shown in Figure 4(A). Across 
Indiana, the models predict a total of 24.9 and 20.3 million trips on a typical weekday and weekend in 2015 

respectively. According to the models, these numbers are expected to grow at a steady decadal growth rate 
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of 3.9 to 4.6 percent (panel B) over the three decades, leading to a total of 28.4 and 23.7 million trips by 

2045. Notably, the differences in total trip attraction and production are not substantial. 

 

Figure 4: Predicted trip counts at the TAZ level for the study years, showing (A) total produced and 

attracted trips on a typical weekday and weekend, and (B) the decadal growth rates in the trip counts. 

 The trip generation resulting in values and growth also show considerable spatial heterogeneity over the 

years. Figure 5 shows the trip production at the TAZ level, i.e., the number of predicted trips produced in 

each TAZ. The broad patterns of trip density remain largely the same between 2015 (panel A) and 2045 

(panel B) in that a huge proportion of the trips are centered in the major urban regions, primarily the 

Indianapolis and Chicago-Gary metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs). These are consistent with the 

population density distribution of the state at the TAZ level. 

 

Figure 5: Comparison of weekday trip production in TAZs between (A) 2015 and (B) 2045. Panel (C) 

shows the percent growth in trip counts. 

 However, there are significant differences even at the TAZ level. This is shown explicitly in panel C 

which highlights the zones by their trip production growth rate between these three decades. The green 

regions that show positive growth are primarily centered around the northern belt from Chicago to Fort 

Wayne as well as in the suburbs of Indianapolis. Particularly, the regions close to Indianapolis core but 

outside its parent Marion County show some of the highest growth during this period. This intuitively makes 
sense since cities generally grow outward in the suburbs (43). However, it is not explicitly checked if this 

growth occurs due to the increase in population of the suburbs or because of the change in the employment 

and sectoral distribution of the jobs. 
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 Conversely, the zones inside Marion County broadly show a small decline in trip production, suggesting 

a general decline in the level of activity in the region. Similar patterns are also seen in the western region 

of the state, close to the border with Illinois, and in the belt between the northern corridor around Fort 

Wayne and the center around Indianapolis. 

Regions with the Greatest and Least Growth 

Figure 6 shows the top and bottom performing counties in Indiana by the percent growth rate of predicted 

trips between 2015 and 2045. For both trip production and attraction, the top 5 counties with the greatest 

growth are in the Indianapolis MSA, with upwards of 40% growth over the three decades. Notably, Marion 

County, which seats the core of the city, is associated with a small decline in the trip count. This indicates 

a substantial shift of population and opportunities from the city core to the suburbs of the largest city of 

Indiana. This is consistent with the trend of other major cities in the United States over the years (43). 

 

Figure 6: Top and bottom 10 counties in Indiana by the percent change in predicted trips between 

2015 and 2045 for trip production and attraction on a typical weekday and weekend: (A) Values and 

(B) Map. 

Trip distribution 

Model Calibration 

The gravity models for the trip distribution modeling are calibrated using line search optimization because 

of the presence of ground truth data and there being only one parameter in each model – the gravity 

exponent, β. As explained in the Methodology section, the model is calibrated for each of the three base 
years (2019, 2020, and 2021), both day types (weekday and weekend), and additionally four cost functions 

(median/mean of travel time/trip length). The test range for the gravity exponent is taken as 0.1 to 3.0. The 

results of the line search optimization, observed in terms of mean squared error (MSE) of the fitted model’s 

trip count from the ground truth data of 2021. 

 It is generally seen that the travel time MSE curves of travel time aggregations (median and mean) are 

continuously increasing and thus have the best fitted β values at the range start (i.e.,  β = 0.1), whereas the 

ones for distance (trip length)-based aggregations have distinct minima at around β = 1.5. Based on the 

preference of distance over travel time and the general preference of the median over the mean in the case 

of skewed distributions, the models with median distance are chosen. This led to a value of 𝛽̂ = 1.6 for a 

typical weekday and 𝛽̂ = 1.4  for a weekend. This higher value of the gravity exponent for weekdays 
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compared to weekends is in alignment with the literature (44) as it indicates the impact of travel time on 

commute trips on weekdays compared to more leisure trips on weekends. 

Change of Trip Flows 

The inter-county flows predicted from the calibrated model are shown in Figure 7. Most of the heavy traffic 

corridors are predicted to be between Indianapolis and the major urban centers across the state, particularly 

the Chicago-Gary MSA and Fort Wayne (panel A). These major corridors remain uncontested across the 

years and contribute to the greatest growth in flows between 2015 and 2045 (panel B). However, when 

taking into factor the growth rate (i.e., normalizing with respect to base year’s flows), the distribution 

changes completely (panel C). There seems to be substantial heterogeneity in the growth rate across 

different OD pairs, but most of these are inconsequential in absolute numbers, as seen in the differences in 

the flow maps in panels B and C. 

 

Figure 7: Maps of the predicted weekday inter-county flows and changes over the years: (A) Flows 

(trip interchanges) in 2045, (B) change in flows between 2015 and 2045, and (C) percent change in 

flows between 2015 and 2045. The total county trip production of 2045 is shown in each panel by 

colored dots, with darker shades representing busy counties (legend in panel A). 

Comparison and Validation 

Comparison with Indiana STDM 

To strengthen the validity of our results from the GPS data, we compared the trip generation predictions 

with the ISTDM’s trip demand figures. We obtained the ISTDM’s ODM for 2015 from the Indiana DOT 

containing a symmetric OD matrix for the TAZs for automobiles. The relationship between the trip 

production from ISTDM and our model are shown in Figure 8A at the TAZ-level. Their spatial relationship 

is shown in panel B. 
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Figure 8: Comparison of trip production predicted by the trip generation model with ISTDM trips 

for 2015. (A) Scatter plot showing a linear model fit, with statistically significant slope at 95% 

confidence level (B) Map showing the ratio of predicted to ISTDM values for each TAZ, with black 

lines showing the county borders. 

 Through this figure, it is clear that the geolocation-based predictions are strongly correlated (ρ = 0.82) 
with the ISTDM figures. However, they are also observed to be consistently overestimated compared to 

ISTDM’s predictions. The fit of a univariate linear regression shows a slope of 1.152, indicating the GPS 

data-based predictions being overestimated by about 15%. It should be noted, however, that the underlying 

trip count for the GPS-based model depends on several parameters that may be tuned specifically for a 

target region so as to achieve a target prediction count. This includes the clustering parameters (such as the 

cluster radius or the maximum inter-cluster distance) (45), the duration of the stay region, or a minimum 

number of pings or data quality for the extracted trips. 

 In addition to the observation of a slight overestimation of the overall trip count from the GPS-based 

trip generation model, it is also observed that these values are also spatially heterogeneously distributed. In 

Figure 8B, it can be seen that there is a much higher number of trips predicted by the GPS-based model in 

the western and the southeastern portions of the state, which tend to be rural. It might be attributable to 

inadequate representativeness figures of these regions which highly skew the results. Notably, the predicted 

figures match very closely with the ISTDM figures (ratio close to unity) in Marion County, where there are 

sufficient mobile phone users to be adequately represented in the GPS dataset. This points out to the general 

observation that larger and more representative GPS data tend to show better results in predicting human 

mobility patterns (46, 47). 

Validation with Fort Wayne Model 

To strengthen the validity of our results from the GPS data, we compare the results of the developed trip 

generation models with the results of the Fort Wayne Travel Demand Model (FWTDM) (48) whose 
planning region and period closely resemble those used in this study. The Fort Wayne transportation plan 

of 2040 was developed on the basis of 2015 data. Its planning area includes most of Allen County, which 

includes most of the Fort Wayne city boundary, and parts of nearby rural counties – Whitley and Huntington, 
shown in Figure 9A. Trip productions and attractions were developed for different trip purposes. To perform 
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a fair comparison of the FWTDM with our model’s results in the absence of a boundary GIS layer, we 

include all of Allen County and compare linearly interpolated figures between 2015 and 2045. 

 

Figure 9: Comparison of predicted trip generation values with the values from the FWTDM. (A) Map 

of the planning area in FWTDM showing parts of the included counties, taken from (48). (B) Year-

wise differences in the trip counts. 

 It can be seen in Figure 9B that our model consistently overestimates the number of trips by about 5–

10% compared to the FWTDM. This is similar to the results of the previous sections and might be attributed 

to the choice of data filtering and trip segmentation parameters. Further, our model also predicts a smaller 

growth in overall travel in the Fort Wayne area over the coming decades compared to the FWTDM, though 

the difference is small. For example, in 2015, our model overestimates ≈97,800 trips, but this difference 
reduces to ≈32,000 by 2045. This might be caused due to a huge number of differences in the two models, 
such as different SEA data and region boundary. However, we deem this difference small enough for calling 

our predictions reasonable. 

CONCLUSION 

This study extends the traditional four-step model for large-scale travel demand forecasting using GPS 

geolocation data from mobile phones, such as for statewide travel demand models (STDMs). Though 

multiple U.S. states have traditionally used household travel surveys to obtain trip making behavior, the 

reluctance to integrate large-scale geolocation data analysis into this mobility assessment persists. In this 

study, we show methods for cleaning and processing the GPS data to predict current trip patterns and use 

them in aiding the four-step model. In doing so, we argue that the trips obtained from the GPS data provide 

a better representation of the population at large scale, the data quality can be sufficient to make accurate 

current trip counts, and use the estimated trip durations as the cost functions for the trip distribution model.  

 Our findings from this case study are multifaceted and overarching. We find several factors, particularly 

total population and percent employment in specific sectors like industry and retail, to be major contributors 

to both trip production and attraction. In the trip generation predictions, it is clear that the growth of 

movement in the state is expected to be at a nearly constant rate albeit with substantial spatial heterogeneity. 

Travel within the cores of the largest urban centers is predicted to decline mildly, but travel will increase 

the most to and from their suburbs. For example, all the 5 highest growing counties lie in the Indianapolis 
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while its core Marion County is expected to have a small decline in overall trip production and generation. 

The same pattern is found in the inter-city flows, where the suburban cities are predicted to have the greatest 

growth in absolute counts, but this pattern vanishes when compared in terms of relative growth. We 

anticipate other U.S. states with similar geographical and socioeconomic patterns should follow similar 

patterns and interpretations. 

 We  also partially validate our results with the forecasts of other models. Particularly, we compare our 

predictions with those of both Indiana’s ISTDMs as well as Fort Wayne’s regional TDM. In both the cases, 

our model shows an overprediction of the trips by 5–15%. This difference is the least in the main urban 

areas which have on average higher representation in the GPS data. We argue that the methods (and their 

parameters) used to identify the trips using the GPS data play a significant role in influencing the overall 

trip counts. 

 We also acknowledge the limitations of this study and directions for future research. These include the 

need of a detailed assessment of the processing for large geolocation data and their assumptions and a pilot 

study in a small area to compare and validate the GPS data-based estimates of the current travel patterns 

with a GPS travel survey. 
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