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APPENDIX C: Economic Impact Analysis 

This appendix provides detail related to the economic impacts of Plan Bay Area as 

measured by gross regional product (GRP), detailing the process used to forecast GRP 

and the results for the various scenarios analyzed.  As indicated in Chapter IV, GRP was 

selected as a performance target in order to gauge how integrated transportation and 

land use scenarios and EIR alternatives (developed as part of the Plan Bay Area process) 

could affect the region’s economic vitality. Consultant Cambridge Systematics was hired 

to conduct the economic analysis, both for the planning scenarios and for the 

alternatives analyzed in the Plan Bay Area Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

Selection of GRP as a Measure of Economic Vitality 

While previous regional transportation plans (RTPs) have emphasized the three E’s of 

sustainability – Economy, Environment, and Equity – business stakeholders 

emphasized that Plan Bay Area should more robustly consider economic performance 

by adding gross regional product as one of 10 performance measures used to evaluate 

scenario outcomes. GRP is the market value of all final goods and services produced in a 

given year within the nine Bay Area counties; it measures the size of the regional 

economy, including wages, benefits, proprietors’ income (which captures the output of 

the self-employed), and other property-type income (which include profits)3. 

In addition to GRP, several other economic impact measures were considered based on 

input from a range of stakeholders. These metrics are illustrated in Table C1, along with 

the key strengths and limitations associated with each one. Given the strong support 

from the business community for using GRP as the regional measure of economic 

vitality, along with its direct emphasis on the economy as a whole, GRP was ultimately 

selected as the Plan Bay Area economic vitality performance metric.  

TABLE C1: STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF POTENTIAL MEASURES 

Economic Vitality Measure 
Considered 

Strengths Limitations 

Access to Labor 
Average share of workers within 30 
minutes (by car) or 45 minutes (by 

transit) of worksites 

 One of the primary economic 
drivers of regional 
productivity 

 Directly affected by both 
transportation and land use 

 Reflects only one driver of 
overall economic growth 

Affordability 
Share of low and/or lower-middle 

income household incomes spent on 
transportation and housing 

 Focuses on primary personal 
economic issue that Plan Bay 
Area can affect through 
transportation and land use 
policies 

 Important for individuals but 
not a general economic 
indicator 

                                                        
3 Profits may be repatriated to a Bay Area firm’s headquarters outside the nine counties. Profits for the finance, insurance, and real 
estate (FIRE) industries, for example, constitute a significant share of their output. 
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TABLE C1: STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF POTENTIAL MEASURES 

Economic Vitality Measure 
Considered 

Strengths Limitations 

Gross Regional Product 

 Summarizes overall 
economic growth in most 
aggregate terms 

 Strong support from 
business community 

 Transportation and land use 
policies can only marginally 
impact GRP 

 Does not reflect income 
inequality impacts 

Transportation Costs or 
Cost-Effectiveness 

Total costs (or cost-effectiveness) for 
operating, maintaining, and 

improving the region’s 
transportation system 

 Key goal of regional 
transportation plan 

 Focuses on allocation of 
funding rather than 
economic impacts 

 Accounts only for 
transportation 

Transportation Performance 
Index 

 Reflects aspects of 
transportation supply, 
quality of service, and 
utilization that affect 
business 

 Plan Bay Area would not 
affect many index 
components (air, rail, 
marine) 

 Driven by transportation 
decisions (rather than land 
use) 

Property Tax Revenue 

 Can be influenced by housing 
supply, which is primary 
Plan Bay Area element 

 Provides indication of local 
jurisdiction revenues 

 Does not provide overall 
indication of economic 
health 

 Incomplete picture of local 
government revenues 

 Driven primarily by land use 
decisions (rather than 
transportation) 

 

Discussion of GRP Analysis 

As discussed in chapters IV and VI, MTC and ABAG developed five alternative scenarios 

and five EIR alternatives during the planning process; each of these was analyzed to 

determine its performance against the Plan Bay Area performance targets, including 

GRP. 

Cambridge Systematics used the economic software package TREDIS developed by 

Economic Development Research Group for this analysis. TREDIS combines IMPLAN 

input-output tables, macroeconomic forecasts from Moody’s, and econometric 

equations to model how economic activity will change for a county or group of counties 

due to changes in the transportation system or land use patterns4. Data from two 

sources was used to assess each scenario or EIR alternative: 

1. MTC’s travel demand model (Travel Model One) developed forecasts for travel 

behavior and costs based on proposed land uses and transportation investments. 

                                                        
4 Refer to http://tredis.com/index.php/products/inside-tredis for a detailed description of the software’s functionality. 
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2. ABAG’s projected land use data provided the geographic distribution of new 

residents and employment based on land use policy assumptions. 

Effects on GRP from Transportation Investments 

Regional and local transportation investments affect the economic output of a region 

because of three key direct benefits. These benefits include: 

1. Reduced business and household costs through lower congestion, accidents, and 

vehicle operating costs; 

2. Expanded businesses access to customer or supplier markets; and 

3. Increased size and diversity of the labor pool from which businesses can recruit 

workers.  

The majority of direct benefits from transportation investments come from the 

reduction of business costs and increased productivity. When a region’s businesses 

spend less on transportation per unit of output, they can better compete against similar 

firms located outside the region and capture greater market share. As these local firms 

increase their production, they hire more workers (i.e., direct employment and primary-

income generation) and they buy more inputs, which causes their suppliers to hire more 

workers (indirect employment and secondary-income generation). In turn, these 

additional workers (induced employment, which is generated from direct plus indirect 

employment and primary and secondary-income) consume products and services that 

require more workers (e.g., retail clerk, school teachers, etc.), which boost the region’s 

output, income, and employment further (i.e., tertiary impacts). 

Effects on GRP from Land Use Patterns and Policies  

Land use patterns and policies can generate economic benefits when businesses are 

concentrated closer together (i.e., business-to-business agglomeration) and have closer 

access to a larger and more diverse pool of labor (access to labor). Agglomeration 

impacts of land use policies are in addition to the direct travel savings obtained from 

transportation investments and shorter trip distances. Labor pool expansion and 

concentration give rise to productivity benefits that are not included in the travel time 

reduction benefit. Economic theory posits that benefits arise from five separate 

consequences of higher residential and industrial densities: matching, sharing, 

knowledge spillovers (or learning), competition, and access to labor5.  Collectively, these 

five consequences may be called agglomeration effects.  

The first four of the five agglomeration effects involve firm interactions that result from 

higher concentration of employment.  These benefits result from an increase in the 

number and size of firms interacting within a given region.  Empirical research indicates 

that employment density increases worker and firm interactions, which results in 

                                                        
5 Krugman, P.  (1991). “Increasing Returns and Economic Geography,” Journal of Political Economy, 99, 483-499. 
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increased business productivity.  In particular, these business-to-business and worker-

to-worker agglomeration effects reflect the benefits of proximity between firms based on 

the following concepts: 

 Sharing benefits are closely tied to economies of scale. Large pools of 

customers allow for economic activities that would otherwise be unprofitable. A 

simple example would be an office supply store, which is poorly supported by a 

small number of businesses in a low-density office development, but becomes 

profitable in a high-density commercial development. These are called “sharing 

benefits” precisely because demand can be shared across a large number of 

companies or people.  

 Knowledge spillovers occur as people interact. They share ideas and 

knowledge and collaborate to create new knowledge. Proximity is a key to 

knowledge diffusion, although it has emerged that proximity can be measured in 

ways other than spatial distance. With economic density, the potential for 

interactions increases and can improve the pace and breadth of learning and 

knowledge accumulation. This knowledge, over time, gets embodied in worker 

skills and production techniques to improve firms’ productivity. 

 Competition is a driving force in innovation. Industrial clustering can speed 

knowledge growth by forcing firms to innovate or fail. Clustering expands 

customers’ access to the number of firms that directly compete with each other 

for their business. As the number of market participants increases, 1) poor 

performers are more likely to be driven out of business, and 2) remaining firms 

feel more pressured to innovate – to actively acquire knowledge. Both effects can 

lead to higher rates of innovation and productivity. 

 Matching benefits are closely tied to economic specialization. They capture the 

fact that good economic fits facilitate productivity. The benefits of specialization 

arise from matching specialized products and services to specialized needs. 

Urban areas bring firms and industries near one another. As this pool of firms 

grows, odds increase that a firm needs a specialized input. For example, a 

manufacturer needing a specific metal alloy may be more likely to find it in a 

cluster of metal fabricators. The correct metal alloy may allow a manufacturer to 

eliminate a downstream production cost. 

 Labor access benefits result from an increase in the number of residents within 

a given area that is well-served by efficient transportation networks, especially 

public transit. Empirical economic research has confirmed that a larger labor 

pool in closer proximity to employment opportunities increases the quality of 

employment-worker matches. This improved matching between workers and 

employment opportunities also increases wages. As the pool of accessible labor 

grows, odds increase that a firm will find a good fit for their specialized skill 

needs. Ultimately, good matches lead to higher productivity because they are 
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more efficient. In the labor market, one perfect employee might substitute for two 

adequate employees.  

 

Framework for GRP Evaluation of Transportation Investments and Land Use Scenarios 

Figure C1 illustrates the framework that was used to evaluate the GRP output for each of 

the scenarios analyzed during the performance assessment process. Three sets of inputs 

were entered into the TREDIS analysis modules, allowing TREDIS to perform two 

relatively separate modeling operations.   

TREDIS’s first operation monetizes the results from MTC’s travel demand model and 

allocates them to each of 50-plus industries active in the nine-county Bay Area region. 

The IMPLAN input/output model embedded in TREDIS estimates how significantly 

these direct monetary benefits from each alternative’s transportation investments 

improve industry employment and output (i.e., the indirect and induced impacts). This 

yields economic impacts associated with transportation investments for each scenario. 

TREDIS’s second operation applies econometric equations for each type of industry 

located within the 34 Bay Area superdistricts to estimate how each scenario’s land use 

pattern affects the density and proximity of jobs and households, as well as how these 

changes impact productivity, employment, and output. 

FIGURE C1: EVALUATION FRAMEW ORK FOR SCENARIO GRP ANA LYSIS 

 

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013. 
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GRP Performance for Plan Bay Area Scenarios 

As described in Chapter IV of this report, the economic vitality target for the alternative 

scenarios was to increase Bay Area GRP by an average annual growth rate of 

approximately 2%, leading to 90% growth in GRP by year 2035. As shown in Figure C2, 

all of the scenarios analyzed forecast significant growth in GRP, exceeding this target. 

Again, as described in Chapter IV of this report, the Initial Vision and Core 

Concentration scenarios performed significantly better primarily due to their higher 

regional control totals, as opposed to the transportation investments and land use 

pattern incorporated into those scenarios. 

Clearly, the most important input variable in each of the scenarios is the amount of 

future industry and the aggregate amount of employment assumed within the scenarios. 

ABAG developed these aggregate assumptions independent of this economic impact 

analysis. Agglomeration, and its effect on labor productivity, is the second most 

important driver of economic impacts. Some manufacturing sectors are more productive 

than other sectors, such as retail clerks versus software engineers. The Plan Bay Area 

land use scenarios lead to changes in the industrial mix, proximity of businesses to each 

other, and business access to labor, which translates into varying levels of productivity. 

FIGURE C2: GRP OUTPUT FOR PL AN BAY AREA SCENARIOS 

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013 – based on TREDIS model output. 
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GRP Performance for Plan Bay Area EIR Alternatives 

As discussed in Chapter VI, MTC and ABAG developed a Draft EIR for Plan Bay Area as 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Five alternatives were 

analyzed: (1) No Project; (2) Proposed Plan; (3) Transit Priority Focus; (4) Enhanced 

Network of Communities; and (5) Environment, Equity, and Jobs. 

MTC and ABAG applied the same performance metrics used in the scenario 

performance assessment to each of the EIR alternatives, comparing the results of each 

to the No Project Alternative as a baseline. The economic analysis isolates the 

differences in GRP between each alternative and the No Project; the difference is the 

primary metric used to understand differences in year 2040 economic performance for 

each alternative.  These differences present a reasonable estimate of each alternative’s 

relative performance if all other influences of economic growth are held constant. The 

absolute amounts of GRP in 2040 are speculative and will be impacted by global 

economic and natural forces. 

The results of this analysis are shown in Figure C3 below. The GRP for all four 

alternatives exceed the No Project alternative in 2040 and surpass the performance 

target of 110% growth in GRP by year 2040. The results illustrate how large the Bay 

Area economy will be relative to the impacts of the proposed Plan. The Bay Area’s 

economy is projected to double from roughly $487 billion in 2005 (2011 dollars) to 

almost $1.1 trillion in 2040. By contrast, Plan Bay Area will invest $289 billion over 

about 28 years or roughly over $10 billion per year, which is about 1 percent of the 

region’s annual output (GRP). While Plan Bay Area incorporates progressive land use 

policies in addition to the transportation investments, it is not expected that their 

combined impacts will dramatically change the aggregate output of 4.5 million 

employees and 3.8 million households. The results show that the Plan Bay Area EIR 

alternatives make a positive but modest economic contribution above the aggregate 

growth forecasted for the No-Project alternative. 
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FIGURE C3: GRP OUTPUT FOR PL AN BAY AREA EIR ALTE RNATIVES 
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Overview of Economic Effects 

The methodology used to measure the economic impacts of Plan Bay Area is designed to 

measure the difference between a no project or base-case alternative and a set of 

alternatives that vary in their level of transportation investments and land use policies. 

Unlike the alternative scenarios process, the Plan Bay Area EIR included a No Project 

alternative, as per the CEQA requirements, which allows GRP results to be compared for 

each alternative as a change from the No Project alternative. While the absolute 

forecasts are shown to illustrate the performance of the alternatives in achieving the 

economic target, several analyses shown below will focus on performance compared to 

the No Project. 

Note that economic forecasts, especially over a 25-year period, are unpredictable 

because regional, national, and global economies can be changed by random market and 

natural forces (e.g., European sovereign debt crisis, drought, earthquakes, new 

technologies, etc.). The value of this type of economic evaluation, therefore, is in 

comparing the four alternatives with the No Project alternative. 
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Furthermore, Plan Bay Area’s $286 billion dollars of regional transportation 

investments over 25 years amount to less than one-third of one percent of the Bay Area’s 

annual GRP.  This level of investment will have modest impacts at best, which are hard 

to measure in absolute terms, but can be isolated when measured relative to a base case 

alternative.  The impacts of the SCS land use policies, assuming they are fully 

implemented, also are modest since they are applied only to new development and 

redevelopment, which is a small fraction of the existing land use in the region.  The 

isolation of different outcomes between different alternatives (i.e., deltas) may be 

measured in absolute or percentage terms, providing a more controlled evaluation of 

each alternative performance while holding all other influences constant.  Analyzing the 

performance of different alternatives relative to a base case provides a reasonable basis 

for comparison.   

As Figure C3 shows, while Plan Bay Area’s level of transportation investments and land 

use policies will have modest impacts on GRP, all alternatives exceed the 110 percent 

GRP target in 2040. 

Enhanced Network of Communities (Alternative 4) has the highest forecasted GRP of 

the five alternatives. That alternative assumes a greater regional population than the 

other alternatives (i.e., 9,535,000 versus 9,196,000, or 3.7 percent higher), as well as 

higher employment (i.e., 4,550,000 versus 4,505,000, or 1.0 percent higher than for all 

other alternatives). Therefore, the higher GRP in Alternative 4 is primarily due to higher 

population and employment, while land use policies or transportation investments 

contribute a modest amount to the difference. 

Higher GRP in Alternative 4 becomes more modest when presented on a per-capita 

basis, as shown in Table C2.  The Proposed Plan shows the highest per-capita GRP of 

$116,100 when compared to all other alternatives.  This per-capita difference is $500 

more than the No Project alternative per capita GRP.  Although the transportation and 

land use effects are modest when viewed through the lens of regional economic growth, 

there are significant differences between the alternatives at the margin. 

TABLE C2: GRP PER CAPITA FOR PLAN BAY AREA EIR 
ALTERNATIVES 

EIR Alternative 
GRP per capita 

(2011 $) 

Base Year (2005) $69,000 

No Project $115,600 

Proposed Plan $116,100 

Transit Priority Focus $115,700 
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TABLE C2: GRP PER CAPITA FOR PLAN BAY AREA EIR 
ALTERNATIVES 

EIR Alternative 
GRP per capita 

(2011 $) 

Enhanced Network of Communities $113,800 

Environment, Equity, and Jobs $115,700 

The following sections describe the three major effects contributing to the differences in 

GRP for the Plan Bay Area EIR alternatives. 

Effect 1:  Travel Costs Savings 

As noted above, the analysis of economic impacts includes the reductions in congestion, 

accidents, and vehicle operating costs achieved through the Plan Bay Area 

transportation investments. The majority of direct benefits from transportation 

improvements are from the reduction of business costs. When the region’s businesses 

spend less on transportation per unit of output, they can compete against similar firms 

located outside the region and capture greater market share.  

All alternatives perform the same as or better than the No Project alternative with 

respect to travel cost savings as shown in Table C3 because the No Project alternative 

includes only projects and programs that are identified as “committed” in MTC 

Resolution 4006 (Committed Projects and Programs Policy).  Parking prices and tolls 

would remain the same as today as measured in constant year dollars, and localized 

parking minimums would remain the same for new development.  All other alternatives 

invest more than the “committed” projects by including Plan Bay Area’s Transportation 

Investment Strategy.  Some alternatives focus investments in activity centers and the 

urban core, while others distribute investments more throughout the region.  In 

addition, one possible reason for the higher level GRP in the Enhanced Network of 

Communities alternative is that travel cost savings may be reduced due to the 

elimination of interregional commuting assumed in that alternative.  

TABLE C3: TRAVEL COST SAVINGS WITH RESPECT TO NO PROJECT 

EIR Alternative 

Travel Cost 
Savings to 
Industry 

($ millions) 

Output from 
Travel Cost 

Savings 
($ millions) 

Proposed Plan $407 $220 

Transit Priority Focus $391 $308 

Enhanced Network of Communities $7,487 $6,990 

Environment, Equity, and Jobs $369 $383 
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Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013 – based on TREDIS model output. 

 

Effect 2:  Sector-Level Industry Output 

All of the employment gains and growth in GRP in the Plan Bay Area represent 

generative benefits for the nine-county region as a whole.  Generative benefits measure 

the aggregate growth in the region’s output, as opposed to redistribution among the 

counties. 

Four of the EIR land use alternatives have the same regional employment level; the 

Enhanced Network of Communities alternative has higher regional population and 

employment. Of the four with the same employment level, the distribution of 

employment by industrial sector was different in each alternative (e.g. retail versus 

financial services). Figure C4 shows employment by the six industry sectors for each of 

the Plan Bay Area alternatives6.  

Some industrial sectors contribute significantly more per-employee output than others. 

Differences in number of employees in the industrial sectors results in differences in the 

GRP.  For the Bay Area, many of the most productive industries are within the Finance, 

Professional and Business Service sector.  This leads to alternatives with a larger 

percentage of employees in this sector contributing to higher overall GRP, at the margin.  

A higher total number of jobs in more productive sectors correlate to higher GRP, as 

shown in Figure C5.  For instance, the Proposed Plan has over 15,000 more jobs in the 

Finance, Professional and Business Service sector than the No Project alternative – an 

industry category that generates higher output per employee for the region. 

It is important to note that differences in sector-level employment levels are primarily 

due to land use modeling variability between the alternatives. While these differences  in 

sector-level employment slightly affect the GRP results, this effect should not be 

interpreted as resulting from the land use pattern or transportation investments 

associated with each alternative. 

                                                        
6 ABAG and MTC aggregate employment data into six industry sectors for use with the travel model.  For economic modeling, 
employment was disaggregated into 54 NAICS industry sectors.  Values were then aggregated back to the six MTC/ABAG sectors for 
the analysis. 
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FIGURE C4: EMPLOYMENT BY ABA G 6-INDUSTRY/NAICS SECTO R 
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Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013 – based on TREDIS model output. 
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FIGURE C5: GRP BY ABAG 6 -INDUSTRY/NAICS SECTOR 

 

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013 – based on TREDIS model output. 
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Effect 3:  Improved Access to Labor 

Changes in land use can generate economic benefits when businesses are located closer 

together (i.e., agglomeration), and have better access to a larger and more diverse pool 

of labor (i.e., labor market matching).  Agglomeration impacts of land use policies are in 

addition to the direct travel savings derived from transportation investments. 

Improved access to labor involves the quantity and proximity or workers to jobs, 

measured in distance or commute time.  This effect is generated from land use policies 

that locate higher density residential development nearer to job centers.  A larger labor 

pool in closer proximity to employment opportunities increases the quality of 

employment-worker matches.  As the pool of accessible labor grows, odds increase that 

firms will find a good fit for the specialized skills they need.  Good matches lead to 

higher productivity because they are more efficient. 

For the Plan Bay Area EIR alternatives, ABAG and MTC used the land use model 

UrbanSim to model the household distribution of population and employment after 

taking into account each alternative’s land use, transportation policies, and 

transportation projects.  For each EIR alternative, the distribution of both population 

and jobs in each of the 34 modeled superdistricts (SD) in the TREDIS economic model 

differs significantly.  Land use and socioeconomic policy differences among the 

alternatives produce different industry mixes within a SD.  This changes employers’ 

access to labor and produces different levels of productivity for each alternative. 

Table C4 shows how the value added, or contribution to GRP, changes for each SD and 

each alternative.  The cells highlighted in red have the largest increases in value added 

compared to the No Project alternative; the cells highlighted in yellow have the smallest 

increases from the No Project alternative.  Certain SDs, such as SD 9, has higher output 

for all alternatives. This means that not only do those SDs likely have higher numbers of 

residents and/or employees in more productive sectors (see Effect 2:  Sector-Level 

Industry Output), but they also provide better access between employees and 

employers.  The UrbanSim model predicts the redistribution of jobs and housing 

throughout the Bay Area in part by maximizing improvements to productivity.  The 

resulting distribution produces a mix of productivity effects by alternative and by SD. 

Another example is SD 20 and SD 21 in Contra Costa County.  In this case both the 

Proposed Plan and Enhanced Network of Communities alternative have higher levels of 

output when compared to the Transit Priority Focus and EEJ alternatives.  This may be 

due to the fact that both the Transit Priority Focus and EEJ alternatives provide greater 

employment and housing by assuming Transit Priority Project areas (TPPs) are 

available for increased development, in addition to the Priority Development Areas 

(PDAs).  The Transit Priority Focus alternative focuses growth in TPPs at the urban 

core, and the EEJ alternative focuses on development in areas that include jobs-rich, 

high-opportunity TPPs not currently identified as PDAs.  It is likely that a PDA 
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investment under the Proposed Plan and Enhanced Network of Communities 

alternative may create opportunities that result in higher population and better access to 

labor for these two SDs.  

TABLE C4: GRP BY ABAG 6-INDUSTRY NAICS SECTORS FROM AGGLOMERATION EFFECTS 
 2040 Value Added (millions of $) 

SD 

Affiliated 

County 

Sub-County 

Region 
Proposed 

Plan 

Transit 
Priority 
Focus 

Enhanced 
Network of 

Comm. 

Environ., 
Equity, and 

Jobs 

1 San Francisco NE 6 201 6 190 

2 San Francisco NW 0 23 0 21 

3 San Francisco SE 2 44 3 45 

4 San Francisco SW 3 4 3 4 

5 San Mateo North 14 21 35 21 

6 San Mateo Central 47 44 35 31 

7 San Mateo South 70 70 68 80 

8 Santa Clara West 45 45 60 39 

9 Santa Clara North 108 121 136 114 

10 Santa Clara S. Central 41 39 56 37 

11 Santa Clara Central 44 42 62 36 

12 Santa Clara East 41 40 55 37 

13 Santa Clara SE 16 16 21 13 

14 Santa Clara South 12 9 15 7 

15 Alameda East 24 91 34 34 

16 Alameda SW 58 62 72 45 

17 Alameda W. Central 49 35 39 13 

18 Alameda N. Central 71 51 74 31 

19 Alameda NW 37 31 34 24 

20 Contra Costa West 100 4 94 11 

21 Contra Costa N. Central 114 49 90 55 

22 Contra Costa Central 26 6 28 4 

23 Contra Costa S. Central 9 24 1 19 

24 Contra Costa East 19 9 24 7 

25 Solano South 23 3 20 4 

26 Solano North 18 9 17 6 

27 Napa South 18 12 20 11 

28 Napa North 4 4 8 1 

29 Sonoma South 20 15 16 11 

30 Sonoma Central 7 7 8 6 

31 Sonoma North 3 2 3 1 

32 Marin North 13 3 1 5 

33 Marin Central 48 1 14 3 

34 Marin South 7 1 1 4 

All All All 1,116 1,138 1,154 971 

 

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2013 – based on TREDIS model output.   
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