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Data Review Process

 FHWA HQ Review
– Level I Review
– Level II Review

 FHWA HQ / Division Office Coordination
 Division Office Program Review

– Annual Certification Review
– Program Activity Areas Review



FHWA HQ Review



Level I Review Objectives

 Complete review within 2 weeks of data 
submission date

 Determine if there are data submittal 
issues that require immediate attention
– Work with the DOT to resolve issues
– Request resubmittal, if warranted

 Ensure that data submittal is acceptable 
for Level II and Traffic Data Reviews



Level I Review - Checks

 Previous year’s data submittal 
comments and FHWA memo

 Current year’s data submittal comments
 ‘Consistency Report’

– System extent/mileage totals for the 
following datasets:
 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
 Ownership
 Through Lanes



Control Length = Functional System intersected with Facility Type and Urban Code 
Where Urban Code <99999 and Facility Type <4.



Level I Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘Extent and Travel (Changes) Report’
– Significant year to year changes in 

Interstate mileage
– Abnormal mileage and/or travel trends
– Inconsistency between system mileage 

and travel trends
– Abnormal travel trends by functional 

system and/or urban area





Level I & Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘Extent and Travel (Changes) Report’
– Statewide travel trends vs. Traffic Volume 

Trends (TVT)-based Growth Factor 
Report (10%-30%)
 Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) trend 

within +/-2%
 Annual VMT trend does not exceed +/-5%





Level I Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 Sample Panel
– Samples are loaded
– Samples are valid w/ respect to the TOPS
– Sample Data Coverage









Level I Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘Validation Summary Report’
– All data items have been submitted
– Key data items have submitted in their 

entirety
 Full Extent: AADT, Functional System, 

Facility Type, Through Lanes, Urban Code, 
County Code, NHS, Ownership, 

NHS / Interstate / PAS: IRI, Truck AADT





Level I Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 Routes Data 
– Routes have been loaded
– Interstate routes have been loaded in 

their entirety





Level II Review



Level II Review Objectives

 Complete review within 4 weeks of 
completing Level I Review

 Perform Traffic Data Review (in parallel)
 Assemble (Draft) Review Comments

– Determine if the DOT will be asked or 
required to address any high priority data 
issues

 Assemble (Final) Review Comments



Level II Review – Checks

 Sample Panel
– Expansion Factors have been calculated
– Sample data values have been calculated
– ‘Sample Adequacy Report’

 Un-sampled / Under-sampled Volume Groups
 Sampling deficiencies across urban areas 

and/or functional systems







Level II Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘NHS Extent and Travel Report’
– Mileage Trends (vs. previous year’s data)

Total Mileage
 Interstate Mileage
Non-Interstate Mileage





Level II Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘IRI on Federal-aid Highways Report’
– Extent of Principal Arterial System (PAS) 

reporting
– Distribution/trends of PAS mileage across 

FHWA IRI class ranges (i.e., Good/Fair/Poor)
 ‘IRI on NHS Report’

– Distribution/trends of NHS mileage across 
FHWA IRI class ranges (i.e., Good/Fair/Poor)







Level II Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘Validation Summary Report’
– Significant amount of validation errors

Coverage 
Cross Check 
 LRS





Level II Review – Checks 
(cont’d)

 ‘Interstate Extent and Travel Report’
– Inconsistencies when compared to the 

FHWA Office of Planning’s ‘Route Log and 
Finder List’

– Significant year to year changes in 
Interstate route mileage



FHWA HQ / Division Office 
Coordination



HPMS Software – Review 
Module Components
 Documentation

– National Review Status
– Dashboard
– Observations
– Recommendations
– Recommendation Memo
– Responses
– Response Memo

















FHWA Division Office 
Program Review
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Assuring HPMS Quality
 Accuracy
 Completeness
 Timeliness
 Current year
 Edit reports
 Trends
 Matched samples
 Process improvements
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HPMS Data Oversight 
Responsibilities

 FHWA Division Office
– 50 States, District of Columbia, and Puerto 

Rico

 FHWA Headquarters
– Office of Highway Policy Information

 Highway System Performance Division
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FHWA Division Office

Annual Review of State’s HPMS data
Continuous Process Improvement (CPI) 
reviews

–HPMS and data collection processes

SPR Work Program support, monitoring, 
overview
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FHWA Division Office 
(cont’d)
Technical assistance
Recommendation on acceptance and use 
of data for apportioning Federal-aid funds
Report on review findings, 
recommendations. Improvements

Report with recommendations due 
annually on December 15th
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Division Office Review 
Focus

To assure the State’s current year HPMS 
data submittal is:
– Timely - June 15th
– Complete

All data fields completed
All data collected and reported

– Accurate
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Division Office Review 
Focus (cont’d)

– Quality following current guidelines
HPMS Field Manual
TMG
AASHTO Traffic Monitoring Program
ASTM standards for IRI
Geospatial Review 
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HPMS Review Guidelines 

 Risk Assessment
– Evaluation guide for 6 program activities 

 Status Report
– Questions, dates, analysis (7 areas)

 Certification
– Statement and signature block

 Summary of Attachments, Resources, 
and References
– Program Activity Review Guidelines
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6  Program Activity Areas

 Data Submittal
 SPR Work Program
 Quality Assurance
 Traffic Data
 Pavement Data
 Sample Adequacy
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Activity Poor 
1 point 

Good 
2 points 

Better 
3 points 

Best 
4 points 

Score 
(points) 

Late with complete 
mileage and VMT data, 
other major data issues 
not explained 

By June 15th , complete 
mileage & VMT data, 
major issues explained or 
data resubmittal 

By June 15th , complete 
data and minor comments 

By June 15th  , no 
comments 

 Data 
Submittal 
 
 
 
 
(Re: Report 10) 

Submittal letter brief 
and general comments 

Submittal letter explains 
only recurring comments 

Submittal letter explains 
recurring comments and 
edits 

Submittal letter explains 
recurring comments, 
edits, and changes in 
procedures and processes 

 

SPR Work 
Program or 
State Planning 
Work Program 

Decrease or inadequate  
funding or no  priorities 
for data collection 
including staff, training 
or equipment 

Adequate funding, some 
recognition of needs and 
new activities, but still no 
changes in staff, training, 
or equipment 

Adequate or increased 
funding, more staff and 
training for selected 
activities 

Adequate or increased 
funding for process 
review (or action plan) 
recommendations 
included in work program 

 

Quality 
Assurance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Re: Report 10) 

Minimal quality 
assurance, off-state 
system issues, many 
coding error messages 
 
 
                or 
No Division Field 
Inventory review 
conducted within the 
last 3 years 

Basic quality assurance 
program for short term 
solutions including off-
state system issues, some 
coding error messages 
explained in submittal 
letter        or 
Division Field Inventory 
Review conducted within 
the last 3 years & 
continuing problems 

Quality assurance 
program implemented and 
coordinated with all data 
providers, minor isolated 
problems,  

and 
Division Field Inventory 
Review completed within 
the last 3 years, all 
recommendations 
implemented 

Quality assurance 
program documented, 
funded, and no major data 
coding problems found  
 

and 
Division Field Inventory 
Review completed within 
the last 3 years, no 
recommendations  or 
major findings 

 

Traffic Data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Re: Reports 25 
- 27, Summary 
Table) 

Current year data 
provided with non 
statistical or non 
verifiable explanation 
for anomalies and 
unusual trends for F.C. 
or H.V. locations, 
Primary OHPI 
comments        or 
No process review 
conducted within the 
last 3 years 

Current year data 
provided for all PAS, 
acceptable statistical 
justification for anomalies 
and unusual trends for 
F.C. or H.V. locations, 
Primary OHPI comments 

or 
Process review started or 
completed within last 3 
years, recommendations 
not  implemented 

Current year data 
provided for all F.C., 
acceptable statistical 
justification for anomalies 
and unusual trends for 
F.C. or H.V. locations, 
Secondary OHPI 
comments          and 
Process review completed 
within the last 3 years, 
some recommendations 
implemented 

Current year data 
provided for all F.C., no 
unusual trends by F.C. or 
H.V. locations, no OHPI 
comments 
 
 

and 
Process review completed  
within the last 3 years, all 
recommendations 
implemented 

 

Pavement 
Data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Re: Report 19, 
20, 31) 

Complete data provided 
on-state system updated 
on an infrequent cycle, 
off-state system data 
incomplete, Primary 
OHPI comments 
 

or 
No process review  
conducted within the 
last 3 years 

Complete data provided 
on-state system updated 
on a 2 year cycle, plan 
developed for complete 
off-state system data, 
Primary OHPI comments 

or 
Process review started or 
completed within last 3 
years, recommendations 
not  implemented 

Complete data provided 
and collected with 
supporting explanations 
that differ from Field 
Manual, all current 2-3 
year data, Secondary 
OHPI comments      and 
Process review completed 
within the last 3 years, 
some recommendations 
implemented 

Complete data provided 
and collected in 
accordance with Field 
Manual, all current 2-3 
year data, no OHPI 
comments 

and 
Process review completed  
within the last 3 years, all 
recommendations 
implemented 

 

Sample 
Adequacy 
 
 
 
 
(Re: Report 35, 
36, 38) 

Sample revisions 
needed, identified, but 
not made. Primary 
OHPI comments 

 
              or 
No process review  
conducted within the 
last 3 years 

Some sample revisions 
were made, sample 
adequacy assessed. 
Primary OHPI comments 

or 
Process review started or 
completed within last 3 
years, recommendations 
not  implemented 

Most sample revisions 
were made, sample 
adequacy assessed. 
Secondary OHPI 
comments        and 
Process review completed 
within the last 3 years, 
some recommendations 
implemented 

Sample revisions not 
needed or were made 
addressing all deficiencies 
and OHPI comments  

and 
Process review completed  
within the last 3 years, all 
recommendations 
implemented 

 

Total Score                                                                                                                                           (28 max)  
Activity(s) Identified for Review: (Less than 15, more than one activity should be considered) 
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Annual Certification
I certify that the State’s HPMS data submittal and
the information in this review are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge and belief and there is no
evidence of submission of false data, which would
be in violation of U.S.C., Title 18, Section 1020.

Furthermore, I certify that this HPMS data is valid
and suitable for use in the apportionment of
Federal-aid highway funds, performance
measurement, and condition and performance
reporting to Congress.

HPMS Review Guidelines 
(Underlining added for emphasis)
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Significance of Accurate UAB 
& FC Data
 Impact on HPMS Data

– Sample adequacy
– Rural and urban totals and trends
– Air quality analysis
– Crash rates
– Congestion monitoring
– Urban travel demand models
– System extent
– National Systematic Equality
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Accurate UAB & FC Data
 Accuracy of Rural vs. Urban VMT 
 Sample Adequacy

– Rural and urban totals and trends
– Air quality analysis
– Crash rates
– Congestion monitoring
– Urban travel demand models

 Conditions & Performance Report
 Performance Measures
 Reassessment Driven Changes



Timeline of Activities
Date(s) Activity

June 1st Certified Mileage 
Submission

June 15th HPMS Submission

June 30th Level I Review Completion

July 15th-30th Level II and Traffic Review
Completion

Early-August Review Notes forwarded to 
Division Office

Mid-August Conference Call w/ 
State/Division Office

Late-August Memo transmitted to State

Mid-October National Data 
Finalized/Analysis and 
Reporting Commences

October-November National Report Production

December 15th Division Field Review due to 
FHWA HQ



Questions???



Contacts
 Ronald Vaughn 

Office: (202) 366-9248
Email: ronald.vaughn@dot.gov

 Joe Hausman
Office: (202) 366-5047
Email: joseph.hausman@dot.gov

 Rob Rozycki
Office: (202) 366-5059
Email: robert.rozycki@dot.gov


