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On June 18, 2002, a memorandum was sent from the FHWA Office of Highway Policy Information to the FHWA Division Offices on “Traffic Data for the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS).”  The body of the memorandum states:

At the recent North American Travel Monitoring Exhibition and Conference (NATMEC), we showed a map of traffic detectors used for intelligent transportation systems (ITS) in the Cincinnati, Ohio area.  The map also showed the locations of automatic traffic recorders (ATRs) in the same area.  The point was to demonstrate the opportunity for ITS traffic detectors to provide traffic data for HPMS reporting.  For example, the annual average daily traffic (AADT) on an HPMS segment could be determined from an ITS detector on that segment rather than factoring a short count or previous year figure.  This would improve the quality of HPMS traffic data significantly.  It also would provide cost savings and reduced staffing requirements for the States’ traffic monitoring programs.

There are ITS deployments in every State and many could be used for HPMS reporting purposes as well.  While there are concerns about incorporating data from ITS detectors into traditional counting programs, they are a tremendous resource for traffic data collection, especially in urban areas where it is difficult to get traffic counts.  We fully support the use of ITS detectors for multiple purposes which is the goal of the ITS Archived Data User Service (ADUS).  We are asking the Divisions to provide us with the following information about the States’ use of ITS traffic data for HPMS reporting:

·
Is the State traffic monitoring office aware of ITS detectors?

·
Is the State using ITS detectors for HPMS reporting purposes?

·
If the State is not yet using ITS detectors for HPMS, why not?

If you have any questions about this, please contact Mr. Ralph Gillmann of my staff at 202-366-5042 or Ralph.Gillmann@fhwa.dot.gov.

Several respondents asked for clarification about the meaning of “ITS detectors.”  Some thought it referred to the detector technology.  Our response was that they are traffic detectors that are used as part of an ITS project or were paid for by ITS funds.

The intent of the first question was to determine whether or not there are ITS traffic detectors in the State, at least as far as the State’s traffic monitoring office is aware.  If the Division said there weren’t any ITS detectors in the State, the answer was recorded as a No.  In four cases, the State answered Yes but then said that ITS detectors were not available at this time.  These answers were changed to a No since that reflects the intent of the question.  The North Carolina contact wasn’t sure if they had any ITS detectors but since detectors were installed for the CARAT ITS project in Charlotte, the answer was recorded as a Yes.

The three questions are of course related:  If the answer to the first question is No, then the answer to the second question must be No and the answer to the third question is that ITS detectors do not exist in the State.  On the other hand, if the answer to the first two questions is Yes, then the third question doesn’t apply.  So there are three cases to consider depending on the answers to the first two questions:  Yes-Yes, Yes-No, and No-No.

Answers were available for 43 States.  The results were 14 States Yes-Yes, 16 States Yes-No, and 13 States No-No.  Percentages are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1 – Answers to the First and Second Questions
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So one-third of these States are using some ITS traffic detectors to supply HPMS traffic data.  Several noted that the number of ITS detectors available was currently limited but was expected to increase in the future.

A plurality answered Yes-No and their most common reason for not yet using ITS traffic detectors for HPMS was that they’re still working on it.  Other answers were that the data quality was poor or that it’s still under consideration.

Thirty percent of these States currently have no ITS traffic detectors.  Several said they were willing to use them or expected to have them in the future.

Thus 70 percent of the States have ITS traffic detectors available and almost one-half of these States are currently using some of them for HPMS reporting purposes.

Table 1 gives a summary of all the responses.  Overall, the responses were positive and showed that ITS traffic detectors are being considered for traffic monitoring and HPMS.  There is clearly a trend toward increasing use and this will likely become a standard practice in the future.

Table 1 – State-by-State Summary of Responses

	States
	Question 1
	Question 2
	Question 3
	Division Contact

	Alabama
	Yes
	No
	Interested, under review
	Alabama FHWA

	Alaska
	No*
	No
	No TMC
	Al Fletcher

	Arizona
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas
	
	
	
	Gary DalPorto

	California
	Yes
	No
	Under development
	

	Colorado
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Craig Larson

	Connecticut
	Yes
	No
	Poor data quality
	Michael Chong

	Delaware
	
	
	
	

	DC
	No
	No
	Willing
	Sandra Jackson

	Florida 
	Yes
	Yes
	District 5
	Kwame Arhin

	Georgia
	Yes
	No
	Low accuracy
	Marcus Wilner

	Hawaii            
	Yes
	Yes
	One site
	Jon Young

	Idaho               
	No
	No
	Plan to
	Scott Frey

	Illinois          
	Yes
	Yes
	TSC
	Janis Piland

	Indiana
	Yes
	Yes
	Borman expressway
	Clem Ligocki

	Iowa
	No*
	No
	Have none
	Mark Johnson

	Kansas         
	No
	No
	Waiting for 2003
	Stephen Faust

	Kentucky          
	Yes
	
	
	

	Louisiana            
	
	
	
	

	Maine             
	No
	No
	Willing
	John Perry

	Maryland    
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts   
	No
	No
	Should in future
	Ed Silva

	Michigan    
	Yes
	Yes
	MITS
	

	Minnesota    
	Yes
	Yes
	TMC
	Gerald Liibbe

	Mississippi         
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Larkin Wellborn

	Missouri       
	Yes
	Yes
	Branson; expect more
	Jim Radmacher

	Montana            
	
	
	
	Bob Burkhardt

	Nebraska      
	No
	No
	Don't exist
	Stephen Burnham

	Nevada              
	No
	No
	Intend to
	Randy Bellard

	New Hampshire 
	No
	No
	Don't exist
	Martin Calawa

	New Jersey
	
	
	
	

	New Mexico
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Stan Mattingly

	New York
	Yes
	Yes
	Limited
	Tom Kearney

	North Carolina
	Yes
	No
	Funding
	Bill Marley

	North Dakota
	Yes
	No
	Waiting for ITS plan
	Robert Griffith

	Ohio
	Yes
	No
	Probably next year
	Stew Sonnenberg

	Oklahoma     
	
	
	
	

	Oregon             
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Kim Hoovestol

	Pennsylvania    
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Eugene Olinger

	Puerto Rico
	No*
	No
	None available
	Sam Herrera-Diaz

	Rhode Island
	
	
	
	

	South Carolina 
	Yes
	Yes
	
	David Morris

	South Dakota
	No
	No
	None available
	Mark Hoines

	Tennessee       
	No*
	No
	Not installed yet
	Scott McGuire

	Texas      
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Kirk Fauver

	Utah         
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Harlan Miller

	Vermont        
	Yes
	Yes
	One site
	Jim Bush

	Virginia        
	Yes
	No
	Working on it
	Jennifer DeBruhl

	Washington     
	Yes
	No
	Seattle
	

	West Virginia
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Greg Morris

	Wisconsin         
	Yes
	Yes
	
	John Berg

	Wyoming          
	Yes
	No
	Under consideration
	James Bonds

	Total
	30 Yes, 13 No
	14 Yes, 29 No
	
	

	* No is recorded even though the State said Yes because no ITS traffic detectors are available at this time.
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	Is the State traffic monitoring office aware of ITS detectors?
	Is the State using ITS detectors for HPMS reporting purposes
	If the State is not yet using ITS detectors for HPMS, why not?

	State
	Yes /No
	Comment
	Yes /No
	Comment
	Comment

	Alabama
	Yes
	
	No
	
	The State is interested in potential for use of ITS detectors to contribute to the HPMS traffic data, but plans for installation of detectors are currently under review.

	Alaska
	No
	
	No
	
	Currently the MPO Anchorage does not have a Traffic Management Center and are not collecting and archiving data. 

The Truck Enforcement Group will begin installing a WIM this summer. The data is going to be included in the state’s data warehouse for WIM data which is currently under development.

	California
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Staff of UC Berkeley are currently developing a program for us to process PEMS data into our standard format for input into our database.  Once the data is our database we will be able to calculate AADTs.

	Colorado
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Working on it.

	Connecticut
	Yes
	Traffic Monitoring is aware of the ITS detectors and conducted a thorough investigation of their value to the traffic monitoring program in 1997.
	No
	
	In 1997 this office compared data from the ITS detectors with similarly positioned ATRs or road tube counters. The output from the ITS detectors did not correspond closely enough with the ATR or road tube counts (both the ATRs and the tube counters are regularly checked for count accuracy) to lead us to further pursue the use of ITS detectors as an integral part of our counting program. The office is considering additional data testing on the Departments new ITS software once it is installed and operational.

	District of Columbia
	No
	
	No
	
	The State is not yet using ITS detectors for HPMS primarily for the same reason noted in #1; however, willing to use if the technology is made available

	Florida 
	Yes
	
	Yes
	But only in FDOT District #5 and expanding.
	

	Georgia
	Yes
	
	No
	
	A research study has been initiated to determine the accuracy of traffic data from the State DOT's Auto-scope locations.  This study will be completed during FY 2003.  If the results of this study are favorable, the State DOT's ITS data will be used to support the calculation of AADT for the traffic monitoring program, and therefore the HPMS.

	Hawaii            
	Yes
	Yes, but they have determined that there is only one site from which they can get useful traffic data.   This is at the Halawa interchange on H-3.  The ITS data storage devices do not work at the site, so the traffic monitoring office disconnected and powered down the site, then hooked up its own portable ATRs to collect data there.  In essence only the sensors of the ITS site were used by the traffic monitoring office.
	Yes
	There is only one site from which they can get useful traffic data.  This is at the Halawa interchange on H-3.  The ITS data storage devices do not work at the site, so the traffic monitoring office disconnected and powered down the site, then hooked up its own portable ATRs to collect data there.  In essence only the sensors of the ITS site were used by the traffic monitoring office.


	There is a large live-camera system on the State and county principal arterials in Honolulu, however, these do not collect traffic data.  The camera feeds are live on the Internet and are theoretically used at the County's traffic management center during workdays to monitor traffic conditions.  The public has access and can view traffic conditions before making their trips.  That is about all it is used for at this time.

	Idaho               
	No
	
	No
	
	We are not yet using any data from ITS traffic detectors for HPMS but we have plans to do so.  Ada County Highway Department has a small traffic management center in Boise.  There is a joint ITS project underway to instrument the I-84/I-184 Flying Wye with traffic detectors.  That project will include some existing ATR sites along with several additional detectors.  The Wye is currently under construction so it will be a while yet before we are able to collect all of the data.  We are also working with the ports of entry to get truck information from their weigh-in-motion sites.  

	Illinois          
	Yes
	We do, and have done so long before IVHS, ITS, ATMS, ATIS, ADUS, etc.  In fact, nearly since the start of the real-time data collection using the magnetic induction loops in about 160 centerline miles of the expressway system, which has operation since 1960, by the IDOT Traffic Systems Center (TSC).
	Yes
	
	This data is "archived" in a ASCII file format after statistical summaries are computed including AADT archived" data is used by IDOT in the Illinois Roadway Information System (IRIS) which includes traffic statistics for roadway segments.  Of course IRIS also includes many other physical, geometric, control, etc. information about the roadway.  The archived traffic data is used to produce the AADT for about 60 HPMS sample sections on the expressways. Of course this does not include other HPMS traffic data such as truck info, K and D factors for these sections.  To do so would require a complete years worth of the detailed, base data as well as some technological innovations to get classification counts from the single loop stations that predominate in the TSC. The "archived" is also used by Chicago Area Transportation to produce a "Travel Atlas". 

	Indiana
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	Indiana counts the Interstate system every two years. This year that study utilized ITS sites on the Borman Expressway (I-80/I-94) to obtain 48hour counts. As other ITS sites come online they will be utilized in the same manner.

The ITS operations are utilizing counting equipment and software that meet their specific needs and are not necessarily compatible with the equipment/ software  in use in the traffic counting  operations.  Currently there are no plans to incorporate ITS data into the traffic counting programs except for use of 48 hour volumes as part of the coverage count and/or bi-annual Interstate counting program.

	Iowa
	No
	
	No
	
	

	Kansas
	No
	The Traffic and Field Operations Unit and the ITS Unit, both part of the KDOT Bureau of Transportation Planning, are working together on the KC Scout ITS project, a freeway management system in the Kansas City bi-state metropolitan area.  The design phase of the project is complete and the construction phase is under way.  The Interstate 435 part of KC Scout is expected to be collecting traffic data in the summer of 2003.  Data from the rest of the project, including Interstate 35, won’t become available until the end of 2003 or the beginning of 2004.
	No
	
	Data from ITS detectors will not be available until the summer of 2003.  The KDOT Traffic and Field Operations Unit expects the ITS information on I-435 and I-35 to be very useful and to aid in the gathering of data for HPMS purposes.

	Maine
	No
	
	No
	
	

	Massachusetts
	No
	
	No
	
	Massachusetts has not yet deployed any ITS projects to the point where we can use the information from ITS detectors for HPMS. We currently have a couple of big ITS projects under construction, the Route 128 ITS Project and the Central Artery which has a major ITS component to it. Both of these projects are still 1-2 years from being operational. When they become operational we will make every effort to get the State to make dual use of the data collected.

	Michigan
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Data from the permanent pavement loops that is routinely collected by the MITS Center is summarized into hourly totals and electronically transmitted to Transportation Planning in the central office.  This is the principal means for providing the traffic data used in the estimation of AADT in the Detroit area.
	

	Minnesota
	Yes
	Detectors in Minnesota--have been for 15 years
	Yes
	We have been using Traffic Management Center (TMC) detector data for many of our ATRs and for short duration sampling on instrumented segments throughout the Minneapolis/Saint Paul metropolitan area. Data from the detectors is used to estimate AADT for all TMC instrumented segments. These data supplement other ATR data and other short duration sampling throughout the state.
	

	Mississippi
	Yes
	Most of these sites are WIM sites that can be used for monitoring traffic.
	Yes
	
	

	Missouri
	Yes
	The Analysis and Report Unit and the System Analysis Engineer, both part of the M0DOT-Transportation Planning, are aware of ITS detectors.  The KC Scout ITS project is a freeway management system in Kansas City bi-state metropolitan area.  The Gateway Guide in St. Louis and TRIP in Branson round out the ITS projects in Missouri.
	Yes
	In Branson, TRIP is used for a portion of reporting and the St. Louis Gateway Guide, when operational, will be incorporated into the reporting process.

As the ITS becomes operational, traffic data information (including historical data) will be incorporated into the State correlated database.


	

	Nebraska
	No
	ITS detectors have not been installed
	No
	
	

	Nevada
	No
	
	No
	
	Nevada intends to use ITS data in development of AADT estimates and ultimately to populate the HPMS. This may begin as early as next year with the implementation of the FAST project in Las Vegas, and facilitated via the planned ADUS.

However, use of this data is contingent upon validation of ITS based count data, with specific regard to accuracy and reliability. While ITS based sensors do indeed monitor and store traffic data, they are not necessarily placed in locations that capture data needed to derive accurate AADT estimates. It has also been my experience with arrays in similar systems (LVACTS), that sensors are not maintained, i.e. loops fail or over count in one lane and it is ignored because it is not critical to the operation of the system, or the time stamps are off, etc. Another potential stumbling block would be the sheer volume of data collected, and the storage interval's that ITS system's provide. Upon implementation (as I understand it), FAST will spit out 5 minute increments of data for each sensor. Many of these sensors are redundant from a traffic counting point of view, therefore identifying specific sensors and where they physically exist in the system will be the first challenge. The second challenge that I foresee is the summarization of this data into meaningful periods (15min or hourly), and groups (by direction or roadway). All of which require post processing of some form.

	New Hampshire
	No
	
	No
	
	

	New Mexico
	Yes
	
	No
	
	A current  project will employ ITS detectors and develop a method of providing count/speed data to the Planning Division as well as provide video/incident management data to the ITS Engineer in District 3 (Albuquerque metro area). The Planning Division and ITS unit are working closely to ensure ITS deployment and HPMS deployments will serve both purposes when and where appropriate.

	New York
	Yes
	The Division has facilitated meeting between ITS Program Managers and Traffic Monitoring staff designed to enhance coordination between the program areas. The dialogue the Division promotes is two-way, when Traffic Monitoring was expanding its continuous counters by deploying sixty new sites, the locations for the new sites were shared with ITS staff so they were aware of assets in the roadway that could be included in the regional ITS constructs
	Yes
	To a limited degree. There has been acoustic sensor based data included in the traffic data sets reported through the State's HPMS. Also, detector based volume data has been prepared and submitted to Traffic Monitoring by the Albany TMC. FHWA staff has been briefed by  the Albany MPO staff describe accessibility to the TMC traffic volume data and their intention of using the data in their demand modeling. Hopefully, more to come. NY is currently in the early stages of Regional Architecture development for the non-TMA urban Areas and rural areas.
	

	North Carolina
	Yes
	The ITS Sections and Traffic Control personnel have started investigating different detection technologies used to monitor traffic for incident/congestion management and construction work zones. 

Note:  the CARAT project in Charlotte has ITS detectors.
	No
	
	Funding

	North Dakota
	Yes
	To date, while the traffic data analysis section is aware that there is traffic data collected from ITS detectors throughout the State, the data are not used as input to the HPMS.
	No
	
	Traffic data is collected by different jurisdictions throughout the State.  Agreements regarding quality and distribution of the data have not been established.  NDDOT has contracted with North Dakota State University to prepare the Statewide ITS plan.  It is anticipated that this plan will provide the architecture for the shared collection of traffic data

	Ohio
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Ohio is working jointly with the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet to improve the access to the shared ARTIMIS ITS system. ARTIMIS has recently implemented an FTP site that allows us to gain access to vehicle volume data in TMG 3 card format. Ohio is currently working on completing counts for the Hamilton county area in which ARTIMIS is located. Data from ARTIMIS has been gathered and will be reviewed for incorporation into the counts for this county. Although the information was not incorporated into this years HPMS submittal, we feel we will be able to better utilize the data for next years submittal.

	Oregon 
	Yes
	Inductive Loops, Video Detectors, Weigh-in-Motion Detectors, Acoustical Sensors, and Radar Sensor


	No
	
	The traffic monitoring office has used ITS surveillance cameras to perform manual counts.

The traffic monitoring office has been working with the ITS offices for approximately the last two years in striving to make use of existing ITS detectors for HPMS purposes.  

Hurdles: The traffic monitoring office has tested and compared ITS ramp meter counts with ATR counts and manual counts in the same location.   While there was nearly exact agreement between the ATR count and the manual count, there were large differences in the ramp meter counts.  The State attributed these differences to inaccurate tuning of the ramp meter loop amplifiers.  It has been a struggle for the traffic monitoring office to obtain adjusted and accurate ITS ramp meter data that is in an easily programmable format.  Another obstacle is that some of the ramp meter inductive loop sensors only collect data in one direction of the highway.  Weigh-in-motion detectors provide an overwhelming amount of data to the mainframe, and the recent conversion to the new Traffic Monitoring Guide has created conflicts in using this data. 

Endeavors: In some cases the traffic monitoring office has provided information and technology to the ITS office.  The offices are currently working together in testing RTMS and radar systems. Also, the traffic monitoring office has been involved in the development of a statewide data clearinghouse project that will consist of data from all State agencies and will be made available for many uses. The traffic monitoring office is aware of several current and future opportunities for data sharing as well as power and technology sharing. They are very interested in continuing to work with the ITS office in pursuing and implementing these opportunities, and look forward to FHWA encouragement and/or guidance.

	Pennsylvania
	Yes
	
	Yes
	We are using the traffic data being gathered by ITS for HPMS, when we feel that the data is good. Not all data is automatically accepted. It is evaluated as is the data collected through more traditional methods.
	

	Puerto Rico
	No


	The Commonwealth traffic monitoring office is aware of the ITS projects being planned and implemented by the PR Highway and Transportation Authority (HTA). However, no ITS detectors that can be used for traffic counting have been installed yet. The ITS projects are under design.
	No
	
	The Commonwealth is not using ITS detectors for HPMS reporting purposes. However, there has been coordination between the offices of traffic operations and traffic monitoring  to design and install the capability for traffic counting in the ITS detectors that will be constructed in the future

	South Carolina
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	

	South Dakota
	No
	South Dakota does not have any ITS detectors with the exception of limited Auto-scope at intersections in Sioux Falls.
	No
	
	None available

	Tennessee
	No
	Don't have any installed yet.  October 2002 earliest implementation.
	No
	
	

	Texas
	Yes
	
	No
	
	TXDOT is in the process of developing an enterprise software database (Statewide Traffic Analysis & Reporting System) which includes re-engineering of the traffic monitoring program.  The use of ITS data falls into a release later than Release 1.0 (basic traffic analysis functionality).  STARS is broken up into releases to make the work load and production more manageable - to avoid an all or nothing approach.

ITS data use falls into a later release to provide time to work with TTI to determine in what format the ITS data is produced; what does it take to bring it over and convert it to XML language and download the data; and how to receive and statistically process it (e.g., 364 days - 15 days per month - one week a quarter?). Also, the companion functionality - ramp balancing - comes up in a release later than Release 1.0.  The work with TTI is current on-going.

STARS Work Program:

Release 1.0 blueprints are currently scheduled to be completed November 2002 with construction completed November 2003.  Sometime in the latter half of 2003 design of Release 2.0 should begin.  It is anticipated, but not STARS Steering Committee approved, that ITS data use and ramp balancing will fall into Release 2.0.

Among the conclusions is the statement:  "As a result of their participation in this research project, the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) has committed to developing a regional data archive in Dallas-Ft. Worth. As of November 2001 NCTCOG has allocated some of its resources and is preparing a budget and scope for this archive development.

	Utah
	Yes
	UDOT's traffic monitoring office is very much aware of the ITS system and ITS detectors. The UDOT has developed a comprehensive ITS system for the greater Salt Lake urbanized area that includes ITS detectors on the Interstate System and on many of the major arterial streets. This system has been under development since 1996 and is now fully operational
	No
	
	We expect to have selected ATR detector locations and have a systematic process for archiving the data and using it for HPMS within two years.

	Vermont
	Yes
	
	Yes
	The only ITS equipment installed in VT as an ITS deployment is one WIM on US 7 in Brandon, VT.  That one WIM together with the other WIMs that were SPR funded (not as ITS deployments) is used for coverage counts used to develop the HPMS traffic information. 
	

	Virginia
	Yes
	VDOT'S traffic monitoring office is aware of ITS detectors.
	No
	
	VDOT remains committed to using ITS data for multiple purposes.  There is currently an effort underway at VDOT to develop a “Mobility Data Store” that is intended to make a variety of data available to many different users with different data needs.

While VDOT staff is discussing the idea of coordinating ITS detectors with their traffic monitoring efforts, they are facing obstacles.  Some of the obstacles include:  data quality, usage, format, and transfer issues.  Work on the integration of data from many sources, including ITS continues.

	Washington
	Yes
	
	No
	
	Traditionally, the Headquarters Data Office (called the TDO) has sent crews around to set tube counters on the ramps to count in the urban area, and then did ramp balancing.  (Its the usual story of "your counters aren't accurate, ours are, although we've never actually tested ours.")

Starting this year, the TDO will use a subset of their normal urban counter setting money to validate (and tune if necessary) a subset of the freeway loops to ensure their accuracy.  These loop locations will then become the primary source for urban freeway HPMS data.  The "loop validation" will be done by video taping the freeway at the loop locations and using that tape to perform short manual counts.  This data will then be compared against the recorded loop volumes.  Bad results will result in a request for loop tuning and/or repair.

This change in plans was caused by the confluence of several actions:

1) Because of the Department's budget keeps shrinking, the TDO was looking to save money.

2) The new Secretary is now heavily using the freeway ops data for his own purposes and wants consistency in reporting

3) There was a minor controversy when we moved up something like 12 places in the "best DOT performance" report that some North Carolina professor does, thanks in large part to his poor handling of urban freeway HPMS data, and that raised major concerns about the accuracy of the data the Department was using and/or publishing.  (We ran around and figured out what caused the numbers he was using to change so dramatically.  It was a coding change that he didn't handle correctly, more than a major change in reported volumes, but the "run around frantically" exercise brought the whole "why aren't you using the freeway data" and "freeway data quality" issues to a head.)

4) There was a personnel change in the TDO, as the new secretary works to get better numbers for performance monitoring, and that removed some of the old personnel issues.

	West Virginia
	Yes
	
	Yes
	They are used to conduct automatic traffic counts at various locations throughout the state, which are then used for HPMS purposes.
	

	Wisconsin
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	

	Wyoming
	Yes
	
	No
	
	The State is considering this as a possibility with future ITS activities.
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Figure 1 - Answers to First and Second Questions

0.3255813953

0.3720930233

0.3023255814



Sheet1

		Traffic Data for the HPMS – Memo 6/18/02

		States		Question 1		Question 2		Question 3 / Comment		Division Contact		Title		State Contact

		Alabama		Y		N		Interested, under review		Alabama FHWA

		Alaska		N*		N		No TMC		Al Fletcher		Safety		MA Dierckman

		Arizona

		Arkansas						[waiting to hear]		Gary DalPorto		P&R		"ITS Detector"?

		California		Y		N		Under development						Joe Avis

		Colorado		Y		N		Working on it		Craig Larson		Planner

		Connecticut		Y		N		Poor data quality		Michael Chong		Planner		Joe Cristalli

		Delaware

		District of Columbia		N		N		Willing		Sandra Jackson		Planner		Mesfin Lakew

		Florida		Y		Y		District 5		Kwame Arhin		Planner

		Georgia		Y		N		Low accuracy		Marcus Wilner		Planner

		Hawaii		Y		Y		One site		Jon Young		Planner

		Idaho		N		N		Plan to		Scott Frey		Planner		Glenda Fuller

		Illinois		Y		Y		TSC		Janis Piland		Plan.& Prog.

		Indiana		Y		Y, Borman		Only 48 hr or Interstate		Clem Ligocki		Planner		Kirk Mangold

		Iowa		N*		N		Have none		Mark Johnson		Planner		Brian Squier

		Kansas		N		N		Waiting for 2003		Stephen Faust		P&R Engineer

		Kentucky		Y		N		Working on it						Rob Bostrom

		Louisiana

		Maine		N		N		Willing		John Perry		Planner		Edward Beckwith		Ed Hanscom

		Maryland

		Massachusetts		N		N		Should in future		Ed Silva		Planner

		Michigan		Y		Y		MITS

		Minnesota		Y		Y		TMC		Gerald Liibbe		Planner		Mark Flinner

		Mississippi		Y		Y				Larkin Wellborn		ITS/Safety

		Missouri		Y		Y, Branson		Will, as it's available		Jim Radmacher		Planner

		Montana

		Nebraska		N		N		Don't exist		Stephen Burnham		P&R Engineer

		Nevada		N		N		Intends to		Randy Bellard		P&R Engineer		Dave Manning

		New Hampshire		N		N		Don't exist		Martin Calawa		ITS/Safety

		New Jersey

		New Mexico		Y		N		Working on it		Stan Mattingly		R&T Engineer

		New York		Y		Y		Limited		Tom Kearney		Planner

		North Carolina		[Y] Not sure		N		Funding		Bill Marley		Planner		Cheryl Evans

		North Dakota		Y		N		Waiting for ITS plan		Robert Griffith		Planner		Robert Olzweski

		Ohio		Y		N		Probably next year		Stew Sonnenberg		Urban Planner		David Gardner

		Oklahoma

		Oregon		Y		N		Working on it		Kim Hoovestol		Planner

		Pennsylvania		Y		Y				Eugene Olinger		R&T2

		Puerto Rico		N*		N		None available		Sam Herrera-Diaz		Planner

		Rhode Island

		South Carolina		Y		Y				David Morris		Traffic/Safety

		South Dakota		N		N		None available		Mark Hoines		P&R

		Tennessee		N*		N		Not installed yet		Scott McGuire		Planner

		Texas		Y		N		Working on it		Kirk Fauver		S-wide Planner		Deborah Graham

		Utah		Y		N		Working on it		Harlan Miller		Planner

		Vermont		Y		Y		One site		Jim Bush		Area Engineer		Amy Gamble

		Virginia		Y		N		Working on it		Jennifer DeBruhl		Planner

		Washington		Y		N		Soon will be						Mark Hallenbeck		Roger Horton

		West Virginia		Y		Y				Greg Morris		Safety & Traffic

		Wisconsin		Y		Y				John Berg		ITS

		Wyoming		Y		N		Under consideration		James Bonds		Planner

		Total		30Y, 13N		14Y, 29N		43 States as of 8/28

				YY=14		YN=16		NN=13		Y-		N-

				32.56%		37.21%		30.23%		69.77%		30.23%		46.67%

				Yes-Yes		Yes-No		No-No		Yes1		No1		YY of Yes1

		* No is recorded even though the State said Yes because no ITS traffic detectors are available at this time.
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Figure 1 - Answers to First and Second Questions
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		Traffic Data for the HPMS – Memo 6/18/02

		States		Q1		Q2		Q3 / Comment		Division Contact

		Alabama		Y		N		Interested, under review		Alabama FHWA

		Alaska		N*		N		No TMC		Al Fletcher

		Arizona

		Arkansas						[waiting to hear]		Gary DalPorto

		California		Y		N		Under development

		Colorado		Y		N		Working on it		Craig Larson

		Connecticut		Y		N		Poor data quality		Michael Chong

		Delaware

		District of Columbia		N		N		Willing		Sandra Jackson

		Florida		Y		Y		District 5		Kwame Arhin

		Georgia		Y		N		Low accuracy		Marcus Wilner

		Hawaii		Y		Y		One site		Jon Young

		Idaho		N		N		Plan to		Scott Frey

		Illinois		Y		Y		TSC		Janis Piland

		Indiana		Y		Y, Borman		Only 48 hr or Interstate		Clem Ligocki

		Iowa		N*		N		Have none		Mark Johnson

		Kansas		N		N		Waiting for 2003		Stephen Faust

		Kentucky		Y		N		Working on it

		Louisiana

		Maine		N		N		Willing		John Perry

		Maryland

		Massachusetts		N		N		Should in future		Ed Silva

		Michigan		Y		Y		MITS

		Minnesota		Y		Y		TMC		Gerald Liibbe

		Mississippi		Y		Y				Larkin Wellborn

		Missouri		Y		Y, Branson		Will, as it's available		Jim Radmacher

		Montana

		Nebraska		N		N		Don't exist		Stephen Burnham

		Nevada		N		N		Intends to		Randy Bellard

		New Hampshire		N		N		Don't exist		Martin Calawa

		New Jersey

		New Mexico		Y		N		Working on it		Stan Mattingly

		New York		Y		Y		Limited		Tom Kearney

		North Carolina		[Y] Not sure		N		Funding		Bill Marley

		North Dakota		Y		N		Waiting for ITS plan		Robert Griffith

		Ohio		Y		N		Probably next year		Stew Sonnenberg

		Oklahoma

		Oregon		Y		N		Working on it		Kim Hoovestol

		Pennsylvania		Y		Y				Eugene Olinger

		Puerto Rico		N*		N		None available		Sam Herrera-Diaz

		Rhode Island

		South Carolina		Y		Y				David Morris

		South Dakota		N		N		None available		Mark Hoines

		Tennessee		N*		N		Not installed yet		Scott McGuire

		Texas		Y		N		Working on it		Kirk Fauver

		Utah		Y		N		Working on it		Harlan Miller

		Vermont		Y		Y		One site		Jim Bush

		Virginia		Y		N		Working on it		Jennifer DeBruhl

		Washington		Y		N		Soon will be

		West Virginia		Y		Y				Greg Morris

		Wisconsin		Y		Y				John Berg

		Wyoming		Y		N		Under consideration		James Bonds

		Total		30Y, 13N		14Y, 29N		43 States as of 8/28

				YY=14		YN=16		NN=13		Y-
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