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1969

None

1977

None

1983

None

1990

New York State; 
Connecticut; Indianapolis 
MPO

1995

New York State; 
Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts; Oklahoma 
City, OK; Tulsa, OK

2001

Baltimore, MPO; Des 
Moines MPO; Hawaii; 
Kentucky (4 counties); 
Lancaster, PA MPO; NY 
State; Oahu (Honolulu 
MPO); TX; WI

2009

Rapids, IA; Florida; 
Georgia; Iowa; Indiana; 
North Carolina; New York; 
Omaha, NE; Phoenix, AZ; 
Piedmont, NC; South 
Carolina; South Dakota; 
Tennessee; Texas; Tucson, 
AZ; Virginia; Chittenden 
County, VT;  Vermont; 
Wisconsin

2017

Arizona; California; 
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX; 
Des Moines, IA; Georgia; 
Maryland; North 
Carolina; New York; 
South Carolina; Tulsa, 
OK; Texas; Waterloo, IA; 
Wisconsin

2022 

Tennessee; 

Virginia

TN Not Participated TN Participated

NHTS Add-On History



TDOT Add-on Q’s 

• Important Transportation 

Investments

• Willingness to Pay in Tolls 

(Work/School)

• Willingness to Pay in Tolls 

(Shopping/Recreation)

• Reasons for Not Walk or Bike

• Reasons for Public Transit

• Willingness to Participate in 

Follow-up Surveys 

Potentials

• Bicycle and pedestrian travel

• Transit use

• Shared mobility

• Emerging transportation modes

• Special populations

• Telecommuting



Combined Survey 

NuStats (Knoxville)
Westat (Nashville)



Combined Survey 
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Re-Weighting 



Re-Weighting 



Where in Travel Demand Modeling 

❑ Model Estimation

• Trip Generation Model

• Mode Choice Model

• Destination Choice Model

• Time of Day Model

❑ Model Validation

• Trip generation was validated by applying the TSM V4.0 and 

comparing the resulting trip rates for Tennessee with those 

observed in the survey and with national defaults from NCHRP 

716.

• The applied mode choice models were validated against three 

data sources:

o 2014 ACS (HBW model only),

o The combined survey (both HBW and HBO models),

o Ridership data from the National Transit Database (both 

models)



Regional HTS 

• The survey collected information on travel behavior, mode choice, trip 
purpose, trip frequency, and other key travel factors.

• Nashville MPO conducted HTS in 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, and 
2016.

• Memphis MPO conducted HTS in 1991, 2001, 2010, 2014-2015 and 

2018.

• Knoxville TPO conducted HTS in 1990, 2000, 2010, 2015, and 2020.

• Chattanooga TPO conducted a HTS in 1994, 2007, 2016. The survey 

was conducted in collaboration with the GDOT and the Walker 
County Chamber of Commerce in Georgia.



HTS vs. Big-Data 

• More Data Driven Approaches

• Supplement to Traditional Data Source 

• Advantage:

❑ Scale

❑ Continuity

❑ Cost

• Disadvantage:

❑ Limited Scope

❑ Representativeness

❑ Privacy



HTS vs. Big-Data 



Issues and Potentials

❑ Potential Duplication of Investment

• Conventional: NHTS NextGen + Add-On

• Passive Big-Data: RITIS-PDA

• INRIX Trip Analytics (O-D) vs. RSG (e.g. ATRI; AirSage – V3; LBS 

or smartphone application data – V4)

• TETC potential Big-Data

❑ Leverage NHTS vs. RHTS

• Any National Repository/Warehouse

• Survey Questionnaires

• Actual Data 

❑ Retain Collective Knowledge as a Community

• Continuous turnovers

• Continuation (Procurement/Contract Cycle)



• AASHTO Special Committee on Research & Innovation (R&I)
• AASHTO Special Committee on Research Advisory Committee (RAC)
• TRB State Representative
• TRB Standing Committee 

➢ AT010: Freight Economics and Regulation
➢ AED10: Statewide &National Transportation Data and Information 

Management


