
Piloting a Contribution Review Process 
for the VisionEval Framework

Innovations in Travel Modeling

ATLANTA, GEORGIA – JUNE 2018



2

OBJECTIVES AND MOTIVATIONS

METHODOLOGY

PILOT RESULTS

IMPLICATIONS FOR OUR INDUSTRY

OVERVIEW



3

OBJECTIVES AND MOTIVATIONS

METHODOLOGY

PILOT RESULTS

IMPLICATIONS FOR OUR INDUSTRY



4

• The GreenSTEP, RPAT, EERPAT, and 
RSPM family of strategic models share 
a significant amount of similarity

• Yet they are implemented in entirely 
separate code bases owned by 
separate small groups

• This makes software-level 
collaboration more difficult, expensive, 
and less flexible/extensible

OBJECTIVES AND MOTIVATIONS
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• We need a shared and collaborative 
strategic modeling platform 

• To reduce the cost to develop and 
maintain these models, while increasing 
stability, longevity, transparency, etc.

• This requires consistent thoughtful 
ownership, effective cooperation, and 
the right technology

OBJECTIVES AND MOTIVATIONS



6

• Our solution to this dilemma is the 
Contribution Review Process described 
today

• We learned that substantially more effort 
and cooperation is required

• To build open source modeling tools in 
practice rather than open source in spirit

OBJECTIVES AND MOTIVATIONS
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METHODOLOGY

• Developed a VE Review Team Charter
• Definition of VisionEval
• Roles & Responsibilities
• Contribution Workflow
• Contribution Review Criteria
• Code and Documentation Management

• Piloted contribution review
• VE Travel Demand Multi Modal Module
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CHARTER – DEFINITION OF VE

https://github.com/gregorbj/VisionEval/wiki/Review-Team-Charter
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CHARTER – ROLES

• Sponsor – governance, funding, strategy

• Repository Manager – maintains VE 
resources, manages test system, releases 
software

• Review Team – contribution review

• Developer Community – develops VE 
resources

• User Community – uses VE
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CHARTER – ROLES

• Review team appointed by Sponsors

• About 6 members with competency in 
software, documentation, and methods

• Balance of representatives from 
academia, consulting and agencies
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CHARTER – CONTRIBUTION WORKFLOW

• VE repository has two main branches
• Master – release version
• Develop – in-progress development

• All changes must pass the test system 
and the contribution criteria before 
merging to master
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CHARTER – TEST SYSTEM

• Continuous Integration
• All components includes tests and 

documentation
• Every commit tests: framework 

modules  models  GUI

• Using TravisCI
• Easily integrates with GitHub and free 

for open source projects
• Parallel jobs for amazing performance
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CHARTER – TEST SYSTEM
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CHARTER – CONTRIBUTION REVIEW
Review Question Test System Software Docs Methods
1. Consistent with Design Specs. Does it contain all the elements that 
are required by the VisionEval system specifications? x x x

2. Valid Theory and Methods. Why is it better, and/or different 
than existing modules? Does it do good science and provide 
documentation justifying this claim?

x x

3. Documentation. Is the module documentation complete? x x
4. Regional Estimation Ready (if applicable). If the module allows the 
estimation of regional parameters, does it provide everything that is 
needed?

x x x

5. Geography. Is it based on geographic definitions that are consistent 
with the model system definitions? x x

6. Runtime. Does the module compute quickly enough and provide 
documentation justifying this claim? x x

7. Complete Code and Data. Does it include all source files and data? x x x
8. Non-R code (if applicable). Does the module only call R code and 
packages that work on all operating systems? x x

9. License. Is it licensed with the VisionEval license? x
10. Framework. Does it only interact with the computing environment by 
returning a properly structured list to the framework? x x

11. Pass Automated Tests. Does it include regression tests to enable 
checking that consistent results will be returned when updates are made 
to the framework and/or R programming environment?

x x

12. Sufficient Automated Tests. Does it include sufficient test 
coverage and test data? x x

13. Other. Any other comments? x x x
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PILOT REVIEW RESULTS

• Piloted the new multi-modal travel 
demand for individual households module

• Developed by Liming Wang, PhD, PSU

• VETravelDemandMM package includes 
models for estimating:
• Annual Average Daily VMT (AADVMT)
• transit trips and person miles travelled (PMT)
• biking trips and PMT
• walking trips and PMT
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PILOT REVIEW TEAM

• Josh Roll, ODOT
• Patrick Hall, ARC
• Jana Natarajan, WSDOT
• Chris Porter, Cambridge Systematics
• Jeremy Raw, FHWA
• Kristin Tufte, PSU
• Dan Frye, PSU (alternate)
• Alex Bigazzi, UBC
• Brian Gregor, OSA
• Daniel Flynn, Volpe
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GITHUB PULL REQUEST

https://github.com/gregorbj/VisionEval/wiki/Example-Review
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PILOT REVIEW RESULTS

• All correspondence online, including:
• Responses to the responses
• Review team comments and votes
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PILOT REVIEW RESULTS

• The software review expertise was the 
most difficult need to fill

• The process clearly resulted in a 
more complete contribution

• It took much longer than everyone 
had hoped for (including the author)

• Increased appreciation for the cost of 
building and maintaining open source 
modeling tools
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IMPLICATIONS FOR OUR INDUSTRY

• Community developed and maintained 
tools are becoming more and more 
popular in our industry

• Developing these tools requires 
significantly more effort, effective 
cooperation, and the right technology

• We believe the piloted contribution review 
process is an excellent example for 
others



www.rsginc.com

Contacts

www.rsginc.com

Contacts Ben Stabler
Director
ben.stabler@rsginc.com

http://www.visioneval.org

Tara Weidner
Integrated Transportation Analysis Engineer
tara.j.weidner@odot.state.or.us 
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