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Outline 



Goals 

Improve HPMS 
Pavement Performance 
Data quality so the 
agency has confidence 
as we use it in 
performance 
management  
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HMPS data - including 
pavement performance data 
–On time 
–Complete 
–Quality (confidence) 

What does that mean? 



• Tool to use when reviewing 
current data submission based 
on trends in past data 
submissions 

• Doesn’t say your data is right or 
wrong, but it deserves some 
attention 

Report Card Purpose 



USING YOUR OWN DATA IS LIKE 
EATING YOUR DOG’S FOOD  

IT WILL GET BETTER  
IF YOU HAVE TO CONSUME IT. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over the last three years we have seen drastic improvements nationwide in the missing surface type and percent poor on the Interstate.  I would like to think that pavements have gotten this much better but in reality the decrease in percent poor is due to more complete data.



• Quantity 
• Quality 
• Distributions 
 

Details 
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This is the G-F-P distribution for a particular state

Mainline Interstate

Expanded samples
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Page 2 checks for missing distress data as well as mileage and through lanes

Here is a state with a lot of missing data

The Interstate grew by 340 lane miles last year – this was due to correction of a miscoding of through lanes
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And here is a state with a complete data set
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IRI quality – age and reasonableness
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Cracking quality – reasonable data



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Faulting and rutting quality

Also looking at is rutting data submitted for HMA only and faulting for PCC only
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Does the HPMS bridge inventory match the NBI bridge inventory?



A PICTURE IS WORTH A 
THOUSAND WORDS 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are going to look at some graphs of distress data

Graphs are somewhat like art, beauty is in the eye of the beholder so I am interested in some feedback of would you look at these and what do you see, I will tell you what I see.

Do you need things like a national average curve to compare to or compare to last year’s data.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Frequency and cumulative distributions

Fairly nice looking IRI distribution

Skewed left normal

Missing data on far left

Not quite sure how we will get graphics into the HPSM software
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Presentation Notes
Maybe not so nice looking

Why does this state have peaks in their IRI values
Default
Equipment problems
Not getting data from locals
This state has a very large network, so it is not network size
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CUMULATIVE AND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION  
OF INTERSTATE CRACKING PERCENT (STATE ONLY) 

 

• 41.5% of cracking is reported between 0 and 1 to 
two decimal places while the rest of the cracking is 
reported as an integer.  
 
 State DOT Response: Cracking data was 
incorrectly formatted for 41.5% of the cracking. The 
remaining cracking data was submitted later in the 
correct format. Should we resubmit cracking data?  
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is a graph when I looked at it, I said you have a lot of missing data and it is bi-modal, it has two peaks.  Questionable data

State’s response

Result – FHWA had very little valid cracking data in the dataset.
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CUMULATIVE AND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION  
OF INTERSTATE FAULTING (STATE ONLY) 
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Nice faulting distribution but you do see some extreme values that we would not expect and some missing data
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CUMULATIVE AND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION  
OF INTERSTATE FAULTING (STATE ONLY) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now this state is very well behaved.  They have trained all their PCC to have exactly the same faulting.

Would you believe this data?
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CUMULATIVE AND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION  
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Well behaved rutting



Issues Identified in Submissions 

• Average faulted 
joint 

• Total rutting 
• Rutting reported 

as faulting 
• Default values 

• Out of date data 
• Decimal cracking 
• High percentage 

cracking on HMA 
• Zeros instead of 

nulls 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some items identified during the past year
Not reporting average rutting or faulting for a section
Locals/Toll Authority submitting default values
Data not current
Decimal rather than percentage cracking 
HMA cracking should not exceed 40-50 percent
Zeros being submitted instead of nulls, in many cases this is due to transmission issues.



Resubmissions 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When the pie chart e-mail went out earlier this year we had two states that looked at their data and realized they had gross errors.  They resubmitted their 2013 pavement data sets.  I wanted to show you here the difference that made in the G-F-P distribution for those two states.

In the case of the top state they had calculated their own G-F-P from their PMS system which now agrees with what FHWA calculated from HPMS.



• Report card built into HPMS data 
submission for all HPMS data 
– Use by States 
– Use by Division  
– Correct items before submitted to FHWA 
– Items beyond pavement (Scorecard) 

• Non-Interstate NHS Report Card 

Future 



• Temporal analysis – we will need to 
know if improvement have taken place 
on the road 

• Comparison to LTPP test sections 
• Interstate  baseline project 
• Action plans 

Future 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
States that are really looking at pavement management data submitted by vendors use temporal analysis.  It also fits for HPMS data.

States have access to LTPP and could be comparing themselves

We are independently collecting 9000 Interstate miles of data

We need to correct issues that are identified, not repeat them year after year.



Conclusions 

• Data is improving 
• More tools are forthcoming 
• Data will be subject to more and more 

scrutiny 
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QUESTIONS



Contacts 

• HPPI state contact 
– Justin Clarke 202-366-9245: AZ, CO, ID, MT, NM, NC, 

PA, UT, VA, and WY 
– Ron Erickson 202-366-5033: KY, MI, NJ, and NY 
– Joe Hausman202-366-5047: AL, AK, CA, FL, GA, IN, MS, 

NV, OK, and SC 
– Tom Roff 202-366-5035: HI, IL, IA, MN, TN, WV, WI, 

and PR 
– Rob Rozycki 202-366-5059: CT, KS, ME, MA, NE, NH, 

ND, RI, SD, and VT 
– Ron Vaughn 202-366-9248: AR, DE, DC, LA, MD, MO, 

OH, OR, TX, and WA 
• HIAP – Max Grogg 515-233-7306 
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If you have questions feel free to contact your state’s contact in Policy Information or me
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