Georgia Successes With Pavement
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Georgha Department of Transportation

Overview of GDOT preservation

« Why is GDOT set for success?

« What does GDOT do to promote preservation?
i. Analyzes different treatment selections already used by districts
ii. Investigates different treatments used by other states
iii. Utilizes asset management tools using real data to program treatments

iv. Develops internal training efforts
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Georgla Departmant of Tra ton

District Comparisons (1 & 5)
ITB funded contracts | No in—-house activities | Excludes resurfacing projects
« Comparison 1: Overall Condition Index (OCI) vs Preservation spending

> Segment specific OCI

« Comparison 2: Treatments

> Spot based treatments vs. Broad based treatments
« Comparison 3: Optimization Tool

> Preservation vs. no preservation in pavement management planning
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Georgla Department of Transportation

What is an ITB?

In 2015 the Georgia Legislature passed the “Transportation Funding Act” (HB 170).

Indexed gas-tax projected at $11B to fund GDOT for 20 years

GDOT created the “Invitation To Bid” and “Rapid Maintenance Response” contract
process funded by HB 170 proceeds

Provides additional contract resources to accomplish a variety of maintenance activities
Excludes programmed resurfacing projects

(Program funding has dropped from $118M in 2019 to $87M in 2022 statewide)




ITB Activities

Bridge

Drainage

Fence

Guardrail

Herbicide
Landscaping

Mowing

Operational Improvements
PCC

Pavement Preservation
(asphalt)

Sidewalk

Signs

Sound Wall Repair
Striping

Sweeping

Tree Cutting
Undersealing
Vegetation Removal

GD@T

Georgha Department of Transportation

Fiscal Year 2022 ITBs and RMRs Plan

Statewide

PCC: 10% — Drainage: 9%

/—Fence: 4%
Vegetation Removal: 18%‘

/—Operational Improvements: 3%

e Striping: 3%
_—Landscaping: 2%

———QOther: 5%

Pavement Preservation: 46%
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Georgla Department of Transportation

District Comparisons (1 & 5)

ITB funded contracts | No in—-house activities | Excludes resurfacing projects
« Comparison 1: Overall Condition Index (OCI) vs Preservation spending
> Segment specific OCI
« Comparison 2: Treatments
> Spot based treatments vs. Broad based treatments
« Comparison 3: Optimization Tool

> Preservation vs. no preservation in pavement management planning




District 1

« Northeast, Georgia
e Mountainous terrain
e Rural

« Urban (Athens)

« Total lane miles treated 881
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4 Year ITB Preservation Spend: -

DISTRICT @1

£10M

District 1- $31.78M to
cover 881 lane miles

$3M

« 2019- OCl 77

$6M

COST

. 2020- ocl76 00 %7

®70-849
« 2021- OCI1 77 @35 - 100

$4M

« 2022- OCI 78

2M

$0M
2019 2020 2021 2022
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Greenville
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District 5

Sumer Columbia
Nation d o

Fore st
SOUTH

CAROLINA

« Southeast, Georgia
e Coastal terrain

e Rural 2

« Urban (Savannah)

Dothan
o

 Total lane miles treated 1145
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4 Year ITB Preservation Spend: e

District 5- $16.53M to
cover 1145 lane miles

DISTRICT ®Ds5

$aM

$6M

« 2019- 0CI 82

. 2020- OCI 83 ®0-69.9
UMM ®/0-849
. 2021- OC| 84 @55 - 100

. 2022- OCI 88

$2M

$0M
2020 2021 2022
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ITB SPEND COMPARISON

DISTRICT ®DC1 @®D5

. District 1- $31.78M OCI 77 > 78

. District 5- $16.53M OCI 82> 88

« District 1- $36K per Lane Mile

52M

* District 5- $14K per Lane Mile

faM

COST

54

What makes the difference?

£2M

Hom
2021 2022 2020 2021

D5
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Georgla Departmant of Tra ton

District Comparisons (1 & 5)
ITB funded contracts | No in—-house activities | Excludes resurfacing projects
« Comparison 1: Overall Condition Index (OCI) vs Preservation spending

> Segment specific OCI

« Comparison 2: Treatments

> Spot based treatments vs. Broad based treatments
« Comparison 3: Optimization Tool

> Preservation vs. no preservation in pavement management planning
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District 1-Total Spend
$31.78M R

4 Year ITB Preservation Activity on

$4.7M (15%)
TREATMENT
@ DEEP BASE PATCHING

@ PATCHING
@ SHOULDER PAVING / WIDEMING

Asphalt:

« 73% Deep Base Patching

@ THIM LIFT

« 15% Spot Patching

« 9% Shoulder Paving/Widening

T 423.1M (T3%)

« 3% Thin Lift Overlay
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District 5-Total Spend
$16.53M

4 Year ITB Preservation Activity
on Asphalt:

47% Micro-Surfacing

37% Thin Lift Overlay

13% Spot Patching

3% White Topping

0.42% Crack Filling

$6.10M (37%)

50.5M (3%)

Georgla Department of Transportation

TREATMENT

@ MICRO-SURFACING
STaM T @ THIN LIFT
@ PATCHING
@ WHITE TOPPING

@ CRACK FILLING
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Georgla Departmant of Tra ton

District Comparisons (1 & 5)
ITB funded contracts | No in—-house activities | Excludes resurfacing projects
« Comparison 1: Overall Condition Index (OCI) vs Preservation spending

> Segment specific OCI

« Comparison 2: Treatments

> Spot based treatments vs. Broad based treatments
« Comparison 3: Optimization Tool

> Preservation vs. no preservation in pavement management planning
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A ARCADIS

Construction Plan Dashboard

» Create scenarios
« Stare & Compare Plans
* View Area Coverage

« Estimate Budgets

e Customize Plans

ROUTE NAME

] 1000100000200INC
[_] 1000100000800INC
(] 1000100000900INC
(] 1000100001000INC

MILE MARKER

0.00

373.42

O

O

PAVE. TYPE NHS SRP

] Asphalt ] NHS [ c

] Comp 1 NON-NHS | [IH

] Jcp 1L
T M

COUNTY STRATEGY NAME

[] Banks ] D1Commit

[] Barrow B D1CommitNoPres

"1 Clarke B D1NoCommit

[ ] Dawson ] DINoCommitNoPres

] Elbert | DINoCommitUnLtd

[] Forsyth

[ ] Franklin

[ ] Gwinnett

[_] Habersham
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A ARCADIS

District 1 Scenario

« District generated list
« Committed projects
 No Preservation

« Budget limited

Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane Miles Cost
Miles
-
AC_Preserv_Major 227 5d 77338 182042 200,559,295.81
AC_Rehab_Minor 74 12 315.04 884,95 148,732,154.88
Total 301 64 1,005.11 2,496.72 415,291,450.6

8

MAP VIEW TREATMENTS SUMMARY
e F,_,r‘l' — Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane M
1 e Ashevilla D Miles
— i AC_Preserv_Major 227 54 77538 1,82C
e Mantahala .

Chattancoga |  Mational Forest P ‘;«' AC_Rehab_Minor 74 12 315.04 224
"’ ' AT >l craandlic 1 Total 301 64 1,005.11 2,496
|I i =

.Il Co
'. (s
@

¥ |e 415M

i ] 3
Hart EMC, Esri, HERE, Garmin, FAQ, MO&A, USGS EPA, ... Powered by Esri Total Cost

SEGMENT VIEW

RoadMame From To Length Lane Pave. District First County Initial Treatment Treatment

Miles  Type ocl Sequence
1000100000800INC 76.28 32.59 631 2525 Asphalt 1 Gwinnett 36,16 AC_Preserv_Major First
1000100000800INC 76.28 82.59 631 25.25 Asphalt 1 Gwinnett 56.16 AC Preserv_Major Second
1000100000800INC 17813 133.61 548 1096 Asphalt 1 Hart 62.73 AC_Preserv_Major First
10007100000900INC 38.52 4812 6.60 13.20 Asphalt 1 Forsyth 71.32 AC_Preserv_Major First
10007100000900IMC 38.52  4p.12 .60 13.20 Asphalt 1 Forsyth 71.32 AC Preserv_Major Second
10007100000900INC 4002 51.27 315 1029 Asphalt 1 Forsyth 7517 AC_Preserv_Major First
1000100001000IMC 1771 2446 676 4054 Comp 1 Gwinnett 65.55 AC_Preserv_Major First
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QARMDIS MAP VIEW TREATMENTS SUMMARY

,'. _____,----"u"”_ Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lar
. { 4+ - Miles
System Scenario for D1 ot :
— o AC_Preserv_Major 129 37252
NaR3onl Forost %\ AC_Rehab_Minor 60 288.81
. AC Preserv_Minor 185 512.32 1
- System generated list anderson | AC_RavelingTreatment 58 210.35
AC Recon 3 11.42
 No committed projects PCC_loint_Seal 19 89.90
-. AC LiteTreatment 110 463.82 1
« Optimizes limited budget &) Total 564 154695 3
U—-‘!uawe ?—'-\‘
- - = eiallE |"-i .‘ - Ii-l
using all treatment options , L -4
« Robust preservation plan Aanta »> Y
g 353M
Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane Miles Cost —] i
Miles Hart EMC, Esri, HERE, Garmin, FAC, NOAA USGS, EPA, ... Powered by Esri Total Cost
AC_Preserv_Major 129 37252 86859 120,345,701.37 SEGMENT VIEW
AC_Rehab_Minor 60 28881  806.19 120,123,378.85 S -
AC Preserv Minor 185 51232 116646 5420519804 RoadMame From To Length Lane Pave. District First County Initial Treatment Treatment
AC RavelingTreatment 58 21035 49332 32257,594.97 Miles  Type odl Sequence
AC_Recon 3 11.42 25.28 12,781,194.11 1000100000200INC 131.01 134.68 3.67 7.35 Comp 1 Towns 72.51 AC_Preserv_Major First
;EC[_J‘T—SEE' 113 42223 1??};;; 122?2?‘;‘;2 1000100000200INC  131.01 13468 367  7.35 Comp 1 Towns 7251 AC_Preserv_Major Second
~telreatment : S Sl 1000100000200INC ~ 134.68 14018 550  11.01 Asphalt 1 Towns 8226 AC_Preserv_Minor First
Total 564 1,546.95 3,912.38 352,799,104.5 i
9 100071 000002001MC 134.68 14018 5.50 11.01 Asphalt 1 Towns 82.26 AC_Preserv_Minor Second
1000100000200INC 14018 14272 253 507 Asphalt 1 Towns 81.16 AC_Preserv_Minor First
1000100000200INC 147,69 15368 599  11.99 Asphalt 1 Rabun 78.84 AC_Rehab_Minor  First
1000100000200INC 153.68 157.20  3.52 7.03 Asphalt 1 Rabun 7838 AC_Rehab_Minor  First
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A ARCADIS

District (CommitNoPres) 0CI PROJECTIONS

VS Q 10 Strategy_Name
=—#— D1CommitMoPres

SVStem (N_OCOmmit) —#— D1 MoCommit

20

« 10-year outlook

Target - Interstate, C, H: 85

Average of OCI

- System generated projects

higher performance

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032

« Preservation plan extends Year

KPI targets

PP\ =7 (23

jonal Center
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A ARCADIS

D1 No Preservation

D1 Preservation

PROJECTED CENTERLINE MILEAGE

2K

Centerline Mileage

oK
2022 2023

PROJECTED CENTERLINE MILEAGE

2K

Centerline Mileage

2023 2024

OCI Category

®0 - 69.9
@70 - 349
817 @35 - 100
1047
317
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Year
OCIl Category
@0 -69.9
@70 -849
679 ®25- 100
1291
852
489
650
401
2025 2026 2028 2029 2032




A ARCADIS

District 5 Scenario

« District generated list
« Committed projects
 No Preservation

« Budget limited

Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane Cost
Miles Miles
b
AC_Preserv_Major 269 112 999.02 256659 314.370,248.59
AC_Rehab_Minor 36 9 95.45 266.56 34,554,498.14
PCC_Preserv_Major 1 1 1.41 282 0.00
Total 306 118 1,093.24 2,830.90 345924 746.73

MAP VIEW TREATMENTS SUMMARY
o D'r\r Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane
1 J"-:_ E . Miles Miles
=, .
— Macon ! o AC_Preserv_Major 269 112 8999.02 25¢
(T . - AC_Rehab_Minor 36 9 95.45 2E
= PCC_Preserv_Major 1 1 1.41
_ Total 306 118 1,093.24 2383
} r Sﬁwnnan
O,
ﬁ
Albary \
: =R
N4 A
1319 * 44
o .'...p.l"'
V:‘:I:‘lr:ﬁ::- 3
o Bs@
———___h____- :.. L E,_:,? <>
Tallaha 1| = ¥
B L dlaﬁlemmlllc 3 4 9 M
E=ri, HERE, Garmin, FAOQ, NOAA, USGS, EPA, MPS Powered by E=ri Total Cost
SEGMENT VIEW
RoadMame From To Length Lane Pave. District First County Initial Treatment Treatment
Miles  Type ocl Sequence
1000100007 500INC 109.61 11012 0.51 1.34 Comp 5 Toombs 73.65 AC_Preserv_Major First
1000100007 300INC 11012 111.35 123 245 Comp 5 Toombs 7032 AC_Preserv_Major First
1000100007 500INC 11012 111.35 1.23 245 Comp 5 Toombs T70.32 AC_Preserv_Major Second
1000100007 300INC 111.35 11245 1.10 439 Comp 5 Toombs 6441 AC_Preserv_Major First
10007100001500IMC 11245 11877 4323 865 Asphalt 5 Montgomery 8457 AC_Preserv_Major First
100071000071 300IMC 1677 124.00 123 1446 Asphalt 5 Montgomery 7407 AC Preserv_Major First
1000100007700INC 092 1507 5.6 1031 Asphalt 5 Effingham 7725 AC Preserv_Major First

(23




Q ARMD I S MAP "JIEW TREATMENTS SUMMARY

"H E Treatment Count Committed Centerline La
N ~ Miles Mi
1 Macon =
System Scenario for D5 _ A . &"| AC_LiteTreatment 254 110844
.l.-".aarner Raobins :
“ AC_Preserv_Minor 207 597.33 -
AC_Preserv_Major 75 212.95
« System generated list ¢ Savannah AC_RavelingTreatment 63 269.96
A" AC_Rehab_Minor a7 173.16
« No committed projects Aany REeebnnts 2 LT
Total B51 191545 4
« Optimizes limited budget o
using all treatment options Valdosta
. i Tallahans;__h___‘(_'
Robust preservation plan " _ e | < || o 2E1M
ﬂ ol
Ezri, HERE, Garmin, FAD, NOAL USG5 EPA MNPS Powered by E=ri
Treatment Count Committed Centerline Lane Cost I e iyt A2 Total Cost
. Miles Miles SEGMENT VIEW
AC‘LitETreatm_Em 224 110844 268759 057250454 RoadName From To Length Lane Pave. District First County Initial Treatment Treatme:
AC_Presery_Minar 207 597.33 1,559.82  68,845,360.80 .
: Miles  Type ocl Sequenc
AC_Preserv_Major 75 21295 50648 5847089546
AC_RavelingTreatment 63 269.95 635.74  41,531,228.88 1000100000400INC 0.00 364 3.64 14.58 Comp 5 Charlton 02,95 AC_LiteTreatment First
AC_Rehab_MinDr 47 17316 50253 7471547488 1000100000400IMC 364 4467 1.03 412 Comp 5 Charlton 72.01 AC_Preserv_Major First
ECL Gire SE 2 2L oLl 830.703.5% | 1000100000400INC 467 630 163 652 Comp 5 Charlton 75.84 AC_Rehab_Minor First
Total 651 1,915.45 4,850.18 250,969,568.55 ) .
10001 00000400IMC 6.30 701 1.40 280 Comp 5 Charlton 85.14 AC Preserv_Minor First
10001 00000400IMC 6.30 701 1.40 2,80 Comp 5 Charlton 85.14 AC_Preserv_Minor Second
10001 00000400INC 71 1271 5.00 2001 Comp 5 Charlton £89.98 AC LiteTreatment First
10001 00000400INC 1271 1949 6.78 2711 Comp 5 Charlton 90.57 AC_LiteTreatment First

(23




A ARCADIS

District (CommitNoPres)
Vs
System (NoCommit)

« 10-year outlook

« System generated projects
higher performance

* Preservation plan extends

KPI targets

4
gicpp

jonal Center

7

OCI PROJECTIONS

Average of OC|

100

0

&0

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Target -

Strategy_MName
—#— D3CommitiMoPres

—— D5MoCommit

rterstate, C, H: 85

t-L79

2031 2032
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A ARCADIS

PROJECTED CENTERLINE MILEAGE

3K OCI Category
@®0-69.0
426 434 439 @70 - 849
@35 - 100
@
= 2K
K
= 1089
= 1456 =
D5 No Preservation g
[
1156
e 976
0K
2022 2023 2024 2025 2030 2031 2032

Year

PROJECTED CEMNTERLIME MILEAGE

3K OCI Categaory
®0-69.9
@70 - B4
a5 - 100

ZK

D5 Preservation

Centerline Mileage
=

2027

Year

203 2032




A ARCADIS

Questions?

Sam Wheeler

Contact: 470-786-6398
Samuel.Wheeler@arcadis.com

SWheeler@dot.ga.qov

Geogia Department of Transporiation


mailto:Samuel.Wheeler@arcadis.com
mailto:SWheeler@dot.ga.gov
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