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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

“It is generally most cost effective to spend your money keeping the good 
roads good than it is to put all your funds in to fixing the worst roads.  This idea may 
be exactly opposite to what personal tendencies would be, but it is basically correct. 
 Keep the good roads good and plan ahead for the extra money you will need to 
gradually rebuild the poor roads.”  [adapted from RSMS 98 documentation] 

 
The Town of Huntington 

has approximately 44 miles of 
town-maintained roads, 11.8 miles 
of which are paved (1).  The 
majority of paved roads are in 
“Satisfactory” and “Fair” condition. 
Figure 1 indicates that close to 
seventy percent of the town’s roads 
are in “Satisfactory” condition.  
Regular maintenance of roads at 
timely intervals is the most cost-
effective way to ensure the health of 
the road network.  To assist the 
town in planning for maintenance 
needs, CCMPO has prepared this 
roadway surface management 
study.                          FIGURE 1 
 

For a quick overview of the status of town roads for maintenance priorities please refer to the 
map provided in Appendix C as well as the charts and tables presented within the following 
chapters.  The map was generated with information from ArcGIS and MicroPAVER software.  The 
databases used in generating these maps are also available from CCMPO and will be posted on the 
CCMPO website if more detailed information is desired.   

 
For the purpose of this study MicroPAVER’s planning capabilities were not utilized to assist 

with prioritizing Maintenance and Rehabilitation (M&R) for the Town.  Such a report would 
generate a theoretical three year plan by entering into the software preferred types of M&R 
strategies Huntington uses, their costs, inflation rates, and the anticipated annual town budget for 
pavement related expenses. If so desired, CCMPO will work with the Town of Huntington to 
undertake this task.  More information about this MicroPAVER module is illustrated in Appendix 
B.   A complete list of parameters possible for modification of an M&R plan is outlined in 
Appendix A.  Such modifications could be used to assist the town in deciding how many of projects 
to pursue, while hopefully accomplishing some of the more minor preventative maintenances task to 
slow further degradation of the roads that are in “Satisfactory” condition. 
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1.0  PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM OVERVIEW 
 

A Pavement Management System (PMS) is a tool designed to assist agencies charged with 
maintaining roadways.  This tool provides a method to collect, store, and analyze information on 
pavement conditions, and help determine maintenance needs to make optimal use of road 
maintenance funds.  Pavement management systems do not replace the expertise of local public 
works staff and road foremen, but they can be a valuable tool to assist them to plan for future 
maintenance needs. 
  

Through a systematic analysis of pavement life cycles, a PMS can determine the most cost-
effective means to keep pavements functioning at a desirable condition level.  Figure 2 (below) 
illustrates the need to strategize a roadway maintenance program.  This figure indicates how early 
investments in maintaining the integrity of roads will pay off over time.  For each dollar spent on 
maintaining roads in “Fair” condition (generally, within 12 years of a road being in “Good” 
condition) will mitigate the need to spend four to five dollars on rehabilitating a road in “Very Poor” 
condition (within 16 years of a road being in “Good” condition).  
 
FIGURE 2: Pavement Deterioration/Rehabilitation Relationship 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
(Adapted from: FHWA "Road Surface Management for Local Governments") 
 
1.1  PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SOFTWARE 
The Chittenden County MPO used MicroPAVER software version 5.2 (developed by US Army 
Corps of Engineers) in conjunction with ArcGIS mapping software (developed by ESRI) to evaluate 
and map the road conditions for the Town of Huntington. 
 
MicroPAVER manages pavement data based on a hierarchical structure composed of Networks 
(representing the road system for the entire town), Branches (representing roads), and Sections 
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(representing divisions of roads).  These Sections contain a number of Sample Units (location 
determined by the user) where the road is actually sampled during fieldwork.  Figure 3 depicts this 
hierarchy, which allows users to easily organize their inventory while providing numerous fields and 
levels for storing pavement characteristics. 
 
FIGURE 3: MicroPAVER Software View of the Huntington Network 

 
 
1.2  GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SOFTWARE 
ArcGIS software was employed to finalize the mapping component of the project (see Appendix 
C).  Although MicroPAVER utilizes the same highway GIS database (i.e. Shapefile) and can 
display data, it does not present the data to the level of quality of ArcGIS, where driveways, 
water bodies, town boundaries, and other ground features may be mapped and symbolized. 
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1.3  ROAD NETWORK INVENTORY AND INSPECTION 
The first step in using the MicroPAVER software was to 

create a Network of all the town-maintained roads.  Next, Branches 
were created for each road. Then, the Branches were divided into 
Sections in accordance with logical breaks and sizes of what would 
be repairable lengths. Breaks usually occurred where there were 
changes in surface type or at intersections, so as to keep each 
Section at a fairly reasonable length.   
 

For data collection, each section is assigned a certain 
number of Sample Units (each of 100 ft length), based on the 
Section length (see Table 1 below).  These Sample Unit areas are 
where distresses (e.g. cracks, potholes, etc.) were measured and 
resulting data was recorded within the computer database.  Sample 
Units are the basis of what is represented on the map (Appendix 
C) as the overall quality of the road. Table 1 demonstrates how 
many Sample Units were inspected in for each given Section.  
 
1.3.1  EVALUATING A SECTION 

The MicroPAVER inspection process details the type and 
extent of different distresses for paved roads.  The software uses 
this information to calculate deduct values for each type of defect.  
The program calculates an overall Pavement Condition Index 
(PCI) for each section sampled using the deduct values and the age 
of the road. These PCI values describe the condition of the road 
and are the main value taken into account when evaluating 
necessary strategies to maintain the roads.  A PCI score of 100 
denotes perfect condition, where a score of 0 is the worst possible 
score.  For 2008, the lowest scoring section in Huntington was on 
East St. between Bridge St. and Huntington Woods, which had a 
PCI of 38 (or “Very Poor Condition”).  The highest scoring section 
was on Main Rd., just south of Beane Rd., which had a PCI of 85 

(or “Satisfactory Condition”).  A full description of PCI is shown in Table 2. 
 
 
Table 1:  MicroPAVER Sampling Method 

 

Length of Section # of Sample units in Section # of Units to be Inspected 
100 ft. 1 1 
200 - 400 ft. 2-4 2 
500 – 2000 ft. 5-20 3 
Over 2000 ft. Over 20 4 
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Table 2:  Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 
PCI Term Description Typical Treatment 
0  to 10 Failed Structurally deficient Reconstruction 
11  to 25 Serious Regular areas of instability Rehabilitation 
26  to 40 Very Poor Intermittent areas of instability Thick Overlay/Rehabilitation 
41  to 55 Poor Regular bumps Thin Overlay 
56  to 70 Fair Comfortable/ intermittent bumps Chip Seal 
71  to 85 Satisfactory Smooth with few bumps Preventative Maintenance/Slurry Seal 
86  to 100 Good Very Smooth No Action Needed 

 
1.3.2  SAMPLING PROCEDURE 
 Using MicroPAVER’s graphical user interface depicted in Figure 3 makes it easy to 
visualize the pre-defined road sections associated with sampling (i.e. the data collection process) 
whilst navigating the roadway.  Clicking on a section of road on the map will select a record.  This 
record stores the basic information of the section such as; Area, Length, Width, Surface Type, and 
Number of Sample Units (please see Figure 4).  This record will also store observed pavement 
distress data the user enters into the system.  To view the data within the record, the user simply 
clicks upon the “PCI” button at the top of the screen after selecting the road section on the map.  
Following the sampling specifications outlined in Table 1, the user enters data into the different 
samples for each section. 
 
Figure 4: MicroPaver Section Menu with Sample Units 
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1.3.3  DATA CAPTURE 
The fieldwork process involved developing discernment of the various distress classifications 
occurring on the roadway.  The paved roads in the town of Huntington had a majority of 
common distresses, which are further discussed below. 
 
Alligator Cracking:  
 This type of pavement distress is 
characterized by continuous and 
interconnected cracks (see Figure 5), 
which generally occur along the load 
bearing areas of the roadway (i.e. the 
wheel paths).  Alligator cracking is a 
structural pavement distress, which 
resembles the angular pattern found upon 
the back of an alligator.  Shards of 
pavement are commonly less than 2 feet 
on their longest side.  This type of 
distress is measured in square feet for the 
following categories: 
                        FIGURE 5: Medium Severity Alligator Cracking 
 
Low Severity Cracking: At least three fine and parallel cracks traversing the length of the road, 
and having few or no interconnecting cracks along the width of the road.  Cracks may measure 
up to 1/4” to 3/8” wide.  
 
Medium Severity Cracking: A developed network of cracks with obvious interconnecting cracks 
and light spalling (i.e. crumbled and/or rounded) along the edges of the cracks.  Cracks may 
measure variably from 3/8” and above. 
 
High Severity Cracking: A pervasive developed network of interconnected cracks with pieces 
that may shift under traffic loads, or have pronounced spalling along the edges of the cracks.  
Cracks may measure variably, possibly exceeding a 3” width, and eventually results in formation 
of potholes.   
 
Block Cracking:  
 This type of pavement distress also consists of interconnected cracks on any sections of 
the road, but is not caused by load bearing stresses (see Figure 6).  The cause of Block cracking 
is commonly thermal erosion (i.e. daily or seasonal temperature shifts) in concert with hardening 
of the asphalt binding agent, and exacerbated by water infiltration.  Size of fragments may range 
from approximately 1 square ft. up to 10 square ft.  Block cracking is measured in square feet for 
the following categories: 
 
Low Severity Block Cracking:  Cracks may vary in width up to 3/8” and are unfilled, or are of 
any width that is sealed and the filler is in good condition. 
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Medium Severity Block Cracking:  Cracks  
may range in width from 3/8” up to 3” and 
are unfilled, OR may be of any width up to 
3” and are surrounded by light and random 
cracking, OR any filled crack surrounded 
by light and random cracking. 
 
High Severity Block Cracking:  Cracks are 
filled or unfilled and surrounded by 
medium or high severity random cracking, 
OR are unfilled and over 3” wide, OR are a 
crack of any width surrounded by a few 
inches of broken pavement. 
 
Joint Reflection Cracking:   

This type of pavement distress 
occurs upon asphalt surfaces which are       FIGURE 6: Medium Severity Block Cracking 
applied over a concrete slab sub-base (e.g.  
a PCC slab).  This distress is generally induced by shifting of the PCC slab through thermal 
erosion and/or water infiltration.  Joint Reflection cracking on the asphalt surface can be further 
exacerbated with traffic load.  Unlike with previously listed pavement distresses, this particular 
distress is measured in linear feet.  However, the determination of categories (e.g. Severity-
Levels of Low, Medium, and High) follows the same thresholds as cracks measured with Block 
Cracking (listed above).  Therefore, when  
recording a Joint Reflection Crack of 
various distress level, the user should 
record the length of each severity level 
separately.   For example, a crack that spans 
100’ could be comprised of 50’ of medium 
severity, 30’ of high severity, and 20’ of 
low severity cracking. 
 
Longitudinal & Transverse Cracking: 
 These are singular cracks occurring 
parallel or perpendicular to the road 
centerline.  Such distresses are generally 
caused by; poorly constructed paving lane 
joints, thermal erosion, hardening of the 
asphalt binding agent, or reflective cracks 
caused by cracking beneath the road surface 
in the sub-base concrete slab structure.  
Such cracks are not necessarily related to 
traffic load.  This type of distress is        FIGURE 7: Medium Severity Joint Reflection 
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measured in linear feet and follow the same determination of categories (e.g. Severity-Levels of 
Low, Medium, and High) and measurement thresholds as cracks measured with Block Cracking 
or Joint Reflection Cracking (listed above). 
 
Edge Cracking: 
 This type of distress generally 
consists of crescent-shaped or continuous 
cracks forming within one foot of the edge 
of the pavement.  Edge cracking occurs 
outside of the wheel path and is caused by 
overloading at the edge of the pavement, or 
erosion at the shoulder.  Measured in linear 
feet, Edge Cracking is categorized as;  
 
Low Severity Cracking: Low or Medium 
cracks with no breakup or raveling on the 
surface. 
 
Medium Severity Cracking: Medium cracks 
with some amount of breakup or raveling 
on the surface. 
         FIGURE 8: Medium Severity Edge Cracking 
High Severity Cracking:  Considerable break  
up or raveling on the surface. 
  
Lane/Shoulder Drop-off: 
 This type of distress is the elevation difference between the pavement edge and the 
shoulder of the road.  The causes are generally shoulder erosion or compaction, or building up 
the pavement on road without building up the shoulder.  Measured in linear feet, Lane/Shoulder 
Drop-off follows the following distress categories: 
 
Low SeverityDrop-off:  The difference between pavement edge and the shoulder is from 1” to 2”. 
 
Medium SeverityDrop-off: The difference between pavement edge and the shoulder is from 2” to 
4”. 
 
High SeverityDrop-off: The difference between pavement edge and the shoulder is greater than 
4”.   
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1.4  MAINTENANCE RECOMMENDATIONS 
The third step in applying MicroPAVER would be the development of a Maintenance and 
Rehabilitation (M&R) plan.  MicroPAVER has a function allowing the user to enter in possible 
maintenance activities for each type of local and global deficiency along with the cost of each 
activity. It then integrates all of the gathered information and computes a maintenance and 
rehabilitation plan for a specified length of time based on the available budget. This function 
incorporates preventative repair strategies in order to keep the overall network in optimal condition. 
 
1.4.1  LOCAL MAINTENANCE 

Preventive Maintenance - This strategy is a more expensive activity designed to 
stop deterioration before it becomes a serious problem.  Surface seals are excellent examples 
of preventative maintenance.  A common cause of poor performance of seals is inadequate 
repair of existing problems before sealing.  Therefore, extensive repair work may also be 
included in the cost of preventive maintenance.  Road repairing and sealing needs will 
probably have to be programmed over several years and be done in the order of their priority 
ranking because of the cost involved in doing considerable mileage. Routine maintenance 
should be performed on those sections that are not programmed for preventive maintenance 
during the current budget year. 
 

Stop-Gap - The road sections which fall into this category necessitate certain 
minimal repairs to prevent immediate failure, and will require major M&R in the near future. 
For instance, it may be necessary to take care of any severe problems (deep potholes, 
washouts, etc.)  with temporary repairs to keep the road passable for traffic. 

 
1.4.2  MAJOR MAINTENANCE & REHABILITATION 

Roadway Rehabilitation - Rehabilitation usually includes overlays or extensive 
recycling.  Recycling is a process where a layer of existing pavement is ripped up and 
reconstituted by special equipment.  This technique provides results comparable to laying 
down new pavement and saves costs for raw materials and transportation of new pavement.  
Funding for completion of rehabilitation projects depends on long range planning.  Staged 
construction may require several years to complete an entire project.  Established priorities 
should be followed when possible.   
 

Roadway Reconstruction - Reconstruction projects are similar to rehabilitation, 
with the primary distinction between the two being the cost difference.  Reconstruction 
involves complete removal and replacement of a failed pavement and might also involve 
other features such as widening, improved alignment, grade changes, guard rail, and major 
drainage work.  Lead times of several years may be required because of the more costly 
nature of full reconstruction and the time required to develop a complete plan of action, to 
secure required permits, and establish special funding needs.  This is the most costly type of 
maintenance activity. 
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Employing modules within the MicroPAVER software can assist in determining a repair 
strategy for Huntington’s roads based on the “Pavement Condition Index” (PCI) calculated by the 
software.  PCI is a composite indicator (between 0 and 100) found through an analysis of the various 
pavement distresses observed in the roadway inspection surveys.  It is calculated by using total 
number of distresses and distress densities. 
 
FIGURE 9: Pavement Deterioration Curve & Maintenance Strategy 

 
(Adapted from: FHWA "Road Surface Management for Local Governments") 
 
1.4.3  MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR ALTERNATIVES 

For the purpose of future estimation, it is possible to enter in the common repair strategies 
used by the town of Huntington into MicroPAVER.  Table 3 is a listing of the common strategies 
used by the town of Milton that were entered into software, analyzing roadway M & R within 
context of the municipal annual roadway maintenance budget for 2004 and 2006.  In 2004, Milton 
generated a maintenance schedule utilizing their repair strategies. If it is so desired, Huntington may 
request an addition to this report using their own list of strategies. 

 
Table 3:  Town of Milton Estimated Repair Strategies used in MicroPAVER Maintenance 
Options 
 
Code Name 
CS-AC Crack Sealing - AC 
O-1.5-AC 1.5" Overlay 
PA-AL Patching - AC Leveling              
RB-AC Rebuild 
RC-AC Reclaim 1.5" base, 1.5" top 
AG-RA Add Gravel – Reclaimed Asphalt 
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1.4.4  Prioritization of Maintenance Needs 
Once maintenance alternatives are generated, the software creates a prioritized listing of road 

projects based on the structural condition of the pavement.  These suggestions would indicate where 
to spend the funds, but they do not take traffic counts into account. Therefore, when considering of 
any resulting pavement issues or problems, the town should use the MicroPAVER report data in 
tandem with traffic studies and other sources of related information. 
 
1.4.5  Report Generation 

The final MicroPAVER step would involve generating reports to communicate the results of 
the analysis. Using an annual budget for a period of years, the software can compute a repair 
strategy.  This is further explained in Appendix B.  The GIS map (Appendix C) created to 
accompany this report mapped road sections using the MicroPAVER computed PCI value that was 
exported into shapefiles utilized by ArcGIS software.  The grading system used in the map legend is 
a standard intended to give the best comprehensive illustration of Huntington’s road conditions 
based on the collected data samples.  
 
 
2.0  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 

The Weighted Average PCI of all Huntington paved roads in 2007-08 was 74, which is in the 
range of “Satisfactory” condition, and is where both routine and preventative maintenance should be 
used in order to prevent the roads from going into a rapid decline.  The 74 PCI is at the point on the 
deterioration curve where the cost to repair roads will begin to significantly increase within the next 
4 to 5 years.  Table 4 summarizes all sections sampled and displays the PCI of all Huntington’s 
paved branches.  Figure 10 visualizes PCI calculated for each paved road sampled for Huntington. 
 
Table 4:  Huntington Branch Sections: PCI Summary 

 
The primary distresses found on the paved roads in Huntington were various types of 

cracking associated with asphalt pavement, such as; Alligator, block-cracking, edge-cracking, and 
Longitudinal/Transverse  (L & T) cracking. Perhaps, the most common distress found was L & T 
cracking, which is easily repaired with a preventative maintenance schedule.  Roadways with edge-
cracking were found with alligator cracking branching from the existing edge cracks. Some of the 
highest distressed sections were on East St., where there was high-severity Alligator-cracking and 
edge-cracking.  Generally, the worst distresses found upon Main Rd. were medium-severity L & T 
cracking, and medium-severity alligator-cracking.  An area on Main Rd., just north of Shaker 

Branches 
Num of 

Sections 

Sum 
Length 

(Ft) 

Avg 
Section 

Width (Ft) Area (Sq Ft) 
Avg 
PCI 

Weighted 
Avg PCI 

Bridge St 1 714.71 25.00 17,867.75 56.00 56.00
East St 1 2,627.40 21.00 55,172.81 38.00 38.00
Hinesburg Hollow Rd 1 5,964.31 22.00 131,208.37 83.00 83.00
Main Rd 11 40,742.31 22.73 942,800.11 73.64 73.91

ALL 14 50,048.73 22.68 1,147,049.04 72.47 73.76
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Mountain Rd. had what appeared to 
be low and medium-severity 
Uniform Joint-Reflection-cracking. 
 This sort of pavement distress 
occurs directly over underlying 
joints that have shifted in the sub-
base of the road (often when it is 
constructed out of numerous 
concrete slabs or other bound 
material). 
 
 
 
 
               
           FIGURE 10 
 
 
3.0  CONCLUSION 
 

The overall Weighted Average PCI of paved roads in the town of Huntington is 74.  Most of 
the roadway for the primary travelled town highways in Huntington are in a good state of repair 
(especially Main Rd. & Hinesburg Hollow Rd.).  The town should continue to prioritize routine 
maintenance activities in favor of roadway reconstruction when possible to continue maximizing the 
benefits of highway maintenance funds.   
  

CCMPO staff are available to assist the town in using the MicroPAVER software, in addition 
to modifying and improving these reports and their underlying data.  CCMPO will continue 
providing service to the town as requested and as our technical assistance budget allows.  Detailed 
information on each section of paved highway in the town is accessible from Huntington’s 2007-
2008 MicroPAVER databases, posted on CCMPO’s website at http://www.ccmpo.org/data/. 
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Appendices 
 
APPENDIX A:  SOFTWARE TABLES & DEFINITIONS 
 
Items possible for M&R Plan Parameters 
Name Description 
Date Executed Date plan was created 
Time Executed Time plan was created 
Selection Criteria Criteria Used  
Sort Order None 
Condition Method Method used to rate roadways 
First Plan Year First year for plan to take effect 
Years in Plan Total years plan is for 
Cost by Condition Table Table Used to develop cost projections 
Consequence Model Report Not Used 
Limit to Budget Report Was plan executed with a limited budget 
Budget Table Budget table used 
Budget Scale Factor Factor applied to budget table, depending on town budget 
Priority Table Priority Table Used 
Local Preventative Policy Policy Table used 
Local Prev Cost Table Cost Table Applied 
Minimum Condition Report Was a minimum condition report generated 
First Year for Major M&R First year Major M&R to be applied 
Apply Inflation Yes or no 
Inflation Rate Rate applied if yes 
Require Work Yes or No 
Inventory Items Considered Number of sections analyzed 

 
Potential Subset Applied Policy for a Selection Year 
Name Description 
Section Name of roadway section to be repaired 
Description Type of Distress 
Severity Either Low, Medium, or High 
Distress Qty Amount of Distress present in the section 
Unit Unit of Distress. Either Ft or SqFt 
Work Description Name of work to be applied 
Work Qty How much of repair strategy to be applied 
Unit Either Ft or SqFt 
Unit Cost Cost per unit or work applied 
Work Cost Total cost of repair 
Funded Either Yes or No, depending on if it can be fixed within the range of the set budget. 
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Potential 3 Year Section Summary 
Name Description 
Network/Branch/Section Name of Network, Branch Number, and Section Name 
Section Area Area in SqFt 
Jan 2009 Repair Strategy to be Applied and PCI value before and after repair strategy 
Jan 2010 Repair Strategy to be Applied and PCI value before and after repair strategy 
Jan 2011 Repair Strategy to be Applied and PCI value before and after repair strategy 

 
Potential M&R Work Plan 
Name Description 
Plan Year Year Repair Strategy is to be Applied 
Section Section Name 
Last PCI PCI value as of last inspection 
Preventative Funded Cost of preventative repair on the section, funded 
Preventative 
UnFunded 

Cost of preventative repair that should be performed on the section, but is 
unfunded due to low budget 

Major Under Critical 
PCI: UnFunded 

Cost of major repair that should be performed on the section, but is unfunded due 
to low budget. The section is already below critical PCI value 

Major Above Critical 
UnFunded 

Cost of major repair that should be performed on the section, but is unfunded due 
to low budget. The section is still above critical PCI value 

Maintenance Type Either preventative, stop gap, or major 
Local Funded Either Yes or No, depending on if it can be fixed within the range of the set budget. 
Category After Condition of road section after repairs, ranging from Excellent to Failing. 

 
Potential M&R Summary 
Name Description 
Plan Year Year of Plan from 2009-2011 
Sum Of Preventative 
Funded 

Total cost of preventative repairs on roads that will be funded under current 
budget  

Sum Of Preventative 
UnFunded Total cost of preventative repairs on roads that won’t be funded 
Sum Of Major Under 
Critical PCI UnFunded 

Total cost of major repairs on roads below critical PCI value that won’t be 
funded 

Sum Of Major Above 
Critical PCI UnFunded 

Total cost of major repairs on roads above critical PCI value that won’t be 
funded 

Total Total cost for funded projects 
UnFunded Total cost for Unfunded projects 
Budget Budget 
Avg Of Condition Before Average roadway PCI value for the whole town before repairs 
Avg Of Condition After Average roadway PCI value for the whole town after repairs 
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Listed Roadway Inspection Data 
Name Description 
Branch Name Full Branch Name that section belongs to 
SectionID Section Identification Name 
Rank Roadway rank, either P, S, or T 
Surface Surface type, either AC- Asphalt or GR- 
Branch Area SqFt Total Branch Area 
Sections Number of sections in the branch 
From Where section starts 
To Where section ends 
Length Ft Length of section 
Width Ft Roadway Width 
Area SqFt Total section area in SqFt 
Const_Date Construction Date of section (Not fully 

Accurate) 
Road Name Six digit roadway number 
Condition Section PCI Value 
Pct Load Percent of distress caused by loading 
Climate/Durability Percent of distress caused by climate 
Other Percent of distress caused by other factors 

 
Potential “Unfunded” M&R Suggestions 
Name Description 
Plan Year Year M&R is suggested 
Section  Name of roadway section to be repaired 
PCI Pavement Condition Index 
Category PCI Category Section is classified as 
Major Under 
Critical PCI Value 
UnFunded 

Dollar amount needed to repair section with major M&R. None of these would fall into 
the funded category. The table is included in case the town would like to pursue more 
major repair projects.  
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APPENDIX B:  REPORT OPTIONS 
 
For Huntington, the Critical PCI method could be employed to optimize the M&R activities 
against a specified budget (in this case, an estimated annual $100,000 over a 3 year period).  
Figure 7 indicates one of the four types of policies that could be used in generating an M&R 
report for Huntington.  The “Localized > Critical” selection indicates use of preventative M&R 
policy generally intended for pavements in “Satisfactory” to “Good” condition (above the critical 
PCI) with the goal of slowing the rate of deterioration. This method utilizes techniques such as 
crack sealing and patching. Such a policy is not cost effective for deteriorated pavements below 
the critical PCI. 
 
FIGURE 11: Paver M & R Table Menu for Type of Policy 

 
 
Other options for Huntington to consider would be to run the “Global” policy, which is useful 
for pavements in “Good” condition.  The method may be applied to entire sections of pavement 
by using aggregate seals to slow the rate of deterioration.  In utilizing the Global policy, 
MicroPAVER has the option to estimate costs more accurately by allowing the user to enter in 
their pavement treatments of choice (see example in Table 3 on page 12) that consider 3 types of 
distresses; Climate related, Skid causing, and minimal distresses (see some examples in Figures 
5, 6, 7, & 8). 
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FIGURE 12: Paver M & R Table Menu for Global Policy Options 

 
 
When selecting these options, the user would click on the “Edit” button, circled in red to edit 
specific treatment types and modify their known costs. 
 
FIGURE 13: Paver M & R Table Menu for User-Selected Work Types 
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FIGURE 14: Paver M & R Table Menu for User-Selected Costs 

 
 
If Huntington decides it is interested in generating more accurate cost predictions for their 
pavement program using MicroPaver strategies, it would be possible to modify these table 
menus with specific information to run estimates.   
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APPENDIX C:  MAPPED DATA 
 
 



 


