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Pavement Preservation 
Training 

• Regional Pavement Preservation Training @ NCAT completed
• SER- March 16
• SWR- May 17
• WCR- Oct 17
• ECR- Nov 17
• NR- Feb 18

• Continued Pavement Preservation Training  “PP 2.0:  The Next Step”
• Starts on April 12-13, 2018 for SER

• Plans for construction inspection personnel with certified ISSA trainers 
• High Performance Chip Seal
• Tentative start this summer



Pavement Preservation 
Training 

• Typical topics covered:
• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
• Project Initiations
• Project Scoping
• Project timelines



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



Maintenance Project Establishment & 
Prioritizations (FM & IM)

How do we decide which way to go?



Maintenance Project Establishment & 
Prioritizations (FM & IM)

Federal Maintenance (FM) Projects
• Typically, each year around the middle of May a letter is sent  out of Maintenance Bureau to 

Regions requesting their next Fiscal Year Resurfacing Program, Phase I and Phase II. The FM 
program is due back to the Maintenance Bureau by the first week of June.

• The previous year’s Phase I projects that were not let and the Phase II projects now become 
the next FY Phase I projects. These projects should already have been scoped and entered into 
CPMS (correct work codes, estimates, etc.)  

• New Phase II projects for the next FY should have been initiated, entered into CPMS by this 
time. In fact, most projects should have already had the project scope started.



Maintenance Project Establishment & 
Prioritizations (FM & IM)

Interstate Maintenance (IM) Projects
• Each year members of the Maintenance staff meets with Regional personnel to review the 

conditions of the respective Interstates. 

• From this meeting, IM projects are prioritized by the Maintenance Bureau with input from the 
Regions.

• Project initialization may be required in order to set possible letting dates as funding allows.

• Some projects (PM1) can easily be identified during the annual meeting but may need some 
minor investigative pavement condition survey work performed to confirm status.



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



IM and FM Project Development
Project Initiations Project Scoping

Project Timelines
FM Project Deadlines 

Project Delivery Report 
“Other” Items



• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



• Project Initiations
• Projects created from Prioritization Process

• From Annual Resurfacing Program
• From IM Prioritization meetings

• CPMS Data Entry
• Correct Scope Type (FM or CN)
• Correct Description 
• Appropriate Letting Date
• Correct FY and Phase (Generates Mr. Conner’s Project Delivery Report)
• Estimate (Include additives, i.e., Labor Additive, ROW, RR, CE&I, etc.)
• Work Codes

IM and FM Project Development
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IM and FM Project Development

• CPMS Data Entry
• Correct Scope Type (FM or CN)
• Correct Description 
• Appropriate Letting Date
• Correct FY and Phase (Generates Mr. Conner’s Project Delivery 

Report)
• Estimate (Include additives, i.e., Labor Additive, ROW, RR, CE&I, 

etc.)
• Keep Estimates up to date
• Work Codes



IM and FM Project Development

• CPMS Data Entry
• Work Codes

• PM1, PM2, PMR, WP1, WP2, WMR for Preservation Projects
• Work Codes Established to Support Preservation Policy

◦ 2014- 0 of 135
◦ 2015- 1 of 125
◦ 2016- 21 of 126 (12 were Interstate)
◦ 2017- 141 of 146 

• Any Non-Preservation Pavement Project use PVR, WRR or RSF



Project Initiation (FM & IM)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Topics that I am going to cover during this session are:
Level of funding - Making progress (where we started and where we are today?.
The Current status of this years Resurfacing Program.  
Next year’s Resurfacing Program and Budget.
The Interstate Maintenance Budget, Projects and Program.
Data Collection Requirements for Pavement Preservation Projects. 
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• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



• Project Scoping
• Pavement Preservation Policy & ALDOT 392
• Pavement Preservation Project Categories (PM1, PM 2, MR)
• GFO’s
• Scope Creep

IM and FM Project Development



• Project Scoping
• Pavement Preservation Policy & ALDOT 392

• The Pavement Preservation Policy requires That a Scope of Work be 
conducted on each resurfacing project by a team that is determined by 
the Region/Area Engineer. 

• The FHWA should be included on full involvement federal funded 
projects.

• For Interstate routes, the Interstate Maintenance  Review Committee 
will be included

• Data Collection for the Scope shall be conducted per ALDOT 392

IM and FM Project Development



Pavement Preservation Policy & ALDOT 392



2014 ALDOT 392 Clarification Memo



Policy allows us to use more of our funding for the 
maintenance of the pavement.

ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy PM1



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy PM1



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy PM2



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy PM2



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
Minor Rehab (MR)



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
Minor Rehab (MR)



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
Minor Rehab (MR) Safety



Little Known GFOs



GFO 4-4; Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement 
(RAP) Material

• Limits the amount needed from one paving 
season to the next but not to exceed 75 cubic 
yards

• Must be approved by the Region Engineer ahead 
of time by a note on the plans

• Plan Note will indicate the amount of RAP and 
exact location where the RAP should be 
stockpiled (within reasonable proximity to the 
project).

Little Known GFOs: GFO 4-4



GFO 5-26; Preventative Maintenance Procedures

Little Known GFOs: GFO 5-26



GFO 5-26; 
• ALDOT’s first ”swing” at a Pavement Preservation Policy with a Procedural 

Guideline?

Little Known GFOs: GFO 5-26
Preventative Maintenance Procedures



GFO 5-26; Preventative Maintenance 
Procedures

• Policy Supersedes Guidelines?

Little Known GFOs: GFO 5-26



GFO 5-26; Preventative Maintenance Procedures

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy references GFO 5-26 for cross-
slope adjustments. Therefore, GFO 5-26 procedure for cross-slope 
adjustments are valid.

Little Known GFOs: GFO 5-26



Scope Creep



Scope Creep

• Initial estimate proposed and entered into CPMS or program 
budget…say $1M for PM2

• Scope performed, PM2 becomes MR
• Estimate escalates after scope, from $1M to $2M

• Update CPMS or any other program budget
• Estimate escalates after in house plan review, from $2M to $3M

• Safety Scope or other needs as Access Management, etc. 
• Update CPMS or any other program budget

• Estimate escalates after Construction and OE reviews, $3M to 
$3.5M
• Update CPMS or any other program budget

What is it and how does it grow?
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Scope Creep

• Initial estimate proposed and entered into CPMS or program 
budget…say $1M for PM2

• Scope performed, PM2 becomes MR
• Estimate escalates after scope, from $1M to $2M

• Update CPMS or any other program budget
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$3M to $3.5M
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What is it and how does it grow?



Scope Creep
Scope Creep will cost a program projects!

• Ex: project initialized at $8.9 M, PM 2 project set in budget
• Scope performed and estimate went to $12.4M due to a MR 

project
• Safety scope review went to $16 M
• Plan development went to $18M
• Construction and OE reviews went to $22M
• CPMS was not updated until the plan development, from $ 

8.9M to $18M, one year after scope

Set Realistic Estimates to reduce “Creep”
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Scope Creep
Scope Creep will cost a program projects!

• Ex: project initialized at $8.9 M, PM 2 project set in budget
• Scope performed and estimate went to $12.4M due to a MR 

project
• Safety scope review went to $16 M
• Plan development went to $18M
• Construction and OE reviews went to $22M
• CPMS was not updated until the plan development, from $ 

8.9M to $18M 
• Estimate went to $22M a month before letting 

Set Realistic Estimates to reduce 
SCOPE “Creep”



• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



Project Timelines
From Scope to Letting



Project Timelines

o Letting
o Authorization
o Office Engineer Review
o Construction Bureau Review
o Plan Reviews (Peer, QC, In-House)
o Plans Preparation
o Survey
o Scope

4 weeks
4 weeks
4 weeks
4 – 6 weeks
4 – 8 weeks
2 – 4 weeks

Milestone Timeframe

4 weeks
8 weeks
12 weeks
16 – 18 weeks
20 – 26 weeks
22 – 30 weeks

Cumulative



Project Timelines
Estimate Updates

o Letting
o Authorization
o Office Engineer Review
o Construction Bureau Review
o Plan Reviews (Peer, QC, In-House)
o Plans Preparation
o Survey
o Scope
o Initialized

Milestone Update

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES



• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



• Resurfacing program letting deadline:
• June for FY 2018
• May for FY 2019

• After Scope is held, Plan Development and Authorization takes up to 30 weeks 
before letting.

• Simple math shows that in order for projects to meet the May 2019 Letting 
projects must be scoped before October 2018. 

• Waiting until October leaves no room for unforeseen delays, (i.e., work loads, 
FWD scheduling, funding delays, Construction and OE reviews, etc.)

FM Project Deadlines



Federal Maintenance (FM) projects
• Typically, each year around the middle of May a letter is sent  out of Maintenance Bureau to 

Regions requesting their next Fiscal Year Resurfacing Program, Phase I and Phase II. The FM 
program is due back to the Maintenance Bureau by the first week of June.

• The previous year’s Phase I projects that were not let and the Phase II projects now become 
the next FY Phase I projects. These projects should already have been scoped and entered into 
CPMS (correct work codes, estimates, etc.)  

• New Phase II projects for the next FY should have been initiated, entered into CPMS by this 
time. In fact, most projects should have already had the project scope started.

Maintenance Project Establishment & 
Prioritization (FM & IM)



• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



Resurfacing Program
Project Delivery Report



• Report developed by Mr. Conner 

• Sent out to the Region Engineers

• Indicates the status of each Regions FY Phase 1 project progress

• Data is extracted from CPMS, correct estimates and FY/Phases are 
required 

• Mr. Conner’s transmittal email clearly states that if projects are not 
submitted by the letting deadline the funding will be redistributed. 

Resurfacing Program
Project Delivery Report



• Project Initiations

• Project Scoping

• Project Timelines

• FM Project Deadlines (June letting for FY 2018, May Letting for FY 
2019)

• Resurfacing Program - Project Delivery Report (Mr. Conner’s 
Report).

• “Other” Items

IM and FM Project Development



• “Other” Items
• Plan Submittals
• IM & FM Budget Forecast
• Current Mile Lane Cost (Preservation Projects)

• Trends

IM and FM Project Development



• “Other” Items
• Plan Submittals

• Historically, all Maintenance Project (FM & IM) plans are suppose to go to 
Maintenance Bureau when submitted Construction & OE. 
• Plan submittals should have correct estimate and letting dates
• All Maintenance Bureau needs is an electronic copy of the cover letter with 

updated estimate and letting date
• One exception to the rule…PM 1 projects are required to be sent to MB 

(electronic copy is acceptable)

IM and FM Project Development



• “Other” Items
• Plan Submittals
• IM & FM Budget Forecast
• Current Mile Lane Cost (Preservation Projects)

• Trends

IM and FM Project Development



• “Other” Items
• IM & FM Budget Forecast

IM and FM Project Development

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020
FM $260,000,000 $260,000,000 $288,000,000 $292,000,000 

IM $205,000,000 $196,000,000 $174,000,000 $176,000,000 

Budget Allotments FY 2017 – FY  2020



• “Other” Items
• IM & FM Budget Forecast

IM and FM Project Development

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020
FM $260,000,000 $260,000,000 $288,000,000 $292,000,000 

IM $205,000,000 $196,000,000 $174,000,000 $176,000,000 

Budget Allotments FY 2017 – FY  2020

Subject to Change!!!!



• “Other” Items
• Plan Submittals
• IM & FM Budget Forecast
• Current Mile Lane Cost (Preservation Projects)

• Trends

IM and FM Project Development



Current Mile Lane Cost (Preservation Projects) 

IM and FM Project Development

Total FY 2014 to FY 2017

Number of Projects Category
Centerline 

Miles
Cost per Centerline 

Mile Category Lane Miles $ Spent Cost Per Lane Mile

532 FM & IM Programs Cost per Centerline Mile 3031.125 $508,628.00
Total Cost per Lane Mile 

from FY 14-17 8211.975 $1,541,715,248.89 $187,739.00

59 IM Cost per Centerline Mile 367.25 $1,283,601.00 Cost per IM Lane Mile 1620.18 $471,402,691.75 $290,956.00
17 IM Cost Per PM 1 Centerline Mile 127.65 $574,737.00 Cost per IM PM 1 Lane Mile 552.88 $73,365,210.68 $132,696.00

7 IM Cost Per PM 2 Centerline Mile 47.37 $1,140,352.00 Cost per IM PM 2 Lane Mile 214.12 $54,018,477.30 $252,281.00

34 IM Cost Per PMR Centerline Mile 192.11 $1,784,532.00 Cost per IM PMR Lane Mile 852.58 $342,826,530.81 $402,104.00

473 FM Cost per  Centerline Mile 2759.105 $374,015.00 Cost per FM Lane Mile 6866.815 $1,031,946,936.90 $150,280.00
10 FM Cost Per PM 1 Centerline Mile 77.785 $121,789.00 Cost per FM PM 1 Lane Mile 171.085 $9,473,369.98 $55,372.00

198 FM Cost Per  PM 2 Centerline Mile 1107.14 $308,104.00 Cost per FM PM 2 Lane Mile 2776.16 $341,115,356.71 $122,873.00

266 FM Cost Per PMR Centerline Mile 1574.18 $432,833.00 Cost per FM PMR Lane Mile 3919.57 $681,358,210.21 $173,834.00



IM and FM Project Development
IM Current Lane Mile Cost (Preservation Projects)

Total FY 2014 to 2017

Number of Projects Category
Centerline 

Miles Cost per Centerline Mile Category Lane Miles $ Spent Cost Per Lane Mile
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• “Other” Items
• Plan Submittals
• IM & FM Budget Forecast
• Current Mile Lane Cost (Preservation Projects) 

• Trends

IM and FM Project Development



Trends - IM & FM Preservation Projects (PM 1, PM 2, MR) since 2014

IM and FM Project Development

FY Total 
IM

IM 
PM1

%

IM PM2
%

IM 
MR
%

Total 
FM

FM 
PM1

%

FM 
PM 2

%

FM 
MR
%

2014 12 0/0% 2/17% 10/83% 124 3/2% 29/23% 92/75%

2015 16 3/18% 3/18% 10/64% 109 0/0% 52/48% 57/52%

2016 12 6/50% 2/17% 4/33% 114 1/1% 53/46% 60/53%

2017 18 8/44% 0/0% 10/56% 127 6/5% 64/50% 57/45%

2018 20 6/30% 8/40% 6/30% 110 7/6% 50/46% 53/48%

Total 78 23/30% 15/19% 40/51% 584 17/3% 248/42% 319/55%



Trends - IM Preservation Projects (PM 1, PM 2, MR) since 2014

IM and FM Project Development

FY Total IM IM PM1
%

IM PM2
%

IM  MR
%

2014 12 0/0% 2/17% 10/83%

2015 16 3/18% 3/18% 10/64%

2016 12 6/50% 2/17% 4/33%

2017 18 8/44% 0/0% 10/56%

2018 20 6/30% 8/40% 6/30%

Total 78 23/30% 15/19% 40/51%



Trends - FM Preservation Projects (PM 1, PM 2, MR) since 2014

IM and FM Project Development

FY Total FM FM 
PM1

%

FM 
PM 2

%

FM 
MR
%

2014 124 3/2% 29/23% 92/75%

2015 109 0/0% 52/48% 57/52%

2016 114 1/1% 53/46% 60/53%

2017 127 6/5% 64/50% 57/45%

2018 110 7/6% 50/46% 53/48%

Total 584 17/3% 248/42% 319/55%



Trends - What does this mean? 

IM and FM Project Development

FY IM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

IM Lane Mile 
Cost

FM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

FM Lane Mile 
Cost

Total Lane 
Mile Cost

2014 0/2/10= 12 $357K 3/29/92 $150K $212K

2015 3/3/10= 16 $313K 0/52/57 $160$ $196K

2016 6/2/4= 12 $257 1/53/60 $150K $172K

2017 8/0/10= 18 $257 6/64/57 $142K $175K

2018 6/8/6= 20 Not to Let 7/50/53 Not to Let Not to Let



Trends - What does this mean? 
Lane Mile Cost drops relative to PM 1 Projects Let

IM and FM Project Development

FY IM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

IM Lane Mile 
Cost

FM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

FM Lane Mile 
Cost

Total Lane 
Mile Cost

2014 0/2/10= 12 $357K 3/29/92 $150K $212K

2015 3/3/10= 16 $313K 0/52/57 $160$ $196K

2016 6/2/4= 12 $257 1/53/60 $150K $172K

2017 8/0/10= 18 $257 6/64/57 $142K $175K

2018 6/8/6= 20 Not to Let 7/50/53 Not to Let Not to Let



Trends - Can I make a plan for Pavement (asset) Management?

IM and FM Project Development

FY IM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

IM Lane Mile 
Cost

FM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

FM Lane Mile 
Cost

Total Lane 
Mile Cost

2014 0/2/10= 12 $357K 3/29/92 $150K $212K

2015 3/3/10= 16 $313K 0/52/57 $160$ $196K

2016 6/2/4= 12 $257 1/53/60 $150K $172K

2017 8/0/10= 18 $257 6/64/57 $142K $175K

2018 6/8/6= 20 Not to Let 7/50/53 Not to Let Not to Let



Trends - Can I make a plan for Pavement (asset) Management?
YES! Using Lane Mile Cost, Current PCR, curve of pavement 

decline, and projected budget

IM and FM Project Development

FY IM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

IM Lane Mile 
Cost

FM 
PM1/PM2/M

R

FM Lane Mile 
Cost

Total Lane 
Mile Cost

2014 0/2/10= 12 $357K 3/29/92 $150K $212K

2015 3/3/10= 16 $313K 0/52/57 $160$ $196K

2016 6/2/4= 12 $257 1/53/60 $150K $172K

2017 8/0/10= 18 $257 6/64/57 $142K $175K

2018 6/8/6= 20 Not to Let 7/50/53 Not to Let Not to Let



IM and FM Project Development
• Asset Management plan - IM

• Using Lane Mile Cost, PCR, Pavement Deterioration Curve, etc.

FY PCR Budget PM 1 PM 2 MR Actual IM Budget

2018 82.6 $179M $23.5M (13%) $58.6M (33%) $98.9M (54%) $192M ($179M for 
pavement/ $13M for other)

2019 86.5 $132M $20M (15%) $95M (72%) $17M (13%) $174M ($132M 
flexible/$30M Conc/$12M 
other) 

2020 87.9 $110M $40M (36%) $70M (64%) $0 (0%) $176M ($78M 
flexible/$120M  Conc) 

2021 88.3 $130M $124M (95%) $6M (5%) $0 (0%)

2022 91.1 $131M $125M (96%) $6M (4%) $0 (0%)

2023 92.9 $137M $132M (96%) $5M (4%) $0 (0%)



IM and FM Project Development
• Asset Management plan - IM

• PCR Improves from 82 to 93 in  a 5 year plan

FY PCR Budget PM 1 PM 2 MR Actual IM Budget

2018 82.6 $179M $23.5M (13%) $58.6M (33%) $98.9M (54%) $192M ($179M for 
pavement/ $13M for other)

2019 86.5 $132M $20M (15%) $95M (72%) $17M (13%) $174M ($132M 
flexible/$30M Conc/$12M 
other) 

2020 87.9 $110M $40M (36%) $70M (64%) $0 (0%) $176M ($78M 
flexible/$120M  Conc) 

2021 88.3 $130M $124M (95%) $6M (5%) $0 (0%)

2022 91.1 $131M $125M (96%) $6M (4%) $0 (0%)

2023 92.9 $137M $132M (96%) $5M (4%) $0 (0%)



IM and FM Project Development
• ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN - IM

• 2019 IM Program (theoretical versus actual program)
• 2020 IM Program 

FY PCR Budget PM 1 PM 2 MR Actual IM Budget

2018 82.6 $179M $23.5M (13%) $58.6M (33%) $98.9M (54%) $192M ($179M for 
pavement/ $13M for other)

2019 86.5 $132M $20M (15%) $95M (72%) $17M (13%) $174M ($132M 
flexible/$30M Conc/$12M 
other) 

2019 86.5 $132M $31.1M (24%) $78.3M (59%) $22.7M (17%)

2020 87.9 $110M $40M (36%) $70M (64%) $0 (0%) $176M ($78M 
flexible/$120M  Conc) 

2020 87.9 $78M $73.5M (94%) $4.1M (6%) $0 (0%)
2021 88.3 $130M $124M (95%) $6M (5%) $0 (0%)

2022 91.1 $131M $125M (96%) $6M (4%) $0 (0%)

2023 92.9 $137M $132M (96%) $5M (4%) $0 (0%)



IM and FM Project Development
• ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN - IM

• 2019 IM Program
• 2020 IM Program (theoretical versus actual program)

FY PCR Budget PM 1 PM 2 MR Actual IM Budget

2018 82.6 $179M $23.5M (13%) $58.6M (33%) $98.9M (54%) $192M ($179M for 
pavement/ $13M for other)

2019 86.5 $132M $20M (15%) $95M (72%) $17M (13%) $174M ($132M 
flexible/$30M Conc/$12M 
other) 

2019 86.5 $132M $31.1M (24%) $78.3M (59%) $22.7M (17%)

2020 87.9 $110M $40M (36%) $70M (64%) $0 (0%) $176M ($78M 

flexible/$120M  Conc)

2020 87.9 $78M $73.5M (94%) $4.1M (6%) $0 (0%)
2021 88.3 $130M $124M (95%) $6M (5%) $0 (0%)

2022 91.1 $131M $125M (96%) $6M (4%) $0 (0%)

2023 92.9 $137M $132M (96%) $5M (4%) $0 (0%)



IM and FM Project Development
• ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN - IM
PLAN IS SIGNIFICANTLY DEPENDENT ON STEADY BUDGETS

FY PCR Budget PM 1 PM 2 MR Actual IM Budget

2018 82.6 $179M $23.5M (13%) $58.6M (33%) $98.9M (54%) $192M ($179M for 
pavement/ $13M for other)

2019 86.5 $132M $20M (15%) $95M (72%) $17M (13%) $174M ($132M 
flexible/$30M Conc/$12M 
other) 

2019 86.5 $132M $31.1M (24%) $78.3M (59%) $22.7M (17%)

2020 87.9 $110M $40M (36%) $70M (64%) $0 (0%) $176M ($78M 
flexible/$120M  Conc)

2020 87.9 $78M $73.5M (94%) $4.1M (6%) $0 (0%)
2021 88.3 $130M $124M (95%) $6M (5%) $0 (0%)

2022 91.1 $131M $125M (96%) $6M (4%) $0 (0%)

2023 92.9 $137M $132M (96%) $5M (4%) $0 (0%)



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



Pavement Preservation Project Category 
Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

One of the major goals of this policy is to have the ability to maximize 
available funding for pavement management. 

Funding for Safety Items
• PM 1

• Safety items shall be addressed in separate projects as funding is available.

• PM 2
• Safety items should not exceed 5% of the total project cost. 

• MR
• Safety items should not exceed 15% of the total project cost. 

• When Safety Items exceed the limit, then split funding from alternate sources 
shall be used within the project or the safety items should be addressed in a 
separate project as funding is available.



Pavement Preservation Project Category 
Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

Safety items should not exceed the allowable percentage of the total pavement 
rehabilitation cost.

Example: 
• $2M resurfacing project (pavement related items only) + $1M safety items ≠ 

$3M “Total Project Cost”. 
• Real possibility with the implementation of MASH

• On an MR project, we would not apply the allowable 15% to $3M ($450k).
• The correct approach is $2M “Total Project Cost” for pavement related items x 

15% = $300K allowable safety items. 
• The other $700K needed to fulfill the $1M safety would need to come from 

alternative funding….not $550K.



Pavement Preservation Project Category 
Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

Past items on Preservation Projects that were not allowed by policy 
• Cross-slope Adjustments on PM 2
• Access Management
• Weigh Lanes and Weigh Station Upgrades
• ITS Installations
• Overrun of Safety Items

Doesn’t mean these items could not be included, just that they would have to 
have alternate funding applied.



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



Special Projects 
(Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• IM preliminary investigative work is often needed by the 
Interstate Review Committee when a PE has not been 
established (mainly during the annual prioritization reviews). 
An IM project has been set up to accommodate this need; IM-
NR18(902).
• In an effort to improve our truck weighing program and not “penalize” our resurfacing programs, a “99” 
project will be set up in FY 2019 for new Weigh Lane and Weigh Station upgrades on Non-Interstate routes; 
99-900-000-000-801. 
• It is allowable to charge a FM project for WIM station plate resets or replacements due to resurfacing. However, new 

trailer replacements, computer hardware, new weighing systems, etc., should be charged to the “99” project or a special 
project.



Special Projects 
(Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• IM preliminary investigative work is often needed by the Interstate Review Committee when a PE has not 
been established (mainly during the annual prioritization reviews). An IM project has been set up to 
accommodate this need; IM-NR18(902).

• In an effort to improve our truck weighing program and not 
“penalize” our resurfacing programs, a “99” project will be set 
up in FY 2019 for new Weigh Lane and Weigh Station 
upgrades on Non-Interstate routes; 99-900-000-000-801. 
• It is allowable to charge a FM project for WIM station plate resets or 

replacements due to resurfacing. However, new trailer replacements, computer 
hardware, new weighing systems, etc., should be charged to the “99” project or a 
special project.



Special Projects 
(Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• IM preliminary investigative work is often needed by the Interstate Review Committee when a PE has not 
been established (mainly during the annual prioritization reviews). An IM project has been set up to 
accommodate this need; IM-NR18(902).

• In an effort to improve our truck weighing program and not “penalize” our 
resurfacing programs, a “99” project will be set up in FY 2019 for new Weigh Lane 
and Weigh Station upgrades on Non-Interstate routes; 99-900-000-000-801. 
• It is allowable to charge a FM project for WIM station plate resets or 

replacements due to resurfacing. However, new trailer replacements, 
computer hardware, new weighing systems, etc., should be charged 
to the “99” project or a special project.



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
Update

•August 7, 2012, Current Policy signed 

•September 8, 2014, Data Collection Clarification Letter signed

•Things Change…why a new Policy?
• Address new preservation technics
• MASH implementation
• Rigid Pavement included
• “Learned” items since 2012
• Etc….

•2014 thru 2016 several draft attempts on “individual” levels

• December 2016, ALDOT Preservation Policy Committee formed; George Conner, 
Lyndi Blackburn, Scott George, Stacey Glass, Mark Waits.



ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy 
Update

•January 10, 2017 first formal Committee meeting held

•January 20, 2017 SharePoint set up for Policy 

•January 2017 Other State’s Preservation Program Data Collected and Analyzed. 

•January 2018 Working Draft Created 

•February 22, 2018 , 1st Meeting with FHWA

•Draft implementing MASH requirements, must be consistent with Design Bureau 
Guidelines and Routine Maintenance Activities 

•2018 Policy Approved???? 



Interstate (IM) and Non-Interstate (FM) 
Pavement Maintenance Programs Overview

• Maintenance Project Establishment & Prioritizations (FM & IM)

• IM & FM Project Development 

• Pavement Preservation Project Category Issues (PM1, PM 2, MR)

• Special Projects (Weigh Lane/Station & IM Preliminary work)

• ALDOT Pavement Preservation Policy Update

• MASH Implementation for ALDOT



MASH Implementation for ALDOT

•On May 15, 2017, Mr. Steve Walker, State Design 
Engineer, sent out a memorandum stating ALDOT 
would begin implementing the first phase of AASHTO 
Manual for Assessing Safety Hardware (MASH) 
guardrail installations, effective for July 28, 2017 
lettings.

•The changes for the guardrail would involve raising the 
height to 31” and moving the rail splice to the midspan. 

•Other devices, (i.e., end anchors, cable barriers, bridge 
rails, etc.), would be addressed in the future



MASH Implementation for ALDOT

•Mr. Walker’s memo also stated “the implementation of the new height 
requirement does not mean you will need to replace all existing 
guardrail….for height of 27 ¾””. 

•Per the Roadside Design Guide, 4th edition 2011, all guardrail at 26 ½”  or lower 
should be replaced/raised to the new height of 31”.

•Mr. Walker’s memo did not consider safety exclusions that the Pavement Preservation Policy allowed.
• Mr. Walker is in the process of drafting a “clarification” memo. 

•Mr. Walker’s memo did not address routine maintenance activities.
• Guidance Memo from Maintenance Bureau being developed  

•Implementation of MASH is definitely going to raise our “Safety Items” cost on Pavement Preservation 
Projects and possibly cause many to overrun the allowable percentage. Therefore, be prepared to have 
alternative funding available so projects are not delayed. 
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MASH Implementation for ALDOT

•Mr. Walker’s memo also stated “the implementation of the new height requirement does not mean you will 
need to replace all existing guardrail….for height of 27 ¾””. 

•Per the Roadside Design Guide, 4th edition 2011, all guardrail at 26 ½”  or lower should be replaced/raised to 
the new height of 31”.

•Mr. Walker’s memo intent was for new installations and did not consider safety exclusions that the Pavement 
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Items” cost on Pavement Preservation Projects and possibly cause 
many to overrun the allowable percentage. 



MASH Implementation for ALDOT

•Mr. Walker’s memo also stated “the implementation of the new height requirement does not mean you will need to 
replace all existing guardrail….for height of 27 ¾””. 

•Per the Roadside Design Guide, 4th edition 2011, all guardrail at 26 ½”  or lower should be replaced/raised to the 
new height of 31”.

•Mr. Walker’s memo intent was for new installations and did not consider safety exclusions that the Pavement 
Preservation Policy allowed.
• Mr. Walker is in the process of drafting a “clarification” memo. 

•Mr. Walker’s memo did not address routine maintenance activities.
• Guidance Memo from Maintenance Bureau being developed  

•Implementation of MASH is definitely going to raise our “Safety Items” cost 
on Pavement Preservation Projects and possibly cause many to overrun the 
allowable percentage. Therefore, be prepared to have 
alternative funding available so projects are not 
delayed. 



QUESTIONS?
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