|dentify your locally owned NHS




Where can you find them!?

® Check your state DOT website:
Washington DOT:

B http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/hpms/NHSroutes.htm
Oregon DOT:

B http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Data/Pages/Functional-Class.aspx

|daho DOT: ?


http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/hpms/NHSroutes.htm
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Data/Pages/Functional-Class.aspx
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Iransportation Dats, National Highway System Routes - Washington State
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2015 Local Agancy National Highway System Routas In Washington

| county | Cily NHS Ruule Descriplion | From | To RoulelD | Begin_PL| Emd_PL| Lengls | NHS Code |
Clark VANCOINE" NF Fourtk Elain Rd “nrnd e 1270 Ave INCANT I 211 9,94 n.oo 1
¢ lark Vanraiwes Girand Rlwd =hst F Ferreroen Hud I 2k R | 1007 s 1
CLmb Vi NE S ke Rid NE 2%h S ME 9IS RSt LIS 1) san 2 T4 1
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«lark YanromweE- MNE St ks Rd NF Cherry Ad ME 39th st LN AN D=3 T nad |
«lark Vanromwrr: MNF At ke Rd SH 0 MF ¢ herry Bd 10N 210 S| Y= 1
Clark Yancouwe” £1lohns Cng Clirdct ER-500 20000121 D.67 0.51 0.15 1
Clark YanCouNE" NE 5t James Rd NE Cherry 3d NE 2etticzat Ln )/ NE Arnold Rd 2000010 135 1 o 1
lark VARCOINE" MNE At mes R NE Nmnekaha bt ME ¢ herry Rd LN A N K 1.5 ) K 1
Claih anouve: MC Highwvrey 29 1M gin 50y NC Fesas 5L Nains. 20CC0231G 0.0 0.L7 047 1
Clark Yancouwwe- MNC 5t tames R4 5tichn: d MC ‘dinnensra it 20C0DLa0c o.oc 0.13 0.13 1
CLmb Vi kA2 S chine, Bhe: i Khald LN Ak R & 1900 A [{} 1
Clarh Vanvouwwe: W26 Ave SR301 ) N Luwar vy 2 Guad/Gae Huue 20CCoL32G 0.0 0.26 0.26 1
Claih antouve: MNC 5Ll es R NC E9Lh 5L MC 581, 51 20000121 11€ il 0.28 1
lark vanromwrss =0 asth Aue SE It S =04 Pl Blvd P9 Py () T2 1.9 =y 1
Climh Vanameee NE T A NEZS MEF 3981 1N ALy 282 RN B 1.réy 1
Clarh Vanvowwe: MNE 122U Ave ME 48Lh 8L SREIZD 20CCOL57G 202 224 0.21 |
Clark VANCOINE" MNF Sher Rd SE SN0 NF ot Plair 3w INCONTATCE 3.34 EXry] NG 1
 lark Vanraiwes = hsth Aue SH 1 S dath st LA IR (§ DI ey 149 1

IGET) Vi = a2l A R LY S= A N KA AN 114 4 |
Clark VANCOUNE” Grand 0l'vd C nill Plain olvd Crourth 2lalnCivd 20CODLIECe 127 198 080 1
lark VAnroIwE" S=afth Sue SE SIS S=1oth s R IR (3] e i 104 10,54 i
Claih Yanuouve: Grand Dlnd C Cuargrewn Dhvd C Wil Fin Clvd 20CCoLaed 212 127 015 1
Clark Yancouwwe” €I 134th Ave SCNIIPIE N Qe tClstse 20000131 279 z.19 040 1
Clark Vancoune” MC 154th Ave S NL 1€2nd Ave SCIstct NC 39th St 20CCDL51 218 .2 200 1
Clarh Vanvowwe: ME 152 Ay NE3G €, SREIZQ 20CCoLRIG 421 5.72 151 |
Clarh Yantouve: MNC And ey NC Mool Plain Dhd Ve nvuuve Nl Dn 200001520 174 3.62 0.Co !
Clark Vancouwe- MC 112th Ave S Chak ov Dr SCNIIPIEN MC 37 O 20000157 0.4s ZALD 158 1
Climb Vi Gramn | Rl = Fonelb S Khal kA2 s LN Ak TN VALY nav 1
Claih Vanivouwwe: Muin €L S40LH . ME 4511, SL 20CCODA7G 284 .07 0.24 IN
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NHS StreetSaver Matching Process

Data Requirement:
®NHS data in GIS shapefiles



NHS StreetSaver Matching Process

Found Sections
Two-step process: — Badded secions
NHS Lines

StreetSaver Lines

W Spatial Query Matching:



NHS StreetSaver Matching Process

FSINRAR ST _NTZ_FSCIORAR ST_P)

Al 1ANINRA Ave
BERREL_ESSA 3t

Two-step process: i

— Selected NHS - COUFT &
PECOHA A=A SO0 18- TA -7 /BTN =B A8 On ) =

L] St e et N ame NHS5 Lines " |ESC0BAR 31 - AF-ESCO3A - 2388 - (1002 h - 0% 0UT)
. FEIONA A =1 5000 18- A0 - (TN K-y
StreetSaver Lines ESCOBAR 31 -4F-ESCO34 - 2395 - (1002 K- 0% 0JT
° - LSTOUA L A -41-LS0008- 209, - [10U% K-D%0J1)
M atc h | n g° ESCOBAR &t 4FESCO3M 2396 (100% A 0%0JT
° LSTOUA L A -41-LS00 08 - 2090 - [10U% K-D%0J1)
— ESTJDILOS:
ESITJOILAOD S,
FZ33Y &
LazJJIMN A5 sl
MAF NAVIST
MAF KA VISTA
PINE 31




MPO/RTPA Target Reporting

Caltrans’ approach:
Method A: Agency adopts “statewide” targets

Method B: Agency provides expenditures for pavement and uses
state PMP to set targets

Method C: Agency determines their own targets
MTC selects “Method C”



Performance Report

MTC SF region — 9 Counties & 100 cities

NHS TOTAL INVENTORY

Asset Inventory (All) 2017/18 Total Inventory

*Pavement (# of lane miles) = 3,056 lane miles of NHS

42,273 lanes miles of total LSR inventory




Performance Report

Initial Phase: Current Expenditure Scenario
(State of Good Repair later)

10-YEARS PLANNED FUNDING

FY NHS Pavement Total Pavement
2017/18 $95,945,930 $623,014,392
201819 $105,820,326 $620,992,440
2019/20 $55,248 599 $571,462,092

2020/21 $49,480,117 $578,579,746
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|0- Year Local NHS Pavement Conditions Projection
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| 0-Year Local NHS Pavement Condition
Projection (PCI)
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Rating Good Fair Poor
::RL ” <95 95-170 >170
o Comparison
A >4.0 2.0-4.0 <2.0 f H PM S
C o CRCP: 5-10 >10 O
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** Conversion based on PSR from expert opinions #PSR may be used only an routes with posted speed limir < 4Cmph.




3-1 Condition Rating Classifications Used in the 2015 C&P Report
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2015 California Local, Federal, and Tribal NHS Pavement Inventory and Conditions by MPO/RTPA

OED | Lane Miles Percentage

VIPO/RTPA County Miles Total Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor
Butte CAG 2 53 ; : Sasla 22.23% 3.76%
Fresno (COFCG) . . a 7.05%
Gien Pavement conditions based on IRIl, |} =
Humboldt CAG % 2.90%
Kern COG o . . o 2.67%
Crack %, Rutting or Faulting by | %
Lassen CTC = 2.00%
Madera CTC Caltrans T oo
Merced CAG % 29.80%
Monterey (AMBAG) 80 220 17 193 19 7.83% 87.7%% 1.47%

Monterey County 52 143 13 122 5 Y.16%  85.23% 5.b1%

san Benito County 6 1/ 2 15 Y 11.00%  8/./5% 1.22%

Contra Costa County 198 €13 15 571 21 2.19% 03.62% 2.91%
Marin Courty 26 72 1 67 4 1.70% Q2 _24% 5.46%
Napa County 10 29 0 ?5 4 A . 00 RR.21% 13.70%
San Franciszc Courty 95 =20 0 27¢ an M. 15% R7.31% 12 .55%
San Mateo County 1S 51 ) 48 3 0.87% 03.83% 3.31%

Santa Clara County 290 74 34 881 29 3.445% 99.45% -11%
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Condition based on PClI vs IRl & 3 Metrics

MPO______ LaneMiles | Percentage _

MTC Road Total Good FRair Poor Good Fair Poor
Miles

PCI 963 3,068 723 12,208 137  24%  72% 4%
IRI + 945 2,986 65 2,714 207 2%  91% 1%
DIFF ~20% ~20% ~ 3%



Stop — Roger’s slides




Challenges

¥ Difference pavement conditions between DOT and local
®Whose targets to use!

®Whose funding to use! NHPP? STP? Local?

®IRI collection errors in urbanized areas

®How to reconcile performance metrics differences?
®What happened if MPO’s targets not met!



Next Steps

®Present and discuss findings to FHWA in Jan @ TRB
®Work out solutions and get approval from FHWA
W Coordinate with State DOT and MPOs for HPMS reporting



