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Pavement Condition Study (PCS)

» FHWA recommends a survey every 2-3 years
» Unbiased Perspective

> Soft ware Analysis
* Predictive M odeling
* Optimized W ork Plans

> Report




Pavement Condition Survey (PCS)

Windshield survey

» Experienced 2-person crew
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» Survey vehicle maintains 5-10mph speed

Pictures of all City Owned Streets

» Taken every 5 seconds (e é
» GISLinked @

Equipment
» Laptop — Field Application
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» AgileAssets Pavement Express
» GoPro




Pavement Condition Survey (PCS)

Methodology:

» Plantation maintains 214 miles of asphalt pavement
streets

» The PCS was conducted in FY22

» Seven common pavement surface distresses observed
(Long Term Pavement Performance - LTPP)

1. Fatigue Cracking
2.Transverse Cracking
3. Block Cracking

4. Patching/ Potholes

. Surface Defects

. Rutting/ Roughness
Reflective Cracking
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Findings
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FiIndings

Municipality Centerline PCI
Miles
» PCl=84
. Miramar 166 86
» Network Condition —“Good”
Weston 101 85
Plantation 214 84
' PCl Condition State Margate 101 -
VERY GOOD 21 - 100
Cooper City 75 80
81 -91
FAIR 65 — 81 Tamarac 137 76
26 - 65 Hollywood 365 74
VERY POOR 0-26




Pavement Condition Survey (PCS

City of Plantation Roadways
2017 PCI Conditions
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Pavement Condition Survey (PCS

» 2017 PCl =82 =
»> 2022 PCI=84
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PCI Condition State

Pavement Management Plan

65 - 81
26 - 65
VERY POOR 0-26
PCl Range Recommended Maintenance Activity % of Network
in Range

Preservation — Prevent (Rejuvenators) —

(0)
9110100 After 3 Years, Crack Sealing, Patching Tk

Preservation — Correct (Double Micro

81to91 Surfacing) 41.7%
65 to 81 Rehab — Thin (1.5” Mill and Overlay) 21.3%
26 to 65 Rehab — Thick (2.0” Mill and Overlay) 4.2%
0to 26 Reconstruction (FDR) 0.1%




Pavement Management Plan

Table 5 - Maintenance Activities and Unit Costs

Segment Life

Maintenance Activity Unit Cost Extension (YR) * $/SY/YR*
Preservation - Prevent (Rejuvenators) $1.20/SY 4 $0.30
Crack Sealing $1.20/5Y 4 $0.30
Patching $60.00/SY 15 $4.00
SPlrjeﬂs:ae(I:';»:gt)lon - Correct (Double Micro $7.00/SY 5 $1.40
Rehab - Thin (1.5” Mill and Overlay) $25.00/SY 15 $1.67
Rehab - Thick (2” Mill and Overlay) $33.00/SY 17 $1.94
Reconstruction (FDR) $61.00/SY 20 $3.05

* These numbers are averages and can vary with costs and pavement performance.
$/SY/YR = Unit Cost divided by Segment Life Extension (YR)



Pavement Management Plan

Table 2 - Backlog Maintenance Needs

Maintenance Activity Centerline Cost
Miles

Preservation - Prevent (Rejuvenators) 69.08 $1,141,222
Crack Sealing 0.16 $2,457
Patching 2.21 $38,846
Preservation - Correct (Double Micro Surfacing) 86.97 $8,996,776
Rehab - Thin (1.5” Mill and Overlay) 45.97 $16,228,303
Rehab - Thick (2" Mill and Overlay) 9.42 $4,275,533
Reconstruction (FDR) 0.08 $63,813
Totals 213.89 $30,746,950




Pavement Management Plan

> 5 Budget Scenarios (10-Year Analysis)
1. Do Nothing
2.51.3M/ YR = FY 23 Funding
3.$52.6M/YR
4. SAM/ YR
5. $5.2M/ YR



Pavement Management Plan

Table 6 - Predictive Modeling Results - Remaining Asset Value (RAV)

Scenario Number & Name (veZ?:m) lﬂiar Chﬂg\? in
Current Condition 84 $148,173,739 N/A
#1 - Do Nothing 62 $108,643,102 $(39,530,637)
#2 - $1.3M/YR * 73 $128,410,890 $(19,762,849)
#3 - $2.6M/YR 78 $137,665,928 $(10,507,811)
#4 - $4M/YR 82 $144,786,911 $(3,386,828)
#5 - $5.2M/YR 85 $149,171,089 $997,350

* FY23/24
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$2.6M Funding Scenario
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Pavement Condition Study Recommendations

» Increase Annual Roadway Funding
» Regular PCSs (Every 2 to 3 Years)
» Utilizing the Full Toolbox

» Integrate with Other Assets
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