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PCC Pavements

Joints - D-Cracking and Spalling

Extent Number of joints with D-Cracking
Severity SHRP definition for MODERATE and HIGH

Transverse Cracking

Extent Number of full width transverse cracks
Severity SHRP definition for MODERATE and HIGH

Patching
Extent Area and number of patches
Severity Distress or no distress

Ride (IRI)
ACC Pavements:

Transverse Cracking

Extent: Number of full width transverse cracks
Severity SHRP definition for LOW, MODERATE, and HIGH

Longitudinal Cracking
Extent Length of longitudinal cracks
Severity SHRP definition for LOW, MODERATE, and HIGH

Block and Alligator Cracking
Extent Area of block cracking
Severity SHRP definition for MODERATE and HIGH

Pot Holes
Extent Number of pot holes

Patching
Extent Area and number of patches
Severity Distress or no distress

Ride(IRI) and Rutting



Data Conversion Procedure

   Highway Network

    Needs Sections

  Test Sections



Data Preparation
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Figure 7. Asphalt Pavement Surface Rating Performance Model 
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Pavement Performance (Rigid Pavements) 
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Figure 8. Rigid Pavement Surface Rating Performance Model 
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Pavement Performance (Composite) 
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Figure 9. Composite Pavement Surface Rating Performance Model 
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Figure 11. Base Record Ratings vs. Deteriorated Base Record Radngs (Needs Changes) 
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Figure 12. Automated Ratings vs. Deteriorated Automated Ratings (Needs Changes) 
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Figure 14. HWYNEEDS Simulated Runs Using Automated Distress Ratings 
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Figure 17. Original BR and AUTO Surface Ratings Comparisons 
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Surface Ratings Comparison 
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Figure 18. BR_98 and AUT0_98 Surface Ratings Comparisons 
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