This report outlines the 2019 paving
program accomplishments and 2019
roadway condition data. The paving
program does not account for large
capital projects or drag shim
maintenance operations. Therefore,
the accomplishments and
expenditures referenced herein do
not include those miles. This report
was prepared by the NHDOT
Pavement Management Committee
and approved by the Work Order
Work Group.
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Executive Summary

The New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) is focused on managing the State’s road
network as efficiently and effectively as possible. Most roads in New Hampshire are surfaced with asphalt
pavements. As such, pavement is one of the largest assets that the NHDOT manages, second only to the
State’s bridges.

Roughness is the metric used to determine pavement condition on all roads managed by the NHDOT.
Roughness is how the road feels to the motoring public and is measured according to the International
Roughness Index (IRI). As a road becomes more rough, the IRI value increases. As such, “Good” roads
have low IRI, while “Poor” roads have high IRI. The NHDOT uses an automated data collection vehicle
to conduct pavement condition surveys every year on those roads that are federally designated as part of
the National Highway System (NHS). Pavement condition surveys are conducted once every two years on
all other roadways maintained by the State. Roads are categorized in either “Good” (IRI<95), “Fair” (IRI
> 95 to < 170), “Poor” (IRI > 170 to < 350), or “Very Poor” (IRI > 350) condition.

2019 Statewide Pavement Condition

m B7
m 7R (2%)

m Good(~<95)

Fair(=95 to =170)
M Poor(>170 to 2350)
W Very Poor{>350)

1,528
133%)

Source: 2019 Pavement Condition Map, available online
Note: In 2019, 324 miles of the New Hampshire Highway System went unrated. This includes ramps and unpaved gravel roadways.
Miles may not sum due to rounding.

The inventory of State maintained roads on file with the NHDOT — 15 MILES
contains 4,606 centerline miles in 2020. For analysis of pavement TIER 2 IRV
condition and performance as well as for maintenance and _— 1' 439 MILES
investment planning, the State maintained roadway miles are — 8’93 MILES
grouped and prioritized in “Tiers.” Tiers group the State’s roads - 500 MILES
based on s1m11gr1tles such as .connectwlty,. regional 51gn1ﬁc.ance, STATEWIDE TOTAL [PRIEIVIIS
and winter maintenance requirements. Tier 1 roads consist of
interstates, turnpikes, and other divided highways. Tier 2 and Tier 3 roads consist of statewide and regional
transportation corridors, respectively. Tier 4 roads are local connectors, secondary highways, and non-
numbered routes. The New Hampshire Highway System also includes 299 miles of roads classified
pursuant to RSA 229:5 as Compact Highways (Tier 5). These are State owned highways that are maintained
by the cities and towns where they reside. The municipality assigns their own maintenance strategy and
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resurfacing schedule to these roads, which may or may not align with the investment schedule adopted by
the NHDOT.

2019 Pavement Condition by Tier

100%

90%

80%

70%

45%

60% {a5%)

B Good(<95)
Fair(=95 to =170)
N Poor(>170 to =350)

N Very Poor(>350)

50%

Miles

40%

30%

20%

10%
5%

6% (5%)

1%
(6%)

(1%)

22 (4%)
(0%)

0% 0% (0%
1 2 3 4 5
Tier Source: 2019 Pavement Condition Map, Available online

The road network in New Hampshire required a massive investment of public funds over many decades.
In order to maximize the useful life of that prior investment, along with current and future investments, the
NHDOT has developed strategies for different types of roads. In addition, the NHDOT maintains a rolling
three-year plan for the State’s paving investments, which is known as the Three-Year Paving Program. The
Preservation Strategy utilizes a variety of low-cost pavement treatments to keep “Good” roads in good
working condition for as long as possible. Light Capital Paving Strategy (LCP) is used on roads that are in
reasonable condition but are not suitable for preservation. LCP uses low-cost treatments to protect
pavement that has developed cracking or other distresses, thus extending the useful life of the pavement.
Periodic paving on a 6 to 8-year cycle occurs over the long-term to keep these roads in serviceable
condition. The Roughness Paving Strategy was created to address roadways that have deteriorated to Very
Poor condition. Very Poor roadways are deemed unacceptable by the NHDOT and the motoring public.
This strategy restores the roadway to Fair condition so future LCP strategies can be used to maintain
serviceability. The NHDOT’s goal is to eliminate this strategy over time. The Rehabilitation Strategy is
employed to restore poor pavements to a like-new condition whereby the Preservation Strategy can be used
to keep the roadway in Good condition. These activities are generally moderate-cost and take considerably
longer to complete than the other strategies. Therefore, the NHDOT evaluates Rehabilitation candidates
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on a case-by-case basis. Finally, Reconstruction Strategy effectively builds a new Good condition road.
Reconstruction projects are not part of the annual paving program. These projects are limited to larger
capital improvement type projects and are funded separately from the resurfacing program. Reconstruction
has a high-cost, and is not a priority strategy because NHDOT is seeking to maximize the effectiveness of
limited paving budgets and Reconstruction can be cost prohibitive.

In 2019, the paving program treated approximately 648 miles of roads in New Hampshire. The work was
distributed across all six maintenance Districts in the State and also included approximately 21 miles of
work along New Hampshire Turnpikes. The work improved the condition of roads in each Tier and utilized
the full complement of paving strategies.

2019 Paving Accomplishments

6%

16%

19%

m Tier 1 m Light Capital Paving
m Tier 2 m Rehabilitation
m Tier 3 T - ® Preservation

29% Tier 4

Preservation (Crack Seal)

19% m Roughness

13%

Source: Pavement History Layer

In 2017, the NHDOT established a Task Force which worked to identify performance goals for the various
Tiered roadways. Every year, the NHDOT compares the current condition of the roadway network back to
these established goals in order to report the state-of-the-system to stakeholders.

Tier Based Condition Goals

Tier1 Tier 2 Tier 3
Good/Fair Goal
Good Goal
Poor Goal
Very Poor Goal

2019 State-of-the-System

Tier1 Tier 2
Good/Fair Goal

Good Goal

Poor Goal _
N

Very Poor Goal

Source: Pavement Management System COND_CCR_2020
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NHDOT Highway Tiers - Definitions

The New Hampshire Highway System is grouped into Tiers for the purpose of prioritizing investments,
dedicating funding sources, and developing performance goals. The various Tiers, defined below, include
highways that are designated as part of the National Highway System and those that are not. The Tiers
group roads based on similarities, such as connectivity, regional significance, and traffic level.

Tier 1 — Interstates, Turnpikes, and Divided Highways These highways support the highest traffic
volumes and speeds in the State. Divided highways convey the majority of commuter, tourist, and freight
traffic throughout the State. As such, these are the highest priority roads and achieve the best condition
ratings statewide.

Tier 2 — Statewide Corridors  Statewide

i i Highway Tiers Centerline Mil
corridors, like US 4, US 202, or NH 16, carry
passengers and freight betweep reg19ns of the ~ |bivided Highway System (Tier 1) 845
State as well as to and from neighboring states. State.W|de

Tier 2 roads can have moderate to high traffic Corridors Statewide Corridors (Tier 2) 1,429
volumes. For the most part, Tier 2 consists of .

roads that were built with calculated gravel and Ezrgrli(;r;?i Regional Corridors (Tier 3) 1,439
pavement thickness, surface and subsurface and Local

drainage, and appropriate width for the traffic | connectors |-0¢@! Connectors (Tier 4) 893
level. There are some Tier 2 roads, however,

Local Roads |Compact Highways (Tier 5) 299

that have evolved organically over time and are

considered “unbuilt.” The built versus unbuilt o
. Lo Total - New Hampshire Highway System 4,905

realization is important because the long term

performance varies greatly between the two Based on the 2020 HPMS snavshot

facilities. Further, the treatment selection and

treatment cycle/timing to maintain a built road is often much different than that for an unbuilt road.

Tier 3 — Regional Transportation Corridors Tier 3 highways like NH 112, NH 10, and NH 108 provide
travel within regions, access to statewide corridors, and support moderate traffic volumes at moderate
speeds. Most of the Tier 3 roads across the State are unbuilt roads. A small minority of the Tier 3 network
consists of built roads.

Tier 4 — Local Connectors Tier 4 roads include secondary highways and unnumbered routes like NH 141
and Bean Road in Moultonborough. These are local connectors and they provide travel between and within
communities. Tier 4 roads are the worst roads in the State in terms of long term pavement performance.
This is because Tier 4 roads are primarily unbuilt, lacking geometry and proper surface and subsurface
drainage.

Tier 5 — Local Roads Tier 5 roads are State owned roads within urban compact limits pursuant to RSA
229:5 and provide varying travel functions. Tier 5 roads are owned by the State of New Hampshire, but
they are maintained by municipalities. The NHDOT does provide financial assistance to communities for
work along these roads. Traffic volumes and speed can vary on local roads.
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Roadway Maintenance District Mileage

In order to more efficiently maintain the
State’s roadways, the State of New
Hampshire is divided into six maintenance
districts. Each District has its own District
office complete with engineering, technical,
and clerical staff. These NHDOT employees
manage the day-to-day operations within
their respective Districts.

District offices provide support to many of
the NHDOT’s Bureaus at the main office in
Concord. This includes support to the
Bureau of Materials and Research, Pavement
Management Section during the planning
and preparation of the Paving Program.
District Engineers take direct part in the
selection of paving sections.  Further,
District Engineers participate in the review

of those sections in the field, along with
engineering staff from the Pavement
Management Section, in order to determine
the appropriate paving treatment and timing
for the section based on existing conditions.

% of
Malntenar.\ce Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5 Statewide Statewide
Ownership (Compacts) Total

Total
District 1 79 311 173 188| 750 15%
District 2 74 227 251 161 712 15%
District 3 106 247 268 195 816 17%
District 4 199 294 129 622 13%
District 5 285 248 192 121 846 17%
District 6 47 181 259 88 575 12%
Municipality 1 0 4 299 304 6%
Turnpikes 254 17, 1 1 273 6%
Other (DRED) 6 6 0%
Grand Total 845 1429 1439 893 299 4905 100%

Source: 2020 HPMS Snapshot
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Condition Classification

The NHDOT uses a specialized data
collection vehicle to collect real time
data on our roadway system. The
specialized data collection vehicle is

operated by two engineering technicians
who drive predetermined routes and
collect data using the vehicle’s laser
sensors and cameras. The data collection
vehicle collects pavement condition data
in a single lane at highway speeds. On
divided highways, condition data is
collected in both directions. On all other roads, data is collected only in the primary direction. The primary
direction is generally south to north and west to east. Road condition information includes ride smoothness
(roughness), wheel path rutting, longitudinal and transverse cracking, heading, cross slope, and locational
data (GPS). The vehicle also collects right-of-way imagery and downward facing pavement images which
are all tied to the GPS location data.

Road condition information is collected over a two-year cycle. Roads that are designated part of the
National Highway System (NHS) are collected every year. Non-NHS roads are collected once every two
years. Historically, road condition data has been collected by NHDOT staff using Department owned data
collection vehicles. Currently, the NHDOT owns two data collection vehicles. The current fleet is
operating utilizing significantly out of date technology and have reached the end of useful life. In 2019,
the NHDOT undertook an effort to replace both of the existing data collection vehicles with one new
vehicle. Further, the decision was made to outsource the network data collection to a data collection vendor.
The data collection vendor will replace the function of the vehicle pictured above. The vendor will drive
the same mileage traditionally driven by NHDOT staff, and will provide the same condition data to the
NHDOT. The new data collection technology transitions from 2D imaging to 3D imaging to measure wheel
path rutting and cracking distresses. This transition allows for fully automated crack detection and analysis,
which replaces a manual crack rating process in place today. The NHDOT anticipates being able to report
yearly pavement condition data to the public much earlier than accustomed due to these automation
advancements and other efficiencies.

The NHDOT uses road roughness to describe pavement condition. Roughness is the ride smoothness felt
by the motoring public. The metric used to determine road roughness is the International Roughness Index
(IRI). IRI increases as roughness increases. A road that is said to be in “Good” condition has a low IRL.
Roads that are said to be in “Poor” condition have much higher IRI values. Since IRI is a measurement of
how the road feels as it is driven by motorists, it is a very understandable condition metric for reporting.
Pavement engineers at the NHDOT, however, use all of the data collected by the vehicle when analyzing
individual sections for performance and investment strategies.

July 2020 Page 7 of 28



New Hampihive

Department of Transportation

Pavement Condition Classification
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Pavement Strategy Definitions and Priorities

In order to maximize the useful life of prior investments, and in order to maximize the benefits of both
current and future investments, a variety of strategies were adopted by the NHDOT for different types of
roads.

Preservation Strategy — “Keeping Good roads Good” A variety of low-cost pavement treatments are used
to keep roads in good working condition for as long as possible. Preservation treatments extend the useful
life of the road, are low-impact, and usually limit construction disruption to only a few weeks. Preservation
treatments, however, can only be used on roads that are already in good condition, which makes their use
very time sensitive. Generally speaking, preservation treatments are applied to roads 8 to 12 years following
the previous surface treatment.

Light Capital Paving Strategy — “Keeping roads in working order” The NHDOT uses Light Capital
Paving (LCP) for roads that are in reasonable condition, but are not suitable for Preservation Strategy. This
strategy of preventative maintenance uses low-cost treatments to protect the pavement that has developed
cracking distresses or other flaws, thus extending the useful life of the pavement. Periodic paving (every
5-7 years on average) will occur over the long-term to keep the road in a reasonable condition because LCP
does not completely fix the pavement’s needs.

Roughness Paving Strategy — “Keeping roads functional and acceptable” While the Preservation
Strategy and LCP Strategy focus on cyclical paving of Good roads and reasonable pavement, the focus of
the Roughness Strategy is solely on very rough roads. When Roughness Strategy is proposed, the road has
reached or is about to reach a point where the road is so rough that the public is dissatisfied. The road, at
that point, is difficult to maintain in the winter months and safety is becoming a concern. Roughness
Strategy restores a minimum standard for State-maintained roads, is low-cost, and construction typically
only takes one season. This strategy is a one-time investment. A LCP strategy will maintain the roadway
after the initial Roughness Strategy investment.

Rehabilitation Strategy — “Restoring Poor pavements” The result of the Rehabilitation Strategy is a “new”
pavement that is suitable for the Preservation Strategy in years to come. Rehabilitation Strategy is not
suitable for every road that needs attention and particular site conditions can significantly affect the cost or
how long the rehabilitated road will last. These activities are generally moderate-cost and may take several
months or multiple seasons to complete. The NHDOT evaluates Rehabilitation Strategy candidates on a
case-by-case basis. Like Roughness Strategy, Rehabilitation is a one-time investment strategy.

Reconstruction — “Building a Good road” The road network in New Hampshire has evolved and
developed organically over many decades. As a result, many roads do not have constructed foundations
with calculated gravel thickness and drainage infrastructure. These roads present a challenge for
sustainability because no investment in them, short of reconstruction, will last for very long. Reconstruction
Strategy has a high-cost and often can take more than a year to complete. This activity is not a priority of
the pavement strategy because NHDOT is seeking to maximize the effectiveness of limited paving budgets
and reconstruction can be cost prohibitive.
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The table below shows the paving priorities for the NHDOT. These priorities seek to provide the most
benefit to the public based on a limited budget. Roadway Tiers and pavement strategies combine when
prioritizing roadway needs for the paving program.

Pavement . " . "
. Tier1l Tier 2 Tier3 Tier4
Strategies
Preservation High High High High
Roughness Paving - High Moderate | Moderate
Light Capital
'8 . P! - High Moderate | Moderate
Paving
Rehabilitation High Moderate Low Low
Reconstruction - - - -
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Condition Goals

The Federal government, through the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), set national
performance goals for pavement conditions. This helped facilitate State DOTs to maintain their NHS
system in a state of good repair. To support this goal, national minimum standards of performance
(Performance Measure Rules) for interstate pavements were established. Specifically, State DOTs may not
exceed 5% Poor condition for interstate pavements. Penalties were established for States that do not meet
this minimum threshold. NHDOT’s interstate pavement condition data is submitted to the Federal Highway
Administration annually through the Highway Performance Management System (HPMS). HPMS guides
the NHDOT’s pavement condition data collection and standardizes the data collection nationally.

In 2017, the NHDOT established a Task

Rating Good Fai P
Force to evaluate the network pavement ‘ =2 2 o |
condition and establish realistic performance {IRL e <95 95-170 >170
nches/mile,
goals for all of the State’s paved roadways, »
including interstate pavements. Condition EEEO ol 24.0 2.0-4.0 £2.0
goals were based on ride smoothness (IRI), CRCP- 510 o
. . Cracking Percent iy
rutting, and cracking percent. These are the . <5 ] o
i (%) Asphalt: 5-20 520
three metrics that the NHDOT reports to R ULt
HPMS every April. The metric thresholds {mizst)mg <0.20 0.20-0.40 >0.40
used in target setting are those found in the Faulti
. . aultin
Code of Federal Regulations, with the |, .. g <0.10 0.10-0.15 >0.15

exception of the Very Poor condition

designation for IRI, which was adopted internally at the NHDOT in order to implement the Roughness
Strategy with the paving program and eliminate those roads in the worst condition. For the most part, only
IRI, Rutting, and Cracking Percent are used. The State of New Hampshire no longer has any exposed
concrete roads, so the Faulting metric is no longer applicable in the State. Occasionally, the NHDOT will
use PSR to report pavement condition to the FHWA on select sections where data was not collected using
a data collection vehicle. Those sections are rare and therefore the PSR metric was not used in target setting.
The final condition goals established by the Task Force for the New Hampshire road network were
separated by Tier and are summarized below.

Tier 1 Performance Goals

*  100% minimum Good/Fair condition for IRI

*  95% minimum Good condition for IRI

*  95% minimum Good/Fair condition for rutting

*  95% minimum Good/Fair condition for Cracking Percent

Tier 2 Performance Goals
*  90% minimum Good/Fair condition for IRI

*  65% minimum Good condition for IRI
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*  10% maximum Poor condition for IRI
*  <1% maximum Very Poor condition for IRI. The target was complete elimination of Very Poor
condition by the close of the 2018 construction season.

Tier 3 Performance Goals

¢ 80% minimum Good/Fair condition for IRI

e 20% maximum Poor condition for IRI

*  <1% maximum Very Poor condition for IRI. The target is elimination of Very Poor condition by
the close of the 2020 construction season.

Tier 4 Performance Goals

*  65% minimum Good/Fair condition for IRI

*  35% maximum Poor condition for IRI

*  <2% maximum Very Poor condition for IRI. The target is complete elimination of Very Poor
condition by the close of the 2022 construction season.

On a yearly basis, the Pavement Management Section prepares a Condition Map and compares the current
condition of the network to the various Tiers.

Current Condition and Trends
4-Year Desired
Change Trend

Condition Goal (IRI) 2016 2019

95% Min. Good

65% Min. Good

90% Min. Good/Fair 87% 87% 87% 92%

10% Max Poor 12% 11% 11% 8%

<1% Very Poor

80% Min. Good/Fair

20% Max Poor 30% 22% 21% 19%

<1% Very Poor

65% Min. Good/Fair

35% Max Poor 38% 37% 30% 31%

@ ] = =] = ==

<2% Very Poor 17% 16% 6% 6%
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. . X 4-Year Desired
Tier Condition Goal (Rutting) 2016

Change Trend

95% Min. Good/Fair

. . X 4-Year Desired
Tier  Condition Goal (Cracking%) 2016
Change

95% Min. Good/Fair

Source: Annual Pavement Condition Maps (2016,
2017, 2018, and 2019), Available online
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Funding

Funding for the maintenance of New Hampshire’s roadway network is generally provided by four sources:
Federal funding, Betterment funding, Turnpike funding and Senate Bill 367 (SB367) funding.

Senate Bill 367 Funding

Senate Bill 367 (SB367) provides funding for important transportation investments around the State. The
measure added 4.2 cents to the road toll in 2014 for use on specific projects and programs, including paving
and bridge projects. Most is dedicated to debt service for the reconstruction of 1-93 from Salem-
Manchester. SB367 is expected to sunset in 2034 when the debt service related to the 1-93 improvements
is fully paid for. In 2016, the NHDOT applied for and received $200M in Transportation Infrastructure
Financing Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan funds for the purpose of completing the 1-93 Salem to Manchester
project. The loan duration is 18 years with the first 9 years deferring principal payments. The deferment
of principal payments allows the NHDOT to use more of the SB367 funds to support resurfacing
projects. Since 2014, over 1,213 miles of roadway resurfacing at a cost of approximately $88.6M has been
accomplished using these funds.

Betterment Funding

NH RSA 235:23-a established a Highway and Bridge Betterment Program. The program is funded by
$0.03 per gallon of the road toll collected under NH RSA 260:32. 88% of the program funds are distributed
to each of the six state Highway Maintenance Districts based on the percentage of the total state-maintained
bridges on these state highways found in each District. The remaining 12% of the funds are distributed to
each city, town and unincorporated community as explained in NH RSA 235:23-1.

The purpose of the Betterment Program was to provide funds to ensure adequate maintenance and
improvement of the New Hampshire highway system not supported by Federal Aid. Betterment funds are
used to support highway construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, highway maintenance, bridge
construction, bridge reconstruction and bridge maintenance projects. The Department breaks up the
Betterment Program into categories to allow the Department to target specific areas such as bridge repair,
drainage, resurfacing, traffic signals, and standalone projects.

Betterment funding allocations are dispersed to each of the six highway maintenance districts for each
Betterment category. These allocations are based on the projected revenue from the gas tax and are used
to plan the projects within each district.

Federal Funding
The NHDOT receives funding annually from the Federal Aid Eligible (Miles)
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to YES

carry out federal aid -eligible infrastructure
improvements and construction projects. Not all
roads in New Hampshire are eligible to receive
Federal funding, as is evidenced from the table to
the right.

Compacts
Statewide Total

Source: 2020 HPMS Snapshot
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Turnpike Funding
The Turnpike System is an enterprise system managed by the NHDOT. It is comprised of approximately

90 miles of roadway (Spaulding Turnpike, Blue Star Turnpike (I-95), and Central Turnpike/F.E. Everett
Turnpike). The Turnpike System is supported by revenue generated from tolls paid by motorists at the toll
plazas, and to a small extent, fines and administrative fees paid for toll violations. Turnpike funds can

ONLY be used on the Turnpike System.
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Condition Summary

Road condition data is collected every year by the NHDOT and reported to the Federal Highway
Administration through the Highway Performance Management System (HPMS). Roads that are a part of
the National Highway System (NHS) are collected every year. Roads that are not part of the NHS are
collected once every two years. Correspondingly, it takes two years of data collection to prepare a complete
snapshot of the condition of the New Hampshire highway system. Generally speaking, the International
Roughness Index (IRI) is the metric used by the NHDOT to describe the health of the network. However,
information regarding rut depth in the wheel paths and wheel path cracking are also reported. Below is a
snap shot of the health of the New Hampshire highway system, based on information gathered in 2018 and
2019.

2019 Statewide Condition by Tier (IRI, Rutting, and Cracking Percent)

Tier2 Tier3 Tier5 Statewide

Miles Miles Miles Miles % of State
Good(<95) 595 911 519 156 55 2,235 49%
Fair(295 to <170) 22 359 629 383 135 1,528 33%
Poor(>170 to <350) 1 110 268 261 91 732 16%
Very Poor(>350) 0 5 19 47 15 87 2%
Not Rated 228 43 4 46 3 324
Grand Total 845 1,429 1,439 893 299 4,905 100%

Condition (IRI)

- . Statewide
Condition (Rutting) Miles % of State
Good(<0.2)
Fair(20.2 to <0.4)
Poor(>0.4)

Not Rated

Grand Total

. . Statewide
Condition (Cracking %) .
Miles % of State
Good(<5)
Fair(25 to <20)
Poor(>20)
Not Rated

Grand Total

Source: Pavement Management System COND_CCR_2020
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2019 Statewide Condition (all reported metrics)

Statewide Condition Based on IRI

2%

16%

m Good(<95)

29% Fair(295 to £170)
m Poor(>170 to <350)
m Very Poor(>350)

33%

Statewide Condition Based on Rutting

2%

m Good(<0.2)
Fair(20.2to <0.4)
m Poor(>0.4)

= N L R o

ANIVYN

Statewide Condition Based on Cracking %

12%

m Good(<5)
Fair(25 to <20)

= Poor(>20)

42%

Source: Pavement Management System
COND_CCR_2020

ATLANTIC
OCEAN

Source: Annual Pavement Condition Map (IRI), available online
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2019 Statewide Condition (IRI) for NHS versus Non-NHS Roads

e

2019 NHS Condition by IRI

Poor(>170to Very
<350), 4% Poor(>350), 1%

Fair(295 to
<170), 13%

Good(<95), 82% LS el -

R i
FERAT b T L

2019 Non-NHS Condition by IRI

Very Poor(>350)
2%

Poor(>170to
<350)
20%

Good(<95) T LTI T Y

37% N

AMIYW

Fair(295 to
<170)
41%

Source: Pavement Management System
COND_CCR_2020

Source: National Highway System Map
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Statewide Condition (IRI) by Maintenance District

5% 1%

94%

Bureau of Turnpikes

Statewide i} 44%

40%

20%
9%

Source: Pavement Management
System COND_CCR_2020
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2019 Condition by IRI
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2019 Paving Accomplishments

In 2019, the NHDOT planned, designed, permitted, and completed approximately 648 miles of roadway
preservation, preservation crack seal, maintenance, and rehabilitation projects. Road work stretched across
the State from south to north and from west to east, and extended to all six maintenance districts and both
the central and eastern turnpikes. The work in planning and designing the road improvements is a joint
effort between the Maintenance Districts and the Bureaus of Materials and Research, Highway Design, and
Turnpikes at the NHDOT. Several breakdowns of the 2019 accomplishments from the paving program are
shown in this Section.

2019 Paving Accomplishments
Ownership Distribution

Ownership Mlles

3%

District 1 13%

District 2 140 m District 1
District 3 113 m District 2
District 4 86 -
District 5 113 = District 3
District 6 89 17% 22% District 4
Turnpikes m District 5
Statewide Total o District 6
Source: Pavement History Layer ““‘ = Turnpikes

13% o 18%

2019 Paving Accomplishments Tier

pistribution

Tier 1 172 16%
Tier 2 187 ’
Tier 3 186
Tier 4 103 m Tier 1
Statewide Total 648 .
m Tier 2

Source: Pavement History Layer ‘ mTier3

29% Tier 4
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2019 Paving Accomplishments Strategy

Strategy Miles . Distribution

Light Capital Paving 278

Rehabilitation 83 43%

Preservation 120 19%

Preservation (Crack Seal) 126 = Light Capital Paving
m Rehabilitation

Roughness 42
Statewide Total 648

Source: Pavement History Layer

® Preservation
Preservation (Crack Seal)

19% m Roughness

13%

2019 Paving Accomplishments Funding

Distribution
Betterment 241
Federal 284
SB367 (TIFIA) 103 37% = Betterment
Turnpike 21 = Federal
Statewide Total 648

= SB367 (TIFIA)

Source: Pavement History Layer Turnpike
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Historic Condition and Accomplishments

As shown in the graphics that follow, the miles of roadway resurfaced or treated on a yearly basis in New
Hampshire can vary significantly. This is primarily based on the variability in investment level and the
cost of construction in any given year. The NHDOT maintains a rolling three-year paving plan that
financially constrains the budget as presented in the NHDOT’s Ten Year Plan (available online).
Historically, the three-year program targets a minimum of 505 miles per year. This is an estimate of the
minimum number of miles required in order to maintain the existing condition of the State’s roadway
network. The maintenance of a three-year paving plan allows the NHDOT to stay ahead of construction
with planning, designing, and permitting projects for future years. These “on-shelf” shovel-ready projects

are important in case the Federal

Hot Mix Asphalt Unit Bid Price government releases additional funds

$80 - | for these projects that historically have

— become available at the end of the fiscal

$70 < i year due to de-obligation and

redistribution of funds. The same occurs

$60 1 at the State level from time to time, so

$50 _ shovel ready projects are available and
907090779079907390%9076 076‘907? 0@90199090 ready for advertisement.

Source: “Construction Cost Index, New Hampshire Department of In some years, due to additional

Transportation” NHDOT Bureau of Construction, December 31, 2019 funding, the paving target is exceeded.

In other years, the achievements fall
short of the target. In 2009, for instance, a dramatic increase in miles resurfaced is noted due to ARRA
funding that became available during that time. The impact of SB367 funding, as another example, is
evidenced by the increase in paving accomplishments and the dramatic improvement of the overall
pavement condition following the passing of that additional funding in 2014. Over the past five years, the
NHDOT has exceeded the 505 mile target every year. This is a result of the prioritization of paving projects
within the NHDOT and consistent receipt of additional funding, both State and Federal. In 2019,
accomplishments met the target. Advertised projects for 2019 exceeded the target, but several projects have
2020 completion dates and won’t be completed until the 2020 construction season.
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NHDOT Miles of Road Resurfaced
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Looking ahead, the NHDOT expects that the State will benefit from above average road conditions over
the next five years, with the percentage of miles in Good or Fair condition exceeding 80%. Based on the
recommended level of investment in the 2021 through 2030 Ten Year Plan, the percentage of miles in Good
or Fair condition is expected to decline in the later years of the plan by as much as 15%.
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Expenditures

In 2019, the NHDOT invested over $95 million into 648 miles of resurfacing and crack sealing projects.
This investment required the planning, design, permitting and advertisement of 25 different construction
contracts consisting of 180 individual sections.

NHDOT’s paving program is largely focused on the Strategy Investment

preservation of Good condition pavements. In 2019, Preservation $ 25,305, 365.86
nearly 1/3 of the total investment statewide was spent on Preservation (Crack Seal) | $ 1,570,237.78
pr.esel.'vatlon strategle.:s. This includes treatm.ents such as Light Capital Paving $22.093.403.26
thin lift overlays, chip seals, and crack sealing. Nearly Ninor Rehabiiaton $39.967.051.16
1/2 of the year’s investment was spent on rehabilitation Major Rehabilitation 5 2’7 45’ 13150
strategies. These projects consisted primarily of milling Roughness S 3: 7 6: 090.72

existing pavement and then inlaying new pavement,

Hne P ying new p Total Investment $95,237,280.28
bringing the road surface back to Good condition so that
it can be maintained, moving forward, using preservation strategies. The remainder was spent on Light

Capital Paving and Roughness paving strategies. These projects rely predominantly on a thin 3/4-inch
overlay treatment.

2019 Funding Distribution Among Paving

Strategies
30, 4%
26%
m Preservation
= Preservation (Crack Seal)
Light Capital Paving
22% —— ] 2% Minor Rehabilitation

® Major Rehabilitation

= Roughness

23%
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The NHDOT relies heavily on funding from the Federal Funding Source Investment

Government. Over half of the accomplishments in 2019 Betterment $21.486,344.75
were funded using federal dollars. The Betterment [gg3a7 (TIFIA) $ 7.112.214.10
program supported 22% of the 2019 accomplishments, Federal S 57’003,870 15
with nearly $21.5 million dollars from the State gas tax. Turnpike $ 963485127

Other State funding from SB 367 gas taxes contributed

o ) Total Investment $95,237,280.28
over $7 million and supported 7.5% of the paving

program.
2019 Funding Distribution Among Funding
Sources
10%
23%
m Betterment
SB367 (TIFIA)
Federal
7%
Turnpike
60%

Accomplishments in 2019 were spread across all four Tiers of the State Highway System, meaning that a
healthy mix of work along interstates, turnpikes, numbered and unnumbered State routes, and US routes
was completed. Further, the work was spread across the State based on the critical needs of the six
individual Maintenance Districts.

Tier Investment District Investment

Tier 1 $37,891,142.23 District 1 $11,191,903.49
Tier 2 $ 34,345,758.91 District 2 $ 26,285,533.82
Tier 3 $15,757,609.89 District 3 $15,945,380.27
Tier 4 $ 6,847,670.47 District 4 $ 7,171,404.18
Other $ 395,098.77 District 5 $11,780,796.60
District 6 $13,227,410.63
“Other” — Driveway and parking lot paving at State Turnpikes $ 9,634,851.27

owned facilities and/or on urban compact sections Total Investment $ 95.237.280.28
(19629) where State maintenance was required.
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2019 Funding Distribution Among Maintenance
Districts

10% 12%

~

12%

m District 1
m District 2
m District 3
28% = District 4
m District 5

m District 6

79% m Turnpikes
(]

17%

Source: Information in this section was gathered
from the NHDOT s Integrated Project Development
database (iPD).
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Appendix

1. Tiers 1 & 2 Interstate and Other Statewide Transportation Corridors Map
2. Tiers 3 & 4 Regional Transportation Corridors & Local Corridors Map
3. National Highway System Miles by Route Type Map

4. Pavement Condition All Conditions Statewide Map

5. Federal Aid Eligible Roads

July 2020 Page 28 of 28



Tiers 1 & 2

MNews Hassepthive
Interstate & Other Statewide Transportation Corridors

Iypartmewt of Tromponiolion

o / \,

2l ‘\\_‘ 1' \| N

e ) !

i.

Le g e n d (\) PITTSBURG. l'u

4 !

;J/) \.

Tier 1 - Interstates, Turnpikes & Divided Highways & ',

845 Centerline Miles r T -~ ,

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ < CLARKSVILLE - — 7
Tier 2 - Other Statewide Corridors ‘

— ATKINSON-GILMANTON ACADEMY GRANT
-
™~ ! = =
STEWARTSTOWN —
! ]
— \/

COLEBROOK

1429 Centerline Miles

!
)
!
DIXS GRANTSECOND CPLLEGE GRANT
Toxvie I} !

R \
T oo — —
] WENTWORTHS LOCATION
COLUMBIA -

;- N —_ =

ERVINGS LCTCATION

!
!
-7 DN .
\ |IMILLSFIELD| RROL |
i
|
opeLL | | |
+}  STRATFORD o N
\ ‘ i
i
|
QA - )\— — T ouwme CAMBRIDGE |
< ~ T | |
. \ i
4 R B
<, STARK r , :
NORTHUMBERLAND |
c | 7 MILAN / ;
~
~ Lo A // \:
] ~ L - a SUCCESS |
!
= HILKENNY BERLIN i
4 IANCASTER , / |
a .
J ! { |
— - - — 7
£
N i
N < | !
S Y DALTON 1 __SAELBUR
| .
f o ;
-y e 7 S
™ N ITTLERON P S OELATION !
1 i \\ el ) ]
MONROE ™ ~ . ARROLL THOMPSO{&—-MESERVEé HcHASE |
Vi / } _ 47 GREENS GRANTBEANS PURCHASE ..}
, % BT =
7 / LYMAN / ™~ —-CRAWEORDS PUREHASEPINK GRANT |
N ~ BETHLEH CHANDRERS PURCHASE i i1
P = e =
- .
5o ~/ SYGAR HILLE -~ BEANS GRANTSARGENTS PURCHASE | |
J ~ / o T JGUTPS GRANT / |
5\ ~ FRENCONIA ;< JACKSON | i
N \ / ~ / |CHATHAM|I
LANDAFF ~ i
~ /
¢ ~ EAsTON / N n— { !
] ~ / <
I~ J |
~~ / | )
AVERHILL ! ~ L LINCOLN ¢« T e - {
/ / N / \
i
g / BENTON ] 3 “ LIVERMORE naces Locatn |
; ~ s - T
~ ~ ONWAY 1
WOODSTOC& / \ ~ ~ = \ .
— L 4 - - ! y
/ ; Ay \ ALBANY ;- |
\
I~ _ WATERVILLE VALLEY | s [ i
\ L —
/ ™ | fTHORNTON \ U { .
_ FLLSWORTY R T \ mADISON ~ EATON !
¢ - o~ T \ I I|
e ~ Y — — 7 -
{ / WENTWORTH / J \ \| TAMWORTH | . A -7
] ; \ SANDWICH \ - |
{ RUMNEY /  cAfPTON i - FREEDOM :
) / \ ! y . -~ ~ |
4 - — ,
R — W] = o~ - \
) DORCHESTER ~ - - :
- - HOLDERNESS \\ N |
>l | GROTON , \\PLYMOUT\ N ,\\\ \ ossirER)! EFFINGHAM |
~
4/ HANOVER / ~ \ WP \MOYFTONBOROUGH, . l.
y v - N ) _CENYER HARBOR \ -
CANAAN / TN - = > AN /TUFTONBORO)\ N *
/
-~ / . ~BRIDGEWATER N oo N\, N w4 |
~ PR N —~ ~ / R
AN s EREDITH Y\ / |
¢ \ |
BTOM ~ s 1
. NS \\\\ 1 worsoro 7 |
q ; 4 | N 7 EFIEL?
5 ) s LACONIA A é : L
( \7 /( . 7 ~ ( GILFORD N/ /BROOKFIELD 3
N K ¢ i 7\ 4
| HILL ) SANBORNTON s Ve // L
/ GRANTIAL 7oA ‘ A { \f”‘/ ay
: B« SPRINGFIELD N - ¢
s~ L / -\ 4 e AR \ MIDDLETO) $
- BELMONT \
/< wimot |\ > N TRV / \ Nk‘w DURHAM )
- 0~ ¢ ¥ N VN ; ~ : Ly
W LONDON 7 4 ) N GILMANTON 3 . !
§ NRTHFIELD Y \
—~ L / . 3 \\
N
7\ -7 SN ~ A7
) N \)\/ FARMINGTO
\ ANTERBURY N < BARNSTEAD X
/ ;oS VR Y V2
{ \ OUDON / B
~ v \ NEWBURY . & / N 5.
UNITY \ . e ~ 4 o A v ROCRESTER 2
GOSHEN | N\ - WEBSTER \ 7/ JRITTSFIELDN / G
_ — | STRAFFORD < 5
- 1 | - WARNE \ j y - P4 L
0, ; g \ ; ™ JCHICHESTER = ~ AN / N N Y swoRH
CHARLESTOWN \ Rl \ N 7 - N Y 4 pLiss
v i g
LEMPSTER | BrADFORD o V' concokp - : N i X
\ ACWORTH \ | \ e \ PSOM . / BARRINGTOI /< .
- N \ HoPiNTON- R ~ / {NORTHWORD 4
A - G \ T 5 d /o . ‘ N\ DRYER
\_ANGDON’__,—/‘ —’/WASHINGTON\ \\ : \ e BROKI - i — \/ MADBURY\ N ;;
_ HANGDON, / _ - -
| \ { //\HILLSBOROUGH\ \ e < N g ¢ ~ N
—— MARLOWL ___ — \ _\- ! N sowN ) ALENSTOWN peERFIELD oA |
= d N
g ~ ALSTEAD WINDSQR A \\ ¢ L -7 . ! (LEE ' DURHAM N
| ! [ [N \ ~ /' ]L\\ / / [ s /r:;wm(;ﬁ],
RE  IDUNBARTON / - /) NS ~ b,
/ __ -\ - STODDARD DEERING | " H@OKSETT / - INEWMARKET NEW-CABTLE
fAPOLE) cisum _/ | /  canpia  / / ~ rogfshioyi
( UM _f i \ L /' Eppi i\ U} TN
] \ I BULLIVAN B — | \ - RAYMOS MEWFIELDS) &
W - ’SURRY\ » = : v ! . \
h)

ey

ARANCESTOWN |
! \ NEW BOSTON \ _ — -

; = = 3§ ATHAN

u RN
BRENTWOODEXETER y
FREMONT- | ok} 02
— i — < N
i KeNSINGTONH AR
O"l EAST KINGSTON Jf
R Phatd ey VAN
/ SOUTH HAMPT@RN sRob
EWTON.-=~ QG
<
| ) WTKINSONPLAIST@W
Hpvsoaud | sHaRON , TEMPLE /
. | WINCHESTER | \—— S R T
I 1 7 1 R - ) i Miles
AN RICHMOND ) ! \\ GREENVILLE T | HUDSON * &~ |
N, . \NEW IPSWICH MASONB\RO Liye HOLLIS /N HUA / N 0 5 10
___________________________ ; \ ) v PEL
e T G, S R L« ] Q“/— i Revision Date: 2020
File Location: N:\GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\2019 Data Catalog Maps\Tiers




Tiers 3 & 4

Regional Transportation Corridors & Local Connectors ==

Mens Hoonepshive

Legend

Tier 3 - Regional Transportation Corridors
1438 Centerline Miles

Tier 4 -Local Connectors
896 Centerline Miles

File Location: N:\GIS\GIS_Dev\Mxd_Maps\2019 Data Catalog Maps\Tiers

_ N 1 BEDFORD \ I~ g

- \ \
\MERRIMACR 4 tb

/4»—/'
s s \
,f/ ‘.\ 4 g
- "~
@ “\\_‘ S \|
e ¥
S o A
N |
h
! |
s 1
4 1
/ ‘.
J} 1
{ PITTSBURG ¥ l,
N ]
4 !
< !
v |
f"; '
9 |
PN S — i
] |
CLARKSVILLE - — 7

- ATKINSON - GILMANTON ACADEMY GRANT
—

-~
ARTSTOWN 1 _r !
/ I ] :
|
orks GraNTSECOND C'PLLEGE GRANT

ADIXVILLE [ '.\

[

| _
|
) / WENTWORTHS LOCATION
(f COLUMBIA b= — JE
] |
P _ rER/\/INC—;&; LGCATION | l
5 - - 1
/’ |IMILLSFIELD| ERROL !
3 \ | :
4 opeL | \ |
N\, STRATFORD _ o
\7 \ ‘ — —‘— Y ll
s '
b . | |
% —~ T T; Dummer CAMBRIDGE

)

FRERSON | RANDOLPH |GﬁRHAM|

WARTING LOBATION

MESERVEéPUﬁCHASE
GREENS GRAMBEANS PURCHASE

—==CRAW
CHANDkE\RS UR H

——— el
BEANS GR NTSARGENT‘é LYRCHASE |

(tkuﬁs GRANT //
/ JACKSON |
'< / / | CHATHA
HAR TQ Lo -~

DL\E (éAT l?CHASE B {

! \ ; / J ARTLET%
/ .
(

HALESlO ATION

—
ALBANY

SANDWICH

. -
) \AANCHESTEF’\AU

s o |

NDONDERRY

N

Miles
5 10

Revision Date: 2020




National Highway Sy
Miles by Route Type

Newn Hampthive

Department of Transportation

Centerline Miles

Ramps 233

32
167
381

21
457
1,480

Non-Numbered, Circles, Locals
emmms Turnpikes
Interstates

e JS Routes

State Routes

Total
Non-NHS State Roads

\ ! 1 —WewtworThs !
! LOCATION L
& COLUMBIA [, — =- — - |
( b T |
Loc
o = 7 I I
# - !
P MILLSFIELD ERROL H
o ! L I I
5 [
p | opeLL | |
1\ STRATFORD | L
‘I, L T B
I :
II _ =1 oummer 1 CAMBRIDGE !
ét' ' | |
i
4,1* | STARK I - === T !
P | ! fo
i MILAN
i ¥ K :
~ 1
'\ ,? -
.r Z&ffe ~l LS o e d l
a S| f ! J} success ||
& BERLIN ! \
.'E"@ LancasTer | |
Fia -t _ ! i
= -112] Y B I == =
= v Y - Gorglam | |
5....-"TL JEFFERGRN | RANDOLPH | !
r DALTON
i, \\\ y - WHITEFIELDII E I SHELBURNE i
: 0 e pie|
S i%—"f LITTLETON l‘_),..":' =1 w‘“ -II.fI_A - —|
e = M, | i |
t L 0 - T I w,aﬂ‘m = H
e < - ;- h & .‘|I CARROLL ¥ ';RT T HouPSONE o BEANS PURCHASE_J'
{ £ Lvian =~ @ - w“’;-oz%-, - FF‘* ! t I
. . ! f -~ N, Wt o F |
3 - N T s [
A f LisBON _-;'UGAR \ . BETHLEHEW k) g?:;ﬁfg""_g’ ""_'I - Ii
(J.r x{__ EaTy - : }f{é’l
- oy rSe .
A BATH 1 - FRANCONIA e h R é‘a . JACKSON I !
L ~ J:"' % - [T | 1 CHATHAM I
\li"" | Lanparr - . " [ P T% K | i,
1= o
4 - 1 J EasToN ! "@-‘H— N, . E Ilé’,l' ~ - 1 — |
{ ' P SR IEE
L] - | L
2 FEES g Ry | ’
t - ||l LINCOLN - Y @ - —
™ HAVERHILL ; i~ Q \ [ BARTLETT I ]
-~ : —
/\ rl'- J.l BENTON I s &_ - %  LIVERMORE ‘./ f;!f i
:t - ' i
- _——— = = CONWAY
&ty ! Ty m a { 1 A
% - e WOODSTOCKg I 1 o ..-':I &
1 - —r o H
Les ' fi ! \ - Iil ALBANY i z
® bERMONT , WATERVILLE VALLEY -
8 H Il 0
O ¢~ ~ i i s I & >
i - | WARREN Rl \
o - [ |THORNTON R '| I
§ # o 1 e T T MADISON EATON -
. oRFORD ¥ = JELLSWORTH . . |
K i - ' g
& ':, ~ . WENTWORTH el " —_ 9 _11. [ TAMWORTH | - _,I'. - f Z
i ™~ --..|‘r i SANDWICH ] - |
LL/ F - - s RUMNEY 1 "3 Ty FREEDOM H m
CAMPTON -
_j':l‘ LYME ! - u._/_\_\_ ; g 1 p - o Hf - |
N\ J- e v _.—-—"'_’; 25 Vo 2 b4 M
s, DORCHESTER | - = = < 6l b
i - ! HOLDERNESS Ih« ’ 2 §
-
,.f’" ~-.! ! GROTON  _ 4 PLYMOUT:— - el MOYFTONBOROUGH LY EFFINGHAM ;
¥ HANOVER 4 - - || ra - * " k A i ossiee |
- - !cenTerg! !
H:. & ! R W e - GSHLAND:.-—F-"NARBQQ { b b R i'
- L CANAAN K | - - 5 “[as "\'\\ % TUFTONBORO * P
i - & T L . T L
f 5% - + - “1 ERIDGEWATER o NEw - \ - & |
& ] - . ORANGE - HAMPTON . MEREDITH ) ! i H
= = - 104 - 1
'1 LEBANON ¢ a.._\_}/ ALE"ANDR'A BRISTOL” gy a \"" \h.\ } f woiresoro & fi6 |
P -.1:_‘ ? ENFIELD -7-('|L M L_.“1_ o 6“‘ I_- I ‘\{\ - o \whkeriELDS
(f 4 GRAFTON v ".I' .:'ff) /@}L =, LACONI ) .~ { f !||
'i PLAINFIELD {-‘: [ T . - GILFORD \\n'\.}!" S ";
[ F &
I!_"' T I,-' —‘---—\_.\_=,|;' oansury b e 5 SANBORNTON 3 g ! z.- '!‘47 i o
R ) v e L i (-~ s 3
b " 8 - A lr,f
:I _,."! GRANT”&“ SPRINGFIELD{" K 8 ‘:‘-\ L. . 8 3] ™ - ! Aon qV!IDDLETO
- ¥ - 3 1 1
r. CORNISH  rr - /4: "-./ - q;FRANKLlN:l. s, 't BELfonT I T New # m .‘.
! WILMOT, i A 1 DURHAM | » {)
|II l cRqeeY — -t - f_ ANDOYER -~ . GILMANTON ™ 1 MILTj
L Q . -~ M i 1
NEW LONDON . = NORTHFIELD . ey |
E'! = ) - = A . . | » -
,l“l ,JL '~ 1 }"l SALISBURY, 1_____]' - . £ . |
H _,- e S B e '5‘: FARMINGTON
Q | AN y CANTERBURY | [i0g] \X BARNSTEAD /
(O S : '._ SUTTON . . ~
Sy ~ . d | R ¢ founon SN
| Lohe |, NEWBURY s < \BoscAWEN_,- . ™ s , 5 |
i uNITY i i N WEBSTER e \ e A L
Jlf L GOSHEN II [ - QWARNER L ﬁ "._ r) & N o romn o N
¥, \ = — 7 1 = a | W . ’ 0‘\@6 o P”TSFIELDJR/ / - . \ * SOMERSWORTH
4 O R \ - S
T 5‘\ o — _II.":'I- . Q -~ B X —_ _.-' \ % S 5
L | BRADFORD N & ol R < ‘6 -
K ACWORTH ' |EMPSTER b - @)g S T ! 3
|; QS? || "\‘ 5. %, concorp go ': RS EPSO - = £ ARRINGTON . ) J,ROLLINSFORD
13 . S ¥ '
& - "1_'_,,#'#"-\1 o , . 5 N~ * | & NORTHWOODWRZ - A
LLANGDONI‘ _,_._,—o--'J'“_'_.lr |:'._ ﬂ ENNIKER o Ngr ON °w X EMBROKE_H—- ] - 4}
T I £ WASHINGTO! ,I". g—"\ - B
1 A MARLOW Ilr £ HILLSBOROUGH @ Yoo
i - ———— 2 g —_— i DEERFIELD
[ o — ‘f:,_;: ‘-,'J_'___J_,_,—- ':.I LLENsTOWN-I" 4 = NOTTINGHAM
3 ] N L 4
L] [ 1 punBARTON "- —
f,r 1 e _F_|| STODDARD 1ﬂ 'r DEERING | WEARE |;'I _.-F' HOOKSETT -' — - -'rTE_ﬁ/ casTLE
WALPOLE GILSUM ; - ANTRIM '} — :
(|' ] .!I 1..‘?_\2 - I|l i ‘Fl\'-.\
B | SULLIVAN |I — A "e,_‘l I'f_ - 1'|_ if %
o < - -
& SURRYT NELSON |L L cl‘ '1I FRANCESTOWN corFsTowNy: | e m o SLEOF
o i - Y I —r I | NEWBOSTON b b
o HANCOCK — -
f/d WesTMORELAND! 7 |I GREENFIE:;I"' — '|_. “chester ™ 92— =
'| KEENEY] RoxBuRY l—- 5 e I — Il"' - _.I &
- - - _ g [ — | | HARRISVILLE - '|I e g — sANDOWN - &
¢ 0 s Aol = — e i } | S
— 7 9
s : AU TN - e Wi d [t
iy CHESTERFIELD ! oy M %% . RETERBOROUGH, '\LYETEBSEOU.IGH-I\ _.! ] 125 NEme";‘:‘T:-‘E'!‘z
- —~F -~ %0 - - P = =
l‘}l - > IT - . - ~ g ATKINSON‘: KON
LunsoaLk JAFEREY QWLTO fol ()
b 1 __!‘l TRO SHARON S s Y
! ! ~ 4 'll « TEMPLE 1 MILFORD SALEM 57 e,
LY - WINCHESTER o 4 | — g —1 i A F
- — . — = r s
?.-"'\ ) | RICHMOND _1' . T‘i‘\ll r "b £ = & i|
I ' % FTZWILLIA z i TRHUDSON: R ¢
i I| RINDGE |; NEW IPSWICH . | ﬁrll MASON @oo | Hows NASTA >_,_ :
——— ] 'R %, 5 | PELHAM 7
it S S | ! 0 %
T

Miles
——— e—
e 0 5 10 20
MASSACHUSETTS e tome v

STEWARTSTOW
5t - —_

% —
f} COLEBROOK

PITTSBURG

!

ATKINSON &
1 eiLmANTON
ACADEMY GRANT]

S N
i i

! DIxs | l!
| GRANT '

|

p

DIXVILLE | I:o,_,_EGE GRANT!

l




Pavement Condition
All Conditions Statewide
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As Collected in Years 2018-2019
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Pavement Condition
Collection Year 2019
(based on IRI)

Condition

Fair05to<170) 22 4] 3s9] __2e%] 620 a4 383f 4sx] ____135] 4s%|  1528] _ 33%

Tier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

Tier 4

Compact

Statewide

Miles

% of Tier

Miles

% of Tier

Miles % of Tier Miles

% of Tier Miles

% of Tier

Miles

% of Tier

Not Rated 228 43| 4 46| 3 324
Statewide 845| 100% 1,429 100% 1,439 100% 893| 100% 299 100% 4,905 100%
Notes: Not Rated - Ramps and gravel roads are not collected
Compact - Highways that are part of the state system, maintained by municipalities
Miles are barrel miles
Miles may not sum due to rounding
Collection Cycle:
- NHS, including Interstates and Turnpikes, collected in 2019
- Unnumbered roads collected in 2018.
- Non-NHS numbered routes collected in 2019
Statewide Condition Mileage
m 87
(2%)
u 732
(16%)
H 2,235
(49%)
W Good(<95)
Fair(=95 to <170)
M Poor(>170 to <350)
M Very Poor(>350)
1,528
(33%)
Tier Condition Mileage
1600
1400
1200
1000
W Good(<95)
P Fair(=95 to <170)
= 800
= W Poor(>170 to <350)
W Very Poor(>350)
600
383
(45%)
400
200 135
(45%)
5 19 47 15
)
22 (4%)) (0%) (1%) (6%) (5%)
0 1(0%)
1 2 3 4 5
Tier
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Federal Aid Eligible Roads

New H hive

Department of Transportation
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Legend 5 |
— Tier 1-4 Federal Aid Eligible Highways ( 3,460 Miles) {;I ;
, e : , [ =
Tier 1-4 Non-Federal Aid Eligible Highways (1,142 Miles) K;‘"r |
o !.
Ti ; f- I
Fed Aid Eligibility er - :
1 2 3 4 5 e o T CLARKSVILLE TATKINSON & |I
Fed Aid Eligible Miles 844 1426 1,062 128 692 4 -~ -'ll"_||
Non Fed Aid Eligible Miles 0 0 376 766| 11,327 Ao P I "|
Total Miles 844 1,426 1,438 894| 12,019 T~ | o) !
Fed Aid Eligible Percentage 100% 100% 74% 14% 6% s B I B
Non-Fed Aid Eligible Percentage 0% 0% 26% 86% 94% 1

Notes: 1. Based on Barrel miles in 2018 Snapshot

COLUMBIA |'_ R LoeaTIoN ﬂ il

EJ&JF i

2. Includes miles owned by Turnpikes (273) - "-,_' ! T seewo -~ 1:

3. Includes Ramps | |

4. Federal Aid Eligible miles include FHWA Functional System 1-5 and 6 in Urban Areas }
5. Tier 5 Roads not shown include Class 4 and Class 5 Roads.
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