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this presentation will address:

Performance management 
concept
Performance measures 
used for decision making
Performance measures 
used for reporting
Example gap analysis 
Insights and remaining 
questions

https://www.tpmtools.org/
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Performance Management Concept

Measures used for planning investments
Measures used for reporting investment benefits

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/resources/training.cfm
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Management 
Performance 
Measures

Network-Level Decisions
Overall/combined condition indices
e.g. Pavement Quality Index (PQI), 

Pavement Condition Index (PCI), etc.
Used for planning and budget 

allocation
Project-Level Decisions
Individual performance measures
e.g. rut depth, transverse cracking, 

faulting, fatigue, etc.
Used for selecting specific 

treatments
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Reporting 
Performance 
Measures

Reports  Communication  Funds
• Tie asset management analysis 

results to funding
– Data-driven, performance-based, 

defensible
– Feedback & evaluation of asset 

management processes
• Transparency, e.g. dashboards
• Accountability, e.g. HPMS Reporting
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Example: Virginia DOT Dashboard

http://dashboard.virginiadot.org/
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Federal HPMS Reporting Measures
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LTPP InfoPave
Data: LTPP flexible sections in Texas (173)
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Reporting vs Network Level Measures

Example: HPMS2016 versus ASTM PCI
Data: LTPP flexible sections in Texas (173)

R² = 0.2286
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Reporting vs Project Level Measures

Example: Cracking Percent versus LTPP Cracking
Data: LTPP flexible sections in Texas

R² = 0.3531
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Reporting vs Project Level Measures

Example: Cracking Percent versus LTPP Cracking
Data: LTPP flexible sections in Texas

R² = 0.7157
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Insights and Remaining Questions

Federal HPMS Reporting Measures
CANNOT replace existing network-level measures

MIGHT be used for treatment decision making

Agency investment decisions might not be 
reflected in the reported performance measures

Should the existing agency measures change? 
Probably not!

Should the federal reporting measures change? 
Probably won’t!

Can there be any correlation?
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