
4/8/2024

1

Inventory-Based Rating System
for Gravel Roads
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To see how road condition is changing
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To estimate future road condition

To measure effectiveness of past improvements
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To determine what/where/when improvements are needed

To submit data to the TAMC
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To submit data to the TAMC

To submit data to the TAMC
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To submit data to the TAMC
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*Source: Transportation Asset Management Council; Michigan’s Roads & Bridges 2013 Annual Report

Paved
Unpaved

Gravel roads comprise half of non-fed-aid network*
(33% of entire Michigan road network)
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Show investments on unpaved network

Aid in planning where upgrades are needed

19

20



4/8/2024

11

Communicate to the public
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Great surface 
condition…

…but inadequate 
width!
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Example Road Segment
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With the IBR System , all roads don’t 
have to be “good”
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Michigan 
Sealcoat 
Rating 
Guide

31

32



4/8/2024

17

Time

Preventative Maintenance
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Light Rehabilitation
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Rating Team
Road Owner
RPO/MPO

All rating team members must have attended:
1. PASER - trained or certified in 2021, 2022, 2023, or 2024

2. IBR training - every 3 years

See the TAMC Data Collection Policy for more details:

www.michigan.gov/mic/tamc

TAMC Policies
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Reimbursement
Certification
Data collection policy
Reporting requirements

TAMC Help Desk
Ph: (517) 335-3741
MDOT_TAMC@Michigan.gov
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Chesbro: Transportation Asset Management Council    22 Jan 2017
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Good

Fair

Poor

 “good” surface width “good” surface width

 “good” drainage adequacy “good” drainage adequacy

 “good”   
structural 
adequacy

 “good”   
structural 
adequacy
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22 feet

2 feet>7 inches

Good

Good
Good

Good

Fair

Poor

The baseline—or 
“good”— condition

 “good” surface width
 “good” drainage adequacy
 “good” structural adequacy
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Laptop Data Collector
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Laptop Data Collector
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9’

26’

22 feetGood

16 to 21 feetFair

15 feet or lessPoor

9’

26’

22 feetGood

16 to 21 feetFair

15 feet or lessPoor

Unnecessary to 
reduce speed to pass
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9’

26’

22 feetGood

16 to 21 feetFair

15 feet or lessPoor

One driver must
pull over to pass
One driver must 
pull over to pass

9’

26’

22 feetGood

16 to 21 feetFair

15 feet or lessPoor

Include driveable shoulders in SW measurement
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Poll Question
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Less than 
0.5’

0.5 to   
< 2 feet

2 feet  
or more

Good Fair Poor

Less than 
0.5’

0.5 to   
< 2 feet

2 feet  
or more

Good Fair Poor

Adequate separation 
of ditch water from 

base

Ditches need 
to be created
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If greater than 6” tall, drop Good to Fair

Secondary ditch

2’ deepNo ditch

Rate the worst side
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2’ deepNo ditch

Rate the worst side

> 7 inches gravelGood

4-7 inches gravelFair

< 4 inches gravelPoor
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> 7 inches gravelGood

4-7 inches gravelFair

< 4 inches gravelPoor

SA influences:
- Surface condition

- Repair frequency

SA is influenced by:
- Traffic volume/loads

- Material properties/thickness

- Roadway drainage

- Construction methods

> 7 inches gravelGood

4-7 inches gravelFair

< 4 inches gravelPoor

* Higher type pavement design recommended

U.S. Climatic Region III recommended aggregate base thickness from the AASHTO Design 
Catalogs given in the Gravel Roads Maintenance and Design Manual 

Traffic Level

HighMediumLow
Relative Quality of 
Roadbed Soil

15”11”6”Very Good
17”12”7”Good
17”12”7”Fair
**9”Poor
**10”Very Poor
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Difference Between Estimate and Actual Thickness (Inches)

PILOT STUDY: How Closely Did Local 
Agencies Estimate Gravel Thickness?
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> 1” Greater than 3 feet

> 1” Greater than 3 feet

Fair

Poor

Did not develop during the year Good
During thaw or very wet period

During most of the year

Rate during the thaw breakup or after a prolonged rain event
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Poor

Fair
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Poor

Fair

Good

Poor

Fair

Good
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Poor

Fair

Poor

Fair

Good
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TAMC Help Desk
Ph: (517) 335-3741
MDOT_TAMC@michigan.gov

906-487-2102
LTAP@mtu.edu
www.MichiganLTAP.org

ctt.mtu.edu/inventory-based-rating-system

roadsoft@mtu.edu
www.roadsoft.org

95

96


