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WELCOME David Andrewski 

David Andrewski welcomed everyone to the meeting. He made the introductory 
announcement that he will step down as Chairman as of January 1997. An important part 
of the meeting, therefore, was electing a new Chairman. 

TASK GROUP BALLOT RESULTS AND DISCUSSION David Andrewski, John Volker, 
Leonnie Kavanagh, Laird Weishahn 

Andrewski related the task group survey results. The states responded as follows: Yes 
(3), No (6), Undecided (7), No Response (11). In order to stimulate discussion, three of 
the responding states made a short presentation supporting their respective views. 

Presentation One. John Volker "named the issues" as surveys (who will conduct, etc.), 
precision and bias, fine aggregate angularity, RAP, an approved list of modifiers, WWW 
site coordination, low-temperature algorithms for modifiers, air-blown asphalts 
(modified, not modified, etc.). Volker is "not 100 percent for task groups." He wants to 
keep the Steering Committee organization and activities as simple as possible. However, 
there is a need to address at least the above listed issues. Volker is in favor of task groups 
for these reasons, but overall is undecided. He is not sure whether a Task Group or 
whether the Superpave Center itself should be coordinating these activities. His concerns 
involve maintaining appropriate structure and standardization. 

Richard McReynolds added that if Task Groups are formed, they should work on issues 
that effect the NCSC and the North Central region in particular. 

Volker maintained that the proposed Task Groups should stay under the auspices of the 
NCSC; they should not act as separate, independent entities. NCSC supervision will 



ensure their resolutions correspond to the interests of the NCSC and the North Central 
region. 

Cliff Ursich related that he voted "yes" because he believes Task Groups would be 
smaller and more efficient. WWW site construction and maintenance, for example, need 
not involve the entire steering committee. A specialized Task Group could be formed for 
each specialized task. 

Andrewski reminded the group of the areas of Task Group concern: 1) coordination, 2) 
finance, 3) research, and 4) service. The purpose of the Steering Committee itself is to 
guide the Superpave Center in the implementation of Superpave, not to get involved in 
the "nuts and bolts" of its day-to-day operation. 

Presentation Two. Leonnie Kavanagh related her belief that the purpose of the Steering 
Committee is to actively guide the operation of the Center and to "get things done" in 
terms of implementing Superpave. Regarding Task Groups, Kavanagh thinks they would 
merely add another layer of bureaucracy and would frustrate progress. Thus, she votes 
"no." Kavanagh thinks the views of the user-producer groups are important, but that one 
individual should represent the whole user-producer group rather than having individual 
state representation. According to Kavanagh, "…in this case, less will be more." 

Presentation Three: Laird Weishahn questioned whether general guidance from the 
Steering Committee is sufficient. He concedes that additional resources would be 
required to establish these groups. Are Task Groups just another layer of control and, if 
so, are they necessary? The Superpave Center will most likely never be able to address all 
of the identified issues; budget and personnel constraints preclude its involvement in 
every issue. The NCSC might potentially wander off in a direction that would not benefit 
the NCAUPG; this also would be a problem. Weishahn wonders when "all these efforts" 
become "overkill." Is there a need for greater guidance or just a perceived need? 

Douglas Coleman pointed out that each of the three presenters seemed to interpret the 
survey differently. He believes that Task Groups could settle issues before the Steering 
Committee meetings, allowing more time for other discussions. 

Referencing his August memo, Andrewski reiterated that the Task Groups would work 
closely with agencies and industry to address the issues of coordination, finance, research 
and services. He stressed the importance of agreement of all SC members. 

David Powers asked whether the NCSC would "steer" the Task Groups, meaning 
establish the nature and size of the issues, and how specialized each Task Group would 
be. 

Jan Olek argued that the Task Groups would expand the influence and participation of the 
NCSC. They would serve as vehicles for state involvement; through the Task Groups, 
states could get involved in issues important to them. Task Groups would help funnel the 
concerns of a large number of people (the NCAUPG) to the NCSC. 



Coleman added that Task Groups are already functioning informally, e.g., Rebecca 
McDaniel (NCSC Technical Director) calls a few members for input and advice, then 
makes a decision. If the Steering Committee chose to name task groups, they would be 
essentially recognizing and formalizing already-existing ad-hoc groups. 

Ursich submitted that Task Groups should not be sub-committees, meaning no more 
meetings! Their purpose is to get things done efficiently; oftentimes, informal telephone 
calls and conference calls would be adequate. 

Andrewski suggested that the Task Groups could remain temporary, informal groups to 
be called upon when necessary to resolve a particular issue. 

To encourage the Steering Committee members to come to a decision, Lloyd Bandy 
summarized the options: a "yes" vote would grant Olek (as NCSC Director) l to establish 
issues and appoint appropriate Task Groups to address those issues; a "no" vote would 
mandate one-on-one contact with the NCSC. Either way, the organization and content of 
future Steering Committee meetings would reflect the decision.  

Kavanagh broached the issue of whether the proposed Task Groups would be formed 
from members of the Steering Committee, or added from the NCAUPG. She is concerned 
that Task Groups would add to the size of the Steering Committee and make it less 
manageable. 

Olek mentioned the recent reporting adjustments to the NCSC budget, brought about 
input from Richard McReynolds, as an example of a situation where a Task Group would 
have been helpful. 

Kavanagh cautioned that Task Group members might represent and advance their own 
state’s interests rather than those of the User-Producer group as a whole. 

MOTION: McReynolds motioned to allow the NCSC Director to recommend to the 
Chairman of the Steering Committee ad-hoc Task Groups as needed at his discretion to 
pursue issues related to the Center; the ad-hoc Task Groups will be formed from already-
existing Steering Committee members only. Motion carried. 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP David Andrewski 

Andrewski distributed an updated list of Steering Committee members and pointed out a 
few items: Raymond Hogrefe (Jebro) was added as a Nebraska industry representative; 
Bernie Brown (Iowa DOT) retired and was replaced by John Heggen; Mark Blow (South 
Dakota DOT) left the department and has not yet been replaced; four states do not have 
industry representatives. Thus far, Andrewski has resisted adding additional Steering 
Committee members (the current number is 29)—he does not want the committee to 
become large and unwieldy. He does, however, acknowledge legitimate requests by 
industry members to join the Steering Committee. He suggested that if the Steering 
Committee members decide to accept additional members, they should establish 



guidelines to maintain control over the size of the committee. The fact that financial 
contribution will be sought from both state and industry agencies should naturally limit 
the number of those who want representation. The committee agreed that, if they want, 
states can accept for representation industry members that actually work in different 
states. 

Olek asked why industry members are seeking membership. Is it because the Asphalt 
Institute is in the region? The important issue, according to Olek, is whether additional 
members are necessary and whether their presence will benefit the NCSC. 

Jorge Villacres argued that the Asphalt Institute has done a great deal to promote 
Superpave implementation in the region, and should therefore be entitled to 
representation on the Steering Committee. 

Coleman reiterated that only paying Steering Committee members should have voice in 
overseeing the center. 

Ursich added that the "payers" should be honored—the center should deliver services as 
required by those who fund the center. 

Volker reminded the guests that regardless of membership, the Steering Committee 
meetings are open to those who want issues addressed. Anyone is welcome to come to 
the meetings; non-members are not excluded, they simply do not have a vote. They are 
free to contribute to the discussion. 

Andrewski stressed the importance of working relationships between state and industry 
representatives. 

MOTION: Any potential new members be brought before the entire Steering Committee 
through the Chairman, with approval set at a two-thirds vote. Any Steering Committee 
member can propose a candidate, but he or she must be approved by the Chairman prior 
to being brought before the committee. Motion carried. 

LONG TERM FUNDING OF THE CENTER Jan Olek 

Olek first covered the issue of indirect costs for the NCSC. As requested by the Steering 
Committee, Olek met with representatives from Purdue University to establish how 
overhead charges will be assessed for the operation of the Center. Overall, the established 
guidelines are very favorable for the center. The NCSC will not be required to pay 
indirect costs for most services Purdue provides: base fees, research pooled fund studies, 
supplies reimbursement, voluntary support and training. There will be a small, per-trainee 
unit fee (approximately $20.00) assessed to cover accounting costs such as collecting 
money (Purdue will give the NCSC the option to offer credit card payment), sending out 
confirmations, printing registration lists, etc. Purdue will charge the NCSC 25 percent for 
research and 23 percent for testing services. Non-state or industry research will also be 
assessed at 25 percent. Even these indirect costs are approximately 50 percent of 



Purdue’s customary rates, primarily because the research and training will take place at 
the NCSC or other external facilities. Overall, Olek feels that the meeting went well and 
the rates established are more than fair for the services Purdue will be providing. 

BUDGET YEAR ONE: Olek then turned to the budget. The NCSC’s first year of 
operation ended on June 30, 1996. The revised budget total ($827,870) is much higher 
than the original number, primarily reflecting higher renovation costs ($441,420) at the 
new NCSC facility. The total budgeted income for the first year is $705,203, coming 
from three sources: $489,405 (INDOT), $104,052 (Purdue University) and $111,746 
(FHWA). Thus, the difference between the amount budgeted and budgeted income is 
$122,667. The difference is to be made up from state/province contributions. Though 
state/province contributions were previously discussed, the center did not receive this 
additional income during the first year. The purpose of Olek’s presentation was to 
demonstrate need and to provide justification for state/province support. To a great 
extent, the activities of the NCSC are constrained by the FHWA system of task-oriented 
reimbursement. Until the center completes tasks the FHWA requires prior to 
reimbursement, that money will not be available for operation of the center. The actual 
expenses of the center would have been higher if staffing issues (late hiring, technician 
leaving, etc.) had evolved differently. 

Olek pointed out the that the real deficit is more than the shown budget deficit because 
some of the promised income was not received. The real deficit was produced when the 
actual income was less than the promised income, but money was spent according to the 
promise. 

BUDGET YEAR TWO: For the second year, the amount budgeted is $383,560; the 
expected income is $209,578 ($44,885 from INDOT, $49,126 from Purdue and $115,747 
from FHWA. The total difference for Year Two is $296,649 ($122,667 from the first year 
plus an additional $173,982 from the second year). 

BUDGET YEAR THREE PLUS: For the third year and beyond, the annual amount 
budgeted is $413,269. Expected income totals $432,000 ($240,000 from base fees, 
$100,000 from pooled fund research, $62,000 from industry and $30,000 from training). 
At Year Three, all support from INDOT, Purdue and FHWA will end. The center should 
be self-supporting, according to the above-listed incomes. The expected incomes, 
however, are tentative. Olek solicited the opinion of the Steering Committee as to the 
accuracy of the numbers. 

The training income of $30,000 is based on training approximately 100 people in six or 
seven courses. There has been a strong response to the training brochure, with the 
January and February courses nearly full. The NCSC has found that more people are 
interested in training in the winter, when paving projects are not in progress, so they plan 
to offer more training courses between the months of November and March. 



Olek then turned to the issue of support for the center. Base funding from the states and 
industry would provide the minimum needed to keep the center available and operational, 
including: 

• Partial salaries for staff  
• Material and maintenance costs  
• Communications—newsletter, telephone calls and faxes, WWW site maintenance  
• Travel for the NCSC staff and Steering Committee  
• Limited training support (Lee Gallivan will discuss in detail)  
• Limited research/testing work (e.g., round robin)  

Olek discussed the salary distribution percentages for the NCSC staff by category, 
breaking down the time spent on administrative functions, communications, research and 
bias testing, research and training. After Year Three, Purdue will no longer contribute to 
the salaries, so the need for support is clear. 

Olek reviewed the current developments on center support. The status of the pooled fund 
study is as follows: 

• The pooled fund study proposal was developed and sent to the Steering 
Committee for review  

• Five states expressed interest  
• Indiana was established as the lead state  
• A formal request for actual funds commitment is under development  

Regarding base fee funding: 

• Verbal commitments were received from 11 states and one province  
• Most of the states committed for $20,000  
• Indiana was established as the lead state  
• A formal request for actual funds commitment is under development  

Volker commented that the financial outlook looks "shaky." Olek responded that after 
two years of expensive renovations costs and other operational set-up, center support 
levels off at Year Three. The operational costs, to an extent, can reflect the level of 
interest and support from the states, i.e., the center can provide fewer services if need be 
in order to reduce costs. Some base funding, however, is needed to keep the center going. 
Olek also pointed out that the center’s planned income, as budgeted, is conservative. 
Income may be higher with greater interest in training, etc. Some federal support may be 
granted, but in terms of budget planning, this income cannot be accounted for until it is 
realized. Lee Gallivan reiterated that the training volume estimates are conservative. 
Future personnel needs are already budgeted for. Also, because the budgeted deficit is 
carried over rather than actual deficit, the figures in general are conservative. In sum, the 
center’s budget already reflects the worst case scenario. Most likely, income will be more 
than enough to run the center effectively at the level originally envisioned. 



At the end of his presentation, Olek again thanked McReynolds for his input on the 
budget, which essentially helped change the reporting procedures. He repeated how 
important input from the states is in ensuring that the budget numbers are reported in 
useful and meaningful ways. 

Andrewski reminded the Steering Committee that before the end of the meeting, the 
committee needs to come to a decision regarding the financing of the center. 

FUTURE COMMITTEE CHAIRMANSHIP David Andrewski, Lee Gallivan 

Andrewski proposed having a new chairman and vice-chairman yearly, with the vice-
chairman moving up to replace the chairman. Andrewski invited the group to discuss the 
issue and perhaps generate some alternate procedures. Andrewski also proposed that the 
nominations and election take place the following morning. 

Gallivan led the group in establishing procedures for electing the new chairman. Olek 
reviewed his relationship with Andrewski to give the committee a feel for the time 
commitment and involvement required to be chairman. The chairman’s functions will 
probably diminish somewhat now that the center is operational and the financial status 
cemented. One important continuing function will be to maintain contact with the 
Steering Committee members to ensure that the vision and mission of the center are being 
fulfilled. The chairman will coordinate and solicit input from the Steering Committee 
members. A long distance relationship between the chairman and NCSC Director/staff 
would not necessarily be prohibitive—business can be conducted over the phone and at 
common meetings. Coleman broached the issue of having a co-chair, possibly from 
industry, with a lower contribution level. Smutzer proposed that a single chair would help 
the Steering Committee meetings go more smoothly, and that the chair could solicit help 
if needed. 

MOTION: Kavanagh motioned to have one chairman, with a term of two years (four 
meetings of the Steering Committee). Motion carried.  

STEERING COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN NOMINATION AND ELECTION David 
Andrewski 

Andrewski passed out the ballots for the Steering Committee to vote for a chairman. Each 
person was allowed to vote for up to three candidates. If no clear winner arose from the 
initial vote, the Steering Committee was to vote from among the finalists. 

Laird Weishahn of Nebraska received the most votes with 14. He will be the Steering 
Committee chairman starting in January of 1997, and will preside over the next meeting 
of the Steering Committee. 

HPR POOLED FUND MONEY FOR NCSC OPERATION AND FORMULA FOR 
CANADIAN MONEY Lee Gallivan 



Base Funding 

A base funding program proposal was sent to the Steering Committee members for 
comments and preliminary feedback. No one disagreed with the program, although there 
were questions, especially regarding the funding level of $20,000. Based on the 
comments, Indiana agreed to be the lead state. The Indiana Department of Transportation 
will send out official funding request letters to the chief engineers and researchers of each 
participating state and province. The letters are ready to go; the Steering Committee must 
vote to finalize the $20,000 requested in the letters. The Steering Committee must also 
determine whether to commit at the $20,000 level for one or two years year. 

Gallivan first asked whether the Steering Committee agrees that $20,000 is an 
appropriate level of support. The group discussed whether to approve a $20,000 base 
funding level for the states, and a $1,000 base funding level for industry. For RAP, the 
research proposal is a "one-time shot" of $15,000, which will be included in the request 
letter. The letters are to be returned to Barry Partridge, Chief of the Research Division of 
the Indiana Department of Transportation (the lead state). Indiana will be the lead state 
for RAP as well. 

MOTION: Two year commitment at $20,000 per year from the Steering Committee’s 
represented states. This motion does not include the Canadian provinces. Motion carried. 

The Canadian provinces want to participate in base funding, but must go through the 
Transportation Association of Canada, which complicates the process. Gallivan 
suggested that the lead state could send an invoice to be paid by the provinces. Kavanagh 
intimated that funding from the provinces may not be at the $20,000 level. 

Smutzer mentioned possible pooled funding for fine aggregate angularity and other 
studies. Olek stated that some information needs to be gathered regarding how NCSC 
research and studies can fit into studies already being done at Purdue University and 
other facilities. 

INDUSTRY FUNDING ROLE IN THE NCSC Lloyd Bandy 

Bandy gave a presentation regarding industry participation in funding the NCSC. He 
believes that industry should provide some funding relief. Industry could participate by 
funding particular activities, such as production of the newsletter and other promotional 
materials, and organizing Steering Committee meetings. The purpose of this funding 
would be to help the center fulfill its function of communication, and would require 
approximately $4,000 to 5,000 per year from industry. 

Several Steering Committee members expressed support for the idea. 

Bandy suggested that industry can even provide extra support for research and studies if 
such support would speed along the process (reiterating that state and federal support is 
often tied to a project’s completion, not its inception). Industry support could be 



identified on an individual, situational basis. McReynolds suggested that WWW site 
production and maintenance as another potential object of industry support. Ursich added 
that industry should be involved in the support of training. 

Olek asked if the fine aggregate angularity project would be an acceptable undertaking, 
from the point of view of the Steering Committee members. Many agreed. Smutzer 
expressed concern about the specificity of the studies and the inapplicability of the 
findings beyond the host states. 

Kavanagh restated that the budget for Year Three looks tight, and asked whether industry 
could also contribute to base funding, not earmarked for particular activities. 

Dwight Walker could not remember why the Steering Committee decided against 
industry money to begin with. Andrewski thought there had been some concern about 
industry controlling the focus and operation of the center. Also, with industry partially 
financing the Asphalt Institute and NCAT—perhaps they are already committed. Walker 
stressed that industry should help contribute to the center. Coleman suggested that 
perhaps the real issue is whether contributions should be voluntary. Perhaps industry 
should contribute only to projects of particular interest to them. 

The Steering Committee agreed to industry funding of the newsletter and other 
communications-oriented activities, plus optional funding for research projects as 
identified. 

REVIEW OF THE STRATEGIC VISION AND MISSION OF THE CENTER Jan Olek 

Olek reviewed the mission and vision of the NCSC established at the pilot Steering 
Committee meeting. He reminded the committee that the mission and vision are meant to 
be flexible, changing with the determinations of the Steering Committee as time goes by 
and the center’s orientation changes. 

Vision: 
An industry-recognized source of expertise in Superpave. 

Mission: 
To lead further development and implementation of the 

Superpave technology by providing services to its customers. 

Olek then reviewed the existing and possible new components of the NCSC mission: 

Existing Components 

• Research and development to improve Superpave technology  
• Ruggedness and bias testing  
• Coordination of round robin testing  
• Coordination with other centers  



Possible New Components 

• Certification?  
• Collection of regional SPS-9 data?  
• Laboratory set-up procedures?  
• Testing equipment issues?  
• Referee binder grading services and/or mix design verification?  
• Data collection and management for lead states program?  

McReynolds cautioned against duplicating LTPP work. 

The committee discussed the question of SPS-9 data—a tremendous amount of time and 
money required. They decided it is probably an activity the center should not get 
involved in, and certainly not with base funding resources. Even if funded by FHWA, the 
Steering Committee would need a greater understanding of the time and personnel 
commitment involved in order to approve SPS-9 as an acceptable activity. There was 
agreement that SPS-9 work should not interfere with the primary functions of the center. 

McReynolds suggested working on a capacity schedule (e.g., how much time would be 
required to do a Level 1 mix design). In general, sample preparation is time consuming, 
even when the machines take over after that. Preparing specimens takes time, much of 
which is unproductive time, such as waiting for a specimen to dry overnight, or waiting 
for a system to equilibrate. There was some deliberation as to how time commitments for 
particular activities would be determined. 

Ursich argued for base services in exchange for base funding, with additional or more 
specialized services charged according to an established price schedule. 

Olek reminded the committee that they need to decide what the base services will be. 

Gerry Huber offered that the center needs to market its capability of test verification 
when the states encounter problems. 

Coleman argued that the states already benefit from the center’s existence—its activities 
need not benefit each state directly in order to justify their $20,000 base funding. 

Fred Garrott agreed that the states should not expect a specific return on their investment, 
at least at this point, beyond the center’s core goals of acting as a regional clearinghouse 
and data source. 

Olek broached the subject of the center’s collaboration with other universities. In his 
experience, Olek has found that universities generally treat the NCSC as a competitor. 
Meaningful collaboration is difficult, but nevertheless important. In order to be 
successful, the push for collaboration may need to come from the states, not the center. 



Volker questioned whether the center should get involved with "menial" yet time-
consuming activities such as certification. 

There was general understanding that the states should reap the benefits of the center’s 
self-initiated activities rather than demanding activities specifically geared toward their 
interests. 

McReynolds brought up overload testing being taken over by the center. When the states 
get behind, they could send their samples to the center for testing. A per-use fee could be 
assessed, or perhaps $1,000 of the $20,000 base funding fee could be earmarked to cover 
overload testing. In his opinion, technical assistance should be the biggest activity of the 
center—the states must be able to rely on the center personnel to assist them with 
technical issues and problems.  

Art Hill related that most states already have their own certification programs. He 
believes that the primary function of the center should be to develop and document 
Superpave expertise. The center should be able to recommend equipment and procedures 
to the states based on experience. 

James Campbell suggested that pooled fund studies could address the concerns of small 
groups of states who have experienced similar problems. 

John Heggen stated that technical expertise and laboratory refereeing are top priorities, 
with quick turn-around time the product of prioritizing these functions. Additional 
personnel should be hired if the volume of activities considerably slows down the 
center’s turn-around time. The center should immediately determine its current testing 
capacity in order to ascertain which and how many projects to undertake while 
maintaining superior testing competency. 

Tom Bryan said that accreditation is an important issue in terms of serving as a referee 
laboratory because of the extensive use of graduate students and varying levels of 
experience, etc. Most testing needs to be performed by certified technicians. INDOT is 
already accredited for everything AMRL requires. 

Smutzer argued that referee samples should take priority, with a one-week turn-around 
time. He does not think the NCSC should get involved in excessive referee testing. 

Bryan stated that the language of specification used in terms of referee testing currently 
reflects courtesy rather than formalized standardization. 

According to Coleman, the NCSC needs to raise state and industry confidence in 
Superpave; they need to trust that the test equipment, numbers, etc. are reliable. This will 
require a lot of testing and training.  

David Powers encouraged the continued and expanded dissemination of information 
through sources such as the newsletter, WWW site, etc. 



Note to Julie Smith: Prepare a revised, prioritized function list. 

Raymond Hogrefe suggested that the NCSC market (more aggressively?) its unique 
services. 

Bandy reiterated the importance of raising confidence in Superpave. The Westrack 
experience was "eye-opening." The bottom-line issue is, from an industry and agency 
perspective, does this product work? More confidence is needed to make Superpave 
implementation work. 

John Becsey argued that a lot of county roads are already performing well under 
Marshall. Coleman countered that Superpave is superior; it just needs to be further 
analyzed and perfected. 

Andrewski pointed out that even one year of extended road life can save billions of 
dollars a year nationwide, so requiring five or ten extended years in order to adopt 
Superpave is essentially overkill. Even one year of extended life should warrant 
changeover. 

AVAILABLE MIX AND BINDER TRAINING Lee Gallivan, Jan Olek 

Gallivan distributed a draft Training Program schedule for the NCSC. 

Training course charges cover the following incurred costs: 

• NCSC staff time for preparation and presentation  
• NCSC staff travel and lodging costs  
• Training course materials preparation and reproduction  
• Administrative costs (indirect costs assessed for accounting, administration)  

State/Province HPR Funds Base Funding includes four complimentary slots per year 
(meaning four agency or industry individuals trained). This training is free whether the 
training is done inside or outside of Indiana. The complimentary slots are covered as part 
of the states’ base funding. The four slots per year can be saved and used in later years. 
The group discussed how the free slots could be utilized, as well as how many people the 
NCSC could effectively train per year (100 paying and 80 complimentary?). 

Training at NCSC Facilities 

• Participants to cover travel expenses  
• NCSC to cover laboratory expenses  
• Cost: $400.00 per person (3 day course)  

Training at Host Facility 

• Participants to cover travel expenses  



• Host to cover laboratory expenses  
• Host to cover meeting room expenses  
• Cost: $600/person (3 day course)  

Technical or Non-Technical Presentations (one day) 

• NCSC will cover NCSC staff time  
• Host facility to cover travel and lodging expenses for NCSC staff, if required  

Even though the NCSC course brochure established $600 as the fee for three days of 
training, Gallivan suggested lowering the fee to $400 based on the overhead charge 
establishment with Purdue University. Garrott expressed concern that the prices are too 
low. Purdue University has mandated that the center cannot make a profit from the 
courses, so the new price reflects (approximately) true costs. There was some discussion 
regarding cost discrepancy between in-state and out-of-state training. The actual costs for 
out-of-state training are the same with the addition of travel/lodging when needed. 
Garrott pointed out that the price is not in line with market prices; he is concerned that 
the states will end up subsidizing the training. More discussion regarding for-profit 
versus non-profit training prices. Market prices for continuing education classes, such as 
those offered by the Asphalt Institute, are much higher. Garrott argued that refusing to 
profit from training while at the same time expressing concern regarding future funding 
for the center is foolish. Unfortunately, being affiliated with Purdue precludes the profit 
option. 

See the attached training brochure for training course dates and locations. 

Superpave training will be standardized among the five Superpave centers. Coordination 
of training will be fostered by FHWA, the Asphalt Institute, NCAT II and the other 
centers. The NCSC is also working with Regions 5 and 7 for training and certification 
reciprocity. 

McReynolds suggested Troubleshooting as a potential future course, citing widespread 
industry interest and need. Smutzer responded that this need is already being addressed 
by year-end problem surveys handled by the lead state team. 

Logan-Cory asked whether direct tension tests would be added to the binder training 
course. Olek answered they will probably be available in 1998. 

Kavanagh questioned the continued need for direct tension test. Olek responded that the 
direct tension test gives better prediction than that generated by the bending beam 
rheometer. Andrewski suggested that the Binder Expert Task Group may expand the 
influence of the direct tension test. 

Smutzer asked about the torture test capability of the various torture tests. The Georgia 
wheel load is being promoted by FHWA. 



Bryan mentioned that the pilot Superpave for Managers & Field Engineers will be 
November 6-8, 1996. The course should be "on the road" by February or March. NHI 
will contract with the Superpave centers as the providers of this course. International 
travel (i.e., to Canada) has not yet been considered. The cost for the course is 
approximately $2,000 for two days. This course will be like any NHI course, only taught 
by NCSC instructors. 

REVIEW OF CENTER’S ACTIVITIES Jan Olek 

Olek briefly overviewed the activities of the center, as follows: 

• Personnel Recruitment—Recruitment was complete until the recent resignation of 
the technician and engineer. The search process for replacements has already 
begun.  

• Laboratory Development—The laboratory is nearly complete. The equipment was 
delivered and installed. The air handling system is the only remaining renovation, 
slated to be complete this winter.  

• Development of Center’s Funding and Organizational Structure—Complete as of 
this meeting.  

• Newsletter Publication—Third edition of the newsletter was mailed the first week 
of October.  

• Establishment of Collaboration with Other Centers—The pilot Center 
Coordination Meeting was held in West Lafayette in July, 1996.  

• National Superpave 2000 Open House—The Open House was well attended and 
received.  

• Other National and Regional Activities  
• Internal Training  
• Development of Training Courses  
• Research Related Activities  
• Next Quarter Activities  

Most activities already undertaken will continue, with the addition of other activities. 
Olek asked for general approval and received three thumbs up from the committee. 

Andrewski closed the meeting by suggesting that NCSC Steering Committee meetings 
continue to piggy-back with NCAUPG meetings. The committee agreed, so the next 
meeting date will be set once the NCAUPG meeting date has been established. 

 


