NCAUPG 2001 MEETING – INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

TECHNICIAN WORKSHOP JAN. 16-17, 2001

Welcome by Rhonda Richardson and Dudley Bonte.  Questions submitted by technicians ahead of conference will be covered.

Session #1 - MIX DESIGN –Moderator John Hinrichsen, IA DOT

Specifications, Test Procedures, Correlation and Equipment

? SP mix design requirements for low volume (300-500 vpd) roads?

IA has major study underway o n low volume.  Using Marshall mixes with historic performance.  Testing these mixes (100 data points from all around State) using SPG.  ¾” mix Marshall now ½” mix SP

65 gyrations of Gyratory Compactor = approx 50 blow Marshall

MI doing similar approach with Marshall mixes.

WI uses 3% Marshall gyrated at 40 gyrations at Ndes  (don’t change air voids, change compaction level)

Locking point concept is shaky with these mixes since higher sand content than normal SP

Slanted head hammer.  IA designs to 3 ½% voids rather than 4% per SP.

What criteria used in mix for hammer

New guidelines better for low volume mixes due to revised Nini.

Use of 91.5 on Nini or 91.6 without much concern.  Must adjust Ndes with Nini.

?Gyratory compaction devices deliver the device with dwell cycles built into the software?


IN uses dwell cycle set.  In AMRL inspection this doesn’t match.  


IA uses dwell cycle adjustment set and resets for AMRL.


WI uses there own dwell and correlates with the field.  


ETG recommended not to use the dwell cycle set, bt don’t know why they did this.  Problem with extrusion of specimen if use AMRL.


MN uses dwell cycle.


NE uses dwell cycle

John Hinrichsen paper at TRB on the dwell cycle question and the different gyratories used (Pine vs. Troxler).  Found that differences were not mix specific.  Pine is aware of the problem.  Theory is that the device “cones” the specimen.

?Gyratory compaction the wave of the future?


MN moving to 100% GC


A lot of affirmative head shakes.  

AAMAS study done pre-SP showed that field density and gyratory and particle alignment better by using gyratory.

?What are states doing to help consultants?


IA uses one-day workshop for engineers specifying mixes.  160 people last year and expect 160 this year.


Emphasis needed here, need to give consultants something because they operate using past approved practices.


NE has program being developed beginning with basics on what gyratory is and what / how used / for what / why.


?How can we help the consultants? 

Mathy Construction, for CoE and FAA jobs, did full design by SP.  Airport concerns on weight applications on landings.



What binder used?  

58-28 used on binder and 70-28 for surface (Ndes of 109).



Contractor (Mathy) put on one day seminars and going back to basics (some still specify pen asphalt).


NE  ?do other states use different grades for bnder and surface?

NE uses the same due to storage and tank availability.  Consultants not aware of this.


Still get questions from consultants “what is SP?”.  Have to tell them it is all or nothing, don’t mix specs.

?Will / should Nini change?

 For low volume.  IA found drop in gyratory to 35 correlated to 60 blow Marshall, so have to be careful on changing Nini.  IA matches up the voids and goes from there.  The question being what target voids do you shoot for.  If adjust voids from 4% then Nini and Ndes will change (a sliding scale situation)

?Does SP account for long term durability?


A nebulous subject with a lot of arguments.  Can’t wait for 25 years.


MN first indication is yes on durability improvement


Huber – durability is based on %AC.  


IA - Coarser agg structures and needs for higher film thickness and use of high and low temp cosiderations should lead to longer life.


Depends on materials available.  Availability of aggregates on non-Interstate is a problem (county work, environments and loads)


-200 big influence on VMA creates some over concern with cleanness of the agg in order to get film thickness.


Permeability concern on coarse mixes.  


One permeability issue is specimen height.  Lower height won’t get permeability.  FL found this out (old ¾” mix marshall results now in ½” SP.  Look to lift thickness as a permeability factor.

?What is the purpose of equi-viscous mixing and compaction temperatures? 

Who uses ?

– MN

IA uses set temps not viscosity for mix.  Temp does have influence on compaction but not mix.


NE uses compaction temps per supplier.  Also change mix temp per supplier.

Contractors modify temp for compaction according to supplier and modification, if any.

Use supplier recommendations.

IN similar – start from supplier recommendation and go from there adjusting high end and low end on trial and error to get compaction on site.

Do to high shear forces in the Gyratory, temperature is not much of an issue in the gyratory application.

?Any states limit temps for modified asphalts? 

IN specs recommendations of supplier as control.  MN allows an increase of 20 degrees over supplier recommendation.  MI uses low of 250 and high of 350 on the street.  IA uses 260 to 330, but will waive for modified asphalts (330 is out of the plant).  NE uses a high and low of 250.  States moving away from absolute temperature limits in specs.

Where take temp on the road in MI – behind the screed or in hopper.  Use an IR gun (consistency shown in gun use compared to thermometers and breakage of thermometers)

?Who monitors storage temperature?  

Suppliers store at generally lower temp than at plant.  IA uses QA program with 2 hour check on temps in tanks.  

Agitation and other handling requirements also required for polymers.

CONTRACTOR – Too many mix designs being required.  Do states allow transfer of mix designs between projects?  NE allows where same suppliers (higher grade of mixes). NE looking a new mix design (whether required?) when change binder on mix

MI checks volumetrics to see if impact (no problems with high type design used in lower traffic application).  IN supplier no longer has original material and have to go to new supplier (concern with moisture sensitivity although same grades used) so require new mix design not just moisture sensitivity check.  Others do this?  MI grabs field sample.  IA does the same but uses hydrated lime so less concern.  WI allows different designs to use different binders – look at volumetrics and impacts (TSR impact) – allow submittal by contractor covering both binders anticipated and provide data.  

?For acceptance of mix design what do the states do? 

MI design done by contractors and verified (out of the plant by the state on contractor prepared samples).  MN verifies contractor lab mix and do TSR in lab

NE central lab does mix verification

WI – Do review process by aggregate history over past 6 years and moving away from mix design use and looking at the plant.  Contractor can submit paperwork process to accomplish review – leave design up to contractor.  Resource limitations at the state.  Purpose of mix design must be realized.  


Field test strips  are the main answer

IN requires paperwork and will calibrate if using ignition oven.  Will spot check duing the job to see if results correlate.  If. contractor getting paid there is no problem.


IA changes with the Districts to meet their own comfort level.

Session #2 – Construction- Moderator Dudley Bonte, Rieth-Riley Constr. Co.

?Are states experience high roadway voids and problems?  Project to project issue?

Compaction – Is 94% achievable for surface mixes?  State density IN 92-96 of TMD with plate sample off roadway and cores.  MN specify 92 and give bonus up to 96.  WI uses 92 TMD using nuclear gage (majority of projects use measurement by contractor) NE uses 92 moving average based on cores after first lot.  If problem go to cores, otherwise nuclear.  Use disencentive and incentive.  IA uses 92 to 94 to 96 of lab density and uses average per lot of 4 to 8% voids and uses cores.  Has incentive and disencentive.

What about plant air voids? 

State checks IA, NE.

?How doing as a contractor with these standards?  Depends on process.  If coordinate and have reasonable mix then no problem.  IN rarely have 94% density on surface (9.5mm).  IN problem – no differential due to what base you are laying the course on.  WI has recognized type of base and density required based on this.  IN talking about raising the bar to 94% but struggling to get 92% on surface).  Think related to pavement depth, thinner lift and stiffer mix with 9.5mm.  Mixes primarily below the restricted zone.  

?Is segregation a common problem with SP and what remedies used?

  Contractor – get it placed and don’t rake it.  Temp a concern with modified AC.  MI a real concern with segregation.  Developed a spec to identify visually the areas of segregation with industry and academia.  MI spec relies heavily on visual identification this year.  Training with industry ad state personnel. Use  non-uniformity as a training standard for training of the personnel and density variation combinations.  Emphasizing the training and the subject approach.  Contractor still responsible to resolve.  KS a couple years ago developed a nuclear density variation specification for segregation.  IN uses a transfer device to minimize segregation.  Option to use MTV in IA.  MN may specify MTV.  IN doesn’t require MTV use but would like to require use to address both thermal and aggregate segregation.  Rear dump truck problem with segregation.  MI developed a material transfer system with optional use by the contractor.  Some contractors buying shuttlebuggies to get the smoothness incentive.  MN research monitoring on thermal segregation and it was very evident in rolling patterns used.  Monitoring done on several projects.  It allowed the contractor to see in real time where adjustment in rolling patterns would yield better density.  

IA – a fine mix with isolated large aggregate more prone to segregation than the coarse mixes.  Need to look at film thickness also.

?What incentives are there to handling segregation?

IN uses template samples.  MI also samples from the street and this helps handle the segregation problem.  IA has used template sampling for 25 years.  NE samples all volumetric samples behind the paver (NE uses microwave to reheat so that asphalt binder doesn’t break down).  KS samples behind the paver on random basis. 

?Is there a difference between the plate sample and the plant ? 

MI – want to know what is going on behind the paver on the street.  IN used volumetric acceptance wanting 4% air voids on the road (of 340k tons – 125k ton came in at less than 4% air voids).  Need to know what is on road.

?Anyone measuring permeability? 

WI pilots done.    Real concern is with the SMAs, not with the traditional fine mixes normally used in WI.  WI doesn’t measure anything for acceptance behind the paver.  IA involved in research using NCAT permeameter.  Haven’t seen any big problems.  

?Tender compaction zones?

Experience and procedures?  Mix specific not SP specific.  Sometimes grade dependent.  Seeing tender zones 10% of time.  Use a lot rubber tire rollers on non-polymerized binder.   MI  Tender zones same for Marshall and SP.  Have to hit it hot and then stay off.  Most contractors compacting at lower temps than in past and have adjusted to the roller needs to get density.  Finding the way to get the min. compaction required before the tender zone reached.  Learned day by day in QC measurements and results.  IA a lot of complaints about 58-28 being tender in nature and scuffing after they have pulled off, but specific to mixture, supplier and project (mixes sometimes too clean and not stiff enough as a result.).  Cores taken and checked reclaimed AC on DSR and still below 2.0 Pa.  

?What allowed in JMF revisions once mix approved?

IA and NE has tolerances by sieve and can change binder content.  The mix will be separated out by cores.  As long as getting film thickness, don’t worry about change.  MI will check deign volumetrics.  WI , if blend changes will check.  Also if change AC and look at air void content, also look at dust change and air voids/AC.   

?Tolerances from JMF  in VMA? – WI and IA and IN +/- 1%

NE sublots 500 ton, voids, Gmm, Gmb, etc 4 times per day.  MN one sample per 1000 ton (companion) and allow only 0.3 VMA drop.  Responsibility of contractor with their supplier.  Contractors in MN generally overdesign  their VMA.  MI uses 400 to 2000 tons interval.  KS uses incentive on air voids as does MI.  KS does ¼ the contractor tests and compares.  MN accepts based on tolerance of tests as verified by the state.  KS Contractors – sometimes a problem with the comparison due to greater experience of the contractor personnel than the state personnel.   Experience of testing personnel greater for contractor than the state tester.  Often have to show the state tester how to run the test.  All states required to have qualified testers, but one week in class using equipment doesn’t make a good tester.  For failures are results being double checked?  IA odds are that any problems noted in the testing are on the contracting side since state has system of proficiency sampling and checks.  Any situation where testing errors of state not charged to contractor and contractor costs covered due to error? 

Session #3 – General Issues – Moderator Ray Hogrefe, Jebro, Inc.

Why doesn’t AC adhere to the stone as well as it did using the old AC-20 specs?


Have been hearing this for quite a while.  Don’t believe this is true.


When working with the material as a lab technician notice that the material doesn’t stick to your hands like it did (seen it in modified asphalts – latex).


SBR material first used – contractor said stickier to work with and less segregation as a result.  Suppliers say no difference.  Disappearance of local crude sources that people were used to and use of global sources now.

Huber – in the 70s during the oil embargo there were some changes noted by people , unmodified grades are the same as they have been although tested differently due to PG, no difference.  


Typical 58-28 used softer (AC-10) but this is explainable compared to results of AC-10 midgrade and AC-20s variation.  


MN one source showed 25% stripping and went to another source and got only 5% stripping with same grade.  

?SMAs: their application, paving practices, and method of compaction measurement? 

Used a lot around Chicago, MO uses in urban areas, WI increased use of SMA in high traffic projects and better performance (lower maintenance and less cracking).  WI less cracking of major nature and heals itself better.  NE used and very satisfied with results over concrete.  MD has adapted SMA into an SMA/SP mix – they are the leaders in the country.  GA also uses a lot.  WI uses Gyratory in SMA design.

?Have the aggregate producers had any difficulties? 

MO producers say yes.  IA had a lot of trouble at first but producers found way to produce needed aggregates for SP.  Aggregate properties required are very much on the producers mind and necessary equipment to produce the product qualities.  Contractors have also found that quality control technicians training is important and necessary for the aggregate producers.  Chips production critical to producer and in demand.  Waste products of aggregates in producing SP aggregates. 

?How are agencies determining S.G. of RAP material? 

NCSP and NCHRP 9-12 have just finished research and guidelines will be printed soon.  Free publication copies are available.  Basically , you will have to rely on your own experience using your own materials.  (Ignition breakdown)  

On S.G. of mix couple of options. (Use Gse for rap or adjust, or )  Didn’t see any great changes in the use of rap in SP and previous mixes.  Regional study had one mix that was too fine and couldn’t go up to 50% rap – what used to work before will work now.  Manual has gotten rave reviews and should be out shortly.

?Cold in place recycling and microsurfacing?

IA uses CIR on a lot of local jobs – more of an art than science – relies on expertise of the contractors.  SD has done a fair amount on old asphalt pavements to try to reduce reflective cracking and some thermal cracking leaving enough material for adequate base.  MN has used more in the past couple years and results look promising compared to overlays in one District.  NE used to due 8-9 per year on low volume and they are doing well.  KS uses and works out well for cracking as long as use lime or some other stabilizer, and having a good contractor will help out quite a bit since it is an art.  IA – foamed asphalt pilot used for CIR is year.  Larger rock not coated when use foamed asphalt?  Project will be monitored for  next 5 years.  Coating is intuitively desired but not fully necessary, test results show it sticking together quite well (strings the asphalt out similar to a net and this is sufficient to hold the aggregate together).  Foamed asphalt used to reclaim the subgrade and seal coat or overlay used. 

Huber – CIR not as structurally strong as HMA, what about HIR (intended to be as strong as HMA).  

MI experience with HIR not good.  Looking at a couple jobs for CIR.  CIR uses less than 1% water which is a lot less than emulsion and can set quicker.  CIR thought to be acceptable in some cases as a substitute for HMA lift.

Microsurfacing -  Used by NE to stretch out life of roadway, IA used a lot for 4-5 years then quit using it (politics) on all traffic volume facilities

?Chip seals used much?  

MI uses extensively.  MN moving to increase use as preventive maintenance.  

?DTT what is the status of the test?


IA playing with it – variability high at this time.  If MP1a adopted (doubtful at this time, then suppliers would have to get device.  Variability now about 20%.  Multi-state round robin using 5-7 labs reporting there is good correlation in round robins.  New procedure fro critical cracking temp being presented to AASHTO – time intensive test is involved – will the states use the test and how?  IA limited in number of lab personnel and will be hard to add the test to normal sequence (if get to bending beam and it passes will the test be required?  Wouldn’t run on all samples but only on failing samples.  

?Specifications and test procedures on modified binders?

Part of MP1a.  Based on economics.  Suppliers will have to recover their costs.  IA – PG+ specs were shouted down in the past but now may be appropriate.  Many states using test procedures that arrive at a PG+ situation.  Don’t want to limit industry but don’t want phosphoric acid modified asphalt.  

Rotational viscometer temp and torque needs verified: questions raised hopefully would be covered by revisions under consideration by AASHTO.  Disagreement whether spindle should be in or not and positioning of the thermometer to get the real temp.  AASHTO needs to clarify.  

DSR:
1.don’t remove the plate

2.  difference in procedures used normally compared to the complicated procedure used in the test method according to AMRL checks.  

Session #4 – Test Standardization – Moderator Mike Heitzman, IA DOT

Speaker – Rich Wolters, MAPA  (handout provided)

Presentation and then Q and A, with emphasis from the contractors

Three objectives for the group: test standardization issue and history presentation, feedback, and provide information to the NCAUPG management committee.  

Previous mutual agreement that Gmb, Gmm, and agg Gsb are critical to production and acceptance testing and need to be addressed for uniformity and standardization in the QC/QA system used.  Each state developed their own definition of quality and moved to pilot specs.  Check and balance systems set up for product quality and control in pre-SP era.  Draft presented to NCAUPG in April 1995 for test standardization.  SHRP was evolving through binder and mix ETGs.  MIX  ETG endorsed need for test standardization, reduction of testing options, address non-SHRP as task, use AASHTO as base line, make prerequisite for SP level I and level II, optimize training efficiency and efforts.  Most of mix sold by industry is through the ASTM requirements.  Subtask group set up in mix ETG to review AASHTO tests, review LTPP tests, 18 tests for SP Level I, conducted 8 conference calls sessions, provided product for review and comment by ETG.  Final version sent to NCAUPG after partnering and coordination with industry and states and adopted by NCAUPG in 1996.  Sent to AASHTO.  The things stopped in progress toward standardization.  Need future action on agg Gsb, compactor precision and bias, Gmb, Gmm, possible round robin in NCAUPG(?).  What is needed to get moving?  

Q/A and comments to be forwarded to NCAUPG management committee.  Most of technicians at meeting haven’t been aware of background and work done to date.  


What are the next steps to be done?  Is it still a pertinent subject – yes.  Need to bring to management committee and have them bring this to the forefront of the materials group.  Do a round robin?  Start a review of the basic tests.  4 states now have an agreement.  Multi-state binder acceptance program principle can be taken to the mix for use.


Test standardization is of importance to industry and owners.  Need input for other test procedures and development underway (such as Corlock)


Training uniformity and aggregate testing variability is in need of emphasis.  There are still great variations between states for testing of the same aggregate or mixes.


Need to recognize state variations that are necessary for their materials and results applicable to their situation.  Some variations have merit and should be kept where appropriate to the materials and product.  


Regional training and parallel uniformity an issue in technician certification arena.  Not uncommon for industry entity to operate in three different states.


Other regions at different status.  NE last to get into the question but has made the most progress.  Regional agreement reached, training and QC/QA uniformity.  What does NCAUPG want to do?  Local/regional advancement is first priority.


State variability in where sampling done.  This is a place to start in working to standardization.


Is the subject still a valid subject? Yes


Need standard for reduction of sample.  TP-4(provisional and ’00) specific in running compactor but preparation of sample not covered.  


Gyratory mix charging.


What can be done better in Rice specific gravity?  Agg gravity, bulk SG mix?  CorLock still important to pursue as improved method?  NCAT work on improved methods underway.  


Suggest survey at technician level on tests and problems/variations in NCAUPG to give sense of problem scope and nature.  Would technicians participate as a group or is it better to use representatives in a reduced forum from states and industry?  Could take 

1996 product recommended by NCAUPG and use as a starting point for further action?  


Individual state peculiarities consideration needs still evident in the 4 state agreement of test standardization (NE, IA, KS, MO).  Increased difficulty in trying to address mix characteristics.  Suggest uniformity in running gyratory.  Need input from industry technicians on what should be addressed.


Round robin testing suggestion would increase confidence of participants and ease the way to backing off resource applications where not needed.  Round robins for HMA is a large daunting task but it could be done and could be , extended to industry.  AMRL statistics too broad and it would be better to establish NCAUPG boundaries for use (precision and bias).  Could NCSPC be used for this?  A regional ETG?


The technicians in NCAUPG are trained and a valuable resource that can be used.


TX uses round robin between all divisions.  ND uses a value and range in tests results to give technician a window of what the group is doing.  


Round robins need to include both state in industry participants to have a value.  Mathy Construction currently has round robin samples from WI and MI.  Other states challenged to participate and enter into an active working round robin group.  Use each state procedure and SHRP samples to compare.  Is there more than one way to run a test such as Rice?  Each state is challenged to do their industry/state round robins.  GA publishes results of all participants in their round robins to generate competition.  


There is still an agency and industry concern.


Proceed with establishment of priority items.


Beware of time constraints and scope of what round robins would consist of, keep it within reason and controllable.  Use of NCSPC would be appropriate.


Industry supports the round robin concept.


National level looking a possible variation causes in Gsb, Gmm, and Agg Gsb.


Do we need to look at binder?  No response to question from group.  NCAUPG needed work on standardizing the binder tests?  Response – binder control taken out of the contractor’s hands and given to suppliers.  New testing procedures being developed still a question for binder.  Expand the multi-state group for binder testing to all of NCAUPG? – yes.  Would other regional groups have involvement? – yes  National groups (NAPA) pushing the issue and coordinated action.  


Issue in MN lab is extraction.  Aggregate makeup is a part of this (ignition oven, absorption).  Gradations and washing of aggregates extracted also of concern as influence on results, also.


Include TSR test on the list of MN concerns.  Level of air voids and degree of saturation an issue.  Repeatability is +/- 20 % and a problem.  (T-283).


IN sent survey to FHWA, and NCAUPG ON T-283 applicability.  Nobody likes the test or thinks it appropriate for control.


Original test purpose was to show if the anti-strip improved the wet strength of the mix.  How many people look at this and the improvement? Rather than use as go-no go?  


NCSPC would probably support the ideas presented and will work with the states and industry.   

Session #5 – Quality Control – Moderator Rhonda Richardson, IN DOT

Question:  Lab accreditation vs. Lab Qualification:  How should they differ?


Indiana lab (Central) is AMRL Accredited.  Six district labs verified through similar AMRL process by Central lab.

Iowa has central lab AMRL accredited.  Six labs perform round robin sent by central lab and meet similar requirements of AMRL as verified by central IOWA lab.  The six labs are inspected, technicians are watched while performing tests, however, inspections are not as rigorous as results are monitored to identify problems.

MN : same setup as IOWA/INDIANA

All Indiana accredited contractors must perform proficiency sample exchange (AMRL)

?How do states handle binder supplier accreditation and proficiency?  

Indiana handles binder suppliers similar to mixes including proficiency round robin exchanges 

Illinois performs physical lab inspections

Iowa is part of regional round robin program and occasionally inspects, each lab annually inspected (not necessarily rigorously)

MN shares inspection results with neighboring states 

Indiana unique as liquid asphalt sampled from asphalt plant, not accept on certification from refinery

Iowa samples every 40 tons of binder from plants.  

Michigan samples from binder from asphalt plants on a random basis

?How are failures addressed?

Indiana allows failures to stand unless appealed with differing results obtained from same material same sample date proving better results.  

How are each state sampling HMA and FHWA’s approval?

Indiana plate samples with FHWA support.

Nebraska samples by plate behind screed randomly located.  

Illinois samples from back of truck.  One foot of material removed and sample obtained out of truck.

Wisconsin has not found any statistical difference between paver and truck sampling.

?What benefits are found between plant and field sampling?  

Indiana found no difference from truck to road.  Benefit from field sampling i.e. disencentive for segregation issues on mat.

Iowa takes four samples which prevents identifying segregation 

Kansas takes three samples from random truck for a sublot

?Do plate samples cause smoothness issues?

Iowa says no.  MN doesn’t allow sampling in path where profilograph runs

?Does correlation improve or not from truck samples and road sample?

IN : Air voids higher at truck than that sampled from road.  Indiana contractor identified AirVoid, Binder Content and gradation differences between truck and road samples.  

?Was differences in IN Contractor due to reheating?

No.  

MI:  Ten jobs studied for different process – Truck sampled, then followed to job where same truck sampled behind paver.  Mixed results.  Possibly due to many factors such as material storage and handling etc.  

?What are states doing with Verification results?  

Kansas.  If state and contractor agree, contractor’s results used for acceptance.

Iowa.  Verification samples not performed regularly and with delay causing delimna as job finished and verification process after the fact shows differences.

20 years ago Fed’s QC/QA process philosophy was verification testing was to determine if the process is working and not tied to payment.

Federal regulations currently mandate that an initial investigation be performed to verify contractor/state results at beginning of job and then can you justify using contractors results for payment.  

Iowa responds immediately when verification testing doesn’t verify.  

?GYRATORY COMPACTORS.  How are correlation problems addressed? 

FHWA Kit study from TRB.  Dynamic angle measurement tool going inside the mold.  Angle differences significantly impact compaction.  Question arises what does this device tell us?  Many variables being evaluated.  Worst case scenario is still better than Marshall ever was.  Bulk specific gravity test can influence any gyratory effect.

Iowa mentions TRB papers and their study with four models side by side showing differences.  

Price for kit device 5-11 thousand dollars.  Issues arise out of the use as currently these compactors meet TP-4 yet this may show differences.  

Iowa comments again on great precision between their Gyratories.  Contractor’s test results were modified to meet state’s results.  

?What attention is paid to the mold?

Iowa does pay some attention to molds such as barreled or egg shaped?  Pine is investigating “plate deflection”.  Plate deflection defined by top and bottom plates must be perfectly parallel otherwise you have plate deflection.

Maintenance is major player in compactor consistency.  Current angle verification process doesn’t identify this. 

?Is stopping compaction at N-Des causing problems and how are tender specimens handled?

Kansas and Iowa are at N-Max, Indiana is N-Des.  The use of a fan can cool the specimen enough to prevent deformation of the sample.  

?Density.  There seems to be substantial differences between nuclear gauge and coring?

Nebraska gives the option of either.  A tolerance is established using the gauge to offset readings.

Kansas uses Nuclear gauge.  

Permeameter could replace coring for density.  Florida has abandoned the Nuclear Gauge.  Iowa study shows that gauge is very user specific. 

MN DOT uses only cores. 

Indiana contractor says training is the issue for getting good results.  

?Have states used other criteria than ESAL #’s for establishing density requirements?  

Iowa follows Superpave with very few exceptions.  

Variability in Lottman test results.  What are states experiencing?  

Iowa uses hydrated lime unless proof shows mix meets 80% TSR.  Question for Iowa: Do they try and match contractor saturation rate to verify contractor’s results?  Iowa says no.  Follow up asks then are you comparing apples?  Iowa says no for those circumstances.  Iowa comments that liquid anti-stripping can lower dry strength justifying the sole use of hydrated lime for this purpose.

MN says dry strength is more important to measure than wet strength.  

Indiana mentions following dosage rate for liquid anti-strip is critical for achieving results.  

Illinois uses liquid anti-strip.

Nebraska does final testing of puck prepared for TSR testing, Nebraska does not perform the conditioning.  

Which is the best way to reduce a sample to test size? 

Iowa scoops but is evaluating quartering process.  Very technician dependent for quartering process. 

Indiana quarters but is studying the scoop method.  External heating device can help maintain the heat for a sample expediting testing especially for gyratory compaction.

How is RAP treated in production and is the binder is checked as influenced by the RAP?

Iowa has a process for changing the binder grade due to %RAP and has had few problems. 

Closing Remarks – Erv Dukatz, Jr., Mathy Construction Co.

This year’s issues similar to last years.  Good discussion on how to run tests, however no conclusion.  Rice test in particular being discussed in management session.  Very precise test, but not getting consistent results and/or practice within any particular state’s labs.  Looking for volunteers to generate round robin samples and test them.  

Can we identify among all of the various forms of a particular test a specific variation and as a group try it?  With SUPERPAVE all of these new things coming at once we need to step back and take them on one by one.  We need a commonality between states so that we are all doing the same thing.  This will save a lot of money.  All will have to meet the same level of proficiency.  

This sessions format generally felt was good i.e. moderator and questions gone through one by one.  Does anyone feel anything missed?  Answer was “need to get more aggregate producers here”.  Need more contractors as well.  

Closing:  12:05 PM, 1-17-2001

