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FHWA and National Center for Pavement Preservation (NCPP)

Jim Sorenson, Steve Mueller, Chris Newman, Dave Geiger, Jeff Lewis, Larry Galehouse

Project Team

Jim Moulthrop, Dragos Andrei, Glynn Holleran, Gary Hicks, David Peshkin

Team Presentation (will be sent out as a PowerPoint presentation)

Report Discussion

G. Hicks suggested that the team consider grinding out some ruts for actual rut comparisons in the phase 3 effort.  S. Shatnawi also brought up that since these sites will be in several states that a means for consistent evaluation needs to be considered.

Larry Galehouse brought up that aesthetics and appearance needed to be considered.  A lot of the appearance problems are a result of picking a light colored aggregate (e.g., limestone).  As the asphalt wears the light aggregate shows through and looks “worn.”  

L. Galehouse also discussed the Michigan failure (<$1M job, $10M in claims, $6M paid out).  The problem appears to have come from the supplier changing crude sources and this information not being passed down to the project people.  The new crude had more paraffin and combined with the freak rainstorm at the end of the evening project, the emulsion had not set before traffic was let on it.  G. Holleran mentioned that the French Wet Track Abrasion Test (WTAT) short-term tests should be able to catch this problem.  He also mentioned that a bitumen composition test might identify the changes in the crude source, but not describe its emulsion properties.  Any change in the crude source, however, could trigger a reformulation of the mix.  It was stressed that some sort of quality assurance (QA) tool would be needed to catch this, since information on switching crude sources is not always passed on to the emulsion contractors.  This also highlighted a weakness of the performance grade (PG) system.  M. Issa indicated that GA requires notification of any change in the crude source.  

J. Sorenson and D. Gieger suggested that there was hope that this research could lay the groundwork for studies on the fundamental properties of binders.  It is not in the scope of this project, but might be considered as a separate effort (contract), possibly using the present team (because of the reduced learning curve).  A separate funding effort would be needed to pursue this research.  

R. Thielke expressed some concern to make sure that this mix design research is giving us tools to evaluate what we are going to get in the field.  J. Sorenson also mentioned that there was a need for a higher reliability for slurries and micro-surfacing and that we will need to be able to deal with blends.

L. Galehouse mentioned that the guidelines need to deal with the pretreatments.  As an example, he pointed out that “over-bands” need to cure prior to surfacing.

G. Hicks mentioned that they may look at various noise aspects of the treatments.  He also brought up that they were going to look at compacted vs. non-compacted micro-surfacing treatments.  S. Mueller suggested that we might want to look at friction characteristics and splash-back of the different treatments.  L. Galehouse added that we might want to consider thicker lifts to get different textures.

S. Mueller asked why there was a need for high volume roads for the phase 3 testing.  He had concerns that this could lead to more spectacular failures.  He also added that the life-cycles for slurries and micro-surfacing in the report were based upon very limited surveys (and should so state).  There was mention of a Japanese test that is used for texture comparisons.  There was also discussion on the fact that the training section would need a trouble shooting section.  Also, safety issues should always be at the forefront, especially in the training.

Phase 2 Discussion

L. Galehouse indicated that there needs to be a clear definition for slurry seals and micro-surfacing and that agencies need performance measures.  R. Thielke wants to be assured that the lab tests give results for what is being placed in the field.  

G. Holleran hoped that they would be able to develop designs that won’t require much tweaking in the field.  Hopefully, field test can be developed to measure the friction and cohesion.

J. Sorenson asked that the states contribute mix designs that worked and those that didn’t.  He would like to put together a list of lessons learned.

L. Galehouse asked that acceptance tests be developed that can be done during and after the application of the treatment.  He mentioned that the Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) contractors have these requirements and will complain that slurries/micro-surfacing should have to test to the same degree as they do.  G. Holleran mentioned that the French require a one-year warranty on their micro-surfacing projects.  One possibility is to require warranty periods on slurry/micro-surfacing projects as a means of quality assurance.

J. Sorenson mentioned that we should audit the amounts of materials being placed.

S. Mueller asked whether stress and strain could be measured.  It was mentioned that these treatments were not structural solutions, but that stress and strain should be part of the fundamental study on binders.  Things that this team is studying include adhesion, cohesion and resistance to wear.  Glynn Holleran pointed out that although these are not fundamental properties, they are important features in order to relate mix properties to perfomance.

R. Thielke asked that repeatability be considered in phase 2 tests.  He also mentioned that the aggregate gradations, section 7.3, p. 130 was left in by mistake.  J. Geib asked whether the LA abrasion test was necessary?

Panel Recommendations

The panel felt that the project was going very well.  The literature search was comprehensive and provided a good background for future work.  The phase 2 work-plan was accepted with the following recommendations.

1.  There needs to be some form of acceptance testing.

The current method is a visual examination.  It was felt that the HMA contractors would pressure DOT’s for equal testing requirements.  Also, in order to know whether components have changed (e.g., crude sources, etc.), there is a need for some means of detecting this in the field.

The project team asked that the technical committee provide ideas for this type of testing.  The team did not really look into acceptance tests in Phase I.  There are several options they can evaluate in Phase II.

2.  Re-examine the training. 

Some of the portions might already be available through other sources (e.g., design/selection through NHI, etc.).  It was felt that the training should be sufficiently different or folks would not attend.  The target audience needs to be defined.  It is expected that training in mix designs would be of interest to the industry folks, but not the DOT folks.  If there are field tests, there might be a need for a separate training for the field inspectors.

3.  Binder testing estimate.

Although, it is not within the scope of work in this project, the projects team has great familiarity with the testing needs and could easily provide an estimate to J. Sorenson for a future project.

