Rice Task Force Meeting Minutes
May 1, 2007
Attendees:
John Cheever, Aggregate Industries


Neal Retzer,  CDOT

Richard Zamora, CDOT

Discussion Items:

· The task force reviewed information from several different transportation agencies.  A summary of what was found is attached.  In summary, it appears most organizations rely on a daily theoretical maximum specific gravity to determine the percent relative compaction.
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· Based upon what was learned, the task force agreed that an average daily rice value would be the most appropriate method to resolve the issues experienced related to fluctuating maximum specific gravities.  
· The task force agreed that every project would need to complete check testing on theoretical maximum specific gravity.  
· The task force identified several areas where changes would be needed to address the move to an average daily Rice.  These included the testing schedule, CP 13 and various other locations within the Revisions of 105 and 106.
Action Items:

· John Cheever and Neal Retzer will compile all the information learned from various other agencies into one document.
· Richard Zamora will develop a summary table showing where language changes or additions are needed to accommodate the change to an average daily theoretical maximum specific gravity for review by the task force.  He will also draft the necessary language to make the changes.
Next Meeting:

No meeting has been scheduled.  The task force will communicate electronically through the summer and meet only if necessary to resolve further issues prior to the September 2007 MAC meeting.
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RICE/DENSITY ISSUE

Other agency practices

Both Utah and New Mexico use a Rice value based on measured maximum specific gravities taken daily from material sampled on the project.  Both have pro’s and con’s in how they are implemented.


Utah:  Utah uses a “lot” system similar to a Federal Aviation project.  Four samples of asphalt are taken daily.  A rice test is done on three of the four samples and an average of the three tests is then used for a maximum specific value for that day’s production to be used to measure percent in-place density.



Pro:
This is essentially a running average of three values so that the effect of any one test that is outside the band is minimized by using the average.



Con:  The magnitude of daily tests is increased to a degree that additional testing personnel is often required or the test results can be delayed.


New Mexico:
A daily Rice value is used to determine that day’s in place densities as well.  Rice tests are performed by both QC and QA technicians as a part of the normal frequency of asphalt testing similar to the frequency of tests on CDOT projects.  The tests of both technicians are combined and averaged to determine the daily Rice value.



Pro:
A number of daily tests are used to determine the average value for the daily value.  Individual testing discrepancies are minimized.  Both QC and QA technician’s results are used, minimizing the effect of increased testing duties.


Con:
There is no check test procedure in effect for New Mexico to insure that the two lab’s results are within a specified range.  Discrepancies in test results both between the technicians and with other volumetric test results are not addressed.


Conclusion:  (Personal opinion)


Both systems give a specific gravity result that more truly represents that of the asphalt being used on the project.


Any measure to implement the actual rice value of asphalt being used on the project is going to require an increase in the volume of field lab testing, thereby increasing the work load and responsibilities of the field technician.


Any specification developed should include or at least address the results of both QC and QA test results.  This would surely necessitate adding the Rice test to the check test program.


Using actual maximum specific gravity values to determine in-place density would, by necessity, pressure the contractor to increase the emphasis on field lab Rice results.  This should serve to more closely monitor production and provide a better finished product.

South Dakota: Two cores within two sub lots (500 tons) per 1000 tons are taken for in place density acceptance. The two core’s bulk specific gravities are averaged and used with a single maximum specific gravity value that is from within the same 100 ton lot to determine in place density. This would essentially be a daily Rice value.


Pro: Test results for in place density are more accurate for both QC and QA. 


Cons: South Dakota uses cores for acceptance. QA densities are not known until at least one day after mat is down. This also does not capture fluctuations in Gmm from one day to the next. 


Wisconsin and Indiana: Contractors from Wisconsin and Indiana can request a change to the mix design Gmm before production begins.  The contractor cannot request what the Gmm should be but can request that the DOT make the change. 



Pro: This may be helpful when a contractor has been using a certain mix previous in the season to the current project and knows that the Gmm has changed since the mix design was submitted.  This would be a good way to already have the most accurate Rice results before a Compaction Test Section even starts.


Cons: Not sure how often and or how practical this procedure would be for Colorado. This method doesn’t seem like this would solve very many of CDOT’s problems.


Conclusion: This may just be a remedy for a problem specific to Wisconsin and Indiana. They may reuse a lot of the same mix designs over the course of a paving season but their Gmm fluctuates quite a bit over that time.


Maryland:  A daily Rice value is used.  This daily value is the average of the QA and the QC test result.  Maryland also used cores for the acceptance densities..


Michigan:
A daily Rice value is used to determine that day’s in place densities as well.  They use a PWL system similar to FAA work with 5 sublots per lot.


Nevada:  A daily Rice value is also used.



