Date:

October 21, 2004

From:

Kim Gilbert, Secretary AIF Steering Committee

To:

Asphalt Industry Forum (AIF) Steering Committee Members

Subject:
Minutes for October 20, 2004 Meeting

Attendance: 
Tom Peterson 

Tim Aschenbrener
(Co-Chairs)




John Cheever

Bill Schiebel 

Kim Gilbert




Gordon Peterson
Jim Zufall

Mark Mueller



Tom Blair

Donna Harmelink
Gary DeWitt






Kyle Alpha









Not Present:

Jim Fife

Marshall Shacklelford

Gary Meacham







Gary Meacham had planned to attend but had a last minute issue arise.  He sent his regrets.  CDOT announced several changes in membership to the Steering Committee.  Dick Hines has retired and Kim Gilbert will be the new member.  Bob LaForce has retired and Bill Schiebel will be the new member.  With Bill’s transfer to Region 1 there is still a CDOT vacancy for the Asphalt Pavement Program Manager.  Jean Wallace of the Colorado Division FHWA has taken on new responsibilities and Donna Harmelink will be the new member.

Agenda:

Progress of Existing Task Forces

Dispute Resolution:  The task force will next meet on November 2, 2004.  A training with FHWA to discuss percent within limit specifications may come in the future.  Representatives from Arizona (one contractor and one agency rep.) have been invited to Colorado to present their dispute resolution at the AIF in February.    There was a consensus that the work shouldn’t be rushed just to get the specification onto jobs being released this November and December.  Industry would prefer to wait until the 2006 construction season for implementation so their concerns can be addressed.  CDOT agreed to the industry’s request.  The groundwork that is all ready in place has been beneficial this past construction season and will continue to be beneficial until the final product is complete.   

Smoothness:  The task force is making good progress.  There is a sense of urgency within CDOT to get the specification onto some pilot jobs in the next construction season.  It is hoped that the spec will be on 12 asphalt jobs and 2 concrete jobs in 2005.

Three main issues remain:

First, the spec is not easy to read and easy to apply.  It will be rewritten for clarity.  It is hoped to be complete by done by December 8, 2004.

Second, the amount of the incentive/disincentive (I/D) is expected to change.  There is a desire to increase the I/D and, possibly, phase in the new disincentive portion.  The I/D issue may be resolved by December 8, 2004.  If it isn’t resolved, the spec could be put out at the current I/D levels and improvements could be incorporated for the 2006 construction season.  

Third, the requirement for QC testing with a profilograph or profiler for the pilot specification.  CDOT has indicated for some time that the QC requirements of the new profiler would be based at the contractors discretion (profilograph, other).  The last task force meeting (October 7) was the first one where there was an indication of QC requirements based on profilers.  This may be problematic for contractors for the initial pilot projects.  
Several Contractors are making plans to purchase a profiler.  
SMA:  The SMA task force is making good progress and should continue.  They will address Marshall vs. SuperPave designs and longitudinal joints on SMA pavements.

Aggregate Quality:  The task force is on track.  They will continue to work on using Gse instead of Gsb to calculate VMA.

P200:  The task force is on track and is working to determine the need for a dust to asphalt ratio.

Segregation:  This task force is still ongoing and is awaiting the CSU report on identifying segregation with a nuclear density gauge.

New topics were discussed to ascertain their appropriateness for task force work.  A task force can handle some topics while other topics can be handled through updates.

Topics Requiring an Update

QC for Pay:  A “Lessons Learned” meeting is being planned to discuss the findings from the Region 2 pilot project.  Richard Zamora and Gordon Peterson will give an update at the next AIF meeting.  The task force will need one meeting to prepare a debriefing and to put together the lessons learned.

Rapid Asphalt Repair of Concrete Pavement:  Region 4 is working on how to perform a rapid (8 hour) repair on concrete pavement that has structural repair needs.  They hope to get 5 – 10 years out of the repair.  Gary DeWitt can update the AIF on what they determine is a feasible plan of action.

Compactor Variability:  This was one of two topics presented by industry as priority items.  Here are several concerns:
· 4” vs. 6” molds
· round robins

· internal angle

· lab vs. field verification

CDOT will present information at the next AIF about their quality assurance program, round robins, and will give case histories of problems found through investigations.  Tom Brovold will be invited to talk about internal angles and 4” pucks.  Additional efforts will be considered based on the feedback from the December AIF.  

Hot In-Place Recycling (HIPR):  Jay Goldbaum will get together with Bill Morlan to address this issue individually.

105 & 106 Mix Verification Changes:  Richard Zamora will contact RMEs to gather more data about the need to have elements of the Gradation Specification meet a minimum quality level of 65 when verifying the mix.  Richard will give a follow up summary at the December AIF meeting.  Gary DeWitt would like to discuss how much a  Rice should be able to change before a new mix design is required.

Possible Task Force Topics

Longitudinal Joints:  There is a need to reconvene the Longitudinal Joint task force for one or two meetings to address several issues.  The effort should focus only on the issues identified at today’s meeting.  There are concerns about:

· Setting a tolerance for where the core must be taken.

· The need to say when the cores should be taken.

· Can the task force give guidance for echelon paving?   Should the high end of the core density be capped?

· Should the spec be interrupted in difficult to pave areas?  There was (mixed reactions versus not much support - ?) not much support within the Steering Committee for this concept, but the Task Force will listen to the argument.

· Should all lifts be subject to the spec?  What if a bottom lift is on ABC?

Bill Schiebel was congratulated by the steering committee for doing an excellent job in summarizing last season’s experiences.  CAPA (who is CAPA- ?) mentioned that a month ago, they thought this topic would have taken the entire morning and would have been highly controversial.  Bill did a great job.

Cold Milling:  Cold milling has been troublesome on some projects.  A task force would work on both scoping and specification issues.  Indiana and Tennessee have recently written specs to deal with cold milling issues by working with the owner, paving contractor, and equipment manufacturers.  The committee saw this issue as a priority.  The task force scope and membership could be put in place at the December AIF so work could start very soon.

Equipment and Operator Qualification:  CDOT proposed having a certification requirement for paving equipment and paving personnel due to several problem projects in 2004.  After discussion with industry, it was revised to qualification requirements.  A task force could do a fact-finding mission to see what is available.  Terry Humphrey of Cat would be a good starting place.

{Comment:  Although the following statements are certainly true, I don’t recall if they were discussed at the meeting or are more editorial in nature.  They obviously reflect CDOT’s viewpoint.  Should it stay or should it be eliminated? – I don’t know.} 
While most companies see this as an internal issue, some Contractors neglect employee training and equipment maintenance.  Companies who are operating below the expected industry minimum need to be brought up to speed to ensure that CDOT receives quality paving.  

Other Topics

Task Force Etiquette:  Because Contractors are too busy to go to task force meetings during the height of the construction season, task forces have not been meeting from May to September.  The plusses and cons of this policy were discussed.  The committee recognized the need to sometimes meet in the summer so task forces aren’t rushed to get a spec out before jobs go to ad in November.   

Each individual task force may have a different set of needs.  If it is thought that a task force may need to meet in the summer months, this could be conveyed to possible participants before they volunteer to be on the task force.  The steering committee could determine if summer meetings might be necessary.  They will certainly be kept to a minimum.  Also, emails and evotes can be done in the summer months without holding a formal meeting.  

Next Meeting  

December 10, 2004:  

· AIF coffee at 8:00 am
· AIF meeting at 8:30 am
