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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The States collectively spend more than $10 billion annually to pave the nations highways with hot
mix asphalt (HMA).  Significant improvements in HMA performance will save users both time and
money.  Superpave (Superior Performing Asphalt Pavements) is a system developed to give highway
engineers and contractors the tools they need to design pavements specifically for the environment
and traffic loads experienced in service.

Superpave was one of seven technology groups developed under the Strategic Highway Research
Program (SHRP).  SHRP was completed in 1993 and presented an immediate implementation
challenge to the nation’s highway delivery system.  To achieve successful implementation, all
stakeholders needed to be involved, including the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the HMA
industry.

AASHTO created the “Task Force on SHRP Implementation” to take those actions needed to further
the implementation of the SHRP research.  In 1996, the Task Force created the “Lead State Program”
to share collective team member expertise on a formal basis with other states interested in taking
advantage of the SHRP research.

The Task Force and, by extension, the Lead State Program are scheduled to complete their missions
in the year 2000.  The purpose of this transition plan is to identify and recommend the institutional
framework and supportive system necessary to advance the technology absent the Superpave Lead
State Team.

It must be noted that the Superpave Lead State Team was not alone in facing the challenge of
implementation.  The FHWA, through its Office of Technology Application, provided the critical
and central institutions needed to facilitate national implementation.  Among others, these included
Expert Task Groups (ETG’s), the Superpave Technology Delivery Team, the Superpave Centers,
Mobile Asphalt Laboratories, and a National Pooled Fund Equipment Purchase.

As for the Asphalt Industry , they provided training, established User/Producer Groups and actively
participated in all other noted activities.

The result of these activities has been dramatic.  In 1999, the states awarded more than 3,000
Superpave projects, nearly ten times more than just two years previous and representing 46% of the
market share.  In 2001, the Superpave share of the market is expected to exceed 80%.

Unfortunately, in passing the 1998 Surface Transportation Act, Congress did not provide sufficient
funding to FHWA to support the Superpave System.  At the urging of the Task Force, AASHTO
created a new funding and management system, now known as the TRB Superpave Committee.  The
TRB Committee is charged with providing advice and assistance on the conduct of the Superpave
deployment and development program to both AASHTO and the FHWA.  The ETG’s have been
reconstituted and now report to the TRB Committee.
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Critical linkages and cross membership between the Committee, the FHWA, TRB, NCHRP, the
ETG’s, Industry, Academia, the Superpave Centers and key AASHTO committees are in place.

The TRB Committee has developed a long range research plan through 2005.  The resulting
enhancements are intended to bring Superpave to maturity.  That being an HMA system that
integrates the binder and mix requirements into a performance based quality control specification
system which will be clearly understood by practitioners, both public and private.

While many of the institutional and funding mechanisms needed to bring Superpave to its full
maturity are now in place, much remains to be done.  An action plan for the Task Force to complete
in its final year has been developed.  Beyond 2000, the remaining work will need to be guided by
the TRB Superpave Committee and supported by all the historic partnering institutions.  These
include AASHTO, FHWA, TRB, the States, Industry and Academia.
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THE PAST

The Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP) was established by Congress in 1987 as a five
year, $150 million research program to improve the performance and durability of our nation’s roads
and to make those roads safer for both motorists and highway workers.  At the time SHRP concluded
in 1993, it had developed 130 products in support of its mission.

Superpave–(Superior Performing Asphalt Pavements) was one of these.  Indeed Superpave
consumed one third, or $50 million of the total SHRP budget.  Asphalt pavements account for more
than 90 percent of all paved highways in the United States with annual expenditures that top $10
billion.  It was and remains clear that if significant improvements could be achieved in the
performance of these pavements, the nation could save huge amounts of money both in repair costs
and user delay costs associated with earlier than necessary repairs and rehabilitation projects.  The
Superpave system was developed to give highway engineers and contractors the tools they need to
design asphalt pavements to perform better under extremes of temperature and heavy traffic loads.
The result was a system that includes an improved method for specifying asphalt binders and mineral
aggregates, a hot mix asphalt design and analysis system and, when fully mature, a sophisticated
model which can be used to predict pavement performance among competing mix designs.

Superpave Standards

SHRP had a definitive deadline and it focused on the delivery of standards which could be
immediately used to begin implementation.  Once that was accomplished, the Strategic Highway
Research Program and its organizational structure, ceased to exist.

The question of who “owns” Superpave, while critical to its successful implementation, is not
universally understood by the implementing industry; whether public, private, or academic.  The
answer is AASHTO.  The AASHTO Highway Subcommittee on Materials (SOM) has the authority
to publish and keep current, specifications for materials used in the construction and maintenance
of all transportation facilities, and specifications for standard methods of sampling and testing such
materials.  Acting for AASHTO, the Subcommittee on Materials has assumed the responsibility for
publishing and updating all Superpave standards.  As such, any plan for implementing current and
future improvements to the Superpave system must include a strong linkage to the Subcommittee
on Materials and its Technical Sections to which the Superpave Standards are assigned.

In recognition the SHRP program would create an unprecedented need for the rapid development
of new standards, AASHTO and the Subcommittee took two complimentary actions.  AASHTO
hired a staff person to facilitate and provide support to the various contributors to SHRP research
implementation, particularly the Subcommittee on Materials.  The Subcommittee created a new class
of standards, labeled “provisional standards.”  These are intended as “dynamic” standards for
immediate use by the states with the understanding they would likely be revised or updated more
frequently than the mature standards.  Ultimately, when more fully mature, these provisional
standards will be balloted as “full” standards.  Some have already reached that point and have been
established as such.  The AASHTO staff person has been critical to the facilitation and management
of the process in support of the Subcommittee on Materials.
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AASHTO

At the completion of the SHRP research phase, AASHTO recognized the benefits that
implementation of the SHRP products would provide its member Departments.  Thus, AASHTO
established a “Task Force on SHRP Implementation.”  Its mission is to develop plans and proposals
furthering the implementation of SHRP research, working as needed with the committees of
AASHTO, the member Departments, the Federal Highway Administration and private sector
organizations.  Further, it was to propose, as necessary, to the Executive Committee and the Board
of Directors of AASHTO such actions as it believed would further the implementation of SHRP,
including proposals for securing necessary resources, for their consideration and appropriate action.

It is composed of executive level managers of member Departments from each of the AASHTO
Regions.

Lead State Program

In 1996, the AASHTO Task Force on SHRP Implementation established the “Lead State Program”
and invited more than 30 states to join lead state teams in seven technology groups; Superpave being
one of them.  A “Lead State” was defined as a transportation agency that had used a SHRP
technology on a sufficient scale to gain expertise on that technology and its procedures.  The Lead
State then volunteered to share its expertise, on a formal basis, to help those states who wanted help
and to serve as examples for all the states.

In September of 1996, the first Lead State Conference was held in St. Louis, Missouri.  The
Superpave Lead State Team included Florida, Indiana, Maryland, New York, Texas and Utah.  Its
mission, developed at the conference, was as follows:

“The Lead States will assist in the uniform implementation of the Superpave system by
documenting and sharing experiences, furthering development, and providing guidance related
to the practical application of the technology.”

The Superpave Lead State Team included members beyond employees of the named states.  The
FHWA, the asphalt industry, the Superpave Centers and the research community were also
represented.  The inclusion and participation of all these stakeholders was considered critical to the
success of the program.

Lead State Program Transition

As with the SHRP, the Lead State Program was to have a beginning and an end.  In establishing the
program, AASHTO agreed that at some reasonable point in time, national implementation should
have matured to a level where a Lead State Program was no longer necessary.  It was thus decided
that the Lead State Program would conclude in the year 2000.

It is the purpose of this paper to describe and recommend, if necessary, the institutional framework
and support systems necessary to advance the technology, absent the Lead State Program.

- 2 -



Keys To National Implementation

Federal Highway Administration

It can easily be said the FHWA fully embraced the SHRP program and has played a pivotal role in
its implementation.  The FHWA is uniquely positioned to facilitate technology transfer and in the
case of SHRP, they understood how they could contribute and they did!

First, they got some substantial help from Congress.  The 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) authorized an additional $108 million for SHRP implementation and for the
continuation of the 20-year Long-Term Pavement Performance (LTPP) program.  The realization
that new technology would not implement itself was essential.  There was a critical need to
coordinate implementation activities.

Through its Office of Technology Applications (OTA), the FHWA took a series of actions in support
of Superpave:

• Superpave Technology Delivery Team
The Team directs FHWA’s Superpave implementation efforts and works to improve
coordination with State highway agencies.  Team members represent FHWA’s engineering,
research, technology transfer, and field offices.

• Asphalt Technical Working Group (TWG)
The Asphalt TWG, which included representatives from highway agencies, asphalt
producers, contractors, academia, and FHWA, provided guidance on ways to encourage the
adoption of the Superpave system by the highway industry.  It was chaired by FHWA.

• Binder Expert Task Group (ETG)
The binder ETG assisted the Asphalt TWG by providing more specialized guidance on the
testing and adoption of the Superpave binder specification.  It was composed of government,
industry and academic experts and again chaired by FHWA.

• Mix Expert Task Group (ETG)
The mix ETG also assisted the Asphalt TWG by advising on the implementation of
Superpave mixes and provided recommendations to the AASHTO Subcommittee on
Materials to improve the standards.  It was constituted similarly to the binder ETG.

• Superpave Models/Software (ETG)
This ETG provided advice on the development and distribution of the Superpave software
and the refinement of the Superpave performance prediction model.

In concert, these groups played a critical role in moving the technology toward implementation and
improvement.  The FHWA recognized that state experts needed to be involved to lend credibility
to other states and needed real world, hands on experience.  Its an unfortunate fact-of-life that for
most states, out-of-state travel is severely restricted.  To overcome this obstacle, FHWA funded all
travel to group meetings by state representatives.
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The TWG, among many other activities, set national goals for binder and mix implementation,
established as 1997 and 2000 respectively.  The Binder and Mix ETG’s gained a position of national
recognition and respect.  They established themselves as the experts to which the Subcommittee on
Materials looked for advice on appropriate modifications and improvements for balloting by the
SOM.

Together, these groups have been critical to implementation and improvement of the system.  On
their collective advice, the FHWA has expended significant research funding to fill critical gaps in
the SHRP research.  Based on LTPP experience, the Binder ETG has recommended revision of the
low temperature algorithm.  They have also worked to identify and resolve differences in test results
on similar test equipment made by different manufacturers.  And, they have influenced the direction
of NCHRP research into the accommodation of modified asphalts into the test protocols.  The Mix
ETG has provided the leadership to revise the N-Design Table for SOM specifications.  They
developed a protocol for the evaluation and approval of new gyratory compactors.  In addition, they
developed guidance for the use of RAP in Superpave mixes and clarified the 20 year ESAL design
life.

These lists of accomplishments are by no means exhaustive, but merely intended to present an
indication of the importance of their contributions to the Superpave system.

• Superpave Centers

The FHWA provided both equipment and startup funding to establish five national
Superpave Centers.  The five Regional Centers provide technical leadership and assistance.
The Centers evaluate Superpave equipment and methodologies working with highway
agencies to put them into practice.  They are also an important source of hands-on training
for engineers and technicians at the regional level.

• Mobile Asphalt Laboratories

FHWA funded, equipped and staffed two mobile asphalt laboratories.  These were made
available to visit the States and construction projects.  They have proven to be a valuable
resource in validating research results prior to consideration by the SOM for standard
revisions.

• National Pooled Fund Equipment Purchase

Few states could afford to purchase all the laboratory equipment needed to support the new
technology.  FHWA initiated a national pooled fund purchase that could be supported by
States SP&R funds.  In this way, states could easily obtain an initial set of required lab
equipment.  And, as most states would ultimately need added lab equipment, FHWA altered
its long held policy of restricting the use of federal aid in support of state purchases for new
technology equipment.
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• Asphalt Institute

Early in the process of implementation, it was critical that a source of training was available.
Training was necessary for all aspects of the Superpave system including the system itself,
binder testing, mix design, aggregates and mix analysis.  For the most part, it was to be found
at the Asphalt Institute.  Beyond that, the Institute has been very active in the preparation of
manuals, publishing articles, membership on advisory groups, and the sponsorship of several
national forums focused on the Superpave system.  Indeed, the next in this series is scheduled
for Denver in April of 2000.

• Asphalt User Producer Groups

Five Regional Asphalt User Producer Groups were formed.  These groups, with
representatives from the binder producing industry and state highway agencies, worked to
encourage common, standardized specifications, binder grade selection, and acceptance
plans.

• Lead State Team

The Superpave Lead State Team, created by the AASHTO Task Force on SHRP
Implementation, made significant contributions in support of system implementation and
improvement.  It’s mere existence, and the publicity attached to its formation, provided a
focus and encouragement for the states to look seriously at implementing the system.  Many
Team members held multiple memberships on key committees.  They were members of the
ETG’s, the Subcommittee on Materials, NCHRP Superpave research panels, national forum
steering committees and others.

Being expert practitioners and true to their mission statement, they prepared “Implementation
Guidance” documents in 1997 and 1998.  These were widely published and distributed
documents which helped other implementing states on the step learning curve.

Ultimately, several members of the Team served on an AASHTO SOM sponsored Task
Force to recommend significant changes to four mix standards based on both NCHRP
research and the guidance statements.  The SOM adopted the recommended improvements
and they were published in the May 1999 interim edition of the AASHTO Provisional
Standards.

Early in its history, the Lead State Team developed and widely published a list of experts in
Superpave and its component systems.  States were encouraged to contact the experts for
advice in the application of the technology.

States were also encouraged to develop formal implementation plans and sample plans were
provided to all the states.
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The Team  participated in many state, regional and national forums centered on the
technology.  It also conducted annual bench marking surveys of all the states which measured
the progress of implementation and the likely future direction.  The annual survey results
were widely published in general media, used in presentations 
by Lead State members and the FHWA and hard copies sent to all SHA Chief Engineers each
year.  This bench marking effort did much to encourage states to adopt the system and
convince various industry partners of the national commitment to its adoption.

Again, this list is not exhaustive, but meant to illustrate the value of the Team and it’s
relation to others involved.

• Web Sites

Numerous web sites have been set up on the internet.  The FHWA, the TRB, the Superpave
Centers and AASHTO all created sites where information could easily be accessed by public,
private and academic implementors or decision makers.
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THE PRESENT

The Technology

By 2000, all but a handful of states will have adopted the binder specifications and most will be
using the mix design system.  Last year, 1999, the states awarded more than 3,000 Superpave
projects, nearly ten times more than just two years previous, representing 46% of the market share.
In 2001, the market share is projected to grow to more than 80%.  All good news for the state-of-the-
practice and for the taxpaying customers.

But, Superpave is not a fully mature state-of-the-art HMA system and will not be for years to come.
Much remains to be researched, learned and implemented if Superpave is to fulfill its intended
promise.  That is, a universal system that can be used to design and place any HMA mix for any
application, and can be used to predict in-service performance, thus being capable of supporting a
true performance-related procurement system.

A simple performance test is needed to differentiate among competing designs.  We need to know
more about the performance of modified binders and how to fairly test them in the lab.  We need to
verify the applicability of the aggregate consensus properties.  We need to understand and be able
to avoid occasional mix tenderness during construction..  We need better laboratory tools which can
be used to assist in predicting service performance.  We need to reduce the variability of current test
procedures and replace old, time consuming test procedures with new ones.  And, we need to fully
develop an integrated modeling system to accurately take all the components and predict in-service
performance.  We need all this and more!

TEA-21 and Superpave

In a reversal of the support it provided in ISTEA, Congress, when it passed in June of 1998, the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), did not provide sufficient funding to the
FHWA for Superpave implementation and continued federally sponsored research.

It was immediately recognized by the AASHTO Task Force on SHRP Implementation that if
Superpave, and other technologies, were to succeed, it would require the development of new
funding and management relationships.  A plan was developed and presented to the AASHTO Board
of Directors to be considered at their annual meeting in the Fall of 1998.

AASHTO

In November, 1998, the AASHTO Board of Directors met in Boston.  They considered and passed
Administrative Resolution AR-5-98 titled, “Conduct of Highway Research Under TEA-21.”  In the
resolution, they recognized that the loss of funding threatened critical research and the
implementation of technology important to member Departments.  In response, the Board resolved:

1. To fund immediate critical research, formerly funded by FHWA, with unobligated 1999
NCHRP funds.
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2. To set aside substantial NCHRP funding in support of Superpave research for the FY 2000
program.

3. To continue support of the Lead States program and to invoice member states a voluntary
contribution of $6,000 for FY 2000.

4. To request that TRB organize and staff a Superpave Oversight Committee in consultation
with FHWA and AASHTO and to use NCHRP funding for this purpose.

5. To charge the TRB Superpave Committee to provide an annual accounting of the NCHRP
funds expended on Superpave activities and recommend annual budgets for review by the
Standing Committee on Research (SCOR) and the Task Force on SHRP Implementation.
The Committee was also charged to provide oversight of the Superpave research and
implementation activities.

TRB

The Transportation Research Board (TRB) immediately went to work to establish the “TRB
Superpave Committee” in response to the AASHTO resolution.  The Committee was seen to be the
Successor to two existing advisory groups, the TRB SHRP Committee and the FHWA Superpave
Technical Work Group (TWG).  Its charge would be to provide advice on the planning, activities,
and resources needed to successfully complete Superpave implementation.

The TRB Superpave Committee, as established, includes representation from AASHTO member
Departments, municipal government, private research, academia, and the HMA industry.  It has
liaisons to the National Asphalt Pavement Association, AASHTO headquarters, the Asphalt Institute,
the FHWA and C-SHRP (the Canadian SHRP organization).

The Committee will undertake four priority activities:

1. Long Range Plan (through 2005)
The consideration and adoption of a long range plan, using a combination of FHWA and
NCHRP managed research, to address outstanding elements of the program aimed at
bringing the technology to maturity on or about the year 2005.

2. The recommendation of annual research programs within the context of the long range plan.

3. The reconstitution and assimilation of the Binder and Mix ETG’s to provide expert  advice
to the TRB Superpave Committee.

4. Provide periodic reports and advice to AASHTO and its appropriate committees, and to the
FHWA with regard to the actions needed to bring the technology to its fully mature
potential.
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THE FUTURE

Perspective

In 1998, the likelihood that Superpave would reach its full potential was very much in doubt.
However, the dedication, commitment and hard work of its past partners to forge  new partnerships,
identify funding and create a new management and coordination structure have gone a very long way
to ensure the improvement and future success of Superpave.  In doing so, care has been taken to
recognize and account for the absence of the Superpave Lead State Team.

Keys to the Future

For Superpave to reach its full potential, a number of key components must be in place and/or
supported.

These include:

• Leadership
• Expert Advice
• Expert User Support
• Long Range Plan for Research
• Standards Adoption
• Visibility
• Communication
• Coordination
• State-of-the-Art Implementation
• Technology Transfer and Training
• Universal Implementation

Most, but not all of these, exist today.  The key to success is covering all the bases and providing the
needed linkages among the various contributing organizations.

Leadership

The TRB Superpave Committee is clearly positioned to provide national leadership on the future
direction of the Superpave system.  Its membership is committed and the majority  are executive
level managers who command a great deal of respect within their parent organizations.  Both
AASHTO and the FHWA will be looking for and accepting its leadership.

Its members include representatives from and therefore linkages to key Superpave support groups.
These include industry, academia, various AASHTO Committees, and representatives from five of
the current Superpave Lead States.  Beyond that, it has access to the FHWA Superpave Technology
Delivery Team, the NCHRP staff, and the AASHTO SHRP Research Coordinator (who provides an
excellent link to the AASHTO Subcommittee on Materials).
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Expert Advice

The Binder and Mix ETG’s have been reconstituted; will be funded by NCHRP and report to the
TRB Superpave Committee.  Their membership includes experts who know the technology and are
committed to its improvement and deployment.  They will act as invaluable advisors to the TRB
Superpave Committee and to the AASHTO Subcommittee on Materials.  As such, they will be in
a position to identify gaps or weaknesses in completed research for action by the Committee.  They
will also be in a position to recommend effective improvement to the AASHTO standards
maintained by SOM.

Membership on both ETG’s  include representatives from the AASHTO Lead State Team.

The Superpave Models/Software ETG has been eliminated.  But, the NCHRP panels, which provide
oversight to the models research, can and are providing a similar function.

Beyond the ETG’s, the Committee enjoys access to the institutional knowledge of the FHWA
Superpave Technology Delivery Team, the NCHRP staff, and their continued input and advice.

Expert User Support 

Having been initially funded and equipped by the FHWA, the Superpave Centers are maturing into
self-sustaining organizations.  To some extent, all are currently supported by Regional pooled funds.
Some receive added support from individual states and as contractors for research activities of
interest to individual agencies as well as contractors for groups of agencies.

Its their vision that as time goes on, their mission should evolve to position them as trainers,
communicators, and providers of regional and national research.

As the technology expands through newly completed research, there will be a need for continued
training of practitioners.  The centers would be a good source for that training.  Beyond that, as they
see it, there is a need to focus training in at least two other directions, the universities and the local
municipal level.  They are correct on both counts.

To achieve their vision, they will need to articulate it and “sell it” to their customers.  States (and
groups of states) need to carefully consider the services they need from the centers and be willing
to support them through pooled funds.  The FHWA needs to facilitate and manage these pooled
funds and the TRB Superpave Committee needs to encourage the required partnerships.  Beyond the
Superpave Centers, it would seem the newly formed FHWA Resource Centers could and should be
expected to become a full partner to implementation.

Their mission is to provide expert technical and program assistance, training and technology delivery
to State DOT’s and other customers.  The TRB Superpave Committee should encourage the
development of a plan for the Resource Centers to support the delivery to practitioners of the
“Enhanced Superpave System” technologies resulting from ongoing research.
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Long Range Plan

The TRB Superpave Committee, drawing on resources and input from many sources, has developed
a Long Range Plan to complete essential research on or about 2005.  Its likely the plan will be
iterative and the Committee will make yearly recommendations to SCOR and FHWA for inclusion
in annual research programs.  The plan reflects today’s hopes for Superpave among transportation
agencies and the hot-mix asphalt industry:

Superpave will be a fully integrated asphalt mix design and construction system that (1)
recommends binder type (including complex binders) and mixture proporitons based on
anticipated environmental and loading conditions and layer location; (2) predicts the ability
of a mix to withstand rutting, fatigue, thermal cracking, and moisture damage through a
series of laboratory tests and mechanistic models; (3) integrates the binder and mix
requirements into a performance-based quality control specification system during
construction; and (4) will be clearly understood by public and private sector engineers,
technicians, and contractors through initial and continuing training and outreach programs.

Standards Adoption

As noted earlier, care has been taken to create effective linkages to the AASHTO Subcommittee on
Materials.  SOM Technical Section Chairs will be liaison members to the ETG’s.  One of the more
critical links is the existence and support provided by the AASHTO SHRP Research Coordinator.
The Committee should encourage AASHTO to continue the position until such time as the research
is completed and the provisional standards mature.

Visibility

The Superpave system has been a success story in moving technology from research to practice.  One
of many reasons has been its very high visibility.  There is a danger that as the system is seen to be
mature, the visibility will diminish.  Efforts like the “FOCUS” magazine, national forums, the Lead
States survey and many others will be eliminated or diminished.  The partners, including TRB,
AASHTO and FHWA, will need to cooperatively develop and execute plans to keep the technology
on the “radar screens” of DOT executive managers and Chief Engineers.

Communication

Probably, the biggest threat to the success of any human endeavor is good communication.  That is
certainly true of Superpave.  To be sure, there have developed a multitude of sources for information
on the technology.  Newsletters and web sites abound, yet it remains difficult for those who need to
know a specific level of information to find it.  A definitive source of information, probably a web
site (with appropriate links), 
needs to be agreed upon, funded and staffed.  AASHTO and FHWA need to cooperate to make it
a reality.
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Coordination

Given the multitude of facilitators, providers, customers, and users, it’s critical that a single entity
assume responsibility for coordinating the parties.  This to facilitate agreement and understanding
among the stakeholders and to minimize duplicative efforts, yet ensure all that needs to get done,
gets done.

Implementation

Assuming that the Long Range Plan to complete the requisite research is both comprehensive  and
completed, implementation remains a challenge.  And implementation brings with it at least three
distinct challenges.  

The first is state-of-the-art implementation by the states.  State decision makers will need both
comprehensive and timely information to commit to the implementation of Superpave enhancements
as they become the state-of-the-art.  Their technical staff will need training in order to act on the
guidance of their management.

The second is “universal” implementation.  Superpave is clearly the HMA system of choice for most
State DOT’s.  It has the potential to be the universal system of choice for all HMA placed in the
United States.  If it is to achieve its potential, it must be adopted at the municipal and commercial
level.

The actual implementation of any good research cannot be taken for granted.  The 1991 Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act authorized $108 million to underwrite SHRP implementation
and for the continuation of the long-term pavement program.  If Superpave is to be fully
implemented in its mature form, new partnerships and funding mechanisms will need to be
developed among the States, AASHTO, TRB and the FHWA.

Visibility, Communication, Coordination, Delivery, and Implementation of the “Enhanced
Superpave System”

The delivery of the enhanced Superpave system will take both coordination and considerable
funding.  Neither will be easy to obtain.  There are four major stakeholders who must be not only
involved, but committed.  They include AASHTO, its member states, the FHWA and the asphalt
industry.

Those with the most experience in the system development, its successful deployment to date, the
ongoing research, and the implications new research has on both system enhancement and delivery,
reside within the FHWA headquarters organization.  As the result of funding support from ISTEA,
FHWA developed a cadre of experts in both the technology and its delivery strategies.  This cadre
is in the best position in terms of both knowledge base and experience to assist in the technology
transfer of the expected enhancements to the Superpave system.
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In a perfect world.  Those with the ability to coordinate would also have the financial resources to
support the delivery system.  Unfortunately, unless and until the next surface transportation act, due
in 2003, provides the needed resources to FHWA that is not the case.  Therefore, at least for a time,
a new funding partnership with AASHTO and its member states will need to be established.

That funding relationship could take several forms:

• A national pooled fund for enhanced Superpave delivery could be established.  Such a plan
could be proposed by the FHWA, endorsed by the to be created AASHTO Steering Group
for Technology Deployment and subscribed to by AASHTO member states.

• The AASHTO Standing Committee on Research has passed a resolution encouraging
technical corrections to TEA-21.  The corrections proposed would restore significant
funding for several technologies to the FHWA.  In the unlikely event these corrections
actually get adopted, the FHWA would again be positioned to lead delivery of the Enhanced
Superpave System.  Even so, the proposed funding is not extravagant and some financial
support from AASHTO would likely be needed.

• Other forms as yet to be defined.

In recognition of these problems, the TRB Superpave Committee has established a “Training,
Outreach, and Education Task Force.”  The Task Force will prepare a position paper for
consideration by the entire committee when it meets early in the summer of 2000.  It is expected that
the Task Force will identify the scope of needed activity, an estimate of needed funds, and a means
to institutionalize the effort which would include the noted stakeholders.

-13 -



ACTION STEPS

To maximize return on the SHRP investment, the Superpave system will need to achieve its full
potential.  In its mature form, Superpave will be a fully integrated mix design system that will:

• Recommend binder type (including complex binders) and mixture proportions based on
anticipated environmental and loading conditions, along with layer location.

• Predict the ability of a mix to withstand rutting, fatigue, thermal cracking, and moisture
damage through a series of laboratory tests and mechanistic models.

• Integrate the binder and mix properties into a performance-based quality control system
during construction.

• Be fully comprehended by public and private sector engineers, technicians, and contractors
through initial and continuing education, communication, and outreach programs.

The key components needed to drive and support the full maturity of the Superpave system have
previously been discussed.  However, in order for some to continue, and others to commence, actions
need to be taken in this “Lead State” transition year.

Action Step #1:

Encourage AASHTO to continue support for the key position of its “SHRP Implementation
Coordinator.”

This may best be done by the AASHTO SHRP Implementation Task Force prior to its sunset.

By March 2000, the Lead State Team will propose a course of action to the Task Force.

The Lead State Team will encourage the TRB Superpave Committee to request periodic reports on
this program.  This will be done by March 2000.

Action Step #2:

Support the continuance of the TRB Superpave Committee.  This action will be orchestrated similar
to Step #1.

Action Step #3: 

Respond to the need for programmatic management of a Superpave “research program” and a
strategic plan for the performance prediction system.

The TRB Superpave Committee is developing a long range, coordinated and comprehensive research
program that addresses the need.  It will need to be supported by and augmented by an education,
outreach and training program.  Indeed, the Committee intends to develop just such a program.
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Action Step #4:

A plan must be developed and implemented to measure the performance of in place Superpave
projects.

Gary Henderson, leader of the FHWA Superpave Technology Delivery Team, will be working
initially with the Maryland and Indiana DOT’s to pilot a performance tracking methodology.  The
Lead State Team will encourage the TRB Superpave Committee to monitor progress.  This will be
done by Spring of 2000.

Action Step #5:

Encourage FHWA to facilitate and provide administration of the pooled fund support  for the
Superpave Regional Centers.

The Lead States Team will, by March of 2000, encourage the TRB Superpave Committee to
recommend that FHWA accept this responsibility.

Action Step #6:

Encourage the TRB/AASHTO/FHWA partnership devise and implement an outreach program to
keep the Superpave technology on the radar screens of SHA executive managers.

The TRB Superpave Committee has recognized the issue as a priority and named an internal task
force to develop a plan to accomplish this and other needed outreach, education and training.

No further action is required of the Lead State Team.

Action Step #7:

Establish a definitive source for up-to-date Superpave programmatic, coordination, and management
information.

Could and should be included in Action Step #6.

Action Step #8:

Support the Superpave Regional Centers efforts to be a recognized source of Superpave expertise.
The work of the Superpave Centers is far from complete.  The Superpave Centers should be
encouraged and supported as centers of Superpave expertise

As the Superpave system matures and a simple performance test, as well as the performance
prediction and modeling system are developed, the centers are in an excellent position to assist in
evaluating and supporting the system.

FHWA should be encouraged to identify and manage a base level sustaining funding source.  The
AASHTO Task Force should make this recommendation which will be prepared for them by the
Lead State Team.
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Action Step #9:

Encourage FHWA to develop a Superpave implementation support plan by/for their “Resource
Centers.”  Included in Action Step #6.

Action Step #10:

Encourage FHWA to continue their efforts in technical coordination of Superpave implementation
on a nationwide basis.  Included in Action Step #6.

Action Step #11:

It is proposed the AASHTO Task Force on SHRP Implementation be transitioned to a new entity
called the “AASHTO Steering Group for Technology Deployment.”  It has been suggested that while
the TRB Superpave Committee will ensure the needed research is completed, it may not be in a
position to support implementation.  It is further suggested that the expected Technology
Deployment Group be encouraged to accept delivery of emerging Superpave technology as one of
its programs.

The current AASHTO Task Force on SHRP Implementation should take the lead in doing so.  The
Lead State Team will assist them as in other action steps.

Action Step #12:

Engage LTAP (or appropriate organizations such as State HMA associations, Asphalt Institute, etc.)
to provide Superpave implementation at the local level.

FHWA is exploring several options to facilitate technology transfer to local governments.  The Task
Force should send a letter of encouragement to Administrator Wykle.  Mr. Mack will prepare such
a letter for consideration by the Task Force at their Spring 2000 meeting.
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LESSONS LEARNED IN THE LEAD STATE PROGRAM EFFORT

The Superpave® Lead State team members and supporters worked were successful in assuring team
success.  Key methods used by the group that facilitated success are as follows:

The Team started from the top and the bottom. Members from both management and technical
working groups were involved from the Program’s inception.  

Key Contact people were identified in each State. The individuals were chosen for  leadership and
knowledge in their respective areas of expertise. Identification of these individuals facilitates
communications and team interaction.

The Team members interfaced with their respective User/Producer groups.  The User/Producer
groups provided excellent forums.  Members of the group were kept current at each meeting as to
the goals and activities of the Lead-State Program.

The Team members enjoyed respect from their industry peers. They knew what they were talking
about. Each Team member earned his/her expertise through academic and practical experience.
The binder and mix Expert Task Group has been reconfigured and will be under the auspices of the
NCHRP. These groups will report to the TRB Superpave® Committee.  Their membership includes
experts who know the technology and are committed to its improvements and development.
Membership on both ETGs include representatives from the AASHTO Lead States Team, HMA
industry, private research and academia.

A Superpave® Lead-State Pool of Experts tabulation was published and distributed by means of the
“Focus” newsletter, trade magazines and User/Producer newsletters. This concept proved an
excellent forum for introducing our services to other governmental agencies, academia, and the
private sector. Good visibility and marketing were achieved.

Progress of Superpave® implementation, the major goal of the Team, was tracked through a
comprehensive surveys sent out annually. The survey proved an excellent tool for making Team
course corrections.

The Lead-State concept was successful to a great extent through strong staff support from AASHTO
and FHWA.  Without the financial support from AASHTO, no annual meeting would have taken
place.  It is an unfortunate fact of life that for most states, out of state travel is severely restricted.
We need to continue to use States SP&R funds and Federal Aid to support the States purchase of
new technology equipment and for maintenance and replacement of said equipment.  If Superpave®
is to be fully implemented in its mature form, new partnerships and funding mechanisms must be
developed among the States, AASHTO, TRB, FHWA, and private grants. 
  
Members of the Lead-State team were supported by their respective managers. They were given time
to travel to the workshop meetings. Resources required in fulfilling goal action items were also
provided.
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The annual meetings which included intense break-out session work provided means for each
member to vent frustrations. Rules were established early on that encouraged each member to say
what was on his or her mind. These meetings also provided reality checks and a means to measure
goals.

Our team was made up members from State Agencies, the FHWA, Regional Superpave centers, and
industry. There was a strongly committed attitude of partnering in our group. A significant number
of members were involved with NCHRP research projects, held membership on the FHWA Expert
Task Groups ( now the TRB ETGs). This involvement greatly facilitated communication.

Customers were identified. All workshop brainstorming sessions were focused on meeting the
needs of those agencies and businesses adopting Superpave®

A willingness to help other states (customers ) was evident from the start. Indeed, this willingness
was required as a major strategy in fully implementing Superpave®  nationwide. Members
volunteered to be listed on the pool of experts list and to avail themselves through User-Producer
groups.

The group realized early on that the process was dynamic. We knew that processes and specifications
had to be fine-tuned.  The new technology had to be put through the paces in practical use. Identified
deficiencies were then addressed.

Using facilitators was a key element to the group’s success. Working break-out sessions remained
focused on the many elements that led to goal development. 

By 2000, all but a handful of States will have adopted the binder specifications and most will be
using the design system.  For 1999, the States will award more that 3000 Superpave® projects,
nearly ten times more than just two years ago. This represents 46% of the market share. In 2001, the
market share is projected to grow more to more than 80%. 

The States are in desperate need of a simple performance test that can differentiate between
competing designs.  The applicability of the aggregate consensus properties require verification. We
need the tools for avoiding occasional mix tenderness during construction and which can be used
to assist in predicting service performance.

Given the multitude of  providers, customer/users, it was critical that a single entity assumed
responsibility for coordinating the parties.  Facilitating agreement and understanding among the
shareholders, minimizing duplication of efforts, and insuring that goals are achieved is critical to
success.  Our team was fortunate in having a strong, dynamic leader who accomplished this.
 
What About Negatives?  What Could We Have Done Different?

Numerous action items were adopted during each meeting.  All team members were very busy on
their respective jobs. A method of getting all members of the team to communicate their respective
progress periodically during the year would have insured more goals being fully met. This could
easily have been done with E-mail. The computer e-mail list server could have served very well in
this capacity. It was not used. As part of an integrated communication system, e-mail, or tele-
conferencing would have greatly facilitated on-going team communication.
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The Lead-States recognized the value of the new Superpave® technology early on. Other states took
a go-slow attitude to that of waiting until the system was perfect.  Reasons for the reticence of other
states and municipalities’ slow adoption of Superpave® were not fully addressed. A major goal of
the team should have been to identify and address this resistance to fully adopting Superpave®. We
should have more fully focused on this problem during the early implementation phases.

Asphalt/pavement experts within each state should be directly involved and empowered in a Lead-
State concept. States assigning the wrong people to teams will encounter numerous problems in
adopting and implementing new technology. 
  
Better Public Relation efforts could have been adopted. Some States, agencies, and mix producers
undoubtably had unrealistic expectations. During the initial phases perceptions by a significant
number of municipalities and contractors led to the belief that the technology was a “cook book”
affair and that engineering wasn’t allowed.   This group believed that Superpave® was being
“crammed down their throats”. 

Probably the biggest threat to the success of any human endeavor is the lack of communication. That
is certainly true and is applicable to Superpave®. To be sure, many sources of information on the
technology were developed. Newsletters and web sites abound, yet it remains difficult for those who
require a certain level of information to find it.  A definitive source of information, probably a
redesigned and amalgamated web site with appropriate links needs to be agreed upon. This web site
would obviously require funding and staffing.  AASHTO and FHWA should cooperate to make it
a reality.

The partners, including TRB, AASHTO, and the FHWA must cooperate in developing and executing
plans to keep the technology on the radar screens of State DOT executive managers and Chief
Engineers.
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SUPERPAVE LEAD STATE POOL EXPERTS
Area of Expertise Name Affiliation Phone Fax E-Mail

Lead State Program
(general information about
program)

Paul Mack,Team
Leader  

New York State DOT 518-457-4445 518-485-7074 pmack@gw.dot.state.ny.us

Superpave
Implementation
(leadership, funding,
coordination)

Howard J. Anderson
Larry Michael

Jitesh Parikh

Utah DOT
Maryland DOT

FHWA, Maryland Div.

801-965-4303
301-678-6134/800-
477-7453
410-962-4342

801-965-4101
301-678-5190

410-962-4054

handerso@dot.state.ut.us
lmichael@sha.state.md.us

jparikh@fhwa.dot.gov

Binder Specifications
(all issues including
acceptance methods)

Dave Andrewski
Cameron Petersen
Gale Page

Indiana DOT
Utah DOT
Florida DOT

317-232-5280 ext 212
801-965-4296
352-337-3208

317-356-9351
801-965-3843
352-334-1648

dandrewski@indot.state.in.us
cpeterse@dot.state.ut.us
gale.page@dot.state.fl.us

Equipment Specifications/
purchasing methods,
Implementation Plan
Development

Gloria Burke Maryland SHA 301-678-6134/800-
477-7453

301-678-5190 gburke@sha.state.md.us

Binder Testing
Equipment/Procedures

Larry Michael

Jeff Groff
Darren Hazlett
Cameron Petersen
Rhonda Richardson
Roy Ulibarri

Maryland SHA

New York State DOT
Texas DOT
Utah DOT
Indiana DOT
Utah DOT

301-678-6134/800-
477-7453
518-457-3113
512-232-1902
801-965-4296
317-232-5280 ext 239
801-965-4295

301-678-5190

518-457-8171
512-232-1939
801-965-3843
317-356-9351
801-965-3843

lmichael@sha.state.md.us

jgroff@gw.dot.state.ny.us
dhazlett@mailgw.dot.state.tx.us
cpeterse@dot.state.ut.us
rrichardson@indot.state.in.us
rulibarri@dot.state.ut.us

Binder Formulation/
Supply

Tim O’Connell Koch Materials, Utah 801-292-1434 801-295-1346 o’connellt@kochind.com

Mix Specifications
(includes mix design,
Analysis, and construction
specs)

Dave Andrewski
Marisa Harte-
Kalinowski

Bob McGennis

Jim Musselman
Steve Niederhauser 
Murari Pradham 
Ron Sines         
James Smith   

Maghsoud Tahmoressi
Bill Wells

Erv Dukatz

Indiana DOT
Materials Test Lab, Inc.
New York

Navajo Western Asphalt
Co. Glendale, Arizona 

Florida DOT
Utah DOT
Utah DOT
New York State DOT
Advance Testing Co.
New York
Texas DOT
Maryland DOT

Mathy Const. Co., Wis.

317-232-5280 ext 212
516-354-6600
ext. 16

602-939-3311

352-337-3150
801-965-4294
801-965-4521
518-457-4582
914-496-1600

512-232-1903
301-678-6134/800-
477-7453
608-779-6392

317-356-9351
516-354-6690

602-930-5403

352-334-1648
801-965-3843
801-965-4796
518-457-8171
914-496-1398

512-232-1939
301-678-5190

608-781-4694

dandrewski@indot.state.in.us
marisa@materials-testing.com

bmcgennis@mail.navajowestern.com

jim.musselman@dot.state.fl.us
sniederhauser@dot.state.ut.us 
mpradhan@dot.state.ut.us
rsines@gov.dot.state.ny.us

mtahmor@mailgw.dot.state.tx.us
wwells@sha.state.md.us

edukatz@mathy.com

Mix Test Equipment/
Procedures

Steve Niederhauser
Glenn Shiller

Utah DOT
Florida DOT

801-965-4294
352-337-3203

801-965-3843
352-334-1649

sniederhauser@dot.state.ut.us
glen.shiller@dot.state.fl.us



Area of Expertise Name Affiliation Phone Fax E-Mail

Mix Performance Testing
Equipment/
Procedures. ( i.e. Shear
Tester, etc.)

John Harvey
Gerald Huber

Univ. of Cal., Berkely
Heritage Research Group

510-231-9513
317-390-3141

510-231-9589
317-486-5095

jharvey@newton.berkeley.edu
ghuber@aol.com

Mix Design Procedures/
Issues. ( How  to go about
meeting Specs.)

Steve Niederhauser
Bob McGennis

Utah DOT
Navaho Western Asphalt
Co. Glendale, Arizona 

801-965-4294
602-939-3311

801-965-4796
602-939-3311

sniederhauser@dot.state.ut.us
bmcgennis@mail.navajowestern.com

Mix Production/
Construction Issues

Mike Worischeck
Jim Warren

Erv Dukatz
Marisa Harte-
Kalinowski

Staker Paving-Utah
Asphalt Contractor
Association of Florida
Mathy Const. Co., Wis 
Materials Test Lab, Inc.
New York

801-951-7325
850-222-7300

608-779-6392
516-354-6600 ext 16

801-295-5526
850-942-5632

608-781-4694
516-354-6690

mworischeck@stakerpaving.com
jwarren@acat.org

edukatz@mathy.com
marisa@materials-testing.com

Up-date 6/99
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SUPERPAVE CONTACTS

Alabama Larry Lockett
Materials and Test Engineer
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, Alabama 3613-3050
334.206.2201

Alaska Tom Moses
Statewide Materials Engineer
Alaska Department of Transportation
5800 E Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK  99507
phone   (907) 269-6230

Arizona Julie Nodes
Pavement Material Testing Engineer
Materials Group
1221 N 21st Ave
Phoenix, AZ 85009
Phone: (602) 712-8150
Fax:     (602) 712-8138

Arkansas Jim Gee - State Materials Engineer
Arkansas State Highway & Transportation Department
P.O. Box 2261
Little Rock, AR 72203-2261
(501) 569-2185

California Bob Doty
916-227-7304
Caltrans Transportation Laboratory
5900 Folsom Blvd.
(mail:  P.O. Box 19128)
Sacramento, CA 95819-0128

Colorado Tim Aschenbrener, Materials Engineer
Colorado DOT Materials Lab
4340  East Louisiana Avenue
Denver   CO  80222-3482

Connecticut Nelio J. Rodrigues,  Materials Testing Engineer
Phone  860.258.0325
Fax       860.258.0399
Conn DOT Laboratory 
280 West Street
Rocky Hill, CT.  06067 



Delaware James T. Pappas, III
Materials Engineer
P.O. Box 778
Dover, Delaware 19903
302.760.2385

District of Columbia Wasi Hakn 
DECA-5th Floor
DC Department of Public Works
Municaple Affairs/REEVES CENTER
2000 14 th Street NW 
Washington, D.C.  20009
202.939.8077

Florida Jim Musselman
2006 Northeast Waldo Road
Gainesville, Florida 32609
352.337.3150
fax 352.334.1648

Georgia Don Watson
Georgia DOT
Office of Materials and Research
Forest Park, Georgia 30297
404.363.7521

Hawaii Joanne Nakamura 
Bituminous Materials Engineer   
2530 Likelike Highway
Honolulu, Hawaii   96819
808.832.3556  
hdotlab@aloha.net.  

Idaho Mike Santi, Pavement Engineer
Idaho DOT
P. O. Box 7129
Boise, Idaho
83707-1129
208.334.8450

Illinois Jim Trepanier, Bituminous Engineer
126 East Ash
Springfield, IL 62704
217.782.7200

Indiana David Andrewski
317.232.5280 ext 212
120 S. Shortridge Road
Indianapolis, Indiana 46219
dandrewski@indot.state.in.us



Iowa Mike Heitzman
Iowa Department of Transportation
800 Lincoln Way
Ames, Iowa 50010
515.239.1003

Kansas Rodney Maag
Kansas Department of Transportation
Room 101
Docking State Office Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1568
785.296.3711

Kentucky Allen Myers  Division of Materials  
Bituminous Mix Design 
502.564.3160
 State Office Building
 501 High Street
 Frankfort, KY 40622      

Louisiana Chris Abadie
Bituminous Research Engineer
Louisiana Transportation Research Center
4101 Gourrier Ave.
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70808
225.767.9110

Maine Bruce Yeaton, Construction Division
16 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0016
207.287.2171
fax 207.287.2144

Maryland Larry Michael
Maryland Highway Administration
Materials Engineer
Western Regional Lab
528 East Main Street
Hancock, Maryland 21750
301.678.6134
fax 301.678.5190

Massachusetts Clement Fung
Massachusetts Highway Department
400 D Street
South Boston, MA 02210
617.526.8686

Michigan Gary Mayes
Michigan DOT
P.O. Box 30049
Lansing, MI 48909
517.322.5668



Minnesota John Garrity
1400 Gervais Ave.
Maplewood, MN 55109
651.779.5577

Mississippi Jimmy Brumfield
Phone:  601.359.666
Mississippi Department of Transportation
 P.O. Box 1850
 Jackson, Ms 39215-1850

Missouri Jim Campbell,  Field Materials Engineer
573.751.1037
MoDOT
P.O. Box 270
Jefferson City, Missouri   65102

Montana Tim Sauer, Civil Engineering Specialist
2701 Prospect Ave
P.O. Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1011
406.444.7668

Nebraska Laird Weishahn
Flexible Pavement Engineer
Materials & Tests Division
Nebraska Department of Roads
1500 Highway 2
P.O. Box 94759
Lincoln, NE 68509-4759
 402.479.4675

Nevada Mr. Dean Weitzel, PE
Chief Materials Engineer
Nevada Dept. of Transportation
1263 S. Stewart Street
Carson City, NV 89712
(775)888-7250

New Hampshire Alan Perkins, Materials Engineer  
NHDOT. 
603-271-3152
Materials and Research
P.O. Box 483
Concord, NH 03302-0483

New Jersey Eileen Connolly
NJ Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 600
Trenton, NJ 08625
Tel: (609) 530-2317 



New Mexico Jim Stokes
Materials Bureau
New Mexico State Highway & Transportation Dept.
P.O.  1149
Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-1149
Phone:  505.827.5541

New York Paul Mack, Team Leader
1220 Washington Ave 
Building 7A  Room 210
Albany, New York  12232
518.457.4445

North Carolina Cecil Jones
NCDOT Materials Laboratory
P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611
919.733.7088

North Dakota Joe Davis
Bituminous Engineer
North Dakota DOT
300 Airport Road,
Bismarck, ND  58504-6003
701.250.6912

Ohio Dave Powers
Ohio Department of Transportation
1600 West Broad St.
Columbus, OH  43223
614-275-1387
dpowers@dot.state.oh.us

Oklahoma Ken Hobson
405.522.4918
Oklahoma Department of Transportation
200 NE 21st Street
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-3204

Oregon Bruce Patterson 
Pavement Materials Engineer 
Oregon DOT, Construction Section
503.986.3052
800 Airport Road SE
Salem, Oregon 
97301-4798

Pennsylvania Dean Maurer, Bituminous Engineer, at 717.787.5229; or Tim
Ramirez, Asst. Bituminous Engineer, at 717.787.5754.
Pennsylvania Dept. of Transportation
Materials and Testing Lab
1118 State Street
Harrisburg, PA 17120
717.787.5229



Puerto Rico Miguel Ortiz
Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority
Assistant Laboratory Director
PO Box 4207
San Juan, P.R.  00940-2007
(787)269-5830

Rhode Island Mike Byrne, 2 Capitol Hill, 
Materials Section,
Providence, RI 02903
401.222.2524 ext.4135

South Carolina Mr. Chad Hawkins
State Bituminous Engineer
P.O. Box 191
Columbia, SC  29202
803-737-6700

South Dakota Tom Grannes (Specifications)
Bituminous Engineer
Phone: (605) 773-3427
700 E. Broadway Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501-4713

OR
Richard Rowen (Mix Design)
Bituminous Mix Design Engineer
Phone: (605) 773-3700
700 E. Broadway Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501-4713

Tennessee Greg Duncan, Transportation Manager I
615.350.4150
Materials and Tests Division
Tenn. Dept. of Transportation
Nashville, TN 37243-0360

Texas Maghsoud Tahmoressi
Bituminous Engineer
Construction Division, Materials Section
TxDOT
2311 West Rundberg Lane Suite 100
Austin, Texas 78758
512.232.1903
fax 512.232.1939
E-mail mtahmor@mailgw.dot.stste.tx.us

Utah Wade Betenson
State Engineer for Pavements and Operations
Utah DOT
4501 South 2700 West
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119-5998
801.965.4303



Vermont Timothy Pockette, 
Bituminous Engineer
Vermont Agency of Transportation
Materials and research Division
133 State St.
Montpelier, VT 05633-5001
802.828.2561

Virginia Mike Bowyer
Transportation Engineering Program Supervisor
VDOT  Materials Division
1401 East Broad St.
Richmond VA 23219
Phone Number - 804-328-3110

Washington Dennis Duffy, Bituminous Engineer
360.709.5420.  
1655 South Second Street, P.O. Box 47365
Tumwater, WA 98504

West Virginia Larry Barker
Contract Administration Division, Materials Section
312 Michigan Avenue
Charleston, WV 25305-0450
(304) 558-3160

Wisconsin Tom Brokaw
WISDOT
3502 Knisman Blvd.
Madison, WI     53704
Phone: 608.246.7934
Fax: 608.246.4669
E-mail: thomas.brokaw@dot.state.wi.us 

Wyoming Rick Harvey, State Materials Engineer
Wyoming DOT
5300 Bishop Blvd.
Cheyenne, WY 82009
307.777.4070
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Superpave Team Members

David Andrewski . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Indiana DOT
Gerald Barrett . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ATSER
Wade Betenson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Utah DOT, Construction & Materials
Martin Delaney . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia Transportation & Public Works
Ervin Dukatz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mathy Construction Company
Jim Dunne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . FHWA, Eastern Resource Center
Jeanne Fuchs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Missouri DOT
Victor (Lee) Gallivan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . FHWA, Indiana Division
Thomas Harman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . FHWA, TFHRC
Gary Henderson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . FHWA, Office of Infrastructure
Gerald Huber . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Heritage Research Group
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