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ABSTRACT
For more than two decades, the asphalt paving industry has been using Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP) and various types of Warm Mix Asphalt (WMA) technologies in the production of asphalt mixes to reduce impact on the environment and promote sustainable construction. Despite their significant economic and environmental benefits, the validity of using volumetric mix design method for WMA mixes containing RAP and their performance remain a matter of concern. Among the current WMA technologies, the plant foaming technique (called “foamed WMA” in this study) has gained the most attention because it eliminates the need for using any chemical additives in this process. In this study, the mix design volumetrics and laboratory performances, namely rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA containing RAP were evaluated and compared with their Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) counterparts. One coarse (S3) mix having a Nominal Maximum Aggregate Size (NMAS) of 19 mm and one fine (S4) mix (NMAS = 12.5 mm), containing 25% and 5% RAP, respectively, were used for evaluation. 
It was found that the foaming process increased the coating ability of the binder which in turn lowered mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA. Therefore, both HMA and foamed WMA exhibited similar mix design volumetrics up to certain lower mixing and compaction temperatures. However, further reduction in the mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA was found to exhibit improper mixing between aggregates and binder. Also, to ensure presence of sufficient active binder from the RAP, it was found that the compaction temperature for foamed WMA should be greater than the high-temperature Performance Grade (PG) of the extracted RAP binder.
In spite of foamed WMA exhibiting similar volumetric properties as compared to those of HMA, their laboratory performance was found to be significantly different. The foamed WMA was found to exhibit a lower stiffness compared to HMA in the dynamic modulus test. The reduced aging at lower mixing and compaction temperatures is believed to be responsible for lowering the stiffness of foamed WMA compared to HMA. Also, an increase in RAP content was found to increase the stiffness of asphalt mixes due to incorporation of aged binder from RAP. A stiffer asphalt mix is expected to exhibit lower cracking resistance and higher rutting resistance. Therefore, foamed WMA was found to exhibit higher cracking resistance compared to HMA in Louisiana Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) and Illinois Flexibility Index Test (I-FIT) tests. A similar trend in the cracking resistance was observed for coarser mixes in the Abrasion Loss Test (commonly known as Cantabro test). However, the Cantabro test could not screen finer mixes for their cracking resistance as it lacks a mechanistic basis. The coarser mixes were found to exhibit lower cracking resistance compared to finer mixes due to higher RAP content and differences in crack propagation mechanisms. The rutting performance of foamed WMA was found to be of concern as they exhibited lower resistance compared to their HMA counterparts. Coarser mixes exhibited higher rutting resistance compared to finer mixes due to higher RAP content. The foamed WMA exhibited higher moisture-induced damage potential compared to HMA. The presence of moisture from partially dried aggregates at lower WMA mixing and compaction temperatures and use of water in the foaming process were reasons for the reduction in moisture-induced damage resistance for foamed WMA. The Moisture Induced Sensitivity Test (MIST) conditioning was found to be a better method for simulating moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes than the AASHTO T 283 method. Application of adhesion cycles followed by loading cycles instead of a freeze-thaw cycle (AASHTO T 283) in the moisture conditioning process in MIST is believed to better represent field conditions. Also, increase in RAP content was found to lower moisture-induced damage potential due to strong bonding between RAP aggregate and binder. Therefore, the foamed WMA was found to increase cracking resistance, rutting potential and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. On the contrary, addition of RAP was expected to reduce cracking resistance, rutting potential and moisture-induced damage potential. Therefore, foamed WMA containing RAP can exhibit mixed performance particularly when the RAP content is higher than certain level.  
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1.1 [bookmark: _Toc113418][bookmark: _Toc13570753]Background
Construction of sustainable and environment-friendly transportation infrastructure results in saving natural resources, conserving the environment and reducing energy consumption (Bonaquist, 2011; Kheradmand et al., 2014; Abuawad et al., 2015; Al-Qadi et al., 2015; Zaman et al., 2019). For more than two decades, asphalt paving companies have been using Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP) and various Warm Mix Asphalt (WMA) technologies in the production of asphalt mixes and construction of flexible pavements as a part of efforts toward establishing sustainable and eco-friendly construction practices (Kim and Lee, 2006; Kim et al., 2007; Kasozi et al., 2012; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017).
The WMA technologies improve the workability of asphalt mixes using chemical additives, organic additives, and water-based or water-containing foaming processes (Bonaquist, 2011; Alhasan et al., 2014; Kheradmand et al., 2014). Both mixing and compaction temperatures of traditional Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) can be reduced by about 20º to 40ºC using these WMA technologies (Jones, 2004; Prowell et al., 2007; Rubio et al., 2012). Approximately 25 to 70% savings in energy consumption can be attained by lowering the mixing and compaction temperatures compared to HMA (Kristjansdottir, 2014). Other benefits associated with using WMA technologies include the following: an extended paving season; reduced turnover time to traffic; improved working conditions due to lower odor, fume, and emission levels; enhanced compactability; reduced oxidative hardening of binders; and reduced cracking in pavements (Hurley et al., 2006; Gandhi et al., 2009; Rubio et al., 2012). However, WMA technologies produce relatively softer mixes than HMA due to reduced aging at lower mixing and compaction temperatures, which can cause higher pavement deformation under traffic loading (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Hill, 2011; Bonaquist, 2011; Alhasan et al., 2014). Also, a lower mixing temperature of WMA than HMA can be responsible for partially dried aggregates and resulting a weaker bond between the asphalt binder and aggregates (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Prowell et al., 2007; Wasiuddin et al., 2007; Ali et al., 2013). 
Among existing WMA technologies, plant foaming (called “foamed WMA” in this study) is being successfully used by many contractors in Oklahoma and other states. Water is added to preheated asphalt binder as a foaming agent in the production of foamed WMA, which makes the foamed WMA more cost-effective because no chemical WMA additives are needed (Jenkins, 2000; Van et al., 2007). The water produces steam, which increases the volume of the binder and decreases its viscosity (Van et al., 2007; Zaumanis, 2010). Although production cost of foamed WMA is relatively low compared to chemical-based or organic-based WMA, concerns over the moisture susceptibility of foamed WMA due to incorporation of water and reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures have been reported by several researchers (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Prowell et al., 2007).
[bookmark: _Hlk526330433]Additionally, the utilization of RAP in asphalt mixes has increased rapidly due to its economic and environmental benefits. The availability of binder in RAP reduces the amount of virgin binder needed in producing asphalt mixes. Also, the aggregates in the RAP are reused to lower initial construction costs and preserve environmental resources (FHWA, 1997; Jones, 2008; Ghabchi, 2014; Al-Qadi et al., 2015). Due to financial and environmental benefits, most WMA and HMA used by the Oklahoma Department of Transportation (ODOT) contains RAP, when specifications allow. Also, many other state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) are in process of updating their specifications or test protocols for asphalt mixes containing RAP (Ghabchi, 2014). A study conducted by Williams et al. (2018) found that RAP usage reached 76.2 million tons in 2017, which is 36% higher than the usage in 2009. The special provision used by ODOT allows a maximum 30% binder replacement for the base course and 12% binder replacement for the surface course from RAP materials (ODOT, 2013a). However, incorporation of RAP in specifications has many challenges, such as change in binder Performance Grade (PG) due to the addition of stiffer binder, uncertainty in blending between virgin and aged binder, high amount of filler materials, quality of RAP, and lack of performance data (McDaniel and Shah, 2003; Lee at al., 2009; Al-Qadi et al., 2015; Ali, 2016).  Also, while using RAP in WMA, the blending of aged binder from RAP and new binder may be hindered due to the lower mixing and compaction temperatures of WMA (Bonaquist, 2011). The amount of total blended binder (commonly known as active binder) mainly controls the mix design of asphalt mixes (Brown et al., 2009). Therefore, evaluation of mix design volumetrics of foamed WMA with different RAP contents is necessary to avoid potential problems. 
Currently, no distinct mix design procedure is available for foamed WMA containing RAP. Several factors, such as aggregate gradation, binder content, number of gyration, mixing and compaction temperatures, RAP binder grade and proper mixing of aged binder from RAP with virgin binder influence the design of WMA (Brown et al., 2009). The current state of practice for WMA mix design is to prepare a HMA mix in the laboratory according to the AASHTO R 35 method (AASHTO, 2013). This method targets the volumetric properties of four percent air voids at required number of gyration. The number of gyration is determined based on the anticipated traffic level (AASHTO, 2013). The same method is then used to produce foamed WMA in an asphalt plant without making modifications to the mix design (NCHRP, 2012). Also, most asphalt mix design laboratories do not own a laboratory foamer to produce foamed binder. As a result, mix designs of foamed WMA, including those containing RAP, are generally performed using the corresponding mix designs for HMA containing RAP without using a foamer. However, a combination of RAP and low mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA may lead to mixes that are more temperature sensitive compared to HMA (NCHRP, 2012).
According to Bonaquist (2011), the volumetric properties of foamed WMA may be similar to those of their HMA counterparts, when other parameters (e.g., aggregate gradation, binder content, number of gyration and RAP content) remain constant. However, the compactability, stripping resistance, rutting resistance and cracking resistance of WMA can be significantly different from HMA (Bonaquist, 2011). Also, these characteristics become more complex with the addition of a higher percentage of RAP in asphalt mixes (Kasozi et al., 2012; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017). A study conducted by Zhao et al. (2013) reported that the rutting resistance was found to increase with the addition of RAP for both WMA and HMA. It was observed by Guo et al. (2014) that fatigue life of WMA decreased with the addition of RAP due to incorporation of stiffer and aged binder. Also, a decrease in moisture-induced damage potential with the increase in RAP content was reported by several other researchers due to stronger bonding between RAP aggregate and binder (Zhao et al., 2012; Shu et al., 2012; Hill et al., 2012a). On the contrary, an increase in moisture-induced damage potential was observed by Moghadas et al. (2014) and Guo et al. (2014) with the increase in RAP content. It was reported that the increase in the viscosity of asphalt binder due to the addition of RAP can increase the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Moghadas et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014). Therefore, foamed WMA containing RAP might show significantly different rutting, fatigue, and moisture-induced damage performance under traffic loading and environmental conditions compared to HMA in roadway pavements.
For evaluating the rutting potential of asphalt mixes, many transportation agencies are currently using Hamburg Wheel Tracking (HWT) and Flow Number (FN) tests (Witczak et al., 2002; Lu and Harvey, 2006; Copeland et al., 2010; Grebenschikov and Prozzi, 2011; Zhao et al., 2013; Roy et al., 2015; Chaturabong, 2016). In fact, HWT test is the most common test procedure used for evaluating the rutting resistance (Lu and Harvey, 2006). Flow number (FN), another test for determining rutting resistance, is defined as the number of loading cycles related to tertiary deformation in a repeated loading test of asphalt specimen (Copeland et al., 2010). Currently, there is no general agreement on a single test method for evaluating the fatigue resistance of asphalt mixes (Barman et al., 2018). Both Louisiana Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) and Illinois SCB, commonly known as Illinois Flexibility Index Test (I-FIT), are used by several DOTs for evaluating the fracture performance of asphalt mixes (Kim et al., 2012a; Ozer et al., 2016). Also, some transportation agencies are using Abrasion Loss Test (commonly known as Cantabro test) to check the cracking potential of asphalt mixes (NAPA, 2015; NCAT, 2017). Stiffness of asphalt mixes is generally evaluated using the dynamic modulus tests. A stiffer mix is expected to exhibit higher resistance to rutting, but more prone to cracking (Flintsch et al., 2007; Tashman and Elangovan, 2008; Singh et al., 2011; Ghabchi, 2014). Several test methods have been used by different researchers to quantify moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Solaimanian et al., 2003; Hurley et al., 2010; Goh and You, 2011a; Weldegioris and Tarefder, 2011; Kim et al., 2012b). Among test methods, the Stripping Inflection Point (SIP) obtained from a HWT test and Tensile Strength Ratio (TSR) obtained from an Indirect Tensile Strength (ITS) test are the most commonly used parameters to evaluate the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Kim et al., 2012b; Abuawad et al., 2015).
Designing an asphalt mix resistant to fatigue and moisture-induced damage with an acceptable rutting performance is essential for having a sustainable pavement with long service life. The current literature lacks information about the performance of foamed WMA containing RAP. Therefore, the present study was undertaken to examine the factors affecting mix design volumetrics of foamed WMA containing RAP and to evaluate laboratory performance of such mixes pertaining to rutting, fatigue and moisture-induced damage. 
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570754]Significance of this Study
As mentioned earlier, there are several benefits of using foamed WMA with RAP in the construction of flexible pavements. Several DOTs are currently using the same mix design methods for WMA containing RAP, which were originally developed for HMA (Bonaquist, 2011; WSDOT, 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Malladi, 2015). Because of differences in mixing and compaction temperatures, binder properties, presence of water in foamed WMA and differences in aggregate coating quality and binder film thickness, using HMA mix design for a foamed WMA may not be appropriate. As noted earlier, the compactability, stripping potential, rutting resistance and fatigue resistance of WMA can be different from those of their HMA counterparts (Prowell et al., 2007; Wasiuddin et al., 2007; Hill, 2011; Bonaquist, 2011; Ali et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 2013). Lower mixing temperature for foamed WMA can cause inadequate utilization of RAP binder in effective binder and limit its mixing with the virgin binder (Bonaquist, 2011). It was suggested by Bonaquist (2011) that compaction temperature of WMA should be greater than the high-temperature PG of the binder recovered from RAP. Also, according to Bowering and Martin (1976), the maximum temperature difference between foamed WMA binder and aggregates should lie between 13°C to 23°C to ensure proper mixing. However, no recommendations were made for temperature differences of more than 23°C.
It is expected that reduced aging of WMA due to lower mixing temperature will produce softer mixes compared to HMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). Aged binder from RAP, on the other hand, makes asphalt mixes stiffer (Shu et al., 2008; Hong et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017). The level of stiffness depends on the amount of RAP used in the mix as well as other factors such as level of oxidation, type of binder used in the original mix and type of rejuvenators. A stiffer mix is expected to exhibit low resistance to fatigue cracking and strong resistance to pavement deformation or rutting (Prowell et al., 2007; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014). It is believed that a softer WMA mix would counteract the stiff and aged binder from RAP and balance the cracking and rutting resistance of WMA (Malladi, 2015). Also, lower mixing and compaction temperatures of foamed WMA can result in partially dried aggregates. Therefore, foamed WMA can exhibit more moisture-induced damage potential compared to HMA. On the contrary, a stronger bond between RAP binder and aggregate can increase the moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA. The laboratory and field performance data for WMA containing RAP, particularly for a high amount of RAP, are lacking. The present study is expected to fill this gap by generating laboratory performance data for WMA and HMA containing a high amount of RAP. The HMA mixes are regarded as control mixes in this study.
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc113419][bookmark: _Toc13570755]Objectives
   The specific objectives of the current study are listed below:
(i)  Evaluate and compare the mix design volumetrics of foamed WMA and HMA containing the same amount of RAP;
(ii) Evaluate and compare the rutting, fatigue cracking, and moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA and HMA containing the same amount of RAP.
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc13570756]Research Approach
The present study was pursued to characterize the foamed WMA containing RAP using laboratory testing. Specifically, the mix design volumetric properties of WMA were compared with those of the HMA containing the same amount of RAP. A two-tail t-test was conducted to identify the difference in percent air voids statistically. Modifications to the current mix design for WMA with RAP were proposed for mixes having a statistically significant difference in percent air voids compared to control HMA. The experimental design for this study was based on the consideration that mixing and compaction temperatures control the volumetric parameters of WMA (Jones, 2004; Prowell et al., 2007; Rubio et al., 2012). In the present study, foamed WMA binder was mixed with aggregates at a temperature of as low as 95°C to observe the change in percent air voids compared to traditional HMA. Also, a temperature difference (between heated aggregates and foamed WMA binder) of up to 40°C was used to observe the mixing quality. The higher-temperature grade of the recovered RAP binder was determined to evaluate the effect of lowering WMA mixing and compaction temperatures on blending quality of aged and virgin binders.
In addition, the rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA containing RAP were compared with those of the HMA containing RAP. Hamburg Wheel Tracking (HWT) test and Flow Number (FN) tests were conducted to evaluate the rutting resistance of these relatively softer mixes. The fatigue cracking potential was assessed using Louisiana SCB test, I-FIT Test and Abrasion Loss or Cantabro test. The effect of loading rate and notch depth on the SCB tested samples were examined through comparison of SCB results obtained from the Louisiana and Illinois methods. The SIP from HWT test and TSR values from two different conditioning methods were used for screening of moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. Moreover, the dynamic modulus master curves were developed for both HMA and foamed WMA containing RAP, which could be used in the mechanistic design of asphalt pavements using AASHTOWare.  Experimental results showing the effect of using a high amount of RAP on the performance of asphalt mixes are expected to benefit the design of WMA containing RAP.
1.5 [bookmark: _Toc113420][bookmark: _Toc13570757]Thesis Organization
The materials of this thesis are organized in the following order:
Chapter 1: Introduction – This chapter identifies the weaknesses in the existing knowledge of mix design and performance of WMA containing RAP, focusing on particularly high amounts of RAP. The background is followed by the significance of the present study, research objectives, research approach and thesis organization.
Chapter 2: Literature Review – Types of WMA technologies, benefits of foamed WMA and usages of RAP in conventional mixes are discussed in the first part of this chapter. Previous studies on mix design aspects, dynamic modulus, and fatigue cracking of asphalt mixes containing RAP are summarized in the second part of this chapter. The literature review is focused on rutting and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. 
Chapter 3: Materials and Methods – This chapter discusses the selection and collection of materials for preparing HMA and foamed WMA. The mix design approach for foamed WMA is also presented in this chapter. Descriptions of various test methods, namely Dynamic Modulus tests, Louisiana SCB test, I-FIT test, Abrasion Loss test, HWT test, FN Test and TSR test are presented in this chapter. Determination of high-temperature PG of extracted RAP binder is also discussed.
Chapter 4: Volumetric Properties of Foamed WMA Containing RAP – Analyses of Superpave® volumetric test results for both WMA and HMA containing RAP are discussed in this chapter. Effect of lowering mixing and compaction temperatures on percent air voids for foamed WMA is presented.
Chapter 5: Laboratory Performance of WMA Containing RAP – Dynamic modulus values of HMA and foamed WMA are presented in Chapter 5. Fatigue cracking resistance of WMA containing RAP is discussed in this chapter. Analyses of the HWT, FN and TSR test results conducted on asphalt mixes are also presented. Additionally, the rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA containing RAP are compared with HMA.
Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendations– A summary of the important findings of this study and the recommendations based on these findings are presented in this chapter. Recommendations for future studies are also included in this chapter.
The details of the abbreviations used in this thesis are included in Appendix A: List of Abbreviations.
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[bookmark: _Toc11579276][bookmark: _Toc13569478][bookmark: _Toc13570759]2
[bookmark: _Toc13570760]LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc523306395][bookmark: _Toc13570761]2.1 Warm Mix Asphalt (WMA) Technologies
Warm Mix Asphalt (WMA) technologies were first introduced in Europe about two decades ago for producing asphalt mixes at a much lower temperature than the temperature used in producing Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) (Malladi, 2015).  The initial reports of these technologies were published during 1999-2000 (Brown, 2008). In 2002, WMA technologies were introduced in the U.S. (Malladi, 2015). These technologies allow a reduction in both mixing and compaction temperatures (about 30°C) of asphalt mixes compared to traditional HMA by reducing the viscosity of asphalt binder. Reduced mixing and compaction temperatures lead to major savings in fuel cost, reduced emission of greenhouse gases, and better workability of mixes at a lower temperature (NCHRP, 2012; AASHTO, 2013; NCHRP, 2013; ODOT, 2013b). However, WMA technologies are expected to produce relatively softer mixes due to a lower degree of aging at lower mixing and compaction temperatures. WMA can cause higher rutting under traffic loading than HMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Hill, 2011; Bonaquist, 2011; Alhasan et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc13570762] 2.2 Types of WMA Technologies
Based on the production process or the type of additive, WMA is commonly classified into the following types: (i) organic additive-based process; (ii) foaming process; and (iii) chemical additive-based process (Rubio et al., 2012). The commonly used WMA organic additives are Fischer-Tropsch synthesis wax, fatty acid amides, and Montan wax (Kheradmand et al., 2014). Based on the water addition process, the foaming process can be sub-divided into the following categories: (a) Water-containing technologies; (b) Water-based technologies. The emulsification agents or polymers are generally used for chemical-based WMA technologies (Rubio et al., 2012; Kheradmand et al., 2014).
2.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc523306396][bookmark: _Toc13570763]Organic Additive-Based WMA
In this technology, waxes are augmented by organic additives in the mix. When temperature exceeds the melting point of a wax, a reduction in the viscosity of the binder is observed (Zaumanis, 2010; Kheradmand et al., 2014). As the mix cools down, these additives transform into microscopically small and uniformly dispersed solid particles, which work in the same manner as fiber-reinforced materials by increasing the stiffness of the binder. It was suggested by Silva et al. (2010) that the type of wax should be selected cautiously to avoid possible temperature-related issues. Specifically, difficulties may arise if the wax has a higher melting point than the mixing temperature. Waxes used in this technology consist of high molecular hydrocarbon chains with a melting point of 80°C to 120°C and can modify the workability of the binder (Rubio et al., 2012). The temperature at which the wax melts is basically controlled by the length of the carbon chain (Bueche, 2009). In practice, two to four percent wax is added to a mix based on the total mass of the binder. This WMA technology was developed around late 1980s (Rubio et al., 2012).
2.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc523306398][bookmark: _Toc13570764]Chemical Additive-Based WMA
A chemical additive-based WMA involves the use of chemicals in the asphalt binder to reduce mixing and compaction temperatures. These additives are mixed with the asphalt binder before mixing asphalt binder with aggregates. Based on the given circumstances, different types of chemical additives can be used. They generally include a combination of surfactants, polymers, emulsifying agents, and adhesion promoting additives (i.e., antistripping agents) to improve workability, coating, and compaction (Rubio et al., 2012). For example, by using the chemical additive RedisetTM, a reduction in both mixing and compaction temperatures of up to 30°C can be achieved. Another commonly used additive, Evotherm, can reduce the mixing and compaction temperatures up to 85°C (Rubio et al., 2012; Kheradmand et al., 2014). The surface-active chemical polymer, Revix, can reduce both mixing and compaction temperatures up to 25°C (Rubio et al., 2012).
2.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc523306397][bookmark: _Toc13570765]Foamed WMA
Foamed WMA involves adding a small amount of water at a high temperature by either injecting it into the binder or directly adding to the mixes (Larsen, 2001). A large volume of foam is generated by the addition of water, which temporarily increases the volume of the binder and reduces its viscosity. The existence period of the foam can vary depending upon the technology used in producing the foamed binder. The workability and coating ability of the asphalt binder is generally improved by this foaming process (Rubio et al., 2012). Water is usually injected at a rate of approximately one to two percent by the weight of binder (Butz et al., 2001). The optimum water content is determined based on two major factors: maximum expansion ratio of foamed binder; and half-life of the maximum expansion (Maccarrone et al., 1994; Muthen, 1998; Yongjoo and Lee, 2006). The expansion ratio is defined as the ratio between the maximum volume attained in the foamed state and the final volume of the binder once the foam has dissipated (Muthen, 1998). The term “half-life” is defined as the time in seconds it takes for the foam to become half of the maximum volume of the foamed asphalt (Maccarrone et al., 1994; Muthen, 1998; Yongjoo and Lee, 2006). Generally, at a temperature above 150°C a good foaming of asphalt binder can be achieved. An increase in the expansion ratio and reduction in the half-life are expected with increasing foaming temperature and water, which is not desirable for the foamed asphalt. At a temperature of 170°C, an air pressure of 400 kPa, and a water pressure of 500 kPa, an optimum amount of water for foaming is found as 1.3% (Kim and Lee, 2006). Based on the water addition process, foamed WMA is further classified into following groups:
[bookmark: _Toc13570766]2.2.3.1 Water-containing technologies
In this process, synthetic zeolite is used to produce foamed WMA. It is basically the aluminosilicates of alkali metals and contains approximately 20% water by weight. With increasing temperature, water is released from the crystalline zeolite structure, creating a micro-foaming effect on the mixes (Rubio et al., 2012). This foaming process can last up to seven hours (Chowdhury and Button, 2008; D’Angelo et al., 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc13570767]2.2.3.2 Water-based technologies
In this foaming method, water is used directly. Normally water is injected in the heated binder using special nozzles. In this process, a large amount of foamed binder is generated, while water vaporizes (Zaumanis, 2010). Generally, a mechanical foamer with temperature and pressure controlling system is used to produce water-based foamed WMA.  
[bookmark: _Toc523306399][bookmark: _Toc13570768]2.3 Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP)
RAP is generated when asphalt pavements are milled for reconstruction or resurfacing (FHWA, 1997; ICT, 2007). Among various recycled materials, RAP is the most widely used recycled material by the asphalt industry (Sengoz and Oylumluoglu, 2013). Utilization of RAP in asphalt mixes is beneficial because it reduces cost, reduces the need for virgin asphalt binder and reduces the use of virgin aggregates in asphalt mixes. Also, it preserves natural resources and the environment. 
A survey conducted by Williams et al. (2018) indicated a dramatic change in RAP use from 2009 to 2017. The yearly RAP consumption in the asphalt industry increased from 56 million tons to 76.2 million tons within 2009 to 2017 (Williams et al., 2018). A survey conducted by Ghabchi et al. (2016) found that the use of RAP was permitted by the state DOTs in constructing about 95% interstate highway, 90% state highway and 90% city roads. The usage of RAP by the paving industry continues to increase in recent time. Based on the literature, 3.4 million tons of RAP was used as aggregate and 102.1 million tons of RAP was stockpiled for future use in 2017 (Williams et al., 2018). However, there are some technical issues that need to be addressed in order to incorporate RAP in asphalt mixes.
Technical issues are equally important in using RAP in new mixes. For example, the binder type, production location, and construction temperature should be considered in the selection of recycling techniques (Dinis-Almeida et al., 2012). A national survey conducted by Jones (2008) listed storage management, binder class and mix property as major issues in deciding the amount of RAP that can be safely used in new mixes. Storage management issues consist of unknown material properties, inconsistent gradation of aggregates and processing requirement. Binder issues include compaction problem, unknown grade of blended binder and bumping of binder grade due to blending with the RAP binder. The RAP binder was found to be six to eight times more viscous than the virgin binder (Hossain et al., 2013). Lastly, mix issues involve uncertainty in fatigue cracking and rutting performance, variability in RAP source and early failure concerns (Jones, 2008). Therefore, laboratory and field performance evaluation of asphalt mixes containing RAP is important in the design of WMA containing a high amount of RAP. The current study aims to address these issues.
[bookmark: _Toc523306400][bookmark: _Toc13570769]2.4 Laboratory and Field Performance of WMA Containing RAP
Although the volumetric properties of foamed WMA can be similar to those of their HMA counterparts, the compactability, stripping, rutting, and fatigue cracking resistance of WMA can be different from those of HMA (Bonaquist, 2011). Also, adding RAP to new asphalt mixes make the characteristics of such mixes more complex. 
Laboratory performance of WMA containing high amounts or percentages of RAP was evaluated by Zhao et al. (2013). The WMA was found to exhibit lower rutting resistance compared to HMA regardless of the WMA technology, RAP content, and structural layer. The rutting resistance of both WMA and HMA was found to increase with the increase in RAP content. The use of RAP, however, had a greater favorable effect on the rutting resistance of HMA than the corresponding WMA. The results of TSR tests indicated that the moisture-induced damage potential in base layer remained a concern for foamed WMA containing RAP (Zhao et al., 2013). 
The rutting and cracking resistance of WMA containing RAP was evaluated in the laboratory by Guo et al. (2014). Addition of RAP was found to increase the rutting resistance of WMA. This was mainly attributed to an increase in stiffness of the blended binder due to increase in RAP content. This stiffer binder was found to increase the dynamic modulus of asphalt mixes. A slightly better rutting resistance was observed for WMA containing S-I additives (developed in China, as a chemical surfactant additive) compared to WMA containing Evotherm-DAT additives, regardless of the RAP amount. In their study, Bending Beam tests were conducted to evaluate the low temperature (-10°C) cracking resistance of WMA. In that test, asphalt beam shaped samples were monotonically loaded along mid-span at a constant rate of 50 mm/min. It was reported that the cracking resistance decreased with the addition of RAP. Also, TSR and fatigue life of the WMA were found to decrease with the increase in RAP content. The fatigue life was defined as the number of load applications required to propagate a dominant flaw in the mix. Therefore, increase in RAP content was expected to make WMA more prone to fatigue cracking.
Effects of temperature reduction, foaming water content, and aggregate moisture content on the performance of WMA were studied by Ali et al. (2013). It was observed that with the reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures, the foamed WMA became more susceptible to rutting and moisture-induced damage. Therefore, a maximum reduction of 16.7ºC temperature from the HMA mixing and compaction temperatures was recommended for the foamed WMA. However, increasing foaming water to 2.6% of the weight of asphalt binder did not have any negative effect on the foamed WMA with respect to rutting and moisture-induced damage performance.
Low-temperature cracking performance of foamed WMA was characterized by Alhasan et al. (2014). The production process of WMA and asphalt binder type were found to control the low-temperature cracking performance of WMA. In their study, Bending Beam Rheometer (BBR) tests were conducted to evaluate the low-temperature performance of two asphalt binders (PG 70-22 and PG 64-28), and the low-temperature cracking behavior of the asphalt mixes was evaluated with the thermal stress restrained specimen test (TSRST) on Pressure Aging Vessel (PAV) conditioned specimens. The TSRST tests were conducted on cylindrical specimens to determine the fracture temperature and tensile strength of asphalt mixes, while cooling at a constant rate according to AASHTO TP 10 (AASHTO, 1993). A PAV was used to simulate long-term aging of binder in the field. The BBR test results were found to be less conservative than the TSRST results. The fracture temperatures for short-term aged specimens were found to be approximately 2.5ºC to 6.5ºC lower than the long-term aged specimens in the TSRST tests. Therefore, the low temperature cracking resistance of asphalt mixes was found to decrease gradually with aging. Overall, PG 64-28 binder showed relatively higher low-temperature cracking performance compared to PG 70-22 in the TSRST test. Also, for short-term aging the HMA exhibited a slightly better low-temperature cracking performance compared to WMA. However, similar cracking resistance was observed for both mixes at long-term aging condition.
The microstructure and rutting resistance of foamed WMA and HMA prepared with various amounts of RAP binder contents (0, 20, 40, 60, and 80% by weight of binder) were studied by Dong et al. (2017). It was found that with an increase in the RAP binder content, both the foamed WMA and HMA became stiffer. However, the extent of increase in stiffness was more pronounced for HMA than that of foamed WMA. Therefore, a more prominent increase in rutting resistance and reduction in workability were expected for HMA compared to foamed WMA with the addition of RAP binder.
A field study conducted by Wielinski et al. (2009) suggested that both HMA and WMA performed equally in the arid Southern California climate and subjected to heavy traffic loads. After two weeks of service, WMA pavements seemed to be darker in appearance compared to their HMA counterparts (Wielinski et al., 2009). Sargand et al. (2011) and Prowell et al. (2007) also reported similar field performance for both WMA and HMA. An excellent rutting resistance in the field was observed for two WMA and one HMA pavement sections after the application of 515,333 Equivalent Single-Axle Loads (ESAL) over a 43-day period (Prowell et al., 2007). The aforementioned reviews indicate a need for additional laboratory and field investigations to evaluate the performance of WMA containing RAP.
[bookmark: _Toc523306401][bookmark: _Toc13570770]2.5 Current Practice for Design of WMA Containing RAP
No distinct mix design procedure is available for foamed WMA containing RAP until now. Several factors, such as aggregate gradation, binder content, number of gyration, mixing and compaction temperatures, RAP binder grade and proper mixing of aged binder from RAP with virgin binder influence the mix design of asphalt mixes (Brown et al., 2009). The current state of practice for WMA mix design is to prepare a HMA in the laboratory according to the AASHTO R 35 method (AASHTO, 2013). 
The AASHTO R 35 method is used to determine if the prepared HMA sample has a proper amount of air voids and binder to ensure performance (AASHTO, 2013). A higher air voids can cause an adverse effect on the durability of asphalt pavements. Adequate stiffness is needed to prevent vertical deformation or rutting under traffic loading. Also, asphalt mixes should contain an optimum amount of asphalt binder to ensure durability and control excess rutting (Brown et al., 2009). The AASHTO R 35 mix design method is based on the volumetric properties of the asphalt mixes in terms of the Air Voids (AV), Voids in the Mineral Aggregate (VMA), and Voids Filled with Asphalt (VFA). The air voids can be defined as the total volume of small pockets of air in compacted asphalt mixes. The total available voids in the compacted aggregate batch is defined as VMA, and VFA represents the percent of VMA filled with asphalt binder. The gradation of aggregates is selected in such a manner to keep the VMA and VFA values within certain limits. The optimum asphalt content of compacted asphalt mixes is determined based on the volumetric properties of four percent air voids at required number of gyration. The number of gyration is determined based on the anticipated traffic level of the pavement (AASHTO, 2013). 
A similar method is then used for the production of foamed WMA in an asphalt plant without making modifications or changes to the mix design (NCHRP, 2012). Most asphalt mix design laboratories do not own a foamer to produce foamed binder. As a result, mix designs of foamed WMA, including those containing RAP, are generally performed using the corresponding mix designs for HMA containing RAP without using a foamer. However, a combination of RAP and low mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA may lead to mixes that are more temperature sensitive than HMA (NCHRP, 2012). Therefore, verifications of mix design volumetrics are necessary for WMA containing RAP.
Similar volumetric properties of both foamed WMA and HMA were reported by several researchers (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Wielinsk et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2010; Bonaquist, 2011; Malladi, 2015). It was observed by Bonaquist (2011) that the mix design parameters of asphalt mixes were governed by the aggregate structure, if the absorbed binder content is less than 1%. The term absorbed binder is defined as the percent of total binder absorbed by permeable pores of aggregates in asphalt mixes (Brown et al., 2009).  Also, two hours of aging time at compaction temperature was suggested for WMA containing RAP after mixing. Furthermore, a compaction temperature higher than the high-temperature PG of the recovered RAP binder was proposed to ensure proper mixing between the aged and virgin binders in WMA. However, in that study no separate mix design procedure was suggested for WMA containing RAP by Bonaquist (2011), although asphalt mixes with up to 40% RAP content was considered. Therefore, it is possible that the RAP binder may not be fully engaged in the new mix containing high RAP (greater than a certain amount, e.g., 40%).
Several other studies were conducted to determine suitable mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA (Bowering and Martin, 1976; Jenkins et al., 1999; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Abbas and Ali, 2011; Bonaquist, 2011).  It was suggested by Bowering and Martin (1976) that the temperature difference between foamed WMA and aggregates should lie between 13°C and 23°C to ensure proper mixing. At a higher temperature gradient, the collapse of foam in contact with aggregates becomes more rapid due to quick heat transfer (Jenkins et al.,1999). Additionally, preheating of aggregates was found to improve the distribution of foamed binder in asphalt mixes. However, the compaction quality of asphalt mixes was found to be controlled by compaction temperature and binder viscosity, whereas aggregate temperature was found to have an insignificant effect (Jenkins et al.,1999).  Furthermore, the workability of foamed WMA was found to be higher than the control HMA even at 17°C lower mixing and compaction temperatures (Abbas and Ali, 2011).
The optimum water and asphalt content for foamed WMA were studied by Kim and Lee (2006). It was found that a good foaming of asphalt could be achieved at a temperature of 150°C or above. More specifically at 170°C temperature under an air pressure of 400 kPa and water pressure of 500 kPa, a water content of 1.3% by weight of binder was found to produce optimum foaming. Hence, it was called “optimum foaming water content.” 
The mix design aspects of foamed WMA containing RAP were investigated by Kuna et al. (2017). It was suggested that the extracted aggregates from RAP exhibited more uniform gradation than RAP’s aggregates before asphalt recovery. The results from ITS tests were considered as mechanical properties of asphalt mixes in that study. The optimum mechanical properties were found at 4% and 3% foaming water contents for virgin aggregate mix and 75% RAP mix, respectively. A clear optimum foaming water content was not found for mixes with 50% RAP with respect to mechanical properties. 
The Superpave® mix design aspects of WMA containing various amounts of RAP were studied by Xiao et al. (2016). In their study, both Evotherm and foamed WMA were considered in evaluating the volumetric properties. An increase in the viscosity of asphalt binder was observed with the addition of RAP. Also, the VMA value increased with an increase in RAP content. Furthermore, dust to asphalt ratio decreased with the reduction in RAP amount.  No significant effect was found on the binder viscosity due to incorporation of Evotherm. The air voids in the optimum asphalt binder analysis were observed to vary depending on the WMA technology and binder source. Also, similar optimum binder content was found for both foamed WMA and control HMA. However, WMA mix with Evotherm was found to exhibit slightly higher values of optimum binder content. (Xiao et al., 2016).
Because of factors noted above including differences in mixing and compaction temperatures, binder properties, presence of water in foamed WMA and differences in aggregate coating quality and binder film thickness, use of HMA mix design method for a foamed WMA is expected to produce mixes with noticeably different performance. Therefore, it is important to consider both mix design volumetrics and laboratory performance for assessment of foamed WMA containing RAP, which was the primary goal of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc13570771][bookmark: _Toc523306402]2.6 Performance Tests
As noted earlier, WMA technologies are expected to produce softer asphalt mixes due to a lower degree of aging (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). Addition of RAP, however, is expected to increase the stiffness of asphalt mixes (Shu et al., 2008; Hong et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017). Therefore, the overall properties and performance of foamed WMA is expected to be dictated by these competing influences. Several test methods have been followed by different researchers to evaluate performance of asphalt mixes in the laboratory. Some of the common performance tests to quantify fatigue, rutting and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes are discussed next.
[bookmark: _Toc13570772][bookmark: _Toc523306403]2.6.1 Dynamic Modulus Tests
Dynamic modulus is an important contributor to laboratory and field performance of asphalt mixes (Flintsch et al., 2007; Tashman and Elangovan, 2008; Singh et al., 2011; Ghabchi, 2014). Stiffness of asphalt mixes is often evaluated by dynamic modulus. A stiffer mix is expected to exhibit higher resistance to rutting, but more prone to cracking (Flintsch et al., 2007; Tashman and Elangovan, 2008; Singh et al., 2011; Ghabchi, 2014). 
Also, dynamic modulus is considered a key material input parameter in the Mechanistic-Empirical Pavement Design Guide (M-EPDG) software or AASHTOWare (Li et al., 2008; AASHTO, 2004). The M-EPDG software is used frequently by pavement engineers for designing asphalt pavements (Huang, 2004; Coree et al., 2005; Li et al., 2011). The M-EPDG is based on the principles of engineering mechanics and considers traffic, climate, pavement structure and material properties as input parameters (Huang, 2004; Li et al., 2011). In this software, pavement responses, such as stress and strain, are evaluated as the output parameters (Huang, 2004). Implementation of this design requires mechanistic input parameters of asphalt mixes and other materials. Lack of specific input parameters is one of the major issues faced by many state DOTs in implementing mechanistic empirical design method (Ghabchi, 2014). For all levels of input (Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3), dynamic modulus is used to characterize the stiffness of asphalt mixes. 
The rutting resistance of WMA containing RAP was evaluated using dynamic modulus and Flow Number (FN) tests by Copeland et al. (2010). The WMA was found to show relatively low stiffness in the dynamic modulus test compared to control HMA containing the same amount of RAP. As a result, relatively lower FN values were observed for WMA compared to their HMA counterparts. Also, WMA is expected to be more prone to rutting than HMA.
[bookmark: _Toc523306404][bookmark: _Toc13570773]2.6.2 Fatigue Cracking Performance Tests
Fatigue cracking is one of the common distresses in asphalt pavements caused by thermal gradients and traffic loading (Colombier, 1997; Baek J., 2010; Moreno and Rubio, 2013). The mastic type (composed of asphalt binder, filler and fine aggregate fraction) plays an important role in reducing fatigue cracking of asphalt mixes. The cracking process in asphalt mixes usually starts in the mastic and propagates through the mix (Jenq and Perng, 1991; Kim and Little, 2005; Dave et al., 2007). 
A survey conducted by Barman et al. (2018) revealed that many DOTs do not perform fatigue tests for screening of asphalt mixes during the design phase due to lack of trained personnel, unavailability of proper equipment and lack of consensus on the most suitable test method. It was found that ITS is the most commonly used fatigue test method for many DOTs. Barman et al. (2018) proposed a new parameter called fatigue index (fi), based on the ITS test data, for screening of mixes. The test results indicated that fi can differentiate the fatigue resistance of different asphalt mixes in an effective way. Finer mixes with modified binders were found to show better cracking resistance compared to coarser mixes with unmodified binders.
Effect of RAP content on the fatigue resistance of HMA was evaluated by Shu et al. (2008). In their study, ITS and BBR tests were conducted to evaluate the fatigue resistance of HMA containing 0%, 10%, 20%, and 30% RAP. From ITS test results, incorporation of RAP was found to increase the stiffness of HMA. It was reported that the fatigue life of a mix may be compromised due to the addition of RAP. Also, increasing the RAP amount from 0% to 30% was found to reduce the fatigue life. This was mainly attributed to an increase in the brittleness of the HMA due to increased RAP content. 
It was reported by several researchers that the Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) test method can be used successfully for evaluation of fatigue cracking of asphalt mixes (Abuawad et al., 2015, Pirmohammad and Ayatollahi, 2014; Kim et al., 2012a; Biligiri et al., 2012; Ozer et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2005). It is evident from the literature that SCB test was originally developed for the characterization of rock (Mull et al., 2002). Subsequently, this test was adopted for evaluating asphalt mixes for fracture resistance (Mull et al., 2002). In this test, a load is applied monotonically on a semi-circular asphalt sample till failure. This test could be used to test both field cores and laboratory compacted samples. It was reported that the remaining life of asphalt pavements can be predicted by using the fracture mechanics of SCB tests (Biligiri et al., 2012).
A fatigue test based on the measurement of the critical strain energy release rate (Jc) in SCB samples with different notch depths was suggested by Kim et al. (2012a). Three different notch depths, namely 25.4, 31.8, and 38.0 mm, were used to develop a linear regression correlation between strain energies and notch depths for each mix. Three semi-circular specimens were prepared for each notch depth. The specimens were loaded monotonically at a rate of 0.5 mm/min and tested until failure. A good correlation was observed between fatigue performance of asphalt pavements in the field and Jc values. Asphalt mixes with polymer-modified asphalt binders were found to exhibit greater fracture resistance than those containing non-modified asphalt binders. Moreover, the results from that study indicated that a reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures of WMA did not adversely affect the fracture resistance. 
Finite element method (FEM) was used to model notched SCB tests by Huang et al. (2013) and used to evaluate the fracture resistance of asphalt mixes. In FEM model, the fracture mechanics approach was used to characterize the fatigue damage. It was observed that, due to stress concentrations, the crack in the notched specimen does not initiate at the center of the cut but close to one of the corners of the notch (Figure 2.1). 
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[bookmark: _Toc13571700]Figure 2.1 Crack Initiation at the Corner of Prefabricated Notch
Therefore, an asymmetric mesh was considered because the sample was not symmetric, once the crack is initiated at either of corner of the notch.  The results also indicated that the asphalt binder plays an important role in the fracture performance of a mix. Significant improvements in the fracture resistance of the asphalt mixes were observed with the addition of suitable additives in the asphalt binder.
To evaluate fracture potential of asphalt mixes I-FIT (commonly known as Illinois SCB) test was proposed by Ozer et al. (2016). It was suggested that the I-FIT test be performed at a temperature of 25ºC and a loading rate of 50 mm/min due to reasonable repeatability of results under these conditions. An increase in fracture strength with increased displacement rate was found up to a certain limit. After that, an adverse effect on fracture energy was observed with the increase in loading rate. Also, dissipation of the crack towards the outer side of the specimen was observed as the specimen turns into softer material with the increase in testing temperature. It was reported by Khan (2016) that asphalt mixes become too soft to contribute to fracture energy after 25°C. Therefore, 25°C testing temperature and faster displacement rate (50 mm/min) were suggested to evaluate the cracking resistance of asphalt mixes (Ozer et al., 2016).  In their study, a good correlation between the I-FIT test and Texas overlay test results was observed. 
An index, called Flexibility Index (FI) was proposed by Ozer et al. (2016) to characterize fatigue cracking of asphalt mixes. According to that study, the FI depends on the total fracture energy and post-peak slope of the load-deformation curve, discussed in Chapter 3. The FI values of laboratory-produced mixes varied between 2 to 10. A higher FI value indicates a ductile material and vice versa.  According to Ozer et al. (2016), asphalt mixes with FI values greater than 6.7 can be classified as “best performing,” while mixes with FI values less than 2 can be considered “poor performing.” Mixes with values between 2 and 6.7 are expected to exhibit “intermediate performance,” relative to fatigue cracking.
Many researchers have considered Abrasion Loss Test (commonly known as Cantabro test) as a potential candidate for evaluating cracking resistance of asphalt mixes (Mallick, 2000; Mo et al., 2009; Shaowen and Shanshan, 2011; NAPA, 2015; NCAT, 2017). A study conducted by Doyle and Howard (2011) suggested that Mass Losses (ML) in the Cantabro test decreased linearly with an increase in asphalt content and reduction in percent of air voids. The Cantabro test is commonly used to check the durability of open graded asphalt mixes. In their study, this test was used to check the durability of dense graded asphalt mixes. The mean ML of specimens was found to be no greater than 15% for seven tested un-aged surface mixes. Moreover, repeatability of test results was observed for all seven asphalt mixes. 
Shaowen and Shanshan (2011) used Cantabro tests to measure cracking resistance of long-term aged and unaged asphalt mixes. The test results indicated a good correlation between the Cantabro ML and the 5°C ductility for the asphalt binder. The ML for the freeze-thaw conditioned aged specimens was found to be much higher (about 70% to 80%) than the standard conditioned aged specimens (about 15% to 25%) for all types of asphalt mixes.
From the above reviews it is evident that no unique test method is available yet for characterization of asphalt mixes for fatigue cracking. Different agencies are currently using different test methods to characterize cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. In the present study, both Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests were used to evaluate the fracture performance of asphalt mixes (WMA and HMA). Also, Cantabro test was used for characterization of fracture performance, in view of its simplicity and cost-effectiveness. 
[bookmark: _Toc13570774]2.6.3 Rutting Performance Tests
To evaluate the rutting potential of asphalt mixes, many transportation agencies have been using Loaded Wheel Tester (LWT). Repeated wheel loading is applied in LWT for simulating field traffic condition. Different types of  LWTs are currently being used  for accelerated evaluation of rutting potential of asphalt mixes, which include Georgia Loaded Wheel Tester, Hamburg wheel tracking (HWT) device, Asphalt Pavement Analyzer (APA) and Purdue University Laboratory Wheel Tracking Device (PURWheel) (Miller et al., 1995; Choubane et al., 2000; Cooley et al., 2000; Corte, 2001; Kandhal and Cooley, 2002).
The effectiveness of HWT tests to determine the moisture sensitivity of asphalt mixes and to predict field rutting performance was evaluated by Lu and Harvey (2006). From that study, it was found that the correlation between HWT test results and actual field performance was influenced by the binder type of asphalt mixes. Better predictions of field performance were found for mixes containing polymer-modified binders than mixes containing non-modified binders. The field rutting performance was overestimated for binders with no polymers.
The rut depths obtained from the HWT tests were compared with the rut depths from the M-EPDG by Grebenschikov and Prozzi (2011). The results of two types of asphalt mixes from a previous project in Texas were used for this purpose. Each mix was prepared using five different binder contents and three different aggregate gradations, namely fine, target and coarse. It was found that both the M-EPDG and the HWT tests ranked the mixes in a similar manner.
Effect of test temperature on HWT rut depths was evaluated by Sel et al. (2014). Statistical analyses of collected data showed that the binder grade is an influential factor on HWT-based rut performance. Asphalt mixes containing binders with a higher PG grade were found to exhibit higher resistance to rutting than those containing binders with a lower PG grade. Significant differences in performance were observed when the samples were tested at 40° and 50°C, indicating a high sensitivity of rutting to test temperature. 
To attain consistent results in the HWT test some important provisions were suggested by Tsai et al. (2016). From the 2-D Micro Mechanical Finite Element (MMFE) model, it was suggested that the specimens should be glued together during HWT testing to ensure full bonding of cylindrical specimens. Otherwise, localized failures may occur around the joint. From the MMFE analyses, it was found that segments less than 120 mm wide can result in lower rut depths due to shape effect. It was also observed that rutting in slab specimens occurred at a faster rate than that in glued cylindrical specimens. Therefore, an agency may not allow cylindrical and slab specimens simultaneously in a given project. Lastly, it was suggested that the Weibull three stage curve fitting could be used to fit HWT rutting evolution curve. The Stripping Inflection point (SIP) can be determined more effectively using this method than the traditional SIP suggested in AASHTO T 324 (AASHTO, 2014c). The SIP indicates the starting point of tertiary deformation of asphalt specimens.
An image processing software, Image Processing and Analysis System 2 (IPAS2), was used by Chaturabong, and Bahia (2017) to identify the mechanism(s) responsible for permanent deformations or rutting in asphalt mixes in dry HWT tests.  An increase in contact/proximity zones between aggregates was observed during the initial creep stage due to load application. In the secondary creep stage, the aggregate structure was found to begin dilating due to deformation along the loading directions and shifting to the sides. At this stage, the aggregate structure was still in a stable condition and no significant reduction in proximity zone was observed. In the tertiary stage, however, the aggregate structure was observed to dilate completely. The failure in the mix in the dry HWT test was mainly attributed to localized deformation in the mix skeleton showing failure criteria similar to that observed in the confined and unconfined FN test (AASHTO, 2017). 
Also, the FN test was considered by several researchers to characterize the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes (Witczak et al., 2002; Copeland et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Roy et al., 2015; Chaturabong, 2016). The FN can be defined as the number of load cycles related to the minimum rate of change in permanent axial strain in a repeated loading test of asphalt specimen (Copeland et al., 2010). Specifically, FN is the number of repeated load cycles an asphalt specimen can resist before it starts to flow (Brown et al., 2009). This test is also commonly known as Repeated Load Permanent Deformation (RLPD) test when conducted without confinement and known as Triaxial Repeated Load Permanent Deformation (TRLPD) when performed with minor principal stresses (Brown et al., 2009). The Francken’s (1977) model is most commonly used to differentiate the permanent strain versus load cycles curve and to identify the minimum value on the fitted curve (Biligiri et al., 2007).
In a study conducted by Kaloush et al. (2003), it was reported that both confined and unconfined FN values correlate well with the field rutting performance. In that study, optimum binder content of asphalt mixes was suggested based on the maximum FN values. Also, an increase in FN value was observed with the reduction in percent air voids. This trend was found to be consistent even for mixes with air voids less than the “critical threshold” values of 2-3% (Kaloush et al., 2003).  
Walubita et al. (2012) evaluated three laboratory tests, namely Dynamic Modulus, RLPD, and HWT, for characterizing permanent deformations or rutting of HMA relative to the field performance. Repeated compressive haversine loading was applied in RLPD tests to determine the viscoelastic properties of asphalt mixes. Repeated sinusoidal dynamic compressive loading at different temperatures and frequencies was applied on unconfined specimens during dynamic modulus testing. All three test methods were found to show consistent results in terms of rutting. Also, the Superpave® mixes were found to exhibit higher moduli values with greater resistance to rutting than the conventional mixes. Overall, the HWT test was found to exhibit the best repeatability and the lowest variability in results compared to the dynamic modulus and RLPD tests. It was suggested that the HWT test can be used for routine stripping assessment and rutting performance prediction of HMA (Walubita et al., 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc13570775]2.6.4 Moisture-Induced Damage Tests
Due to reduction in mixing temperatures many researchers have concern over the moisture-induced damage potential of WMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Prowell et al., 2007; Wasiuddin et al., 2007; Ali et al., 2013). Reducing mixing temperatures may produce partially dried aggregates, resulting in weaker bond between asphalt binder and aggregates. Ali et al. (2013) suggested a longer drying period for aggregates in case of WMA so that the entrapped water can escape. It was observed that moist aggregates increased the potential for moisture-induced damage for WMA, leading to inadequate aggregate coating in presence of water (Ali et al., 2013). Moreover, for water-based WMA technologies water is injected directly in the asphalt binder to produce foamed WMA binder. As a result, water-based foaming can increase the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Xu et al., 2017). Several researchers have reported that at testing temperatures below 100°C, foamed WMA have lower dry and moist ITS values compared to control HMA, although both foamed WMA and control HMA may show similar TSR values (Kavussi and Hashemian, 2012; Ali et al., 2013; Sebaaly et al., 2015). Some other researchers, however, did not find any major differences between moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA and HMA (Punith et al., 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Hailesilassie et al., 2015). It is believed that moisture susceptibility of WMA primarily depends on the technology used in producing these mixes (Ghabchi, 2014; Xu et al., 2017). Overall, additive content and mixing temperature are considered crucial factors for WMA, relative to moisture susceptibility (Xu et al., 2017). 
Effect of RAP content on the moisture-induced damage potential of WMA was studied by several researchers (Zhao et al., 2012; Shu et al., 2012; Hill et al., 2012a; Moghadas et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014). The results from these studies were sometime contradictory. Some researchers found a decrease in moisture-induced damage potential with the increase in RAP content due to stronger adhesive bonding between RAP aggregate and binder (Zhao et al., 2012; Shu et al., 2012; Hill et al., 2012a). On the contrary, an increase in moisture susceptibility with increasing RAP content was reported by Moghadas et al. (2014) and Guo et al. (2014). It was noted that improper blending between virgin binder and aged RAP binder can result in uncoated aggregates in asphalt mixes, which can increase the moisture-induced damage potential (Moghadas et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014).
Evaluation of moisture-induced damage potential is a complex problem for pavement engineers (Abuawad et al., 2015). Several researchers have followed different test methods to quantify the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Solaimanian et al., 2003; Hurley et al., 2010; Goh and You, 2011b; Weldegioris and Tarefder, 2011; Kim et al., 2012b). In 1930, the boil water test was introduced to evaluate the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Abuawad et al., 2015). This was mainly a qualitative test performed on loose asphalt mixes (Solaimanian et al., 2003). In this test method, loose asphalt mixes were added in boiled water and uncoated aggregate surfaces were assessed qualitatively. A higher area represents a more moisture susceptible mix. Currently, several other moisture-induced damage potential tests are available for asphalt mixes including moisture vapor sensitivity test, immersion compression test, Marshall Immersion test, freeze-thaw pedestal test, Lottman indirect tensile test, HWT test, energy ratio test and multiple freeze-thaw test (Solaimanian et al., 2003; Hurley et al., 2010; Goh and You, 2011b; Weldegioris and Tarefder, 2011; Kim et al., 2012b). Among existing test methods, the SIP from HWT tests and TSR from ITS tests are most commonly used parameters for evaluating moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Kim et al., 2012b; Abuawad et al., 2015).
Moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA containing a high percentage of RAP was evaluated by Shu et al. (2012). It was found that using water as the foaming agent and a lower mixing and compaction temperature increases the possibility of existence of moisture in the mix, which may increase moisture susceptibility of foamed WMA. The test results indicated that ITS and resilient modulus of asphalt mixes increased with the addition of RAP. However, a reduction in Dissipated Strain Energy (DCSEf) was observed with an increase in RAP content. The DCSEf can be defined as the difference between Fracture Energy (FE) and Elastic Energy (EE) in the ITS stress-strain curves, as shown in Figure 2.2. The increase in ITS and resilient modulus values was primarily attributed to a stiffer and more brittle asphalt mix due to incorporation of RAP. This increase in brittleness reduced the DCSEf value. Also, addition of RAP was found to lower the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes.  It was also reported that the Moisture Induced Sensitivity Test (MIST) conditioning resulted in a larger reduction in resilient modulus and DCSEf, whereas freeze-thaw caused a larger reduction in ITS (ASTM, 2016). A plant-produced WMA was found to show similar moisture-induced damage potential compared to its HMA counterpart. The test results indicated that the moisture resistance of asphalt mixes can be characterized based on resilient modulus and ITS.
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[bookmark: _Toc13571701]Figure 2.2  Schematic Diagram Illustrating the Demonstration of Fracture Energy and Dissipated Creep Strain Energy (After Shu et al., 2012)
A mechanistic approach in understanding moisture-induced damage of asphalt mixes was proposed by Weldegiorgis and Tarefder (2015). In that study, effect of moisture conditioning using MIST on dynamic modulus values was evaluated (ASTM, 2016). Generation and dissipation of pore water pressure in saturated pavement due to vehicular movement was simulated by the moisture conditioning using MIST. Stripping of asphalt mixes was mainly caused by pore water pressure (Tarrer and Wagh, 1991; Parker, 1989; Karlson, 2005; Kutay and Aydilek, 2007; Jiang et al., 2013). Also, adhesion failure due to rupture in binder film between aggregate and binder of asphalt mixes was specified as one of the mechanisms for moisture-induced damage. The degree of moisture-induced damage was directly related to number of cycles, pressures and temperatures of MIST conditioning. For MIST conditioning, 3,500 cycles, 276 kPa pressures and 60°C temperatures were suggested in ASTM D 7870 (ASTM, 2016). According to that study, number of cycles and pressures can be increased for heavy traffic roads in simulating the actual field condition. Lastly, correlations between moisture susceptibility with number of cycles in MIST and pressures were developed using two four-degree polynomial equations for all dynamic modulus testing temperatures and frequencies.
Laboratory and field moisture-induced damage potential of WMA was characterized by Kim et al. (2012b). In their study, APA test under water, AASHTO T 283 test and nonlinear elastic fracture mechanics-based SCB tests were used to simulate the laboratory moisture-induced damage of asphalt mixes. To identify field performance, pavement sections with both WMA and control HMA were constructed in Antelope County, Nebraska. Both WMA and HMA were found to satisfy the 12 mm failure criteria for APA laboratory test. Also, for all mixes similar rut depth values were observed after 8,000 cycles. Therefore, the APA test in water could not identify the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. However, AASHTO T 283 test and SCB test results showed an identical trend after moisture conditioning. For both cases, WMA showed higher moisture-induced damage potential compared to their HMA counterparts and this trend was confirmed by strength ratio and fracture energy ratio obtained from AASHTO T 283 test and SCB tests, respectively. It was noted that in the SCB test the crack sensitivity of specimen tip may cause a lower fracture energy after conditioning.  Both WMA and HMA were found to show similar moisture susceptibility in the field for the first three years after construction. It was concluded that resistance to moisture-induced damage potential for WMA can be severely affected after rutting and cracking occur in the field.
[bookmark: _Toc523306405][bookmark: _Toc13570776]2.7 Summary
As a part of efforts toward establishing a sustainable and eco-friendly asphalt pavement, foamed WMA containing RAP can be a viable solution. However, in asphalt plants foamed WMA containing RAP is generally produced following a mix design procedure initially developed for HMA without any modifications. A compaction temperature greater than the high-temperature PG of RAP binder is suggested for foamed WMA containing RAP (Bonaquist, 2011). Actually, high-temperature PG of RAP binder is an important parameter for engaging the required binder from RAP. Also, it is important to recognize that the compactability, fatigue performance, and rutting resistance of foamed WMA can differ significantly when designed as HMA (Bonaquist, 2011). Such differences are influenced by different factors including RAP content, RAP source, binder type, and rejuvenators. Among the available test procedures, the HWT and FN tests have been found to be effective tools for assessing the rutting performance of asphalt mixes. For evaluating the fatigue resistance, different agencies are currently using different test methods. Both Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests have been found capable of evaluating fracture performance of asphalt mixes. Some agencies are also using Cantabro test to evaluate fatigue cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. TSR and SIP are commonly used to evaluate the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. A summary of the test methods used in this study, including their purpose, is presented in Table 2.1. More detailed descriptions of these test methods are given in Chapter 3. 


[bookmark: _Toc11579782][bookmark: _Toc14903869]Table 2.1 List of Laboratory Tests Conducted in this Study
	Test Name
	Standards
	Purpose
	Test Outcomes
	Specifications/
Recommendations

	Superpave® Volumetric Mix Design
	AASHTO R 35 (2013)
	Estimate Volumetric Parameters 
	· Theoretical Maximum Specific Gravity (Gmm)
· Bulk Specific Gravity (Gmb)
· Percent Air Voids (Va)

	Target Percent Air Voids (Va)
Four 

	Hamburg wheel tracking (HWT) Test
	AASHTO T 324 (2014c)
	Evaluate Rutting Resistance and Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
	· Rut Depths at Various Wheel Passes
· Post-Compaction, Inverse Creep Slope, Stripping Inflection Point (SIP), Stripping Slope

	Rutting Potential
Rut Depth< 12.5 mm at 10,000 Wheel Passes for PG 64-22

Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
SIP > 20,000 passes

	Flow Number (FN) Test
	AASHTO T 378 (2017)
	Estimate Rutting Resistance
	· Starting Point of Tertiary Deformation/
Flow Number (FN)

	Equivalent Single Axle Load (ESAL)s <  3 millions
No Specification

ESALs  3 to 10 millions
FN > 50 for HMA
FN > 300 for WMA

ESALs  10 to 30 millions
FN > 190 for HMA
FN > 105 for WMA

ESALs  > 30 millions
FN > 740 for HMA
FN > 415 for WMA


	Dynamic Modulus (DM) Test
	AASHTO T 378 (2017)
	Evaluate the Stiffness of Asphalt Mixes
	· Dynamic Modulus Master Curves
	

	Louisiana Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) Test
	ASTM D 8044 (2013)
	Evaluate Cracking Resistance
	· J- Integral (Jc Value)
	Jc Value
Typically Greater than 0.5 to 0.60 kJ/m2

	Illinois Semi-Circular Bend (SCB)/ Illinois Flexibility Index Test (I-FIT)
	AASHTO TP 124 (2016)
	Evaluate Cracking Resistance
	· Flexibility Index (FI)
	

	Abrasion Loss Test (Cantabro Test)
	AASHTO TP 108 (2016)
	Estimate Cracking Resistance
	· Percent Abrasion Loss
	

	Moisture Induced Sensitivity Test (MIST) Method
	ASTM D 7870 (2016)
	Estimate Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
	· Dry and MIST-Conditioned ITS of Asphalt Mixes
· TSR Value after MIST Conditioning
	

	AASHTO T 283 Method
	AASHTO T 283 (2014b)
	Estimate Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
	· Dry and MIST-Conditioned ITS of Asphalt Mixes
· TSR Value after Freeze-Thaw Conditioning
	Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
TSR ≥ 0.80


	Asphalt Binder Extraction 
	AASHTO T 164 (2014a)

	Extract Binder with Solvent from RAP
	· Extracted RAP Binder Solution
	

	Asphalt Binder Recovery
	ASTM D 5404 (2017)
	Recover Asphalt from Solution Using Rotary Evaporator
	· Recovered RAP binder
	

	Dynamic
Shear
Rheometer
(DSR)
	AASHTO T 315 (2015)
	Evaluate High-Temperature PG of RAP Binder
	· Rutting Factor (G*/sin δ) at Different Temperatures
	G*/sin δ ≥ 1.0 kPa (Unaged Condition)

G*/sin δ ≥ 2.2 kPa (RTFO Condition)
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[bookmark: _Toc13570779]MATERIALS AND METHODS
[bookmark: _Toc527535749][bookmark: _Toc13570780][bookmark: _Toc523306409]3.1 Introduction
This chapter provides information about material selection and collection processes, mix design volumetrics, performance tests for asphalt mixes and high-temperature Performance Grade (PG) of recovered RAP binder. The technique used for producing foamed binder is also discussed. Different laboratory test methods for evaluating rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potential are briefly discussed in this chapter. Figure 3.1 presents the workflow of this study. 
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[bookmark: _Toc15288058]Figure 3.1 Work Flow Diagram of the Study



[bookmark: _Toc13570781]3.2 Aggregates and RAP
Two types of aggregate gradations, a coarse S3 gradation (Nominal Maximum Aggregate Size (NMAS) = 19.0 mm) and a fine S4 gradation (NMAS = 12.5 mm), were used in this study to produce foamed WMA. In Oklahoma, the S3 and S4 aggregate gradations are typically used as intermediate and surface course mixes, respectively. The asphalt mixes with S3 aggregate gradation (called herein as S3 mixes) were prepared using 25% RAP, whereas the asphalt mixes with S4 aggregate gradation (called herein as S4 mixes) were prepared using 5% RAP, following current ODOT’s practice (ODOT, 2013a). For this purpose, approximately 1,000 kg aggregates and 270 kg RAP were collected from a local asphalt plant. The collected materials were transported and stored in the University of Oklahoma Broce Civil Engineering Materials Laboratory for testing, as shown in Figure 3.2. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 present the percentages of different aggregates used for each of S3 and S4 mixes. The S3 mixes contained 10% of 1″ rocks, 27% of 5/8″ chips, 12% of screening, 15% of manufactured sand and 11% fine sand. On the other hand, S4 mixes contained 35% of 5/8″ chips, 10% of screening, 15% of manufactured sand and 14% fine sand. The gradation curves for S3 and S4 mixes are shown in Figure 3.3. 
[image: ]  [image: ]
	(a)
	(b)


[bookmark: _Toc527535494][bookmark: _Toc15288059]Figure 3.2 Collection of Materials (a) Collection of Aggregates for Laboratory Produced Asphalt Mixes (b) Storage of Collected Aggregates
[bookmark: _Toc527536936][bookmark: _Toc11657715][bookmark: _Toc14903876]Table 3.1 Aggregate Components for S3 Mixes
	No.
	Aggregate
	Producer/ Supplier
	% Used

	1
	1" Rock
	Hanson 
	10

	2
	5/8" Chips
	Hanson 
	27

	3
	3/16" Scrns.
	Hanson 
	12

	4
	Man. Sand
	Martin-Marietta (Davis, OK) 
	15

	5
	Sand
	General Materials Inc (Oklahoma City, OK) 
	11

	6
	Fine RAP
	Contractor / Project Site 
	25


	[bookmark: _Toc527536937]No.
	Aggregate
	Producer/ Supplier
	% Used

	1
	5/8" Chips
	Hanson 
	35

	2
	Man. Sand
	Hanson 
	36

	3
	3/16" Scrns.
	Hanson 
	10

	4
	Sand (Unlisted Source)
	General Materials Inc., 63rd St.(Oklahoma City, OK)
	14

	5
	Fine RAP
	Contractor / Project Site
	5


[bookmark: _Toc11657716][bookmark: _Toc14903877] Table 3.2 Aggregate Components for S4 Mixes




[bookmark: _Toc15288060]Figure 3.3 Combined Aggregate Gradation Curves (S3 Mixes and S4 Mixes)
[bookmark: _Toc13570782]3.3 Asphalt Binder
A PG 64-22 OK asphalt binder was used as the virgin binder in producing the asphalt mixes. The asphalt binder was collected from a local asphalt plant and stored at the University of Oklahoma Broce Civil Engineering Materials Laboratory. The HMA was produced by using this binder without any modification. However, for production of WMA, the collected binder was foamed using a laboratory foamer, called Accufoamer. Figure 3.4 presents a schematic diagram of the foaming mechanism for Accufoamer. As shown in Figure 3.4, the foamer has two tanks: one for asphalt binder and the other for foaming water. Both tanks are connected to separate airlines to maintain pressure precisely. The temperature and pressure used in this study to produce foamed binder were 135°C and 210 kPa, respectively. These parameters were selected based on the literature on foamed WMA and current practice followed by the local asphalt plant (Bonaquist, 2011; Malladi, 2015). Once the desired temperature and pressure are reached, the valves are then opened to produce foamed binder (Figure 3.4). The foaming is performed by inserting pressurized water into the preheated asphalt binder (Jenkins, 2000; Van et al., 2007). During foaming, the injected water vaporizes and produces steam, which increases the volume of binder and reduces its viscosity (Van De Ven et al., 2007; Zaumanis, 2010). 
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[bookmark: _Toc15288061]Figure 3.4 AccuFoamer Schematic Diagram (After InstroTek® Inc., 2015)
[bookmark: _Toc13570783]3.4 Asphalt Mixes
Mix design sheets for both foamed WMA S3 and WMA S4 were collected from a local asphalt plant. These mix designs were initially developed for HMA based on the AASHTO R 35 method considering light traffic condition with anticipated Equivalent Single Axle Load (ESAL) of less than 0.3 million (AASHTO, 2013). According to the AASHTO R 35 method, the volumetric properties of HMA samples are targeted to attain air voids of four percent (AASHTO, 2013).  The mixing and compaction temperatures for HMA were selected as 163°C and 149°C, respectively, based on the binder’s viscosity of 0.17 ± 0.02 Pa‐s and 0.28 ± 0.03 Pa‐s, respectively (Asphalt Institute, 2016). According to AASHTO specification for light traffic condition, the number of gyration was kept at 50 for preparing the volumetric samples using Superpave® Gyratory Compactor (SGC) (AASHTO, 2013). The same mix design methods were followed for the foamed WMA except using foamed binder and lower mixing and compaction temperatures. The mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA were lowered to 135°C and 127°C, respectively. These temperatures were selected based on previous studies conducted on foamed WMA and the current practice of the local asphalt plant (Bonaquist, 2011; Malladi, 2015).
In this study, a total of eight asphalt mixes were produced in the laboratory. The characteristics of these eight mixes are summarized in Table 3.3. Mix-1 through Mix-4 were of S3 type, while Mix-5 through Mix-8 were of S4 type. Mix-1 and Mix-5 were prepared using the HMA mix design procedure, which involved higher mixing (163°C) and compaction (149°C) temperatures. These mixes used regular binder (without foaming) and are considered as control mixes. Mix-2 and Mix-6 were prepared with foamed binder in the laboratory using lower temperatures, 135°C for mixing and 127°C for compaction. The aggregates and RAP used in WMA were dried at a lower temperature (135°C) for two hours, which is commonly used in the WMA production plant as per the mix design sheets. As reported by Jenkins et al. (2000), WMA may be produced at a much lower temperature (as low as 90°C). To evaluate the effect of reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures on volumetric properties, the mixing and compaction temperatures were reduced to 115°C and 107°C, respectively for both Mix-3 and Mix-7. The mixing and compaction temperatures for both Mix-4 and Mix-8 were further reduced to 95°C and 87°C, respectively. For all mixes, aggregates and RAP were heated at the corresponding mixing temperatures for two hours. The foamed WMA binder was produced at 135°C for all cases. As reported by Jenkins (2000), the mixing temperature is mainly controlled by the temperature of the aggregate, not by the temperature of the foamed binder. As noted earlier, the rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potentials of Mix-1, Mix-2, Mix-5 and Mix-6 were evaluated in the laboratory. Table 3.4 presents the corresponding test matrix. The numbers in Table 3.4, except NMAS, represent the number of samples tested for each case.
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	Mix ID
	Mix Type
	Mixing/
Compaction Temperatures (°C)
	NMAS
(mm)
	Binder Type
	Foamed Binder
	RAP Content (%)

	Mix-1
	HMA S3
	163/149
	19
	PG 64-22
	No
	25

	Mix-2
	WMA S3
	135/127
	19
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	25

	Mix-3
	WMA S3
	115/107
	19
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	25

	Mix-4
	WMA S3
	95/87
	19
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	25

	Mix-5
	HMA S4
	163/149
	12
	PG 64-22
	No
	5

	Mix-6
	WMA S4
	135/127
	12
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	5

	Mix-7
	WMA S4
	115/107
	12
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	5

	Mix-8
	WMA S4
	95/87
	12
	PG 64-22
	Yes
	5



[bookmark: _Toc11657718]


[bookmark: _Toc14903879]Table 3.4 Test Matrix for Asphalt Mixes
	Mix ID
	NMAS
(mm)
	Volu-
metrics
Check
	HWT
Test
	FN Test
	Louisiana
SCB Test
	I-FIT Test
	Abrasion
Loss
Test
	DM test
	TSR test

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	AASHTO
T 283
	MIST

	Mix-1
	19
	6
	4
	3
	9
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Mix-2
	19
	6
	4
	3
	9
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Mix-3
	19
	3
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Mix-4
	19
	3
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Mix-5
	12
	3
	4
	3
	9
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Mix-6
	12
	3
	4
	3
	9
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Mix-7
	12
	3
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Mix-8
	12
	3
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--


[bookmark: _Toc527535751][bookmark: _Toc13570784]3.5 Mix Design Volumetrics
[bookmark: _Toc13570785]3.5.1 Volumetric Properties
As mentioned in Chapter 2, mix designs as per AASHTO R 35 method are primarily based on the volumetric properties of the asphalt mixes, which include Air Voids (AV), Voids in Mineral Aggregate (VMA), and Voids Filled with Asphalt (VFA) (AASHTO, 2013). The aggregate gradations of S3 and S4 mixes were maintained in a way to satisfy the AASHTO limits for VMA and VFA (AASHTO, 2013). A summary of the volumetric properties of the control HMA S3 mix (Mix-1) and the control HMA S4 mix (Mix-5) are summarized in Table 3.5 and Table 3.6, respectively. The optimum binder content was determined based on the four percent air voids and by satisfying the requirements for VMA and VFA. The optimum binder contents for Mix-1 and Mix-5 were found as 4.5% and 4.9% by weight of total mix, respectively, following a trial and error approach (Tables 3.5 and 3.6). The amount of binder replaced by RAP for Mix-1 and Mix-5 were found to be 31.1% and 4.1%, respectively. Also, for calculating the percent air voids of asphalt mixes, theoretical maximum specific gravity (Gmm) and bulk specific gravities (Gmb) of asphalt mixes were determined. The Gmm of loose asphalt mixes was determined using the Rice density test in accordance with AASHTO T 209 (AASHTO, 2012). The Gmm value is an indicator of zero percent air voids in the asphalt mixes (theoretically feasible). On the other hand, Gmb is defined as the ratio of the mass of a unit volume permeable material (including both permeable and impermeable voids) to the same volume gas-free distilled water in the air at 25°C. The Gmb of compacted asphalt samples were determined using AASHTO T 166 method (AASHTO, 2010). About 4.8 kg of loose asphalt mixes were used to prepare compacted samples for Gmb tests. In the Superpave® Gyratory Compactor (SGC), number of gyration was kept at 50 to compact the asphalt samples considering light traffic condition and to obtain a final height of 115 ± 5 mm. Then, the percent air voids were calculated using the following equation:
..........
[bookmark: _Toc11657719][bookmark: _Toc14903880]Table 3.5 A Summary of Volumetric Properties for Mix-1
	Volumetric Properties
	Trial 1
	Trial 2
	Trial 3
	Required
	At Optimum Binder Content

	Maximum Specific Gravity, Gmm
	2.532
	2.512
	2.493
	
	2.499

	Virgin Binder Type
	PG 64-22
	PG 64-22
	PG 64-22
	
	PG 64-22

	Total Binder Content (%)
	4.3
	4.8
	5.3
	
	4.5

	Virgin Binder Content (%)
	2.9
	3.4
	3.9
	
	3.1

	Voids in Mineral Aggregate, VMA (%)
	13.6
	13.3
	13.0
	Minimum 13.0
	13.5

	Voids Filled with Asphalt, VFA (%)
	69.1
	80.5
	92.3
	70-75
	71.4

	Density (%)
	95.8
	97.4
	99.0
	96.0
	96.0

	Absorbed Binder, Pba (%)
	0.42
	0.42
	0.42
	
	0.42


[bookmark: _Toc11657720]

[bookmark: _Toc14903881]Table 3.6 A Summary of Volumetric Properties for Mix-5
	Volumetric Properties
	Trial 1
	Trial 2
	Trial 3
	Required
	At
Optimum Binder Content

	Maximum Specific Gravity, Gmm
	2.500
	2.481
	2.462
	
	2.496

	Virgin Binder Type
	PG 64-22
	PG 64-22
	PG 64-22
	
	PG 64-22

	Total Binder Content (%)
	4.8
	5.3
	5.8
	
	4.9

	Virgin Binder Content (%)
	4.6
	5.1
	5.6
	
	4.7

	Voids in Mineral Aggregate, VMA (%)
	14.5
	14.4
	14.3
	Minimum 14.0
	14.5

	Voids Filled with Asphalt, VFA (%)
	71.0
	80.6
	89.5
	72-77
	73.0

	Density (%)
	95.8
	97.2
	98.5
	96.0
	96.0

	Absorbed Binder, Pba (%)
	0.46
	0.46
	0.46
	
	0.46


[bookmark: _Toc13570786]3.5.2 Statistical Analysis
The average percent air voids for volumetric samples of Mix-2 (WMA S3) and Mix-6 (WMA S4) were compared with Mix-1 (control HMA S3) and Mix-5 (control HMA S4), respectively. For each mix type at least three volumetric samples were prepared to check the repeatability of test results. Two-tail t-tests were conducted to identify the statistical difference of average percent air voids between WMA and HMA samples, at 95% confidence level. The optimum binder content was adjusted for WMA, if significant statistical differences were observed. 
Effect of further temperature reduction was investigated using two-tail t-tests by identifying differences in percent air voids between WMA samples (Mix-3, Mix-4, Mix-7, and Mix-8) and control HMA samples (Mix-1 and Mix-5). The average percent air voids of Mix-3 and Mix-4 were compared with control Mix-1, whereas the average percent air voids of Mix-7 and Mix-8 were compared with control Mix-2. Suitable mixing and compaction temperatures were selected for foamed WMA based on these statistical results. The details of these results are discussed in Chapter 4.
[bookmark: _Toc13570787][bookmark: _Toc523306411][bookmark: _Toc527535752]3.6 Laboratory Performance Tests of Asphalt Mixes
The rutting, cracking and moisture-induced damage potential of Mix-2 and Mix-6 were compared with Mix-1 and Mix-5, respectively. To evaluate the rutting performance, the HWT and FN tests were conducted on asphalt mixes. Both Louisiana SCB and Illinois SCB test methods were used in this study to characterize fatigue cracking. Also, an empirical method (Abrasion Loss or Cantabro test) was used to identify the cracking potential of asphalt mixes. Moisture-induced damage potential of each mix was assessed using the SIP and TSR values.
[bookmark: _Toc13570788]3.6.1 Sample Preparation
Asphalt samples for all performance tests were prepared in the laboratory using a SGC. The target air voids were kept at 7 ± 0.5% based on the densities typically obtained in the field. After mixing, bulk HMA was short-term aged at 135°C for 4 hours as per AASHTO R 30 in order to simulate the conditioning of plant-produced mix (AASHTO, 2002). As suggested by Bonaquist (2011), the bulk WMA mixes were short-term aged at WMA compaction temperature (127°C) for 2 hours only to simulate the field conditioning during WMA production. The SGC was operated in the height mode during compaction to obtain the desired air voids under a specific height. After compaction, volumetric tests were conducted to check air voids in accordance with AASHTO T 166 (AASHTO, 2010). 
[bookmark: _Toc13570789]3.6.2 Laboratory Testing
[bookmark: _Toc13570790]Dynamic Modulus (DM) Test
Dynamic modulus tests were conducted as per AASHTO T 378 using the Asphalt Mixture Performance Tester (AMPT) (AASHTO, 2017). For this purpose, over-size samples with a diameter of 150 mm and a height of 167.5 mm were prepared using SGC. These samples were then cored from the center to obtain specimens having a diameter of 100 mm. The cored specimens were cut at both ends using a heavy duty saw to obtain specimens with a height of 150 mm. As suggested by Chehab et at. (2000), this method produces specimen with uniform air voids in both vertical and radial directions. For each asphalt mix, three replicates were prepared for dynamic modulus testing. 
[bookmark: _Toc523306415][bookmark: _Toc527535756]The dynamic modulus tests were conducted at four different temperatures, namely 4.4, 21.1, 37.8, and 54.4°C. For each temperature, six different loading frequencies, namely 25, 10, 5, 1, 0.5 and 0.1 Hz, were used. For each specimen, the tests were performed starting from the lowest temperature to the highest and from the highest frequency to the lowest. The applied loading consisted of sinusoidal compressive (haversine-shaped) pulse. The load magnitude was adjusted based on the material stiffness, frequency and temperature, to keep the strain response within 50-150 microstrains (Tran and Hall, 2006). Although dynamic modulus tests can be performed under both confined and unconfined conditions (AASHTO, 2017), unconfined condition was used here. Finally, a master curve was created at a reference temperature of 21.1°C using the time-temperature superposition method. A sigmoidal function was used in fitting the master curve as shown in Equation 3.2 (Singh, 2011). Details of the time-temperature superposition method are given by Singh (2011).

where:
 = dynamic modulus (MPa);
= reduced frequency at reference temperature;
 = minimum value of |E*|;
 += maximum value of |E*|; and
β, γ = parameters describing the shape of the sigmoidal function.
General form of the shift factor is given by Equations 3.3 and 3.4.


where:
= temperature shift factor;
 = temperature (°C); and
 = frequency at a particular temperature.
A nonlinear optimization program, namely Solver in MS-Excel, was used for solving the master curve coefficients, namely α, β, γ, δ and c. Then, a quadratic polynomial fit, given by Equation 3.5, was used to establish the shift factor-temperature relationship.

where:
 = temperature (°C); and
 = polynomial fitting curve coefficients.
Table 3.7 was proposed by Witczak (2005) to check the statistical accuracy of the above-mentioned models. In this method, the Se/Sy (standard error of estimate/standard deviation) and correlation coefficient (R2) are used to evaluate the statistical fitness of master curve models and shift factor equations. According to goodness of fit, the models can be classified into five groups, namely excellent, good, fair, poor, and very poor, as listed in Table 3.7.
[bookmark: _Toc11657721][bookmark: _Toc14903882]Table 3.7 Model Evaluation Criteria (Witczak, 2005)
	Rating
	R2
	Se/Sy

	Excellent
	≥ 0.90
	≤ 0.35

	Good
	0.70 - 0.89
	0.36 - 0.55

	Fair
	0.40 - 0.69
	0.56 - 0.75

	Poor
	0.20 - 0.39
	0.76 - 0.90

	Very Poor
	≤ 0.19
	≥ 0.90



[bookmark: _Toc523306413][bookmark: _Toc527535754][bookmark: _Toc13570791]Louisiana Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) Test
To rank asphalt mixes based on cracking resistance, several state DOTs are currently using the Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) test (Barman et al., 2018). This test method is relatively new and there is no uniform standard followed by state DOTs across the country (Barman et al., 2016). In this study, the Louisiana SCB tests were conducted as per ASTM D 8044 (ASTM, 2013). In this method, the fracture resistance of asphalt mixes is evaluated based on the elasto-plastic fracture mechanics concept using critical strain energy release rate (Wu et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2012a). These tests were conducted on half-disk-shaped specimens having a diameter of 150 mm and a thickness of 50 mm. At first, samples having a diameter of 150 mm and a height of 120 mm were prepared using a SGC. Then each sample was saw cut to produce four half circle specimens with a diameter of 150 mm and a thickness of 50 mm. The Louisiana SCB tests were conducted on specimens with three different notch depths, namely 25.4, 31.8, and 38.0 mm. For each notch depth, three replicate specimens were tested to check the repeatability of test results. 
This method characterizes the cracking resistance of asphalt mixes at an intermediate temperature (25℃ in this study) in terms of critical strain energy release rate or J-integral (Jc), defined by Equation 3.6. A higher J-integral value represents a specimen with higher resistance to fatigue cracking (Kim et al., 2012a).
            
where:
 = critical strain energy release rate (kJ/m2);
b = SCB specimen thickness (m);
a = notch depth (m); and
U = strain energy (area under stress-strain curve) (N-m).
As shown in Figure 3.5, specimens were loaded monotonically at 0.5 mm/min using a three-point flexural apparatus (Kim et al., 2012a). Figure 3.6 illustrates the procedure for computation of Jc using average strain energy. In this method, average strain energy up to failure was considered. The rate of change in average strain energy with respect to notch depths was then determined using the slope of average strain energy (U) vs. notch depth (a) line. The rate of change was divided by the thickness of the specimen (b) to obtain the Jc value (Figure 3.6).  
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc15288062]Figure 3.5 Test Setup for Semi-Circular Bend (SCB) Testing
 [image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc505971898][bookmark: _Toc15288063]Figure 3.6 Computation of Jc Using SCB Test Results (After Kim et al., 2012a)
[bookmark: _Toc13570792]Illinois Flexibility Index (I-FIT) Test
In addition to Louisiana SCB test, in this study Illinois SCB test method, also called I-FIT test, was used to evaluate the cracking potential of asphalt mixes. This test was conducted according to AASHTO TP 124 (AASHTO, 2016). This method uses only one notch depth (15 mm) and a much faster loading rate (50 mm/min). Sample preparation was similar to that used in the Louisiana SCB method, except the notch width was much smaller (1.50 ± 0.05 mm), as per Al-Qadi et al. (2015). A special saw was used to create this notch. The prepared specimens were tested at 25°C. The test results were presented in terms of Flexibility Index (FI), which accounted for post-crack performance (Al-Qadi et al., 2015). In this method, the total area under the load-displacement curve was considered in calculating FI, as shown in Figure 3.7. The determination of FI also depends on post-peak slope (m) and critical displacement (ui). The post-peak slope is defined as the slope at the inflection point after peak load in the load-displacement diagram (Figure 3.7). The displacement at which post-peak slope intersects the displacement axis is termed critical displacement (ui). As noted by Al-Qadi et al. (2015), the FI can be expressed by Equation 3.7.
                                             
where:
A = unit conversion factor (0.01);
Gfa = total fracture energy (Joules/m2);
Abs = absolute value; and 
m = post-peak slope (kN/mm).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc505971899][bookmark: _Toc15288064]Figure 3.7  A Typical Outcome of the Illinois-SCB Test (After Al-Qadi et al., 2015)
[bookmark: _Toc13570793]Abrasion Loss Test (Cantabro Test)
In addition to Louisiana SCB and Illinois SCB tests, Abrasion Loss Test (commonly known as Cantabro Test) was used to evaluate cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. These tests were conducted in accordance with AASHTO TP 108 (AASHTO, 2016). At least three replicate samples were prepared for verifying the reproducibility of test results. Each of these samples had a diameter of 150 mm, a height of 115 ± 5 mm, and an air void of 7 ± 0.5%. 
 The prepared samples were tested using the Los Angeles Abrasion machine without the steel balls.  Before conducting the test, the samples were conditioned at 25°C for 4 hours. The drum of the Los Angeles machine was turned 300 times at 30 to 33 rev/min. Figure 3.8 represents the abrasion loss sample before and after the test. The percent abrasion Mass Loss (ML) was calculated using Equation 3.8. The recommended maximum abrasion loss suggested by NCAT for asphalt mixes was 20% (NCAT, 2017).
 where:
             = initial mass of the sample (g); and
             = final mass of the sample (g).
[image: ]
(a)                                                (b)                    
[bookmark: _Toc15288065]Figure 3.8  Abrasion Loss Test Sample (a) Before Testing (b) After Testing
3.6.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc523306412][bookmark: _Toc527535753][bookmark: _Toc13570794]Hamburg Wheel Tracking (HWT) Test
Hamburg Wheel Tracking (HWT) tests were conducted as per AASHTO T 324 to determine the rutting susceptibility and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2014c). Cylindrical samples with a diameter of 150 mm and a height of 60 mm were prepared in the laboratory. Two samples were taken for each HWT test and the end of each sample was saw-cut to match the mold (Figure 3.9). In AASHTO T 324, HWT tests are conducted at 50°C, a wheel passing frequency of 52 passes/minute and a wheel load of 705 N. The average linear speed of the wheel was approximately 1.1 km/hour. and the wheel traveled approximately 230 mm before reversing direction of movement. The test was automatically terminated after reaching a maximum rut depth of 20 mm or 20,000 wheel passes, whichever reached first. Deformations were measured along the length of the wheel path at 11 equally spaced points. The rut depths at the three mid-points (5th, 6th, and 7th points) of the sample were considered in determining the average rut depth. For each mix, two sets (four in total) samples were tested to check the repeatability of results. Some noise was observed when the steel wheel traversed on the rutted sample. Lu and Harvey (2006) proposed Equations 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11 to calculate the moving averages to eliminate such noise in HWT testing.
             =
             =

             =

where:
d = rut depth; and
t = number of wheel passes.
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[bookmark: _Toc15288066]Figure 3.9 HWT Saw-Cut Molded Sample After Testing
The post-compaction deformation, creep slope, stripping slope, and Stripping Inflection Point (SIP) were determined manually, as shown in Figure 3.10, from the HWT test results. The initial densification of asphalt pavement due to the movement of traffic was indicated by the post-compaction deformation. Yildirim and Kennedy (2002) suggested the rut depth at 1,000 wheel passes as the post-compaction point. The primary deformation under repeated loading is presented by this zone. After post-compaction zone, the rut depth increased linearly with number of wheel passes up to certain point. The secondary deformation under repeated loading is represented by this zone. The slope of this secondary zone is commonly known to be creep slope. After secondary deformation, a rapid increase in rut depth was observed with the increase in wheel passes. This rapid deformation of HWT sample is attributed to tertiary deformation. The slope of tertiary zone is commonly known as stripping slope. The moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes is measured by this stripping slope. A steeper slope indicates a higher possibility of moisture damage for asphalt pavements. The intersection between the stripping slope and creep slope is presented by the SIP. The SIP can be defined as the number of repeated load cycles after which an abrupt increase in rut depth is observed in the HWT test due to stripping of binder from the aggregate (Brown et al., 2009).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc15288067]Figure 3.10 Results Showing Rut Depth vs Number of Wheel Passes
[bookmark: _Toc13570795]Flow Number (FN) Test
The Flow Number (FN) test was conducted according to AASHTO T 378 using the AMPT machine (AASHTO, 2017). The FN test was conducted on the same specimen used for dynamic modulus test, as the specimen was not loaded beyond the elastic range in dynamic modulus test (AASHTO, 2017). 
The FN test specimens were subjected to a 0.1 second repeated haversine axial compressive loading pulse followed by a 0.9 second rest period. The test was conducted at unconfined state with a contact stress of 30 kPa and repeated axial stress of 600 kPa. The temperature used for this test was 64°C which was selected based on the high- temperature Performance Grade (PG) of binder for Oklahoma. The test specimen typically experiences three stages of deformation: primary (initial consolidation of the specimen as it is loaded); secondary (creep deformation); and tertiary (shear deformation), as shown in Figure 3.11 (Copeland et al., 2010). At the primary stage, the permanent strain rate decreases with the increase in repeated load cycles. The permanent strain rate remains constant at the secondary zone, whereas the strain rate increases in the tertiary zone of the curve. The number of cycles when tertiary deformation starts is referred to as FN (Brown et al., 2009). The test was continued up to 10,000 load cycles or until excessive tertiary deformation of the specimen. The minimum FN values suggested by AASHTO for different types of mixes and traffic loadings are shown in Table 3.8 (AASHTO, 2017). It was found that at all traffic levels, the recommended average FN value for WMA was relatively lower compared to HMA. For example, the minimum recommended FN values for HMA and WMA at more than 30 million ESALs are 740 and 415, respectively.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc15288068]Figure 3.11 Typical Test Results for FN Tests (After Copeland et al., 2010)
[bookmark: _Toc11657722][bookmark: _Toc14903883]Table 3.8 Minimum Average FN Requirements (AASHTO, 2017)
	Traffic Level, million ESALs
	HMA minimum average FN
	WMA minimum average FN

	<3
	-
	-

	3 to <10
	50
	30

	10 to <30
	190
	105

	≥30
	740
	415


[bookmark: _Toc13570796]Indirect Tensile Strength Ratio (TSR) Test
Several researchers have used TSR as a potential indicator of moisture-induced damage (Solaimanian et al., 2003; Kim et al., 2012b; Shu et al., 2012). It represents the strength ratio of conditioned sample and dry sample. In this study, samples were conditioned following both AASHTO T 283 and Moisture Induced Sensitivity Test (MIST) method to evaluate the TSR values. For each case, three replicate cylindrical samples having a diameter of 150 mm and a height of 115 ± 5 mm were prepared in the laboratory using SGC. The air voids of the compacted samples were maintained as 7 ± 0.5%. The ITS test was conducted on both dry and conditioned asphalt samples according to ASTM D 6931 (ASTM, 2012). The ITS was calculated by using Equation 3.12 (ASTM, 2012).

where,
St = Indirect Tensile Strength (kPa); 
P = maximum load (N); 
t = sample height immediately before test (mm); and 
D = sample diameter (mm).
The following equation was used to calculate the TSR value:

[bookmark: _Toc13570797]3.6.3 Moisture Conditioning
[bookmark: _Toc13570798]3.6.3.1 AASHTO T 283 Method
The AASHTO T 283 method was used for simulating the moisture-induced damage in the laboratory on the compacted samples before conducting the ITS test (AASHTO, 2014b). According to this procedure, samples were conditioned by saturating with water (70-80% saturation), followed by a freezing cycle (-18°C for 16 hours) and a thawing cycle (60°C water bath for 24 hours). The weathering effect on the asphalt sample was simulated by this conditioning method.
[bookmark: _Toc13570799]3.6.3.2 Moisture Induced Sensitivity Test (MIST) Conditioning 
MIST is a relatively new technique to simulate the generation and dissipation of pore water pressure in a saturated asphalt pavement. Initially, the ITS samples were conditioned at 60°C for 20 hours in water to simulate chemical and adhesion effects. After the adhesion phase, samples were subjected to 3,500 pressure cycles at 276 kPa to generate the effect of pore pressure buildup inside the sample according to ASTM D 7870 (ASTM, 2016). Figure 3.12 (a) presents a photographic view of MIST and Figure 3.12 (b) shows the mechanism of pore water pressure generation in the asphalt samples in MIST.  
[image: ]
(a)
[image: ]
(b)
[bookmark: _Toc15288069]Figure 3.12  Moisture Induced Sensitivity Tester (a) Photographic Image (b) Conditioning Mechanism (After Tarefder et al., 2014) 
The pore water pressure in the chamber was generated and dissipated by inflating and deflating the diaphragm of the MIST, respectively. The Solenoid valve was kept closed during the inflation of diaphragm and the pressure increased inside the chamber. Then, the Solenoid valve was opened to release the pressure and to let air bubbles pass the chamber, as shown in Figure 3.12 (b). During the inflation process, two specific phenomena took place in the MIST. Firstly, entrapped air in the asphalt sample was replaced by water. Secondly, some part of entrapped air was compressed. Then, during the deflation of diaphragm, the compressed air expanded again and replaced the water from sample pore (Tarefder et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc13570800]3.7 High-Temperature Grading of Recovered RAP Binder
It was reported by Bonaquist (2011) that compaction temperature of WMA should be greater than the high-temperature PG of the extracted RAP binder to ensure sufficient active binder from the reclaimed materials. To verify this finding, the high-temperature PG of extracted binder from the RAP used in this study was determined using a Dynamic Shear Rheometer (DSR) test (AASHTOT 315). For this purpose, the RAP binder was extracted and recovered using the AASHTO T 164 and ASTM D 5404 test procedures, respectively (AASHTO, 2014; ASTM, 2017). According to AASHTO T 164 method, the RAP was first placed in a bowl for 45 minutes with a solvent (EnSolv® EX), as shown in Figure 3.13 (a). Then, the bowl with RAP and solvent was placed in a centrifuge extractor and tightly clamped with a cover (Figure 3.13 (b)). The speed of the centrifuge extractor was then increased gradually to 3,600 rev/min to extract the solution of solvent with asphalt binder from the bowl. The centrifuge extractor was kept running until the solution stopped to flow from the bowl. The same procedure was repeated for several times (not less than three) until the extract was lighter than a light straw color (AASHTO, 2014a).
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[bookmark: _Toc15288070]Figure 3.13 RAP Binder Extraction (a) Bowl (b) Centrifuge Extractor
The extracted solution (solvent with asphalt binder) was then placed in a rotating flask and heated in the rotary evaporator while partially immersed in an oil bath (Figure 3.14). In this process, solution was distilled under a constant vacuum and flow of Nitrogen gas. Initially, the oil bath was heated to a temperature of 140 ± 3°C under a vacuum of 5.3 ± 0.7 kPa below the atmospheric pressure. The rotation of the distillation flask was kept as 40 rev/min. When the bulk of the solvent was distilled from the solution, the temperature of the oil bath was changed to 165 ± 5 °C, the vacuum pressure was changed to 80.0 ± 0.7 kPa below the atmospheric pressure, and rotation of the flask was increased to 45 rev/min to complete the distillation process. At the end of the process, the solution was distilled leaving asphalt binder in the rotating flask. 
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[bookmark: _Toc15288071]Figure 3.14 RAP Binder Recovery Using Rotary Evaporator
The high-temperature PG of the extracted RAP binder was then determined by conducting the DSR test according to AASHTO T 315 (AASHTO, 2012). This test was conducted on both unaged and Rolling Thin-Film Oven (RTFO)-aged samples at three different temperatures, namely 88°C, 94°C and 100°C. The binder conditioning after compaction of asphalt mixes was simulated by the RTFO-aging. Binder samples having a diameter of 25 mm and a thickness of 1 mm were tested under both unaged and RTFO-aged conditions. Three replicates were tested at each condition to check the variability of test results. From the DSR test results, shear modulus (G*), phase angle (δ) and rutting factor (G*/sin δ) of the binder were determined at tested temperatures. The high-temperature PG was determined based on the rutting factor (G*/sin δ) of the binder. The following limits were used in determining the high-temperature PG of the extracted RAP binder: 1.0 kPa for unaged condition and 2.2 kPa for RTFO-aged condition.
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[bookmark: _Toc13570803]VOLUMETRIC PROPERTIES OF FOAMED WMA CONTAINING RAP
[bookmark: _Toc528142408][bookmark: _Toc13570804]4.1 Introduction
As noted earlier, the volumetric properties of foamed WMA containing RAP were determined in this study using AASHTO R 35 asphalt mix design method and compared with their HMA counterparts (AASHTO, 2013). For this purpose, the volumetric properties of two control HMA mixes (Mix-1 and Mix-5) and six foamed WMA mixes (Mix-2, Mix-3, Mix-4, Mix-6, Mix-7 Mix-8) were determined. As noted in Chapter 3, these mixes were designed for light traffic with Equivalent Single Axle Load (ESAL) < 0.3 million (AASHTO, 2013). Consequently, the number of gyration in SGC was kept at 50 (AASHTO, 2013). The volumetric properties of both foamed WMA and HMA are presented in this chapter. 
[bookmark: _Toc13570805]4.2 Current Foamed WMA Mix Design Practice
As mentioned in Chapter 3, the foamed WMA mixes (Mix-2 and Mix-6) were mixed and compacted at 135°C and 127°C, respectively. The control HMA mixes (Mix-1 and Mix-5) were mixed and compacted at 163°C and 149°C, respectively. Same aggregate gradation, with 25% RAP, was used for both Mix-1 and Mix-2 so that their volumetric properties can be compared. The amount of RAP for Mix-5 and Mix-6 was reduced to 5%, following ODOT’s current practice for S4 mixes, and the aggregate gradation was adjusted accordingly (ODOT, 2013a). 
The volumetric properties of asphalt mixes are generally dictated by the percent air voids at desired number of gyration (Huang et al., 2005; Zhao et al., 2012). The percent air voids of the volumetric samples were calculated based on the theoretical maximum specific gravity (Gmm) of asphalt mixes and bulk specific gravity (Gmb) of compacted asphalt samples. For both Mix-1 and Mix-2, three Gmm tests were conducted to check the repeatability of results. The recommended maximum standard deviation for Gmm is 0.0064 for single-operator precision (AASHTO, 2012). The Gmm for Mix-1 containing 25% RAP was found to be 2.499 with a standard deviation of 0.001. As can be seen from Table 4.1, the same Gmm value (2.499) was observed for Mix-2 with a standard deviation of 0.001. Therefore, the standard requirement was satisfied by both Mix-1 and Mix-2 (AASHTO, 2012). Also, because the same aggregate gradations and RAP content were used in both mixes, the same Gmm values were found for both mixes. Similar Gmm values were also reported for both Zeolite and Sasobit-based WMA compared to HMA with the same limestone aggregate gradation by Hurley and Prowell (2005, 2006). An identical Gmm value of 2.544 was reported for both WMA with Zeolite and HMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2006). For Sasobit-based WMA, a Gmm value of 2.545 was found for asphalt mixes with the same aggregate gradation (Hurley and Prowell, 2006).  
Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 present the details on percent air voids for Mix-1 and Mix-2 samples. For each mix, six samples were compacted to check the repeatability of percent air voids or compaction level for the specified number of gyration. The average percent air voids were found as 4.2% for both mixes. The corresponding standard deviations for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 0.1% and 0.2%, respectively. The statistical difference in percent air voids between Mix-1 and Mix-2 was identified by performing a two-tail t-test. A summary of the t-test result is presented in Table 4.2. The p-value obtained from the statistical test was found to be 0.58, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, it is evident that the difference in percent air voids between Mix-1 and Mix-2 is insignificant, at 95% confidence level. Similar volumetric properties for both HMA and WMA were reported by Bonaquist (2011), when absorbed binder content is less than one percent. In that study, asphalt mixes containing up to 40% RAP was considered and absorbed binder content was kept less than one percent for both HMA and WMA. For S3 mixes (Mix-1 and Mix-2), the percent of absorbed binder was found to be 0.42%, which is less than 1.00% (Table 3.5). Any increase in coating ability of binder due to foaming process is expected to counteract the lowering of mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA (Jones et al., 2010; Bonaquist, 2011). Therefore, compaction efforts required for both HMA (Mix-1) and foamed WMA (Mix-2) samples are expected to be similar. Several previous studies have reported similar finding (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Wielinsk et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2010; WSDOT, 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Malladi, 2015). It was reported that surface mixes with granite aggregate and PG 64-22 binder required similar compaction effort for both foamed WMA and control HMA (Malladi, 2015). Also, Jones et al. (2010) found that WMA with RedisetTM additives could be mixed and compacted at 35°C lower temperature than HMA to show similar compactability compared to HMA. 

[bookmark: _Toc14903884]Table 4.1 Percent Air Voids for Mix-1 and Mix-2
	Mix ID
	Weight in Air,
Wd
(gm)
	Weight in Saturated Surface
Dry,
Wssd
(gm)
	Weight in Water,
Wwater
(gm)
	Maximum
Specific
Gravity

Gmm
	Air Voids Content (%)
	Average
Air Voids Content (%)
	Standard
Deviation (%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mix-1
	4801.8
	4814.1
	2810.8
	2.499
	4.1
	4.2
	0.1

	
	4802.2
	4813.4
	2811.5
	
	4.0
	
	

	
	4800.2
	4815.3
	2809.4
	
	4.2
	
	

	
	4800.3
	4815.7
	2809.5
	
	4.3
	
	

	
	4802.8
	4815.9
	2813.7
	
	4.0
	
	

	
	4801.2
	4815.8
	2808.1
	
	4.3
	
	

	Mix-2
	4800.8
	4817.2
	2819.2
	2.499
	3.9
	4.2
	0.2

	
	4803.6
	4819.0
	2810.9
	
	4.3
	
	

	
	4800.4
	4818.2
	2814.6
	
	4.1
	
	

	
	4817.5
	4833.2
	2815.2
	
	4.5
	
	

	
	4798.3
	4819.4
	2811.3
	
	4.4
	
	

	
	4801.0
	4819.3
	2815.0
	
	4.2
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc13571681]Figure 4.1 Percent Air voids for Mix-1 and Mix-2 
[bookmark: _Toc14903885]Table 4.2 t-Test Results at 95% Confidence Level
	 
	Mix-1
	Mix-2

	Mean
	4.2
	4.2

	t Stat
	-0.573

	**P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.58








**P greater than 0.05 = insignificant difference
While using RAP in WMA, the blending of aged binder from RAP and new binder may be hindered due to the lower mixing and compaction temperatures of WMA than HMA (Bonaquist, 2011). To ensure adequate blending of aged and virgin binders, the compaction temperature of WMA should be greater than the high-temperature PG of RAP (Bonaquist, 2011). From DSR test results presented in Table 4.3, the high-temperature PG of the RAP binder used in this study was found to be 94.1°C. Because the volumetric samples of Mix-2 were compacted at a higher temperature (127.0°C) than the high-temperature PG of the RAP binder (94.1°C), proper blending of aged and new binder was expected for foamed WMA. Therefore, it is expected that the difference in percent air voids between Mix-1 and Mix-2 samples would be insignificant, as was the case here. Hence, it is postulated that the foamed WMA S3 containing 25% RAP can be designed as per AASHTO R 35 (AASHTO, 2013), when mixing and compaction temperatures are kept at 135°C and 127°C, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc14903886]Table 4.3 High-Temperature PG of Recovered RAP Binder
	Aging
Condition
	Temperature
(°C)
	|G*|/sin δ
(kPa)
	Superpave® 
Requirement
|G*|/sin δ
(kPa)
	PG Temperature
(°C)
	Continuous
High-Temperature
PG
(°C)

	Unaged
	88
	2.80
	1.0
	96.7
	94.1

	
	94
	1.37
	
	
	

	
	100
	0.69
	
	
	

	RTFO-aged
	88
	4.55
	2.2
	94.1
	

	
	94
	2.23
	
	
	

	
	100
	1.10
	
	
	


A similar trend in percent air voids was observed for the S4 mixes (Mix-5 and Mix-6) containing 5% RAP (Table 4.4 and Figure 4.2). The Gmm value for both S4 mixes was found to be 2.496. The average percent air voids for both Mix-5 and Mix-6 were observed as 4.5%. For both mixes, three volumetric samples were compacted to check repeatability. To check the repeatability of test results, the average percent voids of at least three volumetric samples were recommended by AASHTO (AASHTO, 2013). The standard deviations of percent air voids for Mix-5 and Mix-6 were 0.1% and 0.2%, respectively. Table 4.5 presents the t-test results for differences in percent air voids between Mix-5 and Mix-6. The p-value obtained from this test was 0.98, which was much higher than 0.05. Comparatively, for S4 mixes the p-value (0.98) was higher than that for S3 mixes (0.58). A lower amount of RAP used in S4 mixes is believed to give a higher p-value, as the variability in the mix properties increases with an increase in RAP content (Jones, 2008). The percent absorbed binder was found to be 0.46% for both Mix-5 and Mix-6, which is less than 1.00% (Table 3.6). Moreover, the compaction temperature (127.0°C) for Mix-6 was greater than the high-temperature PG of extracted RAP binder (94.1°C). Therefore, similar volumetric properties were expected for both Mix-5 and Mix-6 because of adequate blending of aged binder with the virgin binder. Similar findings were reported by other researchers (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Wielinsk et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2010; Bonaquist, 2011; WSDOT, 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Malladi, 2015).





[bookmark: _Toc14903887]Table 4.4 Percent Air Voids for Mix-5 and Mix-6
	Mix ID
	Weight in Air,
Wd 
(gm)
	Weight in Saturated Surface Dry,
Wssd
(gm)
	Weight in Water
Wwater
(gm)
	Max.
Sp.
Gravity
Gmm
	Air Voids Content (%)
	Average
Air Voids Content (%)
	Standard
Deviation (%)

	Mix-5
	4796.1
	4808.4
	2797.6
	2.496
	4.4
	4.5
	0.1

	
	4799.0
	4810.6
	2794.0
	
	4.7
	
	

	
	4797.4
	4810.3
	2799.5
	
	4.4
	
	

	Mix-6
	4797.1
	4804.3
	2795.0
	2.496
	4.4
	4.5
	0.2

	
	4799.0
	4810.3
	2793.0
	
	4.7
	
	

	
	4797.2
	4811.2
	2799.5
	
	4.5
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc13571682]Figure 4.2 Percent Air voids for Mix-5 and Mix-6 
[bookmark: _Toc14903888]Table 4.5 t-Test Results at 95% Confidence Level
	 
	Mix-5
	Mix-6

	Mean
	4.5
	4.5

	t Stat
	-0.03

	**P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.98







**P greater than 0.05 = insignificant difference
[bookmark: _Toc13570806]4.3 Reduction in Mixing and Compaction Temperatures
The mixing and compaction temperatures of foamed WMA were further lowered from the current WMA practice to check the variation in percent air voids compared to control HMA. The same aggregate gradation and RAP content (25%) was used for producing Mix-3 and Mix-4 as in the case of Mix-1. Mix-7 and Mix-8, however, were produced using aggregate gradation and RAP content (5%) similar to that of Mix-5. For each case, three volumetric samples were compacted to check the repeatability of percent air voids. For Mix-3 and Mix-7, both mixing and compaction temperatures were lowered by 20°C (i.e., to 115oC and 107oC, respectively). For Mix-4 and Mix-8, both mixing and compaction temperatures were lowered further by 20°C to 95oC and 87oC, respectively, to check their effect on the blending of binders and coating ability. For all samples produced at lower temperatures than used in practice (i.e., mixing at 135oC and compaction at 127oC), uncoated aggregates were observed after mixing and compaction, as shown in Figures 4.3(a) and 4.3(b). These figures indicate potential for weak bond between aggregate and binder, and difficulty in compaction or achieving desired air voids at 50 number of gyration. Increased RAP content in Mix-3 and Mix-4 made compaction more difficult.

  [image: ]                     [image: ]Uncoated 
Aggregates

                                     (a)                                                          (b) 
[bookmark: _Toc13571683]Figure 4.3  Uncoated Volumetric Samples at Lower Mixing and Compaction Temperatures (a) After Mixing and (b) After Compaction
Figure 4.4 presents the results for average percent air voids for all S3 mixes (Mix-1, Mix-2, Mix-3, and Mix-4) containing 25% RAP. Both Mix-1 and Mix-2 exhibited essentially identical volumetric properties. The percent air voids were found to increase with further reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA. To identify statistical differences in air voids between Mix-1 and WMA with reduced mixing and compaction temperatures (Mix-3 and Mix-4) two-tail t-tests were performed. The results are summarized in Table 4.6. The p-values observed for Mix-3 and Mix-4 were 2.936e-04 and 3.679e-07, respectively, compared to Mix-1. These p-values were much lower than 0.05 for both cases indicating that the percent air voids of mixes with reduced mixing and compaction temperatures were significantly different than those of the control HMA, at 95% confidence level. Therefore, it can be concluded that the mixing and compaction temperatures significantly control the volumetric properties of foamed WMA.

[bookmark: _Toc13571684]Figure 4.4  Percent Air Voids for S3 Mixes
[bookmark: _Toc14903889]Table 4.6  A Summary of Statistical Results for S3 Mixes
	Mix
ID
	Mix Type
	RAP Content (%)
	Mixing/
Compaction Temperature (°C)
	Average
Air Voids
(%)
	p-Value
(Two-Tail t-Test)
	Difference 
at 95% Confidence Level

	Mix-1
	HMA
	25
	163/149
	4.2
	Control Mix

	Mix-2
	WMA
	25
	135/127
	4.2
	0.58
	Insignificant

	Mix-3
	WMA
	25
	115/107
	7.1
	2.936e-04
	Significant

	Mix-4
	WMA
	25
	95/87
	8.3
	3.679e-07
	Significant



Also, differences in percent air voids of Mix-4 samples became more significant compared to Mix-1 samples when the mixing and compaction temperatures were reduced by 40°C (from the current WMA practice), while keeping the amount of RAP content unchanged (25%). As pointed out earlier, this is likely caused by the lack of proper blending of the RAP binder with the virgin binder. For S3 mixes with 25% RAP content, about 31% of the total binder was expected from RAP. As the compaction temperature (87.0°C) for Mix-4 was lower than the high-temperature PG of the extracted RAP binder (94.1°C), proper blending of the RAP binder with the virgin binder was likely not achieved. Irrespective of the mixing and compaction temperatures, the foamed binder was produced at 135°C and aggregates were heated at 95°C for Mix-4. It is likely that this large difference (40°C) in temperature between foamed binder and aggregates resulted in improper mixing. According to Bowering and Martin (1976), to ensure proper mixing between foamed WMA binder and aggregate the maximum temperature difference should not exceed 23°C. At a higher temperature difference, the foams in the binder collapse more rapidly due to quick heat transfer when they come in contact with aggregates (Jenkins et al.,1999).
A similar trend in percent air voids of foamed WMA S4 mixes was observed, as compared to control HMA S4 mix. Figure 4.5 presents the percent air voids for all S4 mixes (Mix-5, Mix-6, Mix-7, and Mix-8) containing 5% RAP. The results of the statistical tests are summarized in Table 4.7. The p-values found for Mix-7 and Mix-8 were 1.75e-05 and 1.571e-05, respectively. These p-values are much lower than 0.05 for both cases, which indicates that percent air voids of mixes with reduced mixing and compaction temperatures are significantly different than those of the control HMA, at 95% confidence level. An increase in percent air voids was observed with a decrease in compaction and mixing temperatures because of difficulty in compaction due to insufficient coating. Also, the difference in percent air voids between Mix-5 and Mix-8 became larger, as expected. This was because of lower compaction temperature (87.0°C) for Mix-8 than the high-temperature PG of RAP binder (94.1°C). Also, the foamed WMA binder was produced at 135°C while aggregates were heated at 95°C for Mix-8. This temperature difference (40°C) was more than 23°C recommended by Bowering and Martin (1976) necessary for coating and compaction.

[bookmark: _Toc13571685]Figure 4.5 Percent Air Voids for S4 Mixes
[bookmark: _Toc14903890]Table 4.7 A Summary of Statistical Results for S4 Mixes
	Mix
ID
	Mix Type
	RAP Content (%)
	Mixing/
Compaction Temperature (°C)
	Average
Air Voids
(%)
	p-Value
(Two-Tail t-Test)
	Difference 
at 95% Confidence 
Level

	Mix-5
	HMA
	5
	163/149
	4.5
	Control Mix

	Mix-6
	WMA
	5
	135/127
	4.5
	0.98
	Insignificant

	Mix-7
	WMA
	5
	115/107
	7.9
	1.75e-05
	Significant

	Mix-8
	WMA
	5
	95/87
	8.9
	1.571e-05
	Significant


[bookmark: _Toc13570807]4.4 Summary
The volumetric properties of foamed WMA and HMA were discussed in this chapter. It was found that the foaming process involved in WMA increases the coating ability of the binder. This increase in coating ability of binder counteracted the lowering of mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA. As a result, the control HMA and foamed WMA produced at mixing and compaction temperatures used in practice exhibited similar volumetric properties. However, statistically significant differences in percent air voids were observed for further reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures, at 95% confidence level. Reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures beyond certain level results in improper mixing between aggregates and foamed binder. Also, while incorporating RAP in the WMA, the high-temperature PG of RAP binder is expected to play an important role in ensuring proper blending between aged and virgin binder. It was found that the compaction temperature of WMA needs to be higher than the high-temperature PG of extracted RAP binder to obtain enough active binder from RAP. Furthermore, the temperature difference between foamed binder and aggregates should not exceed certain level during mixing to avoid rapid collapse of foam when it comes in contact with aggregates.
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[bookmark: _Toc11579315][bookmark: _Toc13569517][bookmark: _Toc13570809]5
[bookmark: _Toc13570810]LABORATORY PERFORMANCE OF WMA CONTAINING RAP
5.1 [bookmark: _Toc13570811]Introduction
As discussed in Chapter 4, volumetric properties of WMA were similar to those of HMA when the foamed WMA was mixed (135oC) and compacted (127oC) at temperatures currently used in practice. However, further reduction in the mixing and compaction temperatures of foamed WMA mixes (Mix-3, Mix-4, Mix-7 and Mix-8) showed statistically significant difference in volumetric properties compared to those of control HMA mixes. Therefore, only performance of foamed WMA (i.e., Mix-2 and Mix-6) mixed at 135oC and compacted at 127oC was tested in the laboratory and compared to their HMA counterparts (i.e., Mix-1 and Mix-5). Specifically, performance of these mixes was evaluated with respect to dynamic modulus, rutting, cracking and moisture-inducted damage. The results are presented and discussed in this chapter.
5.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570812] Dynamic Modulus Test
As mentioned in Chapter 3, dynamic modulus tests were conducted in accordance with AASHTO T 378 (AASHTO, 2017).  Dynamic modulus values were used to develop master curves with respect to reduced frequencies, as discussed in Chapter 3. The model parameters for dynamic modulus master curves for both HMA and WMA are shown in Table 5.1 at a reference temperature of 21.1°C. The correlation coefficients (R2) were found to be greater than 0.90 for all mixes. Also, the Se/Sy (standard error of estimate/standard deviation) values were found to be lower than 0.35. Based on the criteria suggested by Witczak (2005), the goodness-of-fit statistics for these master curve models can be considered “excellent” (Table 3.7). Therefore, the sigmoidal function discussed in Chapter 3 could be used effectively to develop the dynamic modulus master curve. Also, temperature shift factor parameters for all cases are summarized in Table 5.2. Based on the correlation coefficients of shift factor, the master curve models are also rated as “excellent.”
[bookmark: _Toc14903914]Table 5.1 Dynamic Modulus Master Curve Model Parameters
	Mix Type 
	Dynamic Modulus Model Parameters
	Goodness-of-fit Statistics

	
	α
	δ
	β
	γ
	c
	R2
	Se/Sy
	Rating

	Mix-1
	3.494
	1.188
	-0.663
	-0.325
	9583.851
	0.992
	0.068
	Excellent

	Mix-2
	3.948
	0.664
	-0.745
	-0.308
	9583.848
	0.996
	0.085
	Excellent

	Mix-5
	3.597
	0.993
	-0.612
	-0.330
	9583.996
	0.992
	0.066
	Excellent

	Mix-6
	3.293
	1.185
	-0.495
	-0.371
	9583.860
	0.996
	0.079
	Excellent


[bookmark: _Toc14903915]Table 5.2 Dynamic Modulus Master Curve Shift Factor Model Parameters
	Mix Type
	Shift Factor Parameters
	Goodness-of-fit Statistics

	
	m
	n
	p
	R2
	Rating

	Mix-1
	0.0003
	-0.125858
	2.50517
	1.00
	Excellent

	Mix-2
	0.0003
	-0.125858
	2.50517
	1.00
	Excellent

	Mix-5
	0.0003
	-0.125860
	2.50521
	1.00
	Excellent

	Mix-6
	0.0003
	-0.125859
	2.50517
	1.00
	Excellent



The dynamic modulus master curves for S3 mixes (Mix-1 and Mix-2) are shown in Figure 5.1. The corresponding master curves for S4 mixes (Mix-5 and Mix-6) are shown in Figure 5.2. An increase in dynamic modulus values was observed with the increase in frequency and decrease in testing temperature. These results are compatible with expectations as an increase in testing frequency and/or a decrease in temperature increases the stiffness of asphalt mixes (Flintsch et al., 2007; Tashman and Elangovan, 2008; Singh et al., 2011; Ghabchi, 2014). 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc13571656]Figure 5.1 Master Curve for Mix-1 and Mix-2 at a Reference Temperature of 21.1°C 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc13571657]Figure 5.2 Master Curve for Mix-5 and Mix-6 at a Reference Temperature of 21.1°C
From Figures 5.1. and 5.2, it is evident that both HMA and WMA showed a similar trend. However, for a given reduced frequency, the dynamic modulus values for WMA were smaller compared to their HMA counterparts. For example, at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency predicted dynamic modulus values for Mix-1 (control HMA S3) and Mix-2 (WMA S3) were found to be 249 MPa and 147 MPa, respectively. Therefore, 41% lower dynamic modulus value was observed for Mix-2 compared to Mix-1 at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency. A similar trend was observed for S4 mixes. The predicted dynamic modulus values for Mix-5 (control HMA S4) and Mix-6 (WMA S4) at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency were 151 MPa and 120 MPa, respectively. Thus, about 21% lower dynamic modulus value was observed for Mix-6 compared to Mix-5 at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency. As noted previously, a lower degree of aging in WMA is expected to produce softer mixes compared to HMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). Several other researchers have reported lower dynamic modulus values for WMA compared to HMA (Copeland et al., 2010; Goh and You, 2011b; Ghabchi, 2014; Pandey, 2016). About 19% lower mean dynamic modulus value was reported by Goh and You (2011b) for porous WMA compared to porous HMA at -5°C reference temperature. A lower dynamic modulus can cause more rutting in case of WMA (Ghabchi, 2014). Also, a lower stiffness may result in increased cracking resistance for foamed WMA compared to HMA (Ghabchi, 2014). 
From these figures it is evident that both S3 mixes containing 25% RAP had higher dynamic modulus values compared to S4 mixes containing 5% RAP. For instance, at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency dynamic modulus values for Mix-1 and Mix-5 were found to be 249 MPa and 151 MPa, respectively. Therefore, 39% lower dynamic modulus value was observed for Mix-5 compared to Mix-1 at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency. A similar trend was followed by foamed WMA. About 18% lower dynamic modulus value was observed for Mix-6 compared to Mix-2 at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency. As reported by Pandey (2016), higher RAP contents lead to stiffer mixes and higher dynamic modulus, which supports the results obtained from this study. Also, the differences in the dynamic modulus values between Mix-1 and Mix-2 were more pronounced at lower reduced frequencies (Figure 5.1). With increased reduced frequency, the differences in dynamic modulus values between Mix-1 and Mix-2 samples were found to reduce. The differences in dynamic modulus values between Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to decrease from 41% to 24% for reduced frequency 10-4 Hz to 104 Hz. This was logical because lower reduced frequency was associated with higher temperature according to the time-temperature superposition principle. Similar observations were made by Ghabchi (2014). As reported by Ghabchi (2014), at a higher reduced frequency aggregate structure is believed to govern the mix properties, especially for coarser mixes. For finer mixes (S4 mixes), both HMA and WMA samples were found to exhibit a similar trend at all levels of frequencies. The differences in dynamic modulus values between S4 mixes were 14% and 21% at reduced frequency 104 Hz and 10-4 Hz, respectively. Therefore, effect of aged binder from RAP on the dynamic modulus master curve was insignificant when the RAP content was low (5% in this case). The dynamic modulus values generated in this study can be used in the M-EPDG software for predicting rutting and cracking.
5.3 [bookmark: _Toc13570813]Fatigue Cracking Resistance 
[bookmark: _Hlk13372963]Fatigue cracking is one of the common distresses in asphalt pavements due to repeated traffic loading (Colombier, 1997; Baek J., 2010; Moreno and Rubio, 2013). As discussed in Chapter 2, different agencies are currently using different test methods to characterize fatigue resistance of asphalt mixes during the design stage (Barman et al., 2018). As noted earlier, the Louisiana SCB, I-FIT and Abrasion Loss or Cantabro tests were used in this study to identify the cracking potential of asphalt mixes. These results are presented next. 
5.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc13570814]Louisiana SCB Test
The Louisiana SCB tests were conducted in accordance with the ASTM D 8044 test method (ASTM, 2013). As mentioned in Chapter 3, samples with three different notch depths (namely 25.4 mm, 31.8 mm and 38.0 mm) and a loading rate of 0.5 mm/min were used in this testing. 
 Figure 5.3 presents the variation of average strain energy at failure with respect to notch depths for S3 mixes. The repeatability of test results was checked in terms of Coefficient of Variation (COV) of average strain energy. For each notch depth at least three specimens were tested. The COV of average strain energy was found to be less than 15% for each set of samples (Table 5.3). These COV values were smaller than those (maximum 21%) reported by Arshadi et al. (2017). It is evident from Figure 5.3 that the average strain energy decreases with the increase in notch depths for both mixes, as expected. The reduction in effective loading area with increasing notch depth is believed to decrease the average strain energy (Kim et al., 2012a; Khan, 2016; Saeidi and Aghayan, 2016). For all notch depths, Mix-2 (WMA S3) exhibited higher average strain energy than that of Mix-1 (HMA S3). For example, at 25.4 mm notch depth, the average strain energy at failure for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 0.33 Joules and 0.50 Joules, respectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc14903916]Table 5.3 Coefficient of Variance (%) at Different Notch Depths for S3 Mixes
	Mix Type
	Notch Depth, mm

	
	25.4
	31.8
	38.0

	Mix-1
	9
	4
	3

	Mix-2
	13
	14
	12



 
[bookmark: _Toc13571658]Figure 5.3 Average Strain Energy at Failure for Mix-1 and Mix-2 
As noted by Kim et al. (2012a), samples with a higher average strain energy may not exhibit higher cracking resistance. Instead, the strain energy release rate (Jc) is a better indicator of cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. For Mix-2, a higher Jc value was observed compared to that of Mix-1 (Figure 5.4). Therefore, a foamed WMA containing 25% RAP is expected to show a higher cracking resistance than that of HMA. As noted earlier, lower mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA are expected to produce softer mixes due to reduced aging (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). Softer mixes may result in a higher cracking resistance for WMA (Kim et al., 2012a; Zhao et al., 2013; Dong et al., 2017; Ghabchi et al., 2019). Several other researchers have reported exactly opposite findings (Lee et al., 2009; Hill et al., 2012b; Valdes-Vidal et al., 2018).  According to these researchers WMA is expected to exhibit lower cracking resistance than HMA. They attributed the presence of moisture at lower temperature in foamed WMA for this observation (Hill et al., 2012b). A combination of factors such as ambient moisture in aggregate, type of aggregate, amount of RAP, sources of RAP, age of RAP, type and amount of virgin binder can be responsible for opposing findings. According to ASTM D 8044, a Jc value of 0.5 to 0.60 kJ/m2 ensures sufficient cracking resistance (ASTM, 2013). It is evident from Figure 5.4 that both Mix-1 and Mix-2 had lower Jc values than the minimum required. Mix-2 did not satisfy the minimum requirement only by a small margin (0.03 kJ/m2). 
Recommended Jc value (between 0.5 and 0.6)

[bookmark: _Toc13571659]Figure 5.4 Jc Values for Mix-1 and Mix-2 
A similar trend in the cracking resistance was observed for S4 mixes containing 5% RAP (Figures 5.5 and 5.6). Figure 5.5 presents the variation in average strain energy with notch depths for Mix-5 (HMA S4) and Mix-6 (WMA S4). The average strain energy was found to decrease with increasing notch depth for both mixes due to reduction in loading area (Kim et al., 2012a; Khan, 2016; Saeidi and Aghayan, 2016). As can be seen from Table 5.4, the COV for average strain energy was found to be less than 15% for all notch depths. Also, the Jc value exhibited by Mix-6 was 0.60 kJ/m2, which met the ASTM D 8044 minimum requirement (ASTM, 2013) (Figure 5.6). However, the minimum Jc requirement was not met by the tested samples of Mix-5. Based on these results, foamed WMA containing 5% RAP showed a higher fatigue resistance than the corresponding HMA. Several other researchers have also reported higher fatigue resistance for WMA compared to HMA (Kim et al., 2012a; Zhao et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2016; Dong et al., 2017; Rani et al., 2019). However, Jones et al. (2010) and Bonaquist (2011) reported similar cracking resistance for both HMA and WMA when using same aggregates and same binder (performance grade-wise).  Lee et al. (2009), Hill et al. (2012b) and Valdes-Vidal et al. (2018) reported lower fatigue resistance for foamed WMA compared to HMA containing RAP. As noted above, various factors could be responsible for opposing findings. Based on the aforementioned results, the WMA used in this study are expected to show better fatigue resistance compared to their HMA counterparts.
[bookmark: _Toc14903917]Table 5.4 Coefficient of Variance (%) at Different Notch Depths for S4 Mixes
	Mix Type
	Notch Depth, mm

	
	25.4
	31.8
	38.0

	Mix-5
	7
	11
	12

	Mix-6
	12
	15
	9




[bookmark: _Toc13571660]Figure 5.5 Average Strain Energy at Failure for Mix-5 and Mix-6 

Recommended Jc value (between 0.5 and 0.6)

[bookmark: _Toc13571661]Figure 5.6 Jc Values for Mix-5 and Mix-6             
A comparison of Jc values shows that S4 mixes were found to exhibit higher cracking resistance than S3 mixes. This may be attributed to significantly higher RAP content (25%) of S3 mixes than S4 mixes (5%). According to McDaniel et al. (2000), Huang et al. (2004) and Ghabchi et al. (2016), incorporation of RAP up to a certain limit has a positive effect on the cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. Also, finer mixes (S4 mixes) are expected to show a higher resistance to fatigue than coarser mixes (S3 mixes) due to different crack propagation mechanisms (Barman et al., 2018). In case of a coarser mix, crack generally propagates within the mastic (composed of asphalt binder, filler and fine aggregate fraction) resulting in lower fracture energy. For a finer mix, however, cracks generally propagate through the aggregate, as shown in Figure 5.7 (Barman et al., 2018). As a result, S4 mixes can exhibit higher cracking resistance than S3 mixes.
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(a)
                    [image: ]
(b)

[bookmark: _Toc13571662]Figure 5.7 Cracking Mechanism for (a) S3 Mixes (b) S4 Mixes 
5.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570815]I-FIT or Illinois SCB Test
As described in Chapter 3, Illinois SCB or I-FIT tests were performed according to the AASHTO TP 124 test method and used to evaluate the fatigue cracking resistance of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2016). In this method, a much higher loading rate (50 mm/min) was used than the Louisiana SCB test method (0.5 mm/min). It was observed that the cracks were more prominent in case of I-FIT than in case of the Louisiana SCB test method due to rapid loading (Figure 5.8). 
[image: ]                 
(a)                                                                                     (b) 

[bookmark: _Toc13571663]Figure 5.8 SCB Tested Specimens (a) Louisiana SCB (b) I-FIT
Figure 5.9 shows the load-displacement diagrams for typical Louisiana SCB and I-FIT specimens. A higher peak load and stiffer slope were observed for I-FIT samples compared to the Louisiana SCB samples for all mixes. On the contrary, the load-displacement curves for the Louisiana SCB tested samples were found to be flatter indicating a more ductile behavior than I-FIT for all samples tested here. This is primarily caused by a higher loading rate for I-FIT than that of the Louisiana SCB method. According to Khan (2016), the elastic component of a viscoelastic material becomes greater with the increase in loading rate. Also, the area under the load-displacement curve for the I-FIT method was larger than the corresponding area in Louisiana SCB method for all notch depths. Based on these observations a higher toughness can be expected for the I-FIT samples, which is attributed to smaller induced crack length (15.0 mm) for the I-FIT samples compared to the Louisiana SCB samples (Kim et al., 2012a; Khan, 2016; Saeidi and Aghayan, 2016).
    
                       (a)                                                                       (b) 
 
                    (c)                                                                          (d)
[bookmark: _Toc13571664]Figure 5.9 Load-Displacement Diagram for Louisiana SCB and I-FIT Tested Specimens (a) Mix-1 (b) Mix-2 (c) Mix-5 (d) Mix-6
As discussed in Chapter 3, Flexibility Index (FI), based on the load-displacement curve in the I-FIT method, is used as an indicator of cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. Asphalt mixes with higher FI values are expected to show better cracking resistance (AASHTO, 2016; Ozer et al., 2016). Also, a higher FI value indicates a ductile material and vice versa. In this study, four I-FIT samples were tested for each mix type to obtain the average FI value for each mix. A similar trend in the cracking resistance was found from the I-FIT results, when compared with the Louisiana SCB results. The foamed WMA exhibited a higher cracking resistance compared to the HMA (Figures 5.10 and 5.11). The average FI value for Mix-1 was found to be 2.4 with a standard deviation of 0.6. The corresponding average FI value for Mix-2 was 4.3 with a standard deviation of 0.7. Also, the average FI values for Mix-5 and Mix-6 were 3.8 and 9.2 with standard deviations of 0.8 and 1.0, respectively. Therefore, Mix-2 and Mix-6 showed higher FI values compared to Mix-1 and Mix-5, respectively. A lower degree of aging in WMA is expected to increase their cracking resistance (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). 
The recommended minimum FI value to ensure cracking resistance varies from state to state (Ozer et al., 2016). According to Ozer et al. (2016), asphalt mixes with FI values greater than 6.7 may be classified as “best performing,” while mixes with FI values less than 2.0 may be considered “poor performing.” Mixes with FI values between these limits are expected to exhibit “intermediate performance.” Based on these criteria, Mix-6 can be classified as “best performing,” while the other three mixes are expected to exhibit “intermediate performance” with respect to cracking resistance. 

[bookmark: _Toc13571665]Figure 5.10 Flexibility Index for Mix-1 and Mix-2

[bookmark: _Toc13571666]Figure 5.11 Flexibility Index for Mix-5 and Mix-6
As in the case of Louisiana SCB test results, S4 mixes were found to exhibit higher FI values compared to the S3 mixes. This may be attributed to increased brittleness of asphalt mixes with incorporation of high amount of RAP in S3 mixes (25%) compared to S4 mixes (5%) (Shu et al., 2008; Guo et al., 2014; Lu and Saleh, 2016). Also, a coarser aggregate gradation for S3 mixes is believed to be responsible for the propagation of cracking within the mastic, as shown in Figure 5.7.
5.3.3 [bookmark: _Toc13570816]Abrasion Loss Test
As noted in Chapter 3, Abrasion Loss Test (commonly known as Cantabro test) was performed in this study according to the AASHTO TP 108 test method and used as an additional indicator of fatigue cracking resistance (AASHTO, 2016). A higher mass loss indicates a lower fatigue cracking resistance and vice versa (AASHTO, 2016). Figure 5.12 shows the percent abrasion loss for Mix-1 and Mix-2. For each mix type three specimens were tested to check the reproducibility of test results. The average abrasion loss for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 29% and 17%, respectively. The standard deviations for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 2.6% and 3.9%, respectively. Therefore, Mix-2 exhibited higher fatigue cracking resistance than Mix-1. A lower degree of aging for WMA is expected to result in an increase in cracking resistance (Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Alhasan et al., 2014; Malladi, 2015). It is seen that the abrasion loss test results follow a similar trend as the Louisiana SCB and I-FIT test results for S3 mixes. Therefore, this test method may be considered as an alternative to scan asphalt mixes for their fatigue cracking resistance during the mix design stage. Jones et al. (2010) and Bonaquist (2011) reported similar fatigue cracking resistance for both HMA and WMA with the same aggregate and binder PG. These findings are different from those of the present study.


[bookmark: _Toc13571667]Figure 5.12 Percent Abrasion Loss for Mix-1 and Mix-2

[bookmark: _Toc13571668]Figure 5.13 Percent Abrasion Loss for Mix-5 and Mix-6
The same average abrasion loss (7%) for both Mix-5 and Mix-6 samples was found, as shown in Figure 5.13. The standard deviations for Mix-5 and Mix-6 were found to be 0.9% and 1.6%, respectively. Based on these results, similar fatigue cracking resistance is expected for both S4 mixes. Jones et al. (2010) and Bonaquist (2011) reported similar cracking resistance for HMA and WMA with the same aggregate and binder. In the present study, Mix-6 was found to exhibit a higher cracking resistance than Mix-5 in both Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests. The Abrasion Loss Test is an empirical test with no clear mechanistic basis for simulation of fatigue cracking. This test method was originally developed for accessing the abrasion loss of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2016). The adhesive bonding between aggregates and binder under impact load is mainly evaluated in this test method (Shaowen and Shanshan, 2011). In case of S4 (finer) mixes higher binder content (4.9%) was used compared to S3 (coarser) mixes (4.5%), which is believed to improve the adhesion between aggregates and binder. Therefore, both S4 mixes were found to exhibit similar percent abrasion loss (7%). However, the effect of abrasion is more prominent in case of S3 mixes due to a lower amount of binding material. Therefore, Mix-1 was found to exhibit higher abrasion loss than Mix-2. Also, both Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests are mechanistic-based test methods for evaluating fatigue cracking resistance. Therefore, Abrasion Loss test may not be a good test for screening of fine mixes (S4 here) for fatigue cracking. A relatively higher mass loss observed for S3 mixes compared to S4 mixes can be attributed to increased RAP content (Shu et al., 2008; Guo et al., 2014; Lu and Saleh, 2016; Saeidi and Aghayan, 2016). Both S3 mixes did not satisfy the NCAT abrasion loss requirement of 20%, whereas S4 mixes satisfied the requirement (NCAT, 2017).
5.3.4 [bookmark: _Toc13570817]Ranking of Asphalt Mixes Based on Fatigue Cracking Resistance
Table 5.5 presents the ranking of all four mixes (Mix-1, Mix-2, Mix-5, and Mix-6) based on their resistance to fatigue cracking. The rating was conducted on a scale of 1 to 4, where 1 represents the best performing and 4 represents the worst performing asphalt mix with respect to fatigue cracking resistance. It was found that the Louisiana SCB, I-FIT and dynamic modulus values at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency ranked the fatigue cracking resistance of asphalt mixes in similar orders. However, Abrasion Loss test could not differentiate between the fatigue cracking resistance of Mix-5 and Mix-6. Therefore, the Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests are found to characterize the cracking resistance of asphalt mixes consistently. Although the Abrasion Loss Test is relatively easy to conduct, it could not characterize the fatigue resistance of some asphalt mixes. 
Based on the Louisiana SCB and I-FIT test results, Mix-6 was found to exhibit the highest resistance to fatigue cracking followed by Mix-2, Mix-5, and Mix-1. From these results one could conclude that a foamed WMA with fine aggregate gradation and low RAP content is expected to perform well relative to fatigue. The cracking resistance reduces with coarser aggregate gradation and increased RAP content beyond certain level. 
[bookmark: _Toc14903918]Table 5.5 Ranking of Asphalt Mixes based on Fatigue Cracking performance
	Mix Type
	Louisiana SCB
	I-FIT
	Abrasion Loss Tests
	Dynamic Modulus

	Mix-1
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Mix-2
	2
	2
	3
	2

	Mix-5
	3
	3
	1
	3

	Mix-6
	1
	1
	1
	1


5.4 [bookmark: _Toc13570818]Rutting Performance
The permanent deformation or rutting is an important factor for the longevity of the asphalt pavement. During the hot summer months, this becomes more crucial as binder losses its viscosity. At that moment, the moving traffic load is mainly supported by the mineral aggregate structure (Brown et al., 2009). Different researchers have taken different approaches to identify the rutting potential of asphalt mixes (Miller et al., 1995; Cooley et al., 2000; Kandhal and Cooley, 2002). In this study, both HWT and FN tests were used to evaluate the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes.
5.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc13570819]Hamburg Wheel Tracking (HWT) Test
In this study, the HWT tests were conducted as per AASHTO T 324 to evaluate the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2014c). Figures 5.14 and 5.15 present the HWT fitted graphs obtained in this study for S3 and S4 mixes, respectively. As discussed in Chapter 3, fitted curve was plotted based on the equations suggested by Lu and Harvey (2006). It is evident from these figures that for both cases, control HMA was found to show higher rutting resistance compared to foamed WMA containing an identical amount of RAP. The rut depths at 1,000, 5,000, 10,000, 15,000, and 20,000 passes for all mixes are presented in Table 5.6. The test data indicated that for similar number of wheel passes, higher rut depths were observed in WMA samples compared to HMA samples, and this difference became increasingly dominant at higher numbers of passes. The rut depth at 20,000 wheel passes for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 3.5 mm and 6.2 mm, respectively. Also, a relatively higher rut depth (11.2 mm) was observed for Mix-6 compared to Mix-5 (3.3 mm). The rut depth in a HWT sample is expected to be controlled by the percent air voids of the sample during preparation (Yildirim and Kennedy, 2002). However, similar average percent air voids were observed for both HMA and WMA samples prepared for HWT testing (Table 5.6). Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 3, several rutting parameters namely post-compaction deformation, creep slope, stripping slope, and Stripping Inflection Point (SIP) were determined from the HWT test results and presented in Table 5.7. The initial densification of asphalt pavement due to the movement of traffic was indicated by the post-compaction deformation. The rut depth at 1,000 wheel passes was suggested as the post-compaction point by Yildirim and Kennedy (2002). From Table 5.7, it is evident that WMA showed higher post-compaction deformation compared to HMA. Also, distinct SIPs for both Mix-2 and Mix-6 were found at 17,100 and 12,000 wheel passes, respectively. However, for HMA, no defined SIP was observed for both mixes. Therefore, HMA was expected to exhibit a higher resistance to moisture-induced damage. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc13571669]Figure 5.14 Comparison of HWT graphs for Mix-1 and Mix-2
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc13571670]Figure 5.15 Comparison of HWT graphs for Mix-5 and Mix-6
[bookmark: _Toc14903919]Table 5.6 Rut Depths (mm) for Foamed WMA and HMA at Different Numbers of Wheel Passes
	MIX ID
	Average % Air Voids
	RAP content (%)
	Wheel passes

	
	
	
	1,000
	5,000
	10,000
	15,000
	20,000

	Mix-1
	6.8
	25
	1.1
	1.7
	2.2
	2.7
	3.5

	Mix-2
	6.8
	25
	2.0
	3.4
	4.3
	5.1
	6.2

	Mix-5
	6.9
	5
	1.7
	2.4
	2.7
	3.0
	3.3

	Mix-6
	7.0
	5
	1.8
	3.1
	5.4
	8.3
	11.2


[bookmark: _Toc14903920]Table 5.7 Performance Parameters Obtained from HWT Tests 
	MIX
ID
	Average % Air Voids
	HWT indices

	
	
	Post-
compaction
(mm)
	Creep
slope
(mm/
passes)
	Inverse
Creep slope
(passes/
mm)
	Stripping
inflection
point
(passes)
	Stripping
slope
(mm/
passes)
	Inverse
Stripping
slope
(passes/
mm)

	Mix-1
	6.8
	1.06
	0.000100
	10,000
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mix-2
	6.8
	1.98
	0.000150
	6,667
	17,100
	0.000417
	2,400

	Mix-5
	6.9
	1.58
	0.000067
	15,000
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mix-6
	7.0
	1.76
	0.000339
	2,946
	12,000
	0.000756
	1,324



Also, the inverse creep slope for Mix-2 was found to be 6,667 passes/mm, whereas for Mix-1 this inverse slope was 10,000 passes/mm (Table 5.7). Therefore, about two times higher resistance to creep was observed for Mix-1 than Mix-2. In addition, Mix-5 was found to exhibit about five times higher resistance (15,000 passes/mm) compared to Mix-6 (2,946 passes/mm). Therefore, foamed WMA exhibited more susceptibility to rutting compared to HMA. Similar observations for WMA were also reported by several other researchers (Hill, 2011; Bonaquist, 2011; Ali et al., 2013; Mo et al., 2012; Zhao et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2016; Rahman et al., 2018; Ghabchi et al., 2019). A lower rutting resistance for foamed WMA was reported by Zhao et al. (2013) compared to HMA. In that study, RAP content as high as 40% was considered in evaluating the rutting resistance. The stiffness of foamed WMA is expected to reduce at a lower degree of aging as shown in the dynamic modulus test results, which increases the rutting potential for foamed WMA. However, an insignificant difference in the rutting performance of HMA and WMA was reported by several other researchers (Jones, 2004; Prowell et al., 2007; Wielinski et al., 2009). A higher density was expected for foamed WMA compared to HMA due to better compactability, which may counteract the lower aging effect with respect to the rutting resistance (Prowell et al., 2007; Wielinski et al., 2009). As noted earlier, several factors such as aggregate gradation, quality of RAP, type and amount of virgin binder can be responsible for opposing findings. Based on the findings presented herein, the WMA is expected to show lower rutting resistance compared to HMA. However, both HMA and WMA satisfied ODOT’s minimum requirement of 12.5 mm rut depth at 10,000 wheel passes for PG 64-22 grade binder (ODOT, 2011). 
From Tables 5.6 and 5.7, it is evident that higher rutting resistance was shown by S3 mixes compared to S4 mixes. For Mix-2 rut depth observed at 10,000 wheel passes was 4.3 mm, whereas at the same wheel passes, 5.4 mm of rut depth was observed for Mix-6. Also, inverse creep slope increased from 2,946 passes/mm to 6,667 passes/mm for Mix-6 to Mix-2 indicating a higher rutting resistance. Furthermore, Mix-1 also showed higher rutting resistance than Mix-5. The rut depths for Mix-1 and Mix-5 at 10,000 passes were found to be 2.2 mm and 2.7 mm, respectively. The incorporation of a high percentage of RAP in S3 mixes (25%) compared to S4 mixes (5%) is believed to have increased the rutting resistance due to addition of aged binder from RAP. Similar findings for the increase in RAP content were reported by several other researchers (Shu et al., 2008; Hong et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017; Rahman et al., 2018). As reported by Dong et al. (2017), the increase in rutting resistance with an increase in RAP content was more dominant in HMA compared to WMA. In their study, up to 80% virgin binder replacement by RAP aged binder was studied. However, insignificant improvement in the rutting resistance with the increase in RAP content was reported by Daniel and Lachance (2005), Shah et al. (2007), and Apeagyei et al. (2011). It was reported that for asphalt mixes with lower high-temperature PG virgin binder (PG 58 to lower), addition of RAP may adversely affect the rutting resistance (Apeagyei et al., 2011). Although in this study, PG 64-22 virgin binder was used in producing asphalt mixes. The future studies can explore other binder types to evaluate the effect of RAP in rutting resistance of asphalt mixes. Overall, based on the findings presented herein, an increase in RAP content was expected to increase the rutting resistant of asphalt mixes.
5.4.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570820]Flow Number (FN) Test
The Flow Number (FN) test was conducted as per AASHTO T 378 to evaluate the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2017). The asphalt mix with a higher FN value is expected to show higher resistance to rutting (Witczak et al., 2002; Copeland et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Roy et al., 2015; Chaturabong, 2016). Figures 5.16 and 5.17 show the FN test results for S3 mixes and S4 mixes, respectively. For each mix type, three specimens were tested to check the repeatability of test results. The COVs for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 4.6% and 19.5%, respectively. Also, the COVs for Mix-5 and Mix-6 were found to be 14.2% and 21.7%, respectively. The recommended COVs by AASHTO T 378 for mixes with NMAS of 19 mm and 12.5 mm are 58.5% and 43.1%, respectively (AASHTO, 2017). Therefore, the COV requirements were satisfied for both S3 and S4 mixes. Also, it was found from Figures 5.16 and 5.17 that both WMA showed lower FN values compared to their HMA counterparts. The average FN values for Mix-1 and Mix-2 were found to be 167 and 59, respectively. A similar trend was followed by S4 mixes. The average FN values for Mix-5 and Mix-6 were found to be 107 and 16, respectively. Therefore, lower resistance to rutting is expected for WMA compared to HMA. A similar observation was reported by several other researchers (Hill, 2011; Bonaquistet et al., 2011; Hossain et al., 2012; Ali et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2016; Rahman et al., 2018).  Also, as discussed in Table 3.8, no minimum requirement of FN value has been mentioned by AASHTO for both HMA and WMA for light traffic condition (ESALs < 0.3 million) (AASHTO, 2017).
S3 mixes were found to exhibit higher FN values compared to S4 mixes. Therefore, S3 mixes are expected to show higher rutting resistance due to incorporation of high percentage of RAP (Shu et al., 2008; Hong et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2013; Guo et al., 2014; Dong et al., 2017; Rahman et al., 2018). 

[bookmark: _Toc13571671]Figure 5.16 Comparison of FN for Mix-1 and Mix-2

[bookmark: _Toc13571672]Figure 5.17 Comparison of FN for Mix-5 and Mix-6
5.4.3 [bookmark: _Toc13570821]Ranking of Asphalt Mixes Based on Rutting Performance
Table 5.8 presents the ranking of asphalt mixes based on various rutting parameters. The rating was conducted on a scale of 1 to 4, where 1 represents the best performing and 4 represents the worst performing asphalt mix. From HWT test data, rut depth at 10,000 wheel passes, inverse creep slope (passes/mm) and SIP were considered to rank the asphalt mixes. The ODOT’s rut depth limit at 10,000 wheel passes for asphalt mixes having a PG 64-22 binder was used in this ranking (ODOT, 2011). Also, dynamic modulus value at 10-4 Hz reduced frequency and 21.1°C reference temperature was considered in ranking the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes. The ranking of asphalt mixes based on the FN value is included in Table 5.8.
It is evident from Table 5.8 that foamed WMA was found to exhibit a lower rutting resistance compared to control HMA. Based on the rut depth, FN and dynamic modulus, Mix-1 exhibited the highest resistance to rutting, followed by Mix-5, Mix-2, and Mix-6. However, Mix-5 showed the highest rutting resistance, followed by Mix-1, Mix-2, and Mix-6 when using inverse creep slope for ranking. The finer aggregate gradation is believed to decrease the rutting potential for S4 mixes compared to S3 mixes. This is mainly attributed to a higher degree of aggregate segregation within the sample for coarser mixes (Krutz and Sebaaly, 1993; Hand and Epps, 2001; Sebaaly et al., 2004; Kim et al., 2009; Golalipour et al., 2012). The high RAP content, on the contrary, increases the rutting resistance for S3 mixes compared to S4 mixes. Therefore, these two opposing factors (aggregate gradation and RAP content) were found to rank Mix-1 and Mix-5 differently, while considering different parameters. 
[bookmark: _Toc14903921]Table 5.8  Ranking of Asphalt Mixes Based on Rutting Resistance
	Mix Type
	Dynamic Modulus 
	HWT Indices
	Average
FN

	
	
	Rut Depth at 10,000 Wheel Passes (mm)
	Inverse
Creep Slope
(passes/mm)
	
SIP
	

	Mix-1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Mix-2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Mix-5
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Mix-6
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4



It is evident from the laboratory test results that foamed WMA is expected to exhibit lower rutting resistance compared to their HMA counterparts. However, a field study conducted by Wielinski et al. (2009) suggested that both HMA and WMA performed equally in the arid Southern California climate and subjected to heavy traffic loads. Sargand et al. (2011) and Prowell et al. (2007) also reported similar field rutting performance for both WMA and HMA. It is believed that long-term field investigations are required to evaluate the actual rutting resistance of foamed WMA compared to control HMA.
5.5 [bookmark: _Toc13570822]Moisture-Induced Damage
The reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures and injection of water during the foaming process are believed to increase the moisture-induced damage potential for foamed WMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Prowell et al., 2007; Wasiuddin et al., 2007; Ali et al., 2013; Xu et al., 2017). There are several test methods available to evaluate the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. Among all methods, the SIP from the HWT test results and TSR from the ITS test are most commonly used moisture susceptibility parameters (Kim et al., 2012b; Abuawad et al., 2015). In this study, SIP and TSR were used to identify the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes.
5.5.1 [bookmark: _Toc13570823]Stripping Infection Point (SIP) 
As discussed earlier, no distinct SIP was observed for both HMA mixes (Figures 5.14 and 5.15). However, SIPs were found for both foamed WMA mixes. The SIPs for Mix-2 and Mix-6 were found at 17,100 and 12,000 wheel passes, respectively. The possibility of moisture-induced damage in the foamed WMA samples is indicated by SIP. After that point, the rate of rut depth increased rapidly due to the intrusion of moisture in the specimen. For instance, the resistance to rutting reduced from 6,667 passes/mm to 2,400 passes/mm after the SIP for Mix-2. A similar trend was observed for Mix-6. Therefore, foamed WMA was found to exhibit more moisture-induced damage potential compared to HMA. The partially dried aggregates at a lower mixing temperature and injection of water vapor are believed to increase the moisture-induced damage potential for foamed WMA (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Hurley and Prowell, 2006; Prowell et al., 2007; Wasiuddin et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2012b, Ali et al., 2013; Xu et al., 2017). A higher moisture-induced damage was observed for WMA compared to HMA while considering both AASHTO T 283 test and SCB test results by Kim et al. (2012b). However, insignificant difference between the moisture-induced damage potential of WMA and HMA was reported by some other researchers (Punith et al., 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Hailesilassie et al., 2015; Rani, 2018). It was suggested that as long as the mixing temperature of foamed WMA is high enough to ensure the dissipation of water, both HMA and WMA can show similar moisture-induced damage potential (Punith et al., 2012; Xiao et al., 2012; Hailesilassie et al., 2015). In this study, aggregates and RAP were dried for two hours at WMA mixing temperature (135°C) before adding foamed binder, which is commonly followed in the WMA production plant. Therefore, increasing drying period for aggregates and RAP may lower moisture-induced damage potential for foamed WMA (Ali et al., 2013)
The SIP found for Mix-2 was at higher wheel passes (17,100) compared to Mix-6 (12,000). Also, a higher inverse stripping slope was observed for Mix-2 (2,400 passes/mm) compared to Mix-6 (1,324 passes/mm) indicating a higher resistance to stripping due to increase in RAP content. Therefore, the addition of aged binder from RAP is believed to have a positive effect on the moisture-induced damage resistance of asphalt mixes due to stronger bonding between RAP aggregate and binder. Similar findings for moisture-induced damage potential were also reported by several other researchers (Zhao et al., 2012; Shu et al., 2012; Hill et al., 2012a; Rahman et al., 2019). For both Evotherm and Sasobit-based WMA, addition of RAP was found to decrease the moisture-induced damage potential (Hill et al., 2012a). In their study, up to 45% RAP content was considered for evaluating the effect of RAP on moisture-induced damage. On the contrary, an increase in moisture-induced damage potential with increased RAP content was reported by Moghadas et al. (2014) and Guo et al. (2014). It was suggested that the increase in viscosity of the asphalt binder due to an increase in RAP content may cause insufficient binder coating on aggregates (Moghadas et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014). Therefore, weak bonding between aggregate and binder may produce asphalt mixes with more moisture-induced damage potential (Moghadas et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2014).
5.5.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570824]AASHTO T 283 Method
The AASHTO T 283 method, commonly known as freeze-thaw method, was used to determine the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (AASHTO, 2014b). Figure 5.18 presents the ITS test results with freeze-thaw conditioned TSR values (TSRF-T) for S3 mixes. As mentioned in Chapter 3, TSR is the ratio between freeze-thaw conditioned (moist conditioned) (ITSF-T) and dry (ITSdry) ITS values. The average ITSdry and ITSF-T values for Mix-1 were found to be 2,381 kPa and 2,009 kPa with standard deviations of 104 kPa and 100 kPa, respectively. Also, the average ITSdry and ITSF-T values for Mix-2 were found to be 2,596 kPa and 2,054 kPa with standard deviations of 117 kPa and 194 kPa, respectively. Therefore, Mix-2 was found to exhibit a higher ITS than Mix-1 under both dry and moist conditions. Also, the TSRF-T value observed for Mix-2 was slightly lower (0.79) compared to Mix-1 (0.84). Furthermore, Mix-1 satisfied ODOT’s current requirement for TSRF-T of 0.80, whereas Mix-2 did not satisfy the requirement by a small margin (0.01). Therefore, a slightly higher moisture-induced damage potential for foamed WMA is expected compared to HMA due to partially dried aggregates and incorporation of water in the foaming process (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Prowell et al., 2007; Ali et al., 2013; Xu et al., 2017; Rahman et al., 2019). 

[bookmark: _Toc13571673]Figure 5.18 Indirect Tensile Strength (ITSdry and ITSF-T) and TSR (TSRF-T) Values for S3 mixes (AASHTO T 283 method)
Figure 5.19 presents the ITS test results with freeze-thaw conditioned TSR values (TSRF-T) for S4 mixes. The average ITSdry and ITSF-T values for Mix-5 were found to be 2,367 kPa and 1,897 kPa with standard deviations of 70 kPa and 50 kPa, respectively. Also, the average ITSdry and ITSF-T values for Mix-6 were found to be 2,206 kPa and 1,681 kPa with standard deviations of 23 kPa and 38 kPa, respectively. Therefore, a lower ITS was found for Mix-6 compared to Mix-5. The presence of moisture at lower WMA mixing temperature was believed to cause lower ITS values for Mix-6 (Hill et al., 2012a). Also, the TSRF-T value observed for Mix-6 was slightly lower (0.76) compared to Mix-5 (0.80). Furthermore, Mix-6 mix did not satisfy ODOT’s current specification for moisture-induced damage (0.80), whereas Mix-5 satisfied the requirement. A higher moisture-induced damage potential for foamed WMA compared to HMA was also reported by other researchers due to partially dried aggregates and incorporation of water in the foaming process (Hurley and Prowell, 2005; Prowell et al., 2007; Ali et al., 2013; Xu et al., 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc13571674]Figure 5.19  Indirect Tensile Strength (ITSdry and ITSF-T) and TSR (TSRF-T) Values for Mix-5 and Mix-6 (AASHTO T 283 method)
5.5.3 [bookmark: _Toc13570825]MIST Conditioning 
In this study, the MIST conditioning was also used as per ASTM D 7870 to evaluate the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (ASTM, 2016). Figures 5.20 and 5.21 show the ITS test results and MIST conditioned TSR values (TSRMIST) for S3 and S4 mixes, respectively. A significant reduction in ITS value was observed for both Mix-2 and Mix-6 after MIST conditioning. A lower TSRMIST value of 0.68 was observed for Mix-2 compared to control Mix-1 (0.94) after MIST conditioning. Also, a TSRMIST value of only 0.60 was observed for Mix-6, whereas Mix-5 exhibited a higher TSRMIST value of 0.91. Therefore, MIST conditioning followed a similar trend in screening the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes compared to SIP and TSRF-T parameters. Furthermore, higher TSRMIST values were found for S3 mixes compared to S4 mixes due to increased RAP amount (Zhao et al., 2012; Shu et al., 2012; Hill et al., 2012a). 

[bookmark: _Toc13571675]Figure 5.20 Indirect Tensile Strength (ITSdry and ITSMIST) and TSRMIST Values for Mix-1 and Mix-2 (MIST Conditioning)

[bookmark: _Toc13571676]Figure 5.21 Indirect Tensile Strength (ITSdry and ITSMIST) and TSRMIST Values for Mix-5 and Mix-6 (MIST Conditioning)
In this study, MIST conditioning was found to screen the moisture-induced damage potential of WMA from HMA more distinctly compared to AASHTO T 283 conditioning method. In AASHTO T 283 method, environmental degradation of asphalt sample was simulated by one freeze-thaw cycle without considering traffic and cyclic pore pressure effects (AASHTO, 2014b). On the other hand, the generation and dissipation of pore water pressure in saturated pavement due to vehicular movement is simulated in the MIST conditioning process. In MIST, the stripping of asphalt mixes was caused by this generation of pore water pressure (Tarefder and Ahmad, 2014; Weldegiorgis and Tarefder, 2015). Therefore, several researchers have suggested using MIST conditioning in evaluating the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes (Mallick et al., 2005; Chen and Huang, 2008; Tarefder and Ahmad, 2014; Weldegiorgis and Tarefder, 2015).
5.5.4 [bookmark: _Toc13570826]Visual Rating of Fractured Faces
The fracted faces of the asphalt samples after ITS tests were examined to visually rank the moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes according to AASHTO T 283 (AASHTO, 2014b). The rating was conducted on a scale of 1 to 4, where 1 represents no moisture-induced damage and 4 represents severe moisture-induced damage potential. Tables 5.9 and 5.10 represent a photographic view of fracture faces for S3 and S4 mixes, respectively. Both HMA mixes were rated as 1 based on visual inspection, which indicates no moisture-induced damage. On the other hand, WMA mixes were rated as 2 indicating low moisture-induced damage potential due to the presence of stripping at the fractured faces. Also, severe stripping of binder from aggregates was not observed for any of those mixes. Furthermore, stripping was more dominantly observed for MIST conditioned samples compared to freeze-thaw conditioned samples due to application of cyclic loading in MIST conditioning.  




















Table 5.9 Fractured Faces of Asphalt Mixes, and Visual Ratings of TSR Test for Mix-1 and Mix-2
	Mix
Type
	Fractured Section
	Visual Inspection Rating of Stripping

	
	Tested in
Dry Condition
	AASHTO T 283 Method
	MIST
Condition
	

	Mix-1
	[image: ]
	[image: ]
	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder   

	1

	Mix-2
	[image: ]
	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder   
Stripping 
of Binder   

	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder

	2


[bookmark: _Toc14903923]Table 5.10 Fractured Faces of Asphalt Mixes, and Visual Ratings of TSR Test for Mix-5 and Mix-6
	Mix
Type
	Fractured Section
	Visual Inspection Rating of Stripping

	
	Tested in
Dry Condition
	AASHTO T 283 Method
	MIST
Condition
	

	Mix-5
	[image: ]
	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder

	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder

	1

	Mix-6
	[image: ]
	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder

	[image: ]Stripping 
of Binder

	2



5.5.5 [bookmark: _Toc13570827]Ranking of Asphalt Mixes Based on Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
Table 5.11 shows the ranking of asphalt mixes using different parameters obtained from HWT and TSR test results. A similar ranking of moisture-induced damage potential for asphalt mixes was found based on different test parameters. No distinct SIP was observed for HMA in the HWT test results. Therefore, the same rank was assigned for both Mix-1 and Mix-5. On the other hand, both TSR values followed a similar trend in ranking the asphalt mixes. Based on the TSR values, Mix-1 exhibited the highest resistance to moisture-induced damage followed by Mix-5, Mix-2, and Mix-6. Therefore, foamed WMA technology is expected to produce higher moisture susceptible mixes due to the lowering of mixing and compaction temperatures. Ali et al. (2013) suggested a longer drying period for aggregates in case of WMA to allow the entrapped water to escape. The moist aggregates increased the potential of moisture-induced damage for foamed WMA due to inadequate aggregate coating in presence of water (Ali et al., 2013). Also, an increase in RAP content was found to be beneficial for moisture-induced damage resistance due to stronger bond between the aged binder and aggregates.
[bookmark: _Toc14903924]Table 5.11  Ranking of Asphalt Mixes Based on Moisture-Induced Damage Resistance
	Mix Type
	HWT Test
	ITS test

	
	SIP
	TSRF-T
	TSRMIST
	Visual Inspection

	Mix-1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Mix-2
	3
	3
	3
	2

	Mix-5
	1
	2
	2
	1

	Mix-6
	4
	4
	4
	2


Furthermore, the field moisture-induced damage potential of WMA may be different from the laboratory performance. Kim et al. (2012b) reported similar field performance for both HMA and WMA in the early stage (three years after placement) of the pavement. However, long-term field investigation is required to evaluate the actual moisture resistance of WMA. A field study conducted by Martin (2014) suggested that, after summer aging in the field, the moisture-induced damage potential of WMA was found to increase rapidly.
5.6 [bookmark: _Toc13570828]Summary
The fatigue cracking, rutting and moisture-induced damage potentials of foamed WMA compared to control HMA are discussed in this chapter. The foamed WMA containing RAP was found to exhibit lower stiffness compared to HMA in the dynamic Modulus test. This is attributed to a lower degree of aging at lower mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA. Also, an increase in RAP content was found to increase the stiffness of asphalt mixes due to incorporation of aged binder from RAP. The stiffer asphalt mixes are expected to exhibit lower fatigue cracking resistance and higher rutting resistance. Therefore, foamed WMA was found to show higher fatigue cracking resistance compared to HMA in Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests. A similar trend in the fatigue cracking resistance was observed for coarser mixes in the Abrasion Loss Test. However, this test method could not screen the fatigue cracking resistance of finer mixes. Therefore, instead of Abrasion Loss Test, Louisiana SCB or/and I-FIT test may be conducted in screening the cracking resistance of asphalt mixes. Furthermore, coarser mixes were found to show lower fatigue cracking resistance compared to finer mixes due to higher RAP content and crack propagation mechanism. In case of rutting, the foamed WMA containing RAP showed lower resistance compared to their HMA counterparts, as expected from dynamic modulus values. This is mainly attributed to reduced aging for foamed WMA. Also, the coarser mixes were found to show higher rutting resistance compared to finer mixes due to increase in RAP content. Furthermore, the foamed WMA was found to exhibit more moisture-induced damage potential compared to HMA containing RAP. The partially dried aggregates at a lower mixing temperature and use of water in the foaming process are believed to increase the moisture susceptibility for foamed WMA. The presence of moisture is expected to affect the bonding between aggregates and binder in the foamed WMA. The MIST conditioning was found to screen the asphalt mixes more distinctly compared to AASHTO T 283 method due to the application of cyclic loads during conditioning process. However, all test parameters ranked the asphalt mixes in a similar way. Also, increase in RAP content was found to lower moisture-induced damage potential due to strong bonding between RAP aggregate and binder. Overall, use of RAP in WMA was found beneficial so far as rutting and moisture-induced damage are concerned, but detrimental to cracking resistance.
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[bookmark: _Toc13570831]CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc13570832]6.1 Conclusions 
In this study, the volumetric properties, rutting resistance, cracking resistance and moisture-induced damage potential of foamed WMA containing RAP were evaluated and compared with HMA counterparts. The important findings of this study are given below:
1. The foamed WMA technique was found to increase fatigue cracking resistance, rutting potential and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. The addition of RAP in WMA, on the contrary, was expected to reduce fatigue cracking resistance, rutting potential and moisture-induced damage potential of asphalt mixes. Therefore, a suitable combination of foamed WMA technique and RAP may counteract each other’s effects. 
2. While incorporating RAP, compaction temperature greater than high-temperature PG of RAP was reported to exhibit similar volumetric properties for WMA compared to HMA. However, in this study, the mixing and compaction temperatures of the mix, along with the high-temperature PG of RAP, was found to govern the volumetric properties of the foamed WMA containing RAP. Significant differences in the percent air voids between foamed WMA and HMA mixes were observed while mixing and compacting at temperatures lower than practice temperatures but higher than high-temperature PG of RAP. Other pertinent findings from this study are summarized in the following sections.
[bookmark: _Toc13570833]6.1.1 Volumetric Properties
1. In this study, foamed WMA was produced using the same mix design procedure as traditional HMA, except that lower mixing (135°C) and compaction (127°C) temperatures were used for the foamed mixes. The mixing and compaction temperatures used for the HMA were 163°C and 149°C, respectively. It was found that both fine and coarse WMA mixes exhibited similar percent air voids as HMA mixes. The corresponding p-values for the fine and coarse mixes were 0.98 and 0.58, respectively, indicating insignificant differences in air voids for both foamed WMA and HMA, at 95% confidence level. The reduction in mixing and compaction temperatures for foamed WMA did not cause any coating and compaction problems.  
2.  To identify the effect of further lowering of mixing and compaction temperatures, foamed WMA was produced at temperatures that were 20°C and 40°C lower than the temperatures used in practice. For both cases uncoated aggregates were observed after mixing and compaction. The degree of uncoated aggregates increased with the lower temperatures. Statistically significant differences in percent air voids were observed at 95% confidence level as compared to HMA for both cases. 
3. A reduction of 40°C in both mixing and compaction temperatures from the current WMA practice was found to produce mixes with higher statistical differences in percent air voids compared to control HMA. Reduction of   compaction temperature (87°C) below the high-temperature PG (94°C) of the extracted RAP binder was found to be responsible for inadequate compaction and thus, significant difference in percent air voids. Therefore, while incorporating RAP in WMA, the compaction temperature should be greater than the high-temperature PG of extracted RAP binder to ensure required active binder from RAP.
[bookmark: _Toc13570834]6.1.2 Laboratory Performance
6.1.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc13570835]Dynamic Modulus Test
1. Relatively low dynamic modulus values were found for foamed WMA compared to HMA. Therefore, foamed WMA exhibited relatively lower stiffness compared to control HMA. The reduced degree of aging at low mixing and compaction temperatures is believed to lower stiffness for WMA. The differences in dynamic modulus values between WMA and HMA were found to be more dominant for coarser mixes at lower reduced frequencies due to incorporation of high amount of RAP (25%). 
2. An increase in RAP content was found to increase the dynamic modulus values due to the addition of aged and stiffer binder in the asphalt mixes. Therefore, it can be concluded that increase in RAP content increases the stiffness of asphalt mixes.
6.1.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc13570836]Cracking Properties
1. The Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests were found to follow a similar trend in screening asphalt mixes for cracking resistance. A higher Jc and FI index were observed for foamed WMA than HMA indicating higher cracking resistance. A higher fatigue resistance of foamed WMA was expected due to a lower stiffness found in the dynamic modulus testing.
2. The percent loss in the abrasion test was found to provide inconsistent results compared to the Louisiana SCB and I-FIT tests for fine mixes. Although this test is easy to conduct, it may not screen mixes for their fatigue resistance. Lack of a strong mechanistic basis could be attributed to such inconsistencies. SCB test methods (both Louisiana and I-FIT) provided consistent results indicating that these test methods can be used for screening of both WMA and HMA for fatigue cracking resistance.
3. Incorporation of RAP was found to increase the stiffness of asphalt mixes, which resulted in a lower fatigue resistance. Also, the finer mixes showed higher cracking resistance than coarser mixes due to differences in crack propagation mechanisms. For finer mixes crack was found to propagate through the aggregates, whereas crack mostly propagated through the mastic for coarser mixes. 
6.1.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc13570837]Rutting Properties
1. It was found that foamed WMA exhibited lower rutting resistance than HMA with identical RAP content. This was attributed to lower stiffness of WMA as indicated by dynamic modulus values. However, both fine and coarse WMA satisfied ODOT’s current provision for rut depth of 12.5 mm at 10,000 wheel passes in HWT test (ODOT, 2011). 
2. It was found that both HWT and FN tests screened the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes in a similar way. HMA mix with high RAP content showed the best rutting performance, whereas foamed WMA with lower RAP content was ranked the worst. This was expected as foamed WMA with low RAP content exhibited lower stiffness in the dynamic modulus test.
3. The coarser mixes were found to exhibit higher rutting resistance than finer mixes due to increased RAP content. Incorporation of aged and stiffer binder from RAP was found to increase the rutting resistance of asphalt mixes. 
6.1.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc13570838]Moisture-Induced Damage Potential
1. Distinct SIPs for both WMA coarse and fine mixes were observed at about 17,100 and 12,000 wheel passes, respectively. However, no SIP was observed for the HMA. Therefore, foamed WMA may exhibit higher moisture-induced damage potential than HMA, in presence of moisture.
2. A relatively low TSR value was observed for foamed WMA compared to HMA for both AASHTO T 283 and MIST conditioning methods, indicating higher moisture-induced damage potential for WMA. The MIST method was found to screen asphalt mixes more distinctly compared to the AASHTO T 283 method due to the application of cyclic loads during the conditioning process. 
3. The lower mixing and compaction temperatures for WMA may result in partially dried aggregates. Also, water used in the foaming process for WMA may adversely affect the bonding between aggregates and binder. Therefore, foamed WMA exhibited higher moisture-induced damage potential compared to HMA.
4. It was found that incorporation of RAP in the asphalt mixes increased the moisture-induced damage resistance. The stronger bond between aged binder and aggregates of RAP is expected to reduce moisture-induced damage potential.
[bookmark: _Toc13570839]6.2 Recommendations 
Based on the limitations of this study, the following recommendations are made:
1. The RAP content up to 25% was considered in this study. The effect of higher RAP content in foamed WMA could be considered in a future study.
2. The WMA using foaming process was considered in this study. Therefore, the laboratory and field performance of other WMA, namely chemical and organic can be verified in the future study.
3. In this study, two commonly used asphalt mixes for intermediate and surface courses in Oklahoma were considered for laboratory performance evaluation of foamed WMA. It is recommended that addition intermediate and surface course mixes can be considered for future studies.
4. In this study, percent air voids were considered to check the volumetric properties of WMA and HMA. In the future, optimum binder content and absorbed binder content can be varied to identify the mix design related issues of foamed WMA.
5. The field performance of WMA may be different than the laboratory performance. Therefore, both short-term and long-term field performance of foamed WMA can be evaluated in the future.
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Appendix A: Abbreviation
	AASHTO
	American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

	AMPT
	Asphalt Mixture Performance Tester 

	ASTM
	American Society for Testing and Materials

	APA
	Asphalt Pavement Analyzer 

	AV
	Air Voids

	COV
	Coefficient of Variation 

	DM
	Dynamic Modulus

	DOT
	Department of Transportation

	ESAL
	Equivalent Single Axle Load 

	FN
	Flow Number

	HMA 
	Hot Mix Asphalt

	HWT
	Hamburg Wheel Tracking 

	ITS
	Indirect Tensile Strength 

	JMF
	Job Mix Formula 

	LWT
	Loaded Wheel Testers 

	M-EPDG
	Mechanistic-Empirical Pavement Design Guide 

	ML
	Mass Losses 

	MMFE
	Micro Mechanical Finite Element 

	NCAT
	National Center for Asphalt Technology 

	NMAS
	Nominal Maximum Aggregate Size

	ODOT
	Oklahoma Department of Transportation

	PG
	Performance Grade

	RLPD
	Repeated Load Permanent Deformation 

	RTFO
	Rolling Thin Film Oven

	SGC
	Superpave® Gyratory Compactor 

	SIP
	Stripping Initiation point 

	TRLPD
	Triaxial Repeated Load Permanent Deformation 

	TSR
	Tensile Strength Ratio

	VFA
	Voids Filled with Asphalt 

	VMA
	Voids in the Mineral Aggregate WSDOT

	WMA
	Warm Mix Asphalt

	
	

	
	



S3	75	37.5	25	18.75	12.5	9.375	4.75	2.38	1.19	0.6	0.3	0.15	7.3999999999999996E-2	100	100	100	98	88	75	60	45	34	27	18	9	5.3	S4	75	37.5	25	18.75	12.5	9.375	4.75	2.38	1.19	0.6	0.3	0.15	7.3999999999999996E-2	100	100	100	100	93	83	66	45	32	24	17	8	4.0999999999999996	Sieve Size (mm)

% Finer


0.13251415018781956	0.21954498400100139	0.21318360663352856	0.1210368989833317	0.13251415018781956	0.21954498400100139	0.21318360663352856	0.1210368989833317	Mix-1	Mix-2	4.1500000000000004	4.21	Mix Type


Air Voids (%)



0.13351224709219919	0.17410700535581772	0.15441199361269931	0.11011575358538313	0.13351224709219919	0.17410700535581772	0.15441199361269931	0.11011575358538313	Mix-5	Mix-6	4.51	4.51	Mix Type


Air Voids (%)



0.13251415018781956	0.21954498400100139	0.21318360663352856	0.1210368989833317	0.13251415018781956	0.21954498400100139	0.21318360663352856	0.1210368989833317	Mix-1	Mix-2	Mix-3	Mix-4	4.1500000000000004	4.21	7.1111530621278023	8.288918774799237	Mix Type


Air Voids (%)



0.13351224709219919	0.17410700535581772	0.15441199361269931	0.11011575358538313	0.13351224709219919	0.17410700535581772	0.15441199361269931	0.11011575358538313	Mix-5	Mix-6	Mix-7	Mix-8	4.51	4.51	7.8531864690952586	8.9367152670536001	Mix Type


Air Voids (%)



Mix-1	3.1336245856840098E-2	5.3303857949756252E-3	2.7510229298779837E-3	3.1336245856840098E-2	5.3303857949756252E-3	2.7510229298779837E-3	25.4	31.8	38	0.33046761718252871	0.12592817851461308	0.10608365944334643	Mix-2	6.3792756350943364E-2	4.9283531820149572E-2	2.5128039871438967E-2	6.3792756350943364E-2	4.9283531820149572E-2	2.5128039871438967E-2	25.4	31.8	38	0.49770895540139259	0.3650287987545886	0.20580199238827113	Notch Depth (mm)

Average Strain Energy at Failure (Joules)


Mix-1	Mix-2	0.35312177859029986	0.46386824483418704	Mix Type


Jc(kJ/m2)
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Average Strain Energy at Failure (Joules)


Mix-5	Mix-6	0.38899388581968153	0.6042604579909655	Mix Type


Jc(kJ/m2)



Louisiana (25.4mm)	0	6.9979999999999999E-3	1.5610000000000001E-2	2.3505999999999999E-2	3.2460999999999997E-2	4.0529000000000003E-2	4.8968999999999999E-2	5.7322999999999999E-2	6.5934999999999994E-2	7.3945999999999998E-2	8.2213999999999995E-2	9.0596999999999997E-2	9.9351999999999996E-2	0.107248	0.11548799999999999	0.123899	0.13251099999999999	0.14066500000000001	0.14916199999999999	0.15728800000000001	0.165356	0.17413899999999999	0.18243599999999999	0.19064700000000001	0.19917299999999999	0.20729800000000001	0.21593899999999999	0.22406400000000001	0.23238900000000001	0.24068600000000001	0.24929799999999999	0.25725199999999998	0.26592100000000002	0.27395999999999998	0.28231400000000001	0.29101199999999999	0.29922300000000002	0.30763400000000002	0.31590299999999999	0.32425700000000002	0.33269700000000002	0.34082200000000001	0.34920499999999999	0.35758800000000002	0.36568499999999998	0.37420999999999999	0.38256499999999999	0.39057500000000001	0.39930199999999999	0.40759800000000002	0.41589500000000001	0.42422100000000001	0.43266100000000002	0.44078600000000001	0.44934099999999999	0.45760899999999999	0.46587800000000001	0.47405999999999998	0.48255700000000001	0.49079699999999998	0.49912299999999998	0.50770599999999999	0.51565899999999998	0.52421399999999996	0.53245399999999998	0.54077900000000001	0.54927599999999999	0.55757299999999999	0.56592799999999999	0.57411000000000001	0.58220700000000003	0.59107600000000005	0.59911499999999995	0.60767000000000004	0.61625300000000005	0.62414899999999995	0.63281799999999999	0.64111499999999999	0.64929800000000004	0.65727999999999998	0.66597700000000004	0.67427400000000004	0.68285799999999997	0.69101100000000004	0.69913700000000001	0.70769099999999996	0.71587400000000001	0.72468600000000005	0.73284000000000005	0.74107900000000004	0.74954799999999999	0.75753000000000004	0.76628499999999999	0.77415299999999998	0.78279299999999996	0.79114700000000004	0.79973000000000005	0.80748399999999998	0.81626699999999996	0.82456399999999996	0.83248900000000003	0.84124399999999999	0.84951200000000004	0.85786600000000002	0.86587700000000001	0.87420299999999995	0.88267099999999998	0.89108299999999996	0.89960899999999999	0.90764800000000001	0.91605899999999996	0.92467100000000002	0.93305400000000005	0.941666	0.94987699999999997	0.95805899999999999	0.96644200000000002	0.97491099999999997	0.98312200000000005	0.99136199999999997	0.99985900000000005	1.007927	1.016167	1.0246930000000001	1.032904	1.041058	1.049383	1.058052	1.066406	1.074446	1.082857	1.0912109999999999	1.0996509999999999	1.1078049999999999	1.116217	1.124743	1.1329819999999999	1.141451	1.149805	1.158102	1.166428	1.1750970000000001	1.1832499999999999	1.192005	1.199759	1.20817	1.216553	1.224993	1.232918	1.2413289999999999	1.2498260000000001	1.257952	1.2660480000000001	1.274832	1.2831859999999999	1.2916829999999999	1.2997510000000001	1.3078190000000001	1.3163450000000001	1.3248139999999999	1.3332250000000001	1.341637	1.3496760000000001	1.3581160000000001	1.3665560000000001	1.3747670000000001	1.382978	1.3917900000000001	1.4001729999999999	1.4084129999999999	1.4164239999999999	1.4250929999999999	1.4333899999999999	1.4418869999999999	1.4503839999999999	1.4585090000000001	1.4668060000000001	1.4750460000000001	1.4833430000000001	1.4916970000000001	1.5000800000000001	1.5085489999999999	1.516302	1.524885	1.533239	1.5415939999999999	1.5498909999999999	1.5582450000000001	1.5665990000000001	1.5748390000000001	1.583364	1.5918049999999999	1.5997870000000001	1.6083700000000001	1.616638	1.6250500000000001	1.6334610000000001	1.6417580000000001	1.64994	1.658094	1.666506	1.674831	1.683271	1.6917690000000001	1.699837	1.708334	1.716717	1.7249570000000001	1.7333970000000001	1.741865	1.7503340000000001	1.758459	1.766956	0	2E-3	2E-3	1E-3	1E-3	2.5000000000000001E-2	5.8000000000000003E-2	9.0999999999999998E-2	0.11899999999999999	0.14199999999999999	0.16600000000000001	0.188	0.20899999999999999	0.23	0.25	0.26800000000000002	0.28799999999999998	0.30199999999999999	0.32	0.33200000000000002	0.34399999999999997	0.36099999999999999	0.375	0.38900000000000001	0.40300000000000002	0.41399999999999998	0.42699999999999999	0.438	0.44900000000000001	0.46100000000000002	0.47399999999999998	0.48199999999999998	0.496	0.504	0.51600000000000001	0.52900000000000003	0.53800000000000003	0.54700000000000004	0.56100000000000005	0.56499999999999995	0.57399999999999995	0.58199999999999996	0.58599999999999997	0.59799999999999998	0.60599999999999998	0.61	0.61699999999999999	0.62	0.63100000000000001	0.63500000000000001	0.63700000000000001	0.64500000000000002	0.65400000000000003	0.65300000000000002	0.65800000000000003	0.66400000000000003	0.66500000000000004	0.67200000000000004	0.67700000000000005	0.67700000000000005	0.68400000000000005	0.68799999999999994	0.68799999999999994	0.69399999999999995	0.69299999999999995	0.69499999999999995	0.7	0.70299999999999996	0.70799999999999996	0.71199999999999997	0.71	0.71699999999999997	0.71399999999999997	0.71499999999999997	0.72499999999999998	0.71799999999999997	0.72299999999999998	0.72399999999999998	0.72399999999999998	0.72499999999999998	0.72899999999999998	0.72799999999999998	0.73099999999999998	0.73099999999999998	0.72899999999999998	0.73599999999999999	0.73299999999999998	0.73799999999999999	0.74	0.73399999999999999	0.73399999999999999	0.73599999999999999	0.73899999999999999	0.73199999999999998	0.73499999999999999	0.73299999999999998	0.73599999999999999	0.73	0.73	0.73399999999999999	0.72699999999999998	0.72899999999999998	0.72799999999999998	0.72699999999999998	0.72599999999999998	0.72299999999999998	0.72299999999999998	0.72	0.72299999999999998	0.71299999999999997	0.71199999999999997	0.71099999999999997	0.70899999999999996	0.71099999999999997	0.70499999999999996	0.69799999999999995	0.69699999999999995	0.69099999999999995	0.68799999999999994	0.68200000000000005	0.67800000000000005	0.67300000000000004	0.66600000000000004	0.66400000000000003	0.65700000000000003	0.64900000000000002	0.64400000000000002	0.64100000000000001	0.63300000000000001	0.627	0.626	0.61799999999999999	0.61	0.60599999999999998	0.59899999999999998	0.59499999999999997	0.58799999999999997	0.58099999999999996	0.57699999999999996	0.57299999999999995	0.56699999999999995	0.56299999999999994	0.55500000000000005	0.55000000000000004	0.54200000000000004	0.53200000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.52500000000000002	0.51400000000000001	0.51	0.503	0.496	0.49299999999999999	0.48599999999999999	0.47799999999999998	0.47599999999999998	0.46800000000000003	0.46300000000000002	0.45700000000000002	0.45	0.44400000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.436	0.432	0.42699999999999999	0.41699999999999998	0.41699999999999998	0.41199999999999998	0.40600000000000003	0.40100000000000002	0.39300000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.38300000000000001	0.377	0.371	0.36299999999999999	0.35899999999999999	0.35799999999999998	0.35	0.34899999999999998	0.34399999999999997	0.33700000000000002	0.33400000000000002	0.33	0.32500000000000001	0.32300000000000001	0.32	0.317	0.313	0.308	0.30499999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.3	0.29699999999999999	0.29299999999999998	0.28899999999999998	0.28499999999999998	0.28100000000000003	0.28000000000000003	0.27800000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.27	0.26400000000000001	0.26200000000000001	0.26	0.25700000000000001	0.255	0.253	0.251	0.248	0.247	Illinois (15 mm)	-5.44E-4	3.1189999999999998E-3	6.7809999999999997E-3	1.1816E-2	1.9598000000000001E-2	2.7838000000000002E-2	3.7450999999999998E-2	4.5691000000000002E-2	5.3015E-2	6.1254999999999997E-2	7.1325E-2	8.1395999999999996E-2	8.8262999999999994E-2	9.7418000000000005E-2	0.107489	0.117559	0.12625700000000001	0.13449700000000001	0.14319399999999999	0.153723	0.163794	0.17249100000000001	0.18027299999999999	0.189886	0.20041500000000001	0.21048500000000001	0.21826699999999999	0.226965	0.23657800000000001	0.24756400000000001	0.25626199999999999	0.26450200000000001	0.27365699999999998	0.28372799999999998	0.29242499999999999	0.300207	0.307531	0.31622899999999998	0.32538400000000001	0.33316600000000002	0.34140599999999999	0.34735700000000003	0.35742800000000002	0.36658299999999999	0.37528	0.38214700000000001	0.39084400000000002	0.39954200000000001	0.40869699999999998	0.41556399999999999	0.42380299999999999	0.43250100000000002	0.44165599999999999	0.44989600000000002	0.45722000000000002	0.46545999999999998	0.47507300000000002	0.48422799999999999	0.491095	0.499334	0.50849	0.51718699999999995	0.52542699999999998	0.533667	0.54144899999999996	0.55060399999999998	0.55975900000000001	0.56799900000000003	0.57486499999999996	0.58356300000000005	0.59226000000000001	0.60095799999999999	0.60782400000000003	0.61606399999999994	0.62476200000000004	0.63437500000000002	0.64215699999999998	0.64948099999999998	0.65726300000000004	0.66733399999999998	0.67648900000000001	0.68518599999999996	0.69159499999999996	0.69983499999999998	0.70944799999999997	0.71860299999999999	0.72592699999999999	0.73325200000000001	0.74194899999999997	0.75064699999999995	0.76026000000000005	0.76712599999999997	0.77490800000000004	0.78406299999999995	0.79367600000000005	0.801458	0.80832499999999996	0.81656499999999999	0.82617799999999997	0.84219900000000003	0.84952399999999995	0.85867899999999997	0.86737600000000004	0.87561599999999995	0.88431400000000004	0.892096	0.90125100000000002	0.90994799999999998	0.91773000000000005	0.925512	0.93375200000000003	0.94245000000000001	0.95114699999999996	0.95847099999999996	0.96671099999999999	0.97540899999999997	0.98456399999999999	0.99188799999999999	0.99921199999999999	1.0088250000000001	1.0170650000000001	1.0262199999999999	1.0335449999999999	1.040869	1.049566	1.0591790000000001	1.0674189999999999	1.074743	1.082983	1.093054	1.1008359999999999	1.109076	1.115942	1.125097	1.135626	1.1420349999999999	1.1498170000000001	1.1575979999999999	1.1667540000000001	1.176825	1.183233	1.1910149999999999	1.199713	1.2088680000000001	1.2180230000000001	1.225805	1.232672	1.2413689999999999	1.2505250000000001	1.2596799999999999	1.2660880000000001	1.2738700000000001	1.283026	1.291723	1.299963	1.3077449999999999	1.3169	1.32514	1.3338380000000001	1.342535	1.3494010000000001	1.3580989999999999	1.367254	1.3750359999999999	1.383276	1.390142	1.4002129999999999	1.4093690000000001	1.4171499999999999	1.4244749999999999	1.4322569999999999	1.44187	1.4501090000000001	1.458807	1.4665889999999999	1.4752860000000001	1.4835259999999999	1.4917659999999999	1.498632	1.5077879999999999	1.5169429999999999	1.5256400000000001	1.5329649999999999	1.541204	1.5499019999999999	1.5581419999999999	1.5668390000000001	1.574621	1.582403	1.591558	1.6002559999999999	1.6089530000000001	1.61582	1.6240600000000001	1.6336729999999999	1.6423700000000001	1.649694	1.6574759999999999	1.676245	1.6835690000000001	1.691351	1.6995910000000001	1.7087460000000001	1.7179009999999999	1.725225	1.73255	1.740332	1.749487	1.759558	1.7659659999999999	1.7737480000000001	1.782904	1.7920590000000001	0.111694	0.120239	0.158691	0.21484400000000001	0.27832000000000001	0.34851100000000002	0.40649400000000002	0.474854	0.53710899999999995	0.60119599999999995	0.67382799999999998	0.72387699999999999	0.78369100000000003	0.845947	0.90454100000000004	0.97045899999999996	1.0168459999999999	1.0815429999999999	1.135864	1.1962889999999999	1.2713620000000001	1.328735	1.391602	1.451416	1.511841	1.575928	1.622925	1.681519	1.726685	1.773682	1.829224	1.87439	1.9323729999999999	1.976318	2.0251459999999999	2.0739749999999999	2.0983890000000001	2.1362299999999999	2.1740719999999998	2.2088619999999999	2.2521969999999998	2.2821039999999999	2.3284910000000001	2.3706049999999999	2.4096679999999999	2.4572750000000001	2.4835210000000001	2.523193	2.561035	2.5946039999999999	2.633667	2.6489259999999999	2.689819	2.717285	2.7447509999999999	2.778931	2.789917	2.8112789999999999	2.8302	2.8540040000000002	2.873535	2.8759769999999998	2.9010009999999999	2.9199220000000001	2.9248050000000001	2.9382320000000002	2.9345699999999999	2.918091	2.890015	2.8790279999999999	2.873535	2.8491209999999998	2.8442379999999998	2.8375240000000002	2.8216549999999998	2.8009029999999999	2.7716059999999998	2.761841	2.7416990000000001	2.7221679999999999	2.7044679999999999	2.6629640000000001	2.6379389999999998	2.6068120000000001	2.573242	2.5366209999999998	2.4865719999999998	2.4523929999999998	2.4060060000000001	2.3583980000000002	2.321167	2.2637939999999999	2.2259519999999999	2.182007	2.1362299999999999	2.0965579999999999	2.0391849999999998	2.0043950000000001	1.96106	1.87561	1.8237300000000001	1.7840579999999999	1.738281	1.6986079999999999	1.659546	1.604004	1.571655	1.531372	1.4953609999999999	1.4593510000000001	1.411743	1.3848879999999999	1.3519289999999999	1.3208009999999999	1.295776	1.25061	1.2243649999999999	1.195068	1.16272	1.1370849999999999	1.0968020000000001	1.075439	1.046753	1.0174559999999999	0.99548300000000001	0.95397900000000002	0.9375	0.91674800000000001	0.89477499999999999	0.87585400000000002	0.84350599999999998	0.83618199999999998	0.81481899999999996	0.79650900000000002	0.78613299999999997	0.75805699999999998	0.74890100000000004	0.73547399999999996	0.72326699999999999	0.71167000000000002	0.68542499999999995	0.68115199999999998	0.67077600000000004	0.65612800000000004	0.64819300000000002	0.62805200000000005	0.62194799999999995	0.60974099999999998	0.60058599999999995	0.59387199999999996	0.57006800000000002	0.56945800000000002	0.56274400000000002	0.55236799999999997	0.54565399999999997	0.53039599999999998	0.52856400000000003	0.51879900000000001	0.51208500000000001	0.50781299999999996	0.48889199999999999	0.48644999999999999	0.482178	0.473022	0.46752899999999997	0.45349099999999998	0.45410200000000001	0.44555699999999998	0.43884299999999998	0.43762200000000001	0.42175299999999999	0.42053200000000002	0.41564899999999999	0.41137699999999999	0.40710400000000002	0.393677	0.394897	0.38879399999999997	0.38207999999999998	0.379639	0.36926300000000001	0.36743199999999998	0.36254900000000001	0.36132799999999998	0.35888700000000001	0.34728999999999999	0.34728999999999999	0.34667999999999999	0.33935500000000002	0.33691399999999999	0.33019999999999999	0.32714799999999999	0.322266	0.32043500000000003	0.32043500000000003	0.31127899999999997	0.31127899999999997	0.31127899999999997	0.306396	0.302124	0.30029299999999998	0.29663099999999998	0.29480000000000001	0.29418899999999998	0.28991699999999998	0.28320299999999998	0.28442400000000001	0.28259299999999998	0.28015099999999998	0.27710000000000001	0.27587899999999999	0.27404800000000001	0.27160600000000001	Louisiana (31.8 mm)	0	7.293E-3	1.5504E-2	2.3744000000000001E-2	3.2327000000000002E-2	4.0794999999999998E-2	4.9035000000000002E-2	5.7275E-2	6.5944000000000003E-2	7.4355000000000004E-2	8.2823999999999995E-2	9.0862999999999999E-2	9.9217E-2	0.10777200000000001	0.115954	0.124309	0.13280600000000001	0.140988	0.149114	0.15781100000000001	0.16625100000000001	0.17463400000000001	0.18296000000000001	0.191085	0.19958200000000001	0.20785000000000001	0.215833	0.224187	0.23291300000000001	0.240924	0.249364	0.25766099999999997	0.26581500000000002	0.274426	0.282495	0.29059099999999999	0.29940299999999997	0.307672	0.31588300000000002	0.32415100000000002	0.33244800000000002	0.34085900000000002	0.34944199999999997	0.35736800000000002	0.36580800000000002	0.374305	0.382602	0.391013	0.39931	0.40792200000000001	0.41636200000000001	0.42445899999999998	0.43315599999999999	0.441081	0.449521	0.45827600000000002	0.46637200000000001	0.47466900000000001	0.48276599999999997	0.49120599999999998	0.499303	0.50757099999999999	0.51604000000000005	0.52419400000000005	0.53283400000000003	0.541188	0.54919899999999999	0.55758200000000002	0.56605099999999997	0.57417600000000002	0.58284499999999995	0.59108400000000005	0.59946699999999997	0.60785	0.61591799999999997	0.62475899999999995	0.632741	0.64132400000000001	0.64930600000000005	0.65760300000000005	0.66569999999999996	0.67445500000000003	0.68309500000000001	0.69099100000000002	0.699403	0.70801400000000003	0.71611100000000005	0.72417900000000002	0.732734	0.741031	0.74924199999999996	0.75768199999999997	0.76595000000000002	0.77424700000000002	0.782887	0.79104099999999999	0.799396	0.80794999999999995	0.81624699999999994	0.82500200000000001	0.83287	0.841109	0.84989300000000001	0.85793200000000003	0.86634299999999997	0.87512699999999999	0.88316600000000001	0.89186399999999999	0.89976	0.90800000000000003	0.91646899999999998	0.924651	0.93329099999999998	0.94141699999999995	0.94988499999999998	0.95801099999999995	0.96639299999999995	0.97491899999999998	0.98284400000000005	0.99171399999999998	0.99998200000000004	1.0083930000000001	1.0166329999999999	1.0249299999999999	1.033542	1.0417240000000001	1.0499350000000001	1.0585180000000001	1.0665579999999999	1.0751409999999999	1.0835239999999999	1.09162	1.1001749999999999	1.1082430000000001	1.1168549999999999	1.1247799999999999	1.133019	1.1417170000000001	1.1498710000000001	1.1582250000000001	1.16635	1.1746760000000001	1.1829160000000001	1.1917850000000001	1.1996530000000001	1.208264	1.2165330000000001	1.224944	1.233069	1.241452	1.24952	1.258189	1.2666580000000001	1.27484	1.2832520000000001	1.291577	1.29996	1.308457	1.316926	1.324937	1.333491	1.3419890000000001	1.350257	1.358239	1.366708	1.3749480000000001	1.383645	1.391713	1.40021	1.408336	1.4167179999999999	1.424844	1.433713	-2E-3	-1E-3	-1E-3	8.9999999999999993E-3	3.2000000000000001E-2	5.6000000000000001E-2	7.1999999999999995E-2	9.1999999999999998E-2	0.113	0.13300000000000001	0.15	0.16900000000000001	0.183	0.19800000000000001	0.214	0.22600000000000001	0.23699999999999999	0.249	0.25900000000000001	0.27100000000000002	0.28000000000000003	0.28699999999999998	0.29899999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.312	0.32	0.32800000000000001	0.33600000000000002	0.34699999999999998	0.35199999999999998	0.36599999999999999	0.372	0.38200000000000001	0.39200000000000002	0.40200000000000002	0.41	0.42	0.42399999999999999	0.42899999999999999	0.438	0.44600000000000001	0.45	0.45800000000000002	0.45700000000000002	0.46300000000000002	0.46500000000000002	0.46700000000000003	0.47	0.47199999999999998	0.47099999999999997	0.47099999999999997	0.47299999999999998	0.47399999999999998	0.47399999999999998	0.46400000000000002	0.46300000000000002	0.46	0.45600000000000002	0.45200000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.442	0.442	0.438	0.43099999999999999	0.42899999999999999	0.42399999999999999	0.42199999999999999	0.42	0.41099999999999998	0.40799999999999997	0.40600000000000003	0.40500000000000003	0.40400000000000003	0.4	0.39100000000000001	0.39600000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.38800000000000001	0.38100000000000001	0.376	0.378	0.376	0.375	0.371	0.36799999999999999	0.36699999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.35599999999999998	0.35899999999999999	0.35699999999999998	0.35099999999999998	0.34699999999999998	0.34300000000000003	0.33800000000000002	0.34200000000000003	0.33900000000000002	0.33500000000000002	0.33300000000000002	0.33	0.33300000000000002	0.32700000000000001	0.32100000000000001	0.32	0.31900000000000001	0.318	0.31900000000000001	0.314	0.31	0.308	0.30499999999999999	0.30199999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29499999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.29299999999999998	0.28499999999999998	0.28100000000000003	0.27800000000000002	0.27100000000000002	0.27300000000000002	0.26700000000000002	0.26500000000000001	0.26200000000000001	0.25800000000000001	0.251	0.251	0.248	0.247	0.24399999999999999	0.23899999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.23899999999999999	0.23899999999999999	0.23499999999999999	0.23100000000000001	0.22700000000000001	0.22700000000000001	0.22700000000000001	0.22600000000000001	0.22600000000000001	0.221	0.22	0.219	0.219	0.219	0.22	0.215	0.214	0.21099999999999999	0.20899999999999999	0.20899999999999999	0.20899999999999999	0.20899999999999999	0.21	0.20799999999999999	0.20699999999999999	0.20599999999999999	0.20300000000000001	0.20300000000000001	0.19900000000000001	0.19900000000000001	0.19800000000000001	0.19700000000000001	0.19500000000000001	0.19400000000000001	0.19	0.191	0.19	0.191	0.19	0.187	0.182	0.183	Louisiana (38.0 mm)	0	7.5129999999999997E-3	1.6153000000000001E-2	2.445E-2	3.2002999999999997E-2	4.0786999999999997E-2	4.9685E-2	5.7638000000000002E-2	6.5963999999999995E-2	7.4346999999999996E-2	8.2930000000000004E-2	9.1227000000000003E-2	9.9780999999999995E-2	0.107906	0.11643199999999999	0.12472900000000001	0.13305500000000001	0.14143800000000001	0.14993500000000001	0.157717	0.166243	0.17433899999999999	0.18260799999999999	0.191133	0.199602	0.20766999999999999	0.21585299999999999	0.22429299999999999	0.23258999999999999	0.241259	0.249613	0.257824	0.26646399999999998	0.27459	0.28280100000000002	0.29158400000000001	0.299709	0.30812099999999998	0.31641799999999998	0.32465699999999997	0.33301199999999997	0.34139399999999998	0.34971999999999998	0.35796	0.36659999999999998	0.37458200000000003	0.382822	0.39117600000000002	0.39947300000000002	0.408142	0.416325	0.42442099999999999	0.43297600000000003	0.44155899999999998	0.449656	0.458067	0.46676400000000001	0.474804	0.48298600000000003	0.49157000000000001	0.49963800000000003	0.508135	0.51623200000000002	0.52470000000000006	0.53299700000000005	0.54115100000000005	0.54964800000000003	0.55808800000000003	0.56652800000000003	0.574596	0.58297900000000002	0.59127600000000002	0.599688	0.60827100000000001	0.61631000000000002	0.62477899999999997	0.63350499999999998	0.641401	0.64992700000000003	0.65756599999999998	0.666578	0.67493199999999998	0.68320099999999995	0.69169800000000004	0.69993799999999995	0.70846399999999998	0.71630300000000002	0.72457099999999997	0.73321199999999997	0.74145099999999997	0.749691	0.758131	0.76665700000000003	0.77506799999999998	0.78342199999999995	0.79151899999999997	0.80001599999999995	0.80825599999999997	0.81638100000000002	0.82522200000000001	0.83357599999999998	0.84158699999999997	0.85014199999999995	0.85846699999999998	0.86679300000000004	0.87526099999999996	0.88370099999999996	0.89185499999999995	0.90020900000000004	0.908192	0.91628799999999999	0.92515800000000004	0.93328299999999997	0.941523	0.94982	0.95837399999999995	0.966557	0.97468200000000005	0.983294	0.99170499999999995	1.0000309999999999	1.0088999999999999	1.0169109999999999	1.0253220000000001	1.034019	1.0416300000000001	1.0501560000000001	1.058195	1.0668930000000001	1.074846	1.0834010000000001	1.0917840000000001	1.100395	1.10832	1.116703	1.1248279999999999	1.1334690000000001	1.1417660000000001	1.150234	1.1588750000000001	1.166914	1.1753830000000001	1.183765	1.191862	1.200359	1.208542	1.2168669999999999	1.224907	1.233519	1.242016	1.250313	1.258467	1.2670779999999999	1.2750319999999999	1.2831859999999999	1.2915970000000001	1.2999229999999999	1.308592	1.3170029999999999	1.3252429999999999	1.3336539999999999	1.341923	1.350306	1.358517	1.367186	1.3752249999999999	1.383751	1.3920760000000001	1E-3	0	1E-3	0	1.6E-2	4.1000000000000002E-2	6.7000000000000004E-2	8.7999999999999995E-2	0.108	0.126	0.14599999999999999	0.161	0.17599999999999999	0.19	0.20399999999999999	0.214	0.22900000000000001	0.23799999999999999	0.248	0.25900000000000001	0.26900000000000002	0.27800000000000002	0.28899999999999998	0.29499999999999998	0.30499999999999999	0.313	0.32100000000000001	0.33	0.33500000000000002	0.34300000000000003	0.34899999999999998	0.35299999999999998	0.36199999999999999	0.36599999999999999	0.36899999999999999	0.378	0.38100000000000001	0.38500000000000001	0.39	0.39200000000000002	0.39400000000000002	0.39900000000000002	0.4	0.40200000000000002	0.40799999999999997	0.40600000000000003	0.40600000000000003	0.40799999999999997	0.40500000000000003	0.40699999999999997	0.40799999999999997	0.40600000000000003	0.40799999999999997	0.40400000000000003	0.40100000000000002	0.4	0.39800000000000002	0.39200000000000002	0.39	0.38500000000000001	0.38200000000000001	0.378	0.374	0.37	0.36499999999999999	0.35799999999999998	0.35599999999999998	0.35199999999999998	0.34699999999999998	0.34200000000000003	0.33500000000000002	0.32900000000000001	0.32700000000000001	0.32200000000000001	0.317	0.312	0.307	0.30199999999999999	0.29499999999999998	0.29099999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.27900000000000003	0.27300000000000002	0.26800000000000002	0.26400000000000001	0.25900000000000001	0.254	0.248	0.24399999999999999	0.23799999999999999	0.23400000000000001	0.23100000000000001	0.22500000000000001	0.223	0.22	0.215	0.21099999999999999	0.20799999999999999	0.20599999999999999	0.20399999999999999	0.20200000000000001	0.20200000000000001	0.20499999999999999	0.20699999999999999	0.20599999999999999	0.20799999999999999	0.20699999999999999	0.20699999999999999	0.20599999999999999	0.20200000000000001	0.19900000000000001	0.19700000000000001	0.19500000000000001	0.191	0.189	0.186	0.184	0.182	0.18	0.17899999999999999	0.17699999999999999	0.17599999999999999	0.17399999999999999	0.17100000000000001	0.16900000000000001	0.16600000000000001	0.16500000000000001	0.16400000000000001	0.16	0.158	0.156	0.155	0.151	0.15	0.14799999999999999	0.14599999999999999	0.14499999999999999	0.14199999999999999	0.14199999999999999	0.14000000000000001	0.13700000000000001	0.13700000000000001	0.13500000000000001	0.13200000000000001	0.13100000000000001	0.129	0.128	0.128	0.124	0.123	0.124	0.121	0.122	0.11799999999999999	0.11600000000000001	0.11600000000000001	0.115	0.114	0.113	0.113	0.112	0.111	0.11	0.11	0.11	0.109	0.11	0.11	Displacement, mm


Load, kN




Louisiana (25.4 mm)	0	7.8449999999999995E-3	1.6428000000000002E-2	2.4552999999999998E-2	3.2507000000000001E-2	4.1061E-2	4.9444000000000002E-2	5.8027000000000002E-2	6.6352999999999995E-2	7.4763999999999997E-2	8.2718E-2	9.1558E-2	9.9569000000000005E-2	0.107838	0.11627800000000001	0.12466000000000001	0.13304299999999999	0.14119699999999999	0.14946599999999999	0.15793399999999999	0.166489	0.17469999999999999	0.18305399999999999	0.19126499999999999	0.19964799999999999	0.20782999999999999	0.21626999999999999	0.22470999999999999	0.233236	0.24113299999999999	0.250002	0.258127	0.26665299999999997	0.274864	0.28290399999999999	0.29131499999999999	0.29981200000000002	0.30810900000000002	0.316492	0.32484600000000002	0.33360099999999998	0.341698	0.35008	0.35809099999999999	0.366703	0.375114	0.38335399999999997	0.39199400000000001	0.40034900000000001	0.40807300000000002	0.41671399999999997	0.425068	0.43342199999999997	0.44157600000000002	0.45015899999999998	0.45837	0.46675299999999997	0.474964	0.48320400000000002	0.491587	0.50008399999999997	0.50823799999999997	0.516706	0.52526099999999998	0.53352900000000003	0.54191199999999995	0.549952	0.55827700000000002	0.56657400000000002	0.57484199999999996	0.58305399999999996	0.59163699999999997	0.59976200000000002	0.60828800000000005	0.61644200000000005	0.624996	0.63312100000000004	0.64167600000000002	0.64980099999999996	0.65815500000000005	0.66673899999999997	0.675207	0.68318900000000005	0.69168700000000005	0.69978300000000004	0.70805200000000001	0.71646299999999996	0.72496000000000005	0.73308600000000002	0.74161100000000002	0.75045200000000001	0.75866299999999998	0.76650200000000002	0.77517100000000005	0.78346800000000005	0.79190799999999995	0.80006200000000005	0.80861700000000003	0.81705700000000003	0.82523899999999994	0.833565	0.84169000000000005	0.84995799999999999	0.85851299999999997	0.86692400000000003	0.87507800000000002	0.88346100000000005	0.89152900000000002	0.900169	0.90817999999999999	0.91624799999999995	0.92505999999999999	0.93335699999999999	0.94174000000000002	0.94980799999999999	0.958534	0.96691700000000003	0.97521400000000003	0.98339699999999997	0.991865	1.000048	1.008459	1.016699	1.024996	1.033579	1.042133	1.050287	1.058384	1.067167	1.075121	1.0835900000000001	1.0921730000000001	1.100527	1.108738	1.1170640000000001	1.125475	1.1336569999999999	1.1419539999999999	1.150366	1.15872	1.167046	1.1751419999999999	1.183468	1.1916789999999999	1.2001759999999999	1.208731	1.2165410000000001	1.225182	1.2337359999999999	1.2418899999999999	1.2501580000000001	1.2588269999999999	1.2671239999999999	1.275793	1.2835179999999999	1.291901	1.3002830000000001	1.308981	1.317421	1.325747	1.3339000000000001	1.3419970000000001	1.350266	1.3590199999999999	1.3670020000000001	1.3752420000000001	1.3836250000000001	1.3918649999999999	1.4005909999999999	1.4086590000000001	1.4168130000000001	1.4251100000000001	1.4334070000000001	1.4419900000000001	1.450258	1.4588129999999999	1.4673959999999999	1.4750350000000001	1.4838180000000001	1.4921150000000001	1.5003550000000001	1.5088520000000001	1.5175209999999999	1.525703	1.5338860000000001	1.5422119999999999	1.550594	1.5587770000000001	1.5670740000000001	1.5755999999999999	1.5840399999999999	1.5923080000000001	1.600576	1.608816	1.6171990000000001	1.6256390000000001	1.633993	1.642061	1.650387	1.658712	1.6672670000000001	1.675621	1.6840040000000001	1.692043	1.700712	1.7089810000000001	1.717163	1.725832	1.733843	1.742483	1.7507509999999999	1.758734	1.7674030000000001	1.775614	1.783768	1.7920069999999999	1.800619	1.8091159999999999	1.81707	1.825682	1.8341499999999999	1.842047	1.8507439999999999	1.8588119999999999	1.8669089999999999	1.8758349999999999	1.884018	1.891972	1.9006689999999999	1.908995	1.9170910000000001	1.925503	1.9337139999999999	1.9424969999999999	1.9506509999999999	1.959492	1.966988	1.975857	-6.0000000000000001E-3	-6.0000000000000001E-3	-6.0000000000000001E-3	-6.0000000000000001E-3	8.0000000000000002E-3	0.04	6.8000000000000005E-2	9.4E-2	0.11600000000000001	0.13300000000000001	0.15	0.16700000000000001	0.18099999999999999	0.19700000000000001	0.21	0.22	0.23699999999999999	0.248	0.25900000000000001	0.27100000000000002	0.28399999999999997	0.29399999999999998	0.30599999999999999	0.311	0.32400000000000001	0.33200000000000002	0.34200000000000003	0.35	0.36099999999999999	0.36699999999999999	0.374	0.38300000000000001	0.39200000000000002	0.39800000000000002	0.40500000000000003	0.41099999999999998	0.41899999999999998	0.42699999999999999	0.434	0.439	0.44800000000000001	0.45500000000000002	0.46100000000000002	0.46600000000000003	0.47299999999999998	0.47699999999999998	0.48499999999999999	0.49399999999999999	0.498	0.504	0.51100000000000001	0.51300000000000001	0.52200000000000002	0.52600000000000002	0.53100000000000003	0.54	0.54400000000000004	0.54900000000000004	0.55100000000000005	0.55400000000000005	0.56100000000000005	0.56499999999999995	0.57099999999999995	0.57399999999999995	0.58199999999999996	0.58199999999999996	0.58699999999999997	0.58599999999999997	0.59199999999999997	0.6	0.60099999999999998	0.60799999999999998	0.60799999999999998	0.61	0.61299999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.622	0.629	0.626	0.628	0.63700000000000001	0.63800000000000001	0.64	0.64300000000000002	0.64100000000000001	0.64600000000000002	0.64900000000000002	0.65	0.65200000000000002	0.65800000000000003	0.65800000000000003	0.66	0.65900000000000003	0.65900000000000003	0.66600000000000004	0.66500000000000004	0.66700000000000004	0.66800000000000004	0.67	0.67200000000000004	0.67400000000000004	0.67500000000000004	0.67600000000000005	0.67600000000000005	0.67300000000000004	0.67800000000000005	0.67800000000000005	0.67400000000000004	0.68100000000000005	0.67600000000000005	0.67800000000000005	0.67700000000000005	0.67300000000000004	0.68	0.67700000000000005	0.67800000000000005	0.67900000000000005	0.67600000000000005	0.67500000000000004	0.67700000000000005	0.67500000000000004	0.67300000000000004	0.67200000000000004	0.67200000000000004	0.67100000000000004	0.67300000000000004	0.66900000000000004	0.66900000000000004	0.66800000000000004	0.66100000000000003	0.66300000000000003	0.66300000000000003	0.66200000000000003	0.66300000000000003	0.66100000000000003	0.65900000000000003	0.65800000000000003	0.65200000000000002	0.65500000000000003	0.65	0.64800000000000002	0.64700000000000002	0.64100000000000001	0.64	0.63700000000000001	0.63300000000000001	0.627	0.627	0.624	0.622	0.61899999999999999	0.61799999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.60799999999999998	0.60499999999999998	0.60199999999999998	0.60199999999999998	0.60599999999999998	0.60199999999999998	0.59499999999999997	0.59199999999999997	0.59	0.58899999999999997	0.58599999999999997	0.58199999999999996	0.57799999999999996	0.57299999999999995	0.56899999999999995	0.56899999999999995	0.56299999999999994	0.55900000000000005	0.55700000000000005	0.55500000000000005	0.55300000000000005	0.54800000000000004	0.54600000000000004	0.54100000000000004	0.54	0.53400000000000003	0.53400000000000003	0.53200000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.52900000000000003	0.51800000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.51100000000000001	0.51200000000000001	0.51100000000000001	0.503	0.499	0.497	0.49399999999999999	0.49299999999999999	0.48899999999999999	0.48499999999999999	0.48199999999999998	0.47499999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.47099999999999997	0.46400000000000002	0.46300000000000002	0.45700000000000002	0.45200000000000001	0.45200000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44400000000000001	0.44	0.436	0.434	0.42899999999999999	0.42399999999999999	0.42099999999999999	0.41699999999999998	0.41299999999999998	0.41099999999999998	0.40799999999999997	0.4	0.40100000000000002	0.39600000000000002	0.39200000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.38900000000000001	0.39	0.38500000000000001	0.38400000000000001	0.38200000000000001	0.38300000000000001	0.38600000000000001	0.38800000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.39300000000000002	0.39200000000000002	0.39900000000000002	0.39600000000000002	0.39900000000000002	llinois (15.0 mm)	6.7500000000000004E-4	2.9640000000000001E-3	7.9989999999999992E-3	1.3493E-2	2.0816999999999999E-2	3.0429999999999999E-2	3.8212000000000003E-2	4.6452E-2	5.6064999999999997E-2	6.3389000000000001E-2	7.3001999999999997E-2	8.3072999999999994E-2	8.9939000000000005E-2	0.10001	0.109623	0.116947	0.12793399999999999	0.136631	0.144871	0.15631500000000001	0.16455500000000001	0.17371	0.184696	0.19247800000000001	0.20209099999999999	0.21307799999999999	0.22086	0.23093	0.24100099999999999	0.24832499999999999	0.25885399999999997	0.26892500000000003	0.27395999999999998	0.28311500000000001	0.292271	0.29867899999999997	0.30829200000000001	0.31561699999999998	0.32339899999999999	0.33255400000000002	0.34125100000000003	0.34903299999999998	0.35864600000000002	0.36597099999999999	0.373753	0.38382300000000003	0.391148	0.39938699999999999	0.40899999999999997	0.41540899999999997	0.424564	0.43326199999999998	0.44104399999999999	0.45019900000000002	0.45843899999999999	0.46576299999999998	0.47583399999999998	0.48270000000000002	0.49048199999999997	0.50009499999999996	0.50741999999999998	0.51657500000000001	0.52481500000000003	0.53305400000000003	0.54129400000000005	0.55136499999999999	0.55823100000000003	0.56647099999999995	0.57516900000000004	0.58249300000000004	0.59256399999999998	0.60080299999999998	0.608128	0.61774099999999998	0.62506499999999998	0.63284700000000005	0.64291799999999999	0.64978400000000003	0.65710800000000003	0.66717899999999997	0.67496100000000003	0.68274299999999999	0.69189800000000001	0.69967999999999997	0.70791999999999999	0.71661799999999998	0.72485699999999997	0.733097	0.74270999999999998	0.74957700000000005	0.758274	0.76697199999999999	0.77383800000000003	0.78345100000000001	0.79169100000000003	0.79947299999999999	0.80954400000000004	0.81778300000000004	0.82464999999999999	0.84204500000000004	0.85028499999999996	0.85943999999999998	0.86584899999999998	0.875004	0.88370099999999996	0.89239900000000005	0.89972300000000005	0.90842100000000003	0.91620299999999999	0.92444199999999999	0.93451300000000004	0.94092200000000004	0.95099299999999998	0.95923199999999997	0.96609900000000004	0.97616999999999998	0.98303600000000002	0.991734	1.0008889999999999	1.007755	1.0178259999999999	1.0256080000000001	1.03339	1.0420879999999999	1.0512429999999999	1.058567	1.0672649999999999	1.0759620000000001	1.082829	1.0924419999999999	1.1002240000000001	1.108006	1.1171610000000001	1.124943	1.132725	1.1423380000000001	1.149662	1.157902	1.167057	1.1743809999999999	1.1849099999999999	1.1931499999999999	1.1995579999999999	1.2087140000000001	1.216953	1.2247349999999999	1.233433	1.241673	1.2499119999999999	1.2590680000000001	1.267307	1.274632	1.2842450000000001	1.292027	1.2993509999999999	1.309879	1.316746	1.324986	1.333683	1.3414649999999999	1.351078	1.35886	1.3661840000000001	1.3748819999999999	1.383121	1.3913610000000001	1.3996010000000001	1.4078409999999999	1.4165380000000001	1.4247780000000001	1.4339329999999999	1.440342	1.4499550000000001	1.4581949999999999	1.466434	1.476505	1.4829140000000001	1.4897800000000001	1.499851	1.5071749999999999	1.5172460000000001	1.5254859999999999	1.5323519999999999	1.5415080000000001	1.551121	1.557987	1.567142	1.5753820000000001	1.5827059999999999	1.592319	1.6005590000000001	1.607883	1.616581	1.624363	1.633518	1.6422159999999999	1.6490819999999999	1.65778	1.6733439999999999	1.683872	1.6921120000000001	1.6994359999999999	1.708134	1.7177469999999999	1.724613	1.734226	1.7415499999999999	1.748875	1.758945	1.76627	1.7745089999999999	1.783207	1.7905310000000001	1.800144	1.8097570000000001	1.816624	1.8248629999999999	1.8340190000000001	1.8408850000000001	1.850498	1.859653	1.8660620000000001	1.8752169999999999	1.8829990000000001	1.891697	1.899937	1.9077189999999999	1.9164159999999999	1.9255709999999999	1.9333530000000001	1.9411350000000001	1.950291	1.958073	1.9667699999999999	1.9768410000000001	1.9827920000000001	1.9914890000000001	1.9988140000000001	2.006138	2.0171239999999999	2.0239910000000001	2.0322300000000002	2.0413860000000001	2.0496249999999998	2.0587810000000002	2.0670199999999999	2.0743450000000001	2.0834999999999999	2.0921970000000001	2.1004369999999999	2.1073040000000001	2.1169169999999999	2.1246990000000001	2.1324809999999998	2.1425510000000001	2.1485020000000001	2.1576580000000001	2.1658970000000002	2.1736789999999999	2.1837499999999999	2.191074	2.1988560000000001	2.2089270000000001	2.2157939999999998	2.2249490000000001	2.2336459999999998	2.241428	2.2487529999999998	2.2583660000000001	2.2666050000000002	2.2743869999999999	2.2835429999999999	2.2913250000000001	2.2995640000000002	2.3087200000000001	2.3151280000000001	2.325199	2.3334389999999998	2.3407629999999999	2.3499180000000002	2.357243	2.3659400000000002	2.374638	2.3828770000000001	2.391575	2.4002720000000002	2.407597	2.4167519999999998	2.425449	2.4336890000000002	2.4410129999999999	2.4501689999999998	2.4570349999999999	2.4661900000000001	2.475346	2.4826700000000002	2.491825	2.5078469999999999	2.5165440000000001	2.5234109999999998	2.5325660000000001	2.5417209999999999	2.5490460000000001	2.558659	2.5673560000000002	2.5737649999999999	2.5833780000000002	2.5911599999999999	2.5989420000000001	2.6076389999999998	2.6158790000000001	2.6236609999999998	2.631901	2.6415139999999999	2.648838	2.658909	2.6666910000000001	2.6744729999999999	2.6831700000000001	2.6904949999999999	2.699192	2.7083469999999998	2.716129	2.7248269999999999	2.7335240000000001	2.7408489999999999	2.7500040000000001	2.7582439999999999	2.7660260000000001	2.7738079999999998	2.7829630000000001	2.7912029999999999	2.799442	2.8081399999999999	2.8163800000000001	2.8255349999999999	2.8337750000000002	2.8410989999999998	2.8502540000000001	2.8575780000000002	2.866276	2.8749729999999998	2.882298	2.8909950000000002	2.8996930000000001	2.9079320000000002	2.9157139999999999	2.9244119999999998	2.932652	2.9408910000000001	2.949589	2.9573710000000002	2.9651529999999999	2.9747659999999998	2.9820899999999999	2.9917029999999998	2.999485	3.0072670000000001	3.0173380000000001	3.023746	3.0319859999999998	3.0411419999999998	3.0489229999999998	3.0580790000000002	3.0658609999999999	3.0741000000000001	3.083256	3.0919530000000002	3.0997349999999999	3.1079750000000002	3.1157569999999999	3.1239970000000001	3.1331519999999999	3.1413920000000002	3.1487159999999998	3.1587869999999998	3.1656529999999998	3.1743510000000001	3.1830479999999999	3.1899150000000001	3.1995279999999999	3.2073100000000001	3.2160069999999998	3.2251629999999998	3.2320289999999998	3.240726	3.2498819999999999	3.2576640000000001	3.2663609999999998	3.2750590000000002	3.2828409999999999	3.290165	3.2997779999999999	3.3075600000000001	3.3157999999999999	3.3254130000000002	0.103149	0.13793900000000001	0.169678	0.236206	0.31738300000000003	0.39978000000000002	0.48522900000000002	0.553589	0.63537600000000005	0.71167000000000002	0.78369100000000003	0.85815399999999997	0.92224099999999998	0.99609400000000003	1.060791	1.126099	1.1926270000000001	1.241455	1.300049	1.356201	1.4093020000000001	1.466675	1.5081789999999999	1.5661620000000001	1.609497	1.655273	1.7089840000000001	1.7456050000000001	1.7950440000000001	1.843262	1.8859859999999999	1.9238280000000001	1.9433590000000001	1.9824219999999999	2.0104980000000001	2.036743	2.0745849999999999	2.0971679999999999	2.1301269999999999	2.1630859999999998	2.20459	2.242432	2.2625730000000002	2.297974	2.3278810000000001	2.3510740000000001	2.3834230000000001	2.4023439999999998	2.4328609999999999	2.454224	2.4804689999999998	2.5140380000000002	2.523193	2.5469970000000002	2.5689700000000002	2.5866699999999998	2.6092529999999998	2.6184080000000001	2.6428219999999998	2.65564	2.6702880000000002	2.6959230000000001	2.6977540000000002	2.7142330000000001	2.7252200000000002	2.7362060000000001	2.7471920000000001	2.7404790000000001	2.756958	2.7636720000000001	2.7661129999999998	2.779541	2.7734380000000001	2.778931	2.7807620000000002	2.7825929999999999	2.7862550000000001	2.7728269999999999	2.7807620000000002	2.7832029999999999	2.7777099999999999	2.780151	2.767334	2.7655029999999998	2.756958	2.7539060000000002	2.751465	2.7301030000000002	2.728882	2.7215579999999999	2.7081300000000001	2.6940919999999999	2.6727289999999999	2.6684570000000001	2.6531980000000002	2.6373289999999998	2.633057	2.6025390000000002	2.5909420000000001	2.5524900000000001	2.5286870000000001	2.4975589999999999	2.4877929999999999	2.4658199999999999	2.4420169999999999	2.4249269999999998	2.388916	2.371216	2.3480219999999998	2.3278810000000001	2.3034669999999999	2.265625	2.2509769999999998	2.2259519999999999	2.1954349999999998	2.1752929999999999	2.1392820000000001	2.1185299999999998	2.0892330000000001	2.0678709999999998	2.0458980000000002	2.0043950000000001	1.986694	1.96167	1.9317629999999999	1.9097900000000001	1.8713379999999999	1.853027	1.8212889999999999	1.796265	1.778564	1.738281	1.7211909999999999	1.6979979999999999	1.671753	1.64856	1.618042	1.603394	1.577148	1.553345	1.5386960000000001	1.503296	1.4868159999999999	1.464844	1.442261	1.4221189999999999	1.3903810000000001	1.3824460000000001	1.360474	1.3391109999999999	1.322632	1.2902830000000001	1.2738039999999999	1.2561040000000001	1.2426759999999999	1.2243649999999999	1.190186	1.1816409999999999	1.16333	1.1425780000000001	1.130981	1.107788	1.098633	1.0784910000000001	1.0650630000000001	1.0552980000000001	1.0253909999999999	1.020508	1.010742	0.99731400000000003	0.98632799999999998	0.96557599999999999	0.95947300000000002	0.94299299999999997	0.931396	0.92590300000000003	0.90148899999999998	0.89477499999999999	0.88806200000000002	0.87890599999999997	0.866699	0.845947	0.84411599999999998	0.83007799999999998	0.81787100000000001	0.81237800000000004	0.79040500000000002	0.78552200000000005	0.77758799999999995	0.77026399999999995	0.76110800000000001	0.73730499999999999	0.74035600000000001	0.73059099999999999	0.71716299999999999	0.710449	0.69396999999999998	0.689697	0.67565900000000001	0.66894500000000001	0.64880400000000005	0.64941400000000005	0.64270000000000005	0.63293500000000003	0.625	0.60974099999999998	0.60729999999999995	0.59692400000000001	0.59143100000000004	0.58837899999999999	0.56701699999999999	0.56579599999999997	0.56274400000000002	0.552979	0.54565399999999997	0.52917499999999995	0.52917499999999995	0.52002000000000004	0.50964399999999999	0.50842299999999996	0.49011199999999999	0.48583999999999999	0.48034700000000002	0.473022	0.46691899999999997	0.45105000000000001	0.45410200000000001	0.44677699999999998	0.43762200000000001	0.43640099999999998	0.42358400000000002	0.42175299999999999	0.41748000000000002	0.41564899999999999	0.41076699999999999	0.391235	0.394897	0.38940399999999997	0.38146999999999998	0.37841799999999998	0.37109399999999998	0.36987300000000001	0.36254900000000001	0.35888700000000001	0.35766599999999998	0.34301799999999999	0.34240700000000002	0.34118700000000002	0.33386199999999999	0.32714799999999999	0.32043500000000003	0.32165500000000002	0.31433100000000003	0.31127899999999997	0.31372100000000003	0.301514	0.29846200000000001	0.30090299999999998	0.29663099999999998	0.29113800000000001	0.28320299999999998	0.28747600000000001	0.28137200000000001	0.27648899999999998	0.27771000000000001	0.26916499999999999	0.26550299999999999	0.26245099999999999	0.26245099999999999	0.25939899999999999	0.247192	0.25207499999999999	0.25024400000000002	0.24231	0.24353	0.237427	0.235596	0.230713	0.230713	0.229492	0.21911600000000001	0.21972700000000001	0.220947	0.21606400000000001	0.21301300000000001	0.20996100000000001	0.21118200000000001	0.20507800000000001	0.20324700000000001	0.20263700000000001	0.19409199999999999	0.19226099999999999	0.19226099999999999	0.18981899999999999	0.18615699999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.17456099999999999	0.17456099999999999	0.17211899999999999	0.167236	0.167847	0.166626	0.162354	0.158691	0.158691	0.15564	0.151367	0.151978	0.148315	0.144043	0.143433	0.146484	0.145874	0.14160200000000001	0.14038100000000001	0.14038100000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.13916000000000001	0.13977100000000001	0.13793900000000001	0.13427700000000001	0.13488800000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.13732900000000001	0.13061500000000001	0.12878400000000001	0.12573200000000001	0.124512	0.12817400000000001	0.12634300000000001	0.12146	0.119629	0.123291	0.12207	0.118408	0.118408	0.117798	0.113525	0.112915	0.113525	0.112305	0.109863	0.109863	0.111694	0.111694	0.116577	0.12085	0.12207	0.124512	0.123901	0.12817400000000001	0.124512	0.12146	0.124512	0.119019	0.120239	0.12146	0.12085	0.12207	0.118408	0.12207	0.123901	0.123291	0.12878400000000001	0.12512200000000001	0.12207	0.123291	0.12512200000000001	0.124512	0.116577	0.117798	0.119019	0.119019	0.12512200000000001	0.123291	0.12207	0.120239	0.119629	0.12512200000000001	0.116577	0.114136	0.118408	0.118408	0.12207	0.117798	0.117188	0.112915	0.109863	0.114136	0.107422	0.10437	0.10437	0.10192900000000001	0.106812	9.8266999999999993E-2	Louisiana (31.8 mm)	0	8.0190000000000001E-3	1.6716999999999999E-2	2.4642000000000001E-2	3.3224999999999998E-2	4.1635999999999999E-2	5.0220000000000001E-2	5.7829999999999999E-2	6.6240999999999994E-2	7.4424000000000004E-2	8.3006999999999997E-2	9.1504000000000002E-2	9.9772E-2	0.107755	0.11665200000000001	0.12500700000000001	0.133132	0.141543	0.149869	0.15808	0.166377	0.17498900000000001	0.18291399999999999	0.19192600000000001	0.19953599999999999	0.208091	0.21681700000000001	0.22514200000000001	0.23363999999999999	0.24190800000000001	0.249862	0.25830199999999998	0.26659899999999997	0.27463799999999999	0.28344999999999998	0.29169	0.30013000000000001	0.30839800000000001	0.31649500000000003	0.32476300000000002	0.33343200000000001	0.34121400000000002	0.349854	0.35818	0.36687799999999998	0.374888	0.383328	0.39185399999999998	0.40040900000000001	0.40847699999999998	0.41660199999999997	0.42504199999999998	0.43379699999999999	0.44140699999999999	0.45047700000000002	0.45843	0.46695599999999998	0.475053	0.48337799999999997	0.49170399999999997	0.49982900000000002	0.50824100000000005	0.51688100000000003	0.52506399999999998	0.53335999999999995	0.54179999999999995	0.54992600000000003	0.55828	0.56689199999999995	0.574874	0.58325700000000003	0.59169700000000003	0.59985100000000002	0.608205	0.61638700000000002	0.62522800000000001	0.63341000000000003	0.64165000000000005	0.65057699999999996	0.65870200000000001	0.66688400000000003	0.67581100000000005	0.68353600000000003	0.69177500000000003	0.70021500000000003	0.70871300000000004	0.71706700000000001	0.72545000000000004	0.73406099999999996	0.74192899999999995	0.75068400000000002	0.758494	0.76730600000000004	0.77520299999999998	0.78347100000000003	0.79205400000000004	0.80040800000000001	0.80881999999999998	0.81697399999999998	0.82532799999999995	0.83388200000000001	0.84194999999999998	0.84999000000000002	0.85880199999999995	0.86681299999999994	0.87551000000000001	0.88360700000000003	0.89227599999999996	0.900258	0.90846899999999997	0.91733799999999999	0.92557800000000001	0.93361799999999995	0.94194299999999997	0.95043999999999995	0.95870900000000003	0.96711999999999998	0.97516000000000003	0.98394300000000001	0.99226899999999996	1.000251	1.0088619999999999	1.017188	1.025371	1.0338959999999999	1.0420499999999999	1.0501469999999999	1.0585869999999999	1.066827	1.0751520000000001	1.0837349999999999	1.0918319999999999	1.100444	1.108798	1.1171519999999999	1.1252489999999999	1.1335740000000001	1.1421289999999999	1.1505399999999999	1.1588369999999999	1.167621	1.1757169999999999	1.1838709999999999	1.191997	1.2004649999999999	1.208934	1.217174	1.2254989999999999	1.234254	1.2423789999999999	1.2504470000000001	1.259002	1.2671559999999999	1.275596	1.2837499999999999	1.2921609999999999	1.3004869999999999	1.3088690000000001	1.3171090000000001	1.3257209999999999	1.3339890000000001	1.3422000000000001	1.3507830000000001	1.3593949999999999	1.3675200000000001	1.3757029999999999	1.3838280000000001	1.3924399999999999	1.4009940000000001	1.4091769999999999	1.4175880000000001	1.4253420000000001	1.4341539999999999	1.4423360000000001	1.450604	1.4591879999999999	1.4670270000000001	1.4756100000000001	1.4839640000000001	1.492604	1.5007299999999999	1.508912	1.517495	1.525649	1.53406	1.5419860000000001	1.5504830000000001	1.5589230000000001	1.5671630000000001	1.5757460000000001	1.583785	1.59274	1.6006940000000001	1.609305	1.617345	1.625899	1.6345400000000001	1.642379	1.6505609999999999	1.6589160000000001	1.6673560000000001	1.675881	1.68435	1.692561	1.7006859999999999	1.709184	1.717795	1.726092	1.734389	1.7425999999999999	1.750983	1.7589649999999999	1.767663	1.7757019999999999	1.784114	1.79264	1.800937	1.8089759999999999	1.8177019999999999	1.825971	1.834125	1.8421069999999999	1.850776	1.859359	1.8671979999999999	1.8757809999999999	1.884307	1.89289	1.9009579999999999	1.9089400000000001	1.9173800000000001	1.9261060000000001	1.9342600000000001	1.9427000000000001	1.950912	1.9592940000000001	1.967792	1.9759739999999999	1.9842139999999999	1.992826	2.0010650000000001	-3.0000000000000001E-3	0	0	1E-3	2.8000000000000001E-2	5.6000000000000001E-2	7.2999999999999995E-2	9.0999999999999998E-2	0.11	0.122	0.13500000000000001	0.14599999999999999	0.155	0.16800000000000001	0.17799999999999999	0.189	0.19800000000000001	0.20499999999999999	0.21	0.217	0.222	0.23100000000000001	0.23599999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.245	0.25	0.25800000000000001	0.26400000000000001	0.26900000000000002	0.27600000000000002	0.27800000000000002	0.28100000000000003	0.28699999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.29499999999999998	0.30199999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.309	0.313	0.313	0.317	0.32300000000000001	0.32600000000000001	0.33200000000000002	0.33500000000000002	0.34	0.34599999999999997	0.35	0.35199999999999998	0.35699999999999998	0.35699999999999998	0.35899999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.36399999999999999	0.36699999999999999	0.373	0.373	0.377	0.38200000000000001	0.38400000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.39100000000000001	0.39900000000000002	0.40400000000000003	0.40899999999999997	0.41	0.41799999999999998	0.41799999999999998	0.42299999999999999	0.42799999999999999	0.43	0.437	0.438	0.443	0.44700000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.45300000000000001	0.45700000000000002	0.46100000000000002	0.46800000000000003	0.47	0.47399999999999998	0.47499999999999998	0.48099999999999998	0.48199999999999998	0.48799999999999999	0.48899999999999999	0.48899999999999999	0.495	0.496	0.499	0.498	0.499	0.502	0.505	0.504	0.50800000000000001	0.51100000000000001	0.50800000000000001	0.51300000000000001	0.51800000000000002	0.51300000000000001	0.51700000000000002	0.51600000000000001	0.51800000000000002	0.52200000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.52400000000000002	0.52600000000000002	0.52300000000000002	0.52300000000000002	0.52600000000000002	0.52600000000000002	0.52900000000000003	0.53	0.52800000000000002	0.53	0.52700000000000002	0.53100000000000003	0.53100000000000003	0.53100000000000003	0.53300000000000003	0.53400000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.53100000000000003	0.53200000000000003	0.52900000000000003	0.53	0.53	0.52900000000000003	0.53100000000000003	0.52600000000000002	0.53	0.52900000000000003	0.52900000000000003	0.52700000000000002	0.52700000000000002	0.52400000000000002	0.52900000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.52500000000000002	0.52500000000000002	0.52500000000000002	0.52300000000000002	0.52300000000000002	0.52300000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.52	0.52400000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.52400000000000002	0.52200000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.499	0.501	0.498	0.49299999999999999	0.495	0.48899999999999999	0.48899999999999999	0.49099999999999999	0.48499999999999999	0.48499999999999999	0.48299999999999998	0.47799999999999998	0.47699999999999998	0.47699999999999998	0.46899999999999997	0.46800000000000003	0.46500000000000002	0.46100000000000002	0.46	0.45900000000000002	0.45500000000000002	0.45500000000000002	0.45100000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.438	0.439	0.436	0.42899999999999999	0.43	0.42599999999999999	0.42599999999999999	0.42299999999999999	0.42	0.41699999999999998	0.41899999999999998	0.41	0.40899999999999997	0.40500000000000003	0.40500000000000003	0.40500000000000003	0.39700000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.39200000000000002	0.38700000000000001	0.38200000000000001	0.378	0.377	0.373	0.37	0.36799999999999999	0.36499999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.35799999999999998	0.35499999999999998	0.35399999999999998	0.34899999999999998	0.34899999999999998	0.34899999999999998	0.34399999999999997	0.34100000000000003	0.33900000000000002	0.33500000000000002	0.33100000000000002	0.33300000000000002	0.32900000000000001	0.32600000000000001	0.32200000000000001	0.32	0.32100000000000001	0.317	0.313	0.314	0.313	0.313	0.313	0.31	0.311	0.311	0.308	0.311	0.309	0.31	Louisiana (38.0 mm)	0	7.221E-3	1.5403999999999999E-2	2.3987000000000001E-2	3.1940000000000003E-2	4.0837999999999999E-2	4.8563000000000002E-2	5.7289E-2	6.5356999999999998E-2	7.3940000000000006E-2	8.2066E-2	9.0477000000000002E-2	9.8974000000000006E-2	0.107128	0.115425	0.123837	0.13242000000000001	0.14100299999999999	0.14932799999999999	0.15711	0.16597899999999999	0.173876	0.18251600000000001	0.190327	0.19911000000000001	0.20729300000000001	0.215332	0.223944	0.232155	0.240366	0.24863399999999999	0.25710300000000003	0.26571499999999998	0.27435500000000002	0.28245199999999998	0.290634	0.29941699999999999	0.307257	0.31603999999999999	0.32425100000000001	0.33280599999999999	0.34084500000000001	0.34897	0.35703800000000002	0.36553600000000003	0.374004	0.382187	0.39056999999999997	0.39915299999999998	0.40759299999999998	0.41609000000000002	0.42387200000000003	0.432255	0.44078099999999998	0.44882	0.45768900000000001	0.46615800000000002	0.473997	0.48277999999999999	0.49087700000000001	0.49917400000000001	0.50787199999999999	0.51602599999999998	0.52452299999999996	0.53259100000000004	0.54111699999999996	0.54918500000000003	0.55730999999999997	0.56589299999999998	0.57424699999999995	0.58237300000000003	0.59092699999999998	0.59905200000000003	0.60752099999999998	0.61587499999999995	0.624058	0.63266900000000004	0.64099499999999998	0.64943499999999998	0.65813299999999997	0.66588599999999998	0.67426900000000001	0.68293800000000005	0.69117700000000004	0.69898800000000005	0.70782900000000004	0.71589700000000001	0.72402200000000005	0.73254799999999998	0.74081600000000003	0.74925600000000003	0.75761000000000001	0.76582099999999997	0.77383199999999996	0.78238700000000005	0.79108400000000001	0.79972500000000002	0.80796400000000002	0.81646200000000002	0.82464400000000004	0.83316999999999997	0.84118099999999996	0.84927699999999995	0.85737399999999997	0.86621499999999996	0.87431099999999995	0.88252299999999995	0.89144900000000005	0.89948799999999995	0.90792799999999996	0.915968	0.92440800000000001	0.93253299999999995	0.94128800000000001	0.94958500000000001	0.95796800000000004	0.96637899999999999	0.97456200000000004	0.98282999999999998	0.99146999999999996	0.99968100000000004	1.0077780000000001	1.016132	1.0241150000000001	1.0329269999999999	1.0413669999999999	1.0492060000000001	1.0579320000000001	1.0660860000000001	1.0744400000000001	1.082851	1.0912630000000001	1.0993599999999999	1.108028	1.1164970000000001	1.1248800000000001	1.1330340000000001	1.1412450000000001	1.14957	1.1581250000000001	1.16645	1.174604	1.1828730000000001	1.191198	1.199438	1.207935	1.216261	1.224415	1.232569	1.241323	1.249506	1.25766	1.266214	1.274683	1.2827219999999999	1.291248	1.29986	1.307957	1.3163389999999999	1.324694	1.333105	1.341488	1.3498129999999999	1.3582529999999999	1.366579	1.375076	1.383087	1.39127	1.3995949999999999	1.408236	1.416361	1.424715	1.433098	1.4413659999999999	1.449778	1.458075	1.466372	1.4749829999999999	1.4828220000000001	1.4911479999999999	1.4993590000000001	1.5078560000000001	1.5162960000000001	1.524508	1.533291	1.5412729999999999	1.5497989999999999	1.5579240000000001	1.5662210000000001	1.5748040000000001	1.5827869999999999	1.5917129999999999	1.5995520000000001	1.6081920000000001	1.6164320000000001	1.624987	1.6330830000000001	1.6414949999999999	1.6499349999999999	1.658604	1.6665570000000001	1.6748829999999999	1.683065	1.6917059999999999	1.6998880000000001	1.708385	1.7167399999999999	1.724693	1.7335910000000001	1.7415160000000001	1.7498130000000001	1.7582819999999999	1.7665500000000001	1.7749330000000001	1.783487	1.7915270000000001	1.7997669999999999	1.8086359999999999	1.8167610000000001	1.8254010000000001	1E-3	1E-3	2E-3	1E-3	1.2999999999999999E-2	4.3999999999999997E-2	6.2E-2	7.8E-2	0.09	0.10100000000000001	0.111	0.121	0.13100000000000001	0.14000000000000001	0.14499999999999999	0.154	0.16200000000000001	0.16700000000000001	0.17399999999999999	0.17499999999999999	0.18	0.185	0.19	0.193	0.19700000000000001	0.2	0.20200000000000001	0.20699999999999999	0.20799999999999999	0.214	0.217	0.222	0.22600000000000001	0.23100000000000001	0.23200000000000001	0.23799999999999999	0.24199999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.24399999999999999	0.247	0.251	0.252	0.251	0.25600000000000001	0.25800000000000001	0.25900000000000001	0.26200000000000001	0.26200000000000001	0.26400000000000001	0.26800000000000002	0.26800000000000002	0.26900000000000002	0.27300000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.27700000000000002	0.28000000000000003	0.28000000000000003	0.28000000000000003	0.28299999999999997	0.28399999999999997	0.28499999999999998	0.28599999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28899999999999998	0.28599999999999998	0.29099999999999998	0.28999999999999998	0.29099999999999998	0.29399999999999998	0.29399999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.29499999999999998	0.29399999999999998	0.29399999999999998	0.29799999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.3	0.3	0.3	0.30199999999999999	0.3	0.30099999999999999	0.30199999999999999	0.3	0.29799999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29699999999999999	0.30099999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29699999999999999	0.29699999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.30099999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.30099999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.30099999999999999	0.3	0.29799999999999999	0.29499999999999998	0.29599999999999999	0.29699999999999999	0.29099999999999998	0.29599999999999999	0.29199999999999998	0.28899999999999998	0.28899999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28899999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28799999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28599999999999998	0.28499999999999998	0.28199999999999997	0.28199999999999997	0.28000000000000003	0.27800000000000002	0.27600000000000002	0.27700000000000002	0.27400000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.26800000000000002	0.26700000000000002	0.26700000000000002	0.26300000000000001	0.26400000000000001	0.26500000000000001	0.26100000000000001	0.26300000000000001	0.26	0.25900000000000001	0.25700000000000001	0.255	0.253	0.251	0.246	0.247	0.248	0.24399999999999999	0.24299999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.23799999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.23699999999999999	0.23300000000000001	0.23300000000000001	0.23	0.23100000000000001	0.23	0.22700000000000001	0.22800000000000001	0.22600000000000001	0.222	0.222	0.222	0.219	0.217	0.217	0.216	0.214	0.21	0.20899999999999999	0.20899999999999999	0.20599999999999999	0.20399999999999999	0.20300000000000001	0.20100000000000001	0.20100000000000001	0.19900000000000001	0.19700000000000001	0.19700000000000001	0.19500000000000001	0.19400000000000001	0.192	0.189	0.19	0.188	0.186	0.186	0.183	0.182	0.182	0.18099999999999999	0.18	0.18	0.17699999999999999	0.17799999999999999	0.17699999999999999	0.17499999999999999	0.17499999999999999	0.17299999999999999	0.17	0.17	0.16700000000000001	0.16800000000000001	0.16700000000000001	0.16600000000000001	0.16400000000000001	0.16400000000000001	0.161	0.159	0.16	0.157	0.156	0.156	0.159	0.16600000000000001	0.17199999999999999	0.17799999999999999	0.183	0.188	0.193	0.19900000000000001	Displacement, mm


Load, kN




Louisiana (25.4 mm)	0	7.3299999999999997E-3	1.5540999999999999E-2	2.4323999999999998E-2	3.2420999999999998E-2	4.0804E-2	4.9015000000000003E-2	5.7225999999999999E-2	6.5723000000000004E-2	7.3876999999999998E-2	8.2375000000000004E-2	9.0672000000000003E-2	9.9026000000000003E-2	0.107265	0.11582000000000001	0.124002	0.132299	0.140682	0.149008	0.15704699999999999	0.165602	0.173899	0.18253900000000001	0.19075	0.19916200000000001	0.20760200000000001	0.21609900000000001	0.22419500000000001	0.232464	0.240818	0.24945800000000001	0.25766899999999998	0.26588099999999998	0.27423500000000001	0.28218799999999999	0.29094300000000001	0.29918299999999998	0.307423	0.31574799999999997	0.324131	0.33251399999999998	0.34092499999999998	0.34939399999999998	0.357576	0.36601600000000001	0.37417	0.38229600000000002	0.390764	0.39911799999999997	0.40770099999999998	0.41648499999999999	0.42441000000000001	0.43244899999999997	0.44106099999999998	0.44955800000000001	0.45762599999999998	0.465866	0.47470699999999999	0.48294599999999999	0.49061399999999999	0.499226	0.50758000000000003	0.51604799999999995	0.52420199999999995	0.53269999999999995	0.540968	0.54940800000000001	0.55750500000000003	0.56583000000000006	0.57424200000000003	0.58262400000000003	0.59094999999999998	0.59970500000000004	0.60768699999999998	0.61609800000000003	0.62431000000000003	0.63300699999999999	0.64121799999999995	0.64940100000000001	0.65778400000000004	0.66605199999999998	0.67449199999999998	0.68247400000000003	0.69120000000000004	0.69946900000000001	0.70773699999999995	0.71597699999999997	0.72441699999999998	0.732456	0.74141100000000004	0.749193	0.75797700000000001	0.76604499999999998	0.77448499999999998	0.78321099999999999	0.79139300000000001	0.79949000000000003	0.80815899999999996	0.81637000000000004	0.82458100000000001	0.83279199999999998	0.84106099999999995	0.84935799999999995	0.85785500000000003	0.86629500000000004	0.87450600000000001	0.88285999999999998	0.89124300000000001	0.89968300000000001	0.90820900000000004	0.91622000000000003	0.92466000000000004	0.93289900000000003	0.94105300000000003	0.949465	0.95784800000000003	0.96645899999999996	0.97475599999999996	0.98296700000000004	0.99169399999999996	1.000019	1.0082869999999999	1.0164409999999999	1.024853	1.0329489999999999	1.0411319999999999	1.0495719999999999	1.0579259999999999	1.066338	1.074635	1.0828169999999999	1.0913999999999999	1.099812	1.1077079999999999	1.1162909999999999	1.1245879999999999	1.132971	1.1412389999999999	1.1494500000000001	1.1578900000000001	1.1662729999999999	1.1747129999999999	1.183182	1.1913929999999999	1.199776	1.2080439999999999	1.2165699999999999	1.2246090000000001	1.2330209999999999	1.2416320000000001	1.2500150000000001	1.2583979999999999	1.266867	1.2747919999999999	1.2831459999999999	1.2914429999999999	1.2997110000000001	1.3082659999999999	1.3163910000000001	1.3248599999999999	1.3326990000000001	1.3414539999999999	1.3498650000000001	1.3582479999999999	1.3664019999999999	1.374584	1.3829670000000001	1.3913500000000001	1.399761	1.408201	1.4165270000000001	1.4250529999999999	1.4331780000000001	1.441675	1.450172	1.4582120000000001	1.466623	1.474977	1.4833320000000001	1.491428	1.4996970000000001	1.508451	1.516405	1.5248170000000001	1.5333140000000001	1.541725	1.549793	1.558233	1.566273	1.574913	1.5830960000000001	1.591307	1.5997749999999999	1.6080719999999999	1.616741	1.624981	1.6331629999999999	1.641832	1.6500429999999999	1.6583399999999999	1.666723	1.674963	1.683746	1.691843	1.700026	1.708494	1.7168479999999999	1.725317	1.733528	1.741911	1.750065	1.7584759999999999	1.7665439999999999	1.775242	1.7832239999999999	6.0000000000000001E-3	7.0000000000000001E-3	8.0000000000000002E-3	6.0000000000000001E-3	6.0000000000000001E-3	2.1000000000000001E-2	5.8999999999999997E-2	8.7999999999999995E-2	0.114	0.13600000000000001	0.157	0.17699999999999999	0.19700000000000001	0.215	0.23899999999999999	0.25600000000000001	0.27300000000000002	0.29599999999999999	0.314	0.32900000000000001	0.35099999999999998	0.37	0.38900000000000001	0.40500000000000003	0.41899999999999998	0.437	0.45500000000000002	0.46600000000000003	0.48099999999999998	0.49299999999999999	0.51100000000000001	0.52300000000000002	0.53200000000000003	0.54500000000000004	0.55600000000000005	0.56999999999999995	0.57999999999999996	0.59599999999999997	0.60299999999999998	0.61699999999999999	0.625	0.63100000000000001	0.64600000000000002	0.65200000000000002	0.66200000000000003	0.67300000000000004	0.67800000000000005	0.68899999999999995	0.69599999999999995	0.70499999999999996	0.71799999999999997	0.72499999999999998	0.72899999999999998	0.74	0.749	0.75	0.75900000000000001	0.76200000000000001	0.76700000000000002	0.76800000000000002	0.78300000000000003	0.79300000000000004	0.8	0.79700000000000004	0.80900000000000005	0.81100000000000005	0.81299999999999994	0.81899999999999995	0.81899999999999995	0.83	0.83599999999999997	0.83499999999999996	0.84799999999999998	0.84799999999999998	0.85099999999999998	0.85699999999999998	0.86	0.85899999999999999	0.86399999999999999	0.873	0.872	0.879	0.876	0.88400000000000001	0.88700000000000001	0.88300000000000001	0.88600000000000001	0.88900000000000001	0.88800000000000001	0.89600000000000002	0.89200000000000002	0.89400000000000002	0.90100000000000002	0.90300000000000002	0.90400000000000003	0.90200000000000002	0.89400000000000002	0.89900000000000002	0.89700000000000002	0.89400000000000002	0.89800000000000002	0.89	0.88600000000000001	0.89200000000000002	0.88800000000000001	0.88700000000000001	0.88	0.877	0.877	0.871	0.86799999999999999	0.87	0.86099999999999999	0.85599999999999998	0.85399999999999998	0.84899999999999998	0.84699999999999998	0.84699999999999998	0.83899999999999997	0.83799999999999997	0.83299999999999996	0.82299999999999995	0.82099999999999995	0.82099999999999995	0.80900000000000005	0.80400000000000005	0.79900000000000004	0.79	0.78800000000000003	0.78100000000000003	0.77600000000000002	0.77	0.76500000000000001	0.755	0.747	0.73599999999999999	0.73399999999999999	0.72699999999999998	0.71899999999999997	0.70599999999999996	0.69499999999999995	0.69099999999999995	0.68500000000000005	0.67300000000000004	0.67100000000000004	0.66	0.65400000000000003	0.64700000000000002	0.64300000000000002	0.63200000000000001	0.621	0.61699999999999999	0.60199999999999998	0.59499999999999997	0.58899999999999997	0.58399999999999996	0.57199999999999995	0.56299999999999994	0.56100000000000005	0.55400000000000005	0.55100000000000005	0.54600000000000004	0.54200000000000004	0.53400000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.51800000000000002	0.51400000000000001	0.50700000000000001	0.504	0.499	0.49099999999999999	0.49	0.48299999999999998	0.47799999999999998	0.47399999999999998	0.46500000000000002	0.46300000000000002	0.45700000000000002	0.44900000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.436	0.434	0.42799999999999999	0.42599999999999999	0.41899999999999998	0.41499999999999998	0.40799999999999997	0.40799999999999997	0.40100000000000002	0.39700000000000002	0.39300000000000002	0.38800000000000001	0.38600000000000001	0.38	0.375	0.374	0.36699999999999999	0.36399999999999999	0.36	0.35399999999999998	0.35399999999999998	0.34699999999999998	0.34100000000000003	0.33900000000000002	0.33400000000000002	0.33100000000000002	0.32800000000000001	0.32500000000000001	0.32	0.31900000000000001	0.314	0.31	0.30499999999999999	Illinois (15.0 mm)	1.0870000000000001E-3	3.3760000000000001E-3	7.9539999999999993E-3	1.3447000000000001E-2	2.0771000000000001E-2	2.9468999999999999E-2	3.5876999999999999E-2	4.6864000000000003E-2	5.2814E-2	6.4715999999999996E-2	7.2040999999999994E-2	8.1196000000000004E-2	9.0351000000000001E-2	0.100422	0.11003499999999999	0.118732	0.128803	0.13658500000000001	0.14802899999999999	0.15672700000000001	0.166798	0.17458000000000001	0.18556600000000001	0.19426299999999999	0.20524999999999999	0.213947	0.22356000000000001	0.23408899999999999	0.24232899999999999	0.252857	0.25972400000000001	0.26933699999999999	0.27620299999999998	0.284443	0.29314000000000001	0.30092200000000002	0.30870399999999998	0.316029	0.32472600000000001	0.33388099999999998	0.34212100000000001	0.34944500000000001	0.358601	0.365925	0.37736900000000001	0.38331999999999999	0.392017	0.401173	0.408497	0.41765200000000002	0.42451899999999998	0.43413200000000002	0.440998	0.451069	0.45793499999999998	0.46754800000000002	0.47441499999999998	0.48357	0.49226799999999998	0.50096499999999999	0.50874699999999995	0.51607099999999995	0.526142	0.533466	0.54307899999999998	0.54903000000000002	0.55910099999999996	0.56642499999999996	0.57603800000000005	0.58473600000000003	0.59114500000000003	0.60029999999999994	0.60762400000000005	0.61769499999999999	0.62547699999999995	0.63463199999999997	0.64195599999999997	0.65065399999999995	0.65889399999999998	0.66759100000000005	0.67491500000000004	0.68315499999999996	0.69230999999999998	0.69963500000000001	0.70879000000000003	0.71565599999999996	0.72618499999999997	0.73305100000000001	0.74266399999999999	0.75136199999999997	0.75868599999999997	0.767841	0.77562299999999995	0.78432100000000005	0.79256099999999996	0.80034300000000003	0.80766700000000002	0.81819500000000001	0.824604	0.84108400000000005	0.85023899999999997	0.85847899999999999	0.86717599999999995	0.87587400000000004	0.883656	0.89235299999999995	0.90013500000000002	0.91020599999999996	0.91752999999999996	0.92576999999999998	0.93309399999999998	0.942249	0.95003099999999996	0.95918700000000001	0.96696899999999997	0.97429299999999996	0.98436400000000002	0.99123000000000006	1.0017590000000001	1.0077100000000001	1.018238	1.0246470000000001	1.03426	1.0425	1.0502819999999999	1.0589789999999999	1.0672189999999999	1.0754589999999999	1.0832409999999999	1.092854	1.1001780000000001	1.109791	1.116657	1.126728	1.1331370000000001	1.141834	1.1505320000000001	1.157856	1.1679269999999999	1.173878	1.1848639999999999	1.19173	1.2008859999999999	1.20821	1.217365	1.225147	1.2338450000000001	1.242542	1.250324	1.2581059999999999	1.266804	1.2764169999999999	1.2828250000000001	1.292896	1.3002199999999999	1.308918	1.3171580000000001	1.3253969999999999	1.334095	1.341877	1.350117	1.358814	1.367054	1.3748359999999999	1.3835329999999999	1.3913150000000001	1.400928	1.408253	1.4169499999999999	1.4247320000000001	1.43343	1.4435009999999999	1.4499089999999999	1.4599800000000001	1.4668460000000001	1.475544	1.48241	1.4920230000000001	1.5002629999999999	1.5080450000000001	1.516743	1.5249820000000001	1.5332220000000001	1.5423770000000001	1.5497019999999999	1.5583990000000001	1.5675539999999999	1.5744210000000001	1.584492	1.589985	1.6000559999999999	1.608295	1.6165350000000001	1.6256900000000001	1.6330150000000001	1.642628	1.649494	1.658649	1.674671	1.6833689999999999	1.6920660000000001	1.699848	1.709003	1.7163280000000001	1.724567	1.7337229999999999	1.7405889999999999	1.7515750000000001	1.757984	1.7680549999999999	1.774921	1.783161	1.7918590000000001	1.7987249999999999	1.8078799999999999	1.816578	1.8261909999999999	1.8330569999999999	1.8422130000000001	1.849537	1.8582339999999999	1.8660159999999999	1.8760870000000001	1.882954	1.891651	1.9003490000000001	1.908588	1.918201	1.9241520000000001	1.933765	1.9406319999999999	1.9507030000000001	1.958942	1.966267	1.9749639999999999	1.983662	1.992359	2.0005989999999998	2.008839	2.0161630000000001	2.025318	2.0331000000000001	2.042713	2.0500370000000001	2.0582769999999999	2.0669749999999998	2.075672	2.0839120000000002	2.0912359999999999	2.1003910000000001	2.1077159999999999	2.1168710000000002	2.1246529999999999	2.1338080000000001	2.142048	2.1502880000000002	2.1585269999999999	2.1672250000000002	2.1745489999999998	2.1837040000000001	2.192402	2.1988110000000001	2.2088809999999999	2.2162060000000001	2.2253609999999999	2.2340580000000001	2.2418399999999998	2.2505380000000001	2.2583199999999999	2.2670170000000001	2.2743419999999999	2.2839550000000002	2.2917369999999999	2.299976	2.3073009999999998	2.3169140000000001	2.3251529999999998	2.3333930000000001	2.3411749999999998	2.3498730000000001	2.3581120000000002	2.365437	2.3759649999999999	2.3828320000000001	2.3924449999999999	2.399769	2.4089239999999998	2.4171640000000001	2.4258609999999998	2.4331860000000001	2.4414250000000002	2.449665	2.4579049999999998	2.46706	2.4748420000000002	2.483997	2.4913219999999998	2.5078010000000002	2.516499	2.5247380000000001	2.532978	2.5416759999999998	2.549458	2.5590709999999999	2.5668530000000001	2.5755499999999998	2.5828739999999999	2.5920299999999998	2.5993539999999999	2.6080510000000001	2.6162909999999999	2.6249889999999998	2.6332279999999999	2.6410100000000001	2.650166	2.6584050000000001	2.6675610000000001	2.6753429999999998	2.683125	9.5824999999999994E-2	0.12878400000000001	0.163574	0.20813000000000001	0.26489299999999999	0.32104500000000002	0.380859	0.43335000000000001	0.48950199999999999	0.54260299999999995	0.58410600000000001	0.63964799999999999	0.689697	0.73181200000000002	0.77575700000000003	0.81359899999999996	0.85693399999999997	0.89050300000000004	0.92956499999999997	0.97473100000000001	1.002197	1.0400389999999999	1.079712	1.116943	1.1480710000000001	1.1755370000000001	1.2145999999999999	1.2402340000000001	1.2658689999999999	1.295166	1.306152	1.3214109999999999	1.33667	1.355591	1.3714599999999999	1.3793949999999999	1.4038090000000001	1.4215089999999999	1.4404300000000001	1.467285	1.4831540000000001	1.499023	1.5142819999999999	1.5386960000000001	1.5557859999999999	1.5600590000000001	1.57959	1.595459	1.604614	1.6149899999999999	1.622314	1.6339109999999999	1.640015	1.654053	1.6662600000000001	1.671143	1.682129	1.695557	1.704102	1.7077640000000001	1.710205	1.7199709999999999	1.7224120000000001	1.724243	1.732178	1.7315670000000001	1.7340089999999999	1.740723	1.746216	1.7437739999999999	1.737671	1.741943	1.7395020000000001	1.7346189999999999	1.732788	1.7309570000000001	1.7248540000000001	1.7199709999999999	1.713257	1.704712	1.691284	1.685181	1.6796880000000001	1.663818	1.655273	1.64856	1.6375729999999999	1.626587	1.618652	1.6064449999999999	1.5917969999999999	1.5753170000000001	1.56311	1.547852	1.530762	1.517334	1.502686	1.484375	1.4691160000000001	1.4404300000000001	1.420288	1.4038090000000001	1.387329	1.3629150000000001	1.3446039999999999	1.328735	1.3037110000000001	1.280518	1.2622070000000001	1.2463379999999999	1.2158199999999999	1.194458	1.1743159999999999	1.1517329999999999	1.1328130000000001	1.116943	1.0974120000000001	1.0729979999999999	1.0552980000000001	1.043091	1.0174559999999999	0.99731400000000003	0.98388699999999996	0.96862800000000004	0.95153799999999999	0.930176	0.91918900000000003	0.90026899999999999	0.88561999999999996	0.88134800000000002	0.86364700000000005	0.84838899999999995	0.83679199999999998	0.82702600000000004	0.81481899999999996	0.79711900000000002	0.79101600000000005	0.78002899999999997	0.76477099999999998	0.76049800000000001	0.74707000000000001	0.73364300000000005	0.72021500000000005	0.71411100000000005	0.70739700000000005	0.689697	0.68237300000000001	0.67138699999999996	0.65734899999999996	0.65002400000000005	0.63903799999999999	0.62988299999999997	0.617676	0.611572	0.60852099999999998	0.58837899999999999	0.57983399999999996	0.57495099999999999	0.56640599999999997	0.560303	0.54504399999999997	0.539551	0.52917499999999995	0.52063000000000004	0.52246099999999995	0.50720200000000004	0.49743700000000002	0.49072300000000002	0.48583999999999999	0.482178	0.46875	0.46630899999999997	0.45959499999999998	0.44921899999999998	0.45288099999999998	0.44006299999999998	0.42968800000000001	0.42419400000000002	0.42419400000000002	0.42480499999999999	0.40771499999999999	0.40710400000000002	0.40527299999999999	0.397339	0.39856000000000003	0.387573	0.383301	0.37658700000000001	0.37353500000000001	0.37841799999999998	0.36254900000000001	0.35827599999999998	0.35888700000000001	0.35339399999999999	0.35644500000000001	0.34423799999999999	0.34057599999999999	0.33447300000000002	0.33752399999999999	0.323486	0.32043500000000003	0.31738300000000003	0.316162	0.31799300000000003	0.306396	0.30700699999999997	0.302734	0.29785200000000001	0.30395499999999998	0.29357899999999998	0.28930699999999998	0.28503400000000001	0.28381299999999998	0.28686499999999998	0.27282699999999999	0.27465800000000001	0.27343800000000001	0.26794400000000002	0.27160600000000001	0.26184099999999999	0.26001000000000002	0.25634800000000002	0.25634800000000002	0.26184099999999999	0.247803	0.245972	0.247192	0.24231	0.245972	0.236206	0.235596	0.231323	0.228271	0.237427	0.223999	0.221558	0.223389	0.221558	0.222778	0.21179200000000001	0.21728500000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.20752000000000001	0.21728500000000001	0.20752000000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.20385700000000001	0.20385700000000001	0.20752000000000001	0.19409199999999999	0.19836400000000001	0.19714400000000001	0.19042999999999999	0.19958500000000001	0.18920899999999999	0.18737799999999999	0.18371599999999999	0.18493699999999999	0.19042999999999999	0.17578099999999999	0.17822299999999999	0.17944299999999999	0.17394999999999999	0.17761199999999999	0.17089799999999999	0.17089799999999999	0.164795	0.164185	0.17333999999999999	0.159302	0.157471	0.159912	0.15686	0.159912	0.150146	0.153809	0.150146	0.145874	0.154419	0.142822	0.14160200000000001	0.14160200000000001	0.143433	0.146484	0.13366700000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.13305700000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.13061500000000001	0.12878400000000001	0.12695300000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.13549800000000001	0.12146	0.122681	0.122681	0.12512200000000001	0.115967	0.117188	0.114746	0.114746	0.12207	0.108643	0.110474	0.112915	0.109863	0.112915	0.103149	0.108032	0.105591	0.103149	0.113525	0.10070800000000001	0.10070800000000001	0.10192900000000001	0.10192900000000001	0.106812	9.4603999999999994E-2	Louisiana (31.8 mm)	0	7.4869999999999997E-3	1.5899E-2	2.4681999999999999E-2	3.3064999999999997E-2	4.1189999999999997E-2	4.9687000000000002E-2	5.7813000000000003E-2	6.6110000000000002E-2	7.4149000000000007E-2	8.2674999999999998E-2	9.1115000000000002E-2	9.9325999999999998E-2	0.107766	0.115949	0.12416000000000001	0.13254299999999999	0.14144000000000001	0.149394	0.157748	0.16641700000000001	0.17462800000000001	0.18240999999999999	0.190965	0.19917599999999999	0.20738699999999999	0.216113	0.22492500000000001	0.232736	0.24066100000000001	0.24904299999999999	0.25814199999999998	0.26569500000000001	0.27484999999999998	0.28266000000000002	0.29155799999999998	0.29919699999999999	0.30775200000000003	0.31650600000000001	0.32443100000000002	0.33287099999999997	0.34082499999999999	0.34923599999999999	0.35727599999999998	0.36582999999999999	0.374442	0.382911	0.39100699999999999	0.39896100000000001	0.40722900000000001	0.416184	0.42393799999999998	0.43286400000000003	0.44093199999999999	0.44940099999999999	0.45761200000000002	0.46636699999999998	0.47463499999999997	0.48261700000000002	0.49074299999999998	0.49901099999999998	0.50768000000000002	0.51606300000000005	0.52421700000000004	0.53259900000000004	0.54075300000000004	0.54953700000000005	0.55786199999999997	0.56630199999999997	0.57408400000000004	0.58329699999999995	0.59110700000000005	0.59954700000000005	0.60784400000000005	0.61611300000000002	0.62418099999999999	0.63307899999999995	0.641347	0.64941499999999996	0.658084	0.66612300000000002	0.67479199999999995	0.68314600000000003	0.69132899999999997	0.699712	0.708152	0.71659200000000001	0.72457400000000005	0.73247099999999998	0.74111099999999996	0.74986600000000003	0.75767600000000002	0.76663099999999995	0.77424099999999996	0.78299600000000003	0.79086400000000001	0.79993300000000001	0.80803000000000003	0.81609799999999999	0.82479599999999997	0.83346500000000001	0.84150400000000003	0.849916	0.85835600000000001	0.86648099999999995	0.87520699999999996	0.88341800000000004	0.89188699999999999	0.90001200000000003	0.90805100000000005	0.91626300000000005	0.92496	0.93297099999999999	0.94129700000000005	0.95008000000000004	0.95783300000000005	0.96653100000000003	0.97431299999999998	0.98301000000000005	0.99150799999999994	0.99943300000000002	1.008216	1.0166269999999999	1.0245519999999999	1.0328489999999999	1.041318	1.0494429999999999	1.057712	1.066638	1.075164	1.083575	1.0916429999999999	1.1000259999999999	1.1080939999999999	1.117078	1.1248880000000001	1.133443	1.141969	1.1501509999999999	1.1583909999999999	1.1669449999999999	1.1750989999999999	1.183568	1.191751	1.1994750000000001	1.2081440000000001	1.2167559999999999	1.225196	1.233293	1.2418180000000001	1.2502580000000001	1.2585550000000001	1.2670809999999999	1.2754350000000001	1.2834179999999999	1.291228	1.299811	1.3086519999999999	1.3166629999999999	1.324702	1.3337140000000001	1.3416680000000001	1.3501650000000001	1.3586050000000001	1.3668450000000001	1.3752850000000001	1.3834960000000001	1.3916219999999999	1.3999760000000001	1.4087590000000001	1.4169989999999999	1.4252670000000001	1.4335640000000001	1.442061	1.4501299999999999	1.458512	1.4672959999999999	1.4753639999999999	1.4835179999999999	1.4922439999999999	1.5001690000000001	1.508265	1.5169060000000001	1.525317	1.53287	1.5419970000000001	1E-3	2E-3	2E-3	3.0000000000000001E-3	3.0000000000000001E-3	2.9000000000000001E-2	6.4000000000000001E-2	9.0999999999999998E-2	0.11799999999999999	0.14099999999999999	0.16300000000000001	0.186	0.20799999999999999	0.22900000000000001	0.247	0.26400000000000001	0.28399999999999997	0.30299999999999999	0.31900000000000001	0.33200000000000002	0.34799999999999998	0.36	0.36799999999999999	0.38	0.38900000000000001	0.39900000000000002	0.41099999999999998	0.42099999999999999	0.43	0.433	0.443	0.45400000000000001	0.46200000000000002	0.47299999999999998	0.48599999999999999	0.49099999999999999	0.5	0.50700000000000001	0.51500000000000001	0.52	0.52800000000000002	0.53500000000000003	0.54	0.54300000000000004	0.55000000000000004	0.55700000000000005	0.56200000000000006	0.56499999999999995	0.56899999999999995	0.57299999999999995	0.57699999999999996	0.58199999999999996	0.58599999999999997	0.59	0.58899999999999997	0.59499999999999997	0.59699999999999998	0.59899999999999998	0.60399999999999998	0.60299999999999998	0.60599999999999998	0.61	0.61	0.61099999999999999	0.61399999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.61899999999999999	0.61499999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.61499999999999999	0.61799999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.61299999999999999	0.61299999999999999	0.61099999999999999	0.61099999999999999	0.61	0.60499999999999998	0.60199999999999998	0.6	0.59699999999999998	0.59399999999999997	0.59	0.58899999999999997	0.58699999999999997	0.57999999999999996	0.57799999999999996	0.57599999999999996	0.57099999999999995	0.56799999999999995	0.56399999999999995	0.56000000000000005	0.55600000000000005	0.55100000000000005	0.55100000000000005	0.54800000000000004	0.54100000000000004	0.53900000000000003	0.53500000000000003	0.52900000000000003	0.52400000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.51600000000000001	0.51400000000000001	0.50900000000000001	0.504	0.501	0.49399999999999999	0.49	0.48599999999999999	0.47899999999999998	0.47699999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.46899999999999997	0.46500000000000002	0.45900000000000002	0.45600000000000002	0.45500000000000002	0.44800000000000001	0.44400000000000001	0.44	0.435	0.433	0.433	0.42699999999999999	0.42499999999999999	0.42399999999999999	0.41899999999999998	0.41299999999999998	0.41099999999999998	0.40699999999999997	0.40400000000000003	0.40400000000000003	0.39800000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.38300000000000001	0.379	0.378	0.373	0.36899999999999999	0.36699999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.36199999999999999	0.35699999999999998	0.35299999999999998	0.35199999999999998	0.34899999999999998	0.34399999999999997	0.34399999999999997	0.34	0.33400000000000002	0.33100000000000002	0.32900000000000001	0.32900000000000001	0.32600000000000001	0.32100000000000001	0.32	0.318	0.314	0.312	0.311	0.30599999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.30199999999999999	0.3	0.29599999999999999	0.29399999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.28999999999999998	0.28799999999999998	0.28399999999999997	0.28199999999999997	0.28100000000000003	0.27800000000000002	0.27300000000000002	0.27300000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.26900000000000002	0.26700000000000002	0.26700000000000002	0.26200000000000001	0.26100000000000001	Louisiana (38.0 mm)	0	7.7590000000000003E-3	1.6227999999999999E-2	2.4466999999999999E-2	3.2849999999999997E-2	4.1033E-2	4.9473000000000003E-2	5.7683999999999999E-2	6.6095000000000001E-2	7.4649999999999994E-2	8.2718E-2	9.1329999999999995E-2	9.9569000000000005E-2	0.107895	0.11665	0.124889	0.133072	0.14128299999999999	0.150009	0.158049	0.16637399999999999	0.1749	0.183197	0.19140799999999999	0.199791	0.20805899999999999	0.216442	0.224968	0.23292199999999999	0.241734	0.24968699999999999	0.258127	0.26633800000000002	0.275007	0.283333	0.29137200000000002	0.29969800000000002	0.30808099999999999	0.316492	0.32456000000000002	0.333372	0.341497	0.349937	0.35820600000000002	0.36664600000000003	0.37480000000000002	0.383326	0.391766	0.399891	0.40821600000000002	0.416742	0.42469600000000002	0.43310700000000002	0.441662	0.44998700000000003	0.458399	0.46663900000000003	0.47479199999999999	0.48329	0.49141499999999999	0.499884	0.50818099999999999	0.51653499999999997	0.52477499999999999	0.53321499999999999	0.54168300000000003	0.54972299999999996	0.55827700000000002	0.56657400000000002	0.57484199999999996	0.58325400000000005	0.591665	0.59984800000000005	0.60823099999999997	0.61652799999999996	0.62468100000000004	0.63329299999999999	0.64153300000000002	0.65000199999999997	0.65812700000000002	0.66668099999999997	0.67492099999999999	0.68318900000000005	0.69148600000000005	0.69984100000000005	0.70833800000000002	0.71680600000000005	0.72478900000000002	0.73325700000000005	0.74158299999999999	0.74990800000000002	0.75820500000000002	0.76670300000000002	0.77491399999999999	0.78358300000000003	0.79165099999999999	0.80003400000000002	0.808388	0.81645599999999996	0.82515300000000003	0.83339300000000005	0.84209100000000003	0.85027299999999995	0.85848400000000002	0.866838	0.87542200000000003	0.883633	0.89181500000000002	0.90037	0.90849500000000005	0.91687799999999997	0.92517499999999997	0.9335	0.941797	0.95018000000000002	0.95836299999999996	0.96686000000000005	0.97532799999999997	0.98351100000000002	0.99175100000000005	1.000219	1.0088600000000001	1.016699	1.0251669999999999	1.033693	1.0417609999999999	1.050173	1.0585560000000001	1.06711	1.075321	1.083904	1.0918289999999999	1.100069	1.1083369999999999	1.1167769999999999	1.125389	1.1334569999999999	1.1418109999999999	1.1498219999999999	1.158577	1.1667879999999999	1.1754279999999999	1.1836679999999999	1.19208	1.200148	1.208645	1.2167129999999999	1.2252099999999999	1.2335069999999999	1.2416609999999999	1.2501580000000001	1.2583979999999999	1.266724	1.2751060000000001	1.2835460000000001	1.2919290000000001	1.300341	1.3088379999999999	1.3170489999999999	1.3256030000000001	1.3337859999999999	1.3419110000000001	1.350409	1.3591629999999999	1.3671739999999999	1.3753850000000001	1.383596	1.3919220000000001	1.4004760000000001	1.4086879999999999	1.4170419999999999	1.4254530000000001	1.4337500000000001	1.4421330000000001	1.4503440000000001	1.4588129999999999	1.4671670000000001	1.4754069999999999	1.483646	1.4920009999999999	1.5003550000000001	1.5088809999999999	1.516834	1.5254460000000001	1.5339149999999999	1.5420970000000001	1.550594	1.5589489999999999	1.5675600000000001	1.5754570000000001	1.5840399999999999	1.5925370000000001	1.6006339999999999	1.609016	1.61717	1.625381	1.6339649999999999	1.641975	1.650501	1.658998	1.667038	1.6753640000000001	1.6835169999999999	1.692215	1.7003969999999999	1.709009	1.7174210000000001	3.0000000000000001E-3	3.0000000000000001E-3	3.0000000000000001E-3	4.0000000000000001E-3	1.6E-2	4.5999999999999999E-2	7.3999999999999996E-2	9.4E-2	0.111	0.13300000000000001	0.14499999999999999	0.16200000000000001	0.17499999999999999	0.187	0.20399999999999999	0.217	0.22800000000000001	0.24299999999999999	0.254	0.26	0.27100000000000002	0.27900000000000003	0.28399999999999997	0.29799999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.311	0.31900000000000001	0.32400000000000001	0.33300000000000002	0.34200000000000003	0.34499999999999997	0.35699999999999998	0.36	0.36699999999999999	0.377	0.379	0.38500000000000001	0.39300000000000002	0.39800000000000002	0.4	0.41099999999999998	0.41199999999999998	0.41799999999999998	0.42199999999999999	0.42499999999999999	0.43099999999999999	0.441	0.44400000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.438	0.44900000000000001	0.45200000000000001	0.45100000000000001	0.46	0.46700000000000003	0.46600000000000003	0.46800000000000003	0.47	0.47199999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.47399999999999998	0.47899999999999998	0.47899999999999998	0.47899999999999998	0.48699999999999999	0.48799999999999999	0.48799999999999999	0.49099999999999999	0.49099999999999999	0.48699999999999999	0.49299999999999999	0.496	0.499	0.498	0.498	0.5	0.499	0.499	0.503	0.499	0.5	0.498	0.5	0.497	0.497	0.499	0.499	0.497	0.49299999999999999	0.49299999999999999	0.49299999999999999	0.48599999999999999	0.49	0.48399999999999999	0.48599999999999999	0.48599999999999999	0.48	0.48099999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.47299999999999998	0.47	0.46500000000000002	0.46200000000000002	0.45900000000000002	0.45600000000000002	0.45300000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.441	0.436	0.437	0.42899999999999999	0.42699999999999999	0.42599999999999999	0.42199999999999999	0.42099999999999999	0.41699999999999998	0.41099999999999998	0.40600000000000003	0.40400000000000003	0.40200000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.39400000000000002	0.39	0.38600000000000001	0.38300000000000001	0.378	0.377	0.373	0.36799999999999999	0.36599999999999999	0.35799999999999998	0.35	0.34599999999999997	0.34799999999999998	0.34100000000000003	0.34200000000000003	0.33400000000000002	0.33700000000000002	0.33	0.33	0.32600000000000001	0.32500000000000001	0.32	0.318	0.314	0.316	0.315	0.30599999999999999	0.31	0.3	0.30499999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29399999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28199999999999997	0.28100000000000003	0.27900000000000003	0.27400000000000002	0.27400000000000002	0.27300000000000002	0.26900000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.27800000000000002	0.28299999999999997	0.28599999999999998	0.28799999999999998	0.29399999999999998	0.29699999999999999	0.29799999999999999	0.30299999999999999	0.30499999999999999	0.307	0.312	0.31	0.316	0.315	0.316	0.31900000000000001	0.31900000000000001	0.32	0.31900000000000001	0.317	0.318	0.318	0.316	0.318	0.316	0.314	0.313	0.311	0.313	0.311	0.308	0.309	0.31	0.30599999999999999	0.31	0.308	Displacement, mm


Load, kN




Louisiana (25.4 mm)	0	7.7850000000000003E-3	1.6424999999999999E-2	2.4465000000000001E-2	3.3019E-2	4.1116E-2	4.9412999999999999E-2	5.7938999999999997E-2	6.6435999999999995E-2	7.4475E-2	8.2429000000000002E-2	9.1412999999999994E-2	9.9422999999999997E-2	0.10772	0.116246	0.124858	0.13312599999999999	0.14130899999999999	0.14949100000000001	0.158189	0.166629	0.17429600000000001	0.18305099999999999	0.19129099999999999	0.19981699999999999	0.20799899999999999	0.21629599999999999	0.22453600000000001	0.23291899999999999	0.24127299999999999	0.250085	0.25806699999999999	0.26622099999999999	0.27486100000000002	0.28321600000000002	0.29145500000000002	0.29937999999999998	0.30770599999999998	0.31597399999999998	0.32464300000000001	0.33308300000000002	0.340808	0.34970600000000002	0.35771700000000001	0.36655700000000002	0.37479699999999999	0.38300800000000002	0.390733	0.39943000000000001	0.40795599999999999	0.41651100000000002	0.42449300000000001	0.43321900000000002	0.44100099999999998	0.44998500000000002	0.45793800000000001	0.46634999999999999	0.47456100000000001	0.48280000000000001	0.49089700000000003	0.49905100000000002	0.50814899999999996	0.51630299999999996	0.52442800000000001	0.53326899999999999	0.54179500000000003	0.54943399999999998	0.55804500000000001	0.56677200000000005	0.57521199999999995	0.58353699999999997	0.59197699999999998	0.60018800000000005	0.60817100000000002	0.61632399999999998	0.62490699999999999	0.63303299999999996	0.64150099999999999	0.64971299999999998	0.65798100000000004	0.66610599999999998	0.67477500000000001	0.68327199999999999	0.69128299999999998	0.69955199999999995	0.70833500000000005	0.71660299999999999	0.72504299999999999	0.73319699999999999	0.74132299999999995	0.74987700000000002	0.75794499999999998	0.76658499999999996	0.77462500000000001	0.78320800000000002	0.79173400000000005	0.79971599999999998	0.80806999999999995	0.81645299999999998	0.82477900000000004	0.83333299999999999	0.84174400000000005	0.85026999999999997	0.85819500000000004	0.86706399999999995	0.87504700000000002	0.88360099999999997	0.89166900000000004	0.90005199999999996	0.90854900000000005	0.91710400000000003	0.92514300000000005	0.93355500000000002	0.94176599999999999	0.94971899999999998	0.95813099999999995	0.96668500000000002	0.97489599999999998	0.98345099999999996	0.99174799999999996	0.99992999999999999	1.00797	1.0170969999999999	1.024907	1.03329	1.0419020000000001	1.049941	1.058066	1.066821	1.075118	1.0833010000000001	1.091426	1.100209	1.108306	1.116803	1.124557	1.133683	1.1415219999999999	1.149648	1.15846	1.1668419999999999	1.175197	1.183522	1.191934	1.200231	1.208642	1.2167669999999999	1.225007	1.23359	1.2420869999999999	1.250413	1.258767	1.2669779999999999	1.275676	1.2836289999999999	1.292041	1.300767	1.3088059999999999	1.3165880000000001	1.325	1.333383	1.341594	1.350034	1.3585309999999999	1.3668849999999999	1.3752679999999999	1.3832500000000001	1.3917189999999999	1.4003019999999999	1.408399	1.4169529999999999	1.4251069999999999	1.4334899999999999	1.4418150000000001	1.449883	1.458467	1.4671069999999999	1.47506	1.4837290000000001	1.4922550000000001	1.500667	1.5090490000000001	1.5173749999999999	1.5254430000000001	1.533711	1.5423519999999999	1.5503340000000001	1.5584309999999999	1.5672429999999999	1.575053	1.5835220000000001	1.591847	1.600373	1.6089279999999999	1.616824	1.624949	1.633618	1.6422589999999999	1.6504129999999999	1.658795	1.6674929999999999	1.6757899999999999	1.6839440000000001	1.6925840000000001	1.700709	1.708777	1.717017	1.7254	1.733811	1.741879	1.750577	1.758445	1.7673430000000001	1.775239	1.783879	1.7923770000000001	1.800416	1.8088850000000001	1.817439	1.8257650000000001	1.8341190000000001	1.8425020000000001	1.850684	1.8586659999999999	1.867221	1.875575	1.883729	1.8922829999999999	1.900466	1.908992	1.9169449999999999	1.925271	1.93394	1.941951	1.95082	1.9590019999999999	1.9675279999999999	1.975854	1.984008	1.992362	2.0008309999999998	2.008956	2.0171100000000002	2.025407	2.0337320000000001	2.042287	2.0504410000000002	2.0588519999999999	2.0670920000000002	2.0755889999999999	2.0838860000000001	2.0922399999999999	2.1005090000000002	2.10955	2.1171880000000001	2.1261429999999999	2.1339830000000002	2.142509	2.1506620000000001	2.1594739999999999	2.1675420000000001	2.1758109999999999	2.1840790000000001	2.1924049999999999	2.2008160000000001	2.2093989999999999	2.2174100000000001	2.2256499999999999	2.233975	2.2422439999999999	3.0000000000000001E-3	4.0000000000000001E-3	4.0000000000000001E-3	4.0000000000000001E-3	1.0999999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	6.6000000000000003E-2	8.5999999999999993E-2	0.104	0.11899999999999999	0.13100000000000001	0.14499999999999999	0.154	0.16600000000000001	0.17899999999999999	0.193	0.20899999999999999	0.224	0.23499999999999999	0.251	0.26400000000000001	0.27500000000000002	0.28799999999999998	0.30099999999999999	0.309	0.32200000000000001	0.33	0.34399999999999997	0.35499999999999998	0.36399999999999999	0.376	0.38800000000000001	0.39200000000000002	0.40799999999999997	0.41699999999999998	0.43	0.441	0.44900000000000001	0.45700000000000002	0.46800000000000003	0.47399999999999998	0.48499999999999999	0.496	0.501	0.51	0.52100000000000002	0.52800000000000002	0.53400000000000003	0.54600000000000004	0.55000000000000004	0.55900000000000005	0.56299999999999994	0.57399999999999995	0.57899999999999996	0.58599999999999997	0.59	0.59799999999999998	0.60299999999999998	0.60899999999999999	0.61499999999999999	0.62	0.63	0.63600000000000001	0.64200000000000002	0.64900000000000002	0.65700000000000003	0.66	0.66800000000000004	0.67500000000000004	0.68200000000000005	0.69199999999999995	0.69699999999999995	0.70299999999999996	0.70799999999999996	0.71599999999999997	0.72199999999999998	0.72499999999999998	0.72799999999999998	0.74	0.74099999999999999	0.747	0.753	0.75600000000000001	0.75800000000000001	0.76500000000000001	0.77100000000000002	0.78	0.78	0.78400000000000003	0.78800000000000003	0.79100000000000004	0.79400000000000004	0.80300000000000005	0.80500000000000005	0.80700000000000005	0.81699999999999995	0.81599999999999995	0.82299999999999995	0.82699999999999996	0.82899999999999996	0.83599999999999997	0.83799999999999997	0.84499999999999997	0.84799999999999998	0.85299999999999998	0.85499999999999998	0.85799999999999998	0.85799999999999998	0.86499999999999999	0.873	0.871	0.874	0.88	0.879	0.88800000000000001	0.88600000000000001	0.88600000000000001	0.89500000000000002	0.89500000000000002	0.89600000000000002	0.9	0.89900000000000002	0.90200000000000002	0.90400000000000003	0.90500000000000003	0.90800000000000003	0.90800000000000003	0.90800000000000003	0.91100000000000003	0.90900000000000003	0.91100000000000003	0.90900000000000003	0.91100000000000003	0.91600000000000004	0.91	0.90900000000000003	0.91400000000000003	0.91100000000000003	0.91	0.91500000000000004	0.91300000000000003	0.91600000000000004	0.91800000000000004	0.91500000000000004	0.91700000000000004	0.91700000000000004	0.91400000000000003	0.91800000000000004	0.92200000000000004	0.92100000000000004	0.92600000000000005	0.92	0.92100000000000004	0.92200000000000004	0.91900000000000004	0.91700000000000004	0.92100000000000004	0.91900000000000004	0.91400000000000003	0.91500000000000004	0.91500000000000004	0.91500000000000004	0.91600000000000004	0.91300000000000003	0.91300000000000003	0.91200000000000003	0.91100000000000003	0.91400000000000003	0.90700000000000003	0.90700000000000003	0.90600000000000003	0.90700000000000003	0.89900000000000002	0.90300000000000002	0.89900000000000002	0.89600000000000002	0.89200000000000002	0.88800000000000001	0.88900000000000001	0.88800000000000001	0.88700000000000001	0.88800000000000001	0.878	0.877	0.877	0.874	0.86899999999999999	0.86799999999999999	0.86699999999999999	0.86399999999999999	0.86	0.86	0.86099999999999999	0.85399999999999998	0.85	0.85099999999999998	0.84899999999999998	0.85	0.84499999999999997	0.84299999999999997	0.84	0.84099999999999997	0.83199999999999996	0.83399999999999996	0.82399999999999995	0.82	0.82	0.81399999999999995	0.81	0.80900000000000005	0.80300000000000005	0.79900000000000004	0.79400000000000004	0.79	0.78800000000000003	0.78400000000000003	0.77800000000000002	0.77500000000000002	0.77300000000000002	0.76400000000000001	0.76100000000000001	0.754	0.749	0.73899999999999999	0.73399999999999999	0.73199999999999998	0.72499999999999998	0.72	0.71599999999999997	0.70599999999999996	0.70199999999999996	0.7	0.69099999999999995	0.68899999999999995	0.68899999999999995	0.68200000000000005	0.67900000000000005	0.67400000000000004	0.66800000000000004	0.66600000000000004	0.65800000000000003	0.65100000000000002	0.64800000000000002	0.64	0.63200000000000001	0.629	0.621	0.61299999999999999	0.60599999999999998	0.60099999999999998	0.60099999999999998	0.59299999999999997	0.58499999999999996	0.58699999999999997	0.57799999999999996	0.57399999999999995	0.57099999999999995	0.56299999999999994	0.56000000000000005	0.55900000000000005	0.55100000000000005	0.54900000000000004	0.54700000000000004	0.54	0.54100000000000004	0.53800000000000003	0.53300000000000003	0.53100000000000003	0.53	0.52600000000000002	Illinois (15.0 mm)	1.0870000000000001E-3	3.8340000000000002E-3	8.8690000000000001E-3	1.3905000000000001E-2	2.1229000000000001E-2	2.9010999999999999E-2	3.5876999999999999E-2	4.5032999999999997E-2	5.4188E-2	6.3342999999999997E-2	7.1582999999999994E-2	7.9823000000000005E-2	8.7147000000000002E-2	9.6759999999999999E-2	0.106373	0.116901	0.125141	0.13292300000000001	0.141621	0.15123400000000001	0.161304	0.171375	0.180531	0.18831300000000001	0.197468	0.206623	0.21623600000000001	0.22630700000000001	0.23591999999999999	0.244617	0.25377300000000003	0.26338600000000001	0.27299899999999999	0.28352699999999997	0.29314000000000001	0.30046499999999998	0.30916199999999999	0.31785999999999998	0.32609900000000003	0.33388099999999998	0.34349400000000002	0.35081899999999999	0.35722700000000002	0.36546699999999999	0.37416500000000003	0.38286199999999998	0.392017	0.40071499999999999	0.40712399999999999	0.415821	0.42451899999999998	0.433674	0.44282899999999997	0.451069	0.45793499999999998	0.46663300000000002	0.47441499999999998	0.48311199999999999	0.49272500000000002	0.49959199999999998	0.50828899999999999	0.51698699999999997	0.525227	0.53392399999999995	0.54216399999999998	0.550404	0.55910099999999996	0.56688300000000003	0.57466499999999998	0.58336299999999996	0.59251799999999999	0.60121500000000005	0.60808200000000001	0.61632200000000004	0.62410399999999999	0.63325900000000002	0.64195599999999997	0.65065399999999995	0.65889399999999998	0.66530199999999995	0.674458	0.682697	0.69230999999999998	0.70146600000000003	0.70924799999999999	0.71702999999999995	0.72481200000000001	0.73305100000000001	0.74174899999999999	0.75044599999999995	0.75868599999999997	0.766926	0.77424999999999999	0.78432100000000005	0.79256099999999996	0.80217400000000005	0.81041300000000005	0.81728000000000001	0.82414600000000005	0.84291499999999997	0.85115399999999997	0.85893600000000003	0.86626099999999995	0.87450000000000006	0.88228200000000001	0.89281100000000002	0.90059299999999998	0.908833	0.91661499999999996	0.92439700000000002	0.93355200000000005	0.942249	0.95048900000000003	0.95964400000000005	0.96696899999999997	0.97520799999999996	0.98253299999999999	0.99123000000000006	1.0008429999999999	1.0086250000000001	1.018238	1.0251049999999999	1.0328870000000001	1.0415840000000001	1.0507390000000001	1.0589789999999999	1.067677	1.074085	1.0827830000000001	1.0923959999999999	1.1001780000000001	1.1093329999999999	1.1175729999999999	1.124897	1.132679	1.1422920000000001	1.149616	1.1592290000000001	1.1679269999999999	1.175251	1.1844060000000001	1.191273	1.2004280000000001	1.2095830000000001	1.217365	1.226521	1.2329289999999999	1.241627	1.2498659999999999	1.2594799999999999	1.2681770000000001	1.275501	1.283283	1.291981	1.3002199999999999	1.3102910000000001	1.3176159999999999	1.3263130000000001	1.332722	1.3414189999999999	1.350117	1.358814	1.3675120000000001	1.375294	1.383076	1.392231	1.3995550000000001	1.409168	1.4178660000000001	1.42519	1.4348030000000001	1.4416690000000001	1.450367	1.458607	1.467762	1.4764600000000001	1.483784	1.49065	1.4993479999999999	1.508961	1.5185740000000001	1.525898	1.5345949999999999	1.5423770000000001	1.551075	1.5597719999999999	1.5675539999999999	1.576252	1.5849489999999999	1.5927309999999999	1.6009709999999999	1.6078380000000001	1.6165350000000001	1.6261479999999999	1.6339300000000001	1.6430849999999999	1.6504099999999999	1.6581920000000001	1.67696	1.684742	1.6920660000000001	1.69939	1.7080880000000001	1.7163280000000001	1.7254830000000001	1.7346379999999999	1.7415050000000001	1.749744	1.757984	1.768513	1.7758370000000001	1.7845340000000001	1.792316	1.800098	1.8092539999999999	1.816578	1.8257330000000001	1.833515	1.841755	1.8509100000000001	1.857777	1.865559	1.875629	1.8843270000000001	1.8934820000000001	1.900806	1.907673	1.9163699999999999	1.925068	1.933765	1.942005	1.9497869999999999	1.958027	1.9667239999999999	1.9758800000000001	1.984119	1.992359	1.9996830000000001	2.0079229999999999	2.0166210000000002	2.0248599999999999	2.0344730000000002	2.0422549999999999	2.0514109999999999	2.058735	2.0665170000000002	2.074757	2.0839120000000002	2.0926089999999999	2.1008490000000002	2.1081729999999999	2.1164130000000001	2.125111	2.1333500000000001	2.142048	2.1502880000000002	2.1585269999999999	2.1667670000000001	2.175465	2.1841620000000002	2.19286	2.1997260000000001	2.2084239999999999	2.216663	2.2239879999999999	2.2331430000000001	2.2418399999999998	2.249622	2.2583199999999999	2.2670170000000001	2.2747989999999998	2.2839550000000002	2.2926519999999999	2.3008920000000002	2.310047	2.3169140000000001	2.3251529999999998	2.3324780000000001	2.3420909999999999	2.3507880000000001	2.3576549999999998	2.3658939999999999	2.3750499999999999	2.3828320000000001	2.3929019999999999	2.400684	2.4093819999999999	2.416706	2.4254039999999999	2.433643	2.4418829999999998	2.4505810000000001	2.4588199999999998	2.46706	2.4757579999999999	2.4826239999999999	2.4917790000000002	2.5082589999999998	2.516956	2.5242810000000002	2.5325199999999999	2.5421330000000002	2.550373	2.5599859999999999	2.56731	2.5746349999999998	2.583332	2.5911140000000001	2.6002689999999999	2.6089669999999998	2.616749	2.6249889999999998	2.6323129999999999	2.6419260000000002	2.649708	2.6593209999999998	2.6666449999999999	2.6753429999999998	2.683125	2.6909070000000002	2.700062	2.7083020000000002	2.7165409999999999	2.7261540000000002	2.7321049999999998	2.7412610000000002	2.7494999999999998	2.7591130000000001	2.767353	2.7737620000000001	2.7824589999999998	2.790241	2.8003119999999999	2.8099249999999998	2.8172489999999999	2.8245740000000001	2.8332709999999999	2.8415110000000001	2.8502079999999999	2.85799	2.8666879999999999	2.8749280000000002	2.8822519999999998	2.8918650000000001	2.8996469999999999	2.9088020000000001	2.9170419999999999	2.9252820000000002	2.9330639999999999	2.9408449999999999	2.9500009999999999	2.9577830000000001	2.9664799999999998	2.9751780000000001	2.9829599999999998	2.991657	3.0003549999999999	3.0081370000000001	3.0172919999999999	3.0241579999999999	3.0323980000000001	3.040638	3.0493350000000001	3.0584910000000001	3.0662729999999998	3.07497	3.0836679999999999	3.0905339999999999	3.1001470000000002	3.1074709999999999	3.1175419999999998	3.125324	3.1335639999999998	3.141804	3.148212	3.158741	3.1665230000000002	3.174763	3.1843759999999999	3.1907839999999998	3.1994820000000002	3.208637	3.2168770000000002	3.225117	3.2324410000000001	3.2402229999999999	3.2502939999999998	3.258076	3.2667730000000001	3.2736399999999999	3.2823370000000001	3.2910349999999999	3.2988170000000001	3.3088869999999999	3.3162120000000002	3.3249089999999999	3.3423039999999999	3.3505440000000002	3.3574099999999998	3.3665660000000002	3.3752629999999999	3.3830450000000001	3.3921999999999999	3.3990670000000001	3.4082219999999999	3.416004	3.4247019999999999	3.4338570000000002	3.4407230000000002	3.4498790000000001	3.4581179999999998	3.4668160000000001	3.4745979999999999	3.48238	3.4915349999999998	3.499317	3.5075569999999998	3.5171700000000001	3.5244939999999998	3.5331920000000001	3.5409739999999998	3.548756	3.5579109999999998	3.5661510000000001	3.5753059999999999	3.5835460000000001	3.5917849999999998	3.6004830000000001	3.6078070000000002	3.616047	3.6247440000000002	3.6339000000000001	3.6421389999999998	3.649464	3.6586189999999998	3.665943	3.6741830000000002	3.683338	3.6911200000000002	3.700275	3.7085149999999998	3.7158389999999999	3.7245370000000002	3.7323189999999999	3.7410160000000001	3.7492559999999999	3.7584110000000002	3.7661929999999999	3.7744330000000001	3.782673	3.7909130000000002	3.7996099999999999	3.8078500000000002	3.81609	3.8247870000000002	3.833027	3.8417240000000001	3.850422	3.8582040000000002	3.8669009999999999	3.8742260000000002	3.8829229999999999	3.8920780000000001	3.8998599999999999	3.9076420000000001	3.9172549999999999	3.9241220000000001	3.933735	3.9415170000000002	3.949757	3.9575390000000001	3.9657779999999998	3.97356	3.9831729999999999	3.990955	3.9996529999999999	4.0083500000000001	4.0165899999999999	4.0248299999999997	4.0326120000000003	4.0417670000000001	4.0500069999999999	4.0577889999999996	4.0664860000000003	4.0747260000000001	4.0829659999999999	4.0916629999999996	4.1003610000000004	4.1081430000000001	4.1163829999999999	4.1250799999999996	4.1328620000000003	4.1411020000000001	4.1493419999999999	4.1580389999999996	4.1745190000000001	4.1827579999999998	4.1923709999999996	4.1996960000000003	4.207935	4.2170909999999999	4.2244149999999996	4.2331120000000002	4.2408939999999999	4.2486759999999997	4.2578319999999996	4.2665290000000002	4.2752270000000001	4.2834659999999998	4.2907909999999996	4.2999460000000003	4.308643	4.3164249999999997	4.3242070000000004	4.3324470000000002	4.340687	4.3498419999999998	4.3589969999999996	4.3667790000000002	4.3745609999999999	4.3832589999999998	4.3914989999999996	4.3997380000000001	4.407978	4.4162179999999998	4.4244579999999996	4.4331550000000002	4.441395	4.4505499999999998	4.4578740000000003	4.4661140000000001	4.4752689999999999	4.4830509999999997	4.4899180000000003	4.4990730000000001	4.507771	4.5160099999999996	4.5256230000000004	4.5329480000000002	4.5407299999999999	4.5489689999999996	4.5581250000000004	4.5663640000000001	4.5736889999999999	4.5819279999999996	4.5910840000000004	4.5993230000000001	4.608479	4.6171759999999997	4.6249580000000003	4.6341130000000001	4.641438	4.6505929999999998	4.6574590000000002	4.665699	4.6748539999999998	4.6830939999999996	4.6913340000000003	4.6991160000000001	4.7068979999999998	4.7160529999999996	4.7242930000000003	4.7334480000000001	4.7416879999999999	4.7490119999999996	4.7581670000000003	4.7664070000000001	4.7751049999999999	4.7838019999999997	4.7911260000000002	4.7998240000000001	4.8076059999999998	4.8163029999999996	4.8240850000000002	4.8327830000000001	4.8405649999999998	4.8492620000000004	4.8584180000000003	4.8661989999999999	4.8744389999999997	4.8826790000000004	4.8918340000000002	4.9005320000000001	4.9073979999999997	4.9160959999999996	4.9243350000000001	4.933033	4.9417309999999999	4.9499700000000004	4.9582100000000002	4.9669080000000001	4.9751469999999998	4.9833869999999996	4.9911690000000002	5.0076479999999997	5.0163460000000004	5.0250430000000001	5.032368	5.0419809999999998	5.0493050000000004	5.0580020000000001	5.0667	5.0735659999999996	5.0827220000000004	5.0905040000000001	5.0992009999999999	5.1078989999999997	5.1165960000000004	5.12392	5.133076	5.1408579999999997	5.1504709999999996	5.1582530000000002	5.1664919999999999	5.1742739999999996	5.1825140000000003	5.1907540000000001	5.1994509999999998	5.2072329999999996	5.2163890000000004	5.2237130000000001	5.2328679999999999	5.2411079999999997	5.2498050000000003	5.257587	5.2662849999999999	5.2754399999999997	5.2827640000000002	5.290546	5.2992439999999998	5.3074839999999996	5.3161810000000003	5.3244210000000001	5.3326609999999999	5.3413579999999996	5.3491400000000002	5.358295	5.3660769999999998	5.3743169999999996	5.3830150000000003	5.391254	5.3999519999999999	5.4086489999999996	5.4159740000000003	5.424213	5.4333689999999999	5.4416079999999996	5.4493900000000002	5.4585460000000001	5.4663279999999999	5.4750249999999996	5.4841800000000003	5.4905889999999999	5.4983709999999997	5.5070690000000004	5.5157660000000002	5.525379	5.5327029999999997	0.10192900000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.169678	0.233765	0.318604	0.40466299999999999	0.49255399999999999	0.57006800000000002	0.66039999999999999	0.74340799999999996	0.82153299999999996	0.91186500000000004	0.98144500000000001	1.0583499999999999	1.1340330000000001	1.213379	1.2890630000000001	1.347656	1.415405	1.4776609999999999	1.5362549999999999	1.604004	1.6607670000000001	1.7169190000000001	1.768799	1.828613	1.8914789999999999	1.9323729999999999	1.989746	2.0416259999999999	2.0855709999999998	2.1337890000000002	2.1710210000000001	2.2174070000000001	2.2528079999999999	2.2869869999999999	2.32666	2.338257	2.3571780000000002	2.377319	2.3968509999999998	2.421875	2.4359130000000002	2.4627690000000002	2.4877929999999999	2.5158689999999999	2.5567630000000001	2.5750730000000002	2.601318	2.628174	2.6550289999999999	2.6855470000000001	2.6971440000000002	2.729492	2.7502439999999999	2.7703859999999998	2.8002929999999999	2.8125	2.8363040000000002	2.8546140000000002	2.8808590000000001	2.913208	2.9211429999999998	2.9431150000000001	2.9602050000000002	2.9772949999999998	2.9956049999999999	3.0041500000000001	3.0273439999999998	3.0395509999999999	3.0535890000000001	3.0767820000000001	3.0731199999999999	3.0889890000000002	3.1060789999999998	3.1207280000000002	3.1390380000000002	3.1396480000000002	3.1536870000000001	3.1646730000000001	3.1774900000000001	3.198242	3.2000730000000002	3.2128909999999999	3.226318	3.2391359999999998	3.2495120000000002	3.2434080000000001	3.259277	3.2696529999999999	3.2775880000000002	3.2934570000000001	3.2940670000000001	3.3056640000000002	3.3099370000000001	3.3154300000000001	3.3233640000000002	3.3099370000000001	3.3166500000000001	3.3209230000000001	3.3245849999999999	3.314819	3.3215330000000001	3.3215330000000001	3.3306879999999999	3.342285	3.3331300000000001	3.337402	3.337402	3.336182	3.3386230000000001	3.3276370000000002	3.3282470000000002	3.3227540000000002	3.3197019999999999	3.3245849999999999	3.313599	3.3160400000000001	3.3160400000000001	3.3129879999999998	3.3062740000000002	3.2855219999999998	3.2910159999999999	3.2830810000000001	3.2751459999999999	3.275757	3.2562259999999998	3.2513429999999999	3.2397459999999998	3.2348629999999998	3.235474	3.2098390000000001	3.208618	3.1988530000000002	3.1848139999999998	3.1768800000000001	3.158569	3.157959	3.1451419999999999	3.1359859999999999	3.1292719999999998	3.0999759999999998	3.092041	3.080444	3.0664060000000002	3.0535890000000001	3.0316160000000001	3.0310060000000001	3.0175779999999999	3.0047609999999998	2.9992679999999998	2.974243	2.963257	2.9486080000000001	2.9315190000000002	2.9193120000000001	2.8894039999999999	2.8808590000000001	2.8662109999999998	2.8466800000000001	2.8393549999999999	2.8125	2.8015140000000001	2.785034	2.7728269999999999	2.7587890000000002	2.7276609999999999	2.7227779999999999	2.7038570000000002	2.6855470000000001	2.6727289999999999	2.6477050000000002	2.6354980000000001	2.611084	2.5939939999999999	2.5811769999999998	2.5476070000000002	2.5347900000000001	2.521973	2.505493	2.4890140000000001	2.4591059999999998	2.449341	2.4285890000000001	2.404785	2.3870849999999999	2.3522949999999998	2.3376459999999999	2.3168950000000001	2.293091	2.270508	2.2338870000000002	2.221069	2.1960449999999998	2.1716310000000001	2.1582029999999999	2.1282960000000002	2.1124269999999998	2.0684809999999998	2.0440670000000001	2.0019529999999999	1.984863	1.9628909999999999	1.938477	1.9189449999999999	1.8865970000000001	1.8713379999999999	1.8493649999999999	1.828003	1.8096920000000001	1.7681880000000001	1.7486569999999999	1.726685	1.70105	1.6784669999999999	1.6442870000000001	1.6278079999999999	1.6064449999999999	1.585083	1.5698240000000001	1.5325930000000001	1.515503	1.498413	1.47644	1.456909	1.425781	1.415405	1.3934329999999999	1.3714599999999999	1.3574219999999999	1.3305659999999999	1.31897	1.2994380000000001	1.282959	1.2652589999999999	1.235962	1.2249760000000001	1.207886	1.190186	1.1779790000000001	1.154175	1.1425780000000001	1.125488	1.108398	1.0949709999999999	1.0693360000000001	1.057739	1.043091	1.02478	1.010132	0.98938000000000004	0.97961399999999998	0.96252400000000005	0.94909699999999997	0.93994100000000003	0.91674800000000001	0.90698199999999995	0.89599600000000001	0.88012699999999999	0.86731000000000003	0.84777800000000003	0.83862300000000001	0.82336399999999998	0.80566400000000005	0.79650900000000002	0.77758799999999995	0.76538099999999998	0.75683599999999995	0.74707000000000001	0.73913600000000002	0.72021500000000005	0.71472199999999997	0.69885299999999995	0.68420400000000003	0.67260699999999995	0.65673800000000004	0.64514199999999999	0.63476600000000005	0.62439	0.61584499999999998	0.60058599999999995	0.59265100000000004	0.58593799999999996	0.57617200000000002	0.56701699999999999	0.55908199999999997	0.54870600000000003	0.53893999999999997	0.53283700000000001	0.52734400000000003	0.51757799999999998	0.50720200000000004	0.50414999999999999	0.49499500000000002	0.48889199999999999	0.48156700000000002	0.474854	0.46020499999999998	0.458984	0.45288099999999998	0.44311499999999998	0.44006299999999998	0.43335000000000001	0.42724600000000001	0.42053200000000002	0.41442899999999999	0.40954600000000002	0.40283200000000002	0.400391	0.397339	0.387573	0.383911	0.380249	0.37658700000000001	0.37231399999999998	0.36560100000000001	0.36193799999999998	0.35705599999999998	0.35278300000000001	0.35278300000000001	0.34301799999999999	0.33874500000000002	0.33813500000000002	0.33569300000000002	0.33447300000000002	0.32531700000000002	0.323486	0.319824	0.316772	0.318604	0.31189	0.309448	0.30761699999999997	0.306396	0.305786	0.29296899999999998	0.29235800000000001	0.28991699999999998	0.28564499999999998	0.29052699999999998	0.28198200000000001	0.28015099999999998	0.27526899999999999	0.27587899999999999	0.28076200000000001	0.26855499999999999	0.26672400000000002	0.26672400000000002	0.26306200000000002	0.26733400000000002	0.25695800000000002	0.25695800000000002	0.25573699999999999	0.25390600000000002	0.26123000000000002	0.24902299999999999	0.247803	0.247192	0.246582	0.24963399999999999	0.238647	0.241089	0.238647	0.236206	0.244751	0.231323	0.230103	0.228271	0.230103	0.236206	0.222168	0.223999	0.222168	0.21972700000000001	0.227051	0.21545400000000001	0.21423300000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.22033700000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.20752000000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.21423300000000001	0.20385700000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.20263700000000001	0.20080600000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.19897500000000001	0.19958500000000001	0.20080600000000001	0.19958500000000001	0.20568800000000001	0.19226099999999999	0.19531299999999999	0.19714400000000001	0.21118200000000001	0.20202600000000001	0.20324700000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.21484400000000001	0.20263700000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.20568800000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.20019500000000001	0.20141600000000001	0.19958500000000001	0.19958500000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.19409199999999999	0.19409199999999999	0.19409199999999999	0.19103999999999999	0.19714400000000001	0.18615699999999999	0.18798799999999999	0.18859899999999999	0.18615699999999999	0.19592300000000001	0.18310499999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18188499999999999	0.18127399999999999	0.18859899999999999	0.17700199999999999	0.17944299999999999	0.18005399999999999	0.17761199999999999	0.18798799999999999	0.17944299999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18554699999999999	0.19409199999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18859899999999999	0.18981899999999999	0.18981899999999999	0.19897500000000001	0.19103999999999999	0.19531299999999999	0.19531299999999999	0.20019500000000001	0.20813000000000001	0.19775400000000001	0.20263700000000001	0.20568800000000001	0.20385700000000001	0.21118200000000001	0.20568800000000001	0.20874000000000001	0.20874000000000001	0.21118200000000001	0.21972700000000001	0.20874000000000001	0.21118200000000001	0.21423300000000001	0.21484400000000001	0.220947	0.20752000000000001	0.20752000000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.21545400000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.20874000000000001	0.21057100000000001	0.21545400000000001	0.20324700000000001	0.21057100000000001	0.20935100000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.21606400000000001	0.20385700000000001	0.20690900000000001	0.20446800000000001	0.20629900000000001	0.21240200000000001	0.20019500000000001	0.20263700000000001	0.20019500000000001	0.19653300000000001	0.20141600000000001	0.19103999999999999	0.19226099999999999	0.18920899999999999	0.18737799999999999	0.19409199999999999	0.18066399999999999	0.18371599999999999	0.18249499999999999	0.18615699999999999	0.17578099999999999	0.18005399999999999	0.17700199999999999	0.17700199999999999	0.18432599999999999	0.17333999999999999	0.17272899999999999	0.17517099999999999	0.17394999999999999	0.17883299999999999	0.167847	0.17394999999999999	0.17211899999999999	0.169067	0.17700199999999999	0.166016	0.167847	0.165405	0.167847	0.17394999999999999	0.162964	0.169067	0.17028799999999999	0.169067	0.17394999999999999	0.165405	0.169678	0.169067	0.17028799999999999	0.17761199999999999	0.165405	0.169678	0.169678	0.17028799999999999	0.17456099999999999	0.166016	0.17028799999999999	0.169678	0.166016	0.169678	0.15625	0.158081	0.15564	0.153809	0.15686	0.142822	0.149536	0.149536	0.145264	0.151978	0.14099100000000001	0.14160200000000001	0.14099100000000001	0.14099100000000001	0.145264	0.13305700000000001	0.14038100000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.14099100000000001	0.13244600000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.13610800000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.14160200000000001	0.13122600000000001	0.13549800000000001	0.13549800000000001	0.13427700000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.12878400000000001	0.13488800000000001	0.13366700000000001	0.13244600000000001	0.13855000000000001	0.12756300000000001	0.13244600000000001	0.13427700000000001	0.13488800000000001	0.13977100000000001	0.12756300000000001	0.13427700000000001	0.13305700000000001	0.13183600000000001	0.13671900000000001	0.12634300000000001	0.13183600000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.118408	0.12634300000000001	0.12573200000000001	0.122681	0.12756300000000001	0.12146	0.12573200000000001	0.12756300000000001	0.13000500000000001	0.122681	0.13183600000000001	0.13000500000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.13244600000000001	0.12634300000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.12634300000000001	0.12573200000000001	0.13183600000000001	0.12146	0.12756300000000001	0.13183600000000001	0.13366700000000001	0.13610800000000001	0.12634300000000001	0.12939500000000001	0.12817400000000001	0.12695300000000001	0.13000500000000001	0.12085	0.123291	0.12207	0.12085	0.12573200000000001	0.113525	0.119019	0.118408	0.119629	0.120239	0.116577	0.123291	0.123291	0.119629	0.12085	0.111694	0.115967	0.118408	0.115967	0.115967	0.106812	0.114136	0.112305	0.112305	0.115356	0.105591	0.108643	0.112915	0.114136	0.118408	0.108643	0.115967	0.114746	0.108032	0.111084	0.10192900000000001	0.10437	0.105591	0.106812	0.108643	9.8877000000000007E-2	Louisiana (31.8 mm)	0	7.43E-3	1.6128E-2	2.4568E-2	3.2722000000000001E-2	4.1333000000000002E-2	4.9430000000000002E-2	5.7813000000000003E-2	6.6567000000000001E-2	7.4492000000000003E-2	8.2818000000000003E-2	9.1286999999999993E-2	9.9412E-2	0.107738	0.116149	0.12464600000000001	0.132771	0.14089699999999999	0.149423	0.15754799999999999	0.166074	0.174571	0.18255299999999999	0.190965	0.199319	0.207673	0.216084	0.22423799999999999	0.23242099999999999	0.241033	0.24924399999999999	0.25768400000000002	0.26643800000000001	0.274449	0.282889	0.29147200000000001	0.299512	0.307981	0.31619199999999997	0.32443100000000002	0.33278600000000003	0.34114	0.349551	0.35804799999999998	0.36623099999999997	0.37409900000000001	0.382911	0.39077899999999999	0.39984799999999998	0.40765899999999999	0.41641299999999998	0.42445300000000002	0.432807	0.44104700000000002	0.44960099999999997	0.457841	0.46645300000000001	0.47463499999999997	0.48278900000000002	0.49154399999999998	0.499755	0.50833799999999996	0.51629199999999997	0.52493199999999995	0.53314300000000003	0.54184100000000002	0.549651	0.55874900000000005	0.56661700000000004	0.57479999999999998	0.58318199999999998	0.59153699999999998	0.60009100000000004	0.60815900000000001	0.616456	0.62480999999999998	0.63285000000000002	0.64111799999999997	0.64984399999999998	0.65817000000000003	0.666238	0.67490700000000003	0.68280300000000005	0.69164400000000004	0.69951200000000002	0.708009	0.71647700000000003	0.72463100000000003	0.73307100000000003	0.74111099999999996	0.74969399999999997	0.75847699999999996	0.76648799999999995	0.774756	0.78331099999999998	0.79146499999999997	0.79990499999999998	0.80840199999999995	0.81661300000000003	0.82519600000000004	0.83372199999999996	0.84153299999999998	0.85000100000000001	0.85798399999999997	0.86682400000000004	0.87497800000000003	0.88295999999999997	0.89157200000000003	0.89998299999999998	0.90819499999999997	0.91663499999999998	0.92510300000000001	0.93351499999999998	0.94172599999999995	0.94979400000000003	0.95791899999999996	0.96641600000000005	0.97457000000000005	0.98315300000000005	0.99170800000000003	0.99968999999999997	1.0083299999999999	1.0166269999999999	1.0248379999999999	1.033021	1.041604	1.049701	1.0584549999999999	1.0667519999999999	1.074792	1.0831170000000001	1.091844	1.0999399999999999	1.1081510000000001	1.117049	1.1249169999999999	1.1334709999999999	1.141883	1.1499509999999999	1.1580189999999999	1.166574	1.1749559999999999	1.183454	1.191379	1.1999329999999999	1.2080010000000001	1.2163839999999999	1.2250810000000001	1.2332069999999999	1.2419039999999999	1.2501439999999999	1.2584409999999999	1.2666809999999999	1.2752920000000001	1.283561	1.2919149999999999	1.2998400000000001	1.3083659999999999	1.3164629999999999	1.3249310000000001	1.3333140000000001	1.3418399999999999	1.3501369999999999	1.3584339999999999	1.3667020000000001	1.3750560000000001	1.3833819999999999	1.3913930000000001	1.400147	1.4083870000000001	1.4167130000000001	1.4250100000000001	1.4335640000000001	1.4418899999999999	1.4503870000000001	1.458512	1.466809	1.4753069999999999	1.4838899999999999	1.491986	1.500197	1.508437	1.5167630000000001	1.5252030000000001	1.5338719999999999	1.5420830000000001	1.550179	1.5585340000000001	1.5671740000000001	1.5759000000000001	1.583653	1.592036	1.600476	1.60883	1.61707	1.6257680000000001	1.633607	1.642247	1.650401	1.659041	1.667281	1.6753210000000001	1.6836180000000001	1.6927160000000001	1.700412	1.7087950000000001	1.7172350000000001	1.72556	1.733771	1.742297	1.7507090000000001	1.759034	1.767274	1.7753989999999999	1.783525	1.792422	1.8006329999999999	1.808902	1.817142	1.825696	1.833907	0	0	1E-3	1E-3	1.2999999999999999E-2	4.1000000000000002E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	0.1	0.126	0.14599999999999999	0.16600000000000001	0.183	0.19900000000000001	0.21199999999999999	0.22900000000000001	0.24399999999999999	0.25700000000000001	0.27200000000000002	0.28499999999999998	0.29599999999999999	0.308	0.32	0.32800000000000001	0.34100000000000003	0.35	0.36	0.36599999999999999	0.371	0.378	0.38800000000000001	0.39500000000000002	0.40699999999999997	0.41299999999999998	0.41699999999999998	0.42699999999999999	0.434	0.438	0.44600000000000001	0.45	0.45600000000000002	0.46500000000000002	0.46800000000000003	0.47399999999999998	0.47899999999999998	0.48299999999999998	0.48599999999999999	0.49099999999999999	0.495	0.504	0.502	0.50900000000000001	0.51400000000000001	0.51800000000000002	0.52200000000000002	0.52900000000000003	0.53	0.53700000000000003	0.53900000000000003	0.54200000000000004	0.55100000000000005	0.55100000000000005	0.55500000000000005	0.56000000000000005	0.56399999999999995	0.56599999999999995	0.57299999999999995	0.57199999999999995	0.57699999999999996	0.57799999999999996	0.57699999999999996	0.57899999999999996	0.58299999999999996	0.58199999999999996	0.58599999999999997	0.58799999999999997	0.59	0.59399999999999997	0.59299999999999997	0.59599999999999997	0.59699999999999998	0.59799999999999998	0.60499999999999998	0.60199999999999998	0.60499999999999998	0.60599999999999998	0.60599999999999998	0.60799999999999998	0.61199999999999999	0.61199999999999999	0.61199999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.61799999999999999	0.61699999999999999	0.61799999999999999	0.62	0.623	0.623	0.623	0.625	0.626	0.626	0.626	0.62	0.621	0.626	0.622	0.623	0.622	0.622	0.621	0.62	0.61699999999999999	0.623	0.61599999999999999	0.61499999999999999	0.61199999999999999	0.61	0.61099999999999999	0.61099999999999999	0.61	0.61099999999999999	0.61	0.60499999999999998	0.60499999999999998	0.60299999999999998	0.6	0.59899999999999998	0.59899999999999998	0.59599999999999997	0.59499999999999997	0.59099999999999997	0.58899999999999997	0.58499999999999996	0.57999999999999996	0.58299999999999996	0.57599999999999996	0.57399999999999995	0.57099999999999995	0.56699999999999995	0.56299999999999994	0.56299999999999994	0.55700000000000005	0.55900000000000005	0.55300000000000005	0.54700000000000004	0.54800000000000004	0.54300000000000004	0.54	0.53900000000000003	0.53400000000000003	0.52900000000000003	0.52800000000000002	0.52100000000000002	0.51900000000000002	0.51700000000000002	0.51500000000000001	0.51100000000000001	0.50800000000000001	0.503	0.501	0.498	0.49099999999999999	0.495	0.49	0.49	0.48599999999999999	0.48099999999999998	0.47799999999999998	0.47599999999999998	0.47099999999999997	0.47199999999999998	0.46800000000000003	0.46700000000000003	0.46400000000000002	0.46100000000000002	0.45700000000000002	0.45600000000000002	0.45300000000000001	0.45200000000000001	0.44900000000000001	0.44400000000000001	0.442	0.439	0.437	0.436	0.433	0.43	0.43	0.42799999999999999	0.42399999999999999	0.42099999999999999	0.41699999999999998	0.41399999999999998	0.41299999999999998	0.40699999999999997	0.40899999999999997	0.40400000000000003	0.4	0.40100000000000002	0.39800000000000002	0.39300000000000002	0.39500000000000002	0.38800000000000001	0.38800000000000001	0.38500000000000001	0.38400000000000001	0.38100000000000001	0.38	0.375	0.374	0.373	0.36799999999999999	0.36899999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.36299999999999999	0.36	0.36199999999999999	0.35699999999999998	0.35699999999999998	0.35499999999999998	Louisiana (38.0 mm)	0	7.247E-3	1.5630000000000002E-2	2.3897999999999999E-2	3.2108999999999999E-2	4.0721E-2	4.9047E-2	5.7429000000000001E-2	6.5926999999999999E-2	7.4281E-2	8.2491999999999996E-2	9.0416999999999997E-2	9.8827999999999999E-2	0.107182	0.115823	0.123776	0.13258800000000001	0.14105699999999999	0.148896	0.15756500000000001	0.16580500000000001	0.174016	0.183	0.19109599999999999	0.19936499999999999	0.20777599999999999	0.21590100000000001	0.22419800000000001	0.23252400000000001	0.24107799999999999	0.24926100000000001	0.25784400000000002	0.26611200000000002	0.27463799999999999	0.28305000000000002	0.29103200000000001	0.29909999999999998	0.30745400000000001	0.31597999999999998	0.324077	0.33308900000000002	0.34104299999999999	0.34922500000000001	0.35818	0.36587599999999998	0.37471700000000002	0.38281300000000001	0.39116800000000002	0.39940700000000001	0.40764699999999998	0.41577199999999997	0.42418400000000001	0.43282399999999999	0.44106400000000001	0.44956099999999999	0.45802999999999999	0.46615499999999999	0.47430899999999998	0.48306399999999999	0.49110300000000001	0.49948599999999999	0.50795500000000005	0.51579399999999997	0.52454900000000004	0.53321700000000005	0.54139999999999999	0.54966800000000005	0.55790799999999996	0.56626200000000004	0.57444499999999998	0.58274199999999998	0.59109599999999995	0.59982199999999997	0.60754699999999995	0.61687400000000003	0.62474200000000002	0.63321000000000005	0.641536	0.64951800000000004	0.65798699999999999	0.66651199999999999	0.67472399999999999	0.68299200000000004	0.69106000000000001	0.69952899999999996	0.70805499999999999	0.71629399999999999	0.72450499999999995	0.73300299999999996	0.74121400000000004	0.74953899999999996	0.75780800000000004	0.76653400000000005	0.77477399999999996	0.78264100000000003	0.79130999999999996	0.79983599999999999	0.80804699999999996	0.81662999999999997	0.82489900000000005	0.83305300000000004	0.84183600000000003	0.84993300000000005	0.85802900000000004	0.86649799999999999	0.87453700000000001	0.88354999999999995	0.89136000000000004	0.89977200000000002	0.90812599999999999	0.91625100000000004	0.92437599999999998	0.932759	0.94162800000000002	0.94975399999999999	0.95819399999999999	0.96651900000000002	0.97455899999999995	0.98294199999999998	0.99146699999999999	0.99987899999999996	1.0080039999999999	1.016273	1.024913	1.0328660000000001	1.0417069999999999	1.050033	1.058387	1.0668839999999999	1.074924	1.083135	1.091947	1.100244	1.1085689999999999	1.1170949999999999	1.1255059999999999	1.1336029999999999	1.1418429999999999	1.1500250000000001	1.1581790000000001	1.1665049999999999	1.1750879999999999	1.1832419999999999	1.1917679999999999	1.1998070000000001	1.208304	1.2165159999999999	1.2252700000000001	1.233109	1.241492	1.2499610000000001	1.258143	1.2663549999999999	1.274394	1.283263	1.2913889999999999	1.2997430000000001	1.307982	1.3163370000000001	1.324805	1.333474	1.3415140000000001	1.349753	1.3585940000000001	1.36649	1.3753599999999999	1.3833420000000001	1.3917820000000001	1.3999360000000001	1.40829	1.417073	1.4254560000000001	1.4338390000000001	1.441821	1.450204	1.458987	1.4670270000000001	1.475638	1.4838499999999999	1.4917750000000001	1.5001	1.5085120000000001	1.5168090000000001	1.525134	1.5336890000000001	1.541442	1.549796	1.558322	1.5670770000000001	1.575402	1.583528	1.591739	1.600093	1.60819	1.616887	1.624927	1.6335379999999999	1.642093	1.65039	1.6584289999999999	1.666898	1.675395	1.683692	1.691703	1.7001999999999999	-1E-3	-1E-3	-2E-3	0	2.8000000000000001E-2	5.2999999999999999E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	9.5000000000000001E-2	0.114	0.125	0.14199999999999999	0.14899999999999999	0.16	0.16900000000000001	0.18099999999999999	0.189	0.19900000000000001	0.20599999999999999	0.215	0.222	0.23	0.23799999999999999	0.24399999999999999	0.248	0.25	0.25700000000000001	0.26100000000000001	0.27100000000000002	0.27700000000000002	0.28100000000000003	0.28599999999999998	0.29099999999999998	0.29899999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.311	0.317	0.32300000000000001	0.33	0.33600000000000002	0.34	0.34799999999999998	0.35199999999999998	0.35399999999999998	0.36099999999999999	0.36099999999999999	0.36599999999999999	0.374	0.379	0.38200000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.39	0.39300000000000002	0.39900000000000002	0.39900000000000002	0.40300000000000002	0.40600000000000003	0.40799999999999997	0.41199999999999998	0.41499999999999998	0.41699999999999998	0.41799999999999998	0.42	0.42199999999999999	0.42399999999999999	0.42699999999999999	0.42699999999999999	0.43	0.43	0.433	0.436	0.437	0.438	0.439	0.438	0.443	0.442	0.44400000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44800000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.44700000000000001	0.44400000000000001	0.44500000000000001	0.443	0.441	0.439	0.438	0.438	0.439	0.435	0.42699999999999999	0.42799999999999999	0.42599999999999999	0.42499999999999999	0.42699999999999999	0.42299999999999999	0.42199999999999999	0.42099999999999999	0.41799999999999998	0.41799999999999998	0.41399999999999998	0.41799999999999998	0.42	0.41699999999999998	0.41399999999999998	0.41399999999999998	0.41199999999999998	0.41199999999999998	0.41199999999999998	0.40899999999999997	0.41	0.40400000000000003	0.40899999999999997	0.40699999999999997	0.40300000000000002	0.40200000000000002	0.40300000000000002	0.39700000000000002	0.39700000000000002	0.39600000000000002	0.39400000000000002	0.39400000000000002	0.39300000000000002	0.39100000000000001	0.39	0.38700000000000001	0.38700000000000001	0.38300000000000001	0.38500000000000001	0.38400000000000001	0.38	0.377	0.38	0.377	0.373	0.375	0.36699999999999999	0.36399999999999999	0.35699999999999998	0.35499999999999998	0.35099999999999998	0.35	0.34899999999999998	0.34899999999999998	0.34399999999999997	0.34100000000000003	0.34	0.33800000000000002	0.33300000000000002	0.33	0.32700000000000001	0.32600000000000001	0.32600000000000001	0.32	0.317	0.315	0.314	0.311	0.307	0.30199999999999999	0.29899999999999999	0.29699999999999999	0.29399999999999998	0.29199999999999998	0.29099999999999998	0.28699999999999998	0.28199999999999997	0.28100000000000003	0.27900000000000003	0.27800000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.27600000000000002	0.27200000000000002	0.27	0.26600000000000001	0.25600000000000001	0.252	0.251	0.25	0.246	0.24299999999999999	0.24099999999999999	0.23899999999999999	0.23599999999999999	0.23599999999999999	0.23499999999999999	Displacement, mm


Load, kN




0.59335269413973812	0.69269883086950479	0.59335269413973812	0.69269883086950479	Mix-1	Mix-2	2.3639710648903658	4.2664417170021238	Mix Type


Flexibility Index



0.84789790288482292	0.98960889478057312	0.84789790288482292	0.98960889478057312	Mix-5	Mix-6	3.8355578315997145	9.2491755402960258	Mix Type


Flexibility Index



2.6267570105587699	3.8559657394410607	2.6267570105587699	3.8559657394410607	Mix-1	Mix-2	29.224297729306894	16.605783144549662	Mix Type


Percent Abrasion Loss



0.93222686543535882	1.5717360041350699	0.93222686543535882	1.5717360041350699	Mix-5	Mix-6	6.5578270187004284	6.5231145250400919	Mix Type


Percent Abrasion Loss



7.6376261582597333	11.59022576714246	7.6376261582597333	11.59022576714246	Mix-1	Mix-2	166.66666666666666	59.333333333333336	Mix Type


Flow Number



15.275252316519428	3.4641016151377544	15.275252316519428	3.4641016151377544	Mix-5	Mix-6	107.33333333333333	16	Mix Type


Flow Number



103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	HMA S3	WMA S3	2380.8198066640289	2596.4069512678184	100.26477100914764	193.72955637533315	100.26477100914764	193.72955637533315	HMA S3	WMA S3	2008.8707573637441	2054.4085338666468	0.84377270037019114	0.79125059069168058	Mix Type


Strength (kPa)


TSR




103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	HMA S4	WMA S4	2366.7117112186929	2225.7469988791431	100.26477100914764	193.72955637533315	100.26477100914764	193.72955637533315	HMA S4	WMA S4	1897.4448495982842	1680.9308042368361	0.80172200129150129	0.75522096854823606	Mix Type


Strength (kPa)


TSR




103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	HMA S3	WMA S3	2380.8198066640289	2596.4069512678184	54.972910397235559	146.72125931558946	54.972910397235559	146.72125931558946	HMA S3	WMA S3	2235.0772422343334	1758.8014003189792	0.93878471439889943	0.67739820194987588	Mix Type


Strength (kPa)


TSR




103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	103.80889690533201	117.43449943957725	HMA S4	WMA S4	2366.7117112186929	2225.7469988791431	54.972910397235559	146.72125931558946	54.972910397235559	146.72125931558946	HMA S4	WMA S4	2157.40416296173	1334.6613019888746	0.91156187411216894	0.59964645696972407	Mix Type


Strength (kPa)


TSR
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