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We	changed	our	name…
Effective	August	22,	we	became	a	re:source.



AASHTO	re:source
• The	“AASHTO	Accreditation	
Program”	will	retain	its	name.
• The	website	changed	to	
AASHTOresource.org.
• Email	addresses	changed	to	
@AASHTOresource.org.



Promotional	Video
•Why	did	we	change	our	name?



AASHTO	re:source	
Technical	Exchange

Coming	in	March	2017	
to	Annapolis,	Maryland







Technical	Exchange	Tentative	Agenda







Pavement	
Preservation



Pavement	Preservation	Progress
• Casey	Soneira	and	John	Malusky	worked	
closely	with	the	International	Slurry	
Surfacing	Association	(ISSA)	Board	of	
Directors	and	other	key	industry	
contacts	in	order	to	make	this	new	
scope	of	accreditation	a	reality.

• The	first	assessments	for	pavement	
preservation	tests	were	performed	in	
late	2015.

• The	tests	are	the	methods	for	laboratory	
mix	design.

• Eight	labs	currently	accredited	by	
AASHTO,	including	Vestal	Asphalt	in	
New	York.



Working	with	PennDOT



We	tailored	a	program	for	PennDOT.
• For	PennDOT’s Hands-on	Local	Acceptance	(HOLA)	Program:	We	have	been	
performing	assessments	at	hot	mix	plants	where	testing	of	local	acceptance	
samples	will	be	performed.		

• We	evaluate	the	laboratory’s	conformance	to	AASHTO	and	Pennsylvania	test	
methods.	

• Following	the	assessment,	the	laboratory	must	submit	corrective	action	to	
AASHTO	re:source	for	any	findings	noted	in	their	assessment	report.		

• After	everything	has	been	resolved,	we	provide	a	summary	report	to	PennDOT.	
• Conformance	to	AASHTO	R	18	is	not	required	so	this	does	not	result	in	
accreditation.

How	can	we	help	you?



The	AASHTO	
Accreditation	Program

Together	we’ve	built	
the	best	accreditation	
program.



Administrative	Task	Group	(ATG)

• James	Williams	(Chair	of	ATG)	– Mississippi	DOT
• Rick	Bradbury	– Maine	DOT	(Region	1)
• Merrill	Zwanka – South	Carolina	DOT	(Region	2)
• Lisa	Zigmund – Ohio	DOT	(Region	3)
• Scott	Andrus	– Utah	DOT	(Region	4)
• Moe	Jamshidi – Nebraska	DOR	(SOM	Chair)
• Curt	Turgeon	– Minnesota	DOT	(SOM	Vice	Chair)
• Jack	Springer	– FHWA	(SOM	Secretary)



We’re	beyond	observant.
An	example	of	how	AAP	goes	the	extra	mile	for	you.

• A	laboratory	owner	submitted	certifications	for	a	technician	in	order	to	obtain	
accreditation	for	ASTM	C1077.		(ASTM	C1077	requires	certified	personnel.)

• The	Quality	Analyst	recognized	the	name	of	that	technician	from	working	with	
another	laboratory.

• When	asked	whether	that	technician	really	was	employed	at	his	company,	the	
owner	gave	ambiguous	answers.

• The	owner	eventually	admitted	that	he	had	intentionally	misrepresented	the	
facts	in	order	to	attain	accreditation	for	ASTM	C1077.



Accred re:port



Accred re:port for	Specifiers



Accred re:port Laboratory	Management



Accred re:port Alerts



Accred re:port Email	Alerts



Updates	to	AASHTO	R	18



Management	Reviews
What	is	a	management	review?	
The	laboratory’s	top	management	shall	review	the	quality	manual	and	ensure	it	is	
continuing	adequacy	and	effectiveness	in	satisfying	the	relevant	requirements,	
including	the	requirements	of	R	18.	

Interval	requirement:
12	months



Management	Reviews
The	following	must	be	included	in	the	
review:

• Results	of	Internal	and	external	audits
• Proficiency	sample	performance
• Status	of	corrective	actions
• Personnel	staffing	changes	
• Training	needs
• QMS	policies	and	procedure	updates
• Address	customer	complaints



Customer	Complaints
• …shall	be	addressed.
• Prior	to	this,	there	just	had	to	be	a	policy,	

but	it	was	not	specific	about	actually	
addressing	them.

Turn that frown upside-down!



Section	6.2.1.3	– General	Equipment	Procedures	

Laboratory	Move	Records
After	a	laboratory	move,	the	laboratory	must	calibrate,	standardize,	and	check	equipment	
and	measurements	standards	that	may	have	been	affected	by	the	move.

• Balances
• Compression	Machines
• Mechanical	Compaction	Equipment
• Sensitive	Measurement	Equipment



Section	6.2.1.5	– General	Equipment	Procedures
Accreditation	Requirements

• All	measurement	standards	are	to	be	calibrated	by	an	ISO/IEC	17025		
- accredited	calibration	provider.

• Measurement	uncertainty	for	reference	equipment	and	testing	
equipment	(if	required	by	the	standard)	is	required	on	all	calibration	
records.

• Accreditation	information	for	the	calibration	agency	must	be	included	
in	the	calibration	record.



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Calibration	Requirements



New	Equipment	Maintenance	Requirements



Evaluation	of	Laboratory	Performance	in	MSCR	
Testing	(AASHTO	T	350	/	ASTM	D7405)	Using	
AASHTO	re:source	Proficiency	Sample	Data	



The	Issue
• Laboratories	are	receiving	satisfactory	ratings	(3,4,5s)	on	
percent	recovery	and	Jnr values	at	0.1	and	3.2	kPa,	but	
receiving	low	ratings	(0,	±1s,	±2s)on	the	percent	
differences	(recovery	and	Jnr).	



Evaluation
• Updated	PSP	Data	sheet	for	PGB	
rounds	to	provide	DSR	
Manufacturer	and	Software	
information.	
• Discussed	at	SOM	in	Pittsburgh.		

• One	round	of	PGB	241/242	(Fall	
2015)	data	has	been	collected	and	
the	data	has	been	analyzed.	



Looking	for	Bias or	Something

• Regardless	of	the	manufacturer,	all	data	appears	to	be	normally	distributed.
• Individually	or	grouped	together
• Evaluation	of	normal	probability	show	r2 values	>	0.9.	

• Indication	that	manufacturer	bias	is	not	present	(no	skewness)

• “Welch’s	t”	test	was	conducted	to	check	for	statistical	significance	
(difference)	between	manufacturers	(“Big	Three”).		
• Statistics	indicate	there	is	a	difference	between	some	of	the	
manufacturers	for	some	of	the	test	parameters.



Statistical	Significance

Odd Even
73.6 72.41

Average	Results
Odd Even
61.41 61.62

Average	Results
Odd Even
72.99 72.31

Average	Results



Statistically	Significant	Differences
• Out	of	the	six	reporting	parameters	statistical	differences	exist	
between	manufacturers	(A,	B,	&	C)	for	these	four	test	parameters:	

• %	Recovery	at	0.1	kPa (A	– B)

• %	Difference	in	Recovery	(A	– B)	

• Jnr at	0.1	kPa (A	– B)

• %	Difference	in	Jnr (A	– B	– C)	



DSR	Software	Versions
• Out	of	240	participants,	over	40	different	software	“versions”	
were	reported.



MSCR	Discussion

Contacted	DSR	manufacturers	to	cross	reference	the	
reported	versions.	
• Communication	indicates	that	laboratories	are	not	
certain	on	what	type	of	software	they	have.
• DSR	manufacturers	are	reaching	out	to	customers	
to	ensure	that	software	is	being	updated	to	the	
most	current	versions.



Looking	Ahead
• We	will	continue	to	solicit	all	reporting	parameters	in	the	MSCR.
• The	AASHTO	Accreditation	Program	will	not	evaluate	%	difference	in	
recovery	and	%	difference	in	Jnr for	accreditation	purposes.	
• Still	evaluate	data	for	%	recovery	and	Jnr values	at	0.1	and	3.2	kPa,	
respectively.	

• We	will	continue	to	evaluate	the	data	after	each	proficiency	sample	
round	and	look	for	issues	(check	model	and	software	version).		
• Feedback	from	you?

• John	Malusky	(jmalusky@aashtoresource.org)



Closing



Keep	up	with	us	on	Twitter.		@aashtoresource

• Proficiency	sample	production
• Assessor	training





Questions?

Robert	Lutz
•240-436-4801
•rlutz@aashtoresource.org

www.aashtoresource.org


