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1.0  BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Mechanistic-Empirical Pavement Design Guide (MEPDG) that will become the new 
AASHTO design standard for flexible and rigid pavement design represents a significant shift in 
design philosophy and complexity over existing procedures.  As state agencies look toward full 
implementation of the new design system, there are a number of critical needs that must be 
addressed.  In an earlier research study (Timm et al., 2010) for the Alabama Department of 
Transportation (ALDOT), five key areas were identified for implementation of the MEPDG.  
The areas were: 
 
1. Training in the MEPDG. 
2. Executing parallel designs using the existing and new methodologies. 
3. Development of a material reference library for MEPDG. 
4. Development of monthly, vehicle class, and axle load distributions. 
5. Local calibration. 
 
While each of these areas is critical to successful implementation, training was identified as an 
important first step to help transition between the existing methodology (AASHTO 1993 Design 
Guide) and the MEPDG.  It was originally conceived that training would focus on the MEPDG 
program itself.  However, the full AASHTO Ware version (DARWin-ME V2.0,) was not 
expected to be available until April 2011.  In the meantime, it was important to begin the 
transition process by providing training to pavement design engineers in the new design 
philosophy.  This is critical since it is expected that DARWin-ME V2.0 will be very much a 
“black box.”  This is certainly the case for the existing form of the software (MEPDG V1.0).  
Though a “black box” is needed to expedite design on a day-to-day basis, it is critical that 
pavement designers fully understand the new design approach, its capabilities and limitations.  
This will lead to a much better understanding and more efficient use of the new design system 
once it is released.  To that end, it was proposed that a “Introduction to M-E Design” short 
course be developed and delivered to ALDOT. 
 
2.0  OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF WORK 
The objective of this project was to develop a short course that covers fundamentals of M-E 
design.  The course presented the generic M-E design framework, provided technical information 
relating to each component of the framework and featured hands-on applications in working with 
relevant computer programs and data sets. 
 
3.0  COURSE DESIGN 
The course was designed to cover a broad spectrum of topics relevant to M-E design.  
Discussions with ALDOT concluded in planning for eight hours of classroom instruction.  Table 
1 provides the course overview.  The full set of course notes, developed in PowerPoint format 
and provided to each participant as a spiral-bound notebook, are provided in Appendix A of this 
report.  It should be emphasized that a number of hands-on computer activities were included in 
this course.  These included using pavement design software (WESLEA, KENSLABs and 
MEPDG) in addition to web-based applications (Alabama Traffic Data GIS website) and Excel.  
Additional instructors were present during the hands-on activities to facilitate interaction with the 
computer programs by participants. 
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TABLE 1.  M-E Design Course Modules 
Module Hours Topics 

1 – Current State of Practice 0.5 
Current AASHTO Method 

Current ALDOT Procedures 
Limitations of Current Procedures 

2 – M-E Design Overview 0.5 
Advantages 

Framework and Key Components 
Overview of Existing Procedures 

3 – Stresses in Pavements 2 
General Theory 

Flexible – WESLEA (computer activity) 
Rigid – KENSLABs (computer activity) 

4 – Material Characterization 1 
Soil and Unbound Materials 

HMA 
PCC 

5 – Traffic Characterization 1 
Load Spectra 

Data Sources and Data Handling 
ALDOT Traffic (computer activity) 

6 – Transfer Function and 
Damage Accumulation 

1 

Role of Transfer Functions in M-E 
Miner’s Hypothesis 

Common Transfer Functions 
Need for Local Calibration 

Local Calibration Procedures 
7 – Introduction to the 

MEPDG 
2 

MEPDG Software and Examples (computer 
activity) 

 
4.0  COURSE DELIVERY AND REVIEW 
Based upon mutual agreement, the course was held in the Auburn University Brasfield and 
Gorrie classroom (Figure 1) in Harbert Engineering Center on December 2-3, 2010.  There were 
32 course participants.  These included staff members from the ALDOT Materials and Tests 
Bureau, Construction Bureau, Maintenance Bureau, Traffic Management, Research and 
Development Bureau and engineers from each of the nine ALDOT divisions.  Additionally, two 
representatives from the asphalt and concrete industry attended. 
 
At the conclusion of the course, participants completed a review form.  The results are 
summarized in Figure 2 while a copy of the form is provided in Appendix B.  Based on the 
average scores, it appears that the educational objectives of the course were met.  The two lowest 
scores were obtained in the areas of understanding the material and how it applies to their work.  
It is not surprising these scores would be lower as this was the first offering of this introductory 
course.  Better understanding and application will come with further exposure to M-E design.  
Future training opportunities using the DARWin-ME program that focuses on ALDOT policies 
toward using this software should reinforce the foundational understanding developed by this 
course.  Though these scores were the lowest, they were on average above the “neutral” rating.  
The remaining average scores were all between “agree” and “strongly agree”. 
 
Participants were also given the opportunity to provide written feedback on the course evaluation 
form.  Comments regarding course duration were common.  It was suggested that it be extended 
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to perhaps a 12 or 16 hour course.  Additional commentary pertained to providing future training 
once DARWin-ME is released and perhaps providing module-specific training (i.e., traffic, 
materials, design, etc.) 
 

 
Figure 1  MEPDG Short Course in Brasfield and Gorrie Classroom. 

 

 
FIGURE 2  Course Review Summary Scores. 
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5.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based upon feedback received from course participants, the educational objectives of this M-E 
short course were achieved.  It is recommended that future offerings be extended to a 1.5 day 
format.  These offerings could be managed through the Auburn University T2 center with 
attendance open to ALDOT, consultants and contractors.  Future courses should be developed, in 
cooperation with ALDOT, related to DARWin-ME when it becomes available.  These may be 
module-specific courses, or comprehensive training in the entire computer program. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The authors wish to thank the Alabama Department of Transportation for their support and 
participation in the M-E short course. 
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APPENDIX A – PARTICIPANT NOTEBOOK MATERIALS
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HRB, 1962

Max Thickness
6 inches

AASHO Rigid Pavements

• Concrete Mix Design
– 564 lb/yd3

0 47 w/c ratio– 0.47 w/c ratio

http://training.ce.washington.edu/wsdot/
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AASHO Rigid Pavements

• Jointed Plain and Jointed Reinforced

• 15 ft joint spacing

• With Dowels

HRB, 1962
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HRB, 1962

HRB, 1962
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HRB, 1962

HRB, 1962
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HRB, 1962

HRB, 1962
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HRB, 1962

HRB, 1962
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Rigid Pavement Design Curves

HRB, 1962

Flexible Pavement Design Curves

HRB, 1962
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Major Disadvantages of Current System

• 1 soil type
• 1 climate
• Limited pavement cross-sections

– Max HMA thickness = 6”

• Limited traffic
– Repetitions
– Volume
– Axle TypesAxle Types

• One set of materials
• Can only predict PSI
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Mechanistic-Empirical Pavement Design
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Material Characterization

• More sophisticated

• Represent in-place properties of ALL materials
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• Elimination of ESALs

• Use load spectra directly

• Better representation of ACTUAL traffic
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Performance Characterization

• Predict specific types of distress and time of 
failure
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Rutting Comparison – Test Track
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Final IRI – Test Track
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Advantages of M-E Design
• Less reliance on road tests

• Able to handle changes better

• Better characterization of materials and trafficBetter characterization of materials and traffic

• Capable of predicting modes of distress

• More efficient pavement designs

Pavement Mechanics
Load Configurations

Material Properties Mechanistic Model Stress, Strain, Deflection

Layer Thicknesses 21
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Flexible Pavement

Rigid Pavement
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Modeling Techniques

• Simple equations
– Boussinesq

Westergaard– Westergaard

• Layered Elastic Analysis (Flexible)
– WESLEA for Windows

• Finite Element Analysis (Rigid)
– KENSLABs

Asphalt Pavement Example –
Determine AC thickness to withstand 10 million load repetitions

Asphalt

Aggregate BaseAggregate Base

Subgrade
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Design Results
Trial H1, in. Dfatigue Drutting

WESLEA for Windows
Open
Save
Exit

Structure
Loads
Locations

View Results
SI
US Customary
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Input Structure

Input Loads
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Input Evaluation Locations

View Output
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Sign Convention

Help Files
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KENSLABs

Example – Temperature Effects

SLA1.dat
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SLABSINP

General Information
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Curling and Contact Information

Slab Information
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Foundation

S-Graph Output
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Contour Output

Contour Output



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

35

Example – Loading and Temperature

Find slab thickness to withstand 10,000,000 applications of this tandem axle.
Consider with and without temperature gradient.

SLA3.dat

First Consider Without Thermal Stresses
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Slab Thickness

Loads
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SGraph Results

Contour Results
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Design – Load Only
For 10 million load repetitions, critical stress is 360 psi

Trial D, in. Stress, psi

Consider Load and Thermal Effects
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Enter Thermal Conditions

Evaluate Results…

Design – Load and Temperature Effects
For 10 million load repetitions, critical stress is 360 psi

Trial D, in. Stress, psi
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Materials Characterization
Load Configurations

Material Properties Mechanistic Model Stress, Strain, Deflection

Layer Thicknesses 21
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Material Properties
• Required properties defined by

– Mechanistic models
• FlexibleFlexible

• Rigid

– Correlation equations

– Transfer functionsTransfer functions
• Specific distresses
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Modulus and Poisson Ratio

Materials to Consider
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Asphalt Concrete
• Consider viscoelastic nature of material

– Properties change with temperature

– Properties change with speed of loading

– Pavement responses change with temp and speed

Backcalculated AC Modulus vs Temp
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Backcalculated AC Modulus vs Temp
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AC Strain vs Speed
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Dynamic Modulus (E*)

• AASHTO TP62-07

• Test at various temperatures and frequencies

E t bli h E* t• Establish E* master curve
– Used in M-E design to determine modulus for 

stress and strain computations
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Master Curve

E* Determination
• Dynamic modulus testing can be difficult

– Low/high temperature

– Slow/fast loading rates

• Correlations have been developed to 
estimate E* from other parameters
– Witczak 1-37A

– Witczak 1-40D

Hirsch– Hirsch
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Witczak 1-37A and 1-40D Models
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Which One is Best?

Which One is Best?
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Asphalt Testing

Concrete
• Consider elasticity, strength and thermal 

properties of concrete
– Stresses under loadStresses under load

– Curling/Warping

– Expansion Contraction
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Concrete Strength and Elasticity
• Compressive Strength

– ASTM C39

• Modulus of ElasticityModulus of Elasticity
– ASTM C469

• Modulus of Rupture
– ASTM C78 (AASHTO T97)

Compressive Strength

WSDOT Pavement Guide
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Modulus of Elasticity (ASTM C469)

http://civilx.unm.edu/laboratories_ss/pcc/MEasuring%20Device.JPG

http://civilx.unm.edu/laboratories_ss/pcc/comptension.JPG

Modulus of Rupture (ASTM C78)

http://civilx.unm.edu/laboratories_ss/pcc/mor_setup.JPG

http://civilx.unm.edu/laboratories_ss/pcc/mor_brokenspec.JPG
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PCC - Correlations

cc fkS 1 8  k1  10

ct ff 5.6

5.488
10

5.43
6

 c
c

E
S (Eres, 1987)

(ACI)

cc fE 000,57 (ACI)

Concrete Thermal Properties
• Coefficient of thermal expansion/contraction

– CTE

– AASHTO TP60AASHTO TP60
• Standard Method for CTE of Hydraulic Cement Concrete

http://design.transportation.org/Documents/ConcreteCTEConcernsMay212009.pdf
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Why is CTE Important?

Coarse Aggregate CTE Range Average CTE

Provisional CTE’s

Coarse Aggregate 
Type

CTE Range 
(x10-6 in./in./oF)

Average CTE 
(x10-6 in./in./oF)

Siliceous River 
Gravel 6.82 – 7.23 6.95

Granite 5.37 – 5.91 5.60

Dolomitic 
Limestone 5.31 – 5.66 5.52

Sakyi-Bekoe, 2008
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PCC
Tests

Unbound Materials

• Resilient modulus and Poisson ratio are critical

• Many approaches to measuring “strength”

All d b M h C l b b h i f• All are governed by Mohr-Coulomb behavior of 
material
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Mohr-Coulomb Behavior
• Granular materials fail due to combination 

of normal and shear stresses
Characterize strength by shear resistance– Characterize strength by shear resistance
 = c + tan





R-Value
• Soils, granular media tested by stabilometer

– Closed system triaxial test

• Measures internal friction of materialMeasures internal friction of material

Testing Head

Sample

11
5.2

100
100

2













h

v

P

P

D

R

Testing Head

What is the R-Value if the horizontal and vertical pressures are equal?
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California Bearing Ratio - CBR

• Soil and granular media penetration test

• Test any soil and divide penetration value 
to that of a standard

• Lower penetration = 

• Dependent upon soil texture, moisture, 
density

Sample

Resilient Modulus, MR

• Primary input for pavement design
– Unbound material characterization

– Repetitive loading

r

d
RM






d = deviatoric stress
r = recoverable strain
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MR - Schematic

MR – Granular Materials

• Effect of confining pressure, 3

Log MR

Bulk Stress, 
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MR – Fine Grained Soils

• Influenced by deviatoric stress

MR

d

Unbound Material Correlations
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Seasonal Variations
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Unbound Material Testing

Traffic Characterization
Load Configurations

Material Properties Mechanistic Model Stress, Strain, Deflection

Layer Thicknesses 21
1

k

kN 








Miner’s Hypothesis
D>1?

D 1?

Yes

Miner’s Hypothesis

 N

n
D

D<<1?

Final Design

No
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Axle Load Spectra
• Traffic characterized by

– Axle types and frequency

– Load magnitude distributionsLoad magnitude distributions
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Load Definition for Pavement Modeling

Traffic Inputs and Axle Load 
Spectra Characterization

• Key data needed
– Current traffic volume (AADTT)

– Projected traffic growth (% growth)

– Or, future traffic volume (AADTT)

Distribution by vehicle class– Distribution by vehicle class

– Distribution of axle types/vehicle
• Single, tandem, tridem, quad, steer

– Distribution of weights (axle loads) within axle type
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Traffic Inputs:
Resources

ALDOT Traffic Data online

Near bottom right of ALDOT’s home page,
click on “Traffic Data”

ALDOT Bureau of Transportation Planning

For project-specific requests
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ALDOT Traffic 
Data Online:

Example

Counter ID IN-41-526
Station 526
County 41
City N/A
Route 85
Milepoint 47.47
AADT 2009 31290AADT 2009 31290
AADT 2008 30980
AADT 2007 30730
AADT 2006 30610
AADT 2005 29770
AADT 2004 28890
AADT 2003 27890
AADT 2002 27040
AADT 2001 25920

So, what is here that 
we can really use??

AADT 2001 25920
K 11
D 65
TDHV 20
TADT 27
Heavy 85

Functional Class 1
Description N/A

ALDOT Traffic Data 
(available through Transportation 

Planning Bureau)

AADTT (truck traffic) at over 5,000 locations 
statewide…

•About 120 permanent/continuous count 
stations
•About 2,100 “temporary” count stationsAbout 2,100 temporary  count stations 
(to meet FHWA Highway Performance 
Monitoring system requirements)
•About 3,000 other locations
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ALDOT Traffic Data 
(available through Transportation 

Planning Bureau)

Monthly adjustment factors:
•Currently produced for the permanent 
count stations only for all heavy vehicles 
as a group (classes 4-13)
•Can be derived by vehicle class but notCan be derived by vehicle class but not 
currently done 

ALDOT Traffic Data 
(available through Transportation 

Planning Bureau)

Vehicle class distributions:
•Currently produced for all 2,100 HPMS 
sites (based solely on axle spacing)
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Vehicle Classification:
FHWA “Scheme F”

1. Motorcycles 

 

2. Passenger Cars 

 

3. 2-Axle, 4-Tire Single Units, Pick-up 
or Van 

 
4 B 5 2 A l 6 Ti Si l U i 6 3 A l 7 4 M A l4. Buses 

 

 

5. 2-Axle, 6 Tire Single Units
 

 

6. 3-Axle, 
Single Units 

7. 4 or More Axles, 
Single Unit 

 
8. 3 to 4 Axles, Single Trailer 9.  5 Axles, Single Trailer 

 
 

10. 6 or More Axles, Single Trailer 
 

129

   
 

11.  5 or Less Axles, Multi-
Trailers 

 

 

12.  6 Axles, Multi-Trailers 

 

13.  7 or More Axles, Multi-Trailers 
 
 

 

 

30.0%

35.0%

Rural Interstate – Vehicle Class 
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ALDOT Traffic Data 
(available through Transportation 

Planning Bureau)

Axle load distributions (load spectra):
•Not currently generated
•A resource does exist…ALDOT WIM sites

ALDOT WIM Sites

ALDOT currently maintains 12 WIM (weigh-in-y ( g
motion) sites around the state

WIM sites are a critical source of axle load 
spectra information!
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ALDOT 
WIM Sites 

(2001)( )

Axle Load Distributions

http://www.virginiadot.org/vtrc/main/online_reports/pdf/10-r19.pdf
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Axle Load Distribution:
ALDOT statewide average (2001), 

tandem axle groups 

Axle Load Distribution:
ALDOT station 911 (2001), single axles
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Axle Load Distribution:
ALDOT station 911 (2001), tandem axle groups

Single Axles
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Tandem Axles
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Study of traffic inputs

• ALDOT-sponsored research study getting 
underway at Auburn will:underway at Auburn will:
– Develop axle load distributions, vehicle class 

distributions, and monthly adjustment factors from 
WIM sites

– Develop vehicle class distributions from WIM sites
• Already generated by ALDOT from permanent count stations  

– Develop monthly adjustment factors from WIM sites 
and permanent count stations 

Study of traffic inputs

• ALDOT-sponsored research study getting 
underway at Auburn will:underway at Auburn will:
– Determine if the default values provided in the 

MEPDG are appropriate, or should regional and/or 
site-specific factors be used

– Examine impacts of differences between MEPDG 
defaults and state/regional/site factors on pavement 
d idesigns
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Prior study of traffic inputs

• ALDOT-sponsored research completed in 2005 
at Auburn found:at Auburn found:
– A statewide average axle load distribution was 

generally appropriate (as opposed to site-specific 
information)

• However…
– This was based on 2001 data

– This was based on only 12 sites!

– This was using the 1993 AASHTO method (ESALs)

– This did not compare Alabama data with national 
average

Looking ahead:
Traffic and the MEPDG software

Wh t biliti ill th MEPDG ft• What capabilities will the MEPDG software 
offer (with respect to traffic inputs)?
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Traffic Inputs in the MEPDG 
Software

Traffic inputs are grouped into the following 
four categories in the MEPDG:

• Traffic volume parameters

• Traffic volume adjustment factors

• Axle load distribution factors

• General traffic inputs• General traffic inputs

MEPDG Traffic Inputs:
Traffic Volume Parameters

• Initial two-way AADTT (annual average daily 
truck traffic)truck traffic)
– Default values are not provided (of course!)

• Number of lanes in the design direction
• Percent of trucks in design directionPercent of trucks in design direction
• Percent of trucks in design lane
• Operational speed Default values 

are provided for 
these…
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MEPDG Traffic Inputs:
Traffic Volume Adjustment Factors

• Monthly adjustment factors

• Hourly distribution 

• Vehicle class distribution

• Growth rate

Default values 
are provided for 
all of these…

MEPDG Traffic Inputs:
Axle Load Distribution Factors

• Daily distribution of axle loads for each category 
of axle group (single tandem tridem and quad)of axle group (single, tandem, tridem, and quad)
– Default values are provided

However, are they appropriate for use in 
Alabama?Alabama?
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MEPDG Traffic Inputs:
General Traffic Inputs

• It’s a long list…

M h l l ti h l d ti– Mean wheel location, wheel wander, tire 
pressure,  dual tire spacing,…

Default values 
id d fare provided for 

all of these…

MEPDG Traffic Inputs:
Critical Decision Points

• Need: AADTT (truck traffic)
– Either current and growth rate, or

– Future / design year

• Other key items for which use of default 
values may not be appropriate:
– Vehicle class distributions– Vehicle class distributions

– Monthly adjustment factors

– Axle load distributions
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Traffic Summary

• Traffic data can be highly regional and site 
specific

• When possible/warranted, need to develop 
site-specific information

• Prior study recommended using statewidePrior study recommended using statewide 
averages in some cases

Performance Prediction

Load Configurations

Material Properties Mechanistic Model Stress, Strain, Deflection

Layer Thicknesses 21
1

k

kN 








Miner’s Hypothesis
D>1?

D 1?

Yes

Miner’s Hypothesis

 N

n
D

D<<1?

Final Design

No



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

77

Miner’s Hypothesis

• Provides the ability to sum damage for a y g
specific distress type

•• D = D =  nnii/N/Ni i  1.01.0

where ni = actual number of loads     
during condition i

Ni = allowable number of loads     
during condition i

How Does Damage 
Accumulate?

Damage

0.5

1.0

Miner’s
Hypothesis

0

Traffic

Actual

n = Nf



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

78

Performance Prediction
• Transfer functions for each distress

• Require local calibration

• Predict performance vs time• Predict performance vs time

Flexible Pavement Predictions

• Ride quality

• Top-down cracking

• Bottom-up fatigue cracking

• AC thermal fracture

• Total pavement rutting

• AC rutting
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Ride Quality (IRI)

Flexible - IRI Predictions
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Flexible Fatigue Cracking Predictions
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Rutting
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Flexible – AC Rutting Equations

Flexible – Subgrade Rutting Equations



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

84

Rigid Pavement Predictions

• Ride quality

• Transverse cracking

• Joint faulting

• Pavement specific distresses
– Punchouts

– Crack width

– Crack spacing

PCC IRI Equations
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Faulting

PCC Faulting Equations
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Cracking

PCC Cracking Equations
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Punchouts

PCC Punchout Equations



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

88

Local Calibration
• Must match predicted and observed 

performance
– Adjust calibration settings
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MEPDG Online Resources
• http://www.trb.org/mepdg/

– NCHRP 1-37A Documents
– Software

• MEPDG and Climate Files

• Google “Highway Community Exchange 1-37A”
– Web-based discussion group

• http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/dgit/index.cfm
– FHWA Design Guide Implementation Team (DGIT)

• http://www.eng.auburn.edu/users/timmdav/MEPDGW
ebsite/draft2/index.htm
– MEPDG interactive help resource

General Design Procedure
Select Pavement Type 
and General Conditions

Select Design Criteria 
Thresholds and 

Reliability

Define 
Traffic

Define
ClimateClimate

Build Cross 
Section

Execute 
Program

Evaluate 
Results

Results 
Acceptable

?

Final Design

Yes

No
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MEPDG Design Levels

• Level 1 = I know a lot!

L l 2 I h tt d id• Level 2 = I have a pretty good idea

• Level 3 = I’m sort of guessing here
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General Information

Analysis Parameters
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Traffic

Monthly Volume Adjustments



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

93

Vehicle Types

Default Vehicle Type Distributions
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MEPDG Truck Traffic Classification

http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/archive/mepdg/Part2_Chapter4_Traffic.pdf

Hourly Volume



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

95

Traffic Growth

Axle Load Distributions
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Axles Per Truck

Axle Data
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Axle and Lane Geometry

Wheelbase
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Climate

• MEPDG uses Enhanced Integrated Climate 
M d lModel
– Historical weather data

– Future projects of
• Moisture movement

• Moisture state

• Temperature

Climate
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Specific 
Weather
Station

Interpolate
Weather
Station
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HMA Design Properties

Input Structural Layers
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Insert Layer

Asphalt
Mix

Levels
2 & 3
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Asphalt
Mix

Level 1Level 1

Asphalt
Binder
Level 3Level 3
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Asphalt Binder Levels 1 & 2

Asphalt 
General
Levels
1 31 - 3
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Unbound 
Strength 

Properties
L l 3Level 3

Unbound 
Strength 

Properties
L l 2Level 2



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

105

Unbound 
Strength 

Properties
Level 1

Not
Calibrated

Unbound 
ICMICM

Properties
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Asphalt
ThermalThermal
Cracking

Run
Flexible
AnalysisAnalysis
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Evaluate Results

Rigid Design
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PCC
Thermal

PropertiesProperties

PCC
Mix

PropertiesProperties
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PCC
Strength

Properties
Level 3

PCC
Strength

Properties
Level 2
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PCC
Strength

Properties
Level 1

PCC
Design

FeaturesFeatures
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Run
Analysis

Evaluate Results



Timm and Turochy Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report

112



Timm and Turochy  Introduction to M-E Design Short Course – Final Report 

113 
 

 
APPENDIX B – COURSE REVIEW FORM 
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INTRODUCTION TO MECHANISTIC-EMPIRICAL  
PAVEMENT DESIGN SHORTCOURSE 

December 2-3, 2010 
Harbert Engineering Center – Auburn University 

Please complete this questionnaire at the end of the course. 
          

1 = Strongly Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 5 = Strongly Agree
This course met my expectations. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I can apply what I learned to my work. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have a good understanding of mechanistic-empirical pavement design. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

The computer-based activities contributed to my understanding. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

The course was well-organized and delivered effectively. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

The length of course and format were appropriate. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Interaction between instructors and participants was satisfactory. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Use of participant notebooks during course contributed to learning. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

The instructional facilities were adequate for this course. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

The break facilities were adequate for this course. 
Comments: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

What did you like most about this course? 
 
 
What did you like least about this course? 
 
 
Please provide additional comments on back of this sheet. 




