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Background  
The Concrete Overlay Field Application Program is administered by FHWA and the National Concrete 
Pavement Technology Center (CP Tech Center). The overall objective of this program is to increase the 
awareness and knowledge of concrete overlay applications among state departments of transportation 
(DOT), contractors, and engineering consultants. Expert teams have been assembled from across the 
U.S. to assist DOTs and strengthen the DOTsõ confidence in concrete overlay solutions.  
 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation ( PennDOT) has elected to be one of the six states to 
participate in the FHWA/CP Tech Center Program and previously received a one day workshop on 
concrete overlays which is part of the Field Application and Concrete Pavement Technology Program. 
Following the February 24, 2009 workshop a bus tour was held on February 25, 2009 to review five 
potential concrete overlay projects.  
 
Site Visit  
A site visit was conducted on February 25, 2009 to evaluate five potential concrete overlay pro jects 
(Table 1 and Figure 1): 
 
Project Name  Project Description  Length (mi.)  ADT (2007)  No. of Lanes  
#1. SR-119 Penn State to Pechin 
Road Urban arterial, open ditch section 2.2 12,500 (12% 

trucks) 5 

#2. SR-119 Bell Drive to WalMart Divided suburban route, open ditch 
section 1.7 11,500 (6% 

trucks) 4 

#3. SR-119 Everson Road Overpass to 
Westmoreland County Line 

Divided rural route, open ditch 
section with moderate cut/fill 
sections 

2.8 11,250 (12% 
trucks) 4 

#4. SR-1032 Southpointe Blvd. at I-79 Raised median suburban route, open 
ditch section 0.7 2,500 (10% 

trucks) 4 

#5. Mon-Fayette Expressway 
Turnpike Route 43 

Divided rural primary route , open 
ditch section 2.0 5,500 (7% trucks) 4 

Table 1 Potential Overlay Projects Reviewed 
 
 
An expert team of four met with representatives from PennDOT, Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, 
Federal Highway Administration and American Concrete Pavement Association, Pennsylvania Chapter 
(Table 2). A primary objective of the site visit was to identify which roadways are viable candidates for a 
future concrete overlay. 
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Figure 1 Approximate Location of Proposed Overlays 

 
Name Organization  E-Mail  
Gary Fick Trinity Construction Mgmt. Svcs., Inc./CP Tech Center gfick@trinity -cms.com 
Andy Bennett Michigan DOT bennetta@michigan.gov 
Dan DeGraaf Michigan Concrete Pavement Association ddegraaf@miconcpave.com 
Doug Schwartz Gateway Engineering & Training, LLC dschwartz.gatewayeng@gmail.com 
Joseph Szczur PennDOT, District 12 jszczur@state.pa.us 
William Kovach PennDOT, District 12 wkovach@state.pa.us 
Alan Bailey PennDOT, District 12 ribailey@state.pa.us 
Thomas Boyle PennDOT, District 12 thomboyle@state.pa.us 
Don Davanzo PennDOT, District 12 ddavanzo@state.pa.us 
Liberty Hill PennDOT, District 12 libhill@state.pa.us 
Scott Miller PennDOT, District 12 jacmiller@state.pa.us 
Ronald Murray PennDOT, District 12 ronmurray@state.pa.us 
Tom Ryczek PennDOT, District 12 tryczek@state.pa.us 
Dominic Sacchetti PennDOT, District 12 dsacchetti@state.pa.us 
William Miller  PennDOT, Quality Assurance-West wijmiller@state.pa.us 
Dave Jarvis PennDOT, Quality Assurance-West djarvis@state.pa.us 
Len Kubitza PennDOT, Quality Assurance-West lkubitza@state.pa.us 
Terry Dreher Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission tderher@paturnpike.com 
Mike Shaak Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission mshaak@paturnpike.com 
Gary Chodkowski Michael J. Baker, Jr. / PA Turnpike Commission gchodkowski@mbakercorp.com 
Zahur Siddiqui FHWA Pennsylvania Division zahur.siddiqui@fhwa.dot.gov 
John Becker ACPA Pennsylvania Chapter jbecker@pavement.com 
Mark Snyder ACPA Pennsylvania Chapter msnyder@pavement.com 

Table 2 PA Overlay Implementation Site Visit Attendees 
 
All of the projects reviewed were deemed to be candidates for the implementation of a concrete 
overlay. The expert team is suggesting that project #1, the Penn State section of SR-119 (Figure 2) be 
the focus of PennDOTõs initial concrete overlay implementation efforts . This is in concurrence with the 
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informational sheets provided by PennDOT which identified the Penn State section as PennDOTõs 
number one priority. Projects #2, #3, #4 and #5 are also discussed in this report however not to the 
same level of detail as the primary candidate as suggested by the expert team. 
 
#1 SR-119 Penn State to Pechin Road  
 

 
Figure 2 SR-119 Penn State Project 

 
Existing Conditions  
Information provided by PennDOT in conjunction with observations made during the site visit provides 
the basis for the assumed existing typical section. Descriptions of the original construction and 
maintenance history suggest that there may be considerable variability in the existing p avement section 
throughout the length of the project. This section of roadway was originally constructed in 1947 and 
1955 as a two lane facility and later widened and overlaid to its current state as a five lane roadway. 
Cores taken 18õ right and left of centerline show an average asphalt thickness of 13.8ó. Figure 3 is a 
sketch of the typical section based on historical information and discussions during the site visit. Actual 
conditions across the entire width and length of the roadway should be verified through additional core  
samples (discussed in detail later). 
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Figure 3 Existing Typical Section 

 
Periodic maintenance has been performed throughout the length of the pavement on an as-needed 
basis. Figures 4 through 7 show the condition of the existing pavement as photographed on 
25FEB2009. 
 

 
Figure 4 SR-119 Looking South (near the north limits of 

the project)  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6 Fatigue Cracking with Moderate Rutting  

 

 
Figure 5 Typical Distress (fatigue cracking) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Figure 7 Typical Distress (Fatigue Cracking) 
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