Project 0-6607

Alternative OT Data Analysis
Methods

Lubinda, Abu, & Tom



http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=www.chem.tamu.edu/services/NMR/images/atm.gif&imgrefurl=http://www.chem.tamu.edu/services/NMR/instruments.shtml&h=288&w=303&prev=/images?q=atm+tamu&svnum=10&hl=en&lr=&ie=UTF-8&oe=UTF-8&sa=G

Alternative OT Data An

Texas

/““ Imgmﬂation
alysis Methods

ns

iem | Varable | Key Finding

1 50, 75%, 85%, &

93%

Load reduction criterion

Area under load-
cycle curve

2 Pseudo fracture energy
(Pseudo-FE)

Time (min)

50 & 75% — Not viable, sharp drop in load with
meaningless & hardly comparable cycles

85% gives reasonable COV with interpretable OT cycles
— Validation

No improvement in variability with use of Pseudo-FE!!
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OT Load Reduction Criterion

&)

Load reduction criteria = 50, 75%, 85%, & 93%

District | Mix | Drying Average No. of Cycles to Load Reduction of:-

method oo, | cov(o6)| 75% | COV(%)| 85% | COV(%)| 93% | COV(%)
Atlanta | Type D| Air 3 0.9 21 8.9 58 104 92 8.5
5.2% AC Oven 3 1.7 22 5.2 70 8.4 118 6.3
Atlanta | Type D| Air 7 4.4 70 105 390 1.9 527 26.1
5.5% AC Oven 4 43 40 21.3 185 21.0 520 195
Childress | Type D| Air 2 6.2 19 17.2 62 14.7 176 31.6

Oven 3 3.9 22 9.8 106 16.2 560 75
Laredo | Type C| Air 2 3.1 5 19.8 8 155 25 22.3

Oven 2 5.4 7 9.2 13 12.1 24 15.6
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Pseudo Fracture Energy

Pseudo fracture energy = area under load-cycle curve

Source Sample No. No. of Cycles to COV (%) Area under Load Vs. COV (%)
Failure Cycle Curve

Atlanta TypeD 3.2% AC 1 224 32.3 28964 33.6
(plant-mix) 2 170 24461

3 322 45498
Atlanta TypeD 3.3% AC 1 236 418 39554 354
(plant-mix) 2 402 56515

3 575 81189
Bryan CAM 6.9% PG 76-22 1 366 47 70858 7.5
Valero+ Capitol limestone 2 7591 76329

3 846 82359
Bryan CAM 6.9% PG 76-22 1 236 404 26829 434
Martin+ Capitol limestone 2 100 10350

3 169 24835
Childress Tvpe D 4.5% 1 534 7.5 33461 114
AC (plant-mix) 2 5335 35456

3 607 41541
Laredo Type C 5.0% AC 1 64 443 10870 525
(plant-mix) 2 40 65158

3 26 3729
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Alternative OT Data Analysis Methods

Tex-248-F ltems 5.7.2 & 6.0

= No change recommended!

but very
small OT cycles to sufficiently

differentiate or screen mixes!! ) Otherwise, 85% would be the

tentative suggestion!!
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