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Re: Traff ic  Paint  - 1979 Survey of S t a t e s '  Cost 

Dear Blaine, 

A t  the  AASHTO Sub-committee of Materials Round Table discussions last 
summer i n  Cranston, Rhode Is land,  there w a s  a general concern noted over 
the higher cost  of yellow t r a f f i c  paint and the confusion within many of 
the  Department's S t a f f  a s  t o  its use. A t  a smaller regional group of the  
Northeastern S t a t e s ,  the same subject arose. A s  a r e s u l t ,  we in i t i a t ed  a 
summary of costs  and asked for  comments from the various States.  

While there a r e  many degrees of " fas t  dry" we have used the term 
loosely t o  ident i fy  paint  which d r i e s  within 60 seconds of application. 
"Regular dry" t r a f f i c  paint  requires about 20 minutes t o  dry. 

Because of the  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  subject and the involvement of others  
than within the Materials Field ,  we are sending three 3 copies of t h i s  
report  t o  each Materials Engineer of each State .  I f  you would l i k e  t o  see 
the raw data ,  please advise. Hope t h i s  provides your Technical Committee 4b 
"Coatings, Paints ,  Preservatives,  Bonding Agents and Traff ic  Markings" with 
"food" f o r  t h i s  yea r ' s  session. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

FredGick M. Boyce 
Engineer of Materials and Research 
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ABSTRACT 

This report  presents  the r e s u l t s  of a survey on the  

use of yellow versus white t r a f f i c  paint. It was found 

tha t  i n  most s t a t e s  the  white paint  was l e s s  expensive 

than the  yellow. A subs tan t ia l  savings could be real ized 

i f  an dL1 white t r a f f i c  marking system was permitted by 

the  Federal Highway Administration. Paint cos t s  from each 

s t a t e  a r e  presented, as well a s  by each region. 



INTRODUCTION 

A t  the  Annual AASHTO Subcommittee on Materials  t h i s  past  year,  the  

author of Ar t i c l e  3.3 of General Manufactured Materials ,  R. V. LeClerc of 

Washington S t a t e  suggested, "...that i f  we could use white paint  fo r  all 

markings, the  cos t  of t r a f f i c  paint would go down considerably..." A 

nationwide survery with the  other Transportation Departments dealing with 

the  use of white and yellow t r a f f i c  paint  has been completed. Although 

many agree with t h i s  concept, the use of yellow t r a f f i c  marking is required 

by the  Federal Highway Administration i n  the  National Manual of Uniform 

Traf f ic  Control Devices. S t a t e s  such a s  New Hampshire and Texas were quick 

t o  point out t h a t  the  use of a color t ha t  f e l l  outside these l imi ta t ions ,  

as white obviously does, may lead t o  law s u i t s  i n  the event of an accident* 

L iab i l i t y  as such would f a l l  under the  Torts Claim Act. 

While the use of yellow paint  was established w i t h  the f i r s t  p r in t ing  

of the Manual of Uniform Traff ic  Control Devices i n  1971, a number of 

engineers at the Materials  Subcommittee i n  Providence were not aware of its 

role .  Limited surveys a s  t o  the reason f o r  the  yellow l i n e  i n  Maine, 

Massachusetts and a few other s t a t e s  noted t h a t  few people knew the meaning 

of the dif ference i n  color. It was estimated t ha t  perhaps 95 percent of 

those questioned within the highway f i e l d  were not versed a s  t o  t he  t rue  

concept of the paint  color. 

Maine Technical Paper 79-91. noted t ha t  there  was a lack of improved 

v i s i b i l i t y  with t h i s  paint .  Combined with increased cos t s  due t o  foreign 

pirnents ,  it appears t ha t  AASHTO Technical Section 4B should bring t h i s  

information before the Main Subcommittee on Materials  a t  t h i s  summer's 



meeting in Nashville, Tennessee. Perhaps a unified position could be 

agreed upon that would request that the FHWA consider revising the manual 

on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

MANUAL OF UNIFOPN TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 

In 1971 the l%WA Administrator adopted a manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices for Structures and Highways. This manual was developed 

with the cooperation of the American Association of State Highway Officials 

and the National Joint Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. This 

committee was composed of representatives from AASHTO, the Institute of 

Traffic Engineers, the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and 

Ordinances, the National Association of Counties and the National League of 

Cities. This manual has received wide circulation to the point where in 

the past few years it has become the "Bible" for most traffic engineering 

personnel. Because of the extent of descriptive material contained therein, 

it has become a source of ready reference for legal people in tort cases. 

Reference has been made to Part 111 Markings, Section B, "Application of 

Pavement and Curb MarkingsT1, and particularly Section 111 B-1 "Centerlines". 

In this description, it was noted the centerline separating traffic travel- 

ing in opposite directions shall be painted yellow. The exact wording is 

as follows: 

"The center line markings on two-lane, two-way highways 
shall be either: 

1. A normal broken yellow line where passing is permitted 
(#2, sec, 3-71, or 

2. A double line consisting of a normal broken yellow line 
and a nomal solid yellow line where passing is permitted 
in one direction (#5, sec. 3-7), or 



3. A double l i n e  consist ing of two normal sol id  yellow l i n e s  
where passing is prohibited i n  both direct ions  (#6 ,  
sec. 3A-7). 

The center l i n e  on undivided highways where four o r  more 
lanes  a r e  always avai lable ,  is usually a double sol id  yellow 
l ine .  

On a three-lane highway it is preferable t o  designate two 
lanes  f o r  t r a f f i c  i n  one direct ion and mark it a s  i l l u s t r a t ed  
i n  f igures  2-lb, 3-lc. 

Center l i n e s  a r e  desirable on paved highways under the 
following conditions: 

1. I n  r u r a l  d i s t r i c t s  on two-lane pavements 16' or  more 
i n  width with prevailing speeds of greater than 35 MPH. 

2. I n  residence or  business d i s t r i c t s  on all through 
highways, and on other highways where there  are 
s ignif icant  t r a f f i c  volumes 

3. On all undivided pavements of four or  more lanes. 
Center l i n e s  a r e  a l so  desirable at other locations 
where an engineering study indicates  a need for  them." 

COSTS 

Pigment 

Recently, the  price of gold has increased a t  an alarming rate .  A s  a 

r e su l t  the cost  of other valuable metals such a s  chromium has escalated r igh t  

along with it. This coupled with the increasing use of trade sanctions 

around the world could fur ther  aggravate t h i s  s i t ua t ion ,  because the United 

S ta t e s  has very l imited chromium deposits. Although the cost of titanium 

w i l l  a l so  no doubt r i s e ,  it is not l ike ly  t o  increase a t  the  r a t e  chromium 

w i l l  because t h i s  Country is one of the  major producers of titanium. In 

l i g h t  of these arguments, it is  reasonable t o  assume tha t  the savings incurred 

from using white t r a f f i c  paint  i n  the place of yellow should only increase i n  

the future. 



Because of t h i s  high pigment cos t ,  a major manufacturer of pa in t s  

(N. L. Industr ies)  developed a subs t i tu te  pigment - Oncor Y47A. This 

pigment is a l s o  a lead chromate compound but it is bound t o  a s i l i c a  

type matrix. This is much the  same a s  Basic Lead S i l i c o  Chromate paint  

f o r  s t e e l  which replaced the  red and white lead paints. Maine Department 

of Transportation Technical Paper 79-9L provided some background on Maine 

DOT'S use with t h i s  pigment. The report  concluded t h a t  a t  a t e s t  s i t e  near 

the  ocean the  Oncor Y47A withstood the  elements be t t e r  than the Reichhold, 

or  medium chrome yellow. 

Utah and Arizona a l so  noted excellent  r e s u l t s  with t h e i r  experimentation 

of Oncor Y47A. Utah (Bennett) noted they had changed t o  Oncor Y47A two years 

ago and they a r e  pleased. The performance has been good and with an annual 

purchase of 400,000 gallons of yellow t r a f f i c  paint  t h e i r  savings a r e  close 

t o  $300,000. 

Arizona's (Cornelison) "...reduced the amount of chrome yellow medium 

i n  our yellow t r a f f i c  paint  by 43-4%, which achieved an ac tua l  reduction of 

43.5% i n  the  lead chromate r a t e  t ha t  was being uti l ized. .  ." "...replaced the  

chrome yellow with calcium carbonate, a cheaper product, and real ized a 

reduction i n  paint  costs..." 

Iowa (Sheeler) a l so  reported excellent  r e s u l t s  with the subs t i tu te  

pigment but they have gone one s tep  further.  They "...find that a blended 

piginent containing 52% chrome yellow, 43% calcium carbonate and 5% s i l i c a  

is equivalent t o  (Oncor) Y47A and is s l i gh t ly  lower i n  costs," They a l s o  

f ind the  color  is equivalent t o  FHWA needs and s imilar  t o  t h e i r  previous 

mixture of old yellow paint  containing chrome yellow a t  2.2 volumes t o  

1 volume of white. 



California  (Shirley) indicated t ha t  Oncor Y47A "...does not have the  

color s t a b i l i t y  t o  stand up during summer months on our desert  a reas  on 

A/C pavements." Texas (Walker) indicated they had "...made several t r a f f i c  

pa in t s  i n  the  past  with Y47A and have ye t  t o  make one tha t  exhibi ts  day o r  

night color  t h a t  f a l l s  within the  color limits established by FHWA. We 

have made a couple of pa in t s  t ha t  meet the  color requirements i n i t i a l l y ,  

but upon exposure soon f a l l  outside the color limits. We t e s t  a l l  our 

pigments t o  assure t ha t  the finished product w i l l  be within the color  l i m i t s  

and remain with the  l i m i t s  throughout its l i f e  span on the  roadway," "...we 

do not des i re  t o  par t i c ipa te  ( i n  a study of Y47A) because such f igures  w i l l  

be used as an endorsement t o  use a pigment t ha t  w i l l  not produce a t r a f f i c  

paint  conforming t o  color requirements throughout its lifespan on the  roadway. 

We do not endorse any manufacturer's pigment, we only use pigments, regardless  

of manufacturer, t ha t  meet our color requirements." 

From t h i s  information perhaps the  s t a t e s  using t h i s  subs t i tu te  pigment 

do not monitor t h e i r  color as closely a s  Cal i fornia  and Texas. 

Environmental 

Another benef i t  t o  be derived from allowing white t o  be subst i tu ted f o r  

yellow would be environmental. Both lead and chromium a re  health hazards, 

while titanium is not. The tox ic i ty  of lead is well documented. In  f a c t ,  

the  present trend i n  the  paint  industry is t o  move away from the use of lead 

because of t h i s .  This is also t rue  of chromium, because hexavalent chromium 

is a known carcinogen. Instead of applying t r a f f i c  l i n e s  containing lead 

chromate (yellow), i t  would be be t t e r  f o r  both our pocketbooks and the  

environment i f  one was t o  use titanium (white) which is both less  cost ly  

and l e s s  toxic.  



Blending - White and Yellow 

In  1974 MeDOT reduced the  cos t  of yellow t r a f f i c  paint  by reducing 

the  amount of prime pigment (medium chrome yellow) specified i n  the  yellow 

t r a f f i c  paint  from a minimum of 25 percent t o  a minimum of 20 percent, This 

was brought about when the  Traf f ic  Engineer requested a l e s s  intense color. 

Since then, on a trial bas i s ,  we have di luted the  yellow t r a f f i c  paint with 

white t r a f f i c  paint  by a r a t i o  of up t o  1:2. The Traf f ic  Section was not 

concerned over physical color t e s t s  i n  the  f ie ld .  

Iowa (Sheeler) indicated they blended 2-2 white t o  1.0 pa r t s  yellow. 

Texas (Walker) indicated t h a t  i n  ". . .FHWA reports  F H W A - R D - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  (Volume I )  

and FHWA-RD-77-166 (Volume 11) wherein an indication is made t h a t  up t o  55% 

of the  lead chromate pigment may be replaced with white pigment. That is 

an assumption made on l imited t e s t s  under conditions not normally encountered 

on the  highway. Furthermore, several  s t a t e s  including Texas a r e  currently 

enter ing i n t o  a f i e l d  study to  evaluate motorist reaction and recognition of 

several  t r a f f i c  pa in t s  containing reduced lead contents o r  no lead content. 

I n  the  past  we have s tudied,  on a l imited sca le ,  yellow t r a f f i c  pa in t s  

containing reduced lead and increased white pigment content. We found 

t h a t  once a r a t i o  of yellow t o  white is l e s s  than about 5:1 (depending on 

the  qual i ty  of the  yellow pigment), the  color no longer meets FHWA color 

requirements. We do, however, use a r a t i o  of yellow t o  white of 7 : l  t o  

achieve a paint  close t o  the  middle of the  color l i m i t s  under daylight 

conditions- It exhibi ts  a nighttime re f lec ted  color very close t o  its day 

color  with improved reflectance.  We a re  of the  opinion tha t  i f  we place a 

marking on the  roadway with a color  t ha t  does not f a l l  within the  EiWA 

color  l i m i t s  a s  shown i n  the  National Manual of Uniform Traf f ic  Control 



Devices ( the  Texas MUTCH conforms t o  the National ~ a n u a l ) ,  we a re  l i a b l e  

under the  Torts  C l a i m  Act. The cost of one l i a b i l i t y  under Torts would 

more than o f f se t  any savings gained by reduced lead pigment content." 

The FHWA bul le t ins  were dis t r ibuted i n  the f a l l  of 1978 and the S t a t e s  

of Maryland, Nebraska, New Jersey,  Ohio and Texas are  currently par t ic ipa t ing  

i n  the  evaluation of the  di luted yellow paint .  This f i e l d  e f fo r t  is t o  

substant ia te  the  research e f fo r t  by evaluating t e s t  sections as Lo t h e i r  

effectiveness,  durabi l i ty  and t o t a l  cost  savings. In te res t  in winter 

observations of t he  di luted paint under snow and heavy r a i n s  were major 

items for  col lect ion of data. 

Costs - Bid Price 1979 

Based upon the Subcommittee of Materials Round Table discussions and 

concern over r i s i n g  cos t s  with l e s s  avai lable  do l la rs ,  a survey was quickly 

organized by MeDOT. A questionnaire form was sent t o  each Materials Engineer 

of each s t a t e  on November 1, 1979. The form fo r  t h i s  survey is shown i n  

Appendix A of t h i s  report. A quick response was made by most s ta tes .  A s  

of December 1st all but 9 s t a t e s  had provided the data. A s  of the l a s t  of 

January a l l  s t a t e s  had submitted the data  requested. See Appendix B for  

the r e s u l t s  from each s ta te .  This is a great  t r i bu t e  t o  the Materials 

groups because i n  many cases the bid pr ices  and quant i t ies  were outside of 

t h e i r  materials "shop". Table B I i n  Appendix B provides the tabulation of 

Regular Dry Traff ic  Paint and Table BIIprovides  the same date for  Fast  Dry 

Traff ic  Paint. 

There is a la rge  d i f f e r en t i a l  in the cost  per gallon of paint  between 

the d i f fe ren t  s t a t e s ,  Some of t h i s  difference i n  cos t s  is due t o  the 

different  specif icat ions  of the s t a t e s .  The following Table is derived 

from the 50 s t a t e s  tha t  answered the  questionnaire. 



TABLE I COST OF TRAFFIC PAINT 

Pr ice  Per Gallon 

The cost  between each FHWA region shows considerable p r ice  differences 

(See TABLE 11). Even neighboring s t a t e s  show considerable di f ferences  in 

pr ices  (See TABLES B 111 through B XI). Unless there is a spec i f ic  need f o r  

paint  with d i f f e r ing  specif icat ions ,  s t a t e s  may well be able  t o  save a l a rge  

amount of money i f  specif icat ions  were nearly al ike.  It is reasonable t h a t  

a s t a t e  l i k e  Arizona with some hot a r i d  regions and a moderate climate would 

not need paint  with the  same charac te r i s t i cs  a s  a s t a t e  l i k e  Maine with a 

climate t ha t  is  harsher. However, the s t a t e s  i n  Region I should be able t o  

use paint  t h a t  is nearly the  same and, therefore,  the  cost  should be more 

nearly equal. For example, Region I f a s t  dry white shows a range of $2.00 

per  gallon from the lowest p r ice  paint  t o  the highest ($2,70-84.70). Admittedly, 

some of  t h i s  difference may be due t o  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  10 t o  15 cents  per gallon 

difference between 5 gallon and 55 gallon drums, a s  well a s  pigment quantity. 

Rhode Is land,  which should have a benefit  a s  t o  shipping costs ,  pays the most 

($4.70 per gallon).  Although most of the  difference may be due t o  the  small 



TABLE 11 COST PER GAUON FOR EACH REGION 

Range 

Region X 
Ave. 

Range .. , . . . . ". 

3.33 - 8.00 

3.883 
3.34 - 4.96 

3-10 - 7-00 

3.456 
3.16 - 4.60 

3.335- 3.861 

4.465 
4-07 - 5.28 

3.01 - 3.606 
- 

4.168 
3.81 - 4.79 



quantity. When taking the  above mentioned differences i n t o  account, 

Rhode Island may be paying more than they should per gallon. Similar  

s i t ua t i ons  can be shown i n  the  other Regions throughout the  Country. 

Cost Di f fe ren t ia l  Between Paint Colors 

A very l a rge  amount of money, over 2 mill ion do l l a r s  could be saved 

by using white t r a f f i c  paint  instead of yellow. This supposition, of 

course, considers t ha t  no addi t ional  paint  would be necessary i f  white were 

subst i tu ted f o r  yellow. Some s t a t e s  have indicated t ha t  they believed 

addi t ional  paint  would be needed t o  obtain the  required t r a f f i c  control  so 

t h a t  the 2 mill ion do l la r s  may be somewhat high. 

TABLE I1 presents a comparison of p r ices  between regions. A s  can be 

seen, the pr ices  a re  apparently more o r  l e s s  random. This seems t o  indicate  

t ha t  there is no s e t  pat tern  as t o  t h e  pr ices  charged per gallon. It seems 

t h a t  i n  most cases (Hawaii an exception) shipping, climate and amount of 

t r a f f i c  have l i t t l e  e f fec t  on the  price. However, i f  t h i s  is investigated 

more thoroughly and the  northern-most s t a t e s  a re  compared t o  t he  southern- 

most s t a t e s  (TABLE 111).  there  appears t o  be a substant ia l  difference i n  

favor of the northern-most s t a t e s .  This difference ranged from about $.24 

per gallon f o r  regular yellow t o  a s  much a s  g.84 f o r  f a s t  dry yellow. White 

pigment showed differences of $.32 fo r  regular t o  $.71 fo r  f a s t  dry. Hot 

c l imat ic  conditions could probably account fo r  the need of a more expensive 

paint. 

V i s ib i l i t y  of Yellow Paint  

A Federal Highway Administration Bul le t in  dated November 21, 1.978, 

referred t o  Research Report Nos. FIIWA-RD-77-165 (Volume I) and FIIWA-RD-77-166 



TABLE I11 NO- Vs.  SOUTWiW STATE 

NORTIBRN STATES 

Regular Fast Dry 

AVE. 3.741 3.439 3.557 3.342 

SOVlXEZN STATES 

Regular Fast Dry 

Yellow White Yellow White 

AK 3.34 3+16 ----- ----- 

- 
DIFJ?EXW?CE BETWEEN NORTH AND SOUTH 

0.239 00.24 0.838 0.711 

Yellow White Yellow White 

CA 3 3 3  3.10 3.46 3.18 



(Volume 11) en t i t l ed  99Driver's V i s ib i l i t y  Requirements for  Roadway 

Delineation". These reports  indicate  t ha t  up t o  50 percent (by weight) 

of the  lead chromate pigment may be replaced with the l e s s  expensive 

white pigment. The resu l t ing  mixture of t r a f f i c  paint  is a l i g h t e r  

shade of yellow. The report  fu r ther  indicates  tha t  the  di luted yellow 

paint  has a higher degree of reflectance and, therefore,  improved overal l  

v i s i b i l i t y  qual i t ies .  This claim of improved v i s i b i l i t y  is reasonable and 

is substantiated by a few simple medical facts .  The rods and cones a r e  the  

photo sensors within the r e t i n a  of the  eye. The rods which a r e  only capable 

of detecting black and white a r e  much more l i g h t  sensi t ive  than the cones 

which detect  only color. This explains why i n  poor l i g h t  conditions a 

person can see shapes but f inds  i t  very d i f f i c u l t  t o  dist inguish colors. 

Facts such a s  these might cause one t o  question why most of our t r a f f i c  

paint  is not white instead of yellow. 

CoNCmIONS 

There is an old "adage" which s t a t e s  "figures don't l i e ,  but liars use 

figures". We do not intend t o  s t a t e  t h a t  2 million do l l a r s  could be saved 

by cmvert ing t o  a l l  white t r a f f i c  paint  but a substant ia l  savings could be 

real ized in many s ta tes ,  

There i s  a paramount need f o r  FHWA's Traff ic  Control System Division 

t o  review the data obtained i n  t h i s  survey: 

1. Apparently most people a r e  not versed with the reason f o r  using 

yellow t r a f f i c  paint. 

2. Yellow t r a f f i c  paint  is usually more d i f f i c u l t  t o  see  i n  adverse 

weather, especially at night. 



3. Yellow t r a f f i c  paint  cos t s  more than white t r a f f i c  paint  and 

substant ia l  savings i n  do l la rs  could be real ized i f  the Manual 

of Uniform Traf f ic  Control Devices was modified. 

4. Many s t a t e s  do not investigate t o  the degree of qual i ty  

control  specified within the rqanual. Because FHWA has inquired 

about blending white with yellow t r a f f i c  paint ,  mWA may not be 

as s t r i c t  i n  compliance either.  

5- Environmentally yellow pigment is a toxic  substance ( lead and 

chromate), whereas white has only titanium dioxide which is 

nontoxic. Since the United S ta t e s  does not have much i n  the 

way of chromium deposits ,  t ha t  which we import could be used 

more prof i tably i n  ways other than i n  the  yellow pigment f o r  

t r a f f i c  paint. 
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November 1, 1979 

TO: Nater ia ls  6r Research Engineers 

F W :  F. t 4  Boyce, Engr. of Hater ia ls  & Research - l4aine DOT 

RE% Traf f ic  Paint  

I n  a recent  meeting with several  New England S ta t e ' s  Materials 
Engineers it was s t a t ed  that a large percentage of the population 
is not  aware why a yellow l i n e  vs white l i n e  is painted on our high- 
ways. We ran a survey of 19 people i n  our shop and only found one 
who knew the answer! 

VTe recent ly  provided a review &out the v i s l B i l i t y  concept 
of white vs yellow paint:  

"The rods and cones a re  the  photo sensors within the r e t ina  of the 
eye. The rods which a re  only capable of detecting black and white 
a r e  much m r e  l i g h t  s ens i t i ve  than the cones which de tec t  only 
coloz. %is explains why i n  poor l i g h t  conditions a person can see  
shapes b u t  f in& it very d i f f i c u l t  t o  dis t inguish collo+s. Pacts 
such a s  these might cause one t o  question why most o f  our t r a f f i c  
pa in t  i s n ' t  white instead of yellow," 

Because yellow pigment is more expensive, X bel ieve it would 
make a s t a r t l i n g  f igure  F f  we could tabulate tho savings acrose 
the  nation i f  our t r a f f i c  people would rever t  back to a s t r a i g h t  
white paint.  I n  our s t a t e  alone we purchased 155,000 gal .  of f a s t  
dry paint ,  Only 40,000 of t h i s  was white with an amrage  b id  f o r  
white a t  $3,017/gal. whereas the  yellow was $3.27, i f  wrs purchased 
a l l  whit% Maine would have saved $29,095 this yea%?. We m l d  l i k e  
t o  tabulate what a nationwide savings might be. Me wi l l .  make t h i s  
infomat ion availcble to our Technical Section 4b f o r  their input 
too. 

Would you please provide your cost d i f f e r e n t i a l  f o r  regular 
dry yellow and white and f a s t  dry yellow and white and the approxi- 
mate quant i t i es  purchased f o r  3.979, The attached ahsea% has been 
made i n  duplicate s o  you can keep a copy fox your f i l e s .  For those 
received, we w i l l  re turn a surmneq. fT evexysne ge t s  ab t h i s ,  we 
w u l d  be able t o  have a turnaround witbin 30 days. m a n b  fo r  your A 

assietance. 



SURbEY OF 'PRaFFIC! PAINT PURCRASED 
Ikl 1979 

REGULAR DRY - 
YELLOW 

NO. of Gals. B i d  P r i f e / ~ a l .  Tota l  Cost 

FAST DRY - 
rnLLOb\r 

NO. o f  Gals ,   id ~ t r i c e i ~ a l .  TotaL cost 

(A)----- tB) -.--- 

VrnXTE 

(C) -- (Dl 

Savings i f  a l l  white purchased: 

Regular A (B-I)) 4 - 
Fast  Dry A (B-D) = 

p.r-sn--- 

Total Savings 

Pleas5 return t o :  F. S;. Boyce, Engr. of Nateris ls  & Research 
I4aine Department of Transportation 
Is$a'ierial~ anG Resea:c:l D i c  i s i o n  
P .  0. 50': L2G8 
Bangor, Naine 04401 
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TABLE SI REGULAR DRY PRAFIC  PAINT 

3.1 05 257,792 

3.46 669,738 

400 4.15 

SAVINGS TOTAL 
i' SAVINGS -- --- 



2 0  

TABLE B E  FAST M Y  fg9AFf lC PAINT 

Arkansas 16d,000 4.24 3.84 134;450 
California 1 20,000 3.46 3.18 683,700 
Colorado 20.MX) 3.7 1 3.49 83320 
Connecticuf 112',000 287 2.70 78,300 
Delaware 15,340 2.72 2.50 7 1,890 
Florida 210,000 3.96 3.56 1.174,800 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansos 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachosetts 
Michigan 
Minne- 
Wlisissi(spi 
Missouri 
Monfano 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hornphire 
New Jersey 
New Wico 
New Yark 
Nwth Carolina 
Nalh Dokota 
Ohio 
Mclohoma 
Orawn 
Pecmsylvanio 
Rhode blond 
South Comlinn 
Sauth Daota 
Ternewe 
Texos 
UIoh 
Vermont 
Virginia 
W~hington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

q about'0.10 more psr gallon S.28O/o 
SAVINGS 

113,2610 
W84L4P) 
37,736 
17,26% 
46,575 
14,905 

64,097 
333,127 

9,166 
I I ,842 
23,406 
1 8,980 

309,610 
4,295 

15,165 
42,790 
30,524 

-43,675 
-149,217 

6.74% 
TOTAL 
SAVINGS - 
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