Bituminous Technical Team Meeting Agenda
May 6th, 2025 – (9:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m.)
1617 MO Blvd. Jefferson City, MO  65109
Upstairs Conference Room 201

Topics

1. BMD Specification Update 
· Sampling procedure updated to AASHTO R90 
· Added back aggregate comparison limits in Section 403.18.3.1 as it is referenced in other parts of the specification 
· Chart change for testing 
· Added gradation and deleterious to run on an “as needed” basis which wasn’t previously in the table but the current Section 403 requires to be run on a set frequency 
· Removed some redundant wording in Section 403.23.4 that is clarified later 
· The intelligent compaction adjustment removed to clarify that the adjustment only applies if the IC JSP is included in contract requirements 
· Wording on GNSS obstructions clarified

2. BMD Round Robin Study for SP190 mixes 
· Working out details of a research project for round-robin BMD testing of base mixes to compare lab to lab variability of all MoDOT labs.
· Study to include 3 different SP190 mixes from 3 projects
· Looking at making a set of pucks without re-heating at each project and then sending loose mix to all 7 districts and central lab to be re-heated the same.

3. BMD Pay factor sheet update 
· Draft sheet available, project offices will need to request a copy from the field office when they need it 
· Limited distribution to hopefully iron out all the bugs before a more widespread release


4. HiMod Asphalt Spec 
· 90% recovery (MSCR recovery) with a 76E-28 
· Rotational viscosity bumped up to 3.5 max (was 3.0) – contractors can go lower if they suspect higher viscosity binder will cause constructability issues 
· Utah has been using Hi-Mod the most and are at 3.0 maximum and increased hose sizes and don’t have issues 
· Virginia has allowed a 5.0 max on viscosity but we have no information on if their performance went well or not
·  Minimum binder content table established 
· Will monitor, esp. in SE district 
· Maximum 15% binder replacement 
· Not allowing river gravels or natural sands 

5. Updates to 1015 for eliminating REOB and VTA 
· Section 1015.3.1 is for PPA to be noted on the bill of lading if used in the binder so contractors know 
· Section 1015.10.1 Refined engine oil bottoms and vacuum tower asphalt extenders are no longer allowed in PG binders. 
· MAPA researching practices from other states on these issues 

6. BMD for low volume roads 
· How would BMD work for low volume routes? 
· Just mix design stage and once during production maybe? 
· BMD production checks would probably require a Gmm test to make sure sample air voids are correct.  Using the JMF Gmm might not be sufficiently accurate 
· Void requirement similar to Superpave in lieu of BMD testing during production, but would this prevent early thermal cracking?  
· Density testing of low volume mixes? 
· Possibly modify this, maybe combine with volumetric testing for low volume mixes 
· Add Gmm testing during production to increase accuracy of production density testing - Would still add an hour or two to testing 
· Modification to testing protocols would increase bid prices 
· MAPA to discuss internally for their perspective 
· Alabama Counties have worked with NCAT to develop a “lightweight” BMD specification 
· Basically CT index and high temperature IDT (comparable to RT index) 
· In summary, MoDOT looking to implement BMD in some form for low volume routes instead of more research on effects of RAP/RAS 

7. Addressing flushing/bleeding Issues and surface defects 
· Issue could be caused by gradation issues 
· Comments from Mark Blow on the topic, various sieves mentioned (#200, #4, #8 etc.) but primary focus was how clean the mixes were 
· Research project in SE district on I-55 J9I3838 
· Project limits below with intent to have 4 test sections to compare against the SP095B 
· Possible test sections, following are ideas that may be used.  Final test sections to be determined 
i. SMA with Hi-Mod 
ii. SMA with BMD 
iii. SP095B with Hi-Mod 
iv. ?? 
· One idea is to use an SMA mix with BMD specs such that the oil content could be backed down below 6.0% 
· Possibly use hi-mod asphalt though the high polymer binder hasn’t been used in SMA to MoDOT’s knowledge 
· Utah’s Hi-Mod specification is for dense-graded asphalt but also has a drain-down requirement 
· Side discussion on using GTR w/ or w/o fibers in SMA? 
· For now, fibers required as a “cheap insurance” per results from an SMA mix using dry-process GTR but still had fibers 

8. Flint Chat vs High Chert Content
· There has been poor field performance of mixes where flint chat is used in lieu of porphyry and the limestone fraction had a high chert content 
· Early raveling and stripping 
· It was brought up that this could be due to not enough binder in the mix
i. A spec. would need to be developed to ensure adequate binder is in the mix.
· Proposing limiting the total chert content in the limestone to 5% of the mix when flint chat is used in lieu of porphyry (e.g. SMA or LP mixes) 
· Stop-gap measure to mitigate concerns with using chat pending further research/discussion 
· Concerns/Questions: 
· What about counting chert as non-carbonate in lieu of chat? 
· Chert content fluctuations making mix harder to control? 
· Chert quality not as uniform as chat, e.g. hard chert vs. soft chert in the limestone 
· Mixes may have needed more asphalt due to the angularity of the chert & difficulty in compaction 
 
9. [bookmark: _Hlk196920570]Volumetric Comparison Limits
· Comparison limits match what they were when Superpave began 
· At the time (late 90’s) AASHTO multi-laboratory acceptable range of two results were very high and MoDOT used lower values 
· Concern of too many n=5 instances for QC/QA  
· Request for MoDOT to compare specification requirements vs. AASHTO standards for limits of favorable comparison  

10. [bookmark: _Hlk196920584] TSR Replacement and Stripping Test Research Study
· Presentation by Punya Rath presenting the results of the study
· Compared TSR & Hamburg results to see which better predicted stripping susceptibility 
· Hamburg analysis for stripping potential depends on the slope ratio first, if =< 2.0 mix is ok, if >=2.0 the stripping inflection point is calculated 
· If stripping inflection point (SIP) <= 15,000 passes and slope ratio (SR) >2.0 mix is susceptible to stripping 
· Concerns about moving forward with Hamburg in lieu of TSR: 
· would effectively require all contractors get a Hamburg testing machine 
· significant impact to industry 
· Hamburg test more cumbersome to run vs. TSR test 
· Hamburg test equipment more of a maintenance burden and requires more capital investment from contractors 
· However, Hamburg seems to be a more reliable indicator of stripping potential compared to the TSR test 
· Alternative of running RT index on tests conditioned according to TSR requirements for wet set pucks? 
i. Not done yet, could be researched 
· What about running only one pair of pucks for stripping test so two separate mixes could be evaluated simultaneously? 
i. If wheels operate independently, it is a feasible approach but would have only 1 result per sample, wouldn’t get the replicate result from other wheel path for the sample 
