MINUTES:   				DRAFT
When: Wednesday, January 5, 2022	11:00 – 12:00 PM (PDT)
Where: Web-conference
I. There were 34 attendees to the WBPP regional web meeting. Attendees included:

Darlene Lane – NCPP
Andrew Blower – Oregon DOT
Andrew Pack – Idaho DOT
Bouzid Choubane – NCPP 
Brandon Henning – Nevada DOT
Brent Schiller – Forsgren Associates
David Chase – NV 
Chris Davis – Structural Technologies
Chris Keegan - NCPP 
John Hooks
Chris Long – FHWA CA
Cody Parker – UDOT
Dale Baker – SSI - Silicone Specialties Inc.
David Benton – AZDOT
David Dobson – OR 
Diana Hellman – Fujifilm 
Drew Garceau – Collins  Engineers, Inc
Ed Welch – NCPP
Eric Larson – SSI - Silicone Specialties Inc.
Eric Thorkildsen – GPI 
Greg Heilman
John Henry Waugh – WSDOT
Lorella Angelini – Angelini Consulting Services, LLC
Michael Brown – WSP USA
Mitzi McIntyre – CTS Cement 
Natasha Butler – CDOT
Orren Jennings – ODOT
Peter Seibert – UHPC Solutions North America
Raj Ailaney
Rebecca Nix – UDOT
Richard Dunne – GPI 
Roman Peralta – WSDOT 
Tom Collins – Collins  Engineers, Inc
Travis Kinney – David Evans and Associates



II. Welcome/Introductions
Andrew welcomes everyone, takes roll call, and moves to accept minutes from the December business meeting.  There are no objections and minutes are accepted.  
III. Working Group Updates  

Local Agency Outreach – Travis Kinney
Currently working to schedule trainings. A couple of upcoming trainings – Iowa and then Arkansas on February 8th. Working on scheduling a two-part training with Virginia and also scheduling a training in Alabama.

For those interested, the first training is an introduction to bridge preservation, and for those who have taken the first training, there are follow-up trainings on deck preservation, joint preservation, etc. 20 trainings have been given so far – interested parties should reach out to Travis.
Bridge Deck Preservation – Andrew Blower/Chris Keegan 
Western Bridge does not have a champion for this working group but has contributed funding. The group is working to publish the initial document research for the effort. They are also looking at the database and will be reaching out to industry members to update the database.
Bridge Inspection – Brandon Henning
Kick-off meeting is scheduled for January 24th at 9am Pacific Time. Those interested should pass information along to bridge inspectors in your state. If you’re interested, email Brandon or Andrew to be added to invite.
WBPP Bridge Inspection Working Group
12:00 PM to 1:00 PM effective 1/24/2022. (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/601497181

IV. TSP2 –WBPP/ MWBPP Peer Exchange Recaps



Extension of Service Life – Travis Kinney
Bridge Scour 
Follow-up with Herb.
Concrete Repair and Preservation – Andrew Blower
AZ discussed an issue with adjacent box beams and associated movement causing issues with the deck. Group did not have a good product recommendation. – Mike Brown mentioned later in this meeting that previously he worked on a project that incorporated ‘stitching’ between the members to reduce the differential movement, but was unsure of whether or not it took off as a typical retrofit option.
Bridge Joints – Andrew Blower presented notes
 Preservation of Concrete Decks – Mike Brown
Steel Repairs and Preservation – Andrew Blower presented notes
Industry Meeting – Matt Harlan and Richard Dunne
Small group. Received some feedback on the conference. Overall positive, minimal complaints. Vendors liked the joint conference due to more people, but had difficulty recognizing industry vs. agency affiliations. The font for the name tags was difficult for people to read to know affiliation. While dual tracks were great for wealth of information, some folks wanted to attend both tracks at time. Chris mentioned that all presentations were recorded and should be on the website.
V. New Business:
New blog on the TSP2 website regarding the San Giorgio Bridge in Genoa, Italy: https://blog.pavementpreservation.org/author/bridgeblog/ 
VI. Administrative items/ New Business/ Current Budget/ Travel/ Future Meeting Locations
Still waiting for a discrepancy in the hotel bill and agency reimbursement for updates to the budget.
Future meeting – looking at Boise, ID or New Mexico in the spring of 2023

WBPP Directorship:
· Steering Committee Directors (per the By-Laws):
· Current
· (4) State:	Andrew Blower, Brandon Henning, Natasha Butler, Cody Parker
· (1) Local:	Carl Hendricks
· (1) Academia:	Chris Higgins
· (2) Industry: 	Matt Harlan, Josh Sletten
· (1) At-Large: 	Andrew Pack (fill with State Agency)
· (1) FHWA:	Chris Long
· Officers:
· Proposed: (per the By-Laws: State Agency Officers move up after serving 1 year term in that position)
· Chair:				Andrew Blower
· State Vice Chair		Brandon Henning
· Industry Vice Chair:		Matt Harlan (3 year term)
· Sec/Tres:			Natasha Butler 
Adjourn
February 2nd will be the next web meeting. 11:00 – 12:00 PM (PDT)
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Best Practices for Extension of Bridge Service Life
Discussion started with an individual from NV asking if anyone had a set method of giving a
bridge rating for specific overlay types? Individuals from other areas seconded the question and
a discussion ensued about how there is no standard as to what any particular overlay or
treatment will change a deck rating to.
An individual from OH remarked that Ohio has started using some new materials for some
overlays. Such as for noncomposite box beams Ohio is trying a new asphalt with water
resistance built-in due to past issues with waterproof membranes failing.
Another individual mentioned that they had worked on negotiating with the bridge inspections on
particular ratings. The results were better when the discussion occurred before the inspection
rather than after. Once again the issue of standardization came up. At one point the example of
deck cracking came up. What is the consideration of deck cracking. One individual discussed
how their inspectors considered a crack a crack. There was no difference between a sealed and
unsealed crack. Essentially making deck sealing having no effect on the deck rating.
This led into the question of whether NBI rating is a good measure of overlay value. Life cycle
cost may be a better indicator.
An individual from OH mentioned that they had separated the deck edge from the deck in the
rating system. This prevented a reduction in the deck rating when sidewalks or insignificant
edge damage existed.
It was then discussed that at times owners preferred the lower ratings because it accelerated
the major rehabilitation/replacement option.


A new question was asked: how did agencies choose whether to repair or replace the
structures?
It was mentioned that OH doesn’t separate the project into repair or replacement. They rate
each structure on a number of factors and decide on the course of action based upon those
factors. They also consider a bridge a bridge. Anything spanning over 10 feet is a bridge
whether a girder bridge or a culvert. All evaluated as a bridge and using the same factors.
It was mentioned that politics can come into play and affect the decisions.
One individual discussed that their agency was working on dividing their budget by allocating a
certain % to rehabilitation and % to replacement. However the breakdown was variable and they
were having difficulty determining the correct % to each task well.
It was then brought up that the bridge maintenance was often included as part of other projects.
Such as a project that did work on a large section of roadway that included multiple bridges
within the project limits. The maintenance work on these bridges was done as part of that
project. Not on a maintenance schedule or upon need but upon when maintenance work was
available.
One individual discussed that their state had been experiencing an issue with a large number of
bridges becoming structurally deficient and the owner agency started assigning 30% of budget
to maintenance in an attempt to to stop the inventory from deteriorating. This program seems to
be working as the number of bridges dropping to poor and structurally deficient has been
declining. It was noted that the program was started with the current budgets. The 30% was







taken from money trying to replace the deficient bridges, not with additional funding. This was
done with the hope that the program would pay for itself in the future by reducing the number of
deficient bridges. It does appear that it is working.
One individual discussed that their agency often tried to save funding by delaying major
repair/replacement as long as possible. Essentially if a bridge was slated to be replaced,
delaying that replacement for 5 years would free up some money for other bridge work.


The question was raised: how were agencies determining bridge priorities? Through agency
created spreadsheets/programs or other programs such as BrM?
It was discussed that OH was using spreadsheets almost exclusively created through their
districts. They are attempting to use BrM for this data more.
Data for the analysis was generally obtained from bridge inspections.
It was brought up that UT uses a Health Index that is discussed online on their website in their
Bridge Management Manual.
It was mentioned that on low volume routes in OH they would often post their bridge lower than
necessary to extend bridge life.
A representative said OR did the same thing but had classification for reporting that the bridge
was posted for reasons other than loading.
A representative said LA also did that but their reporting category was marked posted less than
required load.
Someone brought up the question of how much does loading matter? Is it the loads that
deteriorate the bridges or is it other factors such as age, weather etc.
An individual discussed that OH had observed significant differences in bridges between local
agencies that used salt from those agencies that did not.


An individual from LA brought up that a significant issue they were experiencing was that
trucking industries were constantly pushing for heavier truck loading. They were also often
ignoring load postings.
It was mentioned that AZ had in the past experienced similar issues in the SE of the state with
multiple mining companies.
One individual mentioned that bridge posting signs were being removed and vandalized in
certain agencies and it was believed that it was being done by trucking companies to make it
difficult to ticket for crossing certain structures.
An individual from OH mentioned that they had issues with enforcement also as it is difficult to
determine actual truck loads without scales.
A large discussion ensued discussing the general lack of interest/understanding the general
public had in load ratings and how it was common for people and even industries to ignore and
even that believe load posts mattered.
An individual mentioned that LA state law stated that emergency vehicles can cross posted
bridges.
An individual mentioned that OH was working on making EV3 vehicles a permit vehicle.
It was mentioned that commonly local police were not helpful in preventing overweight vehicles
from crossing posted bridges. State police and other law enforcement agencies were often
required to be brought in.







A new question was brought up: Who is doing well incorporating Bridge Preservation during
design?
An individual discussed that MY and WV were looking at materials that could best last including
doing research on paint systems, cracking during pile installation as well as how does a change
in the source of aggregate in the concrete mix affect the concrete total life. They are requiring
designing for a 100 year life.
An example was brought up about an instance where they wished coating systems to meet a
minimum 33 year service life and only 1 system could meet the minimum requirement.
One individual mentioned that in their state all projects that exceed a particular $ amount must
use stainless steel reinforcement in their decks.
A representative from SD said that SD only uses stainless steel in decks currently.
Galvanized reinforcement was discussed with consensus that it was not practicable because it
was almost guaranteed to be scratched or damaged during construction reducing or eliminating
its protective value.
Discussion ensued regarding what data on preservation methods was available as when using
one method of preservation are other methods also used.
The question was asked specifically to SD about whether we seal deck cracking with stainless
steel reinforcement or was the stainless steel reinforcement expected to handle the cracking
issues? Do we do less maintenance/preservation because we used stainless steel? There does
not seem to be an answer as the practice is too new to determine the value of deck sealing.
The question also came up as to the use of stainless steel reinforcement. What about concrete
wear? Are overlays still necessary? Even if the reinforcement is still in good condition, what
about surface wearing and tire rutting?


Near the end of the discussion several questions came forth regarding future concerns.


The question regarding truck platoons, primarily large numbers of trucks following close
together as self driving vehicles? What spacing can be required for bridge load issues? How do
we deal with this? Some states, specifically LA have already had the issue occur.


It was mentioned that there were states that on larger multi lane bridges individual lanes would
be closed during specific parts of the day to reduce long term loading. There was significant
question if this would be valuable for bridge preservation or if in many places would be politically
palatable no matter how light traffic was.


A request was made for a method to share more information between states on material issues.
What was being tried, what worked and what issues states were having.







Concrete Repairs & Preservation
● Introductions


○ Name, Company/Agency, and Position.
● Concrete patch products


○ Products will vary based on crew and area of project.
○ Products need to be on the state agency approved products list (APL) or


qualified products list (QPL) to be used.
■ Special provisions may be written and some projects require specific


products.
○ Self performance goals are set by the department of transportation/crew tpo


measure patch results.
○ Training is required for many of these products and high employee turnaround


is a struggling battle.
■ Proper use of concrete primer is best practice when successfully


completing patch repairs. This requires some training.
○ Larger products and jobs will typically go to bid for more experienced crews to


complete.
● Completing and tracking repairs


○ Lack of follow up measures and proper documentation varies by state.
■ Many of these states lack communications with local agencies.


● Solutions proposed include: outreach, follow up, and guidelines
set for local agencies to follow.


● Indiana Department of Transportation is using an app based
repair log and follow up after repairs are completed.


○ Cost-Analysis of the repairs from both state and local agencies can further
increase understanding and budgeting of preservation.


○ Culvert repairs and maintenance can be often overlooked by local agencies.
● How to solve adjacent box beam joint differentials


○ Difficult to find cheap, quick, and effective repairs.
○ Looking for repairs that limit the use of rebar
○ High strength ready mix concrete is the best course of action by applying an


overlay.
● What preservation effort work the best (solution strategies)


○ Flushing and cleaning joints/bearings results in less repair over time.
■ Snow is a continued issue for many states.
■ Best practice for flushing joints/bearings involves high volume with low


pressure.
○ Issues exist where roadway shutdown and temporary traffic control


complicates repair efforts. Night time work can not always be used for repairs.
○ When completing patching repairs, oftentimes the patched area looks great but


the surrounding areas around the patch work do not appear flush with the rest
of the deck.







■ Quality depends on the experience and training of the repair crew
○ Preservation will often save large budget replacements. Computer analysis


and online databases assist in prioritizing preservation efforts.
■ The biggest benefit is finding products that are optimal for the type of


job and size of the repair.
● Color matching concrete on historical projects


○ Most agencies would prefer to stain the concrete after all repair work is
complete.


■ Inconsistencies in concrete batches will not produce a uniform color.
■ Staining often requires sealing the products every few years


● Long term maintenance operations are required.
■ Most crews have little to no experience in the area of color matching


concrete.
○ Paint has mixed options depending on state and weather conditions in the


area.







Bridge Joints


ADOT
ADOT mainly utilized 3 types of deck joints: Modular joints, Strip seals, Compression seals
Most problems experienced are in post construction, especially in the northern region where we
have ice and snow
Biggest issues have been with the headers; deck joints themselves coming loose over time
o Poor consolidation underneath the flanges of the compression or strip seal
o Guard angles getting torn from snow plows
o Not getting the concrete to come up and bleed up through the air holes
o Typical tears within the neoprene glands
Poor inspections of these issues lead to voids underneath and have failures present within 5-10
years of that joints existence
No preventative maintenance program for cleaning our joints, which causes a lot of debris,
compression seals dropping, strip seals tearing
Recent improvements include
o Going to a flangeless strip seal, getting rid of the top angle to avoid consolidation issues
underneath that portion
o Installed joints with longitudinal plates so the snowplow can’t drop down; U-shape type
with a sliding plate
o Chamfer the backside of the armoring so the plow has an angle to come back
Difficult for us to program and prioritize joint projects because we don’t have a program specific
for deck joints; instead we piggyback through pavement preservation projects
Iowa DOT
Utilizes modular, finger, and strip seals
Prefer to move towards modular joints
Problems experienced are with finger joints; the drainage troughs underneath them are a
nightmare to keep up with
Strip seals have been preforming well; been using extrusions with the headsets off the back
decker in the back walls. No problems with the guard angles
The hardest thing for us is getting out to the problem area and making the repairs with the
roads being so busy
We do not have a maintenance program, but would like to see one in place
HDR
Colorado changed their standards for the anchorage on strip seals; they had a lot of issues with
plows yanking the headers, creating long lasting maintenance issues


Kentucky DOT
Going back to mostly compression seals; easy to install, easy to maintain
We’ve had good luck with polyester headers as of late, most of the joints are monolithic, radius
forming in place with the deck
Nebraska DOT







Started placing asphalt over their bridges in the last 8 years
Biggest issues arise when needing to raise the joints to the level of that asphalt
o Response from ADOT: We welded a 1” bar on the existing joints; fillet welds on both
sides and plug welds every 2ft. For smaller movements, we’ve gone with plug joints.


GPI
Got far away from finger joints
Tried plug joints, but had problems with that as well
Went to Polymer concrete as the new header above the old header
Most recently we’re doing a lot of link slabs for joint eliminations; making the bridge continuous
and eliminating as many joints as possible
Kansas
Mostly use sliding plates with great success thus far
Have a maintenance budget that encourages deck joint projects; joints come first
DS Brown
Modular joints are more in favor; debris stays on top of the joint rather than going in the joint
Moving away from seals that have flanges to avoid the consolidation issues under the flange
Starting to see a lot more soft seals; pre compressed foam with seal on top, inverted V seals
(silicone based or EPSM based)
Came up with a “Strip Seal Removal System”
o Help cut the seal, help grab the seal, help pull out the seal
o Clean the channel that the gland sits in
Do we really need the glue? Looking into getting rid of the glue and using a type of water-based
lubricant adhesive
We’re also seeing different type of header chemistries in the same spec: Polyester, UHPC,
Epoxy, and Polyurethane – 4 technologies in the same spec. This sometimes becomes an issue
when the contractor only chooses the cheapest solution
Currently we’re in a raw material supplies shortage. We’re starting to investigate possibilities of
using other chemistries that aren’t impacted by raw materials for specific sealants, i.e. hybrid
sealants
Colorado


For rapid replacements, we started using PPC for headers when we are pressed for time and
need to get it fixed quickly (1-2 days)
Responses
o ADOT – High early strength, UHPC, Polyester (3 hours)
o Iowa – PPC headers, night time closures (8 hours)
o New Jersey – PPC headers
o Kansas – Polyester


Pennsylvania
We have a “Stick Program” that allows us to utilizes new technologies as long as you can prove
its been used in 5 other states, has 5 years of success, and has been recommended by other
engineers, they have the ability to fast track its use.







This type of flexibility proves advantageous to us and encourage other DOT’s to look into a
program similar to this where we’re given more flexibility in accepting alternatives.







Preservation of Concrete Decks
1. 2 Styles of preservation activities: Cyclic & Reactionary


a. Deck flushing
i. N. Dakota washes all bridges every spring
ii. Minnesota tries to wash all bridges every spring but some are skipped for


traffic control issues
iii. In Virginia some counties flush bridges, others don’t
iv. Utah only cleans gutters and spillways, water in short supply in the


deserts
b. Flushing benefits? Cons?


i. Allows initial inspection of bridge and elements
ii. Usually paired with other maintenance activities
iii. HVLP water only, some states/counties don’t have high volumes of water


c. Deck Sealant
i. N. Dakota seals each bridge every 7 years
ii. Kansas has no pattern, only when necessary
iii. Utah applies Thin-Bond Overlays
iv. Utah specified a #shot that is used in shot-blasting, providing a more


uniform appearance
v. PREPARATION OF DECK SURFACE IS MOST IMPORTANT FOR


SEALANT BONDING
vi. Polyester concrete growing in use, getting good results


1. Patches that go under rebar last longer, requires removing a bit
more concrete, sometimes good concrete


2. N. Dakota requires ¾” under rebar on their patches.
3. Some states only require removal of good concrete


vii. Michigan created their own concrete patch mix (2” & top mat)
viii. Virginia uses Latex modified concrete for patches


1. Early strength in hours & long term interstate use
2. S. Dakota doesn’t allow due to high winds


ix. Silica fume overlays are older and cracking
1. Multiple overlays reduce lasting time until the next overlay


a. (20 yrs, 10 yrs, 7 yrs, 5 yrs, etc)
x. Virginia and Utah prefer no AC on bridge decks for inspections


1. Last resort before bridge replacement
d. Crack Sealant


i. Deck concrete sealant used to fill any micro-cracks and help prevent new
cracks from forming


ii. Required for all bridge concrete work in some states
iii. Done occasionally when cracks appear ~3-5 years in some states
iv. N. Dakota uses CSP-7 surface prep


e. Surface Preparation
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In Utah some maintenance stations clean out the deck drains and expansion joints but there isn't a program for it. 
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i. Minnesota uses compressed air / leaf blower for surface prep
ii. Some states require flushing then blowing debris clear when dry
iii. Utah is having problems on partial depth deck panels delaminating from


UHPC poured on top
iv. Utah’s new decks are covered with thin-bond after 28 days


1. N. Dakota recommended not placing until 1 year after
construction, allow deck to remain new and only apply if
necessary and cracks start forming


f. Hot pour joint seal
i. Only used on AC on bridge decks, not on concrete
ii. N. Dakota banned it on all bridges, must replace AC, seal deck, etc.
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Utah has had a few locations where delaminations formed in the deck between cast-in-place concrete and half depth precast panels.







Steel Repairs & Preservation
Discussion Leaders: Nancy Huether (NDDOT)&Aaron Stover (Michael Baker International)


Damages Bridge Hits: In ND (Bending happened)


● East beam – holes too, pulled the steel out of the deck
● West beam – Little bit of damage


Fix: Welding, Beam Straightening (by heating), Spot Painting


Other preservation and repair strategies:


● Clean
● Spot painting
● Beam end painting / Coating
● Galvanizing
● Arrest cracks
● Others (plates with bolts)
● Discussion on heat straightening its procedure
● Cracking


- If the crack is small, it is hard to put the tools in to fix it
- Small cracks can be fixed w/o using tools
- You need to be a little bit ahead of the crack
- Make larger hole and then polish after


● Fatigue technology tool
- Iowa has been using it it is easier and reliable
- Kansas has research on it, but has not implemented it yet
- AASHTO and NSDA collab G14.1 – to find the research
- Kentucky – discussed a bit about the installation
- Limited success on paint project


● Ultra high-pressure power washing – Oregon
● Diaphragm, Lateral Torsional Buckling in MnDOT, not code in AASHTO yet.
● Deterioration in beam and diaphragm


- Use stud, encapsulate
- UHPC, some state


● Corrosion
● How do you prevent to get it damaged?
● Pigeon problem


- WashDot and Dept. of Agriculture
- Poisoned the area
- Trapping


● ADE (How many beams are in bad shape)










