Notes from the “Research Needs” Peer Exchange

Moderator:	Dick Dunne – GPI
Attendees: 	Phil Meinel - Wisconsin Dot
		Scott Facompre - UHPC Solutions North America
		Shri Bhide - FHWA
		Justin Brown - SDDOT
		Tom Ritz - Michael Baker International
		A couple others joined in in the middle of the session

Dick Dunne started off by mentioning that the intent when this topic was put on the agenda was that the FHWA Research Roadmap would have been approved. It in fact has not been approved yet. Therefore, this peer exchange will talk about what is needed in the area of research.
One research need might be on deck sealers. Dick provided an example from the Concrete Bridge Deck Working Group… the group put together a research need statement on deck sealers. Basically, the research needed to determine how effective deck sealers are. The research need has been presented to the AASHTO COBS - Bridge Preservation Technical Committee for endorsement so that it can go to TRB this year to become one of the NCHRP projects. Different DOTs are using sealers. Some States put it down on a 5-year interval, some put it down once, but they really don’t know how effective the sealers are.
Another research need was one Dr. Connor presented on this week about pack rust - trying to determine how “bad” is “bad” concerning pack rust.
Dick then opened up the floor for others to talk about specific research needs.
Shri Bhide talked about long-term bridge data collection to use that data to determine effectiveness of bridges. They’ve collected lots of bridge performance data, but they don’t know what to do with it. There are a couple of research projects ongoing to see the utility of this data. They might consider collecting more data (NDE data (mainly on bridge decks). It takes time to collect this data, and it is very expensive. So before going forward it is important to determine its value. This is pretty close to being completed. They have completed part of the data collection of NDE data on 36 bridges. Some of them have 3 rounds of data collected (6-7 years of data). It’s a massive undertaking. They started with 2 regions then took a pause because it is very expensive and the funding for the group is running out. They are studying if they should and are able to collect other data. The data they have collected is already out there on Infobridge and can be used by anyone. That was the 1st contract by TSSC (technical support services contract). That data was collected by contractors. Funding is running out. What to do with data. Other DOTs and customers can contribute. It is on hold because cost is high. A 2nd contract is starting - collecting design and construction data on 1600 bridges. It will be a desk audit. So it will be less costly. 
FHWA is also embarking on dense type data collection - collecting it from the DOTs – it is performance related data. For example, “Painting of Steel Structures” – issues, policies.
These are the types of data collection the FHWA is now involved in.
Phil Meinel added that Wisconsin is trying to lead the way with deck NDE data collections They are willing to try things like collecting data. They want to do practical research on in-service bridges. But the data set is so small, they’re not getting confidence of what it looks like across the State. They need more data to work with. He would like more effort from other States to share their data. Make a program that will collect the data and then share it.
FHWA has several data collection protocols for States to use to ensure that data is collected consistently. That makes it more useable. These protocols are located in Infobridge (under Library).  Shri stated that the data has to be collected consistently from the other contributors. That way it is easier to use that data uniformly. Right now, different States collect data differently. Different versions of data collection are of no use to someone else. For example, some States use defect elements some don’t. That is why the protocols were developed. If they collect data based on their protocol, then that data can/will be used. Log your data over a # of years. 
Phil and Shri continued discussing Coding Guide Item #106 “year re-constructed” (tracking re-construction activities on bridges). Some States don’t have accurate records of this. This information could be useful on determining preservation effectiveness. Phil added that all States should collect structure and element (and element defect) history to know how these things are performing.
Nancy Huether added that funding is an issue. A lot of States don’t have the necessary staff to provide that kind of detail.
Dick added that this effort would be worth it in the big scheme of things. States are more focused on a ribbon cutting than collecting data that can benefit everyone in the long run.
Dick asked if there were other ideas: How do you show the benefit of preservation activities? For example, how effective is deck sealing if you seal a deck that is in condition state “6”? How long will it stay a “6”? How do you show the benefit of your preservation action? Do you raise the element rating? This is why research is needed. Phil responded, “record your element defects” (relating to earlier discussion). Dick added that when you do a preservation activity, what do you do to the element rating or element defect rating to show that that activity was completed. Maybe there should be research to help guide different States and different inspectors what to do to the ratings.
Shri talked about a Bridge Deck Preservation Tool. This Pooled Fund research study TPF-5(474) is about to wrap up. They hope to see it in Infobridge. Iowa DOT is leading TPF=5(474) and WJE is performing the research They came up with their own deterioration model to plug in information to get recommendations - look for it - it should be out in a year or so. There are other models in Infobridge that you can supply your own data to get recommendations. It is a very comprehensive tool for making preservation recommendations for bridge decks.
Justin stated that what works in your region may not work in mine. It’s hard to balance the scale including all the variables everyone is dealing with. But the more information you have, the better judgement call you can make.
Jim stated that evaluating performance measures in one state could help other States that aren’t able to do so and vice versa. Those evaluations could be beneficial in trying to get a product approved.
Shri talked about a research project on overlays (UHPC is one of them) at the accelerated bridge testing lab at Rutgers. He mentioned that Iowa is also experimenting with UHPC by placing a UHPC overlay on a brand new bridge.
Dick noted that Paint Systems have had a pretty good amount of research already, and may not have a lot of research needs.
Shri talked about the Turner Fairbanks Corrosion Lab where a lot of research has been conducted.
At this point, the session concluded.
One final thought was discussed - wrapping up what we talked about. The collection of data - needs to follow a unified protocol. This will eliminate the need to “clean the data” before it can be used. With so many States collecting data in different ways, it will be difficult to evaluate preservation performance on a large scale. 
