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INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this study was to determine the actual service li fe of some commonly used bridge 
coating systems.  A study authored by Gordon H. Brevoort and updated by KTA-Tator, Inc. in 1996 (1) 
provided a table of projected service li fe based largely on a survey of coating manufacturers.  Are industry wide 
predictions of coating li fe accurate?  That is the central issue this study examined.  The results may help bridge 
owners select coating protection that provides the lowest li fe cycle cost.  Bridge owners may also find the 
information useful to pro-rate the remaining value of the coating system and to plan maintenance activities. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

Practical coating performance is generally better than industry predictions, as represented in the 
Brevoort paper.  Practical service li fe is defined as 5 to 10% coating breakdown. The service li fe of a three coat 
system consisting of a zinc-rich primer, epoxy intermediate and urethane finish is predicted to be 19.5 to 21 
years in a moderate (industrial) environment and 28 to 30 years in a mild (rural) environment.   
 
  This survey conducted in the northeastern United States found that the Brevoort /KTA estimates of 
service li fe seem conservative.  That said, the study also found that coating performance is dependent on the 
quali ty assurance program implemented to monitor the contractor’s compliance with the project specifications.   
 

Notable findings: 
 

1. Among the Connecticut bridges, there was littl e difference in the performance between shop applied 
coating systems that used inorganic zinc-rich primers as compared to field applied systems with epoxy 
zinc-rich primers. 

 
2. Much better performance of the shop applied system with an inorganic zinc-rich primer occurred in 

Maine. 
 

3. Significant differences in performance between Maine and Connecticut could be explained by the close 
proximity of coated steel members to higher volumes of moving traff ic (Connecticut) or differences in 
the quali ty of the contractor’s cleaning and painting practices.  The latter almost certainly explains 
differences in coating performance between two Connecticut bridges of similar design, located several 
hundred feet apart, with the same coating system. 



4. Zinc/epoxy/urethane systems on Connecticut bridges performed slightly better than the three coat alkyd 
system pigmented with basic lead sili cochromate, the use of which was essentially discontinued more 
than a decade ago because of health and environmental concerns. 

 
5. Galvanizing provides better corrosion protection than any of the other coating systems.  This study 

shows no maintenance is required for at least 30 years. Some galvanizing industry sources claim that 
more than 90 years of service li fe is possible.  

 
BACKGROUND 

 
The data for this study was obtained from on-site inspections of steel highway bridges located in 

Connecticut and Maine that are protected with coating systems that have been exposed for 14 to 20 years.  The 
coating systems on these bridges include: 

 
·  Inorganic zinc-rich primer with polyamide epoxy intermediate and acrylic urethane finish. 
·  Epoxy zinc-rich primer with polyamide epoxy intermediate and acrylic urethane finish. 
·   Inorganic zinc-rich primer with vinyl finish.   
·  Galvanized with and without topcoats. 
·  Metalli zed bridges with top coats.   
·  Alkyd pigmented with basic lead sili cochromate 

 
The results obtained are summarized in Table 1.  Detailed descriptions of the coating condition and 

representative photographs are located in the Field Investigation.  Estimated coating service li fe data were 
obtained from Paper No. 477, CORROSION 96, a study of coating costs, products and service li fe originally 
authored by Gordon H. Brevoort and recently updated by KTA-Tator, Inc.(1).  The service environment 
selected was Moderate (Industrial).   
 

Estimated practical li fe of a coating system is defined by Brevoort as 5 to 10% coating breakdown and 
there is active rusting of the substrate.  Most highway departments have adopted coating maintenance strategies 
when coating systems reach this stage of deterioration.  At that time maintenance work typically consists of 
complete removal and replacement in zones, such as beneath expansion joints.  In addition, the outside fascias 
may receive an overcoat, which substantially improves the appearance of the bridge to the motoring public. 
  

It is important to note that all of the estimated service li fe data presented in the Brevoort report are based 
on SSPC-SP 10 degree of the surface preparation, except one.  The lone exception is for the alkyd coating 
which is presumed to be a less stringent degree of cleaning, SSPC-SP 6.  Also, the Brevoort study provides no 
information about the anticorrosive pigment used in the alkyd coating.  Pigment content can make a significant 
difference in the performance of this generic type of coating system. 
 
  The service li fe of galvanizing (defined as 5% corrosion) was obtained from the American Galvanizers 
Association.  The li fe span assumes the galvanized layer has a typical thickness of 4 mils and the service 
environment is suburban. 
 

 
 
 



TABLE 1: Actual Service L ife vs. Brevoort Prediction 
 

 
Br idge Structure 

Actual System L ife 
Estimated (yrs) 

Brevoort 
Predicted 
L ife (yrs) 

 
Coating System 

Pr imer/Intermediate/Finish 
Shelton-Derby 
Age 15 yrs 

20 to 25 9 Alkyd – 3 coats 

Windsor Lock 
Age 15 yrs 

20 to 25 9 Alkyd – 3 coats 

Coram Road 
Age 15 yrs 

20 to 25 21 IOZ&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane* 

Prospect Street 
Age 15 years 

15 21 IOZ&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane* 

Brewer over road 
Age 20 years 

30+ 21 IOZ* & Vinyl 

Brewer over rail  
Age 20 years 

30+ 21 IOZ* & Vinyl 

Harrington 
Age 20 years 

30+ 21 IOZ* & Vinyl 

Hartford I-84 EB 
Age 17 yrs 

22 to 27 19.5 EpoxyZn&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane 

Hartford I-84 WB 
Age 17 yrs 

22 to 27 19.5 EpoxyZn&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane 

Washington Ave 
Age 14 -15 yrs 

20 to 25 19.5 EpoxyZn&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane 

Freight Street 
Age 14 -15 yrs 

17 to 22 19.5 EpoxyZn&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane 

Riverside Street 
Age 14 -15 yrs 

20 to 25 19.5 EpoxyZn&Epoxy&AcrylcUrethane 

Bridgeport 
Age 7 – 8 yrs 

30+ 90+ Galvanize/AcrylicUrethane* 

Newtown 
Age 2 yrs 

30+ 90+ Galvanized only*  

Middletown 
Age 6 yrs 

30+ 90+ Galvanized only*  

Norwich 
Age 36 yrs 

30+ 90+ Galvanized only*  

Lyme 
Age 9 yrs 

10+ 22+ Metalli zed/AcrylicUrethane 

* Coating system applied in the shop. 
 



FIELD INVESTIGATION 
 

The survey was conducted on October 3, 4, and 5, 2005.  The selection was intended to include 
representative examples of coating systems used in the past and the present.  When possible, bridges with 
coating systems of similar age were selected.  A brief description of the condition of the coating systems on the 
various bridge structures follows.  Bridges are grouped according to type of coating system.    
 
Basic Lead Sili cochromate, Three Coats 
 
Shelton – Derby, CT; Route 8 over Housatonic in Connecticut 1990 
 

The bridge was widened in 1990, which required girders to be added to all bridge spans.  The new steel 
was primed in the fabrication shop and the two topcoats were applied after the steel was erected.  The old steel 
had a coating system that was in poor condition.  It had an aluminum topcoat. 
 

The coating system provided very good corrosion 
protection and does not require immediate maintenance for 
corrosion protection.  However, maintenance painting could be 
used to save the exposed primer and prevent further coating 
breakdown. Areas of coating breakdown and corrosion are 
categorized as follows: 

 
·  One area of corrosion observed (crevice corrosion) was 

along the top edge of a gusset plate on the Shelton side of 
the bridge.   

 
·  The top two coating layers peeled from the underside of the 

bottom flange on three line of girders in many spans on the 
Shelton side.  Extensive peeling exposed the orange primer. 
(See Figure 1.)  There was also some peeling on the underside of various steel members that span over 
the water on the Shelton side.  No peeling was observed on girder webs or other vertical surfaces. 

 
·  Areas of peeling and corrosion on the Derby end of the bridge occurred where this coating system was 

applied over an existing aluminum-colored alkyd coating system that was decades older and probably 
not in good condition at the time of overcoating.   

 
·  Other areas of aluminum-colored coating throughout the bridge that were not overcoated were in very 

poor condition with up to 30% of the coated surface cracked or peeled.  
 

Peeling only occurred on the Shelton end of the bridge and only on three lines of girders on the 
downstream side and not at all on the upstream side. The marked contrast between peeling on downstream 
girders as compared to upstream girders indicates the problem is li kely associated with surface preparation 
deficiencies and not with shortcomings in the coating material itself. 
 
 
 

Figure 1.  Peeling topcoats expose orange 
pr imer. 



Windsor Locks – Windsor, CT; I-91 over the Connecticut River 1990 
 

The bridge was widened in 1990, which required girders to 
be added to all bridge spans.  The new steel was primed in the 
fabrication shop and the two topcoats were applied after the steel 
was erected.  All steel, old and new, had the same green colored 
topcoat.   
    

The coating system provided good corrosion protection, but 
is on the verge of requiring maintenance touchup.  The amount of 
coating failure is less than 2% of the surface area on the newer steel 
and consists of peeling, which exposes the steel substrate.  There is 
relatively littl e corrosion at peeling locations because of apparent 
intact mill scale beneath the coating system.  Mill scale is certainly 
present on the older steel girders and also appears to be on the newer 
girders despite their much younger age.  Areas of coating breakdown 
and corrosion are categorized as follows:   

 
·  Peeling was observed on the underside of the bottom flange 

of newer girders, and to a lesser extent on the underside of 
the top flange. (See Figures 2 & 3.) 

 
·  Areas of peeling more than 1 square foot in size on the webs 

of older girders. 
 

·  Areas of corrosion on the ends of girders and bearing pads at 
expansion joints.   

 
·  Early stage coating breakdown and rusting along the weld 

seam connecting the bottom flange and web on the 
downstream outside fascia.  (See Figure 4.) 

 
Coating thickness was generally 4 to 6 mils, even on the 

corners of the bottom flange.  Thickness ranged from 4 to 12 mils.  
There was littl e noticeable difference in coating thickness between 
the newer steel girders and the older ones. 

Figure 4.  Corr osion along weld seam. 

Figures 2 & 3.  All l ayers peeling from the 
underside of girders. 



Inorganic Zinc Primer, Polyamide Epoxy Intermediate and Acrylic Urethane Finish 
 
Shelton, CT; Coram Road over Route 8 1990 
 

The bridge had a design and service environment (high traff ic volume beneath) similar to the Prospect 
Road Bridge.  The steel used to construct both bridges was cleaned and painted in the fabrication shop.  Field 
painting involved only touchup.  Both were located several hundred feet apart.  The vertical abutment walls 
were located very close to the edge of the roadway, creating a tunnel-li ke effect.  The coating system performed 
well , much better than on the nearby Prospect Avenue bridge.  Areas of coating breakdown and corrosion are 
categorized as follows: 
 

·  Corrosion on the underside of girders and on the south fascia in areas of apparent abrasion damage from 
vehicular traff ic beneath the bridge.   

 
Shelton, CT; Prospect Road over Route8 1990 
 

The bridge had a design and service environment (high 
traff ic volume beneath) similar to the Coram Road Bridge.  The 
steel used to construct both bridges was cleaned and painted in the 
fabrication shop.  Compared to the nearby Coram Road bridge, the 
coating system is performing very poorly.  Areas of coating 
breakdown and corrosion are categorized as follows: 

 
·  Widespread breakthrough corrosion on the bottom flanges of 

all girders. Corrosion of this nature would be consistent with 
insuff icient surface preparation or insuff icient coating 
thickness or both.  (See Figure 5.)  For coating system 
performance purposes, this structure is considered 
anomalous.  

 
Inorganic Zinc Primer & Vinyl Finish 
 
Brewer, Maine; Route 1A over end of I-395 
 

Both bridges in Brewer were simple girder spans more than 20 
feet above the ground.  This structure carried a steady flow of traff ic 
over a less traveled access ramp to/from I-395.  The outside fascias 
had urethane finish coats on two thirds of the girder length and vinyl 
on the remaining one third.  The condition of the coating system was 
very good. (See Figure 6.)  Areas of coating breakdown and corrosion 
are categorized as follows: 

 
·  Corrosion of portions of the bearing plates and diaphragms 

beneath the expansion joint on the end of the bridge.  (See 
Figure 7.) 

 
Figure 6. Overall good coating system 
performance. 

Figure 5.  Breakthrough corr osion on 
underside of girders. 



·  Minor corrosion on some girder flange edges.  No 
undercutting of the coating. 

 
·  Vinyl coating on both fascias (north & south) is lighter 

shade of green than the adjacent urethane.  It is also more 
faded than vinyl coating on inside girders shielded from the 
sun. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brewer, Maine; Route 1A over Rail Track 
 

Both bridges in Brewer were simple girder spans more than 20 feet above the ground.  This structure 
carried a steady flow of traff ic over a seldom used single rail track.  The performance of the coating system on 
this bridge was virtually the same as on the other bridge in Brewer.  The bridges are located less than one half 
mile from each other.   
 
Inorganic Zinc Primer and Vinyl  
 
Harr ington, Maine; Route 1A over Tidal Inlet and Salt Marsh 
 

This structure consists of three spans that cross a tidal inlet 
and salt marsh.  The condition of the coating system is very good.  
Areas of coating breakdown and corrosion are categorized as 
follows:  

 
·  Corrosion on the bearing plates beneath the expansion joints 

at the abutments. 
 
·  Vinyl peeling from one diaphragm; no corrosion. 

 
·  No visible corrosion elsewhere on the structure, even though 

there are many areas where the coating was damaged from 
rock throwing. (See Figure 8.) 

 
·  The vinyl finish coat faded dramatically from an earth tone brown to a pinkish tan.    

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8.  No corr osion on 99% of the 
sur face even on the near diaphragms, 
which suffered rock throwing damage. 

Figure 7.  Corr osion only beneath 
expansion joint. 



Epoxy Zinc-Rich Primer, Epoxy Intermediate, Acrylic Urethane Finish (EZ/E/U) 
 
Hartford, CT; I-84 EB & WB over New Park Ave and Amtrak 1988 
 

Twin bridges (eastbound and westbound) are multi -span 
structures elevated more than 30 feet above the ground.  These 
structures were originally painted with a lead pigmented alkyd 
coating system.  All steel surfaces were blast cleaned to SSPC SP10.  
For the vast majority of the surface area, the coating system is 
performing very well .  Areas of coating breakdown and corrosion 
are categorized as follows: 

 
·  Break through corrosion on more than a dozen areas 

scattered across the twin bridges.  Because of the enormous 
size of these structures, the affected area would still be much 
less than 1% of the total surface.   

 
·  Breakthrough corrosion on girders and cross bracing that 

was likely at the edge of a containment area and therefore 
not suff iciently cleaned and coated. (See Figure 9.) 

 
·  Areas of breakthrough on webs and stiffeners caused by 

insuff icient surface preparation or coating thickness or both. 
Rusting on ends of girders and bridge bearings beneath 
expansion joints.  (See Figure 10.) 

 
·  Rusting on ends of girders and bridge bearings beneath 

expansion joints. 
  
 
 

 
 
 
Waterbury, CT; Rte 8 NB & SB over Washington Avenue 1990-1991 
 

The northbound and southbound bridges are located side by side and are similar in design.  Vertical 
abutment walls are located close to the edge of the roadway.  There is high traff ic volume above and moderate 
slow moving traffic beneath.  These structures were originally painted with a lead pigmented alkyd coating 
system.  It was removed by abrasive blast cleaning to SSPC-SP 10 degree of cleanliness.  The condition of the 
coating system was similar on both bridges.  Overall performance of the coating system was fair to good.  Areas 
of corrosion and coating problems are characterized as follows: 

 
·  Breakthrough corrosion at bearing plates and underside girders near the bearing plates.  (See Figure 11.) 

Figure 9.  Spot rusting associated with 
edge of containment. 

Figure 10.  Breakthrough corr osion 
caused by insuff icient preparation and/or 
coating thickness. 



·  Breakthrough corrosion probably advancing to crevice corrosion at the underside of the bottom flanges 
along the seams created by bolting a reinforcing plate.  (See Figure 12.) 

 
·  Breakthrough corrosion in the flanges of the stiffeners. 

 
·  At least two separate isolated areas of peeling (less than 1 square foot in size) that exposed the steel 

substrate.  Corrosion was present in the peeled areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Waterbury, CT; Rte 8 NB over Freight Street 1990-1991 
 

This bridge had a service environment similar to the 
Washington Avenue bridges; however, there were sloped 
embankments at the base of the abutments.  The structure was 
originally painted with a lead pigmented alkyd coating system.  It 
was removed by abrasive blast cleaning to SSPC SP10 degree of 
cleanliness.  Areas of corrosion and coating problems are 
characterized as follows: 

 
·  Coating breakdown and corrosion on steel members 

located beneath expansion joints over piers and over the 
north abutment.   

 
·  Other areas of corrosion similar to that outlined on the 

Washington Street bridges.   
 
Waterbury, CT; Rte 8 NB over Riverside Street 1990-1991 
 

This bridge structure had vertical abutment walls and a service environment similar to the Washington 
Avenue structures.  However, this bridge consisted of many more girders and although the bridge was about the 
same length, it was much wider because Rte 8 crossed over Riverside at a very acute angle.  The much greater 

Figure 11.  Common area of 
breakthrough corr osion near bear ing 
plates. 
 

Figure 12.  Crevice corr osion between 
bottom flange and reinforcing steel. 
 

Figure 13.  Corrosion beneath expansion 
joints. 
 



width created a tunnel instead of a standard underpass.  The overall coating performance is fair to good.  The 
structure was originally painted with a lead pigmented alkyd coating system.  It was removed by abrasive blast 
cleaning to SSPC-SP 10 degree of cleanliness.  However, corrosion was found in the following areas: 

 
·  Light breakthrough corrosion on the underside of many girders near the bearings. 
·  Light breakthrough corrosion on some diaphragms. 
·  Dark corrosion on several li near feet of the top flange edge of above the roadway, north side.  

 
Hot Dip Galvanizing with Epoxy Intermediate and Urethane Top Coat 
 
Bridgeport, CT; East Avenue over the Poquonnock River 1997-1998 
 

This small bridge is located very low over brackish water.  No problems were observed with the coating 
system and no corrosion was observed. 
 
Hot Dip Galvanizing without Top Coat 
 
Newtown, CT; Conrail over Rte 66 2003 
 

The bridge supports a light amount of rail traff ic and crosses over roadway that has moderate traff ic 
flow.  After its first 2 years of service there are no visible signs of corrosion.  The bolt patterns on the sides of 
the main girders appear to have received a dark gray coating.  
 
Middletown,CT;  Central RR over Rte 66 1996 
 

This moderately large through truss structure supports 
moderate rail traff ic over a roadway with moderate traff ic flow.  
The deck is more than 20 feet above the roadway.  There was no 
visible corrosion.  The overall appearance of the protective coating 
system is not uniform.  (See Figure 14.)  Aesthetic related 
observations follow: 

 
·  Numerous areas where spot touchup was performed using a 

gray coating, probably to repair abrasion damage. 
 
·  No uniformity of color among the galvanized members.  

Some members had a typical gray galvanized appearance 
while other members had a brownish, somewhat dirty 
appearance.  The brownish appearance was probably caused 
by higher iron content in the galvanized layer.  Higher iron 
content has littl e effect on corrosion performance. 

  
Norwich, CT; Pleasant Street over the Yantic River 1969 
 

This bridge supports light vehicular traff ic over a wooded stream.  There are no problems with the 
galvanizing.  There is no corrosion.  The galvanizing on the girders has a classic bright spangled appearance. 

Figure 14.  Appearance not uniform is 
caused by touchup paint and inconsistent 
galvanizing. 



Metalli zed with Top Coat 
 
Lyme, CT; Whipperwill over I-95      1996 
 

The structure is an overpass supporting light vehicular traff ic 
over the busily traveled I-95.  The bridge was originally painted with 
a lead pigmented alkyd coating system.  It was removed by abrasive 
blast cleaning to SSPC-SP 10 degree of cleanliness.  This overpass 
bridge has a poor appearance. (See Figure 15.)  Three other nearby 
metalli zed bridges have a similar appearance.  Aesthetic related 
observations follow: 

 
·  Rough surface texture accumulates airborne contaminates, 

which causes blotches of dark discoloration.  All four 
overpass bridges in the Lyme area with this coating system 
have a similar poor appearance.  Areas of rough texture are 
directly related to the technique used by the metalli zing 
applicator.  Spray patterns in the metalli zing are clearly visible. 

 
·  Corrosion was observed on the bearings over some piers.   

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The purpose of this study was to determine the actual service li fe of some commonly used bridge 
coating systems.  Service li fe was determined by examining the condition of coating systems that had at least 15 
years of “ real world exposure” on bridges.  Few of the bridge coatings in this study had reached their practical 
li fe span, which is defined as 5 to 10% coating breakdown and corrosion.  If the coating system on a particular 
bridge still had not reached its service li fe, then the remaining years of service were estimated.  The estimate 
was based on the amount of coating degradation and the experience of the estimator.     
 
Zinc-Rich Epoxy Primer – Epoxy Intermediate – Acrylic Urethane Finish (Field Applied)  
 

The performance of this coating system, which has been adopted for repainting existing bridge 
structures by the Northeast State Highway Departments, was evaluated on five bridges in Connecticut.  Four of 
the bridges evaluated were relatively small overpass structures; one was wide enough to create a tunnel-li ke 
underpass and two were large twin multi -span structures.  Actual performance of the coating system on each 
structure appears in Graph 1.  Baseline estimated li fe span published by Brevoort is also graphed.  Overall , the 
field applied coating system that used an epoxy zinc-rich primer performed 10 to 20% better than the projected 
li fe. 
 
  

Figure 15.  Appearance not uniform. 



GRAPH 1 
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Inorganic Zinc Primer – Epoxy Intermediate – Urethane Finish (Shop Applied) 
 

The performance of this coating system, which has been adopted for new bridge construction by the 
Northeast State Highway Departments, was evaluated on two bridges in Connecticut and three in Maine.  
Performance in Maine was very good. (See values of 30 years in Graph 1 and Table 1).  Performance in 
Connecticut was mixed; the coating system on one bridge performed much worse than another bridge, which 
was located on the same roadway only a few hundred feet away and had a near identical design.  The relative 
difference in performance within Connecticut was almost certainly caused by poor contractor workmanship 
issues.  The breakthrough corrosion occurring on the underside of all girders of one bridge is consistent with 
insuff icient surface preparation or insuff icient coating thickness or both.  For this reason, no conclusions can be 
made on the relative performance of this particular shop applied system in Connecticut as compared to the 
similar field applied system that uses an epoxy zinc-rich primer.      
  

The contrast in the performance of the shop applied coating system on the two Connecticut bridges as 
compared to the three Maine bridges could be explained in part by differences in service environment, though 
the Harrington Bridge is in a semi-coastal environment.  It is just as likely that the quali ty of contractor 
workmanship is responsible for relative differences in coating system performance, especially considering the 
extensive breakthrough corrosion occurring on one Connecticut bridge that has only 15 years of exposure.  The 
relatively poor performance on the two Connecticut bridges would seem to underscore the importance of a 
quali ty plan that monitors the Contractor’s work activities for compliance with the project specifications.   



 
State highway departments are more likely to use resources for full time quali ty assurance when a large 

bridge structure is painted rather than for smaller overpass structures.  This may this explain why the best 
overall coating performance for the field applied zinc-rich coating systems was achieved on the large multi -span 
twin structures that support I-84 traffic through a section of Hartford.  
 
Alkyd – 3 Coat System 
 

The two bridges surveyed were large multi -span structures that crossed a river and supported an 
interstate highway.  The coating systems on both bridges are peeling.  However, coating breakdown is less than 
2% of the surface area and there is littl e corrosion.  Therefore, coating maintenance could be postponed 5 to 10 
years.  Nevertheless, prompt maintenance coating repairs could save the primer and prevent the onset of rusting.   
 

Aside from localized areas of peeling, this system performed essentially as well as the field applied three 
coat system that employs an epoxy zinc-rich primer.  It also substantially outperformed the projected estimated 
li fe of 9 years published by Brevoort.  The 9-year li fe projection is probably not based on a coating system that 
is pigmented with lead based pigments, which are contained in the coatings on the two bridges in this survey.   
 
Metalli zing with Acrylic Urethane Finish 
 

Four overpass bridges on the I-95 corridor in Lyme were surveyed.  The condition of the coating system 
was similar on all bridges.  The only areas of corrosion noted were on the base of the bearing plates on piers.  
Corrosion is undercutting the metalli zing where the bearing meets the concrete.  With the exception of the 
bearing plates, it is li kely the coating system on these bridges will meet or exceed the minimum predicted 
service li fe of 22 years.   
 

If aesthetic appearance is of significant importance, then this coating system is performing poorly.  (See 
Figure 15.)  The rough surface texture causes the bridge to have a very soiled appearance because it 
accumulates airborne contaminants.  Surface roughness was caused by applicator technique. 
 
Galvanizing 
 

All four of the galvanized bridge structures exhibited no corrosion problems, in spite of the fact that one 
of the structures was 36 years old.  Clearly, this system provided superior corrosion protection when compared 
to any of the paint systems.  However, the largest structure had a very poor appearance.  It was caused by spot 
touchup with a gray coating that created a spotted leopard effect and inconsistency in the galvanizing process 
caused some members to be much browner than others.  From a distance, the brown areas had a soiled 
appearance. (See Figure 14.) 
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