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Bond Strength of Latex Modified Concretes with Surface
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Abstract

Recently, bridge deck overlay with latex modified concrete is widely applied in domestic. the
capacity of bridge deck overlay depends on bond state on the surface. factors that have an
effect on bond state are clean condition on the surface, absence of surface microcracking,

absence of laitance, overlay curing.

In this study, it is researched that characteristic of bond strength according to moisture
condition on the surface and the removal method of concrete.

As a result, it shows high bond strength in dry condition when w/c is 31% and in moisture
condition when w/c is 38% respectively. characteristic of bond strength according to the
removal method of concrete shows high bond strength when using water—jets rather than
jackhammers.
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Table 1 Experiment variables on substrate surface

— condition

Coring .
Surface | W/C | Daimete Coring Specimens

A Concrete| .o w0l (9%) r D(epth (each)
o)
Steel disk (H]Hl)

Overlay concrete Overlay concrete 31 100 30
_____ L ————— | Bene ASD 34 100 30
38 100 30

Substrate LMC

31 100 30
) ) SSD 34 100 30
Figure 1 Schematic of core pull-off bond 38 100 30

strength measurement test
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Figure 3 Typical Microcracking below Figure 4 No Cracking at Interface
Interface using Jackhammer. using Hydrodemolition
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Figure 5 Comparison between - Pull-off Tests Figure 6 Failure Mode by Method of Concrete
Resulting in Interface Failures Removal
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