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An Experimental Study on Reusing of Waste Materials in
Light-Weight Composite Bridge Deck for Civil Structures
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Abstract

In this paper, a development of composite bridge decks was proposed for design of civil and
architectural structures to reuse the empty cans and plastics etc.

The experimental specimens were made of rigid foamed urethane taking advantage of
corrosicnlessness in steel bridge decks, and simplicity in the field construction. Therefore,
introducing the empty cans into the rigid foamed urethane, this experimentation have been car-
ried out to demonstrate and evaluate the structural behavior by means of loading and vibration
tests in composite bridge decks.

Consequently, it was possible that had a good effect on the structural behavior by absorbing
the strain due to the low elasticity of rigid foamed urethane, and not influence to cans in com-
posite bridges.

Keywords : waste materials, composite bridge, urethane composite, vibration, punching shear,

recycling.
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Rigis ioamed urethane

Empty cans Cas! ang Lower steel piate

Fig. 1 Concept of recycling bridge deck

H| DIE
[ =

—

jo
Ol
0
Qﬁ
N
X
Ho
o)

Etol gf

Hi

3
Ad
(=1

ARSERVE- (T

=) (=]

[e]
1 } *;oi Wis Bl ovhw

e 371 el sl
AL A B el E e ol ] -l v

18 99} /Lo] é
Felete] 4

Al W28 Parametersl dlo] #IL 6B 16
el b8 A A S Al astel FH W vk j)
! K T
ooy = ;
R ~ IS

; i

| ERATE _ !
—_—

i 2 ‘ 1

(b) A side view
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Table 5 Punching shear loads of specimen
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