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Analysis on Durability Perfformance Enhancement and Economical
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Abstract : In this study, detailed assessment for durability performance were performed on the chloride protected con-
crete structures to investigate the effectiveness of chloride protection, And economical efficiency for the chloride pro-
tected concrete structures were studied by LCC(Life Cycle Cost) analysis. In the comparison result of the first section
repair time, it was found that the chioride protected concrete structures was economical better than the non-protected
concrete structures in the long term. According to the analysis result of the accumulated chioride concentration by
used time and chioride ion concentration by depth, it can be seen that the permeation through time from chioride has
increased two times in the chloride protected concrete structures.
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Fig. 1. Front view of damaged bridge's superstructure by
salt-attack,
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Fig. 2. Front view of damaged bridge's substructure by
salt—attack,
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Fig. 3. Construction order of chloride protection
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Table 1. Detail evaluation condition of durability performance
for the salt—attack of reinforced concrete structures
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Table 2. Fundamental condition for LCC analysis
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Table 3, Results of LCC analysis
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