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would be expected with normal concrete. The key 
takeaway is that this is significantly better than what 
would be achieved with a pour strip left open 12 weeks.

The real proof is the slab itself—there are virtually no 
cracks in more than 420,000 ft2 (39,000 m2) of slab. 
Further, the concrete frame was bid and constructed 
under budget and completed 42 days ahead of (a very 
aggressive) schedule. Best of all, because the slab was 
originally bid with pour strips and then re-bid with SCC in 
place of the pour strips, we know that the high quality 
and fast schedule were obtained with a net cost savings—
even after paying a premium for SCC.

Additional Research
The instrumentation and testing program undertaken 

for this project is not just about validating the use of SCC 
in place of pour strips. Data accumulated over the next 
few years will be used to investigate other important 
topics, including measured versus predicted reaction  
to ambient and seasonal temperature changes and 
development of a simple design approach for estimating 
the restraint provided by drilled piers.

We believe the information will be of wide interest 
because of its relevance to such topics as prestress loss, 
creep and shrinkage effects, actual versus theoretical 
stiffness of flat plates, and comparisons of predicted and 
measured column and slab moments for two-way flat plates.

Looking forward
Our experience shows that SCC is a viable, cost- 

saving, and schedule-shortening alternative to the use of 
pour strips. It also shows that in buildings with no 
structural walls, the major restraint is limited to the 
foundation level. Thus, only the first two framed floors 
are truly impacted by restrained shrinkage. In fact, 
above the second elevated slab, restraint forces drop 
below meaningful magnitudes, with most of the forces 
concentrated at the first framed level.  

Yet, we frequently see pour strips used many levels 
past the first two elevated slabs, even though they may 
not be needed. Even Reference 3 includes an example of 
the use of pour strips throughout a six-level structure. 
While we understand the trepidation that may come with 
using SCC in place of pour strips, we hope that, at the 
very least, this article reminds us why we have pour 
strips, what they do, and why their presence past the 
second framed level may be unnecessary. 
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