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Advantages

Compared with RC piers:

e Lighter (1/5 of RC piers)

e Shorter construction period needed

e Smaller area needed (1/2 of RC piers)
e More irregular shape

 Easier repairing and strengthening

* More reliable seismic performance

* Higher durability



Disadvantages
Compared with RC piers:

* More expensive initial cost
(twice of RC piers)

e Maintenance
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Crack in Pipe-section Pier
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Failure of Steel Box Pier due to Corner Weld Rapture
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