
everal years ago, an upgrade
was slated for the warehouse
of a distribution facility. Part

of the upgrade included recoating the
concrete floor. The specification for the
project required the concrete floor to be
abrasive blast cleaned or scarified to
remove laitance and surface contami-
nants. Additionally, before
applying the coatings, the
surface was to be tested to
ensure it was free of mois-
ture. The testing followed
the plastic sheet method as
described in ASTM D
4263, Standard Test
Method for Indicating
Moisture in Concrete by
the Plastic Sheet Method.

The specification called
for a three-coat system: an
epoxy primer applied at
150 to 200 sq ft per gallon,
a base coat of 100% solids
epoxy applied at a thick-
ness of 20 to 30 mils, and a
two-component epoxy topcoat applied
at a thickness of 20 to 30 mils.

The painting subcontractor submitted
an alternate coating system from a dif-
ferent manufacturer as a substitute to
the specified system. The alternate sys-
tem, which was approved and eventual-
ly chosen for application to the floor,
consisted of a coat of epoxy primer
applied at a recommended dry film
thickness (dft) of 3–5 mils, a modified
polyamine epoxy intermediate coat
applied at a recommended dft of 6–12
mils, and a topcoat of a two-component
aliphatic polyester polyurethane
applied at a recommended dft of 2–3
mils.
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Who Reads Instructions Anyway?
The Case of the Failing Floor Coating

By Rick A. Huntley, Senior Coatings Consultant, KTA-Tator, Inc.
Richard Burgess, KTA-Tator, Inc., Series Editor

S During application of the topcoat, the
painting subcontractor experienced
problems with its adhesion to the inter-
mediate coat. Within weeks after the
application was completed, problems
also arose with the adhesion of the top-
coat, and scratches appeared in the
floor coating. The owner of the facility

requested an independent evaluation of
the floor coating problems.

The Site Investigation
A visit was made to the distribution
facility to examine the floor.

The floor had been coated with a
gray-colored coating material. In vari-
ous areas, there was also yellow strip-
ing on the gray floor. The floor was
scratched and marred to various
degrees throughout most of the facility.
Most of the scratches were aligned in
the direction of the forklift traffic flow
(Fig. 1). For example, most of the
scratches in any particular aisle were
parallel to the length of the aisle. There

were also areas where it appeared that
the wheels of a forklift had spun on top
of the floor, and, in some cases, had left
a black mark on the surface of the floor
coating. In other cases, the wheels
appeared to remove the top layer of the
coating, uncovering a gray intermediate
coat. The degree of marring on the floor

varied; the damage was min-
imal in some of the areas
where the coating had been
newly applied, while in other
areas, the marring was quite
extensive.

The floor was also relative-
ly dirty at the time of the
inspection. During the
inspection, a floor cleaner
was used on one area. The
floor cleaner removed most
of the dirt, but a moderate
degree of scratching was still
visible.

The topcoat was delaminat-
ed in many areas. Although
both the topcoat and the

intermediate coat were gray, the delam-
ination was clearly visible because the
topcoat was generally dirty and there-
fore darker than the intermediate coat.
The delamination generally occurred in
small patches.

The floor coating was closely exam-
ined in many areas. The degree of hard-
ness of the topcoat varied considerably.
According to the product data sheet for
the topcoat, the coating was an
“extremely hard, chemical-resistant
polyurethane floor coating.” During the
site investigation, it was found that an
impression could be made in the topcoat
with a fingernail. In at least one spot, the

Fig 1: Most scratches on warehouse floor were parallel to length of aisle.
Photos courtesy of the author
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nail. In a few areas, the tape adhesion
was found to be good and the topcoat
could not be removed with fingernail
pressure.

In areas where delamination was
observed, the topcoat could be removed
easily by cutting the surface with a util-
ity knife and slipping the blade of the
utility knife under the topcoat. In some
cases, by continuing to tug at the coat-
ing, large sections could be removed in
one piece (Fig. 3).

During the site visit, several coating
samples were removed from the floor
for laboratory analysis.

The Laboratory Investigation
Visual and microscopic examination of
the samples was performed using a
stereo zoom microscope with magnifica-
tion to 45x. The investigation revealed

that the samples
generally consisted
of four coats. The
first coat was clear
and the backside
was dirty. There
were three off-white
coats applied to the
clear coating. The
topcoat could be
removed from the
other three coats in
areas on some of the
chips.

Infrared spectro-

topcoat was slightly
tacky and could be
removed easily with
a fingernail and
rolled into small
balls. In most of the
areas examined, the
topcoat could be
removed from an
intermediate coat by
scratching the sur-
face with a finger-
nail. In a few areas,
the coating was
harder, and could
not be removed with fingernail gouging.

The adhesion of the coating system
was assessed in accordance with ASTM
D3359, “Measuring Adhesion by Tape
Test,” Method A (X-cut). This method
involves making two intersecting cuts
through the coating to the substrate
with a sharp blade. The smaller angle of
the cuts is between 30 and 45 degrees.
A special pressure-sensitive tape is then
applied to the X-cut area and rapidly
removed.

In many of the areas tested, the coat-
ing adhesion was extremely poor (Fig.
2). In some cases, the coating could be
removed simply by applying the tape to
the uncut topcoat and sharply pulling
off the tape. In some other areas, the
coating adhesion was rated good (4A),
yet the topcoat could be removed by
scratching at the surface with a finger-
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Fig 2: ASTM Tape Test revealed poor coating adhesion

Fig 3: Large sections of coating delaminated with minimal manipulation.

http://www.aurand.net


J P C L D e c e m b e r 2 0 0 9 15www.paintsquare.com

scopic analysis was performed with a
Fourier transform infrared spectrome-
ter. Sample scrapings were combined
with potassium bromide powder and
formed into pellets under high pressure.
The pellets were then placed in the opti-
cal path of the spectrometer and spec-
tra were obtained.

The infrared analysis indicated that the
top two coats that were applied to the
floor were the urethane topcoat. The
primer and the first intermediate coat
were determined to be epoxy coatings.

The analysis also revealed that the
softer topcoat samples had slightly dif-
ferent spectra than the harder samples
of topcoat and a control sample of a
properly mixed topcoat. Specifically,
one of the bands in the spectra of the
soft topcoats was significantly smaller
than the same band in the spectra of
harder topcoat.

Putting It All Together
The site investigation and the laboratory
analysis indicated that the cause of the
excessive marring and scratching and of
the scattered delamination of the topcoat
from the floor in the distribution facility
was improper mixing of the urethane top-
coat. The topcoat was described as an
“extremely hard chemical resistant
polyurethane floor coating” in the prod-
uct data sheet. As noted above, the top-
coat on the floor was soft enough in
many areas to deform with fingernail
pressure. In some other areas, the coating
was relatively hard and well adhered.

Laboratory microscopic analysis indi-
cated that there were two layers of top-
coat on the samples. When the coating
had poor adhesion or had delaminated,
it was found that the plane of separa-
tion was sometimes between the first
layer of topcoat and the epoxy interme-
diate coat, and sometimes between the
two layers of topcoat. The topcoat that
separated from the rest of the coating
system was found to be soft, regardless
of whether it was the first layer or the
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second layer of polyurethane topcoat.
The topcoat applied to the warehouse

floor is a two-component coating. Polyol
in the second component reacts with
the isocyanate in the first component to
form a hard film. The two components
must be mixed thoroughly and in their
proper proportion for the coating to
obtain its proper hardness. The labora-
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tory infrared analysis provided strong
evidence that the coatings were not con-
sistently mixed in the proper propor-
tions.

When several samples of a properly
mixed two-component coating are com-
pared using infrared spectroscopic
analysis, there is usually very little dif-
ference between the spectra. In this

case, the difference was very noticeable.
The mix ratio of the coating varied con-
siderably from location to location.

The softer coatings were found to
adhere poorly to the underlying harder
coatings. In some cases, the underlying
coating was the epoxy intermediate
coat. In other cases, it was an underly-
ing second layer of the polyurethane
topcoat. In all cases, the poorly adhered
layer was soft.

Some degree of scratching and mar-
ring will occur with any organic floor
coating exposed to forklift traffic. The
degree of damage to the floor was sig-
nificantly greater than should be
expected for the coating system applied.
The excess damage was a result of the
softness of the applied topcoat. A floor
coating that is soft enough to be
scratched with a fingernail cannot be
expected to withstand forklift traffic. If
the coating had been properly mixed, it
is likely the damage would have been
significantly reduced and adhesion
much improved.

The Fix
In a vast majority of the facility, the
primer and the epoxy intermediate coat
appeared to be in satisfactory condition.
Unfortunately, the topcoat could not be
overcoated without great risk of further
failure. As a result, all of the topcoat
had to be removed. Removal was
accomplished using pressurized water
and in some areas, a scarifying machine.
In areas where the topcoat was
removed by pressure washing, the
uncovered intermediate coat was thor-
oughly abraded to break the gloss and
roughen the surface. A properly mixed
coat of the polyurethane was then
applied to the prepared intermediate
coat. The contractor had to perform the
work—which also included temporary
relocation of equipment and storage
racks—at no cost to the owner.
Additional work caused by improperly
mixing the topcoat added more than
50% to the total cost of the job.
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OUTSMARTING 

Murphy’s Law

IT NEVER FAILS: When you count on things going right, they invariably go wrong. That’s why  

Sherwin-Williams offers ExpressTech™ coatings. ExpressTech coatings speed cure times, reducing  

the risk that unexpected problems will ruin your great coating job. They provide great coverage, too.  

That means fewer coats, reduced labor costs, improved productivity and faster return to service.  

Ideal for bridges, tanks, power generation, industrial floors, steel fabrication and other demanding  

applications. And, a great way to outsmart Murphy’s Law. To learn more, contact your Sherwin-Williams 

representative, visit us at www.sherwin-williams.com/protective or call +1 800.524.5979 to have

a representative contact you.

MONDAY 8:00 AM 
Begin coating

MONDAY 4:00 PM 
Finish coating

MONDAY 11:00 PM 
Sprinkler system fails

MONDAY 11:01 PM 
Outsmarting Murphy’s Law

©2009 The Sherwin-Williams Company
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Stop by our booth at the PACE show.
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Techno Coatings, Inc.

TECHNO WEST

714-635-1130
800-286-1130

Abrasive Blasting - Recyclable Media
High Build & Specialty Coatings
Steam & Chemical Cleaning
High-pressure Hydroblasting
Epoxy Injection Wall Coverings
Lead Abatement Fireproofing
Renovation and Restoration

SSPC QP Certified
1391 Allec St. Anaheim, Ca 92805

Shop Blasting & Coating
One of the largest Shop Coating facilities in the West

Our state of the Art
Coatings Facility

Blasted and Coated this
Rocket Launch Stand

Prior to erection

Automated & Manual Blasting

Piping, Structural Steel

Ductile Iron Bridges Traffic Plates

Tanks, Vessels, Filters Equipment

(714) 635-1130 Anaheim, CA 92805 A QP3 Facility
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PAINTING - WATERPROOFING - SANDBLASTING
COVERING BOTH FIELD AND SHOP SERVICES

Serving Our Customers Since 1974

Field Services

www.technocoatings.com

SSPC QP Certified
QP1 – QP2 – QP3
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