Scientific Journal of Riga Technical University
Construction Science

2010
Volume 11

Simple Classification Method for the Bridge
Capacity Rating

Andris PaeglitisRiga Technical UniversityAinars PaeglitisRiga Technical University

Abstract. The load carrying capacity of the existing bridges
mostly depends on the value of traffic load. Durindast year's the
heavy traffic flow on the Latvian highways had conglerably
increased, therefore it is critical to determine tle possibility of
nowadays carrying traffic loads for bridges and ovepasses built
in different times, by using different design codesand
characteristic of design loads. This paper presensmple bridge
load carrying capacity rating method, based on thelassification
of traffic loads and load bearing capacity of bridg structures.
The proposed method will assist in assessment and nagement
of the existing bridges and ensure safe load transgtation.
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INTRODUCTION

Traffic flow has increased considerably on the laiv
roads and bridges during the last year's. Manydadare in
operation for a long term. They are built in diffet time
periods by using design codes and characteristfticioads
of that time. Today bridges that have been buittveen 1873
and 2009 are operated. In figure 1 are shown tseilalition
of number of highway bridges in Latvia constructed
different years. From figurel we can see that 9%lldfridges
are built 50 years ago, 17% - 40 years, 35% - 3rsyand
28% - 20 years ago. More than 65% of bridges ateradhan
30 years.
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Fig.1. Graphical interpretation of distribution wfimber of highway bridges
according to its life time in Latvia

Weight of heavy trucks often exceeds the value igeain
the traffic regulations. Increased heavy traffiowfl decreases
the traffic safety level on the Latvian highway$ [Rue to the
frequent overloading the bridge structures lose ibad
carrying capacity, and as result - decrease thetstial safety
level [1],[2]. Therefore, it is required to develapsimple and
understandable method for the evaluation of loadyirey
capacity of bridges built in different time perioly using
different structural codes.

There are various methods developed for ratindhefload
bridge carrying capacity. The most popular onéhés rhethod
developed by AASHTO [3], that provide the use ofing
factor (RF)
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where M, — ultimate moment capacityy and M, —
moment of effects from the dead load and live loads

In last decades the bridge rating methods have been
developed based on the structural reliability asialynd the
probabilistic methods, see [4],[5],[6],[7]. The dge rating
method based on the classification of loads and lblael
bearing structures have been developed in [8]. d&exgh
method will determine the load carrying capacityboidge,
taking into account the working load classes spetif

About 95% of overloads will exceed the load allowed
public roads only up to 100%. For the vehicle loagseeded
in the Traffic Rules determined loads have beer special
regulations and normally then are allowed only vekicle on
a bridge.

The purpose of this paper is the development afigeri
classification method based on the traffic load dmitige
bearing structure classification to evaluate thempesible
traffic loads on the existing bridges. The proposeethod
classifies typical heavy traffic vehicles as wék toridge load
carrying capacities depending on the span type #ed
characteristic loads provided by codes (taking iat@ount
year of construction).

DEVELOPMENTOF THE BRIDGE ANALYSIS METHODSOVER
TIME

The traffic loads models and the structural codaseh
evolved over time. Many bridges built more thanyg@rs ago
are still in operation and should ensure safe load
transportation. Short historical overview will iotluce the
earlier traffic models and design codes used irvihadnd
show differences in values of nowadays and eattigffic
loads and approaches to the bridge analysis methods

The method of the design codes for bridges in katvas
used from the beginning of twentieth century. Tingt traffic
load model consisted of concentrated load - hoesé and
uniformly distributed pedestrian load was used frb®90 to
1915. For the bridges located near the cities tlael Imodel
consisted of 8 horse carts (fig.2) with common \eigf 660
pood or 10.56 t and pedestrian load of 400 kg/m

From 1915 to 1930 the traffic loads consisted efribw of
lories (fig.3) with mass of 9 t, the road rolles (acavy load)
with mass of 11,5t — 15 t and the pedestrian | Kg/nf.

From 1930 t01945 the main values of the trafficdoa
characteristics were changed again, the new loandeimn
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caterpillar tank with 36 t and 50 t weight was @aluced, the
weight of road roller was increased alike up tdb1and 24t.
From 1945 to 2000 former Soviet Uniondes were used in
Latvia. From 1945 characteristic live load modell8l-and
single vehicle load model
commencing 1953 the live load model N-18 and thmglei
heavy vehicle load model NK-80 were employed. Bigrt
from 1962 the load model N30 was introduced. Befitwat
time the load models consisted from a row of realek or
separate heavy vehicles [9].Commencing 1986 the toadel
characteristic was changed to the load model #yatesented
road traffic effects and consisted of concentrdded AK as a
tandem and uniformly distributed load in form ofotines of
0.6 m width and a separate heavy vehicle model RI{t8].
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Fig.2. Characteristic load model of horse cartsldszmm 1900 till 1915
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Fig.3. Characteristic load model of lories usednfrt915 till 1930
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From 2000 the loads characteristics proposed indage 1
[11] for the bridge design have been used. This ehatso
consists of concentrated and uniformly distributieé@ds,
which cover most of the effects from the trafficlofies and
cars.

The methods of structural analysis had also evolwesr
the time. At the end of the T@entury the empirical formulas
and calculation methods were employed for dimens@iof
structural elements of bridges. Early design comheshe

which are acceptably safe, but degree of safety ¥iam
bridge to bridge according the applied loads andigte
concept.

Consequently it is crucial to develop a simple rodtffior

NG-60 were used, wheredke evaluation of the load carrying capacity fddges built in

different time periods.

LoAD CLASSIFICATION

The loads applied on the bridge arise from the peant
loads, effect of the live load resulting from traffand
pedestrian passage, and the environmental impact.

Permanent loads include the weight of the structtire
weight of permanent filling material and attacheiities, the
ground, the ground water and the pressure of water.

For typical bridges the most important loads are Itrads
from vehicular traffic including their static andyrthmic
effects. The traffic loads on the existing bridges all traffic
loads that could use the public roads, i.e.:

e ordinary (everyday) traffic load (including lightigét
vehicles and vehicles with allowed weight limiteg b
441),

¢ heavy weight traffic load,

o very heavy traffic load.

The principle of classification proposes that aldbes are
classified under the working load classes, whichy nhe
allowed without restrictions. The working classese a
equivalent loads that have to cover the load efiéet number
of vehicles and are permitted on different roadscHEworking
load class has rules for maximum permitted loadsimgle
axles and the permitted mass.

Ordinary traffic loads

The ordinary traffic loads include vehicles indedtin the
Traffic Rules and permitted by the authority withcany
restrictions on public roads. For the bridge logdaurposes,
only heavy vehicles have significant weight and-¢fare they
only may be classified. For all vehicles the singlde load
should not exceed 10 t, with exception of trucksereh
operational axle may be 11.5t. The distance betwaedes
should not exceed the values given in the AppeBdig the

beginning of the 20 century were based on the working stres$raffic Rules [12].

concept, in which representative load effects ampared to

All trucks that correspond to the ordinary traffizads

the permissible stresses. The representative Iffadt® were according to the axle distribution may be clasdifiemder five
determined according to the stress-strain curve fovorking load classes:

serviceability and linear elastic behaviour. Fro®b3 to 1962 SK 10/18 - two-axel vehicle with single largestealdad
for bridge design the improved permissible stresshod was of 11,5 t and total weight of 18 t or less
used, allowing the use of the strain-stress curee fSK 10/25 - three-axel vehicle with single largesela
serviceability failure. The allowable stress mettaminpared load of 11,5 t and total weight of 25 t or less
to the contemporary methods produces more consezvatSK 10/36 - four-axel vehicle with single largestehx
results that increase with higher proportion ofdead load. load of 11,5t and total weight of 36 t or less

From 1963 the approach of limit states for thecitmal SK 10/40 - five -axel vehicle with single largesteh
design were developed that produce more uniforrel¢eof load of 11,5t and total weight of 40 t or less
safety for all types and sizes of bridge. SK 10/44 - six-axel vehicle with single largest laboad

The various traffic loads and allowable stress land state
methods have been used to create the stock ofrexistidges

of 10 t and total weight of 44t or less.
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The examples of classification of typical heavy ickds are
shown in table 1. The working load class may beetesed, if
a vehicle is not fully loaded. In the last two awolus of the
table 1 working load classes for vehicles with 7886 50%
characteristic mass are presented.

Heavy weight traffic loads

Heavy weight traffic loads are loads from vehiaasrying
indivisible load, exceeding the legal load limibrFexample,
cranes (fig.4) or vehicles carrying large prefatecl
structures. The maximum weight of these vehicley nay
from 45 to 80 t. These vehicles require a load |tebiot no
extra capacity rating of bridges. It is assumedt ttie
transportation of these loads occurs only a fevesimer week.

Fig. 4. Crane as an example of the heavy weight)(8@ffic load

All trucks that correspond to the ordinary heavyighie
traffic loads according to the axle distribution ynde
classified in three working load classes:

SK 10/50 - vehicles with total mass of 50 t or less
SK 10/60 - vehicles with total mass of 60 t or less
SK 10/80 - vehicles with total mass of 80 t or less

The number of axles in heavy vehicle traffic musswee
that the greater load on the axle does not excéedods
(except for the operational axle - 11.5 t), andltz&l on a one
double wheel does not exceed 5 tons, but if theeensore
than two double wheels on one axle, then the latgad on a
single wheel does not exceed 3 tons. The distast@eln
axles could not exceed the values given in the Agpe3 of
the Traffic Rules [12].

Very heavy traffic load

Very heavy traffic loads are loads from huge vedscl
carrying indivisible loads with weight exceeded 8B(fig.5).
These vehicles require a load permit. It is assuthedl the
transport of these loads occur only a few times ywgar. In
most cases these vehicles require extra capadiiygraf
bridges.

Transportation of very heavy vehicle can be perfmimia
special routs. Before transportation a carefuldeithspection
and recalculation of load carrying capacity sholbéd made,
considering the damages recognised by the bridgeeation.

The Proposed method does not include rules for
classification of very heavy traffic loads.
TABLE 1
Characteristic for the heavy traffic working loddsses
) - Loads classes according to the loading percemthtie characteristic of mass|
N. Vehicle type Characteristic of mass (|
100% 75% 50%

1. (=] 18 SK 10/18
2. (e 25 SK 10/25 SK 10/18 SK 10/18
3. i —— 36 SK 10/36 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
a. (e 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
5. (e b 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
6.

e =] 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
7 miss==s 36 SK 10/36 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
8 (L] 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/36 SK 10/18
9 (L rer] 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
10. mis==== 40 SK 10/40 SK 10/25 SK 10/18
11, miSEe— 44 SK 10/44 SK 10/36 SK 10/18
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Fig.5. Example of a very heavy (160 t) traffic load

BRIDGE CAPACITY RATING

Nowadays the methods of structural analysis fostag
bridges enable a more accurate modelling of therawtion of
all structural elements and thus obtaining morecipee
characteristics of structural resistances, as aglpropose the
change of material properties over the time. Theeefthe
actual bearing capacity of bridges built 50-60 geago may
be recalculated to the actual loads and the updbtad
bearing capacity will be within the range betweeh tb 1.8
times higher. It also confirms that the old bridgepacity can
sustain the modern traffic loads, even though thkies of
traffic loads over the time had increased sevaras.

The bridge capacity rating is performed by calcatat
using the limit state approach. More than 80% adides in
Latvia are built between 1950 and 1990. The bridufethat

time period may be characterised as the precasplyim

supported span structures. The bridges in bridgeksare
divided into 16 characteristics depending on théensl, form
and length of spans. The typical bridge structamesgiven in
second column of the table 2 and the table 3.

A minimum acceptance level of bearing capacity riddes
and overpasses is determined from ordinary andyheaffic
load characteristics. The working load class fazhetype of
bearing structure may be obtained depending onythe and
length of the load bearing structure, as well fritwn values of
load characteristics used in the structural anslySihe
minimum working load classes for different bridggpées

arising from the ordinary loads are given in tabjeébut from
the heavy traffic loads are shown in table 3.

For the span structures not included in tables @ 3nthe
working load classes can be calculated separately.

The design of reconstruction or strengthening eflindge
structures normally include the evaluation of cagycapacity
in connection to the value of adjustment factofor load
model 1 (LM1) proposed under the standard LVS EN112
[11]. Using this value and taking into account gpan design
the working load class for renovated structure tgpe be
provided. For some popular types of span structuhes
corresponding working load classes depending oféthee of
adjustment factow. are specified in the last columns of tables
2und 3.

The working load classes specified in table 2 anals8ume
that the structures are in a relatively good tezdiniondition.
If the structure have visible damages (normal drehscracks
in concrete with width > 1 mm; delamination andlkp@ of
concrete  elements; uncovered and corroded
reinforcement; separated diaphragms; longitudimatlcs in
asphalt pavement for bridges with precast beanssjrmgs out
of position, etc.) an individual evaluation of lodmbaring
capacity should be conducted.

In most cases, the bridge bearing capacity, aneWhgr the
working load class of the span structure determihe
technical condition of the span structure. Howeiregny case
the possible damages in piers or abutments shosilcldo
evaluated, which could reduce the load carryingacy. The
main damages that could be considered by evaluaifon
reinforced concrete piers or abutments are: thecrete
delamination and spalling; the long vertical crackger
corroded main reinforcement; the rupture or digjraéon of
concrete on pier or abutment head; inclined cracksier or
abutment heads that indicated on its settlemeneByuation
of the stone and masonry piers or abutments tHewfirig
damages may be considered: the vertical or inclicreatks
that indicate of irregular settlements; the delation or
spalling near the water line; the scouring. If teent of
deteriorations is significant the capacity evaloatiof piers
and abutments should be conducted.

The proposed method is adapted to the Latvian haghw
An example of the bridges and overpasses classifican the
road Al Riga — Estonian border are given in table 4
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TABLE 2
The bridge working load classes for the ordinaajfic load
Nr. | Type of the Bridge Span Structure Characteristic Load Systems
N-10 N-13 N-18 N-30 AK EC-1 SM1
NG-40 NG-60 NK-80 NK-80 NK-80 0a=08-1
1. Reinforced concrete diaphragm simple beams (type
56):
Spans: 8.66 —11.36 m - SK 10/25 SK 10/36 | SK 10/44 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 22.06 m - SK 10/36 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
2. Reinforced concrete simple beams  without
diaphragm (type 56):
Spans: 8.66 —11.36 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 16.76 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
3. Pre-stressed wire beams:
Spans: 11.36 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 16.76 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
4. Pre-stressed double T beams:
Spans: 16.76 m - SK 10/36 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
Spans: 18 — 33 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
5. Simple slab with holes
Spans: 18 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
6. Simple slabs
Spans<4.5m SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
Spansz4.5m
Precast reinforced concrete. SK 10/36 SK 10/40 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
Cast in place reinforced concrete SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
7. Precast reinforced concrete ribbed slabs SR510 | SK 10/40 SK10/44] SK10/44 - -
8. Simple cast in place reinforced concrete beaitts W
two cantilevers
Central span: 14 - 17 m SK 10/40 SK 10/44 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Central span: 21 - 27 m SK 10/40 SK 10/44 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
9. Continuous reinforced concrete beams (Zuraylov
type)
Longest span: 15— 18 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Longest span: 21 —24 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
10. | Continuous reinforced concrete slabs with holes
Spans: 12 -15m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Spans: 18 — 24 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
11. | Continuous reinforced concrete T beams
Spans: 12 -18 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
12. | Reinforced concrete frame bridges wit inclipéests
- - SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
13. | Continuous reinforced concrete box girder -m#d
system bridges - - - SK 10/44 SK 10/44 -
14. | Individual designed bridges:
Built till 1940 SK 10/18 SK 10/36 - - - -
Built in period 1941 — 1960.g. SK 10/36 SK 10/40 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 - -
Built in period 1960 — 1990.g - SK 10/40 SK 10/44 | SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
Built after 1990.g. - - - - SK 10/44 SK 10/44
15. | Composite steel-concrete continuous girders - SK 10/44 SK 10/44| SK 10/44 SK 10/44 SK 10/44
16. | Steel truss bridges - - SK10/40 SK10/44 - -
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TABLE 3
The bridge working load classes for the heavyitrddiad
Nr. | Type of the Bridge Span Structure Load Characteristic Systems
N-10 N-13 N-18 N-30 AK EC-1 LM1
NG-40 NG-60 NK-80 NK-80 NK-80 0a=08-1
1. Reinforced concrete diaphragm simple beams (fype
56):
Spans: 8.66 —11.36 m - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 22.06 m - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 - -
2. Reinforced concrete simple beams  withput
diaphragm (type 56):
Spans: 8.66 —11.36 m - - SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 16.76 m - - SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 - -
3. Pre-stressed wire beams:
Spans: 11.36 m - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/60 - -
Spans: 14.06 — 16.76 m - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/60 - -
4. Pre-stressed double T beams:
Spans: 16.76 m - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/60 SK 10/60 SK 10/80
Spans: 18 — 33 m - - SK 10/60 | SK 10/80 SK 10/80 SK 10/80
5. Simple slab with holes
Spans: 18 m - - SK 10/80 | SK 10/80 - -
6. Simple slabs
Spans<4.5m - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 SK 10/80 SK 10/80
Spans> 4.5 m
Precast reinforced concrete. - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/50 SK 10/50 SK 10/80
Cast in place reinforced concrete - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 SK 10/80 SK 10/80
7. Precast reinforced concrete ribbed slabs - - K1®60 | SK 10/60 -
8. Simple cast in place reinforced concrete beaits W
two cantilevers
Central span: 14 — 17 m - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/80 - -
Central span: 21 — 27 m - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/80 - -
9. Continuous reinforced concrete beams (Zuraylov
type)
Longest span: 15— 18 m - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/60 - -
Longest span: 21 —24 m - - SK 10/44 | SK 10/60 - -
10. | Continuous reinforced concrete slabs with holes
Spans: 12-15m
Spans: 18 — 24 m - - SK 10/60 | SK 10/60 - -
- - SK 10/50 | SK 10/50 - -
11. | Continuous reinforced concrete T beams
Spans: 12-18 m - - - SK 10/50 - -
12. | Reinforced concrete frame bridges wit inclipegts
- - SK 10/60 | SK 10/80 - -
13. | Continuous reinforced concrete box girder -mfg
system bridges - - - SK 10/80 SK 10/80 -
14. | Individual designed bridges:
Built till 1940 - - - - - -
Built in period 1941 — 1960.9. - - SK 10/50 | SK 10/60 - -
Built in period 1960 — 1990.9 - SK 10/50 SK 10/60 | SK 10/80 SK 10/80 SK 10/80
Built after 1990.g. - - - - SK 10/80 SK 10/80
15. | Composite steel-concrete continuous girders - SK 10/60 SK 10/80| SK 10/80 SK 10/80 SK 10/80
16. | Steel truss bridges - - SK 10/60 SK 10/80 - -
TABLE 4
Load capacity rating for bridges on the road AleRigestonian border
N. | Bridge Acceptable ordinary traffic loads Acceptable hetrafic loads
1. Bridge across river Gauja SK 10/44 SK 10/50
2. Bridge across river Brasa SK 10/44 SK 10/80
3. Bridge across river Stalbe SK 10/44 SK 10/60
4. Bridge across river Mellupe SK 10/44 SK 10/80
5. Bridge across river Btupe SK 10/44 SK 10/80
6. Bridge across river Strémpe SK 10/44 SK 10/50
7. Bridge across river Seda SK 10/44 SK 10/60
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Andris Paegitis, Ainars Paegitis. VienkarSota metode tiltu nestsgjas nowert éSanai

Uz Latvijas autocgem Sodien tiek eksplugt 926 tilti, no tiem 827 ir dzelzsbetona, Ztauda, 19 koka un 14 akmens tilti. Tie @ivbti daZdos laikos, un katrs
no tiem ir sava laika tehnalgas un apgkinu metodikas lietba. EsoS3o tiltu nestsja galvenokrt ir atkaiga no satiksmes slodzu lieluma. Pieaugot satiksmes
intensititei, it ipasi kravas transporta Kisti, svargi ir noteikt, kidu slodzi spj izturet tilti un cda parvadi, kuri projeksti, izmantojot atgirigas projekta
normaitvas (rakstuigas) slodzes. Darba @rkis ir izstiadat metodi tiltu nestsas minintla akcepgjama limega noteikSanai uz valsts auttieen, izmantojot
slodzu klases. Piadata metode klasifie visus rakstugakos kravas transporidizelu veidus, & af klasifice tiltu konstrukciju nestsgju atkaiba no laidumu
konstrukcijas veidanemot \era tas %eluma pretesbu) un to ap¥kinaSark izmantofis normatvas slodzes stmas.Visi iegitie lielumi apkopoti tabak un
Zimgjumos. lzstidata metodelauj atri un vienkarSi nowertet tilta nestspju un iesgju transpordt par tiltu virsnormaivu smagsvara slodzi. Anadipt tiltu
konstrukciju darba apstlus unipatnbas, var izdal dazus galvenos tiltu ilgiZibu nodroSinoSos faktorus, kas cieSi saistr apgkina metozu un projekta
slodZu izmaiam laika gait. Sie faktori ir projekta slodzes, nesoSo konstijukeestsigjas un stipibas apgkina metodes, tai skaipielietoto mateilu ipa3bas
un pareizas ekspluatijas (ikdienas) slodzes izle. Nemot era, ka apiikotas dzelzsbetona konstrukcijas ir sastopamas ne ltéiija, bet af Lietuva un
lgauni, & raksta piedvato metodi var izmantot méto valstu dzelzsbetona tiltu droSuma noteikSanai.

Anpapuc IMasrianuce, Aiinape [MasranTuc. YnpoueHHbIii MeToX OLeHKHU Hecyleii CriocoOHOCTH MOCTOB

CerozHsl Ha NaTBUHCKUX JOpOrax dKcIuyaTHpyrotcs 926 MocToB, u3 HUX 827 jxene300eToHHbIX, 21 Metammndeckux, 19 nepeBstHHBIX U 14 KaMeHHBIX. JTH
MOCTBI MOCTPOCHBI B PAa3HOE BPEMsI U SIBISIIOTCS CBHACTCISIMH TEXHOJIOTHYECKOH M PAacYETHOH METOAMKH TOro BpemeHu. Hecymras crocoOGHOCTH MOCTOB B
OOJIBILION CTENEHH 3aBHCHT OT TPAHCIOPTHHIX HAarpy3ok. IIpy yBeIMueHHH MHTCHCUBHOCTH COOOIICHHUS, OCOOCHHO TSKEJIOrO TPAHCIIOPTA, BAXKHO ONpPEICIUTh
HECYIIYIO CIIOCOOHOCTh MOCTOB H ITyTEIIPOBOIOB, MIOCTPOCHHBIX B Pa3iIMYHOE BPEMs M O Pa3JINYHBIM HOPMATHBHBIM BPEMEHHBIM Harpy3KaM OT IOJABHKHOTO
cocTaBa Ha aBTOMOOWJIBHBIX JOPOTax, MPETyCMOTPEHHBIX B CTPOHMTENBHBIX HOPMAaTHBAaX TOro BpeMmeHH. Llenbio paboThl siBsieTcst pa3paboTka MeTona Ui
ompeeNeHNss MUHUMAIbHON HECYIIei CoCOOHOCTH MOCTOB METOJIOM KitaccuduKanuu Harpysku. IIpeutaraemerit MeTos Kinaccu(pUUUPYeT BCE THIMYHbIC BUJIBI
TSDKEJIOr0 TPAHCIOPTA, a TAKkKe KIACCHPUIHUPYET HECYLIYI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh MOCTOBBIX KOHCTPYKLMH B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT BHJIA HECyIIeH KOHCTpYKLHH MocTa (¢
Y4ETOM CONpPOTHUBICHUS CEUCHMS) W CXEMBI HOPMATUBHOM HAarpys3ku. IIpeasio:KeHHBII METOA MO3BOJSIET OBICTPO M JAOCTATOYHO MPOCTO OMPEACIUTH HECYLIYIO
CIMOCOOHOCTh MOCTa M ONPEACINTh BO3MOXKHOCTH TPAHCIIOPTUPOBKU CBEPX HOPMATHUBHOM Harpys3ku. BBumy Toro, 4ro paccMOTpEHHbIE jKele300CTOHHBIC
KOHCTPYKIIMHM BCTPEYaroTCst He Tonbko B JlaTBunm, HO U B JIuTBe M DCTOHMM, MpPEIUIOKEHHAs METOJAMKA MOXET OBITh NMPHMEHEHa IUIsl ONPECICHHS HEeCylIeH
CIIOCOOHOCTH 1 B 3THX CTPAHaX.
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