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1. LRFR and LFR/ASR Ratings:

In accordance with the Load Rating Guidance Document (LRGD) Section 6.9.3, all bridges shall be rated
using the LRFR methodology initially. If any of the Legal and/or Permit rating factors for LRFR are <
1.0, then an additional rating analysis shall be performed: ASR for timber/masonry bridges and LFR for
all other bridges designed prior to October 1, 2010, unless approved by the State Bridge Maintenance
Engineer (SBME) or designated representative. Both sets of rating results should be included in the
appropriate worksheets of the “A20.1_South Carolina_LRS Template 20191021” excel spreadsheet. A
new version of this spreadsheet has been posted to the ProjectWise server.

For both of the above cases (LRFR and ASR/LFR ratings), Section 3 — Bridge Load Rating Summary,
of the LRSF shall be completed with respect to the Legal load rating vehicles:

Controlling Legal Truck —  Enter the legal rating vehicle with the lowest rating factor (note: if bridge is
on an interstate, the SC SHV vehicles are not considered legal vehicles).

On the LRFR form, this shall be the controlling legal vehicle as determined
by the LRFR analysis. On the LFR/ASR form, this cell shall be the
controlling legal vehicle as determined by the LFR/ASR analysis at
Operating level.

Load Posting Required — On the LRFR form, enter “No” for cases where all LRFR legal vehicle
ratings are > 1.0 and posting is not required.

On the LRFR or LFR/ASR form (as applicable), enter “No, see [LRFR or
LFR/ASR] form” for cases where one of the two analysis methodologies
results in legal ratings < 1.0 while the other results in legal ratings > 1.0,
eliminating the need for posting.

On the LRFR and the LFR/ASR forms, enter “Yes” only if both the LRFR
and the ASR/LFR Operating rating factors for the legal trucks are < 1.0, all
posting avoidance measures have been pursued, and the bridge still requires
posting.
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Controlling Legal
Rating Factor —

On the LRFR form, enter the lowest LRFR legal vehicle rating
factor.

On the LFR/ASR form, enter the lowest ASR/LFR legal vehicle rating
factor (at Operating level).

Rating Example 1: all LRFR legal and permit ratings > 1.0
e No LFR/ASR analysis required

e Load posting is not required

Rating Example 2: all LRFR legal ratings > 1.0; one or more LRFR permit ratings < 1.0
e Perform an LFR/ASR analysis. If one or more permit ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are
< 1.0, impact factor reductions shall not be considered. Permit rating factors < 1.0 shall be reported

as-is on the LRS form.

e Include a signed and sealed LFR/ASR rating summary with the signed and sealed LRFR rating
summary and all other load rating deliverables.

e Load posting is not required.

Rating Example 3: one or more LRFR legal ratings < 1.0; all LRFR permit ratings > 1.0

Note: for interstate bridges, the SC SHVs are not legal loads and, therefore, they do not need to meet the
legal load rating requirements as shown in these examples

e Perform an LFR/ASR analysis.
o Iflegal ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are all > 1.0, no further action is required.
Include a signed and sealed LFR/ASR rating summary with the signed and sealed LRFR
rating summary and all other load rating deliverables.

o Load posting not required.
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e |If one or more legal ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are < 1.0, perform the posting
avoidance options as outlined in LRGD Section 19.2. Submit a BMO Approval Form for the
option(s) to be utilized.

(@]

If posting avoidance option(s) results in legal ratings > 1.0 (for LRFR at the Legal level
and/or for LFR/ASR at the Operating level), then posting is not required.

Otherwise, load posting is required in accordance with LRGD Section 19.3 thru 19.6.
Refer to Section #2 of this Technical Note for more information on posting.

Document all posting avoidance measures in the “Remarks” section of the LRSF.

Include a signed and sealed LFR/ASR rating summary with the signed and sealed LRFR
rating summary and all other load rating deliverables.

Example 4: one or more LRFR legal ratings < 1.0; one or more LRFR permit ratings < 1.0
e Perform an LFR/ASR analysis.

o

If all legal ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are all > 1.0, no further action is
required. Include a signed and sealed LFR/ASR rating summary with the load rating
deliverables. Load posting is not required.

If one or more legal ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are < 1.0, perform the posting
avoidance options as outlined in LRGD Section 19.2. Submit a BMO Approval Form for
the option(s) to be utilized.

= If posting avoidance option(s) results in legal ratings > 1.0 (for LRFR at the Legal
level or LFR/ASR at the Operating level), then posting is not required.

= Otherwise, load posting is required in accordance with LRGD Section 19.3 thru
19.6. Refer to Section #2 of this Technical Note for more information on posting.

= Document all posting avoidance measures in the “Remarks” section of the LRSF.

= Include a signed and sealed LFR/ASR rating summary with the signed and sealed
LRFR rating summary and all other load rating deliverables.
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o If one or more permit ratings at the LFR/ASR Operating level are < 1.0, impact factor
reductions shall not be considered. Permit rating factors < 1.0 shall be reported as-is on
the LRS form.

Readers are also directed to the Bridge Posting Flowchart, previously shown below and now updated in
Technical Note 06, for more detailed step-by-step information with respect to the posting process.

2. Load Posting Signs:

An additional worksheet entitled Posting Summary has been added to the “A20.1 South
Carolina_LRS_Template_20191021” spreadsheet to assist the load rating engineer in completing the
Bridge Signing/Posting Form from LRGD Appendix A19.1. The new version of this spreadsheet has been
posted to the ProjectWise server. The “Posting Summary” worksheet is linked to the rating results from
the “LFRF Summary” and “ASR-LFR Summary” worksheets.

| Master Data | LRFR Summary “ ASR-LFR Summary § Posting summary  [JREER s

Figure 1 — New Posting Summary Worksheet

The load rating engineer shall select the posting methodology (cell E3) which produces the more favorable
posting results. Cell ES is linked to the “Bridge Description Input” worksheet and is used to determine
the applicability of the SC SHV vehicles as it relates to posting.

This worksheet shall be considered a tool to assist with completing the Bridge Signing/Posting Form. It
is ultimately the responsibility of the load rating engineer and the engineer of record to ensure the proper
posting values are used for the bridge under consideration.
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SCLOT

LFR BRIDGE POSTING SUMMARY

| Choose Posting Methodology:

|I5 the bridge on an interstate route?

Figure 2 — Posting Summary “user input” cells

LRFR BRIDGE POSTING SUMMARY

]
E (Posting Check: \
3 Choose Posting Methodology: LRFR L .
? | i il | | Posting is required
5 |I5 the bridge on an interstate route? | Yes |
6| Posting Signs
|
) e ) ) GVW | Rating | POSting | Single | Tandem BRIDGE WEIGHT
Vehicle Type Configurati Posting Vehicle tons) Limit Axle Axle LIMIT - TONS
8 e = " | (tons) | (tons) | (tons) -
[ SC-5U2 20 1.657 - SINGLE VEHICLE
— 2 Axles
10 2 OR 3 AXLES T
11 4 OR MORE AXLE T
12 3 Axles
13 COMBINATIONS T
| Single
1 Unit
15
16 4 or More Axles
17 EMERGENCY
18 VEHICLE
13 WEIGHT LIMITS
20 SINGLE AKLE 16(T
21 TANDEM PEIR
22 Combinati 3 . GROSS 32|T
= m m.a on 5 or More Axles
23 Unit Type 3-3 40 1482 = k j
24 Lane Type Legal Load (Neg. Moment} 40 - -
25 Lane Type Legal Load (Span = 200'} 40
b 2 Axles Evz 2875 1.151
26 Emergency 32 16 23
27 Vehicies 3Axies  |Evs 43 0.747

Figure 3 — Posting Signs Auto-Populated by the Worksheet

3. BMO Approvals Form:
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BMO Approvals Form should be submitted with the information identified below.
If the load rater determines that posting avoidance measures would not have a significant impact on the

posting need, the load rater shall submit the Bridge Signing/Posting Form with guidance as documented
Technical Note 06, Item 3 along with a BMO Approvals Form completed as described below.

LRGD Appendix A20.2 — BMO Approvals Form:

The “SECTION 4: COMMENTS (REQUESTOR)” section of all BMO approval forms should contain:
e adescription of the request and justification for the request

In order to accommodate efficient and productive reviews of the submitted BMO Approvals Form(s),
additional documentation is required to be submitted along with the BMO Approval Form, as described
below.

3.3 — Approval for using load rating software other than BrR
e No additional documentation

14.3 — Approval for using load rating software other than BrR to rate concrete/masonry substructure
e No additional documentation

15.3 — Approval for using load rating software other than BrR to rate steel substructure
e No additional documentation

16.3 — Approval for using load rating software other than BrR to rate timber substructure
e No additional documentation

18.2.1 — Approval for using load rating software other than BrR for complex bridge rating
e No additional documentation

5.6 — Approval to perform Site Assessment
e N/A
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6.7.1 — Approval to use alternate impact factor allowance - Do not utilize this section.

e An alternate impact allowance for design and legal loads will not be considered. Load raters are
instructed to not request approval for a reduced impact.

6.9.3 & 19.2.3 — Alternate rating method to LRFR for bridges designed after October 1, 2010
e No additional documentation

6.10.1 — Approval to use alternate impact factor allowance - Do not utilize this section.

e An alternate impact allowance for permit loads will not be considered. Load raters are instructed
to not request approval for a reduced impact.

6.11.3.2 — Approval of rating factors < 1.0 from use of MBE Table 6A.4.3.4-1 system factors
e LRSForm
e BrR .xml file
e Bridge Plans

6.12 & 19.2.1 — Approval for load testing, NDT, or material testing to improve rating
e TBD

11.2.1.1 — Approval to use top or bottom flange lateral bracing members in 3D or grid analysis
e Bridge plans

11.2.1.1 — Approval to consider top flanges of through girder bridge as braced
e Bridge plans
e Supporting analysis and/or calculations providing justification

17.2.1 — Coordination of culvert load ratings with large fills, showing signs of distress and carrying
normal traffic for an appreciable period

e Culvert plans

e BrR .xml file

e LRSForm

e Summary of recommended procedure/plan/analysis/etc. to determine appropriate rating factor

19.1 & 19.3 — Approval for posting avoidance options
e Bridge plans
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e BrR .xml file

e LRS Form without proposed posting avoidance option(s)
e LRS Form with proposed posting avoidance option(s)

e Justification for applying the posting avoidance option(s)

19.2.4 - BMO notified of discrepancies which invalidate a previous rating which accounted for the traffic
barrier stiffness

e Bridge plans

e Inspection report and/or site assessment documenting the discrepancy

e Existing analysis and calculations accounting for traffic barrier stiffness
e Existing LRS Form

19.5 — BMO notified if the recommended posting is below the Operating capacity
See Technical Note 06, Item 3

o RS Form
) _
Bud_grel Q.SE"F'QI o bel _ _
4. Load Cases:

The following load cases will be used to distinguish between the different kinds of loads on the bridge.
Sign loads input in AASHTOWare BrR shall utilize the Sign Load (DW) load case.
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Time*
Load Case Name Description Stage Type (Days|
)
(1] DC acting on nen-compozite section Non-composite (Stage 1) |~ D,DC 5]
ocz DC acting on leng-term composite section Composite (long term) (Stage 2} |~ D,DC ]
oW DW acting on long-term composite section Composite (long term) (Stage 2} ||| D,DW i
SIP Forms (DC1) Weight due to stay-in-place forms Non-composite (Stage 1) |~||D,DC ||
Haunch (DC1} Weight due to haunch Non-composite (Stage 1) ||| D,DC ||
Parapet (DCZ) Weight due to parapet Composite (long term) (Stage 2) x| D,DC ]
Sign Load (DW) Weight due to =ign Composite (long term) (Stage 2) || D,DW ~

5. Plan Notes vs LRGD:

The plans notes shall override the Load Rating Guidance Document (LRGD) when applicable. The
inputter will need to utilize all the notes on the plans before referring to the LRGD for guidance or
making assumptions.

Example: The LRGD gives direction for sacrificial thickness for decks based on year constructed.
Plan notes may indicate the sacrificial thickness to be used. Make sure to use the plan notes.

LRGD: and consider the top 2 %4 as effective for bridges designed after February 14, 1996, unless noted
—_— = otherwise on the as-built plans.

CONCRETE

THE CLASS OF COWCRETE SHALL BE AS NOTED ON DTHER SHEETS
OF THESE PLANS.

Plan Notes- BUILO-UPS OW BENT CAPS SHALL BE_ CAST MONOLITHIC  wi 'm
- CAP  UNLESS [WOICATED OTHERWISE [M THESE PLANS, THE TOP
- EACH BUILD-UP SHALL BE LEVEL.

PAYMENT FOR FUNFRETF [N SLAB WILL BE BASED ON THEORET]CAL
QAUANTI T, Y MECESSARY ADJUSTMENT [N QUANTITY DUE TO
\QRIMIUN IN tnT-‘BER SHALL BE nT THE CONTRACTOR S EXPENSE.

SIMPLE SPAMS 80 FEET OR LESS LL BE P'JI.IREU N] THﬂUT n
TRANSVERSE CUNSIRUET] DN JOINT. AFLE S0 o
i i T - L‘FNTERED »’AI

2 - T ™ 0 ;
Ml 0= 5PaM  an i OF THE SLAB SHALL
BE _POURED FI nsr »QND ALLOWES.TO [l
BEFORE THE REM’-\] NI NG END 3

s

ALL  EXPOSED EDGES SHALL BE CHAMFERED 374"  UMLESS
OTHERWI SE HOTED.
MIN[HJM ACCEPTABLE CONCRETE COVER FOR  RE] NFORCING

THE
STEEL MAY OME  HALF THCH LESS THAM THE PLAN D] MEWSI DNS
WHEN REGUI RED B'f REINFORCING BaR FABRICATION TOLERANCES.

ONE FOURTH [MCH OF ALL EMHETE SLABS SHALL BE

E_TOF
CONSI DER‘ED AS A WEARING SURFACE AND SHALL NOT BE [NCLUDED IN
SLAB DEPTH USED FOR THE EF\LCLI_»QTI ON  OF  SECTION

6. Wearing PRoPERTIES. Surface:

If the wearing surface has been measured in the field by the Site Assessment (SA) team, the load rater
shall check the “Thickness field measured” box to reduce the wearing surface load factor.
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‘wearing surface materal: | #sphalt overlay

Description: | |

Wwearing surface thickness = |3.5000 |, Thickness field measured [DW = 1.25 if checked)

“wearing suface density = |140.000 pct

Load case: | D o Copy from Library...

7. AASHTOWare BrR Description Window:

Values used in the general description window should match the National Bridge Inventory (NBI)
Datasheet:

03485 Stuckae D 1 [ 0345 [ Tempisie [A Suparamuchians
BnD: MG Swkos ' 64 ] Biidoe Completely Delirnd [ Cubvests
(2 Abemsives . Traffe Custom Ageocy Fiekds
Neme: |0458 Yougur |1*0
Description |5-Bul craated by Michael Baker Intematonal (GLS) (2019.08.0%)
As-But checked by Michsel Baker Intemational (o [2013400x)
L [207% National Briage inventory
f . a0
Locaton |SOMINE Woodst Lok [900 |y 50sge Repet
Facity Camed (7} |25 E8 Route Number |00025 5-digit route #)

Feat Intersected (5} SO Tyoe Rt M Post nx

Defout Unds:  US Customay.

7 T
Bidge ;|04 NEl Stuchre 1D (2 | 745 D;;:
Descipion Desciption core] Atansives GbslRefevence Port e Cush

Flvaerr =

Lopaew |V Degess
Lotctew (T8 Degess
Biidge ID: 03486 NBI Structure ID (5| 23486 [ Template

[ Biidge Complete
Descriplion  Description (cortd)  ARernatives  Global Reference Point  Traffic  Custom Agency

TuckpCT: 18 |%
apT:  [13780
Diectional PCT:  [1000 |5

Recent ADTT 2475

Design ADTT.
Est. annual talfic T
gronth rate: %
Faiigue mpoance  Man Arerial Interstate, Other v
acter

[ Impestance factor override

Values used in the general description “con’t” window should match the NBI Datasheet:
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[2018 National Bridge Inventory ) Preliminary -
Briage Report © & | o
|Bridge identification; [==]
o
—
(001) State: sc (009) Location: 6.3 MI NW GREENVILLE 10061 10061 [ Template [A Supersinuctuzes
1 Structuse
(003) County: Greenvile Q: Bk D INE! Swuckued 10 3. [ Bridge Completely Defined [ Cubverts
ESEohwey Agency Dist: 9 Description D (d)  Ahematives Taffic G
(007) Facility Carried: €-23-1084 o [OREa
(006) Facility Crossed: 385 (5C) Level of Service: Mainkne Distnct (23 | Distrct
(5B) Route Signing Prefix:  County Highway
(016) Latitude: 340485383 (50) Route Number: 1084 County. | 23Greenvile
(017) Longitude: 0820 17 2.04° (5€) Directional Suffix: NA o
i Owes (22} | County Hwy Agency g 02
(011) Kilometer Point: 0763 (13A) LRS Inventor yRoute: 0000000000
(012) Base High. Network: Route not on base highway network (138) Subroute: 00 Mataner  County Hwy Agency
(099) Border Br. Struct. No: WA (98A) Neighbor State Code:  N/A 0) AL
(988) * Responsibility NA

Classification: é. NHS Indicator.  ONot on NHS.
(112) NBIS Bridge Length:  Yes NA Functionsl Class: | 19 Urban Local
(104)Hwy Sys of Inv Rte: Noton NHS Not part of national network for trucks B
(026) Functional Class: Urban - Local On tree rosd
(100) STRAHNET Desig: Noton STRAHNET route : County Highway Agency <
(101) Parallel De: Not parallel structure County Highwary Agency [1]
(102) Direction of Traffic: 1-way vafc Not eligible for National Register
(103) Temp Struc Desig: A

- 2
(027) Year Built: 1960 (045) # Main Spans: 1 &
(106) Year Recon: NA (43A) Main Struct Material: Steel continuous Q
(424) Type Servon Bridge:  Highway (438) Main Struct Type: Stringeri/Mut-beam or Girder et——

8. Sidewalks and Pedestrian Loading:

Sidewalks
If the traffic face of the sidewalk is < 6” high, assume the sidewalk can be mounted by trucks and define
the travelway from face-to-face of barrier in AASHTOWare BrR:

42-3
420 o
40-0
500 W 5
—Sidewalk Thickness 6" Sidewalk Thickness 68—
{ Deck Thickness &" \
H | Travehwvay 1 | ”

R

1T I 1 1 T1

If the traffic face of sidewalk is > 6 high, assume the sidewalk cannot be mounted by trucks and
define the travelway from face-to-face of sidewalk in BrR:

42-3
42-0 o
-0
50 50
. u - .
—Sidewalk Thickness 7" Sidewalk Thickness 7™
{Deck Thickness 8" \
o
i ! Travehwvay 1 ! .
3'-D'l 5@7-3" = 36-3" 3-3"_
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Pedestrian Loading

As per Load Rating Guidance Document (LRGD) Section 6.4.2, “pedestrian loading on sidewalks need
not be considered simultaneously with vehicular loads when load rating a bridge unless the load rater
has reason to expect that significant pedestrian loading will coincide with the maximum vehicular
loading.” In general, bridges shall not be rated with pedestrian loading. Only in special circumstances
(i.e., when the bridge is near a stadium, convention center, concert venue, etc.) shall pedestrian loading
be included in AASHTOWare BrR as a “Member Load™:

EMBERS
I Pedestian load
- 2 Member Loads Unitorm  Distiibuted  Concentrated  Settlement
Upports

- [Z3 MEMEBER ALTERMATIVES
: Load C: Uniform Load

- I G1(E)(C) e | Span "‘(wm” |

W I G2

e T G3(G2)

e I G4(G2)

Note: pedestrian loading shall be applied similar to other superimposed composite dead loads (i.e.,
distributed equally to the nearest 3 girders under the sidewalk).

Note: if pedestrian loading is applied on a sidewalk, the sidewalk in AASHTOWare BrR should be
assumed non-mountable, even if it is < 6” tall (i.e., truck loading and pedestrian loading cannot be
on the same sidewalk simultaneously):

PL PL
42-3
- -
42-0°
. 30-0° .
- 50 = - 5-0° ™
Sidewalk Thickness 7" Sidewalk Thickness 7
—l {Deck Thickness 8"
| Travehvay 1 J L !

L}'x I 1 1'F

Note: The change for mountable curbs from 9 to 6” was implemented in Technical Note 06, Item 4.
This change does not have to be adjusted retroactively for bridges already rated.
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9. Minimally Stressed P/S Strands

Minimally stressed top strands are not input in the prestressing profile as fully stressed strands in
AASHTOWare BrR.

10. Variable Overhangs

For bridges with variable overhangs, the average overhang may width be used in AASHTOWare BrR.
Add this to the list of assumptions on the Load Rating Summary Form (LRSF) if the average overhang
width is used.

The following Help Desk e-Notifications are incorporated into this Technical Note.

11. Help Desk e-Notification 011 — How to Handle Data Correction where Structure Length
Becomes < 20 feet

Question:

During the Data Correction Task, if it is found that the value for FHWA coding guide Item 49, Structure
Length gets corrected from the incorrect value of more than 20
feet to a correct value which happens to be less than 20 feet, > A

should this bridge or culvert be removed from the list? \\\
If so, what is the process? Should the Data Correction be made s
in the Bridge Inspection Online (BIO) system and the Data )
Correction Form submitted to document the change, and then . T
remove the bridge or culvert as described in Help Desk e- ' ~
Notification 010? P ! -

A e
For example, a culvert is coded as 22 feet long. As per FHWA '//”/ 2 \5\‘\»\
coding guide, Item 49 is the clear distance between inside |~~~ ke e
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surface of outer walls of the culvert measured along the centerline of roadway, resulting in a corrected
Item 49 value of 12 feet.

Answer:

Yes, culvert and pipe structures encountered matching this general description should be removed. First
the Data Correction should be reported in ProjectWise to document the change, then updated in BIO, and
finally the structure should be removed following the process outlined in Help Desk e-Notification 010.

Per the FHWA Coding Guide, culvert length is measured along the centerline of roadway between
inside faces of exterior walls. Culverts that measure less than 20 feet along the center line of roadway,
regardless of maximum span length (see example sketch), shall be classified as Non-NBI Bridges and do
not require a load rating.

12. Help Desk e-Notification 019 — Data Correction Items 63 to 66 & 418

Question:

Since the AASHTO Load Resistance Factor Rating (LRFR) is the default load rating method required for
SCDOT load ratings, National Bridge Inventory (NBI) Items 63 & 65 will be coded as 3 (LRFR), and
Items 64 & 66 will be the governing HL-93 ratings (rating factor x 36 tons as presented in the
AASHTOWare BrR results).

A. When the AASHTO Load Factor Rating (LFR) is used as a posting avoidance measure, should items
63 to 66 still be coded as the HL-93 ratings for the LRFR method? Or should the LFR ratings for HS-
20 be presented in such cases?

B. The NBI Coding Guide states that rating values for ltems 64 & 66 are to be in metric tons. Should
these be entered in US units instead, consistent with other NBI data items in Bridge Inventory Online
(B10)?
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C. The structure condition ratings are already listed in Items 58 to 62. Should Item 418 Conditions During
Rating be left blank? If not, please state how this item should be coded?

Answer:

A. ltems 63 to 66 should always be coded using the HL-93 LRFR ratings. If LFR is used for posting
avoidance, still report items 63 to 66 using the HL-93 LRFR factors.

B. NBI 64 and 66 should be reported as a rating factor. Refer to Help Desk e-Notification 023.

C. Item 418 should be filled out using the bridge inspection report and the site assessment. The
information is 418 is the data entered in 58, 59, and 60. For example: 7, 8, 8. For culverts, the first
digit is the culvert rating and the last two digits are blank. Refer to the LRGD Data Correction Form
Instructions.

13. Help Desk e-Notification 020 — Culvert Wall Ratings with RFs Below 1.0

Question:

The Load Rating Guidance Document (LRGD) 17.2.1, paragraph 1 states that if the AASHTOWare BrR
rating factor is 0.00, and the wall reinforcing governs the rating, increase reinforcing by 20% until the
wall does not control the ratings, if the culvert carries normal traffic with no distress.

If the wall ratings govern and the rating factors for posting trucks are greater than zero but less than 1.0,
can the wall reinforcing be increased by 20% until the wall no longer governs or the rating factors go
above 1.0, since the intent of the above referenced paragraph is to eliminate the wall rating from governing
on low-rated culverts?

Answer:

Please refer to the latest version of the following file, now located in the SCDOT Load Rating project
“Reports to File\SCDOT LR Files” ProjectWise folder. As a reminder, please check the sites often for
updates, as there will not always be regular notices of updates.
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SCDOT LR Culvert Guidance.pdf

Please direct any questions concerning the above to:

Michael Baker International
e-mail: SCDOT LR Help_Desk@listserv.bakerprojects.com

Chris R. Lacy osesumion soms -oee 4117124

Director of Bridge Management Date
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