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1.0 Background Information

The purpose of this report is to outline the approach and results from AECOM’s evaluation and load
rating of the bridge carrying SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Avenue) over Lullwater Creek (Structure ID 089-0001-
0).

In determining the scope of work for this project, GDOT communicated the following issues with the
structure:

· The bridge currently has a sufficiency rating of 42.38 and was previously programmed for
replacement.

· Because the bridge is located on a roadway that accommodates more than 31,600 vpd,
replacement of the bridge would require lane closures, detours and staged construction which
would have dramatic impacts to commuters using the corridor.

· Replacement costs for the structure would be high due to staged construction, maintenance of
traffic, and limited access.

· The bridge and approach roadway currently accommodate 2 lanes in each direction and
sidewalks on both sides.  Side streets intersect Ponce De Leon Avenue in both approaches of the
bridge.

· GDOT’s inspection identified spalling with exposed reinforcement on isolated portions of the
bridge.  If the structure could be rated and the resulting load capacities determined to be
adequate, the cost benefit to repair the bridge may be warranted over full replacement.

The ultimate goal of GDOT’s Bridge Maintenance Unit is to obtain a load rating for the structure.  Prior
to AECOM receiving this project, GDOT had neither the original design plans nor sufficient data on the
structure to perform a load rating.  GDOT concluded that a load test is the only way to determine the
load carrying capacity of the structure.  AECOM’s scope is to perform the bridge inspection, field
measurements, GPR location of existing reinforcement and concrete coring testing to obtain sufficient
data to perform a conventional load rating.  The results of this material testing could be used for a
future load test if the conventional rating was deemed inadequate.

Superstructure

Build in 1922, the existing bridge carries 4 lanes of traffic on Ponce De Leon Avenue over Lullwater
Creek.  The superstructure is composed of eleven, 7-span continuous, reinforced concrete girders
supported by intermediate arch piers and concrete wall abutments.  The following is a summary of the
bridge superstructure details and dimensions:

· Span Arrangement: 7-span continuous
· Span Lengths: 14.0 ft. center-to-center of bearing
· Overall Bridge Length: 98.0 ft. center-to-center of bearing, 99.5 ft. total length
· Structure Type: Cast-in-place, reinforced concrete, deck girder bridge
· Cross section:

o Bridge Width: 62.75 ft. out-to-out
o Roadway: 4 – 10.125 ft. lanes = 40.5 ft.
o Sidewalk: 9.9167 ft. each side including a 3 ft. grass buffer
o Parapet: 2.9167 ft. high x 1.208 ft. wide cast-in-place concrete

· Girders:
o G1 and G11: 2.33 ft. high x 1 ft. wide cast-in-place arched concrete girder.
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o G2 and G10: 2.33 ft. high x 1 ft. wide cast-in-place concrete girder with 6” thick deck
o G3, G4, G5, G6, G7, G8 and G9: 2.33 ft. high x 1.5 ft wide cast-in-place concrete girder

with 6” deck
· Endwalls: Full height, full width concrete
· Inter. diaphragms:  None
· Bridge fill:

o G2 and G10: 28” thick fill with sidewalk slab
o G3 to G9: 14” thick fill 16” asphalt overlay

The existing roadway has been overlaid to the point where the top of asphalt is approximately 4” below
the top of concrete curb.  The exterior girders are cast as part of the exterior arch running on the
outside of the structure.  AECOM’s coring work between beams 8 and 9 of the bridge identified 30” from
top of roadway to top of the concrete deck.

A full cross section showing existing dimensions is included with the bridge plans in Appendix D.

Substructure

The existing end bents are composed of full height concrete columns with concrete infill walls.  The
intermediate bents are five column concrete bents with arched bent caps.

Bridge Condition

Prior to beginning work on this project, AECOM reviewed all available information on the bridge
structure, including bridge inspection reports.  AECOM found that the GDOT’s inspection reports are
consistent with the existing bridge conditions in the field.  AECOM’s inspection was focused on
determining dimensions of the bridge, determining bridge dead loads, determining bar configurations
and identifying defects that could impact the load carrying capacity of the bridge.

Spalls with exposed reinforcement were identified in the following locations:

· Span 1, girders G2, G4, G5, G6, G9 and G10
· Span 4, girder G9
· Span 7, girders G2, G3 and G8
· Bent 2, back face, bay 9
· Bent 2, Column 1
· Bent 4, Column 5

Inspection of the exposed reinforcement at several of the beam spall locations identified No. 6 bars,
non-deformed type, in the bottom of the girders.  Some of this reinforcement displayed minor section
loss.  Our inspection also revealed some construction defects related to the placement of reinforcement
in the formwork.  Bars were shifted laterally across the bottom of the beams rather than being equally
spaced. This shift, along with the very close bar spacing in the bottom of the beam, has contributed to
some of the beam spalls.  In addition, water falling through the catch basin on the right side of the
bridge deck has also contributed to the propagation of the beam spall on girder 9 in Span 4.

It is important to note that there were no significant shear cracks identified in the girders.

On the end bents, there are large horizontal cracks in the columns and infill walls.  These cracks do not
appear to be the result of vehicular overload.  They may be the result of foundation settlement,
increased lateral loads from pore water pressure buildup in the approach fills, or longitudinal forces
transferred from the superstructure.
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GDOT Information

When comparing our field measurements with the information currently recorded in GDOT component
survey form, AECOM identified some discrepancies, specifically the girder dimensions and spacing as
well as the number of columns at the intermediate bents.   AECOM recommends these dimensions be
updated in accordance with the plans provided in Appendix D.

2.0 Bridge Analysis

All bridge analysis for this project was performed in accordance with AASHTO Standard Specifications for
Highway Bridges.  Determining a rating for this bridge requires analysis of both the superstructure and
intermediate bents.  By inspection, the end bents will not control the rating and, thus, were not rated.

2.1 Superstructure Rating

In order to rate the superstructure, AECOM engineers developed computer models using BAR7 and
STAAD.  The superstructure was modeled as a 7-span continuous bridge.

Critical Girders

There are three girder sizes within the cross section of this bridge:

· Fascia girders G1 and G11
· Sidewalk girders G2 and G10
· Roadway girders G3, G4, G5, G6, G7, G8 and G9

Girders G1 and G11 carry mainly the parapets and fill area below the sidewalk.  Girders G2 and G10 are
located below the sidewalk area; these girders see little to no live load effects.  Based on this
configuration, our rating makes the following assumptions:

1. Parapet loads and spandrel walls will be carried only by the fascia girders.
2. Dead loads from sidewalks and fill below sidewalk area will be distributed to the fascias and first

interior girders.
3. Live loads will be distributed to girders G3 and G9 by positioning wheels 2 ft. from the curb line

and using the lever rule in accordance with AASHTO.
4. AASHTO standard shear and moment distribution for reinforced concrete deck girders will be

used for the roadway girders.
5. Distribution of wheel loads through the asphalt paving and fill material will conservatively not be

considered.

Based on the dead loads and the distribution of live loads, girder G4 through G8 will control the capacity
of the superstructure for this bridge.

Material Testing
Because there are no existing plans for this bridge, AECOM completed material testing of the
superstructure to determine concrete compressive strength and reinforcement configurations.  AECOM
supplemented this material testing with detailed field measurements and visual inspection.  A copy of
the testing report is included in Appendix F.

Our cores revealed strengths ranging from 3,000 psi to 3,800 psi.  It is not unusual for compressive
strengths to increase over time, especially on a 100 year old bridge.  Based on bridge plans for a similar
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streetcar bridge built around the same time, AECOM assumed the 28-day compressive strength of 2,500
psi for the original bridge condition analysis.  Despite the higher field tested strengths, AECOM still
limited the concrete strength used in the current girder ratings to 3,000 psi to be conservative.

Visual inspection of exposed reinforcement identified ¾” diameter, non-deformed reinforcement bars
were used in the bottom of the girders.  Patterns for this reinforcement were enhanced using Ground
Penetrating Radar (GPR) scanning of the beams.   Typical GPR scans identified 8 bars across the bottom
of the beam and was visually confirmed at the spall on girder 9 in Span 4.  Because the bars were so
closely spaced across the 18” girder, GPR scans could not differentiate the 8 bars. GPR scans of the
bottom of beams revealed that none of the bars in the bottom of the girders extend to the ends of the
beam.  GPR scans also identified a minimum of 2 bars bent up for shear at each angled bar location;
there appears to be 4 bent up bar locations near the ends of the beams.

AECOM’s rating assumes that all of the bars in the beams are ¾” in diameter.  No vertical shear stirrups
were identified by the GPR.  The shear capacity of the section is developed by the concrete and inclined
reinforcement.  Examination of plans for other bridges in Atlanta built in the early 1900s revealed that it
was common practice to bend steel from the high positive moment regions at a 45 degree angle across
the shear plane near the supports and then continue it across the negative moment regions.  This
appears to be the reinforcement detailing for the girders in this structure.  GPR scans identified four sets
of diagonal bar locations spaced at approximately 13” on center at the ends of the girder.  GPR scans
identified 1 or 2 bars at each of these diagonal locations.

There are limitations to what can be identified with GPR testing for steel reinforcement.  For this
structure, determining the amount of reinforcement across the negative moment region of these girders
is restricted.  There is a 16” thick layer of asphalt and 14” of fill over the roadway sections of the bridge
respectively; GPR scanning would require removal of a large section of asphalt and fill to complete the
scanning.  The deck can be scanned from the underside of the deck, but the angle of incidence would
not allow reading of the bars located immediately over the stem with an acceptable level of accuracy.

Load Calculation
Non-composite loads were calculated using the girder stem dimensions and the tributary area of the
slab over the girders.  The superimposed dead load includes the layer of fill and asphalt overlay, which
was distributed to the main girders based on tributary area.

AECOM researched the Ponce de Leon corridor and determined that this bridge was originally designed
for streetcar loading.  For replicating the original design, AECOM used streetcar load diagrams displayed
on historic plans from bridges built in Atlanta during the same period.
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Live load distribution was computed using Section 3.23 of the AASHTO Standard Specifications for
Highway Bridges.

2.2 Intermediate Bent Rating

In order to rate the intermediate bents, AECOM engineers developed a computer models using BRPIER.

Intermediate Bent Model

The existing intermediate bents are composed of 5 columns with concrete arched caps between.
Spaced 15.5’ from the first interior columns, the outside columns are 1.25’ wide x 1.67’ deep and reside
immediately below the fascia girder and parapet.  The interior three columns are 2.167’ wide x 1.67’
deep and are spaced at 14.83’ on center.

The outside bent cap sections are 1.67’ wide x 3.83’ deep at the arch crown.  The interior sections are
1.67’ wide x 4.67’ deep at the arch crown; the deeper sections are consistent with the higher loads
anticipated in these sections.   Based on the reinforcement pattern determined by GPR, AECOM
idealized the cap sections by neglecting the increased section properties from the arch.  These arch
sections were added in as dead load to the cap. A schematic of the BAR7 model with critical sections is
shown below:

Live load distribution was determined using GDOT’s BRLLCA program with these loads going to girders
G2 through G10.

Material Testing
Because there are no existing plans for this bridge, AECOM completed material testing of the
substructure to determine concrete compressive strength and reinforcement configurations.  AECOM
supplemented this material testing with detailed field measurements and visual inspection.  A copy of
the testing report is included in Appendix F.

AECOM performed concrete coring to determine compressive strength of the cast-in-place substructure.
Our cores for the substructure revealed strengths from 1000 psi to 1900 psi.  The cores were taken from
the columns in areas where the concrete was deteriorated.  For the purposes of the rating, AECOM
assumed a concrete strength of 1,500 psi.

Visual inspection of exposed reinforcement in spalled areas identified 1.125” diameter, non-deformed
reinforcement bars were used in the top and bottom of caps.  Patterns for this reinforcement were
enhanced using GPR scanning of the caps and columns.   Typical GPR scans identified 8 bars across the
top of the bent cap.  GPR scans also identified bars bent up for shear at in the areas of the bent caps
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adjacent to the columns; there appears to be 2 bent up bar locations near the ends of the caps as shown
in the Bridge Cross Section below.

AECOM’s rating assumes that all of the bars in the bent caps are 1.125” in diameter.  No vertical shear
stirrups were identified by the GPR.  The shear capacity of the section is developed by the concrete and
inclined reinforcement.

The GPR was able to identify three bars running along the profile of the arch.  In addition, the GPR
identified bars running horizontally across the crown of the arch.

Visual inspection of spalled areas on the columns and GPR identified a ½” diameter bar in the corner of
each column.  No columns ties were identified.

Load Calculation
Girder dead load reactions were taken from the BAR7 reactions from the superstructure.  Live load
distribution was computed between curb lines using BRLLCA.
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3.0 Load Rating Results

AECOM’s approach to Load Rating this structure can be summarized with the following steps:

1. Determine capacity of the critical girders

2. Replicate the original design by computing loads, stresses and rating factors using the Streetcar
and impact factors from a structure built during the same period

3. Determine H and HS rating for current conditions

4. Determine rating for remaining GDOT rating vehicles for the superstructure

5. Determine capacity of the bents

6. Compute the dead and live load reactions to the bents and the HS rating for the bent cap

7. Determine rating for remaining GDOT rating vehicles for the substructure

Step 1:  AECOM’s first step was to determine a capacity for the critical girders in the structure.  Moment
and shear capacity calculations (Appendix C) were completed for the critical roadway girders (G4
through G8) using material properties, bar locations and dimensions described in Section 3.  Capacities
were determined using MathCAD calculations and verified with BAR7.

It is important to note that the reinforcement configuration and the resultant capacity of the negative
moment regions over the piers are assumed.  However, correlations can be made to the capacity based
on the anticipated loads.  Dead and live load analysis results showed maximum positive moments at
mid-span about equal to maximum negative moments over the piers.  Engineering judgment and an
understanding of construction practices of this era give us a reasonable level of certainty that the
negative moment areas will rate at a comparable level as the positive moment regions.

The yield strength of reinforcement bars is assumed to be 33 ksi.  This assumption is based on standard
load rating practice and CRSI Engineering Data Report No. 48 Evaluation of Reinforcing Bars in Old
Reinforced concrete Structures (See Appendix F).

Step 2:  There are no existing plans for this bridge.  The bridge is designed to carry fill and has a spandrel
wall over the fascia girders containing this fill.  The main girders of this bridge were designed to carry
streetcar loading.  Using historic streetcar loading for bridges built during this era, AECOM replicated the
original design loading to elevate our level of confidence with the reinforcement configurations
identified through GPR testing.  Calculated steel stresses produced from the streetcar loading were well
below allowable limits for 33 ksi steel; this is a solid indicator that the AECOM field identified
reinforcement configurations were reasonable.

Step 3:  All ratings were completed using Load Factor Method.  Dead load calculations were completed
based on field measurements of current conditions, live load analysis for the H and HS truck/lane
loading, and ratings were completed with BAR7.  Based on current bridge loading conditions, the
existing condition H and HS ratings for the roadway girders (G4) are as follows:

G4: H20 - Current Condition
Force Capacity DL LL+I Truck

(tons)
IR Tons OR Tons

+M 273 45.0 59.4 20 1.66 33.28 2.78 55.56
-M 264 60.2 39.4 20 2.17 43.45 3.63 72.53
V 138 24.9 27.7 20 1.76 35.15 2.93 58.67
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G4: HS20 - Current Condition
Force Capacity DL LL+I Truck

(tons)
IR Tons OR Tons

+M 273 45.0 61.9 36 1.60 57.49 2.67 95.96
-M 264 60.2 49.2 36 1.74 62.63 2.90 104.54
V 138 24.9 28.2 36 1.73 62.14 2.88 103.73

For the HS20 loading, results show that the shear and moment capacities are relatively close in
magnitude to each other, which would be expected in the design of any bridge.  The load ratings show
that the girder capacity is 60% more than the HS loading.  GDOT standard practice for reinforced
concrete deck girders offers an interesting comparison.  The standard deck girder bridge spanning 40 ft
would have girders spaced at 9 ft on center, an 8” deck, and a total girder depth of 2.75 ft.  This bridge
has a 14 ft span, continuity, 6 ft spacing and approximately the same depth girder.   AECOM’s research
shows that Georgia Power operated a streetcar line along Ponce de Leon in 1924. The short spans and
deeper girders suggest that the design load was higher than current loads; the fill would be common on
bridges where load distribution and a reduction in impact was intended.

Step 4:  In the final step for the superstructure, AECOM completed ratings for the six standard GDOT
vehicles: H-Mod, Tandem, Timber, HS-Mod, 3S2, and Piggyback.  Detailed load rating calculations are
included in Appendix C and summarized in the table below.

GDOT Vehicle Posting (Superstructure)
GDOT Rating

Vehicle
OR (Tons) Limit for

Posting
(Tons)

Posting
Y/N?

H-20 Mod 81.15 21.5 No
Tandem 83.79 33.0 No
Timber 105.12 37.1 No

HS20-Mod 115.93 30.0 No
3S2 134.30 40.0 No

Piggyback 173.81 40.0 No

Based on the above results for the superstructure, no posting would be required for this bridge.

Step 5:  Moment and shear capacity calculations (Appendix C) were completed for the interior and
exterior bent cap sections using material properties, bar locations and dimensions described in Section
3.  Capacities were determined using MathCAD calculations and verified with BAR7.

Our inspection teams were able to identify the size and quantity of negative moment reinforcement
through visual inspection of spalled areas.  Reinforcement configuration and the resultant capacity of
the positive moment regions over the mid-span of the caps are assumed.  However, correlations can be
made to the capacity based on comparing the magnitude of forces in each section.

Step 6:  BAR7 dead and live load girder analysis results were used to determine maximum reactions for
the bent analysis.  Analysis of the piers determined that the maximum positive cap moments are below
girders G5 and G7.  The maximum negative moment region is over column 3.  Controlling shear ratings
are located adjacent to columns 2 and 4.  The detailed load rating calculations are included in Appendix
C and summarized in the table below.
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 Intermediate Bent: HS20 - Existing Condition
Force Capacity DL LL+I Truck IR Tons OR Tons
Vext 249 -93.92 -48.86 36 1.20 43.09 2.01 72.52

+Mext 758 143.65 28.33 36 9.29 334.57 15.51 558.47
-Mext 758 -227.73 -120.87 36 1.76 63.40 2.94 105.84
-Mint 956 -225.0 -111.50 36 2.74 98.73 4.58 164.80
Vint 306 92.22 76.59 36 1.12 40.31 1.87 67.29

+Mint 956 120.95 166.98 36 2.20 79.36 3.68 132.47
Vcen 306 -50.84 -51.62 36 2.14 77.10 3.58 128.70

-Mcen 956 -133.93 -165.10 36 2.18 78.57 3.64 131.15
-Mcen 956 -133.93 -165.09 36 2.18 78.57 3.64 131.15
Vcen 306 50.38 51.62 36 2.14 77.11 3.58 128.72

+Mint 956 120.91 136.26 36 2.70 97.25 4.51 162.37
Vint 306 -92.23 -76.60 36 1.12 40.31 1.95 70.10

-Mint 956 -225.09 -111.59 36 2.74 98.63 4.57 164.63
-Mext 758 -227.56 -120.80 36 1.76 63.47 2.94 105.95
+Mext 758 143.71 30.43 36 8.65 311.44 14.44 519.86
Vext 249 93.91 48.85 36 1.20 43.10 2.00 71.95

Step 7:  In the final step for the substructure, AECOM completed ratings for the six standard GDOT
vehicles: H-Mod, Tandem, Timber, HS-Mod, 3S2, and Piggyback.  Detailed load rating calculations are
included in Appendix C and summarized in the table below.

GDOT Vehicle Posting (Substructure)
GDOT Rating

Vehicle
OR (Tons) Limit for

Posting
(Tons)

Posting
Y/N?

H-20 Mod 58.58 21.5 No
Tandem 57.06 33.0 No
Timber 73.88 37.1 No

HS20-Mod 83.68 30.0 No
3S2 83.16 40.0 No

Piggyback 119.37 40.0 No
Based on the above results for the substructure, no posting would be required for this bridge.

4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

The purpose of performing the inspection and materials testing of this structure was to obtain enough
information for use in a conventional line girder analysis and rating.  There are two items that could not
be verified through the field inspection and material testing.  These items and their associated
assumptions for rating are as follows:

1. In the girders, the amount of negative moment reinforcement over the piers could not be
determined.  AECOM’s load analysis showed the moment levels in these areas are comparable
to the positive moment regions; therefore, negative moment rating levels would expect to be at
the same level as the positive moment regions.
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2. In the bent caps, the amount of positive moment reinforcement over the arches could not be
determined.  AECOM’s load analysis showed the moment levels in these areas are comparable
to the negative moment regions; therefore, rating levels would expect to be at the same level as
the negative regions.

Our analysis shows that the bridge is rating at an H and HS rating equal to 33 tons and 57 tons,
respectively.   Because there are unknowns associated with the above listed assumptions, there is still a
level of uncertainty associated with the capacity of the structure; however, AECOM’s replication of the
original design loads and steel stresses supports the final rating of this report.   The following table
shows a summary of the controlling girder load rating:

Superstructure Rating Summary

Live Load IR IR (Tons) OR OR (Tons) Posting
Y/N?

H20 1.66 33.28 2.78 55.56 -
HS20 1.60 57.49 2.67 95.96 -

H-20 Mod 2.31 48.61 3.86 81.15 No
Tandem 1.52 50.20 2.54 83.79 No
Timber 1.70 62.97 2.84 105.12 No

HS20-Mod 2.31 69.45 3.86 115.93 No
3S2 2.01 80.46 3.36 134.30 No

Piggyback 2.60 104.12 4.35 173.81 No

The substructure ratings shown below are likely conservative because our model ignores additional
shear and moment capacity created by the additional section depth created by the arches.  The
following table shows a summary of the controlling intermediate bent load ratings:

Substructure Rating Summary

Live Load IR IR (Tons) OR OR (Tons) Posting
Y/N?

H20 1.12 22.39 1.87 37.38 -
HS20 1.12 40.31 1.87 67.29 -

H-20 Mod 1.67 35.09 2.79 58.58 No
Tandem 1.04 34.19 1.73 57.06 No
Timber 1.20 44.26 2.00 73.88 No

HS20-Mod 1.67 50.13 2.79 83.68 No
3S2 1.25 49.82 2.08 83.16 No

Piggyback 1.79 71.51 2.98 119.37 No

4.1 Bridge Condition and Load Capacity

In determining bridge capacity, it is important to identify any defects due to load distress that would
significantly lower the capacity of the bridge.  For this structure, the presence of significant tension
cracks at the girder midspan, spalls at the midspan, and shear cracks at the supports would be a
concern.
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It should be noted that the bridge is heavily traveled and has no load restrictions, which means there is a
high probability that the structure has seen loads that exceed the current legal limits.  There are no
significant shear or tension cracks on the girders that could be attributed to capacity issues.   Most of
the defects in the girders are spalls.  There are major spalls in girders G3 and G9 adjacent to the deck
drains; constant contact with water from the drains has propagated these spalls.

As identified in Section 1.0, some of the girders displayed spalls with exposed reinforcement suffering
minor section loss.  These areas should be repaired to preserve and extend the life of this structure.  In
addition, the repairs should consider an alternate deck drain detail that channels water away from the
girders.

4.2 What we expect from a Load Test?

A full diagnostic load test is the primary method used to determine the load carry capacity of a
structure.  As outlined in the NCHRP’s Manual for Bridge Rating Through Nondestructive Load Testing,
there are a number of factors associated with the bridge configuration which may influence the actual
load carrying capacity of bridges.  On this structure, AECOM has identified the following factors:

1. Asphalt Overlay and fill:  Due to the presence of the thick asphalt overlay and fill layer, there
would be improved live load distribution and reduced impact on this structure.   As an
alternative to conventional wheel load distribution on multi-girder bridges, culvert distribution
and impact criteria could be applied on this structure.

2. Endwalls:  Full height, concrete endwalls, cast monolithic with the deck and longitudinal girders,
will create fixed end moments, rather than behaving as a pinned connection as modeled in the
conventional load rating.  There would be unintended continuity resulting from the endwalls.

Distribution factors for multi-girder bridges are conservative and meant for design purposes.  Studies
have shown that the two-way stiffness of bridge decks provide improved distribution in the longitudinal
and transverse directions.

By neglecting the distribution and impact reduction created by the presence of fill over the deck,
AECOM’s approach to load distribution used in this analysis is conservative.

Because of the number of factors that would likely increase live load distribution on the structure,
AECOM expects that the load rating would increase as a result of a diagnostic load test.

4.3 Recommendations

Even with assumptions made regarding the reinforcement in the negative moment regions of the
girders, there is increased certainty with this load rating because of clarity gained from the visual
inspection and material testing.  The lack of defects commonly associated with shear or tension
overstress support the load rating values outlined in the report.

A diagnostic load test would determine a more exact rating for this structure.  The presence of
unintended continuity details and the multi-girder superstructure configuration have a high probability
of producing substantial increases in the current rating if a load test is executed.  In our opinion, the
conventional rating performed as part of this project is sufficient for the bridge, and the cost to benefit
of performing a diagnostic load test is not warranted.

AECOM does recommend maintaining the current inspection frequency for the bridge and perform the
following bridge repairs to preserve and extend the life of the structure:
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Deck

1. Repair underside deck spalls found throughout the bridge.

2. For improved long term maintenance, remove fill, repair defects in top of deck, and install
waterproofing and drainage system in the fill area.

Superstructure

1. Repair spalls at the following locations:

a) Span 1 Beams 2, 9 and 10
b) Span 4 Beam 9
c) Span 7 Beams 2, 3, 8, 9 and 10

Substructure

1. Repair spalls at the following locations:

a) Bent 2 Right side backface
b) Bent 2 Column 1
c) Bent 4 Column 5

2. Monitor horizontal cracks at abutment walls for future movement.  If lateral shifts in the
abutment walls are identified, install supplementary lateral support such as tiebacks.

General

1. Install new deck drain system with downspouts directed away from primary members.

2. Remove vegetation in contact with structure.

3. Apply special protective coating to all concrete surfaces.
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DeKalb089-0001-0

BRIDGE INVENTORY DATA LISTING GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
42.38SUFF. RATINGStructure ID:

089-0001-0Structure I.D.No:
07Bridge Information
LULLWATER CREEKFeature Int:

14Functional Classification:

Signs & Attachments

Expansion Joint Type:

*

225

242

243

238

239

240

241

230

244

224

233

236

234

235

237

247

248

*

*

Deck Drains:

Parapet Location:

  Height:

  Width:

Curb:

Handrail:

Median Barrier Rail:

Bridge Median Height:

    Width:

Guardrail Loc Dir  Rear:

         Fwrd:

       Oppo Dir Rear:

                Fwrd:
Approach Slab:

Retaining Wall:

Posted Speed Limit:

Warning Sign:

Delineator:

Hazard Boards:

Utilities Gas:

   Water:

 Electric:

  Telephone:

   Sewer:

Lighting Street:

Naviagtion:

Aerial:

County Continuity No.:

00

2

0

0.00
0.00

0.50 1

1 1

0

0.00
0.00

0

0
0
0

0

1

25

0

0

0

00

00
00

00
00

0
0
0

05

*
200
6A*

*
*
*

6B

7A
7B

* 9
2

207
91

92A
92B
92C

4
5

16

17

98

99

100
12

13A
13B
101
102

264

208

Location I.D. No.:

*

*
*

*

*

*

*
*

*

*

*

Critical Bridge:

Route Number Carried:
Facility Carried:

Location:
DOT District:
Year Photo:
Inspection Frequency:
Fract Crit Insp Freq:
Underwater Insp Freq:
Other Spc. Insp Freq:
Place Code:
Inventory Route (O/U):
Type:
Designation:
Number:
Direction:
Latitude: MMS Prefix:

Longitude: MMS Suffix:
Border Bridge: %Shared:

ID Number:

STRAHNET:
Base Highway Network:

LRS Inventory Route:
Sub Inventory Route:
Parallel Structure:
Direction of Traffic:

Road Inventory Mile Post:

Inspection Area:

Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:

Initials:

0

2.5 MI W OF DECATUR
PONCE DE LEON

SR00008

7
2012

24 04/26/2012
02/01/1901

00
00

02/01/1901
00 02/01/1901
04000

1
2
1
00023
0

33-46.4377

84-20.1722

SR

00 0.76MP:

000 00

000000000000000

0
1

891000800 
0

N
2

000.76

07 JPD

089-00008D-000.76E

* 104

26
204

105
110

206
217

218
19

20
21
22
31
37

205
27

106
33
34
35

38

213

267

42

214
203
259
43
45
44
46

226
111
107
108

*
*

*

*

*
*
*
*

*

*

0

F 00032No.:

0
0

1
0000.00

0
02

3
01

Highway System:

Federal Route Type:

Federal Lands Highway:
Truck Route:

School Bus Route:
Benchmark Elevation:

Datum:
Bypass Length:

Toll:
Maintenance:
Owner:
Design Load:
Historical Significance:
Congressional District:
Year Constructed:
Year Reconstructed:
Bridge Median:
Skew:
Structure Flared:

Navigation Control:

Special Steel Design:

Type of Paint:

Type of Service on:
   Under:

Movable Bridge:
Type Bridge:
Pile Encasement:
Structure Type Main:
No. Spans Main:
Structure Type Appr:
No. Spans Appr:
Bridge Curve Horz: Vert:
Pier Protection:
Deck Structure Type:
Wearing Surface Type:

  Membrance:
  Protection:

01
2
2
05
1922
0000
0
00
0

0

0

0

5
5

0
A-O-O-O
3
2 04
007
0 00
0000
0 0
0
1
6
1

8

Location & Geography

Engineer's Initial: sgm 

1SIA-Report Date: 2/7/2013



DeKalb089-0001-0

BRIDGE INVENTORY DATA LISTING GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
42.38SUFF. RATINGStructure ID:

Programming Data
201
202
249
250
251
252
260
75
94
95
96
76
97

114

Project No.:
Plans Available:
Prop. Proj. No.
Approval Status:
P.I. No.:
Contract Date:
Seismic No.:
Type Work:
Bridge Imp. Cost:
Roadway Imp. Cost:
Total Imp Cost:
Imp. Length:
Imp. Year:
Future ADT: Year:

SP
0
BRG-0007-00(031)
0000
0007031
02/01/1901
00000
31 1
$ 328
$ 126
$ 541
000311
1990
047475 3930

Hydraulic Data

*

215

113
216
222
221
219
220
223

265

Waterway Data
Highwater Elev.:
Avg. Streambed Elev.:
Drainage Area:
Area Of Opening:

Year:
Freq.:

Scour Critical:
Water Depth: Br. Height:
Slope Protection:
Spur Dikes Rear: Fwrd:
Fender System:
Dolphin:
Culvert Cover:
Type:
No. Barrels:
Width: Height:
Length: Apron:
U/W Insp. Area: Diver:

0000.0 1900
0000.0 00

00000
000000
U
00.5 29.3
0
0 0
0
0
000
0
0

0.00 0.00
0 0

0 ZZZ

* Location I.D. No.: 089-00008D-000.76E

Measurements
* 29

109
28

210
48
49
51
52
47
50
32

229

36

Shoulder Width:
Rear Lt:
Fwrd Lt:

Pavement Width:
Rear:
Fwrd:

Intersection Rear:
Safety Features Br. Rail:

Transition:
App. G. Rail:
App. Rail End:

Minimum Cl.Over:
Under:

53

228

55
56
10
39

116
245

246
212

Min. Vertical Cl
Act. Odm Dir:
Oppo. Dir:
Posted Odm. Dir:
Oppo. Dir:

Lateral Undercl. Rt:
Lateral Undercl. Lt:
Max Min Vert Cl:
Nav Vert Cl:
Nav Vert Cl Closed:
Deck Thickness Main:
Deck Thick Approach:
Overlay Thickness:
Year Last Painted:

*

*
*

*

*

*

*

ADT:
% Trucks:
Lanes On:
No. Tracks On:
Max. Span Length:
Structure Length:
Br. Rwdy. Width:
Deck Width:
Tot. Horz. Cl:
Curb/Sdewlk Width:
Approach Rdwy Width:

Sup: Sub:

Year:031650 3910
0

04 Under: 00
Under:00 00

0014
98

40.00
62.50
40.00

6.00/6.00
040

Type: Rt:
Rt:Type:

0.00 0.007
0.00 0.007

40.00
40.00

Type:
Type:

2
2

1 1Fwrd:
2
0

0
0

99 99

N 00 00

99 99
99 99
00 00
00 00

N 0.00
0.00

99 99 Dir: 0
000 Horz: 0000

000

12.00
0.00

16.00
0000 0000

'
'

'
'
'
'

'

"
"

"
"
"
"

"

Ratings

*

63
66
64

231

261
262
67
58
59

227
60A
60B
60C

71
61
68
69
72
62

Inventory Rating Method:
Inventory Type:
Operating Type:
Calculated Loads

H-Modified:
HS-Modified:

Type 3:
Type 3s2:

Timber:
Piggyback:

H Inventory Rating:
H Operating Rating:
Structural Evaluation:
Deck Condition:
Superstructure Condition:
Collision Damage:
Substructure Condition:
Scour Condition:
Underwater Condition:
Waterway Adequacy:
Channel Protection Cond:
Deck Geometry:
UnderClr. Horz/Vert:
Appr. Alignment:
Culvert:

Rating:
Rating:

2
2 36
2 52

20 0
25 0
28 0
40 0
36 0
40 0

20
29

4
5
5
0
4
8
N
8
7
2
N
8
N

65 Inventory Rating Method: 2

Posting Data

*

70
41

103
232

253
253

Bridge Posting Required:
Struct Open, Posted, Cl:

H-Modified:
HS-Modified:

Type 3:
Type3s2:
Timber:

Piggyback:

Temporary Structure:

Notification Date
Fed Notify Date:

Posted Loads

5
A
0
00
00
00
00
00
00

02/01/1901
02/01/1901 0

2SIA-Report Date: 2/7/2013



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:
Bridge Status:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
07LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON

DeKalb
Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Bridge Inspection Report

EVALUATION & DEFICIENCIES

4/26/2012

SubStructure: Year Painted: 0000

Abutments # 1 & 8 are vertical concrete columns with concrete reinforced back wall. All columns and back walls are cracking.
Bents # 2,3,4,5,6 & 7 are concrete columns and arches

Both caps and back walls at both abutments have cracking and spalling with exposed rebar.

Abutment # 1 has horizontal cracks in columns # 1,3,5,7,8 & 9.  The worst cracks are at column # 3, 3.6' below cap and open 1/2". 
Column # 7 has two cracks at 1.2' and 7.7' below cap. Cracks at column #7 are 1/2"W.
Column #2 at abutment #1 has a pop out spall with exposed rebar. (see photo)
Note : Columns are 11.5' tall to bottom of cap. and 16.5' to top of cap.
Bent 2 column 1 has corner spall with exposed rebar.
Bent 4 column 5 has spall with exposed rebar.

Rear side of column 5 at bent 4 has a pop out spall with exposed rebar.
Bent # 7 column # 3 has two spalls on corners at the ground line.  The exposed steel has 100 % section loss.

Abutment # 8 has horizontal cracks in columns # 3,4,5 & 7.  These cracks are from 2.8' below cap to cap connection and are 1/16" to 1/8" 
open.
Columns are 10.5' high to bottom of cap and 15.5' to top of cap.

Abutment 8 in bay 6 has a 3 SF spall with exposed rebar.

Seven spans with (11)  concrete T - beams and arch design.
Beams 1 and 11 are an arch design, these are the exterior beams.

Beams 1,2,8,9,10, & 11 at abutment 1 have minor cracking and spalling with some exposed rebar.  (see photo)
Beam 3 in  span 4 has minor cracking and beginning to spall.
Beam 9 in span 4 has a 5'L x 1'H x 3''D spall with exposed rebar. Rebar has minor corrosion. (see photo)
Beams 3 and 9 in span are below a drain hole and are at the edge of the roadway.
Span 4 beam 8 has spall with exposed rebar midspan.

SuperStructure: Year Painted: 0000

Deck:

12" Concrete deck with 16"  asphalt overlay.

Spalls, cracks & exposed rebar throughout on bottom due to age. 
Exposed rebar has corrosion and minor section loss.
Bottom side of deck between beams 7 and 8 in span 6 has minor delamination.
Bottom side of deck has transverse cracking with efflorescence.
General:

1B.I. - Report Date: 2/7/2013



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:
Bridge Status:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
07LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON

DeKalb
Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Bridge Inspection Report

EVALUATION & DEFICIENCIES

4/26/2012

Built in 1922.                                H - 15 design.                                  Project # Unknown.
Bridge is in fair overall condition but has spalls, cracks and exposed steel throughout due to age. 
Minor drift on upstream side.
Condition ratings could be upgraded with maintenance.

Structure has a proposed project # BRG-0007-00(031) and PI # 0007031.

Bridge has concrete floor underneath from bent # 2 to bent # 6.

JTE MEET WITH  ROOSEVELT WILSON, ASST. DISTRICT BRIDGE MANAGER FOR DISTRICT 7 ABOUT NEEDED 
MAINTENANCE REPAIRS.  LISTED DEFENCIES WILL BE SCHEDULED FOR REPAIR.

Required maintenance: Repair cracking and spalling in beams, caps, and columns.

Condition Rating

Component Material Rating

Substructure

Superstructure

Deck 5Concrete

Concrete

Concrete

5

4

Temp Shored:No

Calculated Posting

Truck Type

Posting Required

Gross/H-Mod HSMod Tand 3-S-2 Log Piggy

20

No

25

No

28

No

40

No

36

No

40

No

00 00 000000

***School Bus Route.**** Structure Does Not Require Posting

Existing Posting 00

2B.I. - Report Date: 2/7/2013



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK
DeKalb

Asst. District Engineer: Shun Pringle

Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Deficiency Report

EVALUATION & DEFICIENCIES

4/26/2012

PONCE DE LEON Over LULLWATER CREEK-------2.5 MI W OF DECATUR

CompleteDate CompletedLocationDate ReportedPWorkUnitsItem

845 HOURS 48 B 3/22/2000 1/31/2005 1,776.00

830 HOURS 168 B 3/13/2002 1/31/2005 1,055.00

830 HOURS 192 B 3/14/2002 1/31/2005 1,054.00

810 SQ. FT. 25 B 9/24/2008 ***see comments

830 HOURS 100 B 9/24/2008 ***see comments

810 - repair numerous spalls with exposed rebar on underside of deck throughout.
830 - repair numerous spalls with exposed rebar on superstructure and substructure elements throughout.

Comments:

1Report Date: Def - 2/7/2013



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:
Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:
Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E
089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON
DeKalb Skew:00

Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Waterway Report

4/26/2012

14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0

7654321Span #:

Length:

Upstream -
Upstream +

0.00

18.50

21.00

21.00

21.00

22.30

22.30

22.30

0.00
0.00
19.30
22.20
25.90
22.10
26.00
22.20
26.00
22.20
24.30
26.70
24.30
26.70
24.30
26.70

27.30
27.30
26.30
26.30
29.10
28.10
26.30
28.10
26.30
28.00
28.00
29.00
28.00
29.00
28.00
29.00

26.10
24.30
25.10
24.30
29.20
29.80
29.20
29.80
29.20
29.80
29.80
28.70
29.80
28.70
29.80
28.70

0.00
0.00
24.50
21.70
24.40
27.90
24.40
27.80
24.40
27.80
28.00
26.70
28.00
26.70
28.00
26.70

0.00
0.00
17.80
17.30
20.30
20.40
20.30
20.40
20.30
20.40
23.50
20.80
23.70
20.90
23.70
20.90

0.00
0.00
17.20
16.10
20.00
20.10
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.50
20.00
20.60
20.00
20.60
20.00

0.00

15.90

18.50

18.50

18.50

19.50

19.50

19.50JPD,LJM04/26/2012

JPD,LJM06/30/2010

JTE/BRL09/24/2008

DAS,GKK06/08/2006

DAS,GKK05/14/2004

DAS,GKK03/13/2002

DAS,LEU03/22/2000

DAS10/01/1998
87654321

0.00

19.30

22.20

22.20

22.20

0.00
0.00
21.90
22.70
25.20
27.80
25.20
27.80
25.20
27.80

27.10
27.60
26.10
26.60
29.70
30.60
29.70
30.50
29.70
30.50

27.10
24.30
26.10
26.00
31.10
30.70
31.10
30.60
31.10
30.60

0.00
0.00
25.00
23.60
31.00
27.30
31.00
27.30
31.00
27.30

0.00
0.00
19.10
18.30
23.80
21.40
23.80
21.40
23.70
21.40

0.00
0.00
17.60
17.10
20.90
20.30
20.90
20.30
20.80
20.20

0.00

16.80

19.80

19.80

19.80DAS,GKK06/08/2006

DAS,GKK05/14/2004

DAS,GKK03/13/2002

DAS,LEU03/22/2000

DAS10/01/1998
87654321

Downstream -
Downstream +

12/7/2013Report Date: W - 



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:
Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:
Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E
089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON
DeKalb Skew:00

Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Waterway Report

4/26/2012

20.50

20.50

20.50

20.30
26.30
20.50
26.30
20.50
26.30

26.60
28.60
26.60
28.90
26.60
28.90

29.20
28.10
29.10
28.10
29.10
28.10

27.40
24.00
27.20
24.00
27.20
24.00

20.70
19.30
20.70
19.60
20.70
19.60

20.00
19.50
20.00
19.50
20.00
19.50

18.40

18.40

18.40JPD,LJM04/26/2012

JPD,LJM06/30/2010

JTE/BRL09/24/2008
87654321

22/7/2013Report Date: W - 



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:
Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:
Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E
089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON
DeKalb Skew:00

Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Waterway Report

4/26/2012

Direction Of Inventory Plan View

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

A:

B:

C:
D:

E:

F:

G:

H:

I:
J:

K:

= SubStructure

= Channel Skew

= Stream Angle

Location of Bridge Height

Scour Condition: Waterway Adequacy: Channel Protection:

Comments:

0

0

0

5' rear Bent 4

8 8 7

Bridge has concrete paving under from bent # 2 to bent # 6.
Soundings were taken just off of edge of channel paving at bents # 3 & 4.

0

0

8
29.3

00.5

3

0

0

3
3

4

32/7/2013Report Date: W - 



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON

DeKalb Skew:00
Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Pontis Report

4/26/2012

Element Quantity Environment State1 State2 State3 State4 State5

12 3,920 2 392 0 0 0 0

110 1,078 2 105 20 10 0 1

205 48 2 40 0 8 0 0

215 125 2 100 10 15 0 0

234 500 2 400 50 10 0 0

331 200 2 100 0 0 0 0

359 1 2 0 0 0 1 0

12/7/2013Report Date: Element Data - 



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON

DeKalb
Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Bridge Component Report

4/26/2012

Bent# Type Foundation Col #Cols Piling #Piles Sway CAP Remarks

SubStructure Data

1 A SF 0 0 Vertical wallC
2 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
3 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
4 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
5 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
6 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
7 B SF C 6 0 Arch typeC
8 A SF 0 0 Vertical wallC

SuperStructure Data

Span# Beam Type Spacing Length #Beams Remarks

1 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
2 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
3 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
4 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
5 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
6 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W
7 Concrete "T" Beam 6.00 14.00 11 28"HX18"W

Bearing Data

Span# RemarksRear Type Bearing FWD Type Bearing

1 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap
2 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap
3 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap
4 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap
5 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap
6 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap

12/7/2013Report Date: Bridge Component - 



District:
Bridge Inspector:
Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:
Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:

089-00008D-000.76E

089-0001-0

077
LULLWATER CREEK

PONCE DE LEON

DeKalb
Jeramy Durrence

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Bridge Component Report

4/26/2012

7 08 - Beam on Cap 08 - Beam on Cap

22/7/2013Report Date: Bridge Component - 



















































































































































Appendix D – AECOM Bridge Plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









Appendix E – Photos  
   



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 1 South Elevation

Photo 2 Looking East

Photo 3 Sidewalk, grass buffer and concrete balustrade.



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 4 Looking West under Bridge

Photo 5 Looking South along typical bent



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 6 Looking at the underside of deck and bent arch

Photo 7 Fascia Arch



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 8 Typical Underside of Deck

Photo 9 Typical Spalling on Beams

Photo 10 Exposed Beam Reinforcement



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 11 Deck Drain with Spalling on Beam with Exposed Rebar

Photo 12 Spalling on the Fascia Arch column with Exposed Rebar



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 13 Concrete Coring of a Column

Photo 14 Typical Column concrete Core

Photo 15 Coring the Deck



Serial No. 089-0001-0
SR 8 (Ponce De Leon Ave) over Lullwater Creek

Photo 16 Typical Deck Core Hole

Photo 17 Typical Deck Drain

Photo 18 Horizontal crack in abutment wall



Appendix F – Materials Testing Results 
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Appendix G – GDOT Comments and Responses 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AECOM Responses 

 Denotes AECOM response 

1. For both reports: Include any repair recommendations found during the investigation. 
 Repair recommendations included at the end of 4.0 Conclusions and 

Recommendations 
2. Section 3.0 Load Rating Reports: 

o Step 5: change it from 8 to 6.  We check 8 vehicles but 2 of them were rated in 
step 4. 

 Step 3 shows H and HS ratings.  Step 4 shows the 6 GDOT Rating vehicles. 
3. Appendix C – Load Rating Calculations 

o Explain the methodology of using a BAR7 run for a simple span bridge, to check 
capacities, and then again for use BAR7 for continuous girder, to develop loads 
and then using hand calculations to develop the actually ratings.   

 We removed the simple span BAR7 capacity checks and we’ll rely on our 
MathCAD capacity calculations. 

 BAR7 was run as a continuous girder to obtain the 8 standard live load vehicle 
loads. 

 Ratings were performed by combining MathCAD capacities and BAR7 dead 
and live load results. 

4. In conclusion section can they provide a summary table of the Inventory and Operating 
rating factors and tons for each of the three beams and then an overall summary 

 Inventory and Operating rating factor and tonnage added to Appendix C.  
Overall summary of controlling girder inserted into 4.0 Conclusions and 
Recommendations. 

 
 
 
GDOT Comments from October 09, 2013 

From: Bennett, Clayton [mailto:clbennett@dot.ga.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Edwards, Garrick 
Subject: FW: Peachtree Road and Ponce de Leon Bridges 
 
Garrick, 
 
Please see the comments below. 
 
Clayton 
 
From: Schwartz, Kevin  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 3:58 PM 
To: Bennett, Clayton 
Subject: RE: Peachtree Road and Ponce de Leon Bridges 
 
Clayton, 



I have the following comments. 
For both reports: Include any repair recommendations found during the investigation. 
Peachtree Road report: 

• Section 3.0 Load Rating Reports: 
o Step 5: change it from 8 to 6.  We check 8 vehicles but 2 of them were rated in 

step 4. 
• Appendix C – Load Rating Calculations 

o Explain the methodology of using a BAR7 run for a simple span bridge, to check 
capacities, and then again for use BAR7 for continuous girder, to develop loads 
and then using hand calculations to develop the actually ratings.   

• Page 2 of the plan sheet shows an 18” sewer line but on second page of section 1.0 – 
Background information it shows 18” water line. 

• In conclusion section can they provide a summary table of the Inventory and Operating 
rating factors and tons for each of the three beams and then an overall summary 

 
Ponce de Leon report: 

• Section 3.0 Load Rating Reports: 
o Step 5: change it from 8 to 6.  We check 8 vehicles but 2 of them were rated in 

step 4. 
• Appendix C – Load Rating Calculations 

o Explain the methodology of using a BAR7 run for a simple span bridge, to check 
capacities, and then again for use BAR7 for continuous girder, to develop loads 
and then using hand calculations to develop the actually ratings.   

• In conclusion section can they provide a summary table of the Inventory and Operating 
rating factors and tons for each of the three beams and then an overall summary 

 
 
Kevin 
 
 




