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The purposes of this study were to provide a methodology for comparing between structural members of
composite bridge due to flexure and shear load rating. Also it was used to evaluate and determine the
load capacity of composite bridge structural members by adopting load rating analysis method through
using different types of international trucks. CSI bridge Ver. 20 was used in the analysis process. The
results of flexure and shear, load rating shown that the left and right girders carried the higher values
of flexure and shear load rating for all types of trucks load. The structural member of bridge which
was subjected to higher values of flexure and shear load rating had sufficient live load carrying capacity,
more elasticity and stiffness, indicating that the values of static structural parameters such as bending
moment, vertical shear force, vertical displacement and axial force were lower than structural member
had minimum values of flexure load rating. The results of factored bending moment, vertical shear force,
and axial force shown that truck type LM3-3600/240 had the higher values of factored bending moment,
vertical shear force, and axial force within exterior girders which were appeared minimum flexure load
rating. The minor values of factored bending moment, vertical shear force, and axial force were happened
under effect of truck type AML and Hsn-44L because of these trucks had higher flexure and shear load
rating. The maximum value of vertical displacement was 29 mm under truck type LM3-3600/240 which
had lower flexure load rating.
Copyright � 2022 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the scientific committee of the Third International Con-
ference on Aspects of Materials Science and Engineering.
1. Introduction

A bridge engineering is an important branch in the transporta-
tion and civil engineering which is ordinarily used in life of high-
ways and bridges users. Structure of bridges can be provided a
main connection between highways, railways, in intersections,
two edges of rivers, and between mountains. In general, all forms
of bridges structures can be contained on two parts which they
known as superstructure and substructure. Typically, the bridge
superstructure contains on pavement coarse, reinforced concrete
deck (ordinary or prestressed), and different shapes of girders (or-
dinary or prestressed). The substructure denotes to a foundation of
bridges which include abutments, piers, piers cap, and bearings [1–
6].

Bridge structure evaluation is ever more significant subject in
the determination to deal with the deterioration of bridge struc-
ture. In general, there is needing to adopt suitable methods of
design and analysis to calculate the real strength of the bridge
structure, its service life, and the real load scale. There are two
types of live load can be affected the bridge structure which are
static and dynamic types. The important factors of load can be
applied on the bridges structures are including trucks number
and trucks weights. Moments and shear forces are calculated for
various spans of bridge because of bridges structure can be affected
by loads rather than gross trucks weights. Most references were
defined live load as a load that transfers alongside of span length.
For safety and cost-effective design of bridges, determination of
suitable live load due to trucks weights (traffic Loads) is necessary.
The essential combination of loads which is used in the design of
bridge includes the combined of dead load (self-weight of struc-
ture), live load (Traffic load), Temperature load (thermal load),
wind load, and seismic load. The safe traffic load carrying capacity
of the bridge can be identified as bridge load rating [7,8]

The assessing of bridges load carrying capacity is an significant
procedure, and it is main in informing drivers of any load carrying
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insufficiencies by posting load constraints. Bridges structures are
rated at two levels, inventory and operating levels. The load rating
is an indication of bridge live load capacity. According to AASHTO
Manual for bridge evaluation, inventory rating level can be defined
as the passing traffic loads in many lanes which can be provided
safely service the bridge for an unknown period of time. The oper-
ating rating level can be known as the higher acceptable traffic live
load which can be applied on the superstructure of bridge [9,10]

Bridge load rating is a process which is use to evaluate the
appropriateness of different structural parts of bridge structure
to carry scheduled live loads of trucks. Load ratings are necessary
for all new constructed bridge and old bridges which are needed
repairing to increase the load carrying capacity of the bridge. Load
ratings must complete directly after the completing of bridge
design, and rating determinations can be filed individually. The
organized load model should agreement all newly designed bridge
to have minimum safety under effects of future traffic loads. Load
ratings of bridge are known with various stages of reliability and
they offer a source for choices on weightiness assignment, overload
truck certificates, and structural strengthening or repairing
[11,12,13,14].

Load rating of the bridge structure can be completed by using
the similar methodology which was used in the design and it is
normally done by adopting serious information obtainable on the
bridge plans. The information includes span distances and dimen-
sions of the bridge parts, the kind and features of materials which
was used to build the bridge, and actual and future traffic loads.
These data are used to implement a essential analysis which was
used to analyze the forces or stresses produced by different types
of loads. Generally, bridges are rated for three kinds of applied
loads which are included design loads, legal loads, and permit
loads [15,16,17,18].

Rating factor (RF) is the specific result of the analysis of bridge
rating which is a mathematical application is used to evaluate the
strength of the bridge structure. The rating factor is the ratio of the
determined live load capacity of the bridge to the weight of the rat-
ing truck live load effects. When the rating factor is multiplied by
the rating truck weight, it can be known as the rating load. Bridge
rating is typically concerned only with the effects formed by live
loads and dead loads. Forces is created by thermal effects, lateral
wind loads, and longitudinal loads are not considered in rating
analysis. A rating of 1.0 or higher means the bridge can safely carry
the trucks loads [19,20].

The objectives of load rating analysis are to determine which
structures have insufficient load capacity that may need posting
or other remedial act, to determine the safe posting boundary for
structures with insufficient load capacity, to evaluate the effective
use of presented resources for rehabilitation, strengthening,
replacement, and repairing, to evaluate the overload permit evalu-
ation procedure [21].

Bridges are one of the significant civil structure which was
made by civil engineers and they have excessive influence on soci-
ety by supporting regional connection. There are many types of
bridge structure and composite bridge is one of them. Composite
bridges consist of steel girders concrete deck slab. They are less
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expensive and need less maintenance and less temporary struc-
tures for execution and by using assembled structural parts high
speed construction can be completed. Composite bridge decks
are often used in the combination with steel or concrete decks to
equilibrium the weights [22,23].

Composite bridges are wide common all over the places of the
world for the reason that they have several benefits of steel bridges
with several important features of reinforced concrete bridges.
Steel girder of I-section is the common and greatest active hard
section to resist bending moment and shear forces. The flexural
resistances of a steel girders are measured by four failure kinds.
These kinds are flange local collapsing, yielding, web local collaps-
ing, and horizontal torsional collapsing. Steel-concrete composite
bridges offer an effectual and cost active system of others bridges
erection. The bending resistance of the combined materials is sig-
nificantly increased and it can be used long span when using the
tensile strength of steel in the essential girder and the compression
strength of concrete in the deck [17,24,25,26,27].

For bridge load rating, there are three various analysis method
to assess the structural capacity of bridges. The first method is
known as Allowable Stress Rating (ASR), the second method is
known Load Factor Rating (LFR), and the third method is known
Load and Resistance Factor Rating (LRFR). The comparison between
these analysis method was showed in early researches which were
depending on Rating Factor. It is a occupation of the design capac-
ity, self-weight load, and traffic live load with different load factors
[28].

The objectives of research are to assess and calculate the load
capacity of composite bridge structural parts by using load rating
analysis method under different types of international trucks and
to calculate the factored static parameters such as factored bend-
ing moment, factored vertical shear force, factored axial force,
and vertical displacement to check the load capacity of bridge
members.
2. Bridge model and materials

Composite bridge model consists of two spans with total length
is 40 m and each span has 20 m length. The width of bridge is 11 m.
The type of supports is simply supported bridge. The number of
piers is two piers with concrete cap beam. The bridge model is cre-
ated by using CSI bridge Ver. 20 and this software uses finite ele-
ment method in the analysis of bridge structure. The
superstructure of bridge consists of five I-steel girders with
30 cm concrete deck. The steel girders are connected by using eight
transvers steel diaphragms for each span. The number of lanes is
two. The thickness of wearing surface of pavement is 10 cm. The
concrete material grade is 4000psi, weight / volume is
23.5631 kN/m3, modulus of elasticity is 24855.578 MPa, and Pois-
son ratio is 0.2. For steel girders, the material grade is 50, weight
per unit volume is 76.9729 kN/m3, modulus of elasticity is
199947.98 MPa, and Poisson ratio is 0.3. Fig. 1 shows the compos-
ite bridge model in four directions.



Fig. 1. Composite bridge model (a) three dimension view; (b) elevation side view; (c) front view; (d) top view.

Table 1
Different types of trucks.

Truck No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Truck Name HL-93M AML Hsn-44L LM3-3600/240 Fatigue –III Truck IRC70R Ho (b) CL3-625-ONT Truck HB-HA1
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3. Dead and live loads

Dead load of bridge structure is known as self-weight of all
bridge structure elements such as girders, deck, wearing surface
(flexible pavement layer), sidewalks and railings, parapets, stiffen-
ers, signing, and other services. In this study, dead load of structure
and wearing surface will be used in load rating analysis. The live
load can be define as the load which it moves along the length of
the bridge span and it represents by trucks loads. This study uses
different type of trucks from different countries which they are
depending as design truck load for analysis and design of bridges
structures. Table 1 lists the different types of trucks.

4. Theory of load rating analysis

Finite element method is used in the analysis of load rating by
using CSI-Bridge Ver. 20. The loads include dead load, truck live
load, and wearing surface. The rating type is steel I comp. strength.
Two types of results are dependent in this study. The first is for
flexure and the second is for shear. Live load distribution to girder
uses directly girder forces from analysis. The evaluation level of
load rating factor is used operating level. Generally, the load rating
is stated as a rating factor for an actual truck live load. The follow-
ing equations are used to calculate the load rating of each struc-
tural parts and their joining which are applied to combination of
loads for flexure and shear [16,28,29]

RF ¼ C � A1D
A2LðLþ IÞ ð1Þ
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where C = capacity of the structural part, D = dead load of struc-
tural part, L = traffic live load passed, I = impact factor, A1 = factors
of dead load, A2 = factors of live load.

RF ¼ C � ðcdcÞðDCÞ � ðcdwÞðDWÞ � ðcpÞðpÞ
ðcL:LÞðL:Lþ IMÞ ð2Þ

where DC = dead load of structural part, DW = pavement load,
P = permanent loads, LL = traffic live load, IM = dynamic load
because if traffic live load, cdc = LRFD load factor of dead load,
cdw = LRFD load factor of pavement load, cp = LRFD load factor
for permanent loads, and cL.L = assessment live load factor.
5. Results of flexure rating

Fig. 2 illustrates the results of maximum and minimum load
rating analysis for flexure rating. From this figure it can concluded
that the left and right girders carry the higher values of flexure load
rating for all types of trucks load. The higher value of maximum
flexure rating is 342.87 Ton due to truck load type Hsn-44L. The
lower value of maximum flexure rating appears within truck type
LM3-3600/240 which is 38.51 Ton. The interior girder No.1 has
higher value of flexure rating than interior girder No.2 except the
value of truck load type Hsn-44L. The interior girder No.3 has same
value of interior girder No.1. Figs. 3 and 4 shows the comparison
results for different types of trucks loads on girders of composite
bridge. Therefore, the structural member of bridge which are sub-
jected to higher values of flexure load rating will have sufficient
live load carrying capacity, more elasticity and stiffness, indicating



Fig. 2. Results of flexure load rating for bridge girder (a) maximum and minimum flexure rating for left girder; (b) maximum andminimum flexure rating for interior girder 1;
(c) maximum and minimum flexure rating for interior girder 2; (d) maximum and minimum flexure rating for interior girder 3; (e) maximum and minimum flexure rating for
right girder.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of maximum flexure rating for girders of bridge.

Fig. 4. Comparison of minimum flexure rating for girders of bridge.
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that the values of static structural parameters such as bending
moment, vertical shear force, vertical displacement and axial force
are lower than structural member have minimum values of flexure
load rating.
6. Results of shear rating

The results of shear load rating can be shown in Fig. 5. The max-
imum values of shear load rating are exist within exterior left and
right girders of bridge superstructure and the higher value is
402
853.85 due to truck type AML. The minimum value is 95.05 due
to truck type LM3-3600/240. For others interior girders No.1,
No.2, and No.3, trucks types AML and LM3-3600/240 appear max-
imum and minimum values of shear load rating respectively. Indi-
cating that the girders have higher values of shear rating will resist
the shear stresses due to vertical shear force and they will have
lower shear values under factored live load analysis. The higher
values of shear forces will appear within girders have lower values
of shear rating. Figs. 6 and 7 shows the comparison results of max-
imum and minimum shear rating.



Fig. 5. Results of shear load rating for bridge girder (a) maximum and minimum shear rating for left girder; (b) maximum and minimum shear rating for interior girder 1; (c)
maximum and minimum shear rating for interior girder 2; (d) maximum and minimum shear rating for interior girder 3; (e) maximum and minimum shear rating for right
girder.
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Fig. 6. Comparison of maximum shear rating for girders of bridge.

Fig. 7. Comparison of maximum shear rating for girders of bridge.
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7. Results of factored live load analysis

Figs. 8, 9, and 10 show the results of factored bending moment,
vertical shear force, and axial force respectively under effect of dif-
ferent trucks types by factored live load analysis. Form these fig-
ures, truck type LM3-3600/240 show the higher values of
factored bending moment, vertical shear force, and axial force
which are equal to 3445.3 kN m, 562.8 kN, and 373.2 kN respec-
tively within exterior girders which are appeared minimum flexure
load rating. The lower values of factored bending moment, vertical
shear force, and axial force are existed under effect of truck type
AML and Hsn-44L. The values are 439.4 kN m, 385.4 kN m,
64.01 kN, 69.61 kN, 39.8 kN, 46.8 kN respectively, because of these
trucks has higher flexure and shear load rating. Fig. 11 shows the
values of maximum vertical displacement under different trucks
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live loads along the bridge length. The maximum value is 29 mm
under truck type LM3-3600/240 which has lower flexure load rat-
ing. Whereas, the minimum value of vertical displacement is 3 mm
and 4 mm under effect of trucks type AML and Hsn-44L because of
these types exit higher values of flexure and shear load rating.
8. Limitations and future scope of the study

This study represents a methodology for bridge load rating
under traffic loads and it can be applied this methodology for
others types of bridges structures such as prestressed and normal
reinforced concrete bridges such as box girder bridges, cable-
stayed bridges, suspension bridges, T-beam bridges, I-beam
bridges.



Fig. 9. Factored vertical shear force for girders.

Fig. 8. Factored bending moment for girders.
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Fig. 11. Maximum vertical displacement under live load.

Fig. 10. Factored axial force.
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9. Conclusions

The results of flexure load rating shown that the left and right
girders carried the higher values of flexure load rating for all types
of trucks load. The structural member of bridge which were sub-
jected to higher values of flexure load rating will have sufficient
live load carrying capacity, more elasticity and stiffness, indicating
that the values of static structural parameters such as bending
moment, vertical shear force, vertical displacement and axial force
were lower than structural member had minimum values of flex-
406
ure load rating. The girders had higher values of shear rating will
resist the shear stresses due to vertical shear force and they had
lower shear values under factored live load analysis. The higher
values of shear forces appeared within girders had lower values
of shear rating. The results of factored bending moment, vertical
shear force, and axial force shown that truck type LM3-3600/240
shown the higher values of factored bending moment, vertical
shear force, and axial force within exterior girders which were
appeared minimum flexure load rating. The lower values of fac-
tored bending moment, vertical shear force, and axial force were
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existed under effect of truck type AML and Hsn-44L because of
these trucks had higher flexure and shear load rating. The maxi-
mum value of vertical displacement was 29 mm under truck type
LM3-3600/240 which had lower flexure load rating. The minimum
value of vertical displacement is 3 mm and 4 mm under effect of
trucks type AML and Hsn-44L because of these types exited higher
values of flexure and shear load rating.
CRediT authorship contribution statement

Ali Fadhil Naser: Conceptualization, Methodology, Software,
Data curation, Writing – original draft. Hussam Ali Mohammed:
Visualization, Investigation, Supervision. Ayad Ali Mohammed:
Software, Validation, Writing – review & editing.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing finan-
cial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared
to influence the work reported in this paper.

References

[1] A.F. Naser, H.A. Mohammed, A.A. Mohammed, Mathematical modeling of
linear static and dynamic analysis for pier height effect on the structural
performance of bridges structures, MMEP 8 (4) (2021) 617–625.

[2] N.F. Ali, Analysis the effect of super-elevation on static and dynamic properties
of horizontal curved concrete bridge by finite element, J. Eng. Sci. Technol. 16
(5) (2021) 3669–3686.

[3] A.F. Naser, Dynamic analytical modeling of horizontal outline turn of t-girder
simply supported bridge, Jurnal Kejuruteraan 33 (2) (2021) 353–364.

[4] A. Naser, W. Zonglin, Strengthening of Jiamusi pre-stressed concrete highway
bridge by using external post-tensioning technology in China, ARPN J. Eng.
Appl. Sci. 5 (11) (2010) 60–69.

[5] A.F. Naser, W. Zonglin, Damage inspection and performance evaluation of Jilin
highway double-curved arch concrete bridge in China, Struct. Eng. Mech., Int. J.
39 (4) (2011) 521–539.

[6] H. Mohammed, A. Naser, Mathematical assessment of vehicles types and loads
influences on the structural performance parameters of concrete and steel
bridges, J. Eng. Sci. Technol. 15 (2) (2020) 1254–1266.

[7] A.S. Nowak, H. Nassif, L. DeFrain, Effect of truck loads on bridges, J. Transport.
Eng. 119 (6) (1993) 853–867.

[8] I. Shahid, S. Farooq, A. Noman, A. Arshad, Comparison of live load effects for the
design of bridges, J. Environ. Treat. Techniq. 5 (3) (2017) 87–99.

[9] Onlinemanuals.txdot.gov/txdotmanuals/ins/index.htm.
407
[10] A. Kumar, S. Bahl, Finite element analysis of VGCF/PP reinforced square
representative volume element to predict its mechanical properties for
different loadings, Mater. Today: Proc. 39 (Part 1) (2021) 54–59.

[11] WSDOT Bridge Design Manual, Bridge Load Rating, Chapter 13, 2020, pp. 13-
24.

[12] Y.Z. Xiao, Statistical Analysis of Traffic Loads and Traffic Load Effects on
Bridges: Mechanics of the Structure, Ph.D. Thesis, The Ecole Doctoral Sciences
Ingenerate, Environment of the University Paris-Est, 2013.

[13] Z. Edward, R. Mark, Bridge load rating through proof load testing for shear at
dapped ends of prestressed concrete girders, Front. Built Environ.: Bridge Eng.
6 (117) (2020) 1–16.

[14] Aashto, The Manual for Bridge Evaluation, third ed.,., American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, Washington, DC, 2003.

[15] AASHTO, Manual for Bridge Evaluation, with 2011, 2013, 2014, and 2015
interim revisions, second ed., American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, Washington, DC, 2011.

[16] R. Rafael, D. Mark, Bridge Load Rating, Report No.2. Government Accession
No.3. Recipient’s Catalog No. FHWA/IN/JTRP-2018/07, Joint Transportation
Research Program, Indiana Department of Transportation, USA, 2018.

[17] LRFD Bridge Manual - Part I, Bridge Load Rating Guidelines, Chapter 7, Mass.
DOT, 2020.

[18] M. George, H. Kromel, K. Maher, Load Rating of Complex Bridges, Final Report,
Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR)Project Number: P329, Department of
Civil Engineering7.Work Unit No, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 2020.

[19] G. Michael, M. Barker, L. Koenig L, M. Mark, Load Rating Steel and Concrete
Girder Bridges in Missouri, Final Report, Missouri highway and transportation
department, University of Missouri-Columbia Columbia, Missouri, 1994.

[20] S. Masoud, J. Alexandra, R. Brian, R. Gregory, Load rating of a fully
instrumented bridge: comparison of LRFR approaches, J. Perform. Constr.
Facilities 30 (2) (2016) 1–8.

[21] State of Rhode Island Department of Transportation, Bridge Load Rating
Guidelines, RIDOT_LRFR-Guidelines, 2019.

[22] D. Martınez, J. Mart, V. Yepes, Steel-concrete composite bridges: design, life
cycle assessment, maintenance, and decision-making, Adv. Civil Eng. 1 (2020)
1–13.

[23] B. Jens, Design and construction of composite bridges, Proc. Euro-steel 1 (3)
(2017) 4246–4255.

[24] A. Pipinato, M. De Miranda, in: Innovative Bridge Design Handbook, Elsevier,
2016, pp. 247–271, https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-800058-8.00010-4.

[25] L. Duan, Y. Saleh, S. Altman, Steel-Concrete Composite I-Girder Bridges, Bridge
Engineering Handbook, Wai-Fah Chen, Lian Duan (Eds.), CRC Press, Boca Raton,
2000.

[26] E. Raed, I. David, M. Amin, E. David, Steel-Concrete Composite Bridge Design
Guide, NZ Transport Agency research report 525, 1-253, New Zealand, 2013.

[27] S. Bahl, Fiber Reinforced Metal Matrix Composites - A Review, Materials
Today: Proceedings 39(Part 1) (2021) 317-323.

[28] H. Toutanji, D. Wang, R. Vuddandam, Detailed Comparison Between ASR/LFR
and LRFR for Reinforced Concrete Highway Bridges, Proceeding of the 6th
International Conference on Bridge Maintenance, Safety and Management,
IABMAS, 2012.

[29] AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, U.S. Customary Units, seventh ed.,
Washington, DC: American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials, 2014.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7853(21)08005-6/h0115
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-800058-8.00010-4

	Flexure and shear load rating evaluation of composite bridge superstructure under effect of different trucks load types
	1 Introduction
	2 Bridge model and materials
	3 Dead and live loads
	4 Theory of load rating analysis
	5 Results of flexure rating
	6 Results of shear rating
	7 Results of factored live load analysis
	8 Limitations and future scope of the study
	9 Conclusions
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	References


