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Reliability-Based Dynamic Load Model for Bridges
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ABSTRCT
The purpose of this study is to develop the reliability-based dynamic load model for bridges.
Analytial procedure to calculate the dynamic load is developed. Truck traffic is simulated using Monte
Carlo method, Static and dynamic loads(deflections) are plotted on the normal probability paper to
estimate the mean maximum dynamic load in bridge lifetime. The results may be served as a basis for

new LRFD bridge design code.
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