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Impact Factor for Safety Evaluation of
Highway Bridges
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ABSTRACT

In this study, the impact factors of a simply supported highway bridge due to a vehicle mov-
ing across the span are presented, This variable has received considerable attention in recent
years, both analytically and experimentally. The KBDC specification equation has a maximum 30
percert value which decreases with span length. The results of field tests showed that the dy-
namic load effects are mostly lower than present KBDC value and that the impact factor does
not vary significantly with span as implied in KBDC. The rnain parameters affecting impact are
the br.dge approach, bumps, and other pavement roughness. In this study, based on test results,
three values of impact factors are provided by correlating the roughness of the surface to the
deck condition survey values.

The present study proposes reasonable impact factors for the strength evaluation of highway
bridges. This study may be extended to the evaluation of existing bridges.

Keywords : impact factor, vehicle, safety evaluation, roughness, span length

F 199551 49 309 74 bS] sl W

s AEU, (FIR G (18]S, ARGl G oAl el
: ol 2ol e

o
NN R P R R E R

H 73 1% 1995.2. 109



UL TR R PR

W ko] dleelt
LA, b abel g b

] Aol Sl 2R
199281 ARy 10 iAo efsll Wiel

e vpspnellis 1) drgskdol ol sk W sk (rat-
ing factor)-& sb7l 914l 6] 85 Axlolu) 4
| = S o] e /ﬂ oL/i] = /HLlo] 9} &} WaH L 2) ;‘\]_‘J:]

rJolitol shrdol] v &gk o Ay 4 2lo
g, Sl s EvbAl P
omlal, M ghstol 31:g:z—;q1 Wk o etz )
o] upekA G char aF 43k

o]-5 o1& H Nl o gk 2 A ADEA
of qt Aol ukeh s Akl S wf wiFe] Ahytel 4
Qli- &8 sbalol f17)ir DBaEFE O LA 8-
o, Zlistiel watelel Akl vyl

ek el wahi

1)t} o]] ol &k Jl/}/h'

sref ek g eliE gl

o I v i
stel 3 &shad takir pleluh o] W
A ChEEke] alds MRS GLorg] R algk o] Wi sk
kel ol AREL /Lo, SLeLe] e atge] u]
shelad b A »nol-i%ol 1‘1 ghal Aol bz <l
GElbaE Qlan QLR ahyl gz iAol el o]

$1 U sfed o] /}’\]OIH? e "OI Alegoll ula) 4
S-ef zpatoll ola] ukAshs
g b vhinv] widnell @A) Al ar 9li st

g vhgntell ol A= oli @k gl HleR

aretal ol wrgkol wkes Mo A M ylar glk,

STk thata,

-

At 4] ’hl Yl zbiie] o] e ] 2 gtek Al 9

Giel B AA Ael 8 grtel )@ 9lelol ol

A SHEL sl el el sk it
191 Alel ) tstel Wshe e v}
sly= &F-g-4 & *ﬂ-’u“#!(LRFD)Oﬂ o] gk okl vp7)

Lo
WA 3

110

A7ho) g A ol ol sk A 4

=of] i '5}04%3 uw A e ol tut

-’f@HEM Alxoﬂ»“"” FAA gl thahof iz ob A e
Al ZAglol o]l Qlofs IT: e AR },A 2
12oagolul Al el Al ARG s AL 2lss Wit
Al vpe Al gk gyl g E;LE)}'/] 1 o]

&l A sl Al o] whEaAl @t Al Qlyr el
crelud @ kA el Syelvkel o] el A w o gt
i Ar wrugell ol @ 4 BReh o) akaiAb b B
it §d ekl El g /1A A
Ay vbir Gralel G Qb Aol tnAlvE ol Al

off uhal Aluk glgh AlskAl§l ral skel Ay vfst

okt 12 Q) oF

+

12 slo) ghel Al Zo R wheklu),
Cupebal w9l el At grol sk shelwotol

$hul 2 o st *P%‘ﬂ Uy FAAS] S 9
o, vhaER A E vk ke kg o ’t}ﬂiﬁ.
& 7
!

wpte g ALl slgell A sl of AR
R R B EGR R I R S R A *IitH
woapdkabgell efaf A ftel e wASAE WA
shar, o< $ Al M Wete 7l a5t s= S A

=48 A oralar&f skl
2. A|lEXIZ2

AR M) 9lsked

e A
Alrd
b R

1z g gl e} nldkoll t)at WO A, ek
jﬁrOF”’ RC&eH 7 110w, RC TE® w7}
390 2L, I nlvh 19/Hn' 2 PC 44 st 7
Mutold, ke 212 5 thE A H A7k 10—
50 me] vh o &R ko] wWEo s oy 19304
odAbolell Adu et F ARG AFEE A
‘}53 zpukol Fuk e 14 —26 tonApelol I EAL
A g abe]l FaldE= 10—-60 km/ho] H 9ol
| Algleol el w]gluh,
gk Bl qrof Atz %o, gk reas

T B e R malr shelato) Sl

tono) Al E Al A4 10—60 km /he] ¢
ol 4 15 km /h S 7FA 71 A = skaich =
sloje) eyl mrmel whit Fz Aol Wakg #kel



Table 1 Impact factor of R.C slab tridges Table 4 Impact factor of R.C T-Beam concrete bridges
bridge const. span truck impact degree of bridge }const.? span 1 truck  mnpact |degree of
name year length welght 1’3@1‘9}‘74r01Jgh1‘:e:<s name: ‘_;V,‘:"'“i, ‘ Ieéngth v»mght factor foughness
Hwa I C 1934 ) 7.0m 'Uhh ton 0.430 0.8 Geun ]umgr 1922 ' ‘;).l‘l‘r;& 16,70 to) 0.1 1}4 ' 0.9

Bdck Hwa . 7191}}1 5.0m 17.16 ton 7{)_]6() o ~ Dae Ya 1927 1 10.0 m 16,32 ton 0,238 0.9
Non (;ong l?)ié;) h o m 15,76 ton ﬂ)ﬁ_:i()})» _u3 Dae Seuk | 1930 | 1.0 m [ 1862 t(m ),lfH 7 t)V,VS)
Mu Keuk = 1936 l 5.0m ],8.72 tonl”l_).(’)‘lf{ Lo le uk Sang 1931 1 9.0m 16,63 ton b (HJ’)T 7 71:()
WPdl Song | 1947 200 m li66ton .U 0.9 CTimJeun | 1932 [10.0m|17.66 on. 0.213 | 0.9
(Jung 1%{\'10 0m 2076ton 0.033 L0 GeSan | 1933 [10.6m 1616 ton 0141 | 0y
7Ke;n”(}ureiw 1968 111.0 m 1974 ton. 0.5 1.0 Gun Wi+ 1934 1105 m 17.0 lun‘ ‘J.Hr()ﬂ 0 1_1)7
Sung i)ukr"1;1()&;‘?19.71};1’1‘1}5‘ 2ton 0126 0.9 Hoeng Chun 193 | 10.0m 1532 ton| 0.215 1 0.4
Gu Bang___ 1674 vLim) moLL66ton. 0105 0.4 Gum Wuel | 1935 120 m 1916 ton] 0118 04
Cheun Pew. — [1L0m 1521ton) 0120 0.4 Nae Nam | 1935 | 9.0m (1616ton 0126 0.4
Sung San | -”J:w{umj -7 09 CKwanli 1938 10.0m 2135 ton”:) 06 Lo
LA S LO=ob el 8 2lel 7l e Deuk San | 1941 [10.0m 1620 ton 0288 |08
0.9:= 8 ol uhi v} 2l ah o Bvpa] aha) o) I\'lgxg\/\«'()r} 4’}1)43 ilﬁ.() m; 5 40 ton [) 350 ) (.8
HERI AR Gam K(.)k : 1949 i 12.0m O ton | 0.06Y : Lo
Aabar WAl dpae] 2 An San o 19 L 12.0m 25 00 ton) 0.274 0.8
San Yang i 1962 1 13.4m 1762 ton | 1.282 0
) ) Yuung) Su bt 100 m 1724 ton| 0. 185 0.4
Table 2 Impact factor of P.C concrete girder bridge b= , P o
Wuol C hun‘ 1956 125.0m (15,64 ton} 0.07% 1.0
bridge |const.| span | truck |impact idegree of Hoe Hwa ! L4957 | 20.0 0 | 16,16 ton 0.190 0
_name | year |length | weight | factor roughness Ok Hwa | 1957 |120m 1175 ton] 0265 0%
”SU“ (1966 120.0m 2540 ton | 0.047 | 10O Sam Lae | 1957 142 m 1619 ton| 0.213 | (JX
’(zgrlgerur};L 1970 | )G Dm]19.62ton| 0069 | 0.9 Huwa Eumn I 19 I20m ’ 1465 ton| 0185 0.9
San Jevng | 1981 |20.5m 2140 ton] 0.076 1.0 Hvun Do | 1960 | 2L.0m 16.66 ton| 0.141 Lo
Lee JoCaen 20.0ml - (0020 ] 09 GaPyung | 1961 130m 1720 ton| 0.170 | 0.9
Jo Gae | — ]300 ml L0139 l hs Gui Wan 4 1962 jil;’.(i m : 15.76 ton 0.250 ;7 0K
Kwang Peu - |25.0m [ ‘r 0136 0.9 Jo Yang ‘ 1962 l(JA()nva‘1}}.1(}(1;)11‘1} 0.074 L0
Nam Won - |ebum. 03 10 Ssang Chun| 1962 | 12.0 m | [6.50 ton | t)(JHG Lo
Table 3 Impact factor of steel [-Beam bridge Eu SU“g 1‘ 1963 1L0m j 18.659 »trm“:’ 0w Lo
Ho Ryung ; 1963 |11 ( m \]1 50 ton 0,160 0.9
hridge const, . span truck impact [degree of Song ,]f.LIIl“ 1963 | 12, )m 15.1"1 mﬁ' 0134 ' 0.9
name  year "l(—trrlgth“ ,V,“,”gh,t,,,, factor roughness Haeng [\’yu.u 1%.) 1)[ m 1?81&064 ()()()‘J 1,(17
Baek San 1932 61.3m 1616 ton" 0309 | 0.8 Eum Sung C167 1Lom 178.3715 ton! l)[)T% Lo
Gu Mil ) 1‘)‘3‘37 12.0m “17_39 ton‘ 0.265 0.8 \IL.n hong ) 1968 8.0 m "l 15 ior',]‘ 0. . ”'7?('*‘
Yourgz 1948 ) 7.0 m ‘17,7f31()1"1' 0.051 Lo Hd(ng P yu. 19689 1)( m 20 (Jm” 1041 1_(']
Geum kok 1955 12.0m i 76 ton” 0150 | 0.9 Hyun D(mg 1969 ’ 12.0m ",(”)0 ton‘ 0106 04
Do Don | 1956 13.5m [17.16 ton: 0.091 | 1.0 2 Gang Do, 1969 15.0m 125010 0319 0.8
Buk Chang | 1057 12.0m 1965 ton| 0.010 | 10 Bun To 1971 16.0m 2540 ton 0.087 L0
Dan Po | 1957 12.0m Ib.20ton] 0.202 | 0.9 Dong Chi 1671 15.0m 17.46ton 0124 0.9
An Se}lpgv(i 1957 15,0 m 122,84 tQpL 0.237 0.8 g’ ang Bang 1 0m "i!._)_m fon 0,195 | oo
Yanp Su 1961 ‘31 Smilh.30ton; 0.256 | 0.8 . T
i Sang T(: C o 1ee2 1’ m ‘ T17.30 ton ) 0.094 L0
Peung hm 1962 1) 0m | l}i,75 ton; 0,122 | 1.0 AT S AT B K R AR SRR 1 AN
Lhol Deng | 1962 ~1i"—3 «l‘r"—'?‘“‘“‘ : “" it ol g 3wl v & A w8 G ak e,
Mul Chi 1 1962 12.0m 116,64 ton 0.118 1.0
HDong 1963 125m 2056 ton] 0.033 | 10 Table 1—Table 41 71552] Al ¢l 4kiioll A} Le}
j() Hyun - LUJ‘() m - -: 0160 | 0.9 L e G I | IR SR oh}]lu B Eek sloln), T
. i S - ableol] ANAI @ FA AT 2F KM A A g
Hvang, H«) = 1) 0Om: - L 0.091 09 o ey - e e o al il s O -
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Fig. 1 The mean values of impact factor observed in the
field tests and the KBDC provisions
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Table 5 Impact factor versus degree of roughness

Degree of roughness : Mean S.D  [COV (%)
 Smooth surface | 0.082 | 00123 | 150
Medxum skurfa(re 0.160 0.0250 15.6

_ Rough surface 0.270 0.0274 Lo
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Table 6 Recomended impact factor for bridge rating

Degree of Roughness ‘ Impact factor

Smooth surface N o 01
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