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Probabilistic Prediction of Structural Performance
for Rational Bridge Management Policy
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Abstract

Reasonable prediction of bridge deterioration is the most important factor in the
determunation of repair time or optimzed maintenance policy for bridges To accomplish
these purposes. the proposed method 1s composed of quantitative condition assessment,
Markov chains and Bayesian estimates. Example predictions of concrete slab bridges in
Korea were illustrated with higher reasonability than those of existing methods such as
expert opinion and visual inspection only
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Analysis of Quantitative Assessment [q1]
&Data Processing of Visual Rating[v1]
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] Performance Function of [q2] and [v2] ]
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Markov Chain Analysis for [q3]&{v3]

v

Bayesian Update to make [PP] from [q3]&[v3]
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