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1 Introduction

Pedestrian bridges are structures that are required to provide pedestrians with a safe passage
in areas that are not accessible by walking (i.e., crossing water bodies) or that impose special risks
to pedestrian flow (i.e., crossing high volume roadways). As they are obviously used in different
situations with different characteristics, pedestrian bridges can be built with different materials
(such as reinforced concrete, prestressed concrete, steel, wood, stone, aluminum, among others)
and use different structural systems (such as arches, beams and slabs, trusses, suspension cables,
or cable-stayed, among others). As these structures are very important for the safety of the public,
it is imperative to continuously evaluate their integrity and serviceability, especially after an
extreme event like a hurricane.

On September 20, 2017, Hurricane Maria crossed Puerto Rico from its southeast end to its
northwest end (see Figure 1.1). The island suffered major damages in diverse structures, such as
houses, multistory buildings, vehicular bridges, roads, sport venues, and storage facilities, among
many others. The damages caused by Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands has
been estimated to be around $90 billion, making it the third most expensive hurricane in the history
of the United States (Pasch, Penny, & Berg, 2019). Due to the intensive and extensive damages
produced by Hurricane Maria, it was decided to explore the effects of this extreme event on
pedestrian bridges in order to evaluate to what extent they were affected.

The objective of this project was assessing pedestrian bridge damages that may be attributed
to Hurricane Maria and determining their causes and possible improvements that may have
avoided such damages. The San Juan Metropolitan Area (SJMA) was selected as the case study
area. The project had five principal stages: conduct a literature review on pedestrian bridges (the

specifications that apply to the design and inspection of pedestrian bridges in Puerto Rico), identify



and geolocate the pedestrian bridges in the SIMA, consult and document available drawings and
inspections performed in previous years for each pedestrian bridge identified in the SIMA, perform
field visits and inspections to each pedestrian bridge, and finally evaluate the findings and assess
if the encountered damages were related to the hurricane. This document covers all the stages of

the project and presents conclusions and recommendations.

Figure 1.1: Trajectory of Hurricane Maria over Puerto Rico (FEMA, 2018)



2 Literature Review

Two important aspects for a resilient pedestrian bridge construction are the design process
and the inspection and condition assessments that allows a proper maintenance. In this chapter, a
summary is presented of the specifications that apply to the design and inspection of pedestrian

bridges in Puerto Rico.

2.1 Design Specification for Pedestrian Bridges

The design and construction of pedestrian bridges should be done in accordance with the
LRFD Guide Specifications for the Design of Pedestrian Bridges (AASHTO, 2009). These
specifications are meant to be used as a supplement to the LRFD Bridge Design Specifications
(AASHTO, 2020), which are widely used for the design of vehicular bridges.

Pedestrian bridges are designed to support different loads, such as dead load, pedestrian
loading, maintenance vehicle load (unless vehicular access is prevented by permanent physical
methods), equestrian load, wind load, and fatigue load, among others. Again, both sets of
specifications mentioned in the previous paragraph must be used together in order to determine
the applicable loads and their combinations.

Given the objective of this project, the determination of wind loads is of particular interest.
The LRFD Guide Specifications for the Design of Pedestrian Bridges (AASHTO, 2009) indicates
wind loads shall be determined in accordance with the Standard Specifications for Structural
Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires, and Traffic Signals (AASHTO, 2015), unless otherwise
required by the bridge owner. This is done because pedestrian bridges are potentially more flexible
than vehicular bridges and because of the possibility of traffic signs being mounted on pedestrian

bridges (AASHTO, 2009). The LRFD Guide Specifications for the Design of Pedestrian Bridges



(AASHTO, 2009) clearly indicate that signs mounted on pedestrian bridges must be considered

when calculating wind loads.

2.2 Inspection Procedures for Pedestrian Bridges

The Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority (PRHTA) used to be in charge of
the inspection of pedestrian bridges in Puerto Rico. For these inspections, PRHTA followed the
standards of the National Bridge Inventory (NBI). When visual inspections of pedestrian bridges
were performed, they focused their assessments mostly to NBI Items 58, 59, and 60, which
corresponds to the deck, the superstructure, and the substructure, respectively. A condition
assessment was given according to the findings using a rating scale that ranges from nine (9) to
zero (0). Table 2.1 presents the Condition Rating Scale used for the bridge Items 58, 59, and 60

and a description of the condition.

Table 2.1: NBI general condition rating guidelines (Federal Highway Administration, 1995)

Code Description
N NOT APPLICABLE
9 EXCELLENT CONDITION
8 VERY GOOD CONDITION (No problems noted.)
7 GOOD CONDITION (Some minor problems.)
6 SATISFACTORY CONDITION (Structural elements show some minor deterioration.)
5 FAIR CONDITION (All primary structural elements are sound but may have minor

section loss, cracking, spalling or scour.)

POOR CONDITION (Advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling or scour.)

3 SERIOUS CONDITION (Loss of section, deterioration, spalling or scour have seriously
affected primary structural components. Local failures are possible. Fatigue cracks
in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present.)

2 CRITICAL CONDITION (Advanced deterioration of primary structural elements.
Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present or scour may
have removed substructure support. Unless closely monitored it may be necessary
to close the bridge until correction action is taken.)

1 “IMMINENT” FAILURE CONDITION (Major deterioration or section loss present in
critical structural components or obvious vertical or horizontal movement affecting
structure stability. Bridge is closed to traffic but corrective action may put back in
light service.)

0 FAILED CONDITION (Out of service; beyond corrective action.)

N




Appendix A presents the forms and procedures used by PRHTA for the documentation of
inspections of pedestrian bridges. These documents are:

e Bridge Load Capacity Summary Form

Critical Finding Memorandum
e Safety Inspection Report
o Initial Inspection Report
o Routine Inspection Report
e Standards for Photographs of Existing Bridges
e Standard Element Numbering Procedure
e Quality Assurance / Quality Control Forms
e Scope of Work of Underwater Inspection
e Procedure for Conducting Underwater Inspection
e Failure Critical Inspection Procedures
All inspections were carried out with the most up-to-date forms by PRHTA. These above-
mentioned forms were filled out based on findings, giving ratings (as per Table 2.1) and comments.
Any rating of 7 or less was accompanied with an explanatory comment. When the rating was 4 or
less, in addition to the comment, the inspector had to attach photographs that exemplify the
condition and justify the rating.
At some point before the passing of Hurricane Maria through Puerto Rico, the ownership of
the pedestrian bridges passed to the municipalities, together with the responsibility of inspecting

them. Still, old inspection reports by the PRHTA were collected for this project.



3 Methodology

In order to achieve the objectives of this research, the following list of tasks summarizes the
procedure followed to assess the impact of Hurricane Maria on pedestrian bridges in the San Juan
Metropolitan Area (SJMA) of Puerto Rico:

e Perform a literature review and collect background data.

o Visit the offices of the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority to
obtain relevant background data (i.e., inspection reports, photos, drawings,
manuals of inspections).

o Perform a literature review on pedestrian bridges.

o Study the available inspections reports on pedestrian bridges.

o Review news reports on bridge damages.

e |dentify pedestrian bridges in the SIMA.

o Obtain a list of bridges in the area.

o Geo-locate the pedestrian bridges with the platform Google Earth Pro.

o Assess ownership and accessibility.

e Perform field visit and visual inspection of pedestrian bridges in the area of study.

o Try to identify possible damages that may have been produced by the
hurricane.

o Complement the visual inspection with interviews of local residents, when
possible, to receive their input on the condition of the bridge previous to the
hurricane.

o Document with several high-quality photographs each bridge.



o Fill in forms with comments on the preliminary findings during the visit. The
forms used for field inspections are presented in Appendix B.
e Evaluate the findings and compare them to previous inspections finding by the
PRHTA to identify damages that may be attributed to Hurricane Maria.
e Document all information collected and the findings.
It should be pointed out that, for this project, the inspected pedestrian bridges were not rated,
since the objective was only to identify the damages that were understood to have been caused by

the hurricane. Those damages are described in detail.



4 Pedestrian Bridges in the San Juan Metropolitan Area

As previously mentioned, in the past the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority
(PRHTA) was responsible for the inspections and evaluation of pedestrian bridges, but at some
point before Hurricane Maria made landfall in Puerto Rico, that changed. Currently, the
responsibility of inspecting and evaluating pedestrian bridges is of the municipality in which the
bridge is located. Nonetheless, PRHTA performed visual inspections of many pedestrian bridges
and still maintains information about them.

For this project, PRHTA provided inspection reports (which include plans and photos) of 32
pedestrian bridges located in the San Juan Metropolitan Area (SJMA). Out of the 32 pedestrian
bridges, four had been removed prior to Hurricane Maria due to deteriorating conditions; one was
removed between 2014 and 2017, while three had already been completely removed by April 2014.
Interestingly, the four removed bridges were made of steel and were constructed between 1971
and 1978.

The information of the remaining 28 bridges was used to determine their location, as listed
in Table 4.1. Also indicated in Table 4.1 is whether the owner of the bridge is a municipality or if
it is owned by another type of entity. These bridges were then geolocated using Google Earth Pro,
as shown in Figure 4.1.

Out of the 28 bridges, it was decided to inspect only the 21 bridges owned by the
municipality. The seven bridges privately owned were not inspected because they would require a
permit from the owner. The following two chapters present the findings of the visual inspections

of the 21 bridges.



Out of the 21 pedestrian bridges inspected, it was found that four presented damages that
may be attributed to Hurricane Maria. These bridges are discussed in Chapter 5, including
background information and descriptions of the damages attributed to the hurricane.

Meanwhile, the bridges that did not present damages due to Hurricane Maria are discussed
in Chapter 6. Although these bridges did not present damages due to the hurricane, the inspection

team documented any deterioration they detected.

Table 4.1: List of Pedestrian Bridges in the SIMA

Bridge No. Latitude Longitude Ownership
0626 18°23"46” N 66° 03’ 09" W Municipality
0745 18°27°08” N 66° 05" 12" W Municipality
0748 18°23742” N 66° 02’ 50” W Municipality
0960 18° 23’ 35” N 66° 04’ 14" W Municipality
1095 18° 25 03” N 66° 02" 36” W Municipality
1137 18° 26’ 50” N 66° 02" 59" W Municipality
1307 18°26' 47" N 66°02" 41" W Municipality
1418 18°24’ 36” N 66°02" 37" W Municipality
1478 18°23"57” N 66° 06" 17" W Municipality
1513 18°21' 04” N 66° 05’ 26" W Municipality
1616 18°27 38" N 66° 04" 52" W Hotel
1736 18°23"42” N 66°02" 41" W Municipality
1743 18° 23 48" N 66° 02" 35" W Municipality
1762 18°24' 03" N 66° 03" 02" W University
1774 18° 24’ 26” N 66° 04" 21" W Municipality
1888 18°26" 41” N 66° 04’ 09” W Hospital
1897 18°23"12” N 66° 03" 41" W University
1926 18°25" 27" N 66° 04" 14" W Municipality
1927 18° 25" 29” N 66° 03" 33" W Airline
2087 18° 26’ 37" N 66° 04’ 14” W Municipality
2336 18° 24’ 43” N 66° 01" 44" W Municipality
2351 18° 24’ 40” N 66° 06’ 08" W Telecom Co.
2355 18° 24’ 30” N 66° 02" 10" W Municipality
2549 18°23"22” N 66° 04" 51" W Hospital
2566 18° 24’ 28” N 66° 03’ 32" W Municipality
2665 18°27 55” N 66° 05" 27" W Municipality
2682 18° 26’ 53” N 66° 03" 35" W Municipality
2683 18° 26’ 51” N 66° 03’ 21" W Municipality
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Figure 4.1: Aerial photo of pedestrian bridges in the San Juan Metropolitan Area (Source: Google Earth Pro)
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5 Pedestrian Bridges with Damages Possibly Caused by Hurricane Maria

Out of the 21 pedestrian bridges in the San Juan Metropolitan Area (SJMA) inspected for

this project, four exhibited damages that may have been caused by Hurricane Maria. These are:

e PB 0960 — Traffic sign detached from mounting assembly and damaged handrail

e PB 1137 — Lateral deflections in the plastic range

e PB 1307 — Lateral deflections in the plastic range

e PB 2336 - Traffic sign detached from mounting assembly
In this chapter, background information is presented on these four pedestrian bridges, as well as
the findings of the visual inspections performed for this project. The background information was
obtained from information provided by the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority

(PRHTA).

5.1 Pedestrian Bridge 0960

Pedestrian Bridge 0960 (shown in Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2) was constructed in 1967. It is
a slab type bridge made of reinforced concrete. The bridge is located at coordinates 18° 23 35” N
and 66° 04° 14” W, connecting Villa Nevarez Urbanization with Quintas de San Ramon
Urbanization, which is next to the Puerto Rico Medical Center (see Figure 5.3). The bridge crosses
above Las Americas Expressway (PR-18), where by 2005 it had an ADT of 178,900 and a Truck
ADT of 4%. Neighbors from the area estimate that the bridge is mostly used by medical students

living in Villa Nevarez and working at the Medical Center.
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Figure 5.3: Location of PB 0960 (Source: Google Earth Pro)
5.1.1 PRHTA Inspection Reports
PRHTA provided inspection reports with the following dates, (full reports are presented in
Appendix C):
e April 15, 2014
e August 12, 2002
e February 9, 2000
e March 20, 1998
e March 5, 1996
e September 30, 1992
The latest inspection report, dated April 15, 2014, refers to an inspection carried out on
December 9, 2008. The report for the 2008 inspection was not available. Table 5.1 presents the
ratings given to the bridge’s deck, superstructure, and substructure on two most recent inspections.

It can be seen that the deck showed a slight improvement, but the superstructure and substructure

kept the same rating.

13



Table 5.1: PB 0960 ratings from most recent inspections (Source: PRHTA)

Item December 9, 2008 April 15, 2014
Deck (Item 58) 4 5
Superstructure (Item 59) 4 4
Substructure (Item 60) 5 5

The latest inspection report made the following observations: “The wearing surface shows
poor finishing, light scalings and fine to medium transverse cracks. Inadequate ramps for
handicaps, holes and much vegetation along the wearing surface and railings. Ramps railings with
broken sections from supports and movement. Large spallings with exposed reinforced steel due

to traffic impact at beams of second span over route towards Caguas and over reversible lane.

Medium horizontal crack at pier cap (East Side).”

5.1.2 Plans of the Bridge

Figure 5.4 and Figure 5.5 reproduce plans of the pedestrian bridge. The plans are dated 1976,

but they were copied from the 2014 inspection report.

Figure 5.4: PB 0960 plans sheet 1 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.5: PB 0960 plans Sheet 2 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)

5.1.3 Photos of Inspections by PRHTA
Figure 5.6, Figure 5.7 and Figure 5.8 present photos of the bridge from 1972. It can be seen
in this pictures that, back then, the bridge did not have chain-link fencing, nor did it have traffic

signs attached to it.
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Figure 5.6: North side of PB 0960 on July 21, 1972 (Source: PRHTA)
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5.1.4 Photos Before and After Hurricane Maria

To detect if the bridge suffered any major deformations due to Hurricane Maria, old
photographs from PRHTA were compared to pictures taken in 2019. One such comparison can be
made between a photo of the walkway from 2000 (Figure 5.9) and a another from 2019 (Figure

5.10). No deformation in the structural elements was detected from the comparison of photographs.
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5.1.5 Inspection by PUPR
The inspection by PUPR was conducted by Civil Engineering undergraduate students
Adriana Murati-Nufiez and Jonathan Hernandez on March 13, 2019. During the inspection, the

weather was sunny. The bridge was open to pedestrians.
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During the visit, a neighbor approached the inspection team and expressed concern for the
safety of the people that use the bridge. One of the concerns was that the sidewalk (at the location
indicated in Figure 5.11) used to approach the bridge ramp on the west side has a hole with a depth
of more than 1 ft. This hole was covered with a pallet, as shown in Figure 5.12. In the same area,
a section of the sidewalk has sunk, as shown in Figure 5.13. Other observations made by the

inspection team were the growing vegetation on the chain-link fence of the ramp (see Figure 5.14)

and presence of corrosion on the support bases of the chain-link fence (see Figure 5.15).
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Figure 5.11: Pedestrian path with the red circle indicating location of tripping hazards (Source: Google Earth Pro)
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At the time of the inspection, the bridge had attached five signs of different sizes, as it can
be appreciated in Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2. In terms of possible damages caused by Hurricane
Maria, it was observed that one of the traffic signs mounted on the bridge was detached at the
bottom end from the mounting assembly, as indicated in Figure 5.16. It is theorized that the

detachment was due to wind induced vibrations that occurred during the hurricane.
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Figure 5.16: Traffic Signs partially detached from support

It was observed that all the traffic signs mounted on the bridge were attached to the handrails,
as shown in Figure 5.17. It was noticed that there were cracks at the base of handrails posts (see
Figure 5.18), and one section was detached (see Figure 5.19) and bent, affecting the sign (see

Figure 5.20). Wind vibrations may have induced the cracks and triggered the bent.
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Figure 5.18: racks at the base of the handrail ps
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Figure 5.19: Detached handrail post

Figure 5.20: Deformed sign due to handrail bent
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5.2 Pedestrian Bridge 1137

Pedestrian Bridge 1137 (shown in Figure 5.21) was a steel structure constructed in 1968. The
bridge was located at coordinates 18° 26’ 49.75” N and 66° 02’ 59.80” W. This Bailey bridge
connected Norte Shopping Center and Luis Lloréns Torres public housing complex at the north
with the Villa Palmeras sector at the south, as shown in Figure 5.22. The structure is very important
for the security of pedestrians, as it crosses over the Roman Baldorioty de Castro Expressway,
which has a very high vehicular flow (67,300 ADT with the Truck 4% ADT in 2017). As it will
be explained later, PB 1137 was removed by PRDOT because it was highly affected by Hurricane

Maria. Still, the PUPR team was able to inspect the structure before its removal.
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Figure 5.21: Pedestrian Bridge 1137
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5.2.1 PRHTA Inspection Reports
PRHTA provided inspection reports with the following dates, (full reports are presented in

Appendix D):

e May 15, 2017

e January 23, 2014

e June 29, 2001

e March 11, 1999

e August 19, 1996

e December 22, 1994

e February 24, 1993

e June 8, 1991

e June 23, 1989

e July 28, 1987
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e April 21,1986
e July 16, 1975
e November 13, 1972
Table 5.2 presents the ratings given to the bridge’s deck, superstructure, and substructure on
two most recent inspections. It can be seen that the deck had reached a rating of Poor (4), while

the substructure kept deteriorating.

Table 5.2: PB 1137 ratings from most recent inspections (Source: PRHTA)

Rating
Item January 23, 2014 May 15, 2017
Deck (Item 58) 5 4
Superstructure (Item 59) 5 5
Substructure (Item 60) 6 5

The latest inspection report made the following observations about the deck: “There is
moderate to severe corrosion on the surface, there are several big holes due to corrosion on the
decking plates, there is a big section with a detached and skewed corner creating a hole, big patches
to repair corroded sections, there are several sections of the deck that have disconnected from its
weld points, ...” Referring to the superstructure, the report indicates that “several of the lateral
bracing components have light, moderate and sever corrosion and loss of section, some of the
upper chord sections have moderate loss of section due to corrosion.” Finally, the report indicates

that the “steel columns are in good condition, light corrosion.”

5.2.2 Plans of the Bridge
The oldest set of plans obtained for this bridge were undated and drawn by hand, as shown
in Figure 5.23 and Figure 5.24. Also obtained were a plan from 1976 with a 1982 revision (Figure

5.25) and 1987 revision (Figure 5.26), and a set of plans from 2001 (Figure 5.27 to Figure 5.32).
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Figure 5.24: PB 1137 undated plan Sheet 1 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)

27



-
b FT
S wassinaL

1 ]
-_'l!!._“_'”:w;”—._.é:.u-_- pLoe g3 e \ %
-1 P

¥ e
%,

Figure 5.25: PB 1137 plan from 1976 with 1982 revision (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.26: PB 1137 plan from 1976 with 1987 revision (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.27: PB 1137 plans from 2001 sheet 1 of 6 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.28: PB 1137 plans from 2001 sheet 2 of 6 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.32: PB 1137 plans from 2001 sheet 6 of 6 (Source: PRHTA)
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5.2.3 Photos of Inspections by PRHTA
Figure 5.33 presents a set of photos of the bridge taken in 1999. It can be seen in this pictures
that, back then, the bridge did not have chain-link fencing, but that it already has at least two traffic

signs attached to it.

DASCANNERD\CAMERA\1137\
BRIDGE 1137 MARCH/5/99

1137ac99 1137bc99

1137¢cH9 1137dc99
Figure 5.33: Photos taken by PRHTA in 1999 (Source: PRHTA)

5.2.4 Photos Before and After Hurricane Maria
To detect if the bridge suffered any major deformations due to Hurricane Maria, photographs
from before and after the hurricane were compared. Examples of these are the comparison that can

be made between Figure 5.34 and Figure 5.35, and between Figure 5.36 and Figure 5.37. By the
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comparing the photographs, it is appreciated that the bridge experienced lateral deflections in the

plastic range.
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Figure 5.37: Underside of PB 1137 after Hurricane Maria (November 3, 2018)
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5.2.5 Inspection by PUPR

The inspection by PUPR was conducted by Civil Engineering graduate students Nelson
Sotelo and Geoffrey Vega, and undergraduate students Adriana Murati-NUfiez, Jonathan
Hernandez and Gustavo Cruz on November 13, 2018. During the inspection, the weather was
sunny. The bridge was closed to pedestrians and there were no traffic signs attached to it.

During the visit, it was evident that the bridge had corrosion problems in many components.
Corrosion had caused holes in the walkway, as shown in Figure 5.38 and Figure 5.39. Some
transveral elements were missing, as shown in Figure 5.40. (Further details about the inspection
of this bridge can be found in Volume 2 of this document).

In terms of possible damages caused by Hurricane Maria, it was evident that the bridge had
experienced lateral deflections in the plastic range as evidenced by the curvature in the structure
that can be appreciated in Figure 5.41 and Figure 5.42. Although the traffic signs that were attached
to the bridge had already been removed, the mounting assembly was still present, as shown in
Figure 5.43. It was observed that the location of the mounting assembly coincides with the section
of the bridge with larger curvature. Therefore, it is theorized that the lateral deflection on the bridge
was partly due to the extreme wind loads on the signs during Hurricane Maria. This theory is
furthered studied in VVolume 2 of this document.

PRDOT deemed Pedestrian Bridge 1137 as unreliable and in danger of collapsing
(EINuevoDia.com, 2019). Therefore, in March 2019, PB 1137 was removed in sections to be later

demolished at another site.
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Figure 5.39: Original piece with all elements
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Figure 5.41: Curvature in deck
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Figure 5.43: Base of the Traffic Sings
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5.3 Pedestrian Bridge 1307

Pedestrian Bridge 1307 (shown in Figure 5.44) was a steel structure constructed in 1968. The
bridge was located at coordinates 18° 26’ 48.40” N and 66° 02’ 41.89” W. This Bailey bridge
connected the Luis Lloréns Torres public housing complex at the north with the Villa Palmeras
sector at the south, as shown in Figure 5.45. The pedestrian bridge crosses over the Roman
Baldorioty de Castro Expressway, which has a very high vehicular flow (67,300 ADT with the
Truck 4% ADT in 2017). The reader may notice that PB 1307 is a structure very similar to PB
1137, almost identical. They both are Bailey bridges constructed the same year, with each structure
located down the road from the other. PB 1307 was also removed by PRDOT because it was highly
affected by Hurricane Maria. Still, the PUPR team was able to inspect the structure before its

removal.

Figure 5.44: Pedestrian Bridge 1307
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5.3.1 PRHTA Inspection Reports
PRHTA provided inspection reports with the following dates, (full reports are presented in

Appendix E):

e May 15, 2017

e January 24, 2014

e June 30, 2008

e March 14, 2003

e March 12, 2003

e November 17, 2000
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e May 8, 1998

e September 24, 1993

e February 28, 1991

e December 3, 1991

e November 17, 1988

e October 23, 1986

e February 2, 1984

e June 18, 1975

e November 13, 1972

Table 5.3 presents the ratings given to the bridge’s deck, superstructure, and substructure on

two most recent inspections. It can be seen that the bridge maintained a rating of Fair (5) for its

major items.

Table 5.3: PB 1307 ratings from most recent inspections (Source: PRHTA)

Rating
Item January 24, 2014 May 15, 2017
Deck (Item 58) 5 5
Superstructure (Iltem 59) 5 5
Substructure (Item 60) 5 5

The latest inspection report made the following observations about the deck: “Steel surface
with severe corrosion, slight loss of sections and slight perforations on the sides of the surface of
the decking plates. Several decking plates have detached from their weld points, large sections
have been repaired, although there are sections in poor conditions, several small holes due to
corrosion and sections of the welded decking plates that leave small gaps between them.” Referring
to the chain-link fencing, the report indicated: “Severe corrosion of the security mesh, several

sections are detached from their points of support. In the stairways there are vertical fencing posts
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detached from their welding supports.” superstructure, the report indicates that > Finally, the
report indicates that there is “moderate and severe corrosion on all lower members of the structure.
There are perforations with loss of sections. Stairs have severe corrosion and perforations with loss
of sections. There are railings that have severe corrosion in the anchors or bases, they have lateral

movements."

5.3.2 Plans of the Bridge

PRHTA provided a plan drafted originally in 1976 and revised in 1993, as shown in Figure
5.46. Another set of drawings from 1991 were obtained and shown on Figure 5.47 and Figure 5.48.
The orientation of the stairways differs between the 1976 and 1991 drawings. It appears that, at

some point, the stairways were modified. This is confirmed with photographic evidence.
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Figure 5.46: PB 1307 plan from 1976 with 1993 revision (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.48: PB 1307 plans from 1991 sheet 1 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)
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5.3.3 Photos of Inspections by PRHTA

Several photographs were provided by PRHTA. Some undated photographs are shown in
Figure 5.49 to Figure 5.52. As explained in the previous section, these photographs show the
original orientation of the stairways. It is assumed that these undated photographs are from some
point between 1968 and 1990. Figure 5.53 presents a photograph from 1991 which shows the
stairways with the modified orientation. Other photographs from 1993 are shown in Figure 5.54
and Figure 5.55. It can be seen in these photos that in 1993, the bridge still did not have chain-link
fencing, nor any sign attached to it. A photograph from 2000 (see in Figure 5.56) shows the bridge

with traffic signs attached to it, but still with no chain-link fencing.
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Figure 5.49: East side view of PB 1307 taken between 1968 and 1990 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figre 5.51: Photo of south end f PB 307 take between 198 and 1990 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.53: Photo of PB 1307 taken on November 27, 1991 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.54: Photo of deck of PB 1307 taken on September 24, 1993 (Source: PHTA)

Figure 5.55: Photo of underside of PB 1307 taken on September 24, 1993 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.56: Photo of PB 1307 taken on November 17, 2000 (Source: PRHTA)

5.3.4 Photos Before and After Hurricane Maria

To detect if the bridge suffered any major deformations due to Hurricane Maria, photographs
from before and after the hurricane were compared. Examples of these are the comparisons that
can be made between Figure 5.57 (taken in 1996) and Figure 5.58 (taken in 2019), and between
Figure 5.59 (taken in 1993) and Figure 5.60 (taken in 2019). By the comparing the photographs, it
is appreciated that the bridge experienced lateral deflections in the plastic range as evidenced by

the curvature exhibited by the deck and the superstructure in the most recent photographs.
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Figure 5.58: Deck of PB 1307 after Hurricane Maria (February 28, 2019)
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Figure 5.60: Underside of PB 1307 after Hurricane Maria (February 28, 2019)
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5.3.5 Inspection by PUPR

The inspection by PUPR was conducted by Civil Engineering undergraduate students
Adriana Murati-Nufiez and Jonathan Hernandez on February 28, 2019. When the inspection
started, the weather was sunny, but it later started raining. The bridge was officially closed to
pedestrians, but a hole had been cut through the meshing that was supposed to keep the public out.
The traffic signs once attached to the bridge were not present, but the mounting assembly still
remained. A neighbor from the area assured that he saw as the bridge “moved from side to side”
and as the traffic signs were blown away during Hurricane Maria.

During the inspection, the stairs and deck exhibited corrosion, as shown in Figure 5.61 and
Figure 5.62, respectively. It can also be observed in Figure 5.62 that sections of the security
messing attached to the guardrail had fallen off. Gaps and holes in the deck were observed as
shown in Figure 5.63 and Figure 5.64.

In terms of possible damages caused by Hurricane Maria, PB 1307 exhibited the same
damage found on PB 1137, which was a lateral deflection in the plastic range. Although the traffic
signs that were attached to the bridge had already been removed or had been blown away, the
mounting assembly was still present, as shown in Figure 5.65. It was observed that the location of
the mounting assembly coincides with the section of the bridge with larger curvature. Therefore,
as with PB 1137, it is theorized that the lateral deflection in PB 1307 was partly due to the extreme
wind loads on the signs during Hurricane Maria.

Pedestrian Bridge 1307 was also deemed as unreliable and in danger of collapsing by
PRDOT (EINuevoDia.com, 2019). Therefore, in March 2019, PB 1307 was removed in sections

to be later demolished at another site.
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Figure 5.62:Corrsoion on deck and section of guardrail without security meshing
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Figure 5.63: Detached plates

Figue 5.64: Hole in plates
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Figure 5.65: Lateral deflection at mounting assembly location

5.4 Pedestrian Bridge 2336

Pedestrian Bridge 2336 (shown in Figure 5.66) was constructed in 1994. It is a slab type
bridge made of reinforced concrete. Access to the bridge is given by a circular ramp at each end.
The bridge located at coordinates 18° 24’ 39” N and 66° 01° 43” W. It connects Matienzo Cintron
Urbanization and the San Juan School of Sports in the West with the Ramos Antonini Public
Housing complex and the Mall of San Juan in the East (see Figure 5.67). The bridge crosses above

Jesus T. Pifiero Expressway (PR-17), which by 2005 had an ADT of 89,200 and a Truck ADT 5%.
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5.4.1 PRHTA Inspection Reports

PRHTA only had available on inspection report for PB 2336. This report is date April 16,
2014. The full report is included in Appendix F. This report refers to a previous inspection carried

out on December 10, 2008. Table 5.4 presents the ratings given to the bridge’s deck, superstructure,
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and substructure on two most recent inspections. It can be seen that the ratings of the main items

remain unchanged.

Table 5.4: PB 2236 ratings from most recent inspections (Source: PRHTA)

Rating
Item December 10, 2008 April 16, 2014
Deck (Iltem 58) 6 6
Superstructure (Item 59) 7 7
Substructure (Item 60) 7 7

The latest inspection report made the following observations: “At the present time (04-16-
2014) this structure is being reconstructed, construction of additional span at south side by
construction of ramp with access to PR-17.” It has been determined that the bridge was not being
reconstructed, as stated in the inspection report, by examining the photos from the same report and
historical aerial photography. It is theorized that merely there was a construction of a new ground
level ramp to give access to the circular ramp on the east side. It appears that the bridge structure
itself was not modified.

The 2014 inspection report also states: “Fine transverse and longitudinal cracks, exposed

aggregates and small spallings at wearing surface some holes at cyclone fence of railings.”

5.4.2 Plans of the Bridge
Figure 5.68 and Figure 5.69 reproduce plans of the pedestrian bridge. The plans are dated

1994, but they were copied from the 2014 inspection report.
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Figure 5.68: PB 2336 plans from 1994 sheet 1 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)
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Figure 5.69: PB 2336 plans from 1994 sheet 2 of 2 (Source: PRHTA)
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5.4.3 Photos of Inspections by PRHTA
Figure 5.70 presents a set of photographs taken for the inspection report dated April 16, 2014.

It can be seen that in 2014, the bridge had traffic signs mounted on it.

2336 Apr 162014001 Ipg 2A36-Apt - 16-2014002 jpg 2336 Apt - 16- 2004003 jpg

2136-Apt 62014004 j09 2336-Ap1 162014000 py 2156-Apt V62014007 i

2336-Apr . 16-2014.009 jpg 2336 Apr- 162014010 jpg 2336-Apt 162014012 jpg

Figure 5.70: Photos of the inspection report dated April 14, 2016 (Source: PRHTA)
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5.4.4 Photos Before and After Hurricane Maria

To detect if the bridge suffered any major deformations due to Hurricane Maria, photographs
from 2014 by PRHTA were compared to pictures taken in 2019. An example of this is the
comparison between Figure 5.71 and Figure 5.72. No deformation in the structural elements was

detected from the comparison of photographs.

Figure 5.72: Walkway of PB 2336 on April 12, 2019
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5.4.5 Inspection by PUPR

The inspection by PUPR was conducted by Civil Engineering undergraduate students
Adriana Murati-Nafiez and Jonathan Hernandez on April 12, 2019. During the inspection, the
weather was sunny. The bridge was open to pedestrians.

The bridge itself did not appear to have any problems. In terms of possible damages caused
by Hurricane Maria, it was observed that one of the traffic signs mounted on the bridge (the larger
sign inside the red rectangle indicated in Figure 5.73) detached at the bottom end from the
mounting assembly (see Figure 5.74) It is theorized that the detachment was due to wind induced
vibrations that occurred during the hurricane. It was also observed that the smaller airport sign has

only one support (see Figure 5.75), and it was oscillating and twisting.

Carolina @ e
Aeropuerto ii
Isla Verde

San Juan

W

Figure 5.73: Transit Signs in south side of PB 2336 (Source: Google Earth Pro)
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Figure 5.75: Small airport sign on top of larger sign
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6 Undamaged Pedestrian Bridges

As explained in Chapter 4, a total of 21 pedestrian bridges were inspected for this project,

out of which four were determined to have suffered some kind of damage due to Hurricane Maria.

These four bridges were covered in Chapter 5.

This chapter presents the remaining 17 pedestrian bridges that were inspected but that did

not exhibit damages due to the hurricane. Although these bridges did not present damages due to

wind loads, they showed problems commonly associated to lack of maintenance.

6.1 Pedestrian Bridge 0626

Pedestrian Bridge 0626 was built in 1959 and is made of reinforced concrete. It has one span

and is approximately 91 feet long. The following findings were made during the visual inspection:

Presence of mold and silt on access ramps (see Figure 6.1)
Blocked pluvial drains (see Figure 6.2)

Corrosion on the railings (see Figure 6.3)

Missing sections of safety meshing (see Figure 6.4)

Exposed rebars (Figure 6.5)
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| Figure 6.2: Blocked pluvial drain in PB 0626
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Figure 6.5: Exposed rebar on PB 0626

6.2 Pedestrian Bridge 0745
Pedestrian Bridge 0745 was built in 1957 and is made of reinforced concrete. It has three
spans and is approximately 176 feet long. The following findings were made during the visual
inspection:
e Vegetation (see Figure 6.6)

e Blocked pluvial drains (see Figure 6.7)
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Figure 6.6: Vegetation in PB 0745

Figure 6.7: Blocked pluvial drains in PB 0745
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6.3 Pedestrian Bridge 0748
Pedestrian Bridge 0748 was built in 1958 and is made of reinforced concrete. It has two spans
and is approximately 147 feet long. The following findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Broken pluvial drainpipe blocked with vegetation (see Figure 6.8)

e Exposed rebars (see Figure 6.9)

Figure 6.8: Broken drainpipe blocked with vegetation on PB 0748
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Figure 6.9: Exposed rebar on PB 0748

6.4 Pedestrian Bridge 1095
Pedestrian Bridge 1095 was built in 1974 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam on top
of reinforced concrete columns. It has one span and is approximately 112 feet long. The following
findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Presence of mold and silt on the deck (see Figure 6.10)

e Holes in safety fence (see Figure 6.11)
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Figure 6.10: Mold and silt on PB 1095

Figure 6.11: Hole in safety fence on PB 1095
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6.5 Pedestrian Bridge 1418

Pedestrian Bridge 1418 was built in 1975 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam on top
of reinforced concrete columns. It has two spans and is approximately 125 feet long. The following
findings were made during the visual inspection

e Mold on the stairways (see Figure 6.12)

Cracks on concrete (see Figure 6.13)

Holes in security fence (see Figure 6.14)

Broken railings (see Figure 6.15)

Corrosion on railings (see Figure 6.16)

Exposed steel tendons (see Figure 6.17)

Figure 6.12: Mold on stairways of PB 1418
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Figure 6.14: Hole in security fence of PB 1418
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Figure 6.16: Corrosion on railing on PB 1418
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6.6 Pedestrian Bridge 1478
Pedestrian Bridge 1478 was built in 1973 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam on top
of reinforced concrete columns. It has one span and is approximately 100 feet long. The following
findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Exposed rebars (see Figure 6.18)

e Transverse cracks on the deck (see Figure 6.19)
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6.7 Pedestrian Bridge 1513

Pedestrian Bridge 1513 was built in 1975 and is made of prestressed concrete beam on top
of reinforced concrete columns. It one span and is approximately 111 feet long. The following
finding was made during the visual inspection:

e Mold and silt on one of the stairways (see Figure 6.20)

7

ll

Figure 6.20: Moldnd st on PB 1513
6.8 Pedestrian Bridge 1736
Pedestrian Bridge 1736 was built in 1981 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam on top

of reinforced concrete columns. It has one span and is approximately 113 feet long. The following
findings were made during the visual inspection:

e Exposed rebar (see Figure 6.21)

e Mold and silt on stairways (see Figure 6.22)

e Corrosion of security fencing (see Figure 6.23)

e Cracks on stairways (see Figure 6.24)
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Figure 6.21: Exposed rebar on PB 1736
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Figure 6.22: Mold and silt on stairway of PB 1736
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Figre 6.24: Crack on stairway of PB 1736

77



6.9 Pedestrian Bridge 1743
Pedestrian Bridge 1743 was built in 1981 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam resting
on top of reinforced concrete columns. It has one span and is approximately 111 feet long. The
following findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Mold and silt on the stairways (see Figure 6.25)

e Corrosion of security fencing (see Figure 6.26)

e Vegetation growing on one of the piers (see Figure 6.27)

~
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Figure 6.25: Mold and silt on stairway of PB 1743
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Figure 6.27: Vegetation on pier of B 1743



6.10 Pedestrian Bridge 1774
Pedestrian Bridge 1774 was built in 1980 and is made of steel superstructure and a reinforced
concrete substructure. It has three spans and is approximately 186 feet long. No findings were

made during the visual inspection.

6.11 Pedestrian Bridge 1926

Pedestrian Bridge 1926 was built in 1989 and is made of reinforced concrete substructure. It
has one span and is approximately 65 feet long. The following findings were made during the
visual inspection:

e Electrical cables block the pathway of pedestrians (see Figure 6.28 and Figure 6.29)

e Mold and silt on deck and stairways (see Figure 6.29)

.
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Figure 6.28: Electrical cables passing cI over PB 1926
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Figure 6.29: Electrical cables Iacking pathway and mold and silt on P 1926

6.12 Pedestrian Bridge 2087
Pedestrian Bridge 2087 was built in 1979 and is made of a prestressed concrete beam resting
on reinforced concrete columns. It has one span and is approximately 131 feet long. The following
findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Exposed rebars (see Figure 6.30 and Figure 6.31)

e Corrosion of guardrail and security fencing (see Figure 6.32 and Figure 6.33)
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Figure 6.31: Exposed rebars on PB 2087
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Figure 6.33: Corrosion of security fencing on PB 2087

83



6.13 Pedestrian Bridge 2355
Pedestrian Bridge 2355 was built in 1995 and is made of reinforced concrete. It has two spans
and is approximately 129 feet long. The following finding was made during the visual inspection:

e Holes on security fence (see Figure 6.34)

Figure 6.34: Security Fence with holes, Pedestrian Bridge 2355

6.14 Pedestrian Bridge 2566
Pedestrian Bridge 2566 was built in 1998 and is made of prestressed concrete superstructure
with a reinforced concrete substructure. It has one spans and is approximately 142 feet long. The
following finding was made during the visual inspection:
e Detachments of security mesh from guardrail (see Figure 6.35)

e Vegetation-covered drains (see Figure 6.36)
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6.15 Pedestrian Bridge 2665
Pedestrian Bridge 2665 was built in 2000 and is made of a prestressed concrete
superstructure and a reinforced concrete substructure. It has a main It has one span and is

approximately 84 feet long. No findings were made during the visual inspection.

6.16 Pedestrian Bridge 2682
Pedestrian Bridge 2682 was built in 2000 and is made of steel. It has two spans and is
approximately 174 feet long. The following findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Damaged to the fagade of and signs of corrosion on the central pier (see Figure 6.37)

e Corrosion on the superstructure (see Figure 6.38)

e Detachment of security mesh (see Figure 6.39)

Figure 6.37: Damage to the facade and sings of corrosion on the center pier of PB 2682
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Figure 6.38: Corrosion on the superstructure of PB 2682
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6.17 Pedestrian Bridge 2683
Pedestrian Bridge 2683 was built in 2000 and is made of steel. It has three spans and is
approximately 174 feet long. The following findings were made during the visual inspection:
e Corrosion on the superstructure (see Figure 6.40)
e Missing roof panel (see Figure 6.41)

e Detachment of security mesh (see Figure 6.42)
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Figure 6.40: Corrosion on the superstructure of PB 2683
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Figure 6.42: Detachment of security mesh on PB 2683
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7 Conclusions and Recommendations

Out of the 21 pedestrian bridges inspected for this project, only two experience structural
damages. It is apparent that these two bridges were not designed considering that traffic signs were
going to be attached to them. Another two bridges were structurally undamaged, but signs attached
to them, and their mounting assemblies, exhibited damages that appear to have been caused by the
hurricane. The remaining 17 bridges showed no evidence of damages due to the hurricane.
Therefore, it is concluded that, in general, pedestrian bridges in the San Juan Metropolitan Area
behaved adequately during Hurricane Maria.

The two pedestrian bridges that experienced structural damages and were ultimately removed
by PRDOT (PB 1137 and PB 1307) were constructed in 1968, were made of steel trusses, and
showed severe deterioration due to corrosion. Prior to Hurricane Maria passing through Puerto
Rico, another four bridges made of steel trusses and constructed between 1971 and 1978 had been
removed due to deteriorating conditions. The other two pedestrian bridges made of streel trusses
and inspected for this project (PB 2682 and PB 2683) were constructed in 2000 and are already
showing signs of corrosion, although they did not show any structural damages. When designing
a pedestrian bridge, many aspects have to be taken into consideration. It is not suggested here that
steel trusses should not be used in Puerto Rico, but that their past performance should be further
investigated when this structural system is being considered for new bridges.

Given the findings of this project, the following recommendations are given:

e Attaching signs to pedestrian bridges require the following considerations:
o If signs are to be attached to existing pedestrian bridges, the structure needs

to be adequately reinforced to support additional loads, especially if the
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original design of the bridge did not consider signs attached to the structure.
This was the case of PB 1137 and PB 1307.

o Systems used to attach signs to pedestrian bridges have to be carefully
design, considering support layout and maintenance, in order to avoid
damages and disconnection during high wind events, like it happened to PB
0960 and PB 2336.

After an extreme wind event, preliminary inspections should not only contemplate
the main bridge structure, but any flexible elements attached to it, including signs,
guardrails, safety meshing, luminaires, and any other element that, if detached, may
imply a safety risk to pedestrian or vehicles

Teams of routine and emergency inspectors should be established by the
municipalities in Puerto Rico. Currently, PRHTA Bridge Department does not
inspect pedestrian bridges as they have experienced large reduction in personnel due

to budget cuts.
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Appendix A Inspections Forms

A.1 Bridge Load Capacity Summary Form Example

BRIDGE LOAD CAPACITY SUMMARY

Bridge Number 2364
STR Type Main [ltem 43] _119
STR TypeApp [tem44] 119

Longitudinal Capacity - Operating Rating

(Tons)
Design Loading
Inventory Rating Factor _17.45 = Operating Rating Factor _2909
‘-.f:,u—s..‘:‘w Date 15,
baccdl] M = sl Bisscll fiscsccd B .  Lic. Ng'23541 :
W20 | MTon | 7838 | 136 | 12 121k | M 0w g1554)
W30 | SaTen | 7499 1501 | w2 |12am | M |00 \ A& A/(.(‘
&
Name: -
Date: Jun 15, 2011
Lic. No. 15758
Concrete Box Girder Transverse Capacity - Operating
(Tons) Batng Method
P
Inventory Rating Factor Operating Rating Factor LFR X
LRFR
Single Axle

Tandem Adle (total 2 Asles)

Engineer comments (Next Page)
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A.2 Critical Finding Memorandum Example

£3TADO LIBAE ASOCIAD0 OF MR- RO CoPia
-~ p: L ) - . “

/;" T‘// / AUTORIDAD DE CARRETERAS Y TRANSPORTACION

oo »

1 de febrero de 2010

V'LM
mgmaovuurnumn e e § e
Gerente Programa de /% FEB - 3 209
Oﬁundowdom

RECOMENDACION DE ATENCION A PUENTE: 1200
NIVEL DE PRIORIDAD': 1 (180 dias)

SOCAVACION EN PILASTRA #5 DE PUENTE ESTATAL 1200 EN LA CARRETERA PR 3
KILOMETRO 10.8 SOBRE EL RIO GRANDE DE LOIZA EN CAROLINA

En la Inspeccion de rutina del puente numero 1200, realizada el 8 de diciembre de 2009, por e
personal de inspeccion de la Oficina, se observd lo sigulente:

La socavacion en la pilastra #5 sigue en aumenio, 4.40 metros maximo al tope de la zapata
y 3.4 metros méximo de pilotes expuesto.

Esta condicion ha aumentado 10 centimetros desde la Ultima medida en noviembre de 2007.
Algunos de los pilotes expuestos ienen hasta 50% de pérdida de seccion debido a
COrrosion.

Se recomienda lo siguiente:

Reparar y proteger la pilastra #5.

De no reparase la condicidn exislente es necesario realizar cdiculos estructurales para
determinar si la condicion actual es estable, y a que profundidad de socavacion la estructura
del puente seria inestable.

Para informacion adicional se puede comunicar al que suscribe a la extension 2900 & por comreo
electrénico a %

6602/mcb

"NVEL DE PRIORIDAD
1+ Requiere atencion dentro de e meses (en #ste caso especificar tempo)
2+ Requiere atencion dentro un alo
3 Reguiere atencion dentro de tres ahos
4 Requiere atencion dentro de tres aA05, PEro 3¢ CONSIdera Menos 1eri0, en términos de falls estructural, que
prorndad tres.
Requiere atencidn dentro de cinco aflos

L 4

¢ José Orozco, Director Interno, Area Servicios ngeniera

Autondod de Carreteras y Tromportacion e Depar tamento de Transportecion y Obvas Pubilicas
PO Box 42007 e San Juan, Puerto Rico 009490-2007  Tel, (J87) 721 8787 Fux 17871 7275456

94



A.3 Safety Inspection Report Forms (Initial Inspection) Example

Team Leader: Heriberto Gonzalez

Bridge Inspector: Micky Santiago

Bridge Evaluator: Heriberto Gonzalez
Assistants: Juan C. Otero Luis. D. Collazo _
Driver: Alfredo Erazo

Inspection date: Oct-22-2008

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 2.5 Hours

Equipment: X Bus orVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X
Camera _ Boat _ Other:

Bridge Number: 2921

Road on Structure: State Highway Number or Name: FR-751 Km. 0.01

Road Under Structure: MNA Number or Name:  Km.

Ident. Plague: Mo Mum.

IDENTIFICATION

2. HHGHWAY DISTRICT: 6. Guayama
3. Municipality: Amoyo

4. Place Code: 62152 Bo. Pitahaya

5

. Route on Structure: PR-751 Km. 0.01 Route Under Structure:
Km. _
B: 3 State Hghway C: 1: Mamniine E:0: M.A B:HA C: 0 Home of the Below
E: - M.A
6. Features Intersected: Waterway Pitahaya Creek Km.
- Description:
7. Facility Carried: Highway: PR-751 Km. 0.01 Ramp From:

8. Structure Number: 2921

9. Location: 2 Kms. {@ Morth of Armoyo Town (17°-59°-45", 66°-03-377)
10. Minimum Vertical Clearance: Over: Under:

19. Bypass Length: Structure over river

20.Toll: No MA.

COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Inspection by: Micky Santiago Revised and Approved by
Heriberto Gonzalez
Bridge Inspector Team Leader




STRUCTURE DATA

27 (a). Year Built: 1992 (b) Year Reconstructed:

28 (a). Lanes On Structure (total): 2 (b) Lanes Under Structure (total):

32. Total Approach Width: [1] 2.40 [2] 8.35

Position L L. Median R Rdwy. R

Shidr. Rowy. Shidr. Shidr.
Up Sta. 1.18 356 3.56 1.10
[

Down 1.18 346 3.46 025
Sta. [2]

33. Median: Mo open
34. Skew: Yes A: 243 B:4.98
35. Flare: No C: D:
36. Traffic Safety Features:
Bridge railings: meets acceptable standards
Transitions: meets acceptable standards
Approach Guardrail: meets acceptable standands
Approach Guardrail Ends: meets acceptable standards
38. Navigation Control: [N] Not waterway
39. Navigation Vertical Clearance: _

40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance: _
42 Type Service
On Structure [1] Highway
Under Structure: [5] Waterway

. Structure Materials: [1] Concrete

. Structure Type Approach Materials: - Type: -

. Number of Span (main): 2

. Number of Span (appr.) Down Station: Up Station:

Total Horizontal Clearance (Inventory Route) L: 8.88
Length of Maximum Span: 4.91

. Structure Length: 9.79 front to front abutments

. Sidewalk L: R:
51. Bridge Roadway Width: 7.02

52. Deck Width (out to out): 8.88

_ Truss or plate girders (inside face to inside face members): ____ m
Other: m.

——

PR R

Type: [19] Culvert (incl. Frame Culvert)
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53. Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Bridge Roadway: Unlimited
54. Minimum Vertical Underclearances:
55. Minimum Lateral Underclearances on Right

56. Minimum Lateral Underclearances on Left:
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA

58. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Matenal Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 10 to 25 % Drainage Inadequate Ponding: Yes Salety. Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Materal Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spaling: Top: No Boltomn: Mo
Scaling: Top: No Boftom: Mo
Effiorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion. Moderate
58.3 Movemnaent: Deck to backwall em.  Deck to approach siab: cm.

waterat | Co0d. | "ome

Rusting ":; Joirits | Drainage | Algrwment | Corosson | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spaling | Scaling

$8.4 Curb WA - - - - - - - - -
W NA N N _ N _ ~ B - _
L' preey - - - - - - - - -
g; A = = - - - - - - -
_'m_m Steel 6 Good | Good Cood | Moderste | - | Yes - -
58.9 Lighling Standards: Material N/A Condihon: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size Salety _

58.11 Joints: Condition: NIA

Type: NiA Functioning: N/A Leaking. A  Cracking' N Spalling: N Armor: No
58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: None Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Ligera y moderada comosion en superficie, algunas pequefias perforaciones por cormosion en las tolas,

98



BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA
59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices: Type Fixed/Mov.
Condition: 5
§9.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pler seat where beams bear directly on conc.

Out of Plumb: No Paint: None

Condition: N Cracking: No Spaliing: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
§9.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N/A Corrosion: N/A Paint. N/A
59.4 Concrete: NNA  Type N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spaling Smal  Scaling None
59.5 Truss: Ped. Balley Condition: 5 Paint Far Corrosion. Moderate  Members: N/A
59.6 Drainage Type: NA  Condition: N/A Funcioning N/A
59.7 Hinges: Condition: N/A  Functioning: N/A Movement N/A
59.8 Deflection: N/A
59.9 Vibrations: N/A
60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
o~ ‘ ,
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spaling | Scalng | Comosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
AL L. TN N NI I Y T T I
EEEE
[ 000 1Pooig | WAV 8 ) - | o 1 = = - | U HES_JSe
6014 | Piles NA N - | - ] = - - i = -
$0.21 | Caps NA N - | - - - - - - -
P C e N T T N N I I I e
Blbuia—“wTTu s | 7= | = |weteme] - | ™ N | N
T o N S R N
0025 | Piles NA N | - | - | - - - - - -
. e - = i it at
l]!_'a-'_m_q,wﬁ_;," T T ST SR (NS U
0033 | Ples NA | N - | - - - - - - -
6041 | Caps | ] - | - - - - - - -
| o I T N e I B B
604.3 | Pres NA 8 - e | = = - r= & -
Comments:

§9.5- Vanios de los componentes laterales de los “bracing” tenen ligera, moderada corrosion y pérdida de seccion,

algunas secciones en el “upper chord” tienen moderada pérdida de seccidn por comosion.
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION  Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: NiA
61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condexn

Type Warteral Ratng | Functonng |
[1E] Prowective Device NA N -
64 Fender Systeen ™ N -
s Rp Rap WA L] -
0 Spur Dikes, Joltss ™ N -
61.7 Obstruction: N/A
61.8 Channel Change: N'/A  Detrimental: N/A
61.9 Adequate Waterway: NIA
61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: NiA  if yes explain

Erosion: NA  ff yes explain
61.11 Location of plers and/or abutment detrimental N/A if yes explain;
61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:
62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Matoral | | Functioning | Cencking | Spaling | Scekng | Comusion |

611 Barrel WA N - - - - -
62.2 Hond Walls L N - - - - -
2.3 Cut-off wal NA N - - - . .
24 Rotaring wal | WA N - - - - .
Commaents:
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A NIA
72. APPROACH ROADWAY
72.1 Alignment: &
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other
Cracking: No Spailing: None Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement Approach slab-backwall No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation: No
Safety. Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate No
Movement. Pavement-approach siab- No
Embankment Condition: N Functioning: Yes Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Jolnts: No Type None  Inadequate: N/A Satistactory Alignment. N/A,
72.5 Guardrail Type: None  Material: NiA Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horzontal N/A Vertcal NA

Joints Functioning: N/A  Salety Securely Altached NJA Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: Jan 23, 2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical
Underwater
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carmed
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACEPROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Other
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111, PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113, SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS

Signs: Type: Route Orientation Materal Alum Condition: 5
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A.4 Safety Inspection Report Forms (Routine Inspection)

36

B. Routine Inspeclion Report

Team Leader: Arturo Caceres

Bridge Inspector, Angel T. Ldpez

Bridge Evaluator: Arturo Caceres

Assistants: José R, Vdzquez Raman Rodriguez

Driver: Alfredo Erazo

Inspection date: 1 OCTUBRE 2010

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 1.5 Hours

Egquipment: X Bus or Van _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera
Boat Other:

Bridge Number, 2921
Road on Structure: State Highway Number or Name: PR-751 Km. 0.01

Road Under Structure: N/A Number or Name: . Km,
Ident. Plague: No Num,

36, Traffic Safety Features:

Bridge railings: meets acceptable standards

Transitions: meets acceptable standards

Approach Guardrail: meets acceptable standards

Approach Guardrail Ends: meels acceptable standards
41, Posting: Condition; A (Open) Sign Type: N/A Posting Load:; N/A
Comments andior Recommendations:

Inspaction by: Angel T, Lopaz Revised and Approved by:
Arture Céceres
Bridge Inspector Team Leader
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA

58. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Matenal Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 10 to 25 % Drainage Inadequate Ponding: Yes Salety. Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Materal Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spaling: Top: No Boltomn: Mo
Scaling: Top: No Boftom: Mo
Effiorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion. Moderate
58.3 Movemnaent: Deck to backwall em.  Deck to approach siab: cm.

waterat | Co0d. | "ome

Rusting ":; Joirits | Drainage | Algrwment | Corosson | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spaling | Scaling

$8.4 Curb WA - - - - - - - - -
W NA N N _ N _ ~ B - _
L' preey - - - - - - - - -
g; A = = - - - - - - -
_'m_m Steel 6 Good | Good Cood | Moderste | - | Yes - -
58.9 Lighling Standards: Material N/A Condihon: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size Salety _

58.11 Joints: Condition: NIA

Type: NiA Functioning: N/A Leaking. A  Cracking' N Spalling: N Armor: No
58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: None Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Ligera y moderada comosion en superficie, algunas pequefias perforaciones por cormosion en las tolas,
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA
59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices: Type Fixed/Mov.
Condition: 5
§9.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pler seat where beams bear directly on conc.

Out of Plumb: No Paint: None

Condition: N Cracking: No Spaliing: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
§9.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N/A Corrosion: N/A Paint. N/A
59.4 Concrete: NNA  Type N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spaling Smal  Scaling None
59.5 Truss: Ped. Balley Condition: 5 Paint Far Corrosion. Moderate  Members: N/A
59.6 Drainage Type: NA  Condition: N/A Funcioning N/A
59.7 Hinges: Condition: N/A  Functioning: N/A Movement N/A
59.8 Deflection: N/A
59.9 Vibrations: N/A
60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
o~ ‘ ,
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spaling | Scalng | Comosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
AL L. TN N NI I Y T T I
EEEE
[ 000 1Pooig | WAV 8 ) - | o 1 = = - | U HES_JSe
6014 | Piles NA N - | - ] = - - i = -
$0.21 | Caps NA N - | - - - - - - -
P C e N T T N N I I I e
Blbuia—“wTTu s | 7= | = |weteme] - | ™ N | N
T o N S R N
0025 | Piles NA N | - | - | - - - - - -
. e - = i it at
l]!_'a-'_m_q,wﬁ_;," T T ST SR (NS U
0033 | Ples NA | N - | - - - - - - -
6041 | Caps | ] - | - - - - - - -
| o I T N e I B B
604.3 | Pres NA 8 - e | = = - r= & -
Comments:

§9.5- Vanios de los componentes laterales de los “bracing” tenen ligera, moderada corrosion y pérdida de seccion,

algunas secciones en el “upper chord” tienen moderada pérdida de seccidn por comosion.
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION  Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: NiA
61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condexn

Type Warteral Ratng | Functonng |
[1E] Prowective Device NA N -
64 Fender Systeen ™ N -
s Rp Rap WA L] -
0 Spur Dikes, Joltss ™ N -
61.7 Obstruction: N/A
61.8 Channel Change: N'/A  Detrimental: N/A
61.9 Adequate Waterway: NIA
61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: NiA  if yes explain

Erosion: NA  ff yes explain
61.11 Location of plers and/or abutment detrimental N/A if yes explain;
61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:
62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Matoral | | Functioning | Cencking | Spaling | Scekng | Comusion |

611 Barrel WA N - - - - -
62.2 Hond Walls L N - - - - -
2.3 Cut-off wal NA N - - - . .
24 Rotaring wal | WA N - - - - .
Commaents:
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A NIA
72. APPROACH ROADWAY
72.1 Alignment: &
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other
Cracking: No Spailing: None Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement Approach slab-backwall No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation: No
Safety. Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate No
Movement. Pavement-approach siab- No
Embankment Condition: N Functioning: Yes Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Jolnts: No Type None  Inadequate: N/A Satistactory Alignment. N/A,
72.5 Guardrail Type: None  Material: NiA Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horzontal N/A Vertcal NA

Joints Functioning: N/A  Salety Securely Altached NJA Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: Jan 23, 2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical
Underwater
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carmed
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACEPROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Other
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111, PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113, SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS

Signs: Type: Route Orientation Materal Alum Condition: 5
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A.5 Standards for Photographs of Existing Bridges

Abril 2005

Manuel Coll Borgo

Estandarizacion de las Fotos de los Puentes Existentes
A. Alcance ¥ Objetivos

Evaluar la condicion y la toma de decisiones sobre un puente
existente es una tarea muy usual y tipica realizada por los Ingenieros
tanto de la Oficina de Ingenieria de Puentes como de otras oficinas de
la Agencia. Una de las partes mas utiles del archivo de puentes son
las fotografias del puente tomadas en cada inspeccion que este
archive incluye. Antes de que la tecnologia digital estuviera
disponible, las fotos que se podian tomar en un puente eran limitadas
debido al costo v espacio de almacenamiento disponibles, por lo tanto,
la parte visual del puente en el archivo era limitada. Con las camaras
de tecnologia digital y la computadora estas barreras se han
eliminado.

El objetivo de este documento es ayudar a establecer un patrén
estandar de fotografia para los puentes inspeccionados de tal manera
que se pueda observar todo el puente mediante las fotos tomadas
durante la inspeccion. Esto, aprovechando lo econdmico ¥y
relativamente sencillo que es tomar y archivar fotos con las camaras
digitales.

B. Procedimiento

El procedimiento descrito a continuacidn es uno general que se debe
aplicar para cada puente individualmente. Basicamente el patrén de
fotos va a consistir de dos partes. Primero, se tomaran las folos
generales de tal manera que se puedan ver todas las partes del puente
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con o sin danos y luego se tomaran fotos mas especificas de las areas
donde se observa deterioro y otras partes importantes del puente. El
procedimiento se puede describir en tres pasos generales descritos a
continuacion:

1.

Se debe documentar en una tabla el nimero de la foto y la parte del
puente que se estd fotografiando. Debe haber espacio para poner
comentarios, como por ejemplo, dénde se ubicé el fotégrafo para tomar la
foto de tal manera que se tome la foto igual en la préaxima inspeccién.
Esta debe ir acompafiada de un dibujo de planta donde indique donde se
tomé cada foto. La tabla basicamente hay que hacerla la primera vez que
se estandaricen las fotografias del puente, pero a medida que aparezcan
partes deterioradas en el puente y se tomen fotos de esas dreas éstas se
deben anadir a este documento. El documento se debe colocar en el
archivo y también se debe mantener una copia digital de este documento
en el mismo directorio donde se almacenen las fotos.

Fotos Generales del Puente - Se debe incluir por lo menos una foto
de cada parte importante del puente. Si se necesitan mas fotos para
cubrir una parte del puente, esto se debe documentar en la tabla de la
parte (1). Las partes principales que se deben incluir tipicamente para
cada tramo (span) del puente incluyen, entre otras cosas, lo siguiente:

a Placa de identificacién del puente si la tiene.

b. Letreros de restricciones de pesos, geometria y pérticos para
limitar altura si los incluye el puente

c. Superficie de Rodaje o vista superior del tramo. Se deben incluir

las losas de entrada del puente (Aproach Slabs).

d. Vista Lateral del Tramo (ambos lados), por ejemplo, cuando el
puente atraviesa un canal, vista desde aguas arriba y vista desde
aguas abajo.

e Vista inferior del tramo con énfasis en la losa y las vigas. Esta es
la mas dificil de tomar y por lo general tomara mas de una fotografia.
Hay que tomar en cuenta que también es la mas importante y es bien
importante documentar todas las fotos bien para que se tomen
iguales en la préxima visita.

f Fotos de las pilastras y sus fundaciones si se ven. Se deben tomar
por lo menos dos fotos por pilastra, una de cada lado de la pilastra
para poder observar la condicién de ésta en su totalidad.

g Fotos de los estribos y asientos (bearings) del puente. En puentes
tipicos, esto tomaria al menos tres fotos. Una para cada lado
incluyendo vista de la pared lateral (wing wall) y por lo menos una
foto donde se vea el estribo de frente y los asientos.

Fotos Particulares del Puente - Si ¢l puente presenta zonas de
deterioro y tiene detalles importantes que se deben retratar, estas fotos
se deben enumerar y documentar en la tabla de la parte (1) luego de las
fotos generales del puente. De esta manera los comentarios del informe
de inspeccion pueden hacer referencia a estas fotos. La tabla debe
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documentar bien la localizacién de la foto para poder identificar bien en
otras inspecciones el lugar, sobre todo, por si se hacen reparaciones
entre inspecciones.

C. Comentarios Adicionales

Las fotos (c), (d) v (e) de las fotografias generales (parte (2)) deben tomarse
para cada tramo (span), pero se debe evaluar para cada puente particular si
una foto puede incluir mas de un tramo con suficiente claridad. Por ejemplo,
en puentes pequefios de dos tramos, a lo mejor una sola foto lateral puede
incluir la vista de los dos tramos del puente y de los dos estribos, por lo que
se podrian reducir cuatro fotos de las descritas arriba en una sola. De
hacerlo asi, esto se debe documentar en la descripcidn de la foto en la tabla

de la parte (1).

Por otra parte, debido a la geometria y localizacion de cada puente particular
no siempre serd posible tomar una foto de las vistas que se describen en la
parte (2). En ese caso, se deben tomar una o mas fotos en otro angulo pero
de tal manera que se pueda ver lo descrito. No se debe dejar de tomar una

foto de una parte del puente a menos que ésta esté debajo del agua.
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D. Ejemplo: Puente No. 1496 en Guayanilla

Tabla de Descripcion de Fotos

Foto | Descripcion | Comentarios

Fotos Generales del Puente

i 1 Losa de entrada lado oeste

# 2 Superficie de rodaje lado
oeste

i3 Losa de entrada lado eate

it 4 Buperficie de rodaje lado
este

i 5 Tramo ceste:
Vista latera] desde el norte

il B Tramo este:
Vista latera] desde el norte

i 7 Vista aguas arriba del Aguas arriba del canal del lado norte
puente y el canal

il B Muro lateral norne

del estribo oeste

i 9 Muro lateral norte
del estribo este

i 10 Estribo oeste: vista frontal

#11 Estribo este: vista frontal
12 Pilastra: vista desde lado
oEaLE
13 Pilastra: Vista desde lado Se tomd la foto desde el lado oeste del
este rio, pero en dangulo, de tal manera gue
se observe el lado que no se ve en la
foto #]13
i 14 Tramo ceste:
Vista lateral desde el sur
15 Tramo este:
Vista latera] desde el sur
il 16 Muro lateral sur
del estribo oeste
17 Muro lateral sur
del estribo este
# 18 Losa tramo oeste:
Vista por debajo
# 19 Losa tramo este:
Vista por debajo
# 20 Gaviones estribo oeste
2l Gaviones estribo este
422 Detalle de Zapata expuesta
#23 Muro caido en estribo oeste Esta condicion  existin antes de la
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Foto |

Fotos Generales del Puente

Descripeion

Comentarios

W24 |

Socavacidn en Gaviones
del estribo este

reparacion de puente con Gaviones,

# 25

Grieta en muro lateral sur
del estribo este

il 26

Abrasion de la superficie de
rodaje
Tire central de losa

La losa se tird en tres pafios,

i 27

Abrasién de la superficie de
redaje
Tiro de losa oeste

il 28

Grietas en tiro central de
losa

En los otros tiros también hay grietas,
pem menos marcadas,

113



Diagrama de Localizacion desde donde se tomo la Fotografia

-

Norte
568,
8101112
18,1920 21

Nota: Para el diagrama se puede usar el boceto ("as built drawing”) del

Puente.
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Foto #1

Foto #2
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Folo #3

Foto #4
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A.6 Standard Element Numbering Procedure

Elements in Longitudinal Direction: Elements that run in the direction of traffic such
as Main Girders, Beams or stringers shall be numbered from left to right when pointing
to the direction of traffic or when pointing to the direction of the increasing kilometer
sings when traffic goes both ways.

Elements in Transverse Direction: Elements that run transverse to the direction of
traffic such as Abutments Piers or Floor Beams shall be numbered in the direction of
traffic or pointing to the direction of the increasing kilometer sings when traffic goes both
ways. For example pier #1 wil be the first one when entering the bridge, for bridges with
one direction of traffic, and in the case of two way traffic pier #1 will have the lesser
kilometer point.
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A.7 Quality Assurance / Quality Control Forms

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET

BRIDGE:
TEAM LEADER:
INSP. DATE:
1. Inspection Type and Dates:
Performed? Previous Insp. Next Insp,
(Yes /No f Freq DATE DATE
NBI | Type | A} | (MONTHS) [MONTH/Y EAR) [MONTH/Y EAR)
ITEM Routine
90 Ins pection
ITEM
93A | FC Inspection
ITEM Underwater
93g Insp.
ITEM
83cC Other;

2. NBl Condition Rating Summary:
Ite

tem m Item bem :r Item
58 59 &0 61 62 113
Previous Inspection | | | | | | 1
Current Inspection
Other Checks: (Y, N, NA) Review Comments:

Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
AASHTO Come’'s & NBI CD consistent
Sman Flags (scour, steal plate,

fire damage, etc)

Channel Profie/Cleaance Table
FC & Underwater Members Tables
Asphalt Overlay Thickness
Drawings

Photos

Critical Finding

Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer;

Safety Eng.:
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INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY SHEET
QUALITY ASSURANCE

BRIDGE:
TEAM LEADER:
INSP. DATE:

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

NBl Type

Performed?
[Yes fNo /
INA)

ITEM Routine
90 Ins pection

(MONTHS)

DATE

Previous Insp.
(MONTH/Y EAR)

Next Insp,

DATE

ITEM
93 A FC Inspection

ITEM Underwater
936 Insp.

ITEM
83cC Other:

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item
58

Ite
m
59

3

°

Item
113

Previous Inspection

Current  Inspection
Team Leader

Current inspection
Safety Engineer

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA)

_ Scour Critical (tems 113 &60)

_AASHTO Come's & NBI CD consistent

— Smar Flags (scour, steel plate,
fire damage, elc)
_ Channel Profile/Clearance Table

_FC & Underwater Members Tables

_ Asphalt Overlay Thickness
_ Drawings

_ Photos

_ Critical Finding

_ Inspector & Team Leader Signa ture

Team Leader:

Safety Eng.:

Review Comments:
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Bridge No.

Date:

Rating Engineer/Consultant:
LOAD RATING REPORT
QUALITY CONTROL FORM

Rating Report ltem

YesNo, NA or Chacked

Does report includes data used for rating (Drawings/Field
Measurements/NDT's)

Are Dead load calculations presented

Are Live load distibution factors com puted/ pre sen ted

Is Transverse section data and reinforcement presented

"Reporl explains reasons o (or nol lo) consider
detarioration.

Report explains reasons to rate (or not to) Substructure

Report shows spans and explains boundary conditions
(support types, continuity)

Design Load / Legal Loads are dearly presented

Verify Input data of model for consistency

Report Includes Load Rating R esults;

o Atinventory level

o At Operating level

o Legal loads

Verify output data is consistent with report results and
with the rating summary sheet repor,

Verify tems 63 to 66 be reponted from summarny shaet,

Verify items 41 and 70 are comectly coded in summary
sheet,

Comments:
+  Write comments to raling engineer hens,

+ Comment example: Section data used is missing in rating repor,

Reviewer Namea:
Reviewer Signature;
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Bridge No.

Date:

Rating Engineer/Consultant:
LOAD RATING REPORT
QUALITY ASURANCE FORM

Rating Report ltem

Yes'No, Comments

Does report includes data used for rating (Drawings/Field
Measurements/NDT's)

Are Dead load calculations presented

Are Live load distibution factors com puted/ pre sen ted

Is Transverse section data and reinforcement presented

"Reporl explains reasons o (or nol lo) consider
detarioration.

Report explains reasons to rate (or not to) Substructure

Report shows spans and explains boundary conditions
(support types, continuity)

Design Load / Legal Loads are dearly presented

Verify Input data of model for consistency

Report Includes Load Rating R esults;

o Atinventory level

o At Operating level

o Legal loads

Verify output data is consistent with report results and
with the rating summary sheet repor,

Verify tems 63 to 66 be reponted from summarny shaet,

Verify items 41 and 70 are comectly coded in summary
sheet,

Comments:
+  Write comments to raling engineer hens,

+ Comment example: Section data used is missing in rating repor,

Reviewer Namea:
Reviewer Signature;
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Consultant:

Bridge No.

Date:

SCOUR EVALUATION PHASE 1
QUALITY CONTROL FORM

Scour Evaluation Report Item

Yes/No, N/A or Checked

"Does report includes project description and location 7

Does epor includ es summary of significant findings?

Does report includ es conclusions and recommendations ?

Does repor includ es photos showing exiting conditions ?

Does report indudes data used for scour evaluation
(Drawings/Fiald Measurements™NDT s)?

Does report includes sources of data collection presented
{i.e. H-H report, scour repor, soil survey, etc ...)7

Does report includ es stream characteristics?

Does report indudes overall stream stabiity (lateral,
vartical, potential responsa)?

"Does report includes abulmenis characlenslics and
conditions?

Does report incdudes piers characteristics and
conditions ?

Does report includes name of engineen responsible for
each discipline, enginesr registration numbears, and name
of reviewing engineer?

"Does reporl i signed and sealed by a professional
engineer?

Verify data presenied is consistent with the condusions
and recommendations,

Commaents:

Reviewer Name;
Reviewer Signature
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Consultant:

Bridge No.

Date:

SCOUR EVALUATION PHASE 2
QUALITY CONTROL FORM

Scour Evaluation Report Item

Yes/No, N/A or Checked

Does repor includ es summary of significant findings?

Does epor includ es conclusions and recommendations?

Does H-H mport indude field survey and cross sections
signed and sealed by a surveyor?

Does H-H and Scour report was pedomed based on
Scope of Work guide for H-H report (Appendix A of the
sS0wW)?

"Does H-H repoft indude sources of hydrologic data
andior peak flow value 7

Does Scour report include a grain size analysis?

Does Scour report recommend at least three (3)
countermeasures?

If any, is increase in existing water suface elevation due
to countermeasues within limits of the PB # 13
regulation?

"Does the scour reporl include analysis for the Design
Scour Flood Event?

Does the scour report include analysis for the Check
Scour Flood Event?

Does the scour report indude scour results for long temm,
contraction, local, and total scour?

Does the scour repor indude plot of bridge foundation
elements and computed scour depths?

"Does plot of bridge foundation indicate il foundations ane
known? In the case of deep foundation, does it indicate
tips elevation?

Does report includes name of engineers responsible for
each discipline, engineer registration numbers, and name
of reviewing engineer?

"Does report ts signed and sealed by a professional
engineer?

Verify data presented s consistent with the condusions
and recommaendations,

Comments:
Reviewer Name;
Reviewer Signature;
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Consultant:

Bridge No.

Date:

SCOUR EVALUATION PHASE 3
QUALITY CONTROL FORM

Scour Evaluation Report Item

Yes/No, N/A or Checked

Does repont includ es summary of significant findings?

Does epor includ es conclusions and recommendations?

Does mport includes data for the geotechnical and
structural sCour assessment (Drawings/Field
Measurements/NDT's)?

Are live loads capacities evaluated in accordance with
the PRHTA's cumrent load rating guide lines?

"Does reporl Indudes estimated capadly of each
foundation unit under scour conditions defined in Phase
27

Does report indicates method usad 10 estimate capacity
of foun dation units for unknown foundations ?

Does report includes name of engineers responsible for
each discipline, engineer registration numbars, and name
of reviewing engineer?

Does report is signed and sealed by a professional
engineer?

Verify data presenied is consistent with the condusions
and recommendations,

Commaents:

Reviewsr Name:
Reviewer Signature
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Consultant:

Bridge No.

Date:

SCOUR EVALUATION PHASE 4
QUALITY CONTROL FORM

Scour Evaluation Report Item

Yes/No, N/A or Checked

Does repont includ es summary of significant findings?

Does epor includ es conclusions and recommendations?

Does report includes POA based on Scour Critical Bridge
- POA format?

Does POA  include at least three (3) alernate
coun termeasures?

Does POA include a conceptual plan for recommended
alternative countermaeasura?

“Does report includes name of engineers responsible for
each discipline, engineer registration numbars, and name
of reviewing angineer?

Does report is signed and sealed by a professional |

engineer?

Verify data presenied is consistent with the condusions
and recommendations,

Comiments:

Reviewsr Name:
Reviewer Signature
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A.8 Scope of Work of Underwater Inspection

SCOPE OF WORK

UNDERWATER INSPECTION

L PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The purpose of this work is to perform an adequate level of underwater inspections to bridges
on marine and freshwater arcas in Puerto Rico. An adequate inspection level detects damaged
structure members, section loss, timber decay or atack by marine borers, scour, and
undermining of footings or concrete walls,

IL GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The Consultant will provide all labor, equipment and materials necessary to complete the
mspections and reports,

The bridges that will require an underwater mspection are included in Appendix A, For cach
structure the PRHTA will provide, when available, site descriptions, plans or sketches,
previous mspection reports, and access information,

If during the period of contract, any new procedures or regulations regarding Underwater

Inspection are added or modified, they shall be added to the work performed by the
Consultant with no additional cost for the PRHTA.

I INSPECTION PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

A, Qualification requirements for the Engineer in charge of the mspection and report
preparation:

. Be aregistered professional engineer licensed to practice in Puerto Rico,

2. Have a minimum of five years experience in underwater structure inspection
assignments,

3. Meet the qualifications of a bridge inspection team leader in accordance with the
National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS), 23 CFR. 650.309(b).

4. Within five years prior o the inspection completion, successfully complete an
approved comprehensive bridge inspection training course or bridge inspection
refresher training course in accordance with NBIS, 23 CFR 650.309(b) or
650.313(g), respectively.

5. Beon site at all times coordinating the mspections,
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B. Qualification requirements for the Diver(s) performing the inspection:

1. Meet the qualifications of underwater bridge inspection diver per NBIS 23
CFR 650.309 (b).

2. Have all the required licensing to practice commercial diving in Puerto
Rico.

IV.  CODES, REGULATIONS, STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

Inspect i accordance with the practices and procedures contained in the following
regulations and operational guidelines. Consider the following:

* Geographical location of the site,
« Climatic conditions,

* Tudes,

* Currents,

* River levels, and

= Site-specific constraints,

FHWA Guidelines

Bridge Inspector's Reference Manual, October 2002, (Report No. FHWA NHI 03-001
and

03-002)

Underwater Inspection of Bridges, (Report No. FHW A-DP-80-1)

R : ——TR ‘

Bridges, (Report No, FHWA-PD-96-001)

Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Deviges, December 2009 or latest edition.

AASHTO Specifications and Guidelines
Manual for Bridge Evaluation, 2 ™ Edition, with current interims,

National Bridge Inspection Standards
Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 650, subpart C, latest rule applicable.

Commercial Diving Operations
Title 29, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1910, subpart T, latest revision.

U.S. Coast Guard Navigation Rules
U.S. Coast Guard pamphlet CG-169, May 1, 1977, Rule 27, or latest revision,
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Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority Specifications
Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction, 2005 edition,
Units

Use English units of measurement,

Bridge Member ldentification

Use the member identification convention consistent with PRHTA provided documents and
the Bridge Safety Inspection Manual, Department of Transportation and Public Works,
Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority, July 2011

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
PRHTA - Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority

Consultant = The individual, parmership, firm, corporation, or any acceptable combination
thereof, contracting with the PRHTA for performance of the work included in this contract,

Professional Registration - Prepare all work under the direct supervision of the registered
professional engincers who are in responsible charge for the services, These Engineers

currently registered in Puento Rico will sign, seal and centify the accuracy of cach final work
product,

Correspondence - On all comrespondence include the PRHTA's assigned Project name and
numbers,

ified 5 Jnit (ISU) - Each structure description lists the substructure members

for inspection,

Documents and Reports < Print reports with solid black letters that are double-spaced on
white, 8.5<inch x 1 1-inch bond or "Xerox Copy" paper. Fold larger paper sizes to 8.5 -inch
by 11-inch.

Submit a digital copy of final reports complete with color photographs and sketches. Provide
this report in Adobe Acrobat (pdf) or other approved format,

Repont Copics ~Provide (2) hard copies and (1) digital copy.

Covers - Include the following mformation on the cover of all documents and reports:

a. Name of document or report,
b. Date,

c. Indicate whether drafi or final.,
d. Project Name,
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¢. State and Federal Project Number(s).
f. Prepared for: Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority
g Prepared by: (Company Name)

Revisions - Modify work products in response to direction from the PRHTA. Consider
corrections, adjustments, or modifications necessitated by the review/approval process,
which do not substantially affect the scope, complexity, or character of the services, as a
normal part of the Consultant services,

Errors and Omissions - Submit the completed work products to the PRHTA. Prior to
submitting correct all significant errors or omissions within the work products. The PRHTA
will not accept errors or omissions in the work product.

Comment Resolution - Provide a written response with subsequent submittals that address all
written and oral PRHTA comments. Clearly explain all changes from previous submittals,

VL. PROJECT WORK TASKS

Structure Inspection

The mspections include but are not limited to the following:

2

Identify and list cach member of the underwater inspection or Substructure Unit,

Include a drawing with the UW inspection elements (ISU"s) identified at the
beginning of the inspection report.

Document inspection procedure for UW nspection of the bridge and include the
procedure as part of the UW inspection report,

As defined in the FHW A Manual, Underwater Inspection of Bridges: A complete
Level I underwater inspection on 100% of 1ISU's from the mud line to the water
surface,

Identify and document the High Watermark.
Visually inspect the ISUS s from the High Watermark down to the current water level

of the above water portion of IS1's using the diver in the water or inspector from a
workboat,
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7. Assign a Condition Rating to each member according to the FHWA Recording and
Coding Guide.

8. Identify the AASHTO Core clements and assign condition state quantities, Document
the quantities per ISUs and in total,

9. As defined in the FHWA Manual, Underwater Inspection of Bridges: A Level 11

underwater mspection on 10% of 1S1s below the water surface.

10, As defmed in the FHWA Manual, Underwater Inspection of Bridges: A Level 11

underwater in depth inspection identified in the Scope of Work -or- where deemed
necessary by the Engineer in Charge. Immediately notify the PRHTA Contract
Manager when a Level HI inspection is deemed necessary and the reasons for this
determination. Based on the information provided, the PRHT A may require a more
detailed inspection,

11, Assess the riprap condition at embankments and intermediate piers,
12, Document all deficiencies with photos and additional sketches.

13, Document typical conditions, with colored photographs and'or sketches including
debris build up.

14, Locate, describe and quantify all structural defects with colored photographs and/or
sketches including damaged members, remaining section, timber decay or attack by
marine borers. Use clear water box when necessary,

15. Measure all local scour and scour undermining of footings, concrete walls or around
piles by width, length and depth. Reference the scour clevations from the as-built
drawings and locate in relation to adjacent substructure unit. Measure and locate the
maximum water depth at each substructure unit,

16, Identify stream or channel bed material,

Documentation and Reporting

Submit draft and final reports for cach structure to the PRHT A for review and approval,

130



WVII. 5 S 5
General

. Comply with all laws, ordinances, rules, regulations and orders of any public authority
bearing on the performance of the work.
2. Establish a safe environment for work site personnel.

Scheduling

Prepare a proposed schedule thiny (30) calendar days prior to starting underwater
mspections. Update detailed structure inspection dates and approximate times at least two (2)
weeks prior to the actual start date. When schedule revisions arise, immediately submit a
revised schedule to the PRHTA Project Manager. No inspection shall begin prior to schedule
approval,

Identify the optimal time for underwater inspections, Balance underwater mspection schedule
between the low flow and the higher flows produced by and scasonal rains,

Debris Removal

Remove sufficient debris such as trees, brush and other miscellancous objects that imhibit
inspection cfforts or cause unsafe conditions,

The Consultant may review existing inspection records to identify debris accumulation
history when such data is available,

Work Zone Traflic Control

Use nspection procedures which minimize traffic disruption. Omit traffic control, when
underwater mspections are completely off the roadway and behind existing railing. Develop
and submit to the PRHTA for approval a TCP, when a TCP is needed.

Provide a safe and expeditious movement of traffic around and through the inspection/'work
site. Implement the approved TCP and utilize traffic control devices when the underwater
ispection affects the movement or safety of traffic or the safety of the work force,

Employ the Traffic Maintenance in accordance to the most recent Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Obtain an approved and signed TCP prior to submitting
or commencing work on PRHTA night of way, During the work maintain a copy of the
PRHT A approved traffic control plan on site.
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Inspection Coordination

Prior to performing the inspections coordinate the inspection efforts with the PRHTA, all
applicable Federal, State, and Local Agencies including law enforcement,

Coordinate activities with Marine Transport Authority managers and schedule inspections to
avoid conflicts with ferry vessel ( Agua Expreso ) arrivals and departures.

Permits

Obtain all permits roquired for these mspections including, but not limited to, any required by
the U.S Army Cormps of Engineers , Natural Resources Department and U S, Coast Guard,

Inspection Procedures

Determine how to safely access cach structure, Develop an access plan for cach structure,
Assess site conditions prior to diving, Document unsafe diving conditions by providing color
photos and a written explanation of why the site is unsafe,

Contact the PRHTA Project Manager every regular business day or immediately as necessary
with inspection updates. Immediately notify the PRHT A Project Manager or on-sitec PRHTA
Inspector of any significant inspection findings,

Do not block or restrict stream navigation., Provide adequate notification to water traffic
during dive operations and provide safety vessel as necessary.

VIIL. MANAGEMENT

Schedule(s)

Adhere to the Project Duration to meet the PRHTA's long-term goals and commitments,
Expend all effort necessary to stay on schedule.

Project Coordination

Coordinate all project comrespondence through or with the concwrrence of the PRHTAS
Project Manager.

FHWA Communication

The PRHTA shall conduct all project related communications with FHWA,
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PRHTA Activities

The PRHTA's Project Manager coordinates the Consultants activities with those of various
functional groups within the PRHTA. These groups include Traffic, Safety & Utilitics;
Highway Construction; Bridge Engincering Office; and Contracts.

For quality assurance purposes, the PRHTA may have an inspector on site for some or all
mspection activities,

Release of Information

The PRHTA's Project Manager must approve the release of any project related information,

IX. QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM

The Quality Control Program shall include the following elements:

[

Quality Reviews: The Consultants shall conduct quality reviews to make certain
their own organization is in compliance with the requirements cited in this scope

of services. Quality reviews shall be conducted to evaluate the adequacy of

materials, documentation, processes, procedures, training, guidance, and staffing
mcluded in the execution of this contract.

' : The Consultant shall include a quality control plan in the
technical proposal fumished to the PRHTA. The quality control plan shall detail
the procedures, evaluation criteria, and instruction to his organization o assure
conformance with the contract. No work shall be initiated until the Consultant’s
quality control plan is approved by the PRHTA. Significant changes to the work
requircments may require the Consultant to revise the quality control plan, It
shall be the responsibility of the Consultant to mantain a plan current with the
work requirements, The Plan shall mclude, but not be limited to, the following
arcas.

a Organization - A description is required of the Consultant’s quality control
organization and its functional relationship to the pant of the organization
performing the work under the contract.  The authority, autonomy, and
responsibilities of the quality control organization shall be detiled as well
as the names and qualifications of personnel in the gquality control
organization,

b, Quality Control = The Consultants methods use to monitor and assure
compliance with the contract requirements for services and products shall
be detailed.

c Quality Assurance - The Consultant’s methods used 1o monitor and assure
compliance with the quality control requirements shall be detailed.
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d Quality Records - The types of records which will be generated and
mamtained by the Consultant during the execution of a quality control
program shall be outlined.

c. Control of Subcontractors and Vendors - The methods used by the
Consultant to control the quality of the subcontractors shall be detailed.

f Quality Control Centification - An officer of the Consultant firm will be
required to sign and seal a centification that will accompany cach submittal
stating that the drawings, reports, etc. have been prepared and checked in
accordance with PRHTA Specifications,

The Consultant shall maintain adequate records of the quality control actions performed
(including subcontractors and vendors) m providing services and products under this
contract. All records shall indicate the nature and number of observations made, the number
and type of deficiencies found, and the comective actions taken. Deficiencies identified
through the consultmt’s QC and/or QA processes shall be reported to the PRHTA and
immediately corrected. Failure to make satisfactory and timely correction to deficiencics,
ientified by the consultant or by the PRHTA, shall result in withholding of payments,
pending satisfactory corrections being made.  These records shall be available to the PRHTA
upon request during the contract term.  All records shall be kept at the primary job site.  All
records arc subject to audit review,

BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORTS

Requirements

Submit a concise, complete and separate report for each structure with the following:

. Exgcutive Summary - ldentify critical findings and locations of significant observations
mnd deficiencies. Provide critical findings and maintenance work recommendations,
Inchude the site time, inspection date, type of dive and safety vessels used, and crew size
i a summary table,

ta

Introduction - Include a description of the structural members inspected, inspection
method, Inspection access method, traffic control, equipment used, and list the name and
date of Agencies and individuals contacted.

3. Inspection Findings - Include detailed observations and a brief narrative with an overall
condition summary for the members inspected. Provide inspection findings for cach
member,

*  Describe, quantify, and locate all defects,

*  Discuss nondestructive testing methods. Provide all test results,
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*  Assign a Condition Rating to cach member according to the FHWA
. e R ) ol of

i) i 3 .
Nation's Bridges, (Report No. FHWA-PD-96-001 )

4. Special Conditions - Discuss all hydrological data including debris, scour, streambed
material, and water conditions, Discuss access method, traffic control, and
nondestructive testing methods used, Provide all test results,

5. Sketches - Provide plan and elevation views of piers and abutments drawn to scale. On
these sketches:

*  Show the streambed spot water depth map; the flow direction; and north
WTOW.

*  Locate scour holes and points of maximum scour depth with approximate
dimensions (length, width and depth below normal streambed); reference the
horizontal location to the nearest substructure unit; and vertical distance from
the deck to water surface,

* Locate all deficiencies.
*  Show deck clevation to water surface measurement.

6. Typed Daily Dive Reports - Include crew size and crew names, the time the diver's
actually spent mspecting the structure, tide table record with time and location references,
maximum dive depth at each identified substructure unit, maximum current, visibility,
ambient and water temperatures. Provide typed Daily Inspection Logs,

7. Color photos documenting the typical member condition and all defects, diver access
methods include staging and boat launch arcas, substructure members above and below
the water, in-place traffic control, rip rap condition, and debris before and after remowval,

Draft Reports

Submit all draft Structure Reports complete with color photos and sketches to the Bridge
Engincering Office for review. Provide a digital copy and one hard copy.

Final Reports

Submit final Structure Reports complete with color photos, sketches and Engincers scal,
Provide a digital copy and two bound paper copies,
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XL

METHOD OF COMPENSATION

The method of payment for the Consultant contract will be on per bridge basis.

In the scaled Economical Proposal submitted by the Consultant a task breakdown shall be
mcluded per bridge.

A lump sum item for debris removal shall be ncluded per bridge. This lump sum shall be
negotiated on a per bridge basis when needed.
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A.9 Procedure for Conducting Underwater Inspection

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), through the National Bridge Inspection
Standards (NBIS), and through guidance provided in Technical Advisories, specifies
that underwater members shall be inspected to the extent necessary to determing with
certainty that their condition has not compromised the structural safety of the bridge.The
NBIS recognizes seven types of bridge inspections: routing, initial, damage, in-depth,
underwater, special, and fracture critical,

Underwater inspection (UWI) is the evaluation carried out on those bridges where the
submerged portions of the structure have a history of at least four feet of water depth
throughout the year, or, where the elements are submerged in less than four feet of
water, but the evaluation thereof by the method of wading, would be unsafe A summary
of the procedure to perform the UWI is presented below, complying with the NBIS
minimum requirements for the safety and proper inspection of all highway bridges.Also,
the UWI procedure must comply with the safety standards set by the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration's (OSHA), as well as any other local, federal or more
restrictive applicable regulation,

Procedure for Conducting the Underwater Inspection

1. Select the Underwater Inspection Team

Bridge owner must select the UWI team. The UWI team is composed of individuals who meet the
requirements for bridge inspection specified by the NBIS and the minimum requirements of diving
required by OSHA regulations, for commercial diving operations (29 CFR 1910 Subpart T).

Members of the team that participated in the inspection of this bridge are included in Table
I:"Inspection Data” of the “Underwater Bridge Inspection Report”, for Bridge No. 0542, prepared by
Behar Ybarra & Associates, LLP and Bolt Underwater Services,

2. Site Reconnaissance and Data Collection

Through data collection or an on-site reconnaissance, the dive inspection team leader should:

Determine the approxim ate water depth, from the drawings or from field measurements,
Determine the approximate velocity of the water.

Perform a hazard analysis.

Do a pre-dive checklist.

Determine if due to the work of inspection, traffic may be affected.

Obtain all data related to the structure to prepare for an inspection,

Prepare an UW| operation plan,

Review previous reports so that they can help to determine the rate of deterioration of the

previously observed defects.

I Review the previously established measures against scour,

Fm~sarge

3. Determine the Level of Inspection
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Bridge owner and/or UW| team must determine the level of inspection required. Three levels of

inspection have been adopted for UWIs, these are summarized below as:

Level I: Visual, tactile inspection.

Level Il: Detailed inspection with partial cleaning.

Level NI: Highly detailed, inspection with Non-Destructive Testing or Partially Destructive Testing.
A routine UWI normally includes a 100% Level | inspection and a 10% Level Il
inspection. It may also include additional Level Il inspections and Level lll inspections,
as necessary.

For the evaluation of this bridge, Level | inspection were performed on 100% of the
submerged portions of each identified substructure unit. Level 1 cleanings and Level Il
inspection were not required for this bridge.
4. Establish the Inspection Frequency
UWI team shall establish the inspection frequency. UWI shall be done at least every 60 months or
maore frequently if conditions warrant, However, the NBIS has specified certain factors that shall be
considered in establishing the frequency of inspections and normal levels of inspection effort.

The UWI for Bridge No. 0542 was completed on Augustls, 2012, The recommended next UWI
should be done no later than 60 months from this date.

5. Bridge Data
a. Bridge Type
Cast in place concrete bridgewitht spans
b. Location = Refer to Figure 1: “Bridge Location Map”.

6. Identify the SubstructureUnit Located in Water
The inspector must recognize the various types of substructure configurations, likely locations and
types of commonly encountered defects, and understand the causes and mechanisms of
deterioration.The types of structures include pile bents, piers, abutments, caissons, cofferdams and
foundation seals, protection devices and culverts.The ISU'sin water, requiring Level | inspectionand
a 10% of Level Il, are presented below:

a. ISU: Columns 1 and 2 of Bents 2 through &

b. ISU: Channel

7. Select the Underwater Inspection Method and Technique
The UWI team shall select the inspection method. There are currently three methods used to
conduct UWI, these are:
a. Wading - requires only a probing rod and boots to be effective.
b. Scuba Diving - A method that allows a more detailed examination of substructure
conditions at the mudline.
¢. Surface-Supplied Air Diving: A diving mode in which the diver in the water is
supplied from the dive location with compressed air for breathing. This method may
involve the use of sophisticated diving equipment. This inspection method is well
suited when adverse conditions will be encountered,

For this bridge, the Wading and Scuba Diving methods and technigques have been employed.
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8. Perform the Routine Inspection and Determine the Deterioration of Structural Material

A routine inspection is a regularly scheduled inspection consisting of observations and
measurements needed to determine the physical and functional condition of the bridge,
to identify any changes from initial or previously recorded conditions, and to ensure that
the structure continues satisfying the present service requirements. The routine
inspection may indicate that an in-depth inspection is needed in some areas to confirm
the Level | and Level Il findings, or to gain additional data so that the structural
conditions can be evaluated with certainty.

The UWI team shall determine the deleroration of the structural material, primarily
concerned with ratings of the five inventory and appraisal NBI items: Item 60-
Substructure, tem 61-Channel and Channel Prolection, Item 62-Culverts, tem 71-
Waterway Adequacy, and ltem 113-Scour Critical Bridges (see section 10).

Deterioration of structural material depends mainly on the type of material. For concrete,
there are four main types of deterioration: cracking, scaling, spalling, and chemical
attack. Steel foundation elements located in water, can suffer distress in the form of
corrosion. Typical problems found in masonry structures include cracking, scaling, and
deteriorated pointing. The deterioration of structural materials found onBridge No. 0542
includes concrete scaling, and spalling with exposed steel; for detailed deficiencies and
locations refer to Table 3.

9. Underwater Inspection Equipment and Safety Measures

a.

b.

di‘

Vehicular Traffic ~The vehicular traffic was not impacted during the inspection. Traffic Control
Devices and/orMaintenance of Traffic were not needed for UWI of this bridge.

Access —The access to many small bridges can be accomplished from the adjacent shore; for
larger waterways, a boat will be necessary, In this case the bridge was accessed by the
adjacent shore,

Divers Equipment—There are several divers equipment including: exposure suits, commercial
scuba equipment, and communication equipment, among others, For the evaluation of this
bridge, diving equipment was used. For additional equipment employed in the evaluation of
this bridge, refer to Table 1: “Inspection Data”,

Inspection Tools — There are two types of inspection tools; hand tools and power tools.For
this bridge, both types of tools have been used.

Images—Color photographs taken during the UWI are included in the report, refer to Appendix
B

10. Inspect the Scour

LW team must evaluate bridge for scour (Refer to NBIS-Item 113-Scour Critical Bridges). UWI team
shall accomplished two main objectives in inspecting bridge for scour: To accurately record the
present condition of the bridge and the stream and to identify conditions indicative of potential
problems with scour and stream stability, for further review and evaluation by others. For bridges
that are scour critical, bridge owners must prepare a plan of action to monitor known and potential
deficiencies and to address critical findings.
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A basic scour investigation should include sounding and probing the channel bottom adjacent to the
structure, and determining channel cross sections inthe area of the bridge.

For information related to scouring refer to“Underwater Bridge Inspection Report”, for Bridge No.
0542, made by Behar Ybarra & Associates, LLP and Bolt Underwater Services.

11. Critical Findings - Critical findings shall be identified by the UW| team and shall be addressed in
a timely manner. The FHWA shall be periodically notified of the actions taken to resolve or monitor
critical findings.The underwater inspection team found some incidental issues on Bridge No, 0542,
There are:
a.There are struts running between Piles No. 1 & 2, of Bents Mo, 3 through 5 & feet,
approximately, below the waterline,

12. Determine the Condition Rating and Core Element Level Condition Rating

UWI team shall determine the condition rating and the core element level condition rating. The NBI
rating system assigns a numerical rating from “9" to “0" for substructure units; an element based
rating system breaks the substructure units into Commonly Recognized (CoRe) Structural Elements,
and determines the quantity of submerged piles that should be classified in various condition
states.ln general, the condition states range from “1" to “5".

The CoRe Structural Elements are a group of structural elements endorsed by the American
Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) as a means of providing a uniform
basis for data collection for any bridge management system. Each element is also assigned an
environment rating from “1" to “4" representing the aggressiveness of operating practices and the
local environment in which the element is located.

For NBIS ratings refer to Table 2: “NBIS Overall Condition Rating” of the “Underwater Bridge
Inspection Report”, for Bridge No. 0542, made by Behar Ybarra & Associates, LLP and Bolt
Underwater Services.* *

‘Emgeﬁ with fracture critical members and complex bridges shall be inspected according to those
cedures,

@ Procedure for Conducting the Undernwater Inspection shall comply with the NBIS and OSHA
requirements and any other mome restrictive local or federal reguirement. The Underwater Inspection
Report for Bridge No. 0542, done by Behar Ybama& Associates, LLP/Bolt Underwater Services on
July 2013, as well as, previous inspection’s mpors for this bridge, provided by the Puerto Rico
Highway and Transporation Authorty, have been used as reference also,
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A.10 Failure Critical Inspection Procedures

Inspection procedures begin with proper advanced planning. Important planning aspects usually
based on an office review of the structural plans, fracture critical inspection records, and aerial
views of the location, include:

# |dentify all fracture critical members on both the superstructure and substructure including all
primary gusset plate locations,

» Note the particular members in the structure that may require special field attention, such as
built-up tension members composed of few individual pieces.

= Determine equipment necessary to access the fracture critical members, such asa SNOOPER=
truck, ladders, bucket truck, boom lift, boat, etc.

# |dentify all personal protective equipment necessary to inspect the structure such as hard hat,
vest, steel toed boots, flashlight, respirator, or eye protection,

= Many structures designed for urban situations with necessary complex alignment geometries
result in FCMs, Proper inspection of these bridges may require closing a traffic lane or require a
night time inspection due to high average daily traffic. Coordinate safe traffic control in advance
with the local District and Area offices and their Safety Review Team.

# |dentify and make available any necessary special tools and equipment that may be required in
addition to the normal inspection gear,

+ Tools for cleaning:

o Shop-vac to remove loose debris

Brushes = both wire and synthetic
Needle scaler
Chipping hammer
Compressed air

o o 0O O
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*  Non-destructive test equipment
o Penetrant Testing - Used for crack verification and crack tip location,
o Magnetic Particle Testing — Used for crack verification and crack tip location
o Ultrasonic Testing — Used to detect subsurface cracks and evaluate remaining
thickness at locations that have experienced section loss, All pin-and-hanger
connections are evaluated using this method.

The actual field inspection of all FCMs consists of a hands-on visual inspection of all fracture critical
members. The inspector notes any:

# Visual cracks and records the crack length, direction, and location, describing what member the
crack isin and where on the member the crack is located. Marks are made on the member
documenting crack limits and the date crack observations were made, A picture is taken of each
crack and placed in the picture report,

# Corrosion resulting in section loss of the fracture critical member, or resulting in pack rust
between built-up members, At least one picture showing the worst location of this type of
deficiency is placed in the picture report.

* Weld terminations, plug welds, or intersecting welds in a tension area,

* Interrupted back-up bars used for built-up-member fabrication.

# Arc strikes, scars from assem bly cables or chains, or other physical damage.

= Cross-section changes which may cause a sudden increase in the stress pattern,

= Each type of AASHTO defined fatigue detail and all known problematic details that exists on the
member, A picture of each is taken and placed in the picture re port,

After the field inspection has been performed, a report is written to document the inspection plan
and the current condition of the FCMs, This written report is supplemented by a picture report. The
picture report contains an example of each type of fatigue detail, the overall layout of the structure,
a picture of every crack, and the location of moderate to severe section loss. The format of the
report is as follows:

Methods:

= The equipment used to perform hands on inspection of all FOMs, including required safety
equipment,

= Who performed the inspection?

* How long was required to perform the inspection?

« When the inspection was performed (night/day - date),

* Site specific details requiring special attention (fatigue details, problematic details, primary gusset
plates, dangerous conditions).
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# List special equipment necessary to clean and verify cracks and quantify section loss, including
non-destructive evaluation technigues used.
¢ Equipment setup and access points

Traffic Control:

= The agency or contract firm that provided the traffic control,
* Lane closure information,

= Advanced notification time required to obtain ROW access

Structure Description:

* Year Built, Structure Type, Length of Structure

# Structure Orientation,

#» |dentification of each FCM which are then grouped by the appropriate AASHTO fatigue category.
= List of fatigue details and problematic welded detail,

Inspection Summary:
# Describe the general condition of the structure.
* List all cracks, on the structure, in a table showing length, location, and direction,

* List all section loss dimension and locations. This value should be recorded as remaining thickness.

» List all pack rust locations that are causing bowing of the built-up members or causing bolts or
rivet to shear,

Recommendations:
« Repair and/or preventative maintenance recommendations based on the information shown in
the inspection summary.
* ltems to be updated on the MBI as a result of the fracture critical inspection. EEItem 59 -
Superstructure Rating (0-9)

& tem 60 - Substructure Rating (0-9)

* tem 924 - Fracture Critical Inspection Frequency (0-24)

+ ltem 93A - Fracture Critical Inspection Date (Month/Year)

Appendix A includes an example layout of a typical fracture critical inspection report outlining items
that are documented from the inspection.
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Maintenance and Preservation

Although rare, routine FC inspections occasionally reveal defects or delerioration in fracture
critical elements. In those cases, the inspeclors who observe and document the defects
work closely with the engineers in the Bridge Maintenance group, located in DOT Bridge
Division, to develop appropriale repair procedures and delails.

When damage is limited to a few isolated locations, DOT personnel often perform repair
work themselves. There are several Cerlified Bridge Welders on staff in the Bridge
Maintenance group who are capable of performing a variety of routine repairs to sleel
structures. When damage is more substantial or widespread, DOT engineers develop repair
procedures and details for use by a qualified sleal repair contractor,

Repairing damage to fracture critical elements is given a high priority, particularly when
the deterioration appears to be rapidly advancing or when it could potentially lead to
failure of the element and consequently to the bridge itsell. Routine maintenance is also
an important aspect of preserving fracture critical elements. Repairs are typically far
more effective and less expensive when a problem is addressed before it advances o
the point that the load-carrying capacity of the structure is compromised. For example,
cleaning and coating steel that exhibits minor surface corrosion can prevent
deterioration from worsening to the point that more substantial structural repairs are
necessary.
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Appendix B Forms for Field Inspections

Number:

Location

Team

Insp. Date

Previous Insp. Date

Structure and Materials

Number of Spans
Main Span Material
Deck Protection

Structure Length
Structure Width

Material
Deterforation
Drainage
Safety

Slab or Plate

Material
Condition

Corrosion

Type
Paint
Condition
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Steel beams

Type
Condition
Corrosion

Paint

Concrete

Type
Condition
Cracking

Truss

Paint
Corrosion
Members

Comments
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Appendix C Inspection by PRHTA of PB 0960

C.1 April 15, 2014

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET
BRIDGE: c?éﬁ 0

TEAM LEADER: Eng. Arturo Ca ceres Febus

INSP. DATE: 4 /6

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

ormed? Freq Previous Insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE
NBI Type (Yes/ No / NA) (MONTHS) (MONTH/YEAR) (MONTH/YEAR)
ITEM 90 Routine Inspection e %’w GLQ /%/?/Og 4//§~// ?
ITEM93 A FC Inspection Aﬁ - - B
ITEM 93 B Underwater Insp. /L/J s — -\
ITEM93C | Other: /t/ i — —

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item58 | Item59 | Item60 |Iltem6l |Item62 |Item113

Previous Inspection £7L ‘7L g M /(/ D)
Current Inspection 5 LyL 5— /\j ﬂ/ /\/

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA) Review Comments:

- Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
7/ AASHTO Core's & NBI CD consistent
,_Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,
fire damage, etc)
~ Channel Profile/Clearance Table
~ FC & Underwater Members Tables
. Asphalt Overlay Thickness
_ Drawings
~_ Photos
”_Critical Finding
~ Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer: \/l /j/

Safety Eng.: / //
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

[Bridge Key: 009601 Agency ID: 009601 Sufficiency Rating: -2.0 ]
g N/ ==
IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION
State 1; 72 Puerto Rico Struc Num 8: 009601 Frequency 91: 48 months  Inspection Date 90. 471512014 Next Inspection: 04/15/2018
Facility Camed 7 PR18 Location 9° 0.5 KMN INT PR21 &
PR18 FC Frequency 92A. NA FC Inspection Date 83A:  NA Next FC Inspection;  NA
Rte (OnUndern)SA: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix 58: 1 Interstate Hwy || UW Frequency 928: NA UW Inspection Date 938: NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Level of Service 5C: 1 Mainline Rte. Number 5D 00018 SiFrequency 92C:  NA SI Date 93C: NA Next SI: NA
Directional Suffix SE: 1 North % Responsibility : NA
Element Frequency. 48 months ~Element Inspection Date:  01/01/1801 Next Elem. Insp. Due: 01/01/1801
SHD District 2: 8 County Code 3: SAN JUAN L )
Place Code 4: SAN JUAN ZONA Kilometer Post 11: 01.7 km ' 4 A
URBANA CLASSIFICATION
Feature Intersected 8: PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: 2 On Non-Interstate STRA Paraliel Structure 101: Unknown (NBI)
Latitude 18 18d 23 24" Longitude 17: 086d 04' 36* Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103:  Not Applicable (P)
Highway S 104 0 Not on NHS NBIS Length 112: Unka i
Border Bridge Code 98 Unknown (P) Sy b W om )
Toll Facility 20: 3 On tree road Functional Class 26: 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy
Border Bridge Number 99;  Unknown
\ P, Historical Significance 37 Not Applicable (P)
Owner 22: -1 Unknown (P)
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS W 7 PR
Number of Approach Spans 46; -1 Number of Spans Main Unit 45 -1 L Bosadandy “timkaowni. ) )
Main Span Material/Design 43A/B ( B
3 g CONDITION
2 Concrete Cantiaous S4ifes Baann Decks8: 5 Fair Super53: 4 Poor SubBO: 5 Fair
Culvert 62. N N/A (NBI) Channel/Channel Protection 81. N NJA (NBI)
& J
( N\
Dado T bl el LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wearing Surface 108A:  Unknown (NBY) Inventory Rating Method 85; Unknown (NBI) Operating Raling Method 63:Unknown (NEI)
Membrane 1088: Unknown (NBI)
Inventory Rating 68:  MS-8 rating Rating 64 MS-06
Deck Protection 108C: Unknown (NBI) AT, rmpig
=4 Design Load 31. 7 Pedestrian Posting 70: Unknown (NBI)
e N\
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41: Not Applicable (P)
Year Buiit 27 1967 Year Reconstructed 106: Unknown e y,
Type of Service on 42A: 3 Pedestrian-bicyle ( )
APPRAISAL
Type of Service under 428: 1 Highway
Bridge Rail 36A: N N/A or not required Approach Rail 36C N N/A or not required
Lanes on 28A: Unknown Lanes Under 288: 9 Detour Length 18: 0.0 km
Transition 368 N N/A or not required Approach Rail Ends 36D N N/A or not required
ADT 29 178900  Truck ADT 108: 4% Year of ADT 30: 2005
L )| stEvauatoner: N Deck Geometry 68 N Not applicable {NBI)
~ R i
GEOMETRIC DATA L Vertical and Horizontal 69. 4 Tolerable
Length Max Span 48: 2220 m Structure Length 49: 4930 m y Adequacy 71: N Not Approach Alignment 72 Not Applicable
CurtySdwik Wdth L 50A. CurtvSidewalk Width R 508 L Scour Critical 113 Not Applicable (P)
Width Curb to Cub 51 210m Width Out to Out 52 e
Approach Roadway Width 32 44.30 m Median 33:  Unknown (NBI) PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
(wi shoulders)
5 5 Bridge Cost 94: $0 Type of Work 75; 35 Rehabilitate-gen
Skew34:  -1.00° Structure Flared 35 Unknown (NB!) Roadway Cost 95: S0 Length of Improvment 76: 00,00 m
, g Total Cost 96 $a2,115 Future ADT 114: 216,469
M Over Bridge 53:
niivan): ortical Cesrance O Bridge Year of Cost Estimate 97: 2014 Year of Future ADT 115: 2020
Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference 54A H Hwy beneath struct >
8 R
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548 0484m NAV'GATION DATA
Minimum Lateral Underclearance Reference R 55A: H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38 Unknown (NBI)
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R 55 0330m Vertical Clearance 39; Horizontal Clearance 40:
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance L 56: 02680 m Pier Protection 111: Not Applicable (P) Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance 116 J
8 I\

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
BRIDGE NOTES

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric

Agency ID:

009601

Wed 4/23/2014 14:25:04
Page 1 of 2

148



YourState Department of Transportation Bureau of Bridges and Structures

Bridge Maintenance

Bridge Inspection Report

PAST INSPECTION

Inspection Date:  04/15/2014 Type: 1 Regular NBI
Inspector: -1 Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Poi
Scope:
NBI: Z Other: E] Element: D
Underwater: _ Fracture Critical: [_\

INSPECTION NOTES

(THE WEARING SURFACE SHOWS POOR FINISHING, LIGHT SCALINGS AND FINE TO MEDIUM TRANSVERSE CRACKS. |
INADEQUATE RAMPS FOR HANDICAPS. HOLES AND MUCH VEGETATION ALONG THE WEARING SURFACE AND
RAILINGS. RAMPS RAILINGS WITH BROKEN SECTIONS FROM SUPPORTS AND MOVEMENT. LARGE SPALLINGS
WITH EXPOSED REINFORCED STEEL DUE TO TRAFFIC IMPACT AT BEAMS OF SECOND SPAN OVER ROUTE
TOWARDS CAGUAS AND OVER REVERSIBLE LANE. MEDIUM HORIZONTAL CRACK AT PIER CAP (EAST SIDE).

N
INSPECTOR WORK CANDIDATES

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric

Agency ID: 009601 N e 20t 2
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

Team Leader: Arturo Caceres

Bridge Inspector: Micky Santiago

Bridge Evaluator: Arturo Caceres

Assistants: John Davila

Driver: Juan C. Otero

Inspection date: Abril-15-2014

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 0.5  Hours

Equipment: X BusorVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera _ Boat
Other:

Bridge Number: 0960

Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: _  Km. _
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: PR-18 Km. 1.7
Ident. Plaque: No Num. _

36. Traffic Safety Features:

Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired

Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
41. Posting:  Condition: A-Open  Sign Type: _ Posting Load: _
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Inspection by: M/I:iéé_g;iiago / F / /§£

y
Bridge Inspector Bridge Evaluator

Revised and Approved by: Arturo Caceres

BR-0960
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

58. DECK

58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Concrete Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 0to 10 % Drainage: Adequate Ponding: No Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Concrete Condition: 6

Cracking: Fine (0.0 to 0.5 mm)
Spalling: Top: Small  Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: Light Bottom: No

Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: Yes Corrosion: Moderate
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.
| cona. | Height

Mataal Rating t::“;’ Joints | Drainage | Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
58.4 Curb N/A - - - = s a - o = e
g?&‘sewalks N/A i B B B B B B - - B
g.;i?ing Steel 4 - Good Poor - - No -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints: Condition: N/A
Type: Expansion Functioning: No Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: Other Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Superficie con desprendimientos del resanado, leve “scaling”, grietas finas y medianas transversales. Rampas
de acceso mas bajas que la superficie del puente, escalon no es apropiado para uso de impedidos. Huecos en la
superfice sobre area de pilastras y mucha vegetacion sobre la estructura y “railings”.

58.8- "Railing” en area de las rampas con secciones partidas de sus bases e inclinadas hacia el interior de la rampa,

mucha vegetacion sobre el “railing”.

BR-0960

(8]
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Fixed/Mov. Out of Plumb: No Paint: None
Condition: 6
59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: 6 Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
59.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Corrosion: None Paint: None
59.4 Concrete: T-beams Type: Cont.
Condition: 4 Cracking: Medium (0.5 to 1.0 mm) Spalling: Large Scaling: None
59.5 Truss: N/A Paint: None Corrosion: None Members: N/A

59.6 Drainage: Type:

59.7 Hinges: Condition: N
59.8 Deflection: Normal
59.9 Vibrations: Minimal
60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:

Condition: N Functioning: No

Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

Cond. |
Material | Rating | Cracking ‘ Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion Undermining
z; 60.1.1 | Wingwalls NA | N & | = = || = = .. s £
€ ‘Breast- [ [ )
g 60.1.2 Backwall Concrete| 5 M ‘ Smal L - Fair tio No No
2 | 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N - | = o = e = o
< [60.1.4 | Piles N/A N - | - - - - -
60.2.1 | Caps Concrete| 5 F | Small L - - | No No No
& 2
; [
S g 60.2.2 | Bracing N/A . N - } = - S e - -
g m | 60.23 | Columns Concrete| 6 F | Small L = - | No No No
2 T T
5 o | 60.2.4 | Footing N/A N - | - - - - | - -
60.2.5 Piles NA | N - | - - - - B = et
- 60.3.1 | Caps NA | N - | = e = - = - —
B 2 P i | T o= 1 7} e
¢ § | 60.3.2 | Bracing N/A N - |- - - - - = -
ol it it
&7 | 60.3.3 | Piles N/A N = . . = w . 2 =
a 60.41 | Caps NA | N - - - - - - - 5
2 § | 042 | Bracing N/A N | - = = “ = - =
60.4.3 | Piles NA | N = E & s - | “ = a
Comments:

59.4- Vigas sobre ruta @ Caguas y carril reversible impactadas, “spallings” grandes y mucho acero expuesto en vigas

“span” #2 (sobre carril reversible), otros “spallings”en vigas sobre carriles @ Caguas, fuertes impactos, “spallings” y

acero expuesto.

60.2- Grieta mediana horizontal en “cap” de pilastra lado este.

BR-0960
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: N/A

61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning

61.3 Protective Device N/A N -

61.4 Fender System N/A N -

61.5 Rip Rap N/A N =

61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N -

61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A Detrimental: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A  if yes explain:
61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:
61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:
62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL
Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Settlement | Alignment | Scour

62.1 Barrel N/A N - - - - - = - =
62.2 Head Walls N/A N o - - = s =
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N = s i = =
62.4 Retaining wall N/A N - - - = s »
Comments:

BR-0960 4
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A

72. APPROACH ROADWAY

72.1 Alignment: 6

72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other
Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No

Excessive deformation: No
Safety: Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate: No
Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No
Embankment: Condition: N Functioning: Yes Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No

72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A
Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: Abril-15-2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Concrete Cast-in-Place
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Concrete
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS
Signs:  Type: Route Orientation Material: Alum. Condition: 6
Type: N/A

BR-0960
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

RATING ITEM 58 TO 60:

: Not applicable

: Excellent Condition

: Very Good Condition: no problem noted.
: Good Condition: some minor problems.

N

9

8

7

6: Satisfactory Condition: structural element show some minor deterioration.

5: Fair Condition: all primary structural elements are sound but may have minor section loss, cracking, spalling, or scour.

4: Poor condition: advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling, or scour.

3: Serious condition: loss of section, deterioration, spalling, or scour have seriously affected primary structural components. Local
failures are possible. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present.

2: Critical condition: advanced deterioration of primary structural elements. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may
be present or scour may have removed substructure support. Unless closely monitored it may be necessary to close the bridge
until corrective action is taken.

1: "Imminent” failure condition: major deterioration or section loss present in critical structural components or obvious vertical or
horizontal movement affecting structure stability. Bridge is closed

0: Failed condition: out of service: beyond corrective action.

RATING ITEM 61:

N: Not applicable. Use when bridge is not over a waterway (channel)

9: There are no noticeable noteworthy deficiencies which affect the condition of the channel

8: Banks are protected or well vegetated. River control devices such as spur dikes and embankment protection are not required or
are in a stable condition.

7: Bank protection is in need of minor repairs. River control devices and embankment protection have a little minor damage. Banks
and/or channel have minor amounts of drift.

6: Bank is beginning to slump. River control devices and embankment protection have widespread minor damage. There is minor
stream bed movement evident. Debris is restricting the channel slightly.

5: Bank protection is being eroded. River control devices and/or embankment have major damage. Trees and brush restrict the
channel.

4: Bank and embankment protection is severely undermined. River control devices have severe damage. Large deposits of debris
are in the channel.

3: Bank protection has failed. River control devices have been destroyed. Stream bed aggradations, degradation, or lateral
movement has changed the channel to now threaten the bridge and/or approach roadway.

2: The channel has changed to the extent the bridge is near a state of collapse.

1: Bridge closed because of channel failure. Corrective action may put back in light service.

0: Bridge closed because of channel failure. Replacement necessary.

BR-0960 6
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

RATING ITEM 62:
N: Not applicable. Use if structure is not a culvert.
9: No deficiencies.
8: No noticeable or noteworthy deficiencies which affect the condition of the culvert. Insignificant scrape marks caused by drift.
7: Shrinkage cracks, light scaling, and insignificant spalling which does not expose reinforcing steel. Insignificant damage caused by
drift with no misalignment and not requiring corrective action. Some minor scouring has occurred near curtain walls, wingwalls, or
pipes. Metal culverts have a smooth symmetrical curvature with superficial corrosion and no pitting.
6: Deterioration or initial disintegration, minor chloride contamination, cracking with some leaching, or spalls on concrete or masonry
walls and slabs. Local minor scouring at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have a smooth curvature, non-symmetrical
shape, significant corrosion, or moderate pitting.
5: Moderate to major deterioration or disintegration, extensive cracking and leaching, or spalls on concrete or masonry walls and
slabs. Minor settlement or misalignment. Noticeable scouring or erosion at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have
significant distortion and deflection in one section, significant corrosion, or deep pitting.
4: Large spalls, heavy scaling, wide cracks, considerable efflorescence, or opened construction joint permitting loss of backfill.
Considerable settlement or misalignment. Considerable scouring or erosion at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have
significant distortion and deflection throughout, extensive corrosion or deep pitting.
3: Any condition described in Code 4 but which is excessive in scope. Severe movement or differential settlement of the segments,
or loss of fill. Holes may exist in walls or slabs. Integral wingwalls nearly severed from culvert. Severe scour or erosion at curtain
walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have extreme distortion and deflection in one section, extensive corrosion, or deep pitting
with scattered perforations.
2: Integral wingwalls collapsed severe settlement of roadway due to loss of fill. Section of culvert may have failed and can no longer
support embankment. Complete undermining at curtain walls and pipes. Corrective action required to maintain traffic. Metal culverts
have extreme distortion and deflection throughout with extensive perforations due to corrosion.
1: Bridge closed. Corrective action may put back in light service.
0: Bridge closed. Replacement necessary.

BR-0960 7
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

RATING ITEM 113:
N: Bridge not over waterway.
U: Bridge with "unknown" foundation that has not been evaluated for scour. Until risk can be determined, a plan of action should be
developed and implemented to reduce the risk to users from a bridge failure during and immediately after a flood event (see HEC
23).
T: Bridge over "tidal" waters that has not been evaluated for scour, but considered low risk. Bridge will be monitored with regular
inspection cycle and with appropriate underwater inspections until an evaluation is performed ("Unknown" foundations in "tidal"
waters should be coded U.)
9: Bridge foundations (including piles) on dry land well above flood water elevations.
8: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions. Scour is determined to be above top of
footing. (Example A) by assessment i.e., bridge foundation are on rock formations that have been determined to resist scour within
the service life of the bridge), by calculation or by installation of properly designed countermeasures (see HEC 23).
7: Countermeasures have been installed to mitigate an existing problem with scour and to reduce the risk of bridge failure during a
flood event. Instructions contained in a plan of action have been implemented to reduce the risk to users from a bridge failure during
or immediately after a food event.
6: Scour calculation/evaluation has not been made. (Use only to describe case where bridge has not yet been evaluated for scour
potential.)
5: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions. Scour is determined to be within the
limits of footing or piles (Exam. B) By assessment i.e., bridge foundations are on rock formations that have been determined to
resist scour within the service life of the bridge), by calculations or by installation of properly designed countermeasures (see HEC
23).
4: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions; field review indicates action is required
to protect exposed foundation (see HEC 23).
3: Bridge is scour critical; bridge foundations determined to be unstable for assessed or calculated scour conditions: Scour within
limits of footing or piles. (Example B) or Scour below spread-footing base or piles tips. (Example C)
2: Bridge is scour critical; field review indicates that extensive scour has occurred at bridge foundations, which are determined to be
unstable by: (a comparison of calculated scour and observed scour during the bridge inspection) or (an engineering evaluation of
the observed scour condition reported by the bridge inspector in Item 60)
1: Bridge is scour critical; field review indicates that failure of piers/abutments is imminent. Bridge is closed to traffic. Failure is
imminent based on: (a comparison of calculated scour and observed scour during the bridge inspection) or (an engineering
evaluation of the observed scour condition reported by the bridge inspector in Item 60).
0: Bridge is scour critical. Bridge has failed and is closed to traffic.

BR-0960 8
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

Core Elements
E Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti
E'l::' Elements Description n QE;E::; ty Units Conditi:yn COnditi:yn Condili:)yn Conditi:yn Conditi:yn Tgt:;::i:;e
v State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
Non Core Elements
Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti
E'I::' Elements Description Qi;ar:teity Units Conditi:)yn Conditi::yn Conditiz\ Conditi:)yn Conditi:yn Tgt:alriti::;e
State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
Smart Flags
Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti
E:f:' Elements Description Qi::;ty Units Conditi(t)yn Conditign Conditi;yn Condili:)yn Conditign T;ﬁ;fi:ze
State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
BR-0960 9
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C.2 August 12, 2002

Y
ourState Department of Transportation

Bureau of Bridges and Structures

Bridge Maintenance
H 3
meece Bridge Inspection Report
Bridge Key:
Y. 00960 :
C 1 Agency ID: 009601 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0
IDENTIFICATION \Y4 N\
State 1, 72 Puerto Rico st INSPECTION
Fachty Camed T+ g B & 000001 Frequency 91: 24 months  Inspeciion Date 90: 1272002 Next Inspection 08/12/2004
¢ MR Locaton®: 0.5 KM NINT PR214&
PR18 FCFrequency 92A: NA FC Inspection Date 93A;  NA Next FC Inspection:  NA
Rte {OnUnden)5A: One Route Ur .
. Sigring Proftx 58: 2U.5. Numbered || uw Frequency 828, NA UW Inspection Date 938: NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Level of Service 5C. 1 Mainiine Rie. N ;
e S e ShomEo i SIFrequency 92C:  NA St Date 83C: N Next S NA
SE: 1 Nortn % Responsibilty: N
iohnuz SAN JUAN County Code 3: o equency: 24 months  Element Inspection Date:  08/12/2002 Next Elem. Insp. Due: 08/12/2004
Com 700 Kiometer Post 11: . 312 4gr ) N
F CLASSIFICATION
sature intersected 8:  PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Delense Highway 100: 2 Overfunder STRAHNET Parallel Structure 101; N || bridge exists
Lathude 16: 18d 23 24* Longitude 17 0884 04' 36" Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103:  Unknown (NBI)
Border Bridge Code 98:  Unknown (P) Highway System 104: 0 Noton NHS NBIS Length 112: Long Enough
Border Bridge Number 90:  NA Toll Facility 20: 30n free mad Functional Class 26: 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy
i
7 e, Historical Significance 37: 5 Not eligible for NRHP
3 STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS Owner 22: 0101 State Highway Agency
Number of Approach Spans 48: 0 Number of Spans Main Unit 45: 2 Custodian 21: 0101 State Highway Agency )
Main Span Material/Design 43A/8; — N\
2 Concrete Continuous o CONDITION
Deck 58: 6 Satisfactory Super59: 5 Fair Sub60: 6 Satisfactory
Culvert 62: N N/A (NBI) Channel/Channel Protection 81: N N/A (NBI)
N i
Deck Type 107: 1 Concrete-Cast-in-Placa ( h
i g LOAD RATING AND POSTING
earing Surface 108A: 1 Monolithic Concrete
| R: Method 85: 2AS Allowable Stress R Method 63:2 AS Allowable Stress
1088: it nventory Rating e Operating Rating
Deck Protection 108C: s Inventory Rating 88 MS44.4 Operating Rating 64: MS44.4
% <|  oestntossst: 7 Pedestrian Posting 70: 5 AUAbove Legal Loads
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41: A Open, no restriction
Year Buit 27: 1067 ‘Year Reconstructed 106: Unknown o )
Typeof Serviceon42A: 3 Pedestrian-bicyle ( R
Type of Service under 428: 1 Highway APPRAISAL
Lanes 01 28A: Unknown Lanes Under 288: 9 Detour Length 16 00 km :mw”f‘ "m"""'"""f"’ Apprach Rad 36C: N N/A or not required
ADT 29: 178900  TruckADT 108: 4% Year of ADT30: 2000 NN % MWAeroltecied Approach Rail Ends 36D: N N/A or ot required
L J|  stEvalstion87.  Unknown (NBI) Deck Geometry 88 Unknown (NBI)
( GEOMETRIC DATA )| Urdercearance, Verical an Hotzoral68: Uk (NB1)
Length Max Span 48: 220m Structure Length 49: 4930 m Waterway Adequacy 71: N Not applicable Approach Alignment 72: 6 Equal Min Criteda
CurtvSdwik Wdth L 50A:  0.00m CurtvSidewalk Width R 508: 0.00m L Soous Crttical 113: N Not Over Walerwsy
Width Curb to Curb 51 2.10m Width Out to Out 52: 230m > )
Approach Rosdway WIOth 32:  44.30m Median 33: 0 No median PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS )
shouders) ;
:d:Am: Bridge Cost 84: $0 Type of Work 75; 35 Rehabilitate-gen.
Skew3:  000° Structure Flared 35: 0No flare Roadway Cou 95; $0 Length of Improvment 76:  49.30 m
- 53 0wm Tolsl okt 067 $ 12,000 Future ADT 114: 216,460
Minimum Vertical Clearanca Over Bridge 53: & Year of Cost Estimate 67: 2000 Yearof Futurs ADT 115: 2020
Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference S4A: H Hwy beneath struct g
)
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548: 0444 m NAVIGATION DATA =
Minimum Lateral Underciearance Reference R S5A: H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38; N NA-no waterway
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R 55: 0330m Vertical Clearance 39: 0.00m Horizontal Clearance 40: 0.00m
\Mmmun Lateral Undrclearance L 58: 0260m L Pier Protection 111: Unknown (N8I) Lift Bridge Vertical ¢ 118
J
ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
Sir Unit [EImVEny| Description Units Total Qty | % in 1 [Qty. St 1] % in 2 [Qty. St. 2] % in 3 [Qty. S1,3)
2 h23  |Bare Concrete Deck sqm| 153 0% 9 100% 1539 0% d
2 N10/3  |[R/Conc Open Girder m. 89 91 % o 9% q ox|
2 p10/3  |RfConc Pier Wall m. 18 100 % 19 0% q 0%{ q
2 Pp3as |RConcCap m 2§ 100 % 24 0% q oaq d
2 ps&n  |Deck Cracking SmFlag ea. 1 100% 1 0% q oy o
INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric .
Agency ID: 009601 Mon 107772002 11:16:15
Page 1 of 3
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

Sir Ut PeryEny Description

Element Notes

7573 \Concrete Deck - Bare

21073 [Reinforced Conc Pier Wall

F343  [Reinforced Conc Cap

I 3583 |Deck Cracking

2

2 Mo [Renforced Conc Open Girder/Beat
L

2

2

2

BRIDGE NOTES

(CULVERT

\.

PAST INSPECTION
Inspection Date:  08/12/2002
Inspector: Pontis
Scope:

NBI: ™ Other:

Type: 1 Regular NBI

Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Poi

O Element:

Underwater: [_] Fracture Critical: [

INSPECTION NOTES

(PONTIS inspection comments -
Structure 009601 -

Date 2002-08-12 -

Previous comments > <none >

L.
PAST INSPECTION
Inspection Date: 02/01/2000

Type: 1 Regular NBI
Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Pol

O Element [

Underwater: [ Fracture Critical: [

Inspector: 1
Scope:
NBI: Other:
INSPECTION NOTES
s
L

TOR WORK CANDIDATES

lemﬂz_lnspect_Report__MeMc

Agency ID: 009601

Mon 10/7/2002 11:16:15
Page 2of 3

————
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C.3 February 9, 2000

L”m= HERIBERTO GONZALEZ PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 1 OF 7
ISTANTS: LUIS QUINONEZ BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE EQUIPMENT
: ALFREDO ERAZO BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X LADDERS
: RAMON RODRIGUEZ BOAT CAMERA X
: JAIME RIVAS BRIDGE No.: 00960 FEDERAL SYSTEM UNDERWATER SNOOPER #
2 SNOOPER OPERATOR
lxm.no“ o ROAD No.: PR 18 KM. No. : 0001.700 PLAQUE ID
YES NO  No.
FILM No.
mmamss=ssa=sIDENTIFICATION=sssun=s=ua=
1- STATE : ......
2- HlmAYmmDISTRICL‘ ....... ©....... Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 721
o T - A DR A
B o e s e SR R e . SAN JUAN 127
o e ........................... SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE 76770
6- FEATURES INTERSECTED : ..... IEERRREE s ve.. 2-1-1-00001-0 221100001
I bl ... PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
i i s R R PR P —— P.R. - 18 PR 18
e S A S R e R S e e v T @ ...... BRIDGE 960 1 OF 1 009601
B s i mmmmﬂm .......... Veeiii.... 0.5 KM N INT PR21 & PRIS 0.5 KM N INT PR21 & PR18
AR o CLEARANCE : .... . 4.4a MT (14* - 7") 0444
BEoaRTE N SR R — e s 70 0001700
12- BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK 1 ....cv-oenes R 1
13- LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, SUBROUTE NUMBER & .....oocvceces 000000001800
16- LATITUDE : .. oneusssssesseseseeeesss 18 DEGREES 23.4 MINUTES 18232400
17- LONGITUDE : AR e 66 DEGREES 04.6 MINUTES 066043600
19- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST KILOMETER) : ...ccc-evv-ec: ev....... STRUCTURE OVER HIGHWAY 000
wma=msam=snsCLASSIFICATIONssnmns=as=ss
20- TOLL 2 cucoevnenen it e s SRR G R e e S AR ... ON FREE ROAD 3
21- MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY f .coce-cerrorrcccsts D.T.P.W. o1
22- OWNER : s D.T.P.H. ; o1
26- FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTORY ROUTE ¢ .vsenseeesesesess INTERSTATE 12
27- YEAR BUILT £ -covcvcer -
2BAIAN'ESONANDUNDERSTRUM i 0609
29- A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE : -----= . : TR 500
30- YEAR OF A.D.T. © -eensenssrrsrerstnsssits o O e L] 1998
31- DESIGN LOAD : -seecccrcctt? PEDESTRIAN 2
32- APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH : . . (145.30 FT) VL
33- BRIDGE MEDIAN i ..cccoecr i
14- SKEW ANGLE & ae-crescrsstttntotr sieeeiniae 5a
35- mucruRZFLARED: Saeiaeein 4 88 S SRR i
36- TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES @ -covvvrr’®? ceeererese iR e w.sses N-N-N-N e
37- mmg]cu.smm?rcmcsz s TR e S A S S SRR i SR e 1D s
38- NAVIGATION CONTROL i «-c--®" G e e i N 5
39- NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE @ -+revntvet e HIR N
40- NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE : »cvovsrssrssst s . . N/A 0000
41- STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF. : .. # ; e COE 00000
52- mzopsEﬂVICE: e gieisie A
43- STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN @ .. 31
44- STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. t -cet* 204
45- NUMBER OF SPAN £ W DRI 5 03 SRR ey = S —— 000
46- NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN ! e aeeesseseeserassiasesesiisiiesesssaiatiiaaeiiiasia..... NONE 002
0000
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AL SYSTEM
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 2 OF 7
A& wo.. 00360 BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT
47- INV. ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ. CLEARANCE /z'go““’L "'"zé:dk
i S S i ~20.84 MT (68.36 FT) Wiz
=9 mm“"mm iy RS 2.15 MT (72.65 FT)
50- CURB OR SIDEWALK Hl.D';'!.-I; ...... e iy e PRRES e
R O TR . N/A 000000
S —— et
S1- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB t................ STR"mREDATA 2.10 MT (6.59 FT) 0021
52 DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT : ..........eeveennnnnnnnnoninnns SRR ....2:31 MT (7.58 FT) Dras
S3- MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY : ........ iR R s UNDIMETED e
54~ MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE : ........ T T, cove 4,44 MT (140 - 7Y) Hoasd
55- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON RIGHT : ...... T teieies. 3.25 MT (10.8 FT) HO33
56- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT : ...... I — ... 2.55 MT (8.36 FT) 026
CONDITIC
58- DECK: FAIR QONDITION RATING: 6 DECK COMMENTS:
S8.1 WEARING SURFACE: MATERIAL: CONCRETE CONDITION : 5 DECK SURFACE HAS PLASTER DETACHMENT, SC
THICKNESS : ALING AND FINE TO
DETERIORATION: X YES NO DRAINAGE: X ADEQUATE INADEQUATE MEDIUM TRANSVERSAL CRACKS. THERE ARE 4
PONDING: YES X NO SAFETY: X YES NO PERFORATIONS (20 CMS. DIAM.),TWO
58.2 SLAB OR PLATE: MATERIAL: CONCRETE CONDITION 6 OVER EACH NEW PIER THAT NEED TO BE SEA
X CRACKING: X FINE MEDIUM  OPEN LED TO PREVENT AN ACCIDENT. HANDICAP
TORBOTTOM. ¢ . RAMP LOWER THAN DECK SURFACE MAKING IM
SPALLING: X |s <1 in. DEEP x 6 in. & L > 1 in. x 6 in. & | POSSIBLE ACCESS ON WHEELCHAIR. NORTH-
| EAST RAMP DISPLACED 10 CMS., ALSO RAIL

SCALING : X

|L to % in., Mx in. - ¥ in., K% in. - 1 dn., S > 1

L — ING INCLINED TOWARD DECK.
XEFFLORESCENCE  EXUDATION RUST STAINS CORROSION: LIGHT MODERATE  SEVERE
58.3 MOVEMENT: DECK TO BACKWALL cm. DECK TO APPROACH SLAB cm.
| e T T T T 1
|ts8.4) | (se.s) | (se.e) | (s8.7) | (s58.8) |
|CURBS | MEDIAN | SIDEWALKS | PARAPETS | RAILING |
— t t t i
MATERTAL | | | | | G/STEEL |
CONDITION RATING -------- li=== #5s |g5es v [Femuspaszs [poasivamens e |
HEIGHT LOSS (cm) | | | | | |
e B e [reem: mes]
DRAINAGE I | | | | ok |
ALIGNMENT -- gl e Jre=e= #RaE [os= s |----P0---|
CORROSION (L-M-S) | | | | | I
PAINT:G-GOOD, F-FAIR, --= |=== =el=-== ==c|-eems cocoefonon conon e
P-POOR, N-NONE | | | | | |
U-USELESS TO PAINT | | | | | |
SAFETY -----=-==-=--===" [z wgfees @sfgeas wees s e |---NO ---|
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | |
SPALLING (S-L) ------==" R (o e Bt
SCALING  (L-M-H-8) | I I I I |
L L 1 1 1 J
8.9 LIGHTING STANDARDS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  No
58.10 UTILITIES: TYPE: SIZE: SAFETY:
9.11 JOINTS:  EXPANSION  CONSTRUCTION CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES  NO
LEAKING: YES  NO CRACKING: FINE  MEDIUM  OPEN  SPALLING: SMALL  LARGE
MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES  mo

58.12 DRAINS AND SCUPPERS:
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7
o reTn PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 3 OF

p BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
OGE No.: 00960 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT
53- SUPERSTRUCTURE: FAIR CONDITION RATING: 5 SUPERSTRUCTURE COMMENTS:
$9.1 BEARING DEVICES: TYPE: 3 FIXED MOVABLE OUT OF PLUMB BEAMS TOWARD CAGUAS LANES WITH BIG DET
PAINT: GooD FAIR POOR NONE USELESS TO PAINT AGHMENTS OF CONCRETE DUE TO TRUCK IMPA
CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  NO (=

5§9.2 BRIDGE SEATS, PEDESTAL,GROUT PADS,ABUTMENTS OR PIER SEATS WHERE BEAMS BEAR
DIRECTLY ON CONCRETE

CONDITION: 6 CRACKING: X F M o SPALLING: X § L
SCALING: L M H s CRUSHING:

59.3 STEEL-BEAMS: TYPE: DIMENSIONS (height ;width;thickness) :
CONDITION: CORROSION: L M S PAINT: G F P N U

9.4 CONCRETE-BOX BEAMS, I-BEAMS, SLAB, T-BEAM, TYPE: T-BEAM
CONDITION: 5 CRACKING: X F M (o] SPALLING: S XL
SCALING: L M H §

§9.5 TRUSSES: TYPE: CONDITION: CORROSION: L M S
DAMAGE: DEFORMATION: PAINT: G F P N U

A-TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=PORTALS D=FLOOR BEAMS E*=STRINGERS
FUNCTIONING: YES NO

59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPE: CONDITION:

59.7 HINGES: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES NO MOVEMENT: YES NO
ALIGNMENT: GOOD BAD PAINT: G P B N U

59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NORMAL EXCESSIVE cms.

55.9 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL MODERATE EXCESSIVE

60- SUBSTRUCTURE: SATISFACTORY RATING: 6
| —ABUTMENTS—— | PIERS OR NON PILES BENTS—> | < PILES BENTS—>|
b T T 1
| cm— T L] L) T T T T T
60.1.1 ; 60.1.2 | 60.1.3 | 60.1.4 | 60.2.1 | 60.2.2 |60.2.3 | 60.2.4 | 60.2.5 | 60.4.1 | 60.4.2 | 60.4.3 |
:wmc';u;!.blanmst &|FOOTING | PILES | caps |BRACING |coLUMNS |FOOTINGS| PILES | caps |BRACING | PILES |
| | | | | | | |
| | BACKWALL | | ! . : : : . : : U
l—————'——— } : T T T T T T 1
| | i | | CoNCRETE | | CONCRETE| | | | | |
e s ! Rl [ sm [--es == R J--ee ===l
..... R L
CONDITION RATING |---- !
CRACKING (F-M-0) | I I I J - | : : : S : == : == ---:---- -'-:
g (Ol « [ wnslfm il S ol B b : e | ' . | :
soaLtw (L% ' l : :L: e e Ll e |
CORROSION (L-M-8)[---- “‘:"" "':"" "_I i o | | | I |
PAINT (c-r-v—n-m: fie i T P R B R f--- - fore e s
e s | | l I | w | | v | [ [ [ !
EROSTON it o e s PR B R i [ - [--- - - -l
UNDERMINING ---= |-== ; s | ' L 1 L I 1 L )

60- SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :

EAST PIER CAP HAS MEDIUM HORIZONTAL CRACK.
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

.1 00960
Ro.1 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

1- CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION : N/A RATING : N
61.1 CHANNEL SCOUR (EXTENT) :
61.2 EMBANKMENT EROSION (EXTENT) :

] T 1
| CONDITION|FUNCTIONING |

T

|
TYPE | MATERIAL| RATING jp—eeyeroi
| | | | Yes | no |
— : e
61.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE | | | | | |
61.4 FENDER SYSTEM ---- | | [ T (RN e |
61.5 RIP RAP | | | | | |
61.6 SPUR DIKES,JETTIES | | [EETROR e [—
| SESSESR 1 1 1 1 )

61.7 OBSTRUCTION (DEBRIS, GROWTHS):

61.8 CHANNEL CHANGE: YES NO
DETRIMENTAL: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.9 ADEQUATE WATERWAY: YES NO IF NO, EXPLAIN

61.10 SURROUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

EROSION: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.11 LOCATION OF PIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMENTAL: YES NO
IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AFFECT STRUCTURE:

62- CULVERT AND RETAINING WALLS :N/A RATING :N

T T T T L}
| 62.1BARREL| 62 . 2HEADWALL | 62 . 3CUT-OFFWALL| 62 . 4eRETAINING WALL|

Il 1 Il

r
MATERIAL |

} t

| |

| |

FUNCTIONING (¥-N) | | |
CRACKING (F-M-0) |----- ---- Jomeeen sonee |
| |

|

SPALLING (S-L) |
SCALING (L-M-H-8) |----- --- N e R aee mmmeeme|smcccace commaaan |
CORROSION (L-M-8) | | |
SETTLEMENT (Y-N) |----- ---- [----en eemee]eccccan cocccen]encnnce.. EEEEERE |
ALIGNMENT(Y-N) | | [

PAINT(G-F-P-N-U) [--=-- -=-- I-
L 1

63- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE OPERATING RATING ..

€4- OPERATING RATING f <cveccsersessnsesnnssss. PEDESTRIAN
65- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE INVENTORY RATING ..
66- INVENTORY RATING : ecoseenssonvsescessss... PEDESTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMENTS:

CULVERT COMMENTS :

PAGE 4 OF 7
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FSTEM
£
y PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 5 OF 7
L - BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

| BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT
. STRUCTURAL EVALUATION .

SN RERSE RN S e v b e e nstave . sresesss e et Cesear s . . R T S SRR A SO B o 5
WEARING SURFACE HAS
DET;
50" TWE: DENN. i Sei T:EHPENT OF CONCRETE PLASTER. THERE ARE 4 PERFORATION
el 5 Hitie T NEED TO BE SEALED. ACCESS RAMP LOWER THAN DECK
RAM| BROKEN FROM BASE AND INCLINED TOWARD DECK.
66- DECK GEOMETRY : ............ ﬂ

N/A.

69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL : ...

MEETS MINIMUM TOLERABLE LIMITS TO BE LEFT IN PLACE AS IS. /4

70- BRIDGE POSTING : .....

71- WATERWAY ADEQUACY : .......covvvvens
N/A.
REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS. SLIGHT - 11 TO 100 YEARS. OCASSIONAL - 3 TO 10 YEARS. FREQUENT - LESS THAN 3 YEARS.
INSIGNIFICANT - MINOR INCONVENIENCE. HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS. SIGNIFICANT - TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TO SEVERAL DAYS

SEVERE - LONG TERM DELAYS TO TRAFFIC WITH RESULTING HARDSHIP

72- APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGNMENT

N/A.
72.2 SLAB OR PAVEMENT CONDITION : 6 MATERIAL : RAMPS
CRACKING: F N O SPALLING: L 5§  SCALING: L MXHK S UNNEVEN: YES NO ROUGH: YES  NO
SETTLEMENT: YES  NO  MOVEMENT: RPPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YES NO  BREAKING UP: EXCESSIVE DEFORMATION:
SAFETY: HAZARDOUS  YES ~ NO  DRAINAGE: INADEQUATE:  YES  NO  PONDING: YES  NO

. PAVEMENT-APPROACH SLAB: YES NO  EMBANKMENT: CONDITION:
MOVEMENT CTIONING: YES  NO  EROSION: YES ~ NO  IF YES, EXPLAIN

CONSTRUCTION: FLIMSY: YES NO
INTEGRITY IMPAIRED: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YES NO
72.4 JOINTS: TYPE: INADEQUATE:  YES  NO  SATISFACTORY ALIGNMENT:  YES  NO
22.5 GUARDRAIL: TYPE: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
ALIGNMENT: HORIZONTAL: GOOD BAD VERTICAL: GOOD BAD JOINTS: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
YES NO PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS: YES NO

SAFETY: SECURELY ATTACHED:

72- APPROACH ROADWAY - COMMENTS:
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_mgop WORK T erenccinninnnns
. LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT : ,,,

94-
95-

98-
99~

100- STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : ....
101- PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : ....-- .
102- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC : ..vev-cer-
103- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : .
104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE :
105- FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS : «ovonvencevcs
106- YEAR RECONSTRUCTION :
107- DECK STRUCTURE TYPE :
108- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM :
109- AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : -..cceccv
110- DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK & ..sceveseccrsts .
111- PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) : ..-
112- NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : ..--c--
113- SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : ---+-*"
114- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC :
115- YR. OF FUTURE ADLTe 3 ealsmeemessine
116-

117- SUFFICIENCY RATING @

125- PRIORITY RATING: ..«---
127- EVALUATION DATE @ veen
130- CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE :

. gYSTEM
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

B
RIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

0. :00960
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

==we=s==PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT=s=ss===

“+esisseseranias . REHABILITATION

......... ... 49.30 MT (161.70 FT)
INSPECTIONS

RESERVED .avvinnennnnninanennan.
o g T — ORI (1L
ST o i A e e . FEBRUARY-09-2000
s i INschrzzzsf i R R R Ve 24 MONTHS
g FEA:?RTNSPECT. it I O TIPSO 7] N;A.

R IR e e A A simsigs IR
FRACTURE CRITICAL UNDERWATER OTHER

mume=smsm=sIMPROVEMENT COST==s=wss====
BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST : ............ N/A
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : «vovrevnnnens e N/A
TOTAL :
PROJECT COST : ..... < & e S SRR S e (49.30X2.31X$1035X10%) =§11, 787

- YEAR OF TMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED : ......cocovss S e R we.ee.. 2000
BORDER BRIDGE : ..---
BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER : .

DEFENSE HIGHWAY
NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE
TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED
IEEREE N/A

NO RECONSTRUCTION
. CONCRETE CAST IN PLACE

MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. C_LEAMNCB t oeee-
VERTICAL LIFT BRIDGE @

ENGINEER ;HERIBERTO GONZALEZ

pAGE 6 OF 7
352
000493
0200
24
N N N

f0

"g%gc»od
000012
2000

2 4

N
239277
2018

020500

169



- y

PAGE 7 OF 7

/sYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
JGE NO. :00960 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT
p

AUXILIARY ITEMS
1-SIGNS
TYPE:
MATERIAL:
CONDITION:

REMARKS :
THE REHABILITATION CONSIST IN REPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON THE

ITEM H67.
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C.4 March 20, 1998

1-
2-
3-
4-

6-
7-
8-

10-
11-
12-
13-
16-
17-
19-

21-
22-
26-

28-
29-
30-

31-
32-
33-
34-
35-
36-
37-
38-
39-
40-
4l-
42-
43-
44-
45-
46-

ENGINEER: HERIBERTO GONZALEZ
ASSISTANTS: LUIS QUINONEZ

:+ ALFREDO ERAZO
L}
)

EVALUATION DATE: MAR-20-1998

BTATR: v wwwavsssavasivai
HIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT :
COUNTY (PARISH) CODE : ..
PLACE CODE : .ovvvnnnnnsn,

INVENTORY ROUTE ¢ ...........

FEATURES INTERSECTED : ..

FACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE :

STRUCTURE NUMBER 1 ........
TOCATION. ¥ vinisvsmwimwicoiviowiiaieis . o
INVENTORY ROUTE, MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE : .
KILOMETERPOINT : ..... saeae
BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK t .......
LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, BUBROUTE NUMBER :
LATITUDE ¢ «cviocnsnsvnnnsssnnsonnnansns

LONGITUDE : ....vvvnvnnnn

BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST KILOMETER)

TOLL & scovcvcnsonsotnsasanans

MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY

FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTO!

YEAR BUILT : .ovanrornnnsnss
LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE :......

A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE :

YEAR OF A.D.T. & .onvevernonns

DESIGN LOAD : .corecve-ccte
APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH :

BRIDGE MEDIAN : .....coeeccs

SKEW ANGLE : ...--
STRUCTURE FLARED : ..cconv--
TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES : .

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE : ..

NAVIGATION CONTROL : «....-

NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE !
NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE 1

STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR
TYPE OF SERVICE & .oevvcc®
STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN & ...
STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. !
NUMBER OF SPAN IN MAIN UNIT

NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN t ..

'

CLOSED TO TRAFF. ceseae .
tessssssecasss PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGHWAY
+sessser. CONCRETE CONTINUOS TEE BEAMS

PUERTO RICO MIGHWAY AUTHORITY

BRIDGE sTUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X
BOAT
BRIDGE No.: 00960 FEDERAL SYSTEM UNDERWA
ENOOFER
ROAD No.: PR 18 KM. No. : 0001.700
YES

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico

SAN JUAN

................ SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE

2-1-1-00001-0

. PR, - 18

BRIDGE 960 1 OF 1
0.5 KM N INT PR21 & FR1B
. 4. 44 NT (14" - 77)

ceae 1,70

18 DEGREES 23.4 MINUTES

............ 66 DEGREES 04.6 MINUTES
........... vevesies. STRUCTURE OVER HIGHWAY

sssssnnsneseCLASSIFICATION«sssassassnn

. ON FREE ROAD

wsssssssss==AGE AND SERVICE==sssssas==

+++ NONE

cesessesacas 1967

0 LANES ON /I,V LANES UNDER
v... 169,700

«+.... PEDESTRIAN

44.30 MT (145.30 FT)

PAGE 1 OF 7
EQUIPMENT
LADDERS
CAMERA X
TER SNOOPER #
OPERATOR
PLAQUE 1D
MO No.
FILM No.

721
01
127
76770
211000010
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
PR 18

009601

0.5 KM N INT PR21 & PRI1B
0444
0001700

1
000000001800
18212400
066043600
000

o1
01
11

169700

0000
00000

3
204

000
902 90 3
0000
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J/EDERAL SYSTEM

/ BRIDGE No.: 00960

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

47- INV. ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ. CLEARANCE : 20.84 MT (68.36 FT)

48- LENGTH OF mnun SPAN : ..... T ceriiaea.. 225M1— /) 80 (72.65 FT)

49- STRUCTURE 111 » K5 TR Y 5

50- CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS : ..., S
me=msss=an===STRUCTURE DATA=s==ss=sm===

51- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB :.............. —— . 2.10 MT (6.59 FT)

52- DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT : SRR s e ..2.31 MT (7.58 FT)

53- MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY : ...'''usunssnnsnnnssnn s UNLIMITED

S4- MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE : s eusasnuasanesssnnsnnnnssnnsnnsasssns 4.44 MT (14" - 7)

55- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON RIGHT : -.......ov'ornernesnssnnsnnnen, 3.25 MT (10.8 FT)

56- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT : 2.55 MT (8.36 FT)

58- DECK: SATISFACTORY

RATING: 6
58.1 WEARING SURFACE: MATERIAL: CONCRETE

mmsmsmsc==az=m=CONDITION===sscamasmn===

DECK COMMENTS:

CONDITION : 6 DETACHMENTS OF CONCRETE
THICKNESEY INFORCEMENT, FINE
DETERIORATION: X YES NO DRAINAGE: ADEQUATE INADEQUATE TRANSVERSAL CRACKS WITH
PONDING: YES X NO  SAFETY: YES NO
58.2 SLAB OR PLATE: MATERIAL: CONCRETE CONDITION 6
X CRACKING: X FINE  MEDIUM  OBEN
TOP BOTTOM [ |
SPALLING: X IS <1in. DEEP x 6 in. & L > 1 in. x 6 in. & |
SCALING : X |L to X in., M X in. - ¥ in., H¥ in. - 1 in., § > 1 |
L ]
XEFFLORESCENCE  EXUDATION RUST STAINS CORROSION: LIGHT MODERATE  SEVERE
58.3 MOVEMENT: DECK TO BACKWALL cm. DECK TO APPROACH SLAB em.
r T T L} T ¥
|(ss.4) | (58.5) | (s8.6) | «(s8.7) | (s8.8) |
|CURBS | MEDIAN | SIDEWALKS | PARAPETS | RAILING |
" } t t {
MATERIAL I | | | | G/STEEL |
CONDITION RATING -- | | S | R ke |
HEIGHT LOSS (cm) | | | | | |
JOINTS - L |=iEs sees |--== ===-]----0K---|
DRAINAGE | | | | | |
ALIGNMENT ----==-==----~ [Fame smless Vene |=mmm cozcleies Snvd 1=2750K==¢=]
CORROSION (L-M-S) | | | | |
PAINT:G-GOOD, F-FAIR, --- |--= -=- |osem --- |smmmrenren |immimmcmmmimin |====F-===]
P-POOR, N-NONE | | | | | |
U-USELESS TO PAINT | | | | | |
SAFETY ----=-======--°=°=°% |" s =4 I """" | """" I"‘YES""
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | |
SPALLING (S-L) | | |
SCALING (L-M-H-§) | | | | | |
1 1 1

CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:

58.9 LIGHTING STANDARDS: MATERIAL: o

58.10 UTILITIES:  TYPE: SIZE: SAFETY:

58.11 JOINTS: EXPANSION  CONSTRUCTION  CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  NO
LEAKING: YES  NO CRACKING: FINE  MEDIUM  OPEN  SPALLING: SMALL  LARGE

58.12 DRAINS AND SCUPPERS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  No

PAGE 2 OF 7
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.

SYSTEM
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

00960

ERSTRUCTURE: SATISFACTORY

BRIDGE SEATS, PEDESTAL, GROUT PADS
2 +ABUTMENTS OR PIER SEATS WHE
DIRECTLY ON CONCRETE RS

CONDITION: € CRACKING: X F M o SPALLING: X S L
SCALING: L M H s CRUSHING:
STEEL-BEAMS :
: TYPE: DIMENSIONS (height ;width;thickness) :
CONDITION: CORROSION: L M s pamNT: G F P N U
59.4 CONCRETE-BOX BEAMS, I1-BEAMS, SLAB, T-BEAM, TYPE: T-BEAM
CONDITION: s CRACKING: X F M o SPALLING: S X L
SCALING: L M H §
59.5 TRUSSES: TYPE: CONDITION: CORROSION: L M §
DAMAGE: DEFORMATION:

PAINT: G F P N U

A=TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=PORTALS D=FLOOR BEAMS E*=STRINGERS

Yoo

PAGE 3 OF 7

g RATING:
1 BEARING DEVICES: TYPE ING: 6 SUPERSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :
; PAINT: GooD S MOVABLE OUT OF PLUMB BEAMS TOWARD CAGUAS LANES WITH BIG DET
CONDITION: e ROOR NONE USELESS TO PAINT ACHMENTS OF CONCRETE DUE TO TRUCK IMPA
) FUNCTIONING: YES  No

CT.

59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPE: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
59.7 HINGES: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO MOVEMENT: YES NO
ALIGNMENT: GooD BAD PAINT: G F P N U
59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NORMAL  EXCESSIVE cms.
59.9 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL  MODERATE  EXCESSIVE
60- SUBSTRUCTURE: SATISFACTORY RATING: 6

I FTMENT | PIERS OR NON PILES BENTS | PILES BENTS I
{ T T T T T T T T ¥ ! v

| 60.1.1 | 60.1.2 | 60.1.3 | 60.1.4 | 60.2.1 | 60.2.2 |60.2.3 | 60.2.4 | 60.2.5 | 60.4.1 | 60.4.2 | 60.4.3

1

|

|WINGWALL|BREAST &|FOOTING | PILES | CAPS |BRACING |COLUMNS |FOOTINGS| PILES | CAPS |BRACING | PILES |

| | BACKWALL| | | | | I | 1 | | |

b 1 t t t t 1 t t t t t i

MATERIAL | | | | | CONCRETE| | CONCRETE| | | | | |
CONDITION RATING |[---- --- | sowa s R e R e e e | e e e [-=-- === |-=-- --- |
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | & 1 1 F | | | | | |
ien B g L R e | e e e B e L e e s |zmem e |imesee: 2 1
SCALING (L-M-H-8) | 1 | | | | I | I I I | I
e P ] B ) R B i L R e e R |
PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | | I | | B ] I = | | I | I |
MOVEMENT --=---- |--= ==|-== -~ a5 =5 == == |---NO --]--- - R I R TS P e [
EROSTON | | | | | | | mo | | | | | |
UNDERMINING ---- |--= ==l-== ==|-== -~ il [ome som]zsm cnfesMO oslmem s J---  -- [sos w2 T feez 2]
: ! I 1 f f Il 1 1 1 1 1 1

60- SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS:
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SYSTEM
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

L Mo.: 00960
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

& CHANNEL PROTECTION : n/p
|1 CHANNEL SCOUR (EXTENT) :
.2 EMBANKMENT EROSION (EXTENT) :

RATING : N

| = T T T ]

| | | CONDITION|FUNCTIONING |

|l TYPE | MATERIAL| RATING }——p— |

|

A : : : YES ! NO !
§1.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE | | | | ]| i
61.4 FENDER SYSTEM ---. | | |ssewanfes g2)ss 2k
61.5 RIP RAP | | | 1 | |
61.6 SPUR DIKES,JETTIES | | e L LT |

| BEETE 1 1

61.7 OBSTRUCTION (DEBRIS, GROWTHS):

¢1.8 CHANNEL CHANGE: YES NO
DETRIMENTAL: YES NO  IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.9 ADEQUATE WATERWAY: YES NO IF NO, EXPLAIN

61.10 SURROUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES NO  IF YES, EXPLAIN

EROSION: YES NO  IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.11 LOCATION OF PIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMENTAL:  YES  NO
IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AFFECT STRUCTURE:

62- CULVERT AND RETAINING WALLS :N/A RATING :N

| 72 T T T 1
|52.nmusmsz.zmnmlsz.:cm-oyswumsz.uu:-mmxm WALL|

I
=

MATERIAL |
CONDITION RATING|----- -- --
FUNCTIONING(Y-N) |
CRACKING (F-M-0) |=-=-- ==--
SPALLING (S-L) |
SCALING (L-M-H-8) | --=== -=--
CORROSION(L-M-S) |
SETTLEMENT (Y-N) |----- ===
ALIGNMENT(Y-N) |

PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | -==-=- ===~
L

63- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE OPERATING RATING ..

64- OPERATING RATING i sosocccc-" ST PEDESTRIAN
65- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE INVENTORY RATING ..
66- INVENTORY RATING : -cosessvccssese ve.uv... PEDESTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMENTS:

CULVERT COMMENTS:

PAGE 4 OF 7
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SYSTEM
PUI
ERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Jo.: 00960
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

SRUCTURAL EVALUATION ¢ ...

WEARING SURFACE HA
e cﬁ CONCRETE LOSE WITH EXPOSED STEEL. BOTTOM SLAB HAVE
BEAMS AT CAGUAS WAY WITH EFFLORECENCES. BEARING HAVE LIGHT CORROSION
HAVE BIG SPALLI )
NG WITH EXPOSED ST
DICAL CENTER EEL BY IMPACT. RAMP AT
W SIDE HAVE LARGE SPALLING WITH EXPOSED STEEL

N/A.

69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL : sesvenvnrs

MEETS MINIMUM TOLERABLE LIMITS TO BE LEFT IN PLACE AS 1S.

70- BRIDGE POSTING :

71- WATERWAY ADEQUACY :

N/A.

REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS. SLIGHT - 11 TO 100 YEARS. OCASSIONAL - 3 TO 10 YEARS .

INSIGNIFICANT - MINOR INCONVENIENCE. HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS.  SIGNIFICANT
SEVERE - LONG TERM DELAYS TO TRAFFIC WITH RESULTING HARDSHIP
72- APPROACH RORDWAY ALIGNMENT :....--eercrtii®s S e SR B T T B e i
N/A.
72,2 SLAB OR PAVEMENT CONDITION : 6 MATERIAL : RAMPS
CRACKING: F N O SPALLING: L § SCALING: L MXH § UNNEVEN: YES NO ROUGH:  YES NO
SETTLEMENT:  YES NO MOVEMENT: APPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YES NO  BREAKING UP: EXCESSIVE DEFORMATION:
SAFETY: HAZARDOUS YES NO  DRAINAGE: INADEQUATE: YES  NO PONDING:  YES NO
MOVEMENT : PAVEMENT-APPROACH SLAB: yES NO  EMBANKMENT:  CONDITION:
FUNCTIONING:  YES NO  EROSION: YES  NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
CONSTRUCTION: FLIMSY: YES  NO
INTEGRITY IMPAIRED: yEs No  IF YES, EXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YES NO
72.4 JOINTS: TYPE: INADEQUATE:: YES NO SATISFACTORY ALIGNMENT: YES NO
72.5 GUARDRAIL: TYPE: MATERTAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  NO
ALIGNMENT: HORIZONTAL: GooD BAD VERTICAL: GOOD BAD JOINTS: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
SAFETY: SECURELY ATTACHED: YES  NO PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS: YES  NO

72- APPROACH RORDWAY - COMMENTS :

PAGE 5 OF 7

FREQUENT - LESS THAN 3 YEARS.
. TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TO SEVERAL DAYS
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&

;

/ 00960
P

| ; o WORK & cocctt
=0 STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT

]

34- BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST :
g5- ROADWRY IMPROVEMENT COST :

bs- BORDER BRIDGE :

00- STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION :

05- FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS :
06- YEAR RECONSTRUCTION :
07- DECK STRUCTURE TYPE @
L08- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM
h09- AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC :
h10- DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETHORK :
f11- PIER OR ABUT.
h12- NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : ..---
113- SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : -
114- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC :
115- YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. : ---*° =
116- MINIM., NAVIG. VERT. CLB\RAN@ :
VERTICAL LIFT BRIDGE :

117- SUFFICIENCY RATING :
125- PRIORITY RATING: ...--*:
127- EVALUATION DATE :
130- CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DA

ENGINEER :HERIBERTO GONZALEZ

55- TOTAL PROJECT QOST : +ocvermnans
ls7- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED : .....cevecee:

b9- BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER :

01- PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION :
02- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC : ...c----
03- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : .
04- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE :

PROTECTION (NAVIGATION)

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

====e===PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT========

............... REHABILITATION

creeaass 49.30 MT

(161.70 FT)

INSPECTIONS: ==
P A e e s R e SRR
o
'.'_;,s;sﬂ‘w“m 5 e S S R A T AR R MARCH-20-1998
N :;sx&“m INSPECTION FRECUENCY : ...c.iiiivniiiininnnninnnnnnnnonnne s s 24 MONTHS
;-cdﬂm FEATURE INSPECTION : ..o.ieniiinnaiiinnns e e = N/A
e NN SHRERIS CR ¥ e Bl SRR R e S R A R RS 2
.} (ITICAL FEAT. INSPECT. DATE: cuovvoncennucaanans casaanennnesess N/A
PR
FRACTURE CRITICAL UNDERWATER OTHER

==s=sm=====IMPROVEMENT COSTssesss=mm==

. DEFENSE HIGHWAY
NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE

NO

TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED
........... N/A

RECONSTRUCTION
CONCRETE CAST IN PLACE

PAGE 6 OF 7
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

THE REHABILITATION CONSIST IN REPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON THE
ITEM #67.

PAGE 7 OF 7
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C5

March 15, 1996

16-
17-
19-

21-
22-
26-

28-
29-
30-

31-

33-
34-
35-
36-
37-

39-
40~
41-
42-
43-

45-
46-
47-
48-

50~

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REPORT
FEDERAL SYSTEM

BRIDGE NO. : 00960 - ROAD NO. : PR 18 - KM. NO.

=sssssssmmwslDENTIFICATION =sansssnss =
STATE : cvececcccsnsans

STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT :
COUNTY (PARISH) CODE : ...
PLACE CODE : cecvescssssancncnssecscnnans

INVENTORY ROUTE : B esesssssansscasssss 2-1-1-00001-0
FEATURES INTERSECTED : #esescttrerstscstrtttstrestasnnassnasanssssss PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY

FACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE :
STRUCTURE NUMBER :
LOCATION : ceenenanan cesees
INV. ROUTE, MIN. CLEAR. (0.01m) : |,
MILEPOINT :
LATITUDE :

Seertesecsticetttsenccecscanssss Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
Mreseetcctctctttectttsnssncessnssseasssss SAN JUAN
tevesecsstisnncnsnnssssess SAN JUAN

« SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE

®eseccsesesseraccccttactssasnsrrssasvennsss P.R. = 18

SesmeeseEMsieccececcttitttetterncsanacnnssesssansss BRIDGE 960 1 OF 1
sescssestsecttitciiaccanscesss 0.5 KM N INT PR21 & PR18
cessesciinseecacacd 44 MT (147 - 77)
veees 1.70
18 DEGREES 23.4 MINUTES
LONGITUDE 2 -cvevcsessscsananessccssossssssseassnnnssascasasssassssas 66 DEGREES 04.6 MINUTES
BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST MILE) I <eevuveeeeessiscansosssesss STRUCTURE OVER HIGHWAY

sesesescccccrnessanes

esesccressectransansnancnccsssnss

CLASSIFICATION:
TOLL I ceccecccccrccrscnscssoccsae ++ss ON FREE ROAD
MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY f cesceccecssccssses D.T.P.W.
OWNER : ceececececscsosssccsccasassssscasassase DJT.P.W,
FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTORY ROUTE : ..ccseceessess INTERSTATE

1967

LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE %.c.ceeecsssessssssssncascssscese O LANES ON / 3 LANES UNDER
A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE I saeccenscecscscssesessssancasaccce ves 222,800
YEAR OF A.D.Te I evecocssvassscssascsacssassracoscnas

ceccncsssssasssscssees 1993

RUCTURE DATA

Mevaiesseessseasssssssesssrensesssssssasssosssss PEDESTRIAN

44.30 MT (145.30 FT)
eesssseses NONE

DESING LOAD : sasves
APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTE £ .ccccscccsocccccacccarnannenacancns
BRIDGE MEDIAN 2 ..ccuccosscsssccssancacsasocsacnnncs
SKEW ANGLE § cocscaccscsmssrocsacccs
STRUCTURE FLARED 3 seccecnsccs
TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES : ....
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE 3 Ceesesescsssssesssssasnssnessssratrnetey
NAVIGATION CONTROL i eeceoseccensscssscsccesarnonnoncncst .
NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE : ecccsnaccccs
NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE : ....
STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF.
TYPE OF SERVICE : ..
STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN 2 cccccescrccmccnsce
STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. 2 ccescevvccncccccce NONB

B e e teaeesssssssesssssssssssssssass NONE
mmn\fiioz;?mxﬂ::::.:m.““" H ...:::............... 20.84 MT (68.36 FT)
LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN ! ..c.sccesneccnesecs «s 22.15 MT (72.65 FT)
STRUCTURE LENGTH : sacossceocssnsccccns . 49.30 MT (161.70 FT)
CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS 2 ... sweae NIN

-N-N-N

eeeesesssssassesaseseerstecnraneasttataceats N

cesececee S

sesesaccssssssacsscss NJA

seasevesneveesssessasvesisess NIK

eesesescsstessesasensetras ettt erancaann N/A

: fvessssecesssessnsasssassesvsesssasansass OPEN
wesesssssssessss PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGHWAY
CONCRETE CONTINUOS TEE BEAMS

wessssessisasenssreneeenisesrataneneaaan 2

.o

PAGE 1 OF 3
DATE : 03/15/96
TIME : 09:56:53

001.700

721
01
127
76770
211000010
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
PR 18

009601

0.5 KM N INT PR21 & PRI8
1407

001700

18234

066046

00

01
01
11

1967
0009
222800
93

7

145

0

00

0

NNNN

5

N

000
0000

A

3

204
000
002
0000
684
0073
000162
000000
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/ PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 2 OF 3
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 00960 - ROAD NO. : PR 18 - KM. NO. : 001.700

P — STRUCTURE DATA==ssamsss=as=
51~ BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB Teeinnnnne

$2- DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT : frressiseersriececnsiana.
53~ MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY :
54~ NININUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE : ...
55- MINIMUM LATERAL UDERCLEARANCE ON RIGHT :
56—~ MININUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT :

sssesssnccscss 2,10 MT (6.59 FT) 0066
2.31 MT (7.58 FT) 0076
-+ UNLIMITED 9999
Tt resscticisientecaannanes 4,44 MT (147 - 7V H1407
seeeseess 3,25 MT (10.8 FT) H108
sesesccna. 2.55 MT (8.36 FT) 084

'ONDITION
MATERIAL CONDITION ANALYSIS

58- DECK teiveecnernicrettansenncnesccsasnsasss CONCRETE SATISFACTORY
59- SUPERSTRUCTURE

60~ SUBSTRUCTURE ecievevannnnnn.
61~ CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION .....

SATISFACTORY

SATISFACTORY
sseeses N/A N/A

Z Z oo oo

62- CULVERT..ouetunnnnnieienaietanansanennnsnnas N/A N/A
64- OPERATING RATING : et eeeretesteicttteitttttetetttiaateestaseanasss PEDESTRIAN 800
66- INVENTORY RATING : . St etettesteeieiitictieieticitatanesansanss.. PEDESTRIAN 800

67- STRUCTURAL EVALUATION : SEeS gl e ae e e se nemane s venienna s 406
WEARING SURFACE HAVE CONCRETE LOSE WITH EXPOSED STEEL. BOTTOM SLAB HAVE
FINE TRANSVERSAL CRACKS WITH EFFLORECENCES. BEARING HAVE LIGHT CORROSION.
BEAMS AT CAGUAS WAY HAVE BIG SPALLING WITH EXPOSED STEEL BY IMPACT. RAMP AT
MEDICAL CENTER SIDE HAVE LARGE SPALLING WITH EXPOSED STEEL.

R

68~ DECK GEOMETRY ¢ cceccscctacoososrsesoncsssesssssssrions

R PP | |

N/A.

69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL : sovesacccsons

cesettsttreseracaanscannsaresas 4

MEETS MINIMUM TOLERABLE LIMITS TO BE LEFT IN PLACE AS IS.

71~ WATERWAY ADEQUACY 2 ,.esveescacescscessacssssascsassesvesossscscass

70~ BRIDGE POSTING £ vevuvesacens

N/A.
72- APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGMENT : .....Wé’

N/A.

JPOSED IMPRO'
4eesscsssssessssss REHABILITATION 352
75- TYPE OF WORK 2 sevecevcnscccnccen G e 70 oo o
76- LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT :
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 3 OF 3
BIRDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM
/ BRIDGE NO. : 00960 - ROAD NO. : PR 18 - KM. NO. : 001.700

INSPECTIC

90- INSPECTION DATE : ...........
91- DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUENCY :
92- CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION :
93- CRITICAL FEAT. INSPECT. DATE

ceesecansrennane
sesseseenessessssssssssssnnannanes

teeeeeeesssee.. MARCH 1996. 0396
wevee. 24 MONTHS 24

“eesssaseesecattantrestannsansneansasansass N/AL

B dewanasiiie S e s ses e bemisssieien WK

000009
000000
000012

TOTAL PROJECT : '
COST : sevueneesronnnneceenenasennnasnans (49.30X2.31X$1035X108)=$11,787
9

97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED : wuuvevveeesesssenesseosssssssccsssssnsanasannsensses 1996
==CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA==

98~ BORDER BRIDGE I ccccccccscscscsscsssosssossssnsssananssssssnssasessacassssesccasccarcnsancnress
99- BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER ! sevvecssossectsvsssasscacsesanasasscssnnsesssssnacnanroercnts
100- DEFENSE HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : seceseessscssascssscsssasnsessacsss DEFENSE HIGHWAY

101~ PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : vesseess NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE

102- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC I cceeenes eteeessesssascssssnssssses TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED
103~ TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : seecsevevsacnscsccsscansseasaneccnccsvoancsnccens N/A

104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE I sussessecsccccenccnncnsccssss N.H.S.

105- RESERVED ..ccccesesanscssssesssancnanescssacanvoassencsncss
106- YEAR RECONSTRUCTION ! <cacecves
107- DECK STRUCTURE TYPE : .
108- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM I ..qssesscceces CONCRETE NONE NONE

109- AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : PP S e ek e R R AR KA R Al 4%
110- DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK : ..cseeccce NOT PART OF NETWORK
111- PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) :
112- NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : D TIPS = T 7 R LY L S ki e YES
113- SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : cessessssvessasssesesnsrenvranors BRIDGE OVER HIGHWAY

114- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 2 ssvcccccccccrs wevesnas 369,900 369900
115- YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. & ccev-ces 12
116- MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCE @
117- SUFPICIENCY RATING 3 I Py SRR S SCR LY A YR S SiCh A At
126- PTIELD INSPECTION DATE : o o T R L X e A
127- INSPECTION EVAL, DATE : vesssesasessenisisnsesssessessssese 031396
130- CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP.
131- EVALUATOR ENGINEER :

NO RECONSTRUCTION 0peo

CONCRETE CAST IN PLACE

100
04

sessessse N/A
Y

N

031396
031396

REMARKS:

REPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON THE

THE REHABILITATION CONSIST IN
ITEM #67.
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C.6 September 30, 1992

PUERTD RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
HIGHWAY SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REPORT

FEDERAL SYSTEM ERIDGE NO. : 00940 - ROAD NO. : PR B - KM. NO.

b et ==zzzz====== [ DENTIFICATION============
E- o ;.:::...:...:.‘.'.'..... Commonwealth of N;;OJRU;;D
:—cuwnr PRRISH) CODE  +vvrenrsrvsrmrsnsrssssrssrrssssssrssrns v e SN JURN
s_l;mcEgiYne: e I SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE
NVENTORY ROUTE & vvvvuveeess R P 2-1-1-00001-0
§ I 2 o vresressnesarssseeses 21
% e T e e P AN WALKWAY

7- FRCILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE § vveveuess RS EDESIRFI’.: - 18
2: mﬁ?gm & nvvevavT e ReT RO ER RS R s e Tp——— veers. DRIDGE 940 1 OF §

; £ e v S e T s s 105 0 KNS INT BRZL A PRIG
13- MILEFOINT £ vuvennennnnenconennarnss SRS o 4.40
g: LLSE%:‘...... ...... A A S SRS RS S 18 DEGREES 3.4 MIMUTES

h S tecussussesssateTETeIseae et nse e s eRRRTREERREREIRLEY b6 DEGREES 04,6 MINUTES
98- BORDER BRIDEE § vvuvvrevverensnsaeensnsensssnsansanens N T
%9~ BORDER ERIDGE STRUCTURE NUNBER  +vvesenesrssserssessneesees Rt mselinibionns

======5TRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIAL======
43— STRUCTLRE TYFE, MAIN & vuvevvensenneness. CONCRETE CONTINUOS TEE BEAMS
44~ STRICTIRE TYPE APPR. ! cevvvcnnacs eeeres NONE
45— NBEER OF SPAN IN MAIN (NIT & ceevcnnnenne R ERE T —
8~ NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN I vuvusenesnncennsrensannnns SN S NONE
107~ DECK STRUCTURE TYPE § vevreesenssnsensennssnsvannssnns vevesnesennsess CONCRETE CAST IN PLACE
108~ WEARINS SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEN

19- BYPASS, DETOLR LENGTH (NEAREST MILE) : covveersnsnnuns — STRUCTURE OVER HIGHHAY
27- YEAR BULLT & ..oes B S S —— M-
2%~ LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE f.vvssssavseneeseressssnensnnanes 0 LANES ON / 9 LANES UNDER

29- .0.T. OF INENTORY ROUTE £ suvenssnanusuvanseenss vervenrennrannenns 200,100

- YEAR OF R.D.T. 3 ceavensnanans P T LT TR TR R PR crsense censeanes 1790
12 TYPE OF SERVIE £ vuvaerssessessssnnsanesensness PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGHHAY

{04~ YEAR RECONGTRUCTION £ vavseeorronsunnnnensassssnenss wrvsssenerenes NO RECONSTRUCTION

107~ AVERABE DALY TRUCK TRAFFIC § sueruenssssssnenssnssssssssiasisssnsssinsssssasess

==zz=z======REOMETRIC DATA=====ssss====

10~ INV. ROUTE, MIN. CLEAR. (0.0le) : e siiises SALNTL (140 =74
T0- GPPROACH ROADHAY NIDTH i weesrrensnnnsssssssansmsnsnssssssasaninnenenes 44.30 MT  (145.30 FT)
T3~ BRIDAE MEDIAH & sevenennsoccnns s s veesississnaseise NONE
34- SVEW ANBLE : cevssensnransnnrsnsnsannmninnannensnsess viesassrisviaans Gransiewe N
T5- STRUCTURE FLARED £ euversssnsessstessnsssnnsosstosnsiassastinssastssssissniianecess
- IN). ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ, CLEARANCE : cvvovurvmnneemneneess 20.84 NT (68,36 FT)
43~ LENSTH OF MAXTMM SPBN & ovrursnsesennsesensan 2215 T (72.65 FT)
49 STRICTURE LENGTH £ eevosnnnnansnnsesnnnsnansanss 47,30 HT (161,70 FD)
50— DURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS ¢ vousssssenssnsansessans NA

©1- BRILGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CUFB TO CURE fuovveeremuumennnerannenen eersas oo 210 BT (6,59 FT)
£2- DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT & «.c.oe Cesssssssressresarerani i sanianas veeres 2,31 BT (7.58 FT)
7~ WIN, VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADRAY f saueverrenerees sansansanrssvavivinass INCTHITED

54~ MINIAM VERTICAL INDERCLEARANCE 8 covecocsnesmmnnnnnsssesssnsnnisanianias 48 HT (14 - 7Y
S5~ MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE DN RIGHT & wevervense eree 3,25 MT (108 FT)
G- WINIMM LATERAL LNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT £ ausssummmssnsnsinnsnnnsnsnsnnes 2,55 M (8,36 FT)

PAGE 1 UF 3
DATE & 09/30/93
TIME ¢ 08:43:47

: 004100

721

0

127
76770

211000010

FEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
FR 18

009601

0.5 KM N INT PR2L ¥ FR18
004400

18234

0466046

204

002
0000

100

1967

200100
)

3
0000
04

1407
145

W

64
0073
000182
000000

076
9999
Hi407
H108
084
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
HIGHNAY SYSTEM ADHINISTRATION CFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEN BRIDGE KO, : 00960 - ROAD NO. : B 18 - KH. N0
REEESSS L B) plT Er—
DTN e e
...... S, ON FREE RGAD
Z1- MAINTENANCE RESFTJNSARILHY ...... DT —— o 1 N TR
mb- mFUTI"ERTIDNAL D]_A.Sé '6;:”1;“}& .......... vwaiveis Be ToPall
26- FUNC N'URY munz venenr. INTERSTATE
57~ HISTIRICAL SIGNIFICAME : .............. T SRR T 3
100~ DEFENSE HIGHMAY DESIGNATION : — e N DEFENSE Hmhumr
101- PARALLEL STRUCTIRE DESTEMATION ¢ vvvvvsieeresrseseesnnns, T NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE
102- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC : ..................... . TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED
103- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIENAHON e R /A
104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE L I — voo NH.S.
110~ DESIENATED RATIONAL NETWORK : ........... SR veeveenens NOT PART GF NETHORK
112- NBIS BRIDGE LENSTH : ,..... SRR e . S T YES
HWATERHAY =
38~ MAVIGATION CONTRIL © vvuvvevainnsnennnnennss, A R e e e /A
T~ WAVIBATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE : ........... T N/A
40~ NAVIBATION HORIZDNTAL CLEARENCE : ...... T T T Wi
111- PIER (R ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) : ...... —— N/A
116 KINIH. NAVIG, VERT. CLEARANCE : S —— T — WA
====z====PROPOSED [NPROVEMENT=========
To TIPE OF WORK ¢ vevvnrernnrnnnennnnnns T T — RERARILITATION
74- LENGTH OF STRUCTURE mmvsran T 49,30 HT (161,70 FT)
94~ BRIDE TMPROVEMENT COST £ wevvvnvnenenssnrasasesnnenees N/A
95~ ROADKAY IMPROVEMENT COST £ vuvvevvennvsnsresencenennnns N/A .
96~ TOTAL PROJECT COST £ vuvvevnsernsenrenssrerenensnnnnns L (89,3002, 31XS$E25X10%) =89, 365 "
97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED £ vrvuvvvunsiarasaonsensanssesnnesinencesensessnrnnn,s 1993
114- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC & vvvvuens RS 302,148
SI5YR5 OF BUTIRE B:0.T: 1 susnonensninsressisavsmseinesansmsiis [ETTr T e 2010
========| 0AD RATING AND POSTING=======
SN=TEETRN LOADSE woimmmiornnvsnspsunminsness mmsa s s SR PE%sr;frma
41- STRUCT, OPEN, FOSTED OR CLOSED T0 TRAFF. ¢ +eevarenrsincsnrnnansnnns é&b&éﬁdéﬁ ......... OPEN
&8~ DPERATING RATING ¢ vvevevess . EEPeTIEL
65- INVENTORY RATINB t vuvvosssrnnsasnnsssnsnenanans T — s
T05BRIDEE POSTING 22 oioviseswsiv s v s baess n sva SR s s S VSRR .
CONDTT 10N
MATERIAL CONDITION ANALYSIS
8- DECK evessarasseenss CONCRETE SATISFACTORY
e R CONCRETE SATISFACTERY
59~ SUFERSTRUCTURE +uvevsansnsns il el
b~ SUBSTRUCTURE +vvrvasernnse N i
b1~ CHAMEL % CHANNEL PROTECTION +ovvevecnnnss s
nm— f
£2- CULVERT.vuuvennensnssnnnonansanes

: 004400

M
000
00U

352
000162
000000
(00000
000005

73
302148
0

800
Q00

= = oo o
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y FUERTD RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PRE S 3
HIGHMAY SYSTEH ADMINTSTRATION CFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEN BRIDGE ND. : 00960 - RUAD NO. ¢ PR 18 - KH. NO. ¢ 004400

67- STRUCTURAL EVALUATION ¢ 4uivvveivninnrnnnenssnrneess e ernere
EEARH\G SLRFAEE HAVE CONCRETE LOSE WITH EXPOSED STEEL. BOTTOM SLAR HAVE
FINE TRAWML CRACKS WITH EFFLORECENCES. CYCLONE FENCE PROTECTION IN ALL
THE STRUCTURE. EEARING HAVE LIGTH CORRUSION. BEAMS HAVE IMPACTS OVER THE

E?EBE"_AS WAY. RAMP AT MEDICAL CENTER SIDE HAVE LARGE SPALLING WITH EXPOSED

68— DECK BEOMETRY :

LR R T PR PR Ry PR TR R PR R sesnssrizurEnt

N/A.

49~ INDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL & cevevsranonnanannnnninns B T T L e R L L L
MEETS MINIMUM TOLERABLE LINITS TO BE LEFT IN PLACE AS IS.

71- WATERRAY ADEGUACY : vavvvnssssrsnsaisonsnnnonmsnnsssaacence Crrserssssrssaasersinne teassrarnenes sasesee cerararesreanens
N/A.

72~ APFROACH RDADWAY ALIGMMENT @ sovvvavesnnsnnannenns tressnasrasersannes ceasesessntnerren canunes seersnsenssanes sressisesanaes N
N/&.

. ceves NREREN NNNN
36~ TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES § sovcrncanannrnsnrarnonsunanansarnsnsess TSRS SRR
113~ SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES £ «vosversunevarsnnnnorsnpuenerees .« BRIDGE OVER HIGHMWAY N

=========ADD ] TIONAL COMMENTS; ====s====
L L ———— N A e E e
91- DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUERCY & sevvsrmnsncnnneene ......--.--..-.........;‘;".‘ 24 MONTHS 2
92- CRITICAL FEATURE INSEECTION ¢ weueornessnsanvassssnanensinssssnosnns sevin P i N OH N
93- CRITICAL FEAT. INSPECT. DATE: sevesnnssnnennnes cessesrsensine B e /A
105~ RESERVED .......;é......... ..... R LT T PR E TR P PR RRRLLY Giden saew .
117 GFFICIEIEY FATINE § cavacsesnonsasssssssssssasisnonsassmnsesranssnsanssasses E—— oo -
126~ FIELD INSFECTION DATE ¢ cuvavnassnnnnnanennrennensrnnnrsmnsnsinses RSSO ARANS 090{392 09‘_)‘\%
127~ INGPECTION EVAL. DATE i senvevacene seesssscassuneranTnns RS ——— 090393 090393
120~ CRITICAL FRACTLRE INSP. DATE 3 seseressssenvarsnnsrsnnasss SRR e R e e "
131- EVALUATOR ENGINEER &

REMARKS:

THE REMABILITATION CONSIST IN FEPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON THE
ITEM #47.
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D.1 May 15, 2017

Appendix D Inspection by PRHTA of PB 1137

BRIDGE: // 3 F

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET

TEAM LEADER: Au;e/ Loped

INSP. DATE: /5 ey 20/7

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

Performed? Freq Previous Insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE

NBI Type (Yes / No / NA) (MONTHS) (MONTH/YEAR) (MONTH/YEAR)
ITEM 90 Routine Inspection 7:( 3 St J—A/V\;LO /9 =
ITEM93 A FC Inspection
ITEM93 B Underwater Insp.
ITEM93C | other:
2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item 58 Item 59 | Item 60 Item 61 Item 62 | Item 113
Previous Inspection -3 > 6 e ‘ ==
Current Inspection “l S 5 - == ==

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA)

/ Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
+AASHTO Core’s & NBI CD consistent
Z Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,

fire damage, etc)

/ Channel Profile/Clearance Table
/ FC & Underwater Members Tables
7 Asphalt Overlay Thickness

Z Drawings
Z Photos
./ Critical Finding

./ Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer: —_\/ /////

/
Safety Eng.: ’V /%/

Review Comments:

HA 7o 2/ 2or7 (Kl )

S
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

Structure Inventory and Appraisal Sheet

[Bridge Key: 011371 Agency ID: 011371 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0 ]
o hYd
: IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION )
State 1: 72 Puerto Rico Strue Num 8; 011371 Frequency 91; 24 months  Inepection Date 80; 5152017 NextInspzction: 0552019
Facillty Carried 7: PR2B Lacation 8 SALDORICTY DE
+ CASTRO AVE. FGFrequency 92A°  NA FG Inspaction Date 9341 NA Next FG Inspection:  NA
Rte {Onflnder)SA: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix 5B: 2 U.8, Numbered |JUW Frequency $2B° NA Ui Inspection Dale 235: NA HextUW inspection:  NA
Level of Service 5C; 1 Maicline Rte. Number 5D; 00003 Sl Frequenoy 925 NA &1 Date 936G NA Next 1! NA
Dirgetional Suffx SE: 0 NIA (NBI) %Resporsibity:  NA
' 5 Element Freaquency: 24 months  Element nspection Dete:  C1/01/1801  Next Elem. nsp. Due: 01/0171901
SHD Dietriot 2: Unknovm County Code 3 San Juan L i
Piane Gode 4: 76770 Kilameter Post 112 4.1 km 4 N
CLASSIFICATION
Featura Intersecied 6;  PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Debense ffigwey 400: . QNolw STRAHNGT by Paralie] Blruchire 101 “Na || beidgo etists
|Latiiude 18; 1842718 Longitude 17; 066d 02 15" Cirection of Traffic 102, 0 Not hwy vaffic Temporary Structure 1831 Unknown (NBI)
igh 3 : I
Beréer Bridge Code 98: Unknowr £P) EHighway System 104; 0 Mot en NHS NEIS Langth 12 Unknown (N31)
Toll Facility 20: 3 On free road Functional Class 28: 14 Urban Other Prine
Borcor Bridge Number £9:  Unknovm
\ J Historical Significance 37: Unknown (NEI}
<
Owner 22: ~1 Unknown (P}
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS = . o
Number of Approach Spans 46: -1 imber of Spans Main Lhit 45 -1 L, usladian21: *h Unkngwn (7Y 5
Main Span Material/Design 43A/B: 4 Y
: CONDITION
2 Sted) % Deck 58; 4 Poor Super§9; G Fakr SubBl:  §Far
Culyert 62: N NIA (N8} Chanpel’Channel Frotestion 61: N NAA (NB1)
\. A
=
Deck:TypeAb2: Linksowr (NBI} LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wentng Burface 100A%.  Unkacum ONBI) Inveniory Rating Method 65: Unknovn (N3I) Qperating Rating Method 63: Unkniown (NBI)
hisrribrane 1008: Unknoya (NBib
Inventory Rating 66: MS-€ Gperating Rsting 54 NS08
Deck Protection 108C: Unknown (NBi}
\ /| Dasign Load 31: 7 Padestion Pasting 7o Unknawn (NEI)
e N\
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41: A Open, no restiction
Yaar Bult 27: 1268 Year Reconstrueted 1087 Unknown y,
Type of Service on 424 3 Pedestrizn-bicyls { A
) APPRAISAL
Type of Service under 428: 1 Highway
Bri Rail 28A; N N t ied 38C. ‘A jirec
Lares on 26A: Unknovm  Lanes Undes 208: 5 Deteur Length 19: 0.0 km Widge Fal D es.nt Pagels Appyosch Rk HibAonncltaatied
Tranatlion 368: N NIA or net requised Approach Rail Ends 350 N N/A o nat requied
ADT 290 67,300 Truck ADT 1020 4% Year of ADT 20 2002
\_ J S4r, Evaluation 67 Unkrsgwn (NBH Deck Geometry 83 Unknown (NBI)
{ GEOMETRIC DATA h Underclzarence, Veriical and Horizonial 89; Unknown (N3I)
Length Mz Span 43: 2360m Struciure Lengih 49: 61.00m Waterway Adequacy 71: N Not spalisable Approach Allgnment 72: 6 Equal Min Criteria
CurbSdutk Welh L 504: Cusb/Sidevealk Viidth R 508: Seour Critical 113: N Not Qver Walsiway
Width Cuib lo Cuib 515 160m Afidth Out fo Out 52; N <
Approsch Roadway Wisth 32 2460 Medion 33: - Unknown {N6{) PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
(wif shoulders]
s Bridge Gost 94: NA Type of Wark 75: Unknovm (P}
Skew 24: 400° iructare Flared 35 Unknown (NB1) Roadway Cost 9%: Unknewn Langth of Inprovment 75:
Total Cost 96: Unknewn Future ADT 1143 92.073
inimus ical I\ I f
Miknlum ¥afteel Closrance Oer, Sekigs 94 Year of Cost Estimalo 87 Unkncwn Year of Fure ADT 115, 2018
Minirnum Vertical Underclearancs Reference S4A: H Hwy beneath stiuct 4 J
~
Minlmum Vartical Undercinaranca 548 0511 m NAVIGATION DATA R
Minimum Lateral Underclearence Referance R 95AC H Hwy beneath stuot Navigaticn Control 38: Uninown {NBI)
Minlmum Laterai Undreloarance R 55 0120m Vertcal Clearance 38: Horizonta| Clearance 40
Minfmum Lateral Undrclearance L 56: 0220 m Par Protection 1112 Uaknown (N3I) Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance 116:
PAS /

(.

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA

INSP001_Inspection_SIA_Metric

Wod 5/31/2017 13:19:23

Page 1 of 1
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
Team Leader: Angel T. Lépez
Bridge 'Inspector: Angel T. Lopez
Bridge Evaluator: Manuel Coll
Assistants: José R. Vazquez _ - e
Driver: José A. Ortiz
Inspection date: May, 15, 2017
Weather Conditions: Sunny
Amount of Time on Inspection: 1 Hours
Equipment: XBusorVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera _ Boat
" _ Other:

Bridge Number: 1137
Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: Km.
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: PR-26  Km. 4.1
Ident. Plaque: No Num.
36-Traffic Safety Features:

Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired

Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
41- Posting: Condition: A-Open Sign type: _ Posting Load:
Type of Inspection: Regular/routine inspection
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:
(61.00mts de largo)

(et —

Inspection by: Angel T. Lopez Revised and Approved by: Manauel Coll

Bridge Inspector Bridge Evaluator

R-1137
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
58. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Steel Condition: 4 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 50 to 75 % Drainage: Inadequate Ponding: No Safety: No
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Steel Condition: 4
Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: No Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: No . Bottom: No
Efflorescence: No - Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion: Severe

58.3 Movement: . Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.

: V 'Cond. Height |

Material Rating l('(gss' Joints | Drainage | Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
58.4 Curb N/A e - = . e s - o @ =
58.5 Median | N/A - -~ - - - - - - - —
58.6
Sidewatks | VA - - - - = = = o i _
587 :
Parapets A B B B - - - - - - -
58.8 Railing | Steel 5 Good Good Good Severe Poor | Yes - - ~
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A  Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints:  Condition: N/A
Type: N/A Functioning: NJA Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: None Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Hay moderada y severa corrosion en la superficie, hay varias perforaciones grandes por corrosion en las tolas,
hay una seccién grande con la esquina suetlta e inclinada formando un hueco, grandes parchos para reparar
secciones corroidas, hay varias secciones de las tolas que estan sueltas de sus puntos de soldaduras, varias de los
parchos que son en aluminio tiene los tornillos de anclajes sueltos, esto puede causar accidente. Muchas de las
secciones fueron pintadas con éxido rojo para proteccion del acero, la superficie de la estructura esta en pobres
condiciones.

BR-1137
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
59. SUPERSTRUCTURE
58.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Fixed/Mov. Out of Plumb: No Paint: None
Condition: 5
- 59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: Nohe
Crushing:'No
59.3 Steel beams: N/A  Type: N/A
Condition: N/A Corrosion: N/A Paint: N/A
- 59.4 Concrete: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: Small Scaling: None
59.5 Truss: Ped. Bailey Condition: 5  Paint: Fair Corrosion: Moderate ~ Members: N/A
59.6 Drainage: Type: N/A Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
59.7 Hinges: Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: N/A
59.9 Vibrations: N/A

60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
Cond.
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
60.1.1 | Wingwalls N/A N = 2 = = - e o
0 o
€ Breast-
g 60.1.2 Backwall N/A N - - - - - - 5 =
_§ 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N - - . - - —
60.1.4 | Piles N/A N — - - — —
o 60.2.1 | Caps N/A N - - - - -
% , | 6022 | Bracing N/A N - - - - - - -
o -
%é 60.2.3 | Columns Steel 5 - - - Severe Poor No No No
5
n&; 80.2.4 | Footing Concrete ¢ F Small - - - No No No
& 5025 | Piles N/A N ' p s = . s "
i 60.3.1 Caps N/A N - — _
sn
g g 1 60.3.2 | Bracing | NA N 3 s - a - |- s
60.3.3 | Piles N/A N - - = s & =
60.4.1 Caps N/A N — 4 -4 & -
4
2 § | 6042 | Bracing N/A N 2 = = > p o
60.4.3 | Piles N/A N - - s %
Comments:

59.5- Varios de los componentes laterales de los "bracing” tienen ligera, moderada y severa corrosion y pérdida de
seccion, algunas secciones en el “upper chord” tienen moderada pérdida de seccién por corrosién,
60.2.3- Columnas en acero en buenas condiciones, ligera corrosion.

BR-1137
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour; N/A
61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
; Type i Material | Rating Functicning |

61.3 Protective Device N/A N =
614" Fender System N/A N -
61.5 RipRap . N/A N =
616 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N -

61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A Detrimental: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: N/A  if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A  if yes explain:
61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A - if yes explain:
61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:

62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spaliing | Scaling | Corrosion | Seitiement | Alignment | Scour
62.1 Barrel NA | N = - - - 2 -
62.2 Head Walls N/A N - = - - —~ - = s
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N - = — — - — _
62.4 Retaining wall | N/A N = 2 2 % s L _
Comments:
BR-1137
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A

72. APPROCACH RCADWAY
72.1 Alignment: 6
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other

Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None Uneven: No

Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation: No

Safety: Hazardous: No

Drainage: . Inadequate: No

Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No

Embankment: Condition: N Funcﬁtioning: Yes Erosion: No

Construction: Flimsy: No ' Integrity impaired: No

72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: " N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: May, 15, 2017
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection: )
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Other
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS

Signs:  Type: Route Orientation Material: Alum. Condition: 5

BR-1137
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BRIDGE INVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
Core Elements
PlE Quanti uanti Quanti Quanti Quanti

E'If:' Elements Description afn Qit:::ty Units Condlti:)yn qunditif)yn Conditi;yn Condm;yn Conditix Tgt:;:tti:yle

) g.}v. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

BR-1137 6
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D.2 January 23, 2014

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET
BRIDGE: | ( 37 C%)

TEAM LEADER: Eng. Arturo Cjceres Febus
INSP. DATE: / / 3! ’0

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

ormed? Freq Previous insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE
NBI Type j, (Yes )No / NA) (MONTHS) (MQNTH/YEAR) (MONTH/YEAR)
ITEM S0 Routine Inspection 3(40 }6& / Z// 0/ M / 7} 3// {ﬂ
4
ITEM 93 A | FC Inspection / ~ - —
ITEM93 B Underwater Insp. M — —
ITEM93C | other: /\) B ~—

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item58 |Item59 |Item60 |Item6l, | Item62 | Iltem113

Previous Inspection 5 5 @ /7./ U: U o I
Current Inspection 5 5 QQ /(/ Aj Aj

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA) Review Comments:

+ Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
2AASHTO Core’s & NBI CD consistent
Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,
fire damage, etc)
« Channel Profile/Clearance Table
¢/ FC & Underwater Members Tables
~ Asphalt Overlay Thickness
7 Drawings
7 Photos
__Critical Finding
/-_ Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer:

Safety Eng.: 'y /K)///
/7
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

Bridge Inspection Report

[Bn'dge Key: 011371 Agency ID: 011371 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0 ]
~ = ) )
IDENTIFICATION ( INSPECTION
State 1: 72 Puerto Rico Struc Num 8: 011371 Frequency 91: 24 months  Inspection Date 90: 1723/2014  Next Inspection: 01/23/2016
Facility Carried 7: PR26 Location &  BALDORIOTY DE i
CASTRO AVE. FC Frequency 92A: NA FC Inspection Date 93A:  1/23/2014 Next FC Inspection:  NA
Rte.(On/Unden5A: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix 58: 2 U.S. Numbered ||UW Frequency 92B: NA UW Inspection Date 938: NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Level of Service 5C: 1 Mainline Rte. Number 5D: 00026 St Frequency 92C:  NA St Date 83C: NA Next S NA
Directional Suffix SE: 0 N/A (NBI) % Responsibility: ~ NA
Element Frequency: 24 months Element Inspection Date:  01/01/1901 Next Elem. Insp, Due: 01/23/2014
SHD District 2: SAN JUAN County Code 3: SAN JUAN L )
Place Code 4: SANJUANZONA  Kilometer Post11:  04.1km s N
URBANA CLASSIFICATION
Feature Intersected 8.  PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: 0 Not a STRAHNET hwy Paraliel Structure 101: No || bridge exists
Latitude 16: 18d 27 18 Longitude 17: 0664 03' 18° Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103:  Not Applicable (P)
EVOGECONoe NI ) Highway System 104: 0 Not on NHS NBIS Length 112: Long Enough
Toll Facility 20: 30n free road Functional Class 28: 14 Urban Other Princ
Border Bridge Number 99:  Unknown
\, - Historical Significance 37: 5 Not eligible for NRHP
h Owner 22: 01State Highway Agency
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS = < )
Number of Approach Spans 46: 0 Number of Spans Main Unit 45 2 ks Smocen 21: 01 State Highway Agency )
Main Span Material/Design 43A/B: ( CONDITION
3 Steel 0 Deck §8: 5 Fair Super59: 5 Fair Sub80: 6 Satisactory
Culvert 62: N N/A (NBI) Channel/Channel Protection 61: N N/A (NBI)
_
; e w
Peck7ypa:f0; SiSiselRlats LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wearing Surface 108A: 9 Other Inventory Rating Method 65: Unknown (NBI) Operating Rating Method 63:Unknown (NBI)
Membrane 108B: 0 None
Invi Rating 66: X Operating Rating 64: MS-0.6
Deck Protection 108C: None J oty Fiing 0 Mee n
S Design Load 31: 7 Pedestrian Posting 70: Unknown (NBI)
)
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41: Unknown (NBI)
Year Built 27: 1988 Year Reconstructed 106: Unknown L J
Type of Service on 42A: 3 Pedestrian-bicyle ( 3
PRAISA
Type of Service under 428: 1 Highway APPRAISAL
Bridge Rail 36A: Approach Rail 36C: Unki
Lanes on 28A: Unknown Lanes Under 288: 5 Detour Length 19: 0.0 km ‘Ral SM \nkewn (55) ::: 3¢ 260 " nown (N::)
ADT 29: 67,300  TruckADT108: 4% Year of ADT 30: 2005 b 2 o a0 FI 200 o0
\_ J Str. Evaluation 67:  Unknown (NBI) Deck Geometry 68: Unknown (NBI}
~ :
GEOMETR'C DATA W Underclearance, Vertical and Horizontal 69: Unknown (NBI)
Length Max Span 48:  24.37m Structure Length 49: 53.14m Y 71 N Not appli A h Aligr 72 Unknown (NBI)
CurbVSawik Weth L 50A:  0.00 m CurtvSidewalk Width R 50B: 0.00 m Scour Critcal 113: Unkniowts (el J
Width Curbto Curb 51: 1.64m Width Out fo Out 52: 284m p ==
Appreach Roadway W32 24801 edan33. oNomedan [ PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
(w/ shoulders)
Deck Area: 150,82 m* Bridge Cost 94: NA Type of Work 75: Unknown (P)
Skew34:  000° Structure Flared 35: 0 No flare Roadway Cost 85; Unknown Length of iImprovment 76:
. Total Cost 96: Unknown Future ADT 114: 92,073
Minkntion; Vertical Ciearance. Ovur Bridoe 63: nam Year of Cost Estimate 87: Unknown Year of Future ADT 115: 2020
Minimum Vertical Underciearance Reference S4A: H Hwy beneath struct J
e
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548: 06.73m NAVIGATION DATA )
Minil Lateral L R 55A: H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38: N NA-no waterway
Minimum Lateral Undrciearance R 55: 01.20m Vertical Clearance 39: 0.00m Horizontal Clearance 40: 0.00m
Ll\lmimum Lateral Undrclearance L 58: 0220m ui« Protection 111: Unknown (NBI) Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance 116: 0.00 m )
J
ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
BRIDGE NOTES
INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric A ID: 011371 Mon 2/24/2014 16:20:51
gency 1U: Page 1 of 2
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YourState Department of Transportation Bureau of Bridges and Structures

Bridge Maintenance

Bridge Inspection Report

PAST INSPECTION

Inspection Date:  01/23/2014 Type: 1 Regular NBI
Inspector: -1 Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Poi
Scope:
NBI: Other: ] Element: [ ]
Underwater: l:] Fracture Critical:
INSPECTION NOTES

(LIGHT TO MODERATE CORROSION AND SOME HOLES BY CORROSION AT STEEL PLATES. LATERAL COMPONENTS )

OF BRACINGS SHOWS LIGHT TO MODERATE CORROSION AND SECTION LOSS. MODERATE SECTION LOSS BY
CORROSION AT UPPER CHORDS.

Nz J

INSPECTOR WORK CANDIDATES
INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric . Mon 2/24/2014 16:20:51
pec Agency ID: 011371 Page 2 of 2
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA

Team Leader: Arturo Caceres

Bridge Inspector: José R. Vazquez

Bridge Evaluator: Arturo Caceres

Assistants: Juan C. Otero

Driver: Gabriel Diaz

Inspection date: Jan 23, 2014

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 1 Hours

Equipment: XBusorVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera
Other:

Bridge Number: 1137

Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: Km.
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: PR-26 Km. 4.07
Ident. Plaque: No Num.
Traffic Safety Features:

Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired

Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
41- Posting: Condition: A-Open Sign type: _ Posting Load:
Type of Inspection: Regular/routine inspection
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Inspection by:/ £

Boat

=

Revised and Approved by: Arturo Caceres

Bridge Inspector Team Leader

BR-1137
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
§8. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 10 to 25 % Drainage: Inadequate Ponding: Yes Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: No Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: No Bottom: No
Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion: Moderate
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.
| Cond. | Height
Material Rating '(':n‘:i Joints | Drainage | Alignment [ Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
58.4 Curb N/A - = o = & @ = = “ %
ﬁgian NIA - B - - B B - - B B
2?;6 i N/A - - - - - = = - - -
gg'i?sn g Steel 6 Good Good Good Moderate - Yes - - -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints: Condition: N/A
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:
Material: None Condition: N Functioning: N/A
Comments:

58.1- Ligera y moderada corrosion en superficie, algunas pequefias perforaciones por corrosion en las tolas.

BR-1137
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
59. SUPERSTRUCTURE
59.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Fixed/Mov. Out of Plumb: No Paint: None
Condition: 5
59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
59.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N/A Corrosion: N/A Paint: N/A
59.4 Concrete: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: Small Scaling: None
59.5 Truss: Ped. Bailey Condition: 5 Paint: Fair Corrosion: Moderate ~ Members: N/A
59.6 Drainage: Type: N/A Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
59.7 Hinges: Condition: N/A  Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: N/A
59.9 Vibrations: N/A

60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
Cond.
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
P 60.1.1 | Wingwalls N/A N = — - - - - - -
5 | 6042 i N/A N - - - - - - - -
5 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N - - - - - = = s
60.1.4 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - - -
60.2.1 | Caps N/A N - - - - - = = s
§ 8 | 60.2.2 | Bracing N/A N - - - - = - & -
g ﬁ 60.2.3 | Columns Steel 6 - = - Moderate - No No No
E o | 60.24 | Footing Concrete| 7 E Small - - - No No No
60.2.5 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - - -
E 2 60.3.1 Caps N/A N - - - - - - - -
S é 60.3.2 | Bracing N/A N - - - - - - = =
%" [ 60.3.3 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - - _
60.4.1 | Caps N/A N - - - & -l < - -
2 g 60.4.2 | Bracing N/A N - - - = o - = -
60.4.3 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - - -
Comments:

59.5- Varios de los componentes laterales de los “bracing” tienen ligera, moderada corrosion y pérdida de seccion,
algunas secciones en el “upper chord” tienen moderada pérdida de seccién por corrosion.

BR-1137
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA

61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: N/A

61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning

61.3 Protective Device N/A N -
614 Fender System N/A N -
61.5 Rip Rap N/A N -
61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N -

61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A Detrimental: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A  if yes explain:

61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:

61.12 Other features that may affect structure:

Comments:

62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Seftiement | Alignment | Scour

62.1 Barrel N/A N o - - - - - - -
62.2 Head Walls N/A N B - - - = - = =
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N i = = - - w - =
62.4 Retainingwall | N/A N = - - - - - - -
Comments:

BR-1137 4
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A
72. APPROACH ROADWAY
72.1 Alignment: 6
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other
Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation: No
Safety: Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate: No
Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No
Embankment: Condition: N Functioning: Yes Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: Jan 23, 2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Other
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS

Signs:  Type: Route Orientation Material: Alum. Condition: 5

BR-1137
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
_C rmElﬂnfnﬁ
PlE Quan! Quant Quanti Quanti Quanti
E:‘e:. Elements Description aln Qﬁf:::ty Units COndi:::yn Conditii:)yn Conditi:)yn Conditi:)yn Condititoyn ToQt:;:ﬂt_z:yte
a.|v. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
P Quanti Quanti Quanti Quantif Quanti
E'I:aom. Elements Description a Qﬁ:::m Units Condi::yn Condig:)yn Conditi:)yn Conditiz'l Condiﬁ:yn Tgt:;ns::yte
: g. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
r
P|E Quanti Quanti Quantif Quanti Quanti
Elom-| Elements Description | a 03:.:w o] cimonn | eemans | Coenmn | Somni | coomis T;':;nsﬁ‘t’y“
g. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
BR-1137 6
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1137-Jan-23-2014-005,jpg
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D.3 June 29, 2001

ENGINEER: EDUARDC MARQUEZ

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE EQUIPMENT
A3SISTANTS: M. SANTIAGO BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X LADDERS
JAIME RIVAS BOAT CAMERA X

: JUAN OTERO BRIDGE No.: 01137 FEDERAL SYSTEM UNDERWATER ENCOPER #

: JORGE VIERA SNOOPER OPBRATOR

: ROAD No.: PR 26 KM. No. : ©004.070 PLAQUE ID
BVALUATION DATE: 29/JUNR/0O1 YES X NO No.

' FIIM No.
1= BTATE : ceserovsosscasittaarsinsnsonsnossansnss RN Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 721
2- HIGHWAY AGENCY DESTRICT 1 wuvvusvansstassvnssossssesesessns esns nsosnssnnss veses. SAN JUAN oL
3- COUNTY (PARTSH) CODR. 2 oo s siim v o s e es o v 0305 b i (5 o a8 e SAN JUAN 127
4 PLARHIGODRIE. vamenmmdionmsnisssman. sommms T T Ry SAN JUAN UREAN 76770
5~ INVENTORY ROUTE § Juouarnioesisassirinensnss R A Ceereieienans 2-2-1-00002-0 221000030
€~ FEATURES INTERSECTED : ........ T U e Y PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
7- PACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE : .................ons R TR PR 26 PR 26
8% STRUCTURE NUMBER 4 /v owysado soaive v i s i . 1137 (1 OF 1) 011371
9- LOCATION : ........ I . BALDORIOTY DE CRSTRO AVE. BALDORIOTY DE CASTRO AVE.
10- INVENTORY ROUTE, MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE © . ..oevieceicrnonsnnnsns . 5.21n(16'-9") 0510
11- KILOMETERPOINT 3 & oueuswessvannssssacansnonsnssssraseseoninarsusisisssssonisensnins 4.07 0004070
12- BASE KYGHWAY NETWORK ¢ ............. ARG R Q
13- LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, SUBROUTE NUMBER : ..............
16~ LATITUDE & wouaunvsvsnanasesvdnaaasaean i iveiivaves 18 DEG 27.3 MIN 18271800
17~ BONGITUDE I tuouvvvnnnvncscnesnsos g e 66 DRG €3.3 MIN 066032800
19- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST KILOMETER) : ......... et STRUCTURE OVER HWY. 000
LASSIPICATIO
L R L e ON FREE ROAD 3
21~ MAINTENANCE RRSPONSABILITY i «......... D.T.B.W 01
22- OWMBR i -vevvvvaveeses T e D.T.P.W. 01
26- FUNCTIONAL CLASS, OF INVENTORY ROUTE : ................ URBAN INTERSTATE 14
B BB BRI oniomssminm mmesmims R A R 0 R R R R A AR B A P S R REVR R 1968 1968
28~ LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE .......ovevivcnio, wiieevisaieiys 00 ON ; O5 UNDER 0005
29« A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE 2 «suvainonosiuaioioiviass R .. 67,300 DETI00
30- YBAR OF A.D.T. & cuvncnnnnnnn. B S e 1599 1299
=======z=z=STRUCTURE DATA===z==sszs===s

31- DBSIGN LOAD ¢ ....cncnunnnnvnsacncaiaoans D S NN PEDESTRIAN 7
32- APPROACK ROADWAY WIDTH : 24.55u(80. 655} 0246
33~ BRIDGE MEDYAN 5 cosocomniniainis o asio e s s im s aams 5ai s s a s s, s a v 4 vas NONE 0
34- BKEW ANGLE ¢ .....covicsincaseivine B D P A R VR RSN ceal NO 00
35- STRUCTURE FLARED & wssvvasassedss st ssansnessansnessvaessissesssnssoaassniniasionine NO o
36- TRAPFIC SAFETY FEATURES ! . ..oucvanrnsnsnsnsnsiniininnanenons R e H-N-N-N KNKN
37- HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE : ........ SRR R S e Cieesaresesasiiiiies B 5
38- NAVIGATION CONTROL 2 st vssssnsssasasssnssorasssostasossesesssasesssotiossnansnsssnsnsnssse N/A N
39- NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE ! «outsrerevreinnennnonncnnansennnonnns beressissesisiaaiso. NO 0000
40- NAVIGATTON HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE & .......oeioivinananannn T — Ho 60600
41- STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF. : ........oriosranonsnsasnnsnsnssnsasacnaaras OPEN A
42- TYPE OF SERVICE : ........ Y S R «+:... PEDESTRIAN OVER HWY. K38
43- STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN : ....c.cnvnvnensonns STBEL TRUSS DECK 309
44- STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. : «.......onnevnne ... NONR 000
45- NUMBER OF SPAN IN MAIN UNIT : ,..... B T KR KR ceverenens cesesieaciiaraerenes 002 vo2
46- NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN i .........c.ovvneees Cevesava s Vesesevis e reres NONE 0000

PUERTO RICO EIGHWAY AUTHORITY
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FEDERAL SYSTEM

BRIDGE

47- INV. ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ., CLEARANCE § ......c...vencnnnnnnnn Ti=23.5am(77.34.

No.: 01137

48- LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN
49- STRUCTURE LENGTH : .....
50~ CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS

51- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB :

52- DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT :

PUBRTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATICN OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATICN REPCRT

& ¢ wt

derasreanrananeans «+++. NONE

=2252==STRUCTURE DATA===s===s===z==

ceeee. 1.64m(5,37ft)
erreseesss2.00m(6.56EL)

53~ MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROBDWAY @ ................o..0n SRR AN SR UNLYMITRD
54- MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDRRCLEARANCE : ....... SRS s Betam e T=ary
ssr'rammw LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE OM RIGHT & «vvvvvvrersnnnsss o oA .. 1.19m(3.9f%)
56- MINTMGM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT © ....oonuvenunennnonnnenneennnnnn 2.22m{7.28ft)
COMDITIC
58- DRCK: PAIR CONDITION RATING: S DECK COMMENTS:
58,1 WEARING SURFACE: MATERIAL: STEEL CONDITION : 5
THICKNRSS: THE STRUCTURE.
DETERIORATION: YES X NO  DRAINAGE: X ADEQUATE INADEQUATE
BONDING:  YBS X NO SAFETY: X YES NoO
58.2 SLAB OR PLATR: MATERYAL: STEEL CONDITION 13
CRACKING: FINE MEDIUM OPEN
TOP BOTTON | 1
SPALLING: iS <1 in. DEEP x € in. & L > 1 in. x € in. & |
SCALING : {LtoXin., 4 ¥in, - ¥ 4n., H% in. - 1 d4n., 8 > 1 |
L J
RFFLORBSCENCE  BEXUDATION  RUST STAINS XCORROSION: XLIGHT  MODERATE  SEVERE
58.3 MOVEMENT: DECK IO BACKWALL cm, DBECK TO APPROACH SLAB om.
r T T T: T 1
|(s58.4) | (58.5) | (58.6) | (s8.7) | (s8.8) |
|CURBS | MEDIAN | SIDEWALKS | PARAPETS | RAILING |
} t } t t 1
MATERIAL | { | } | sTREL |
CONDITION RATING ~=======|=== ==cfeccc coc]omnanan —oonn [ Jm=m=mma]
HEIGHT LOSS (cm) | | | | | |
JOINTS ------—=—---====-- |--- --}--- -==]----- Bl e e i+ < |
DRAINAGE | | | | | oK |
ALIGNMENT ----------mmun Rl e |--es  =oe- |====0K-=-|
CORROJION (L-M-3) | | | | | 9 |
PAINT:G-GOOD, F-FAIR, === [=== ==v|smvn vor|ovmer covun |=wem com |===-F----|
P-POOR, N-NONE | | | | | {
U-USBLESS T0 PAINT | | { | | |
SAFBTY --------mc-eoonnn J== wefam- ==f---- bl EL LD --=|---yE3---|
CRACKING (F-M-0} | | | | | |
SPALLING (S-%) --------- Jaas amd]amas sa]eeass anman |---- ----- |---- ---- |
SCALING (L-M-H-S) | | | | | |
L 1 1 1 L ]
568.9 LIGHTING STANDARDS: MATERIAL: NO CCNDITION: FUNCTICNING: YES NO
58.10 UTILITIES: TYPR: NO SIZB: SAFETY:
58.11 JOINTS: EXPANSION CONSTRUCTION CCNDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
LBAKING: YRS No CRACKING:  FINE MEDIOM OPEN SPALLING:  SMALL LARGE
58.12 DRAINS AND SCUPPRRS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YRS No

PAGE 2 OF 7
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58.1 LITE AND MODERATE CCRROSION IN ALL
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FEDERAL SYSTEM

BRIDGE No.: 01137

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EBVALUATION REPORT

PAGE 3 OF 7

59- sumks;mﬁmm: FAIR CONDITION RATING: § SUPERSTRUCTURR COMMENTS :
59.1 BEARING DEVICES: TYPE: FIXED MOVABLE OUT OF PLUMB 59,5 LITE ABRASION BY CORRCSION.
PAINT: coon FAIR POOR NONB USELESS TO PAINT
CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
§9.2 BRIDGE SEATS, PEDESTAL, GROUT PADS, ABUTHMENTS OR PIER SEATS WHERE BEAMS BEAR
DIRRCTLY ON CONCRETE
CONDITION: ' CRACKING: F " o SPALLING: S n
SCALING: L ] H s CRUSHING:
59.3 STERL-BRAMS: TYPE: ITMENSIONS (height ;width;thickness):
. CONDITION: CORROSION: L M S PAIN': G F P N U
59.4 CONCRETE-BOX BEAMS, I-BEAMS, SLAB, T-BEAM, TYDE:
CONDITION: CRACKING: F ) o SPALLING: 8 L
SCALING: 'L M H §
59.6 TRUSSES: TYPE: BAILEY CONDITION: 5 CORROSTION: X LX M S
DAMAGE: DEFORMATION: PAINT: © ¥ P N U
A=TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=FORTALS D=FLOOR BEAMS E¥=STRINGERS
59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPE: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
59.7 HINGES: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NC NOVEMENT:  YRY NO
ALIGNMENT: GOOD BAD PAINT: G F P N U
59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NORMAL EXCESSIVE cma.
£9.5 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL HMODERATE BXCESSIVE
60- SUBSTRUCTURE: SATISFACTORY COND. RATING: 6
| ABUTMENT > | PIERS OR NON PILES EENTS: > | < PILES BENTS >|
T T T T T T T T J T T T 1
] 60.1.1 | 60.2.2 | 60.1.3 | 60.1.4 | 60,2.1 | 60.2.2 |60.2.3 | 60.2.4 | 60.2.5 | 60.4.1 | 60.4.2 | 60.4.3 |
|WINGWALL |BREAST &|FOOTING | PILES | CAPS |BRACING |COLUMNS |[FOOTINGS| PILES | CAPS |BRACING | PILES |
| | BACKWALL | | | | I f | | | | |
k t f t f f f } t t t t {
MATERIAL | i | | | | |STEEL  |CONCRETE| | | | |
CONDITION RATING |---- --- |--me memfmmmm e [==== = e R et et el B e bl B At |
CRACKING (F-1-0) | | { | | | ! | LA | | | i
SPALLING (S-L) = |--=- === [S2RR Bl iR BRElessE BRI R R e, B B =555 5e [EE=2igns |
SCALING (L-M-H-8) | | | | | | ; [ | | [ !
CORROSION (L-M-8) |-=--- --= [rmem: wncimnmn sealsson seslroms sacfrrenwss]srrmmns|rormmssrr o seslle e sozlomes e srmmensl
PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | | | | ! | | Fo| Foo| | | | I
HOVEMENT ------~ [ sufmam o |=-- - |omm fren e free o R I ] B Ee e [e== o=n]
EROSION | | \ | i I | w | N | | | | |
UNDERMINING ~--- |---  -=[-=- == === -- [=== == j=-- - === - [---NO =-]~--NO --|nn= mmfnme oofomm leee o
L 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 i 1 J

60- SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :
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FEDERAL SYSTEM

BERIDGE No.: 01137

61- CHANNE]L & CHANNBL PROTECTION : N/A

6%.1 CHANNEL SCOUR (BXTENT)

61.2 EMBANKMENT BROSYON(RXTENT) :

PUERTC RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

RATING : N

T T 1
| CONDITTON | PUNCTTONING |

T T
| |
| TYPE | MATERIAL| RATING j——q——o]
! | | i yes | no |
; } } i } |
61.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE | I | | } |
1.4 PENDER SYSTEM ---- | i | B LR |
. 61.5 RIP RAP | i ] | | |
61.6 SPUR DIKES, JETTIES | | | SRRt EEEETY EEREEE |
L 1 1 1 1 ']
61.7 OBSTRUCTION (DEBRIS, GROWTHS):
61.8 CHANNEL CHANGE: YES NO
DETRIMENTAL: YRS NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
61.9 ADRQUATE WATERWAY: YES NO  IF NO, RXPLAIN
61.10 SURRCUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES NO IF YBS, BXPLAIN
BROSION: YRS KO IF YES, BXPLAIN
61.11 LOCATION OF PIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMENTAL: YES NoO
IF YBS, EXPLAIN
61.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AFFECT STRUCTURE:

62- CULVERT AND RETAINING WALLS :N/A

RATING :N

T T

T T 1

| 62 . 1BARREL | 62 . 2HEADWALL | 62 . 3CUT-OFFWALL | 62 . 4RETAINING WALL|

I T
MATERIAL | |
CONDITION RATING|----- mmmm | mm————
FUNCTIONING {Y¥-N) | |
CRACKING (P-M-0) |-
SPALLING (3-L) | |
SCALING (L-M~H-=8) | ---vw O .
CORROSION (L-M-5) | |
SETTLEMENT (Y-N) |[~=~~= e Bttt
ALTGNMENT (¥-N) | |
PAINT (G-F-P-N-11} | ----- R B

L 1

63- MBTHOD USED TO DRETERMINE OPERATING
64- OPERATING RATING
65- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE INVENTORY
66— INVENTORY RATING : .....cceveenans

RATING .. ATLLOWABLE STRESS
saressrs:. PEDESTRIAN
RATING .. ALLOWABLE STRESS

.......... DEDESTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMBNTS:

CULVERT COMMENTS:

PAGE 4 OF 7
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FEDERAL S'IYSTBM PUERTQ RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 5 OF 7
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE No.: 01137 ERIDGE REINSPECTION & BVALUATION REPORT
§7- STRUC"I:URALRVALUATION: .......... T T I T P P R I I S S P Y A S R S T I PR, 5
SEVERE CORROSION & LIGHET SECTION LOSS AT WEARING SURFACKE DUE TO PONDING,

FINE CRACKS, SMALL SPALLINGS & LIGHT SCALINGS AT COLUMNS FOOTINGS.PONDING AT
STAIRS & REST AREA.

B8 DECICTEROMBIRY T Joomsomseatinsion s s ma s s e e s aass R RN SR R RN s B SHEREN 5% R TR RN SRR e SH
N/A

€9~ UNDER! ICE, VERTICAL 5 HORIZONTAL : .......
5 WU?’} [t 2yt

BASICALLY INTOLBRABLE REQUIRING HIGH PRIORY OF CORRECTIVE ACTION,

70- BRIDGE POSTING 3 ,iuvevravnanevnncusonsnsaans R ) /A 5

71- WATERWAY ADEQUACY : ...

N/&

REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS. SLIGHT - 11 TO 100 YEARS. OCASSIONAL -~ 32 TO 10 YEARS. FREQUENT - LBSS THAN 2 YRARS.
INSIGNIFICANT - MINOR INCONVENIERNCE. HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS, SIGNIFICANT - TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TO SEVERAL DAYS
SEVERE - LONG TERM DELAYS TO TRAFFLC WITH RESULTING HARDSHIP

F2= AR PROACH ROADWAY AT TN N s e i A A R R R A S B R S A R N S B R S S R v 6 -
N/A
72,2 SLAB OR PAVEMENT CONDITION : g MATERIAL :
CRACKING: P N o SPALLING: L 5 SCALING: L M H ] UNWEVEN: YEBS NC ROUGH: YES NO
SETTLEMENT: YRS  NO MOVEMENT: APPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YB3 NO  BREAKING UP: EXCESSIVE DEFORMATION:
SAFETY: HABARDOUS  YES  NO  DRAINAGE: INADEQUATE: YES  NO  PONDING:  YES No
MOVEMENT: PAVEMENT-APPRCACH SLAB: YES  NO EMBANKMENT:  CONDITION:
FUNCTIONING: YBS  NO BROSION:  YBS No IF YES, BXPLAIN
CONSTRUCTION: FLIMSY: YES No
INTBGRITY IMPAIRED: YRS No IF YBS, BXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YES NO
72.4 JOINTS: TYPE: INADEQUATE: YES NO  SATISFACTORY ALIGNMENT: YES  NO
72.5 GUARDRAIL: TYPR: MATERIAL: CONDITION: PUNCTTONING: YRS No
ALIGNMENT: HORIZONTAL: GOOD  BAD  VBRTICAL: GoOD  BAD JOINTS: FUNCTIONING: YES  NO
SAFETY: SECURELY ATTACHED: YES KO PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS : YBS  NO

72~ APPROACH ROADWAY - COMMENTS:
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FEDERAL SYSTEM PUBRTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND RVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE NO. :01137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

==PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT

5= TYPE OF WORK f 4uvnucconnuanoaroaannonnennnss P REHABILITATION NEEDED
76- LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT ¢ ...........e.couo..... 52.14 MIS, (171.01 BI.)
INSPRCTIO

890 HBBRRVED oot din st tiosin. Sasaa i sy s B e R R P O B
50- INSPRCTION DATR @ /iwuilvusidv i St o S, S, s s JUNE 2001
91- DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUBNCY ¢ . ..vovri.ooo.oo..s N EYVERY-24-MONTHS
92- CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION : ..vvoevvnrrionnnnnn, P S— NOT NEEDED
93 CRITICAL BEAT, INHDECY, DRTEE oo mmseomss: o seamss N/A

FRACTURE CRITICAL UNDERWATER OTHER

94~ BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST :

95- ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : ....vvvnvenninennonrn i, N/A
96- TOTAL PROJHCT COST i sovvveevvrcrnnnnnnrinesons «vvecee. (2.00) (52.14) (825) {0.15) =§12, 505
97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST BSTIMATED : ...vcvuiriviresonnnrnennnens e verrees 2001

==CLASAIFICATION AND 3TRUCTURE DATA==

98- BORDER BRIDGE : ......cuovvevvarnaansnnnian B R R I I DR R I S A I
99~ BORDER BRIDGR STRUCTURR NUMBER : ... ..c:voarsesionnronassansaosseasssonssniosassonsersioanne
100- STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : ..........

101- PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION ! ...........c.ciuuiininnanennaaias

102- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC : ......... T I L I L P Y

103~ TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATICON : 4o vvutsnuuviuuvauuinaiiaiaaieaaiaaaiaaiiaensy

104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE
105- FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS :
106~ YEAR RECONSTRUCTION : ....

107- DBCK STRUCTURE TYPE § iiisesisvaiobiadat sl iniiniifaassnniiaaisiosiniia
108- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM : .......v.on00.

109~ AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : ........

110- DRSIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK @ .......oiiveiiiiiniainnnae e
111~ PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION)

112- NBIS BRIDGE LBNGTH : .....:v0onevee e

112- SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : ... .i.civuiiiiiiiiniioiininnnnnnnn

114- FUTURE AVERAGE DALLY TRAFFIC i ......

115~ YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. ! ..ivieivaaaranrnns

116~ MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCE ! .. .......citinenennnnecnaneaanans

VERTICAL LIFT BRIDGE
117- SUFFICIENCY RATING
125- PRIORITY RATING: .......
127- EVALUATION DATE
120~ CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE : ....ccccvuitenncsnssnnsnsnsasanns

ENGINBER :EDUARDO MARQUEZ

PAGE & GF 7

352
000521

9601
24

000000
DODOO0
000013

2001

0000

000

a4

k4
N
092073

2018

062901

FEDERAL SYSTEM PUBRTC RICC HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE NO. 101137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

BUXILIA‘RY. ITENS
1-8IGNS
TYPE:
MATERIAL:
CONDITION:

REMARKS ;
REHABTLITATTON {CONSISTS ON REPATRING THE DEFICIRNCIES DISCUSSED ON
ITEM 67.
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D.4 March 11, 1999

ENGINEER: HERIBERTO GONZALEZ BRIDGE STUDTES AND EVALUATION OFFICE EQUTPMENT

ASSISTANTS: LUIS QUINONEZ BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X LADDERS
: JAIME RIVAS BOAT CAMERA X
# ALFREDO ERAZO BRIDGE No.: 01137 FEDERAL SYSTEM UNDERWATER SNOOPER #
SNOOPER OPERATOR
ROAD No.: PR 26 KM. No. 0004.070 PLAQUE ID
EVALUATION DATE: 11-MAR-1999 YES X NO No.
FILM No.
IDENTIFICATION==

1- STATE : Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 721
2- HIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT SAN JUAN 01
3= ‘COUN'J'Y (PARISH) CODE SAN JUAN 127
& DEHCE,OGBE 3 ueyuiss umiin 5w ol S i n s S St S S i o 76770
5- INVENTORY ROUTE 2%‘1000030
G- FRATURES) INTERSECTED 3 ' £ sis i ok it ih o e by ol i st s o v PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY [
7- FACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE : .. ....tvivucctnnnanmnnnacaoaassssssocsnines PR 26 PR 26

8- STRUCTURE NUMBER . © o ouo sie vie soo wis o 650204000 508 078 00 nio 00 018 Mo 0,0 818 8.0 8,0 858050010 000 0.0 5 2 80n 1137 (1 OF 1) 011371
B TEICTIONINE s cporevsos i S aoR oo 0 N SRS S I A o SEIARS BALDORIOTY DE CASTRO AVE. BALDORIOTY DE CASTRO AVE.
10- INVENTORY ROUTE, MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE : ...........eieeniennnennnes 5.11m(16'-9") 0510
i RITOMBTERBOTNT 3  srsvescs ion s oo s voa s sy i 40 om0 o 0 8 F A S e o A S R P i 4.07 0004070
12- BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK : . ...uuvvievinnssanesesennnnnns n y 2 ©
13- LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, SUBROUTE NUMBER : .............. lo(ﬂ’ﬂéa .-D0BOOUUNTE00
V6= ENTETUDBIE i s e e A A e R S R A 18 DEG 27.3 MIN 18271800
L TORVETOEES B cprpmtromsnnts 50 (e 5ot 00, 0 03 180 1 . 058 v o s ol 66 DEG 03.3 MIN 066031800
19- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST KILOMETER) : ........eionvnvnnnnesn- STRUCTURE OVER HWY. 000

============CLASSIFICATION==

B TOLL: F a5 aam0s g 00 s S I e o S Vo Vo B Vo W A ON FREE ROAD 3
21- MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY : ...........c.o0ceennn D.T.P.W 01
Qs ONNER & 0 S R O T G R D.T.P.W 01
26- FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTORY ROUTE | .....cvvverennnn URBAN INTERSTATE 11
2= XBER BUERLT 5 scaro o deee s sse i siens alusan, § o s o0n o e oo e 5o b o G 5 05 0] oo o i e v M A a0 1968 1968
28- LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE 2 .......iiuiosaivmeinissnnnaanns 00 ON ; 05 UNDER 0005
89- A:D:T. OF INVERTORY RQUTE v odwsioias iz a8 didiaes o wash aliaid 00 0% et a d ey sss 67,300 067300
30 VBAR OF BeDiTe 18 roidss s o s o i S A P W O B R B TR R R R N e 1996 1996
31~ DBETGN TOBD. 3 ooooeoiosavans aia s sie sie sie e s 878 6.6 bis sn 0ib 420 ai0ihe B 50 BA0: 450,00 0-8 8.4 00 870 00 0 0 0 00 W 0 8 0,0 0 8 PEDESTRIAN T
98- ADPROACK ROBIMEY WEDTHL 1 . oxove wcoroie i asm aon vivkos sen sca: v 850 4 a5 858000 300 008 koh eimims e 24.59m(80.65%t) oz4/b ™
33~ BRIDOE MEDIAN 30 icacsiosian aii off ww olewa s i ors S50 s v 978 Ste ainiohe oo wie S €000 0 Ha0o0 aeis somsvasoraiarsts NOKE [
Tl BERH ANGEER & oooum s i S v o 0 0 0 ST s e 0 S A 9 S A e NO 00
35- STRUCTURE FLARED : 0
36- TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES NNNN
37- HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE s
38- NAVIGATION CONTROL : .......... N
39- NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE 0000
40- NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE NO 00000
41- STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF. A
e TPE OF BERUTOR M s v st s e Aes s htae:s 31
43 STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN © o0 e s sesa o STEEL TRUSS DECK 309
44- STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. : ..:.evvvevivcvonanns NONE 000
45= SOMBER OF:BPAR TN MRTNONEE i1 06 s it oo oo Shasins sy s o o s st e e 002 002
46% HUMBER OF APDROACH BPAN 35 s ool =500 258 420, it 455 0l 270, e, v, 260 502 aia, S5, 00 00 s s ot sl b ans s mvwvisiiania NONE 0000

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
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FEDERAL SYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

BRIDGE No.: 01137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT A
: b e |

47- INV. RQUTE, TCTAL HORIZ. CLEARANCE PR R Sre e At o Ewere L=23.59m(77.39ft) R=23.6m(77.4ft) .a.a#p

48- LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN : ....:ivtirennnsananannss 23.6m(77.4£ft) ooz3ﬂw

49- STRUCTURE LENGTH : .. ...\t innnasnnoannas 52.14m(171.01ft) 000521 |

50- CURB OR SIDEWAEK WIDTHS : . v scovoe s o0 ooe oo mis ajese @ NONE 000000

51- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB :.......c0000000s A A R VR 1.54m(5437ft) 0016

52- DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT : ...... N 3 vie on e R e S e i 2.00m(6.56ft) 0020

535 M; . VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY : o T TP PPN SN e SR UNLIMITED 9999 '

54~ MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE : .....cotcevcoecanococcnnsanacaosansannns 5.11m(16'-9") HOS:L” LA

55+ MINIMUM ‘]..ATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON RIGHT : ....cvovvcensn e 1.19m(3.9ft) HO12

56- MINIMUM LATERATL UNﬁERCLEARANCE BN BEET 3 495 6500 S ioa s b 8w 5 O 2.22m(7.28ft) 022

58- DECK: FAIR CONDITION RATING: 5

PAGE 2 OF 7

DECK COMMENTS :

58.1 WEARING SURFACE: MATERIAL: STEEL CONDITION : 5 STRUCTURE WAS PATNTED. STEEL SHOWS LIGH
THICKNESS : T TO MODERATE
DETERIORATION: YES X NO  DRAINAGE: X ADEQUATE INADEQUATE CORROSTON.
PONDING:  YES X NO SAFETY: X YES NO

58.2 SLAB OR PLATE: MATERIAL: STEEL CONDITION 5

CRACKING : FINE MEDIUM OPEN
TOP BOTTCM [ |
SPALLING: |8 <1 in. DEEP x 6 in. & L > 1 in. x 6 in. & |
SCALING : |L to ¥ in., M ¥ in. % in., H ¥ in. 1in., 8> 1 \
L J
EFFLORESCENCE ~ EXUDATION  RUST STAINS XCORROSION: XLIGHT MODERATE  SEVERE

58.2 MOVEMENT: DECK TO BACKWALL cm. DECK TO APPROACH SLAB cm.

I~ ¥ T T T 1

| (58.4) | (58.5) | (58.6) | (s8.7) | (s8.8) |

|CURBS | MEDIAN | SIDEWALKS | PARAPETS | RAILING |

| } t } } i

MATERIAL | | | | | sSTEEL |
CONDITION RATING -------- | e B |-=== =---- |----6--——-|
HEIGHT LOSS (cm) | | | | | |
JOINTS ---------—---- e E e e P B R BT C Ry |
DRAINAGE | | | | | |
ALIGNMENT --v=-----===== |=== =o|oce con|omonn —ees|mems cees]|----OR---|
CORROSION (L-M-8) | | | | | L |
PAINT:G-GOOD,F-FAIR, --- |--- -—=|-=-c —oc|-ooee —oen | === —---- |-=--F----|
P-POOR, N-NONE | | | | | |
U-USELESS TO PAINT | | | | | |
SAFETY ~--w-vmemmmmmmo oo aeaen i hian o] aen ol e |
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | |
SPALLING (S8-L} --------- |refossless sos s shms [ e |==== -=--]
SCALING (L-M-H-S) | | | | | |
1 1 1 1 1 ]

58.9 LIGHTING STANDARDS: MATERIAL: NO CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES No

58.10 UTILITIES: TYPE: NO SIZE: SAFETY:

58.11 JOINTS: EXPANSION CONSTRUCTION CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO

LEAKING:  YES NO CRACKING:  FINE MEDIUM OPEN SPALLING:  SMALL LARGE
58.12 DRAINS AND SCUPPERS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO

N\
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PUERTO RICO HIGHEWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDCE STUDTES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM
BRIDGE No.: 01137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

59- SUPERSTRUCTURE:

PAGE 3 OF 7

FAIR CONDITION RATING: 5 SUPERSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :
59.1 BEARING DEVICES: TYPE: FIXED MOVABLE OUT OF PLUMB
PAINT: Goop FAIR POOR NONE USELESS TO PAINT
CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES o
59.2 BRIDGE SEATS,PEDESTAL,GROUT PADS,ABUTMENTS OR PIER SEATS WEERE BEAMS BEAR
DIREC"TLY ON CONCRETE
CONDITION: ‘ CRACKING: F M o SPALLING: s L
. SCALING: L M H s CRUSEING:
59.3 STREL-BEAMS: TYPE DIMENSIONS (height;width;thickness) :
y CO}IDITIGN: CORROSION: L M 8 PATINT: G F 1 N u
59.4 CONCRETE-BOX BEAMS, 1-BEAMS, SLAB, T-BEAM, TYPE:
CONiJITION : ' CRACKING: F M o SPALLING: s L
SCALING: ' L M H S
59.5 TRUSSES: TYPE: BAILEY CONDITION: 5 CORROSION: X L X M &
DAMAGE : ' DEFORMATION: . PAINT: @ F P N U
A=TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=PORTALS D=FLOOR BEAMS E*=STRINGERS
59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPE: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES No
59.7 HINGES: CONDITICN: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO MOVEMENT:  YES NO
ALIGNMENT: Goon BAD PAINT: G F P N U
59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NCRMAL EXCESSIVE oms.
59.9 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL MODERATE EXCESSLVE
60~ SUBSTRUCTURE: SATISFACTORY COND. RATING: 6
| ABUTMENT | PIERS OR NON PILES BENT: > [ PILES BENTS |
T T T T T v T T T T T T 1
{ 60.2.1 | 60.1.2 | 60.1.3 | 60.1.4 | 60.2.1 | 60.2.2 |60.2.3 | 60.2.4 | €0.2.5 | €0.4.1 | 60.4.2 | 60.4.3 |
|WINGWALL |BREAST &|FOOTING | PILES | CAPS |BRACING |COLUMNS |FOOTINGS| PILES | CAPS |BRACING | PILES |
| | BACKWALL| | | | I | | | | | ]
| f t t f t f f } t t } |
MATERIAL i | | | | | | STEEL | CONCRETE| | | | |
CONDITION RATING |---- === |-w-= —oo]-mmn wmn]ommn o] onnn con|ommn o | omvnfunn [ mmmmbmmm | mmoe om | oo oo J-=-= cee|mmmm ~m=]
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | I | | oo | | | |
SPALLING (S-L) - |---- --=|-==- —=]svme mem|owma —nn Jmmmn === [-=== —-- [EEREEEE R e |--=- com]m- -
SCALING (L-M-H-S) | \ | 1 | \ I [u | | | |
CORROSION (L-M-8}|---- +=-|-=== —=c|merm —=- et [-=== - R R e e e B |
PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | \ | | | I I Foo| P I | | |
B e e B e R B e L < B KRS AL EEE IS
EROSION ! \ I | | i | mo | wo | | I | |
UNDERMINING ---- |--- I EEE ] EE R IR frm -- |---NO -=|-w-NO ~-|--- |- =-]--- R -
L {} L L ] ] L Il 1 & 1 1 1
60~ SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :
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FEDERAL SYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE No.: 21137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

51- CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION : N/A RATING : N
61.1 CHANNEL 8CCUR (EXTENT)
61.2 EMBANKMENT EROSION (EXTENT)

T T 1
| CONDITION| FUNCTIONING |

I T

I |
| TYPE | MATERIAL| RATING }——ma——]
I | | | ves | w0 |
i | | ] | |
I ; 1 T 1 1
61.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE | | | | | |
61.4. FENDER SYSTEM ---- | | |---- === == === ee- |
‘61.5 RIP RAP | I | | | |
61.6 SPUR DIKES,JETTIES | | | R |
L L 1 1 1 —

61.7 ORSTRUCTION (DERRIS, GROWIHS):

61.8 CHANNEL CHANGE: YES NO
DETRIMENTAL: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.9 ADEQUATE WATERWAY: YES NO  IF NG, EXPLAIN

61.10 SURROUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES KO IF YES, EXPLAIN

EROSTON: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.11 LOCATION OF BIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMENTAL: YES NG
IF YES, EXPLAIN )

61.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AEPECT STRUCTURE:

62~ CULVERT AND RETAINING WALLS :N/A RATING :N

1] T 1 T 1
| 62 . 1BARREL| 62 . 2HEADWALL | 62 . 2CUT-OFFWALL| 62 . 4RETATNTNG WALL|

! ' | 1 ]
| T T T 1

MATERIAL | i | | |
CONDITION RATING|----- e LR T [-m-mmmm —ooo-- et L L L |
PUNCTIONING (Y-N) | H |
CRACKING{F-M-0) |----- ———-f-vwme —omoe [-mmmmmm e |-ommmmm e o |
SPALLING (S-L) | | | | |
|
|

SCALING(L-M-H-8) |-~--- ---- |-mmme mmee
CORROSTON {1,-M-8) | |

SETTLEMENT (¥-N) |----= —werlooomoe oo | smmmmnn smanzes [sssnznss wpagscs |
ALIGNMENT(Y-N) | |

I
PAINT(G-F-P-N-U) |~~--m —--- et B |mmmmmmmmm mmeeeas |
Es 1 |

63- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE OPERATING RATING

64- OPERATING RATING PEDESTEIAN
65- METHOD USED 10 DETERMINE TNVENTORY RATING
66~ INVENTORY RATING : .... . viivvcenoeranesonns PEDESTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMENTS:

CULVERT COMMENTS :

PAGE 4 OF 7
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800
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FEDERAL SYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE No.: 01137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

67- STRUCTURAL EVALUATION : ........

SEVERE CORROSION & LIGHT SECTION LOSS AT WEARING SURFACE DUE TO PONDING.
FINE CRACKS, SMALL SPALLINGS & LIGHT SCALINGS AT COLUMNS FOOTINGS.PONDING AT
STATRS & REST AREA.

6R~ ‘DECK GROMBERY: & s el sve Biie i S e i s i i i s o s i U L i TR VR S R e SREER RN

N/A

69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL : ...... I e ] 3

BASICALLY INTOLERABLE REQUIRING HIGH PRIORITY OF CORRECTIVE ACTION.

70- BRIDGE POSTING : /A

71- WATERWAY ADEQUACY : .......coeoivnnen thesssessaas ettt et ensensnasaes D T T

N/A

PAGE 5 OF 7

REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS. SLIGET - 11 TO 100 YEARS. OCASSIONAL - 3 TO 10 YEARS. FREQUENT - LESS THAN 3 YEARS.

INSIGNIFICANT - MINOR INCONVENIENCE. HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS. SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TO SEVERAL DAYS

SEVERE - LONG TERM DELAYS TO TRAFFIC WITH RESULTING HARDSHIP

72- APPROACH RCADWAY ALIGNMENT

N/A
72.2 SLAB OR BAVEMENT CONDITION : MATERIAL
CRACKING: F N 0O SPALLING: L § SCALING: L M H S UNNEVEN: YES NO ROUGH: YES No
SETTLEMENT:  YES NO MOVEMENT: APPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YES NO  BREAKING UP: EXCESSIVE DEFORMATION:
SAFETY: HAZARDOUS YES NO DRAINAGE: INADEQUATE: YES NO PONDING:  VES NO
MOVEMENT: PAVEMENT-APPROACH SLAB: YES NO EMBANKMENT: ~ CONDITION:
FUNCTIONING:  YES NO EROSTON:  YES  NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
CONSTRUCTICN: FLIMSY: YES NO
INTEGRITY IMPAIRED: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YES  NO
72.4 JOINTS: TYPE: INADEQUATE : YES NO SATISFACTORY ALIGNMENT: YES NO
72.5 GUARDRAIL: TYPE: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
ALIGNMENT: HORIZONTAL: GOOD BAD VERTICAL: GOOD  BAD JOINTS: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
SAFETY: SECURELY ATTACHED: YES NO PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS : YES  NO

72- APPROACH ROADWAY - COMMENTS:
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FEDERAL SYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE NO. :01137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

D5 PUPB QR MARE 5 crmiesisismmers sbnoigiige oo b B <o Sioran o e Sioiegh s ielolel i oo REHABILITATION NEEDED
76- LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT : ..... o R S e S8 6 52.14 MTS. (171.01 FT.)
INSPECTIO me==m====

B89- RESERVED ..
90- INSPECTION DATE

v.... MARCH-11-19399

91- DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUENCY : ......c.ioiieicirnrnnnmansnannsnanaaens «ev... BVERY-24-MONTHS

92+ CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION : .......... 20 Wie W ekl B e a e v e e e e e e e e e e Te e e NOT NEEDED
85 ORITICRE FRAT, JINGEECT, DRTEY oo iiis0 o3 s sti st Siesnien Susne. orits som samasnined AR
FRACTURE CRITI.CAL UNDERWATER OTHER

94- BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST : ..
95- ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST
96- TOTAL PROJECT COST : .....ccvvvirrrercnsoscenancnaesans

97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED : ....ccvvvsevirisssnsnsnnncnsesnnnas ceessereserecnvee

98- BORDER BRIDGE @ ...voiiivivienss d vhiid i e sie s o g 7 B O A S
99- BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER : ........tieeemineteoneetonaaeeceitssanssasnssssnnssnnsasnnnss

100- STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : ....:iveerinsnnuenraonanranannsens IS A DH
101- PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : ............ SR TR s TR
102- DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC

103- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION

= N/A
104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE : ........ccvencenncaanen . /LIT\_ NHS

105- FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS : ............ L T ceseaeaa

106- YEAR RECONSTRUCTION : ....cvvnvvannn R T TS E s e SR, w/a

107- DECK STRUCTURE TYPE : ...... S R S R S TR AR W S SR R e . STEEL PLATE
108- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM : .............. NONE

109- AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : ..... ..ttt iianeriranreananaaanarisirosssnnsssanananns 4% (EST)

110- DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK : .............coceunnnn.. ceesranaen PART OF NNT

111- PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) : .............. N/A

112- NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH

113- SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE

114- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIT : ...t ivieeiiianonenssanainssnsssesons 92,073

115- YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. : suvecoviiansoassssssnansssiasissiansssasesssssaioeainesiusaniasana

116~ MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARABNCE : .iii:vcviviavivisisssnaiinmrasiifomsei,itivesiving N/A
VERTICAL LIFT BRIDGE

117- SUFFICIENCY BATTINE 3 . ovcoanie ot oo 408 o0 555 58 650 sis 878 858 o3 0.0 878 0.0 8.8 883 o 5.0 vs o v svessesssesssssns

125- PRIORITY RATING: «..vvvvvvenasnoannnossncsensacsonans e i e N S R e e e

127- EVALUATION DATE :  ...... I B T T I T S P U S R R veess 11-MAR-1999

130- CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE

ENGINEER :HERIBERTO GONZALEZ
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FEDERAL SYSTEM

BRIDGE NO.

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

101137 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

AUXILIARY ITEMS

1-SIGNS
TYPE:

MATERIAL:
CONDITION:

REMARKS :

REHABILITATION CONSISTE ON REPATRING THE DEFICIENCIES DISCUSSED ON

ITEM 57.

PACGE

? OF 7
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D.5 August 19, 1996

]
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATICON OFFICE
BRIDGE REPORT

+  FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 01137 ~ ROAD NG. : PR 26 - KM.

mrammemmmeren IDENTLELCAT LON

V- BPATE b cesemenonenmmnaes fetiiiiaiessssctestarasaserserarrensann... Commonwealth of Puerto

2- STATE HIGHWAY DEPARIMEN
3~ COUNTY (PARISH) CODE : .....
4- DLACE CODE : ...
5- INVENTORY ROUTE : ...
6~ FEATURES INTERSECTED ' ..... PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
7~ FACILITY .CARRIED BY¥ STRUCTURE I iioseveenesssvavasnivaisunioiivicadiessass PR 26

B+ STRUCTURE NUMBER @ G rvieimsssn i naaanisvmnapiamanssnsy: 1137 11 .0F 1)
9= TOCATION 3 sasilesiissisvessiconessosanpaansssssaassasaassesasssss BALDORIOTY DE:CASTRO
10- INV. ROUTE, MTN CLEAR. (0.0TM) 2  ciessecsansssassssasarsassnassacacanaasd.11m(167-9")

cveesersorsas. SAN JUAN

SAN JUAN URBAN

NC.

Rico

cevessosssass SAN JUAN

saewem ey 2=1-1-00003-0

AVE,

77~ MILEPOINT @ tucuinenvecvenvsncsssssssnsrarnsnnnnnsnns cemseasa ey deeevesrsernaanan v.s. 4.07

16— LATITUDE : .ccovevccccsncscnnannes eeesessecassarsarsenssssasssesasese 18 DEG 27,3 MIN
17— LONGITUDE f tiiiuvnnsnannnnsnsvrssrravennnacncasncsssnnasn eeeeasaaeas 66 DEG 03.3 MIN
19- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEARZST MILE) I ..cvvvrevvvrcvrnvnncaca-o-. STRUCTURE OVER HWY.

=se=usarsuccCLASSIFICATION=ssss====

20- TOLL i cacesvevsososnnnscncsnscscsssnsnacssscccescsssss ON FREE ROAD
27~ MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY : .ivevvevecnnann ... D.T.P.W.
22= OWNER : sececvcvoccccsscsanace ssesssccacssssess D.T.P.W,

27~ YEARBUIDT'S oyacenascoansesaessaesss T L L L L T T P
28~ LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE :.cvacevevasssans tesesisaes vevr... CC ON ; O5 UNDER
29— A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE I scscsesssscncssasssansasnsssssasanssnesees 114,900
30- YEAR OF A.D.T, :

31~ DBESING LOAD ! ..i.ivieevennns
32~ APPROACH RCOADWAY WIDIH : ..
33~ BRIDGE MEDIAN I siecasvasan
34- SKEW ANGLE : .....

sessncesssss.. NONE

35— STRUCTURE FLARED : suvesvesssasanccnsnacssosanasanasannsasssavecsessvorrrrn ssssssaase NO

36- TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES % ..cuccvceeaccasnseancsssnssncassasscasasssanssssssascsscsssses N-N-N-N

37— HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE 3 sessiosevaanseansainnans reveeree rerarmvan R L L L R T T ey
38~ NAVIGATION CONTROL : .evevavencnen cesesrerersaensasnnnes ceeresssssssessrasattaanteanannnn
39- NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE ¢ ....tvirioroutonannnanasssssnsssssrsnrametsssssssaanaasss
40~ NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE : .ucvucevseccrsasssssnssssssssnnnnsasassssransonseannnnnns

41~ STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF. : ..iicotisceccssssscscsscsnsaccanssenssasesss OPEN

42~ TYPE OF SERVICE 2 ........e0vvvvvererrrrenses... PEDESTRIAN OVER HWY.

43— STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN : ...cvnvnevn ceneaen STEEL TRUSS DECK

44~ STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. : .......cc0vevve..- NONE

45~ NUMBER OF SPAN IN MAIN UNIT : ..... ..................4..........‘..-.v....v.......,. .......
46— NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN I tuvruscsscsacsscscsssnncnsscassnsssassessacorancvvorssnsssnorssy

NONE

47- INV. ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ. CLEARANCE : ........... aessaveaan L=23.59m(77.39£t) R=23.6m(77.4£t)

48~ LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN ! .eevevnrrccncnanaoananans 23,.6m(77.4ft)
49~ STRUCTURE LENGTH : ..evcvevesccsacancannns asennn 52.14m(171.01£t)
50- CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS : ..... esesssessssscsssss NONE

PAGE 1 OF 3
DATE : 08/19/96
TIME : 13:59:19

004.070
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76770
211000030
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
FR 26
Q11371
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1609
004070
18273
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0005
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTEORITY PAGE 2 OF 3
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

_FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 01137 - ROAD NO., : PR 26 - KM. NO. : 004.070

51- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TC CURB :,
52- DECK WIDTH, OUT TC CUT : ....

1.64m(5.37ft) 0054
.. 2.00m(6.56ft) 0066

53- MI. VERT. CLEAR. CVER BRIDGE ROADWAY : . UNLZIMITED 9999
54~ MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE ? ....cccovvccccacancacenannan seaiasesens 5.11M(167=9") H1609
$5- MINIMUM LATERAI. bDERCLEARM!CE ON RIGHT : .oeeccecuree I P — esess  1.19m(3.9£L) L HO39
56- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT : svcvevsvnscsossssnnsnnvoncnancan 2.22m(7.28ft) 073
ONDITTO
MATERIAL CONDITION ANALYSIS
58- DECK ......‘.‘..“.......‘........,...‘..... STEEL FAIR CONDITION 5
59~ SUPERSTRUCTURE .evvevnsrses “sscereessess STEEL FAIR CONDITTON 5
€0~ SUBSTRUCTURE ... aeeruss e . STEEL SATISFACTORY COND. 6
61— CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION .......... . N/A N/A N
62~ CULVERT.vecaesssassensonss cresasae . N/A N/A N
64— OPERATING RATING : ...,.. 4veessss-essesss PEDESTRIAN 800
66~ INVENTORY RATING © .vceuseccncocaronsecrossrvuasnsassssrsasaansreeness PEDESTRIAN 800
67— STRUCTURAL EVALUATION ! ..cuvevevnvcnnronnnnnn e S SR csbsssssresrasrsasrrssrrrrsrrrsasassaassnssssssenssassannss D

PEDESTRIAN HAS LIGHT CCRROSION & LIGHT SECTION LOSS. BRIDGE WAS PAINTED.

68— DECK GEOMETRY 2 ...cicoccsccecscsscacsssccccacscsnce B I LY “eressessscsrentsssasannnn
N/A
69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTATI © t4uiuteuueunosaecaatonsonssssssonanasomeoscacsccaassssasasossssasasannnans ceeeseess 3

BASICALLY INTOLERABLE REQUIRINGC HIGH PRICRITY OF CORRECTIVE ACTION.

70— BRIDGE POSTING : svvvvncnvennns Crrserecnanaen ceeressesasnanaan vees N/A

<
]

WATERWAY ADEQUACY I teetcsessoncnssnsnecannessasrassasessssssssnssssansnsisssossovsesssnsonsansonsnssy

N/a

72—~ APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGMENT :

sessccasesss N

N/A

=PROPOSED IMPROVEMENI==
75— TYPE OF WORK 2 ceccocccosvaccasveveasaannsansscsasocasnassssnnsns REEABILITATION NEEDED 352
76~ LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT SR SRR AR 52,14 MPS - (170::0% FTL) 000171
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PUERTC RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 3 OF 3
BIRDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 01137 - ROAD NO. : PR 26 - KM, NO. : 004.070

INSPECTIONS
89— RESERVED ..... R R R R B N R T ==
90— INSPECTION DATE : wuvvennns seasecacessersesrasssenarsrsossraasavessessess AUGUST 16,1996 0896
91- DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUENCY I tuivevonnvvavesnornsvosrsnasanasvenssssssses BYERY-24-MONTHS 24
92~ CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION : .ccvvcurerenrennsnanasnsasassnssscosaasasss NOT NEEDED N N N
93- CRITICAL FEAT. IﬁSPEUr. DATE: eceuancnssenssnsenanacasanaassaaananssnssas N/A

=IMPROVEMENT COST

94- BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST : .cowuunnn.n
95— ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : +oevevrevnn- 000000
96~ TOTAL PROJECT COST : weusases eeeees (2.00) (52.14) (1035) (0.15)=$16,189 000016
97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED f «evsvsrvnsaseneens svevwwesee 1998 96

000000

==CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA==

98~ BORDER BRIDGE I +uucvuvunvnacnncnnnnnnnsonnnsscnnnn -
99- BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER :
100~ DEFENSE HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : <recevesnceescosccroscsocccsassasss IS A DH 1
101~ PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION T «uueusevvsuocasnoancnnn ssmsms NIR N
102— DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC  svevacuvavancsssanesin cavesey e snesena s erer NOE CARRIED TRAPFIC [4
103- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : +uvuvensruconsnnrannnann SesseeTss e v NI

104- HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE 2 +vvveveccccansvoccns veeieii NHS 1
105 RE SRV B i F R D R --
106~ YEAR RECONSTRUCTION : suvevcuan N i ieeeiiaiheaeaaas N/A 0000
107- DECK STRUCTURE TYEE : seveveevenvoeenneenns risesanessie RO ++e+s. STEEL PLATE 5
108- WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM I ..eveveess.s.. NONE 000
109~ AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : .......... A S R R S 4% (EST) 04
110- DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETHORK I vesesvesvesvasosssescascsnacssasss PART OF NNT 1
111~ PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION {NAVICATION) © euvevrave-- w.- N/A

112~ NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH I 4scevsncrvnnrvaneonnnsossensonneannssansssnssecnssesssssssssnnsenns YES Y
113~ SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : «vvenensvnennnens s NAR N
114- FUTURE AVERAGE DATLY TRAFFIC 2 4etvvevevoanaonsoosramnenrunasssnsasss 136,100 136100
1955 YR CRBOPOREAD.. 8 coamvimmamswomersnmsems v ST N SRR o) [0 12
116~ MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCE : +ovvevvvnvnonnn D seneimasaes NI

1172 SUFPICTENCY RATTING t rwwsis v ssiatd i didiia s iaaia R R SR R e S < .
126~ FYELD INSPECTION DATE f ..ocucvucnacenaccnnnnn- R A S SO R 08169 081696
127~ INSPECTION EVAL. DATE © cvuveavevansransssasannssnsnsssnsssssssnssasasaacasassassassss 081696 081696
130="CRITICATi FRACTURE INSP: DATE % iy viivimgdivmniniianiisgaisisianraitiveaes
131- EVALUATOR ENGINEER :

REHABILITATION CONSIETS ON REPAIRING TEE DEFICIENCIES DISCUSSED ON
ITEM 67.
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D.6 December 22, 1994

B
3.
4=
5
6-
7-
8=
9.
10~
M-
16-
17-
19-

20-
21—
22-
26-

27-
28~
29-
20-

3~
32-
33-
34-
35-
26~
37-
38—
39-
40
41-
42-
43-
44-
a5-
46-
47-
48-
ag-
50-

PUERTC RICC EIGEWAY AUTHORITY
KIGHEWAY SYSTEM ADMINTSTRATION OFFICE
ERIDGE REFPORT

TYPE OF SERVICE $ »eceissesssasessnscans
STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN ! ..vvevvvennannans
STRUCTURE TYPE BPPR. ! ..cevveneencnnnnnan
NUMBER OF SPAN IN MAIN UNIT : ...
NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN : .......
INV. ROUTE, TOTAL HORIZ. CLEARANCE
LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN @ .
STRUCTURE LENGTH : .ecinenanvnnns
CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS : ....... e

seeses.. PEDESTRIAN CVER HWY.
. STEEL TRUSS DECK

23.6m(77.4£8)
52.14m(171.01£%)
+ervessa. NONE

' FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NOQ. : 01137 ~ ROAD NO. : PR 26 - KM. NO.
=IDENTIFLICATION==
STATE : ...... B I R I I S G ceersanans «ssssesses. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT : ........ccicianenaannnaas PP ceve . SAN JUAN
COUNTY (PARISH) CODE & .......uiviiiverrnnanna ceccecrerersananaaacccet o b o nannn SAN JUAN
PLACE. CODE‘: ...‘ ........... PRI
INVENTORY ROUTE S o acmsenninimqar e m o aicos o) shssio s Ss st e e o 5im o e 54081 s oy a3 o s o e 50 2-1-1-00003-0
FEATURES INTE_Z_RSECTED :" ...... D R G T PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
FACILITY CABRIED BY BTRUCTURE i suwvwrsvtesboniarenin vin dian 0w v teeeaasanann PR 26
STRUCTURE NUMBER :’ R R AT R e S B N R RS SRR 1T OR )
LOCATION : ...... B .I ..................... sesiserrrasaciann sesesessaesss BALDORIOTY DE CASTRC AVE.
INV. RCUTE, M£N< CLEAR. {D.DMM) § ..uvisrnrencevecennncnnncananaassasasann 5.11m(167-9")
MILEPOINT I 4uvuveneeciianunanannnncnnnnnnsns T o mimcs e KRR Kot e s g ke (s a3 4.07
TATITUDE : ............ cesssevassans Pitsersrseseen cesanen [ PO, 18 DEG 27.3 MIN
LONGITUDE! 27 e a0 aiacnss e 656 a5a0eaiso a8 a0 s 0a:800 8 e sim i intmel o i858 805 o 048I0 R A8 45K ... 66 DEG 03.3 MIN
BYPASS, DETCUR LENGTH (NEAREST MILE) ! ......cvvevevnaan esesesses STRUCTURE OVER EBWY.
======xCLASSIFICATION==
TOLL : ...... S iissesesaaaaaaateaasananane sessssesssss ON FREE ROAD
MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY I ...veeviansen veess D.T.P.W.
OWNER : ..ecoscnranssaaanccsaassssasnsaassssaase D.T.P.W.
FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTCRY RCUTE : .......o...... URBAN INTERSTATE
YEAR BULLI i &% ea sl easiiie e s diaaas seeeriesasaeasaacaaan Crresees trenasean ceesecee. 1068
LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE :........eeiieanainns Ghterreeeaaa CO ON ; 05 UNDER
A.D.T. OF INVENTORY RCUTE : ............ tressriesstcaann veasaa 1esensss 109,500
YERR OF AuD.T. : toecveesevsstosnansoanssnsnaas 0 S R S B S S SN A 1993
STRUCTURE DATA===
DESING LOAD @ ....... becbeseseencenastnssannaanan D T S S N S I PEDESTRIAN
APPROACHROADWAY: WIDTH 2 b tidveisn ides s i s S i ST S s R e S S e i 24.59m(80.65ft)
BRIDGE MEDIAN : ........cccctvennernncncan Sevesseeacecaaatcase i anes NONE
SKEW ANGLE : ...... D R R I I I IR S S S Y teeccecetiiateaetenanan RO
STRUCTURE FLARED : ........ vesenan R B R S T T, . )
TRAFFIC SAFETY FRAGRES U1 o uie wimininie:n miniuimoruie: oo isntornserdio shioioaso 66 e o oss e oo i masn s s bl o407 N-N-N-N
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE : .s.viienneennnnnnnnnanaaansy T O D 5
NAVIGATION CONTROL : .............c.cinnnnn B S T P R S woe N/A
NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE I savecvavonacoroonnacassasetssnsaaneaseosasanencnninnnsnnes u(o}
NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE : .........c.nunna.. eSS s RIS SR s NC
STRUCT: OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED PO TRAFF. 2 .iiiiisagesassaasessssnnsesssnanasssssessins OFEN

PAGE 1 OF 2
DATE : 12/22/3%4
TIME : 18:46:21

: 004.070

721
01
127
76770
211000030
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
PR 26
011371
BALDORIOTY DE CASTRO AVE.
1609
004070
18273
0656033

Q0

o1
01

1968
coes
109500
93

000
0000

A

31

309
00
002
0000
774
0077
000171
000000
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PUERTQ RICC HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 2 OF 3
HIGHWAY SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 01137 - ROAD NO. : PR 26 - KM. NO. : D04.070

wnm========2GTRUCTURE DAT:

51- PRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTE, CURE TD CURB f..ceiunriiarvonnnrencnnnn Soa e s e 1.€4m(5.37£ft) 0054
52~ DECK WIDTE, OUT TO QUT : ...... eeeeeesasaaaneaaas teeesanaanans e G o 2.00m(6.56ft) 0066
S3-:MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY : ............. [ cesrsasvees UNLIMITED 9999
S4- MINTMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE I t.veveavavrnnnnnaanannnon eeeeeaescaaa 5.11m{16-9"} H1609
55~ MINIMUM LATERAL UDERCLEARANCE ON RIGHT : ...ieevescascsacaanse PP 1.19m(3.9ft) HO39
56- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT & ...... rereasasseaees veesnasauven 2.22m(7.28f¢) 073
ook ===CONDITION:
i MATERIAL CONDITION ANALYSIS
58= DECK +ievovcsncnnanncnrcnnsss P sveses STEEL FAIR CONDITION 5
59— SUPERSTRUCTURE +qeeceeccascaasnosanncencoen . STEEL FAIR CONDITION S
60~ SUBSTRUCTURE . ....oooveucnnrsnnsans cesarsevan STEEL SATISFACTORY COND. 6
61- CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION ......... seeaas N/A N/a N
62— CULVERT...covvvee P o7 N/A N/A N
64— OPERATING RATING : ..uvvrvusaaaann I L E P Y PEDESTRIAN 800
66- INVENTORY RATING : .........ceiceninenne eneren Fes s seessessiacrsornaan PEDESTRIAN 800
&7 STRUCTURAL EVALUATION : tiieeecanescnansaaararvrrrsrrannnananeson rasaneen carerserrens esseesasseserettaancrenaansaaasbabbans 5

SEVERE CORROSION & LIGHT SECPION LOSS AT WEARING SURFACE DUE TO PONDING.
FIME CRACKS,SMALL SPALLINGS & LIGHT SCALINGS AT COLUMNS FOOTINGS.PONDING AT
STAIRS & REST AREA.

68— DECK GEOMETRY : ..... hessseseneans bravrerserenns

N/A
69~ UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL : ........ erersasaaans ereeaea Ceeaaeeaaaas R R R PR cevees 3

BASICALLY INTOLERABLE REQUIRING HIGH PRIORITY OF CORRECTIVE ACTTION.

70~ BRIDGE POSTING : ..iuecvues N ceseannane N/A N
71— WATERWAY ADEQUACY I .......on.. e T R e R e e I R ceteessessssasana N
N/A
72- APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGMENT 1§ 14ttt eoenmernnrasarsrooaeossassssassncsnntannsstsottiorenon VAR SRR e ..‘-.........‘./I/
b o
N/a

==PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTs====s===
75— TYPE OF WORK © tovercnnnrnnrisrennnnnnnanns B R R ++ REHABLLITATION NEEDED 352
76— LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT : ...rverencncnnnnnnnns . 52,14 MTS.(171.01 FT.) 000171
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89~
90-
81~
92~
93—

94—

85—

97-

98~

99-

100-
101-
102-
103-
104-
105-
106-
107~
108-
109-
110-
111-
12—
113~
114-
115~
116-
117~
126-
127-
130-
131=

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
HIGHWAY SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION OFFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDGE NO. : 01137 - ROAD NO. : PR 26 - KM. NO.

INSPECTIONS

INSPECTION DATE : ...... ceraaan
DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUENCY :
CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION
CRITICAL FEAT. INSPECT. DATE: .

«+ EVERY-24-MONTHS
«« NOT NEEDED
.................................. ceeeena. N/A

BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST 2 wuuecasscinesvonnsses - N/A

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : ........ B TP N/A

TOTAL PROJECT COST ; ................ iooene e e m e wee.. (2.00)(52.14) (825) (0.15)=$12,905
YEAR OF LMFROVéMENT COST ESTIMATED : ......... S S G e cesesea sessescecctacnnnnoan 1994

BORDER; BRIDGE 2 .uecorsserintsssnuiais oo s gt s

DEFENSE HIGHWAY DESIGNATION
PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION
DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC
‘TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION
HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE ;
RESERVED ..........
LERR; RECONERROGTION: & e suicivsssali s i sn s syl s
DECK STRUCTURE TYPE : ...... e Tmie S WIS ATk e g 5 it eel a8 mi e e B .+ STEEL PLATE

AVERAGE DATILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : ......... L T TP L P 4 ... 4%(EST)
DESIGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK ' ....oovevunenn...... sle dnaie di e & PART OF NNT

PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) : .............. N/A

NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : ovvvunrennnnn..nn. R R e O vessessas YES
SCOUR: ERITTCAE BRIDAE 11!  wiwownvwaoniinmioan s Siospeis s

FUTURE AVERAGE DATLY TRAFFIC :
YR, OF FUPURE! A.DWTs & aassidee st s dadie
MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCE : ......
SUFFICIENCY RATING :
FIELD INSPECTION DATE : . 5n oo Wi lare o lelE 121294
INSPECTION EVAL. DATE : .....
CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE : ........ creae.
EVALUATOR ENGINEER

.. 136,700

REHABILITATION CONSISTS ON REPAIRING THE DEFICTENCTES DISCUSSED ON
ITEM 67.

004.070

PAGE 3 OF 3

1294
24

000000
000000
000013

94

0000

000
04

Y

N
136100
12

121294
121294
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D.7 February 24, 1993
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COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
i HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

APPRAISAL OF ITEM 68

BRIDGE NO. __ /3 7. ROAD NO. __ #A =&t KM.NO. __ % 0%
T™W TW TW+SH | TW4 SH
Year ADT Sec. TW Adequale or| inadequate | TW + SH { Adequate or| Inadequale
. Inadequate By Inadequate 8y
Actual =

1990 | e .
45,400

For ADT

/[%f Pe LEsTE-Las

Reqd. For
ADT =

bt
T

)

Rec. PRHA =

¥ Adequate
x Inadequate
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D.8 June 18, 1991

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

Page 1 of 5
2|7 ] [elolz]é] [21olglal7]
Bridge No. Road No. Km.No.

BRIDGE INVENTORY
IDENTIFICATION
Code Position
[2s]24] 25 22]21 2019817 Jus[1s[1a[13]12[ 0o 8] 7[6[5[4[3]2]1]
i. State Code _ Commonwealth of Puerto Rico . V] !.' |
2. State Highway Department District J A4 ): Cedgd 2
3. County (Parish) Code Z{@ s v (/],,‘/7 77
4. Place Code - Um’-‘va i 7161717 O
5. Inventory Route 2 - [~/ J004 5~ A sl e lple 3 1a]
6. Features Intersected P é/x( .4[ LLBL 2L AL
PleldlelsITTRTT A TUT TwloTCTK wlaly T T T T T T T7]
7. Facility Carried by Structure PR-26
Ir‘lll;?l@illllll[[]flll
8. Structure Number dIET 5 lololold1¢ l[‘[L”””f\[(’“ INERANE
9. Location ’/BGLQ%{@/ L4 // I p Q,élj/bh //{ NS
Elalildlolel{loly l’?"l [Die [T |\ 2] TA T 1 A
10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 m) _5”‘ [t @ ?
11. Milepoint 4oy clo %IOHI"
16. Latitude v /& Degrees _2 7.2 Mintes | 4§z {7 17
17. Longitude Lle | Degrees _()3.%  Minutes FArAEIGIEAES
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) KI500.0 Febve Qerlh 4__;~:zéif oo

CLASSIFICATION

20.
21
22.
26.

Toll
Maintenance Responsibitity
Owner
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE : Page 2 of 5

[slsTelsT2Tr]

AGE AND SERVICE

27 Year Built Y LE

28. Lanes on the Structure { and Under the Structure B D122 | &
*29.  Average Daily Traffic G o » Bk 121516 (o]
30. Year of Average Daily Traffic [9FF :

' STRUCTURE DATA

31, Design Load . e M/

32. Approach Roadway Width 24.5% (80065

33. Bridge Median ' None [:I Open D Closed D Closed NM

34. Skew

35. Structure Flared EI Yes No

36. Traffic Safety Features
37. Historical Significance
38. Navigation Control _ . D Yes D No
39. Navigation Vertical Clearance |:l Yes “ No
40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance D Yes
41, Structure, Open, Posted, or Closed to Traffic

42. Type of Service “Fp .

43. Structure Type, Main J / el Tries

44. Structure Type, Approach Spans TS

45. Number of Spans in Main Unit 2

46. Number of Approach Spans

47. Inventory Route, Total Horizontal Clearance ' L =3 Lfé“im(‘? 7.29] R= 2350 (7 2 4.0:5‘
48. Length of Maximum Span 2360w (rvan!

49, Structure Length S8 (”11 oz)

50. Curb or Sidewalk Widths L=__Zzgeyep R= _Hppef
51. Bridge Roadway Width, Curb-to-Curb o 15 :

52. Deck Width, Out-to-Out 2. 00w 50

53. Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Bridge Roadway b{z}’? [) s

54. Minimum Vertical Underclearance SN EATP (ua_'_{)[:] R___

55. Minimum Lateral Underclearance on nght- H (M mfd 90 D | ST
56. Minimum Lateral Underclearance on Left g.eey
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

CONDITIONS RATINGS

.58. Deck

Condition

59. Superstructure

60. Substructure

61. Channe] and Channel Protection

62. Culverts ‘

64. Operating Rating

66. Inventory Rating

APPRAISAL RATING

Deficiencies

68. Deck Geometry

69. Underclearances, Vertical and Horizontal "

70. Bﬁdgé Posting

71. Waterway Adequacy

72. Approach Roadway Alignment

Pag

e3of5

B [ E
< | i
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Page 4 of 5

(s [aafi3f2[nnjwofe[s[7]6]s]a]3]2]1]

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
75. Type of Work Hodo B85

(oo fel 2]/ ]

76. Length of Structure Improvement o Ae

INSPECTIONS
89. (Reserved)

90.Inspection Date

91. Designated Inspection Frequency

92. Critical Feature Inspection
A. Fracture Critical Details

B. Underwater Inspection Al

C. Other Special Inspection il |

93. Critical Feature Inspection Date
A. Fracture Critical Details

B. Underwater Inspection

C. Other Special Inspection £

IMPROVEMENT COSTS
94. Bridge Improvement Cost

215
a1 ]
A
] ] |

it

’.—.—

95. Roadway Improvement Cost

- —
i

i
&

96. Total Project Cost L0, m

97. Year of Improvement Cost Estimated 184y

CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA
98. Border Bridge

99. Border Bridge Structore Number G { [ ]

._.
—

100. Defense Highway Designation D

101. Parallel Structure Designation !

102. Direction of Traffic

103. Temporary Structure Designation
104, Highway System of the Inventory Route

105. (Reserved)

psnEEs
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- 107. Deck Structure Type
" 108, Wearing Surface/Protective System

" 112. NBIS Bridge Length

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

'CLASSIFICATION AND.STRUCTURE DATA (Cont.)

106. Year Reconstructed 43

Page S of 5

21T

109. Average Daily Truck Traffic

110. Designated National Network

111. Pier or Abutment Protection (for Navigation)

113. Scour Critical Bridges

114. Future Average Daily Traffic /d

115, Year of Future Average Daily Traffic

116. Minimum Navigation Vertical Clearance

Ventical Lift Bridge
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] APY AISAL OF iTEM §
ROAD NO. e KM,
BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE

i’ TW [ TW TW+SH TW + SN
YEAR ADT Sec TW Noguata; inod«uaug*rw + SM ;Aagm- inadequate
inodequom By Mosimet _BY
N R T
Actua! = ' ! PR R
1985 > LT
For ADT= i | :
; : : ;

! ]

] 7

i |

Regd. For _ ,
- ADT = 1

1995 | ; :

J Rec. PRHA 2 i !

i 2 ) L

v/ Adeguute

A inadequate
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

GENERAL EVALUATION
This bridge is basically in i structural condition
excelient 4 | fair 2| very poor ]
adequate 3 t poor 1
The load carrying capacity is 0
| adequate 3 | mimimally adequate 2 | inadequate 1] not required {don't print) 0]

The recommended modifications will make it

|__adeguate

2 | minimally adequate

1 | no required (don't print) 0|

O when previous is 2

]

- The bridge should be replaced.

| Yes (print) I | not required (don’t printy 0 |
It requires oh Gy ¢ :
routine inspection every 24 months L&A =12 | B)y=24 ]
frequent inspection every months to monitor @
abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies [(4) = T ] (B)=months |
frequent inspection every months to determine
the cause of and remedies for existing defects [ = 0 [ (B)=monihs |
It requires 2
routine maintenance El
minor repairs and routine maintenance
urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development of
a dangerous condition and rountine maintenance
emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintenance 0]
The deck geometry is 2
For present ADT, the travelled way is &
For future (2010} ADT, the travelled way is b Deck | Present| Future] PRHA| Present| Future] PRHA
For PRHA (2010) recommendations, the travelled way is - Ty L £ K
For present ADT, the shoulders are L -
The future (2010) ADT, the shoulders arc < oelicd wiy L

For PRHA (2310) recommendations, the shoulders are

————

| satistactory

3 | unsatisfactory

2 | cannot be evaluated because of lack of information 1]

not i don't print) 1

approach alignment

1 [ horizontal

O | horizontal and vertical 2|

The - (
(A)d  Vertical
= satifact

3 ini tolerable 2 r and sents a er to the public 1
not i do, int) O
Load Post for inventory rating shown in Item 64
| Yes I"T No (don't prmt) 0]

Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 and 69

1

FOR "REMARKS" SEE BRIDGE FILE.

PERSONNEL
Structural Inspection
Review of Field Data
Transfers of Data
Condition Analysis
Appraisal

By

; , Date
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D.9 June 23, 1989
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE !
Page 1 of §
IBM370 AND IBM MT/SC O OEE ([Codd
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE « 4 No. Bridge No. Road No.
: BRIDGE INVENTORY Km.No, 407
. IDENTIFICATION C Code Positions
Bsak3fzelz zolisl e[7[ie[sliali3fiefii]io[a a7 ie{sTal3{2 1]
l.b State . Ul s wow e 8 R B R A RS ... = Commonwealth of Puerto Rice . . . . . 1z ZD:]
. Highway District . . . .. .. .. . ) i ey SR BEEE NCIVE
3. Municipality . . ... .. ... .. = " !L EHPEL s s eman HEn s NI
4. City/Town TR EL Ay '* mﬂ@
5. Inventory Route . . . ... ... 4’ ot "‘") : %2
6. Features Intersected . . . L N BRIV o A T s s
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, "IPIE!D[ £[‘~»ITE/ZII |4 WI WAILTZMWIATYT T T 1T 1 1 1]
7. Facility Carried by Structure®® o f) Tl
8. StructureNo. . ... ... ... - jj A)}ﬂ j‘?
Location . . . . ... ..... > QALY Glp 7 A Mo W UEERR L v
10. lnventory Roufe, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.0l m) . . . . . . . . & o/ 2 ........ ".)
11. KilometerPoint (0.01 km) . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... ... ‘{f ? y""“ ...... 'f
12. Road Section Number (DOD) . . . . . . . e 8 e S 05 FS oL A 2R B
13. Bridge Description . . . . . . . ... ... ! h J/’h - ’{/ olrs . | F S” ........ B s
14. Defense Milepoint (0.OImlD . . .. . .. .. ... dibd i A A2
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile)} B 10
16. Latitude: . . ... ... i Degrees
17. Longitude: ., . . . . ..
18, Physical Vulnerability
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile)
200 “TOIE e w6 o™ om w0 e e Ty B
21. Custodian . . ........ S §E SEE G Eg s s ol 2 N N " ............
22, OWIET « o » 5 v o w5 0 BN s e e ue e w0 e
18, BABRE™, v vomer somuidabbihsidis
CLASSIFICATION
4. Fed. Aid System S K= 2 3
28, Administrative ... L 0 L0 NEENYM L L L e e i
20. Functionai ."@:D
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: : _ Page 2 of 5
STRUCTURE DATA GlElFeElE Gzl
23 Yca.r Built: ., wiss ges wva s /‘7//? ............................... 'umay_a]
28. Léncs ON:Strce v v v a v s O Under . . 5 .............................
29, ADT — Inventory Rouie . . . .. i oo 100,000, ( VJZ'}; ”'j; ..... £2 ..@ [fTo[o1Td Do
D05 NOUE 5 o ovs pu oo oo 55 855 e w e oy 1a% \5‘ o amne n BB AT H e v b “m
31. Desngn LOad . . v o e e e e e e M ﬁ. ".j‘f.’/"".'}i'.f't’f‘".'z'. DS e e e R R P 3'@
32, Approach Roadway width including shouldersm/()l m ... * 4 qu .......... 2212
33 Mediant, o o oo cen s n None ... .. D Open . ..... El Closed . . . . . 35@

34, SKew ... L 58 EES BNE WOV L e e s ool
35, Structure Flared . .. .. ... .. e 3 Yes EZ/N;. ............... e
3o. Traffic Safety Features . . . . .. ... .. SN N RIS FAAMER@ES 258 ) S ININVIM -
37. Historical Significance : ; 1
38. Navigation Control
39. Navigation Yertical Clearance (Q.lm) . . . . ... .. O Yes E/(ﬁo oy :
10. Navigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m) . . .. ... (3 Yes [ No.... ... .. .. S[EE015)]
41 Structuie, Open or Closed to Traffic AT (Q/‘/(,{A oy .,

" 42, Type Service . . o . L/,
43. Structure Type-Main . . .. ... ..... g
44. Structure Type-Approach Spans . . . . . ... ... ...
45, No.of SpansMain . . . v v et e e e e e e
46, Nro. of Spans-Approaches . . . . ... ... .. ... ... .
47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.01 m) . . . .L= &3 §9 R .. F3000 TR EE)
48. Max. Span Length (0.01 m) . . .
49. Structure Length (0.0} m) ok 2l F11; ]
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left. . W7 | Right .. ... AA&ui ... '°
51, Bridge Roadway Width (curbcurb) (0.0 M) v v v i "
52. Deck Width (out-0ut) (0.01 m) .. ..o\t : *o[eTolHe]
53, Vertics! Clearance over Bridge Roadway-Minirmum (0.01 m) S GALI CREN
54. Vertical Underclearance — Minlmum (00Im) . . . .. . ... o o oo o VLR "m
55. Lateral Underciearance on Right (Outer) Sides — Minimum (0.0l m) . . Ls. 27 Rz, ‘/'/.57_ e R P2
56. Lateral Undercloatance on Lot ‘(Irned Sides — Minimum (0.0l m) . . L7 %% R=. 2"/ 2 eI
$7. Wearing Surfsce . . . .. .. e 4//);'(( .............. ]

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

' Page 3 of S
LM . BlelFles a3 1211]
) , Mat Condition Analysis /e
58. Deck ... ... I s U s A 1)
‘59.. Superstructure . . &/ -, N i ;ST L o ’.‘ ........ *o[e]
60. Substructure I, ey o Pl N odie .l l. PR “]
61.  Channel & Channel Protecuon/ IEED (v SO B ey e s S0 7. // ,(/./‘i ...... 2]
A S P ( 7 Ao
62. Culvert & Retaining Walls . V. v /V{’ ....... Nl / ......... ]
63. Estimated Remﬁning EifeVaiois o o goow 0 wle@st 8 B o L ko o]
64, Operating Rating' = s it f5n ey v & solwie i § B 6 ooy o 9,30 $wvn 3 Jts O]
65.. Approach ABENmEnt, ; o . s v e o i v 5§ 556 0 5 8.5 8 7 95 S s _'Z{//%) ......... &2
66. InventoryRatmg..........................Q/‘.’}‘.‘.}.'.ﬁ." ........ °[ZF]o10]
APPRAISAL
67. Structural Condition .@0."'."5./’/."“.’. /..”f‘f‘-{‘.q.j.ﬁfu.d'.?{_%"

68.

69.

70.

7L

72.

4}?&/'.‘_’"'/ ‘J l "I Alv"/-l’j-v:-"‘.f.,') ' 'M’g i ”j/

ry pi )
2, i, 4\/1 a/ o 3 I ang L,/J,‘,y
B et +1 /,w. 2 4@. ././“‘%j/j“f” g

........................

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 1949 5

73 YearNEeded o ¢ 6t sz v We: & 1 ot srces o A arinaise o, & sk ol Jofc 1 8 N o alims e B e les o I8 0 enar m el BII[
Completed « o 5 v o isiie 3 on o B e S s S S e e B B G S e T s e e
Described: « 2,5 5 misies 5o w8 9 E B EE b ey PR WL 8 240 6 T R RS o € eslel % Y e

T4, - TYpeOf SETHCE! s v v o« o0 e s w0 i & D .0..“'.”/ ,_._ ................... [ 3]

75. TypeofWork . . ... ... ... ...... U { / /.-.. ....... z;..."

76. Improvement Length (0.1 m) .. ... ... .. 3 v &3 AP

77. DesignLoading . . . v v v v v v e e \ Rl W o o n o e 0 0 e e T 2]
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

78... Roadway Width (0.00m) 2/ A

79, NUMDBET 0F LANCS..ovvrovrererressresreereeemesceenesnernsin oot o Hoe e e % ”ﬂ»ﬂ@
80, ADT oo eeeeoeoeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeese s [ 1 BIO[DFZEOJ
81. Year of Estimafed R ... oowsnesssnsmsiion b el s v "{Z?ZLZﬂ"
82, Year of Proposed Adincent Roadway limprovements............. 7. foo A Aol fo B Pl
83. Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-TYPe ..o ; * ....................... o]

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS

84 Total (dollars)$
Estimated Design Time {months)

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85. Preliminary Engineering {Dollars). .
86. DemolitionCdst(Dollms) ................................................... ............................................... A% 2 *
87. Substructure (DOIIATS) .....o.oooorieeeererereriesossrmniersrenseneicai e g gerere) -
88. Superstructure(Dollars)................,......,....,.‘..‘................'ff ..................................... L e 7] .
89, BlanK...ioeieveerereriiieieieiannie e e s s eeeiae e ee e iane [7’ ............. SR s .
90. Date of Last Inspection ........... cistitid 2 1R A0Y. L erapTRTe -
91. Rehabilitate Existing Structure (Dollars) ch))l"lﬂ) B n[:qP .
92. DemurandTrafﬁcM.unlcnance(Dollnrs)............‘.....,.......;...T.‘f ................................... PEEETEY ¢
93, APProaches (DOWATS)...............orerrrrrororeaeermmmeasesansississsrsssismnsas s osisisss e semssesnendiiE ”ﬁ‘ﬂa%] )
Approach Embankmesit {DOlArS) ... ..cc..ovvvrecureomenes o e

Approach Pavement (Dollars)...
Approach Guardrail (Dollars)
*(Code to nearest thousand dollars)
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
GENERAL EVALUATION

This bridge is basically in _M.%__ structural condition
[Texcelent 4 1 fair Y1 verypoor O]
| good 3] poor 1

Page Sof §

ll@,

‘The load carrying capacity 19—t
! dequs(e 3 mumnnllx dequate Y T

O

l7[§3

insdequate 1]

not required (don't print)

L

The reconunended modifications will mako it

not required (don't print)

L adéqualu K mmnnall\ adoquate 1

0
Z

0 when previous fs

DO-

The bridge shoyld be ’regluccd,'
Yes(print) 1 | Not required (don’t print)

-

J

It requires 2 f/ potf
routine inspection evcry Amonths
tthuem nspection lVP[VQ months to
monitor abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies
frequent nspection every @ months to determine

the cause of and remedies for existing defocts

It requires .. ._..__2“:’
routine muintenance
minor repairs and routine maintenance
urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration aad/or the development
of a dangerous condition and routine maintenance
emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintenance

The deck geometry is 2

For present ADT, the travelled way is
For future (1995) ADT, the travelled way is

e e e

[o)
O

For PRHA (1995) recommendations, the travelled way is O 24 Dyck | Prossnt | Funire | PRHA| Prasont | Futurs | PRHA
For present ADT, the shoulders are P o Tl o o ) ] 5] ]
For future (1995) ADT, the shoulders are Travelled way Showlders

. O
For PRHA (1995) recommendations, the shoulders are ...

f sitisfactory 3

wnsatistaciors 3| cannot be evaluated because of lack of information 1}

{7}Flwmqu\redf don’t bnnﬁ 0 J

T‘hc@.uppmuch alignment s @.

1 a&®

@~ vertical T "1 horizonial 0 | horizontal and vortical 2
= satisfactory 3 | minimally tolerable 2 | poor and reprosents a d to the public 1
not requured (don’t print) 0 |

Load Post for mwnlory rating shown in Item 64 83
[T ¥es 1 | No (don’t print) 0 |
; 34
Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69

[ Yes 1 [ No (don’t print) O |

For “Remarks” see bridge file,

PERSONNEL
Stouctural Inspection
Review of Field Data (/
transter of Pata

Appraisal

Condition Analyais / ,

1BM MT/SC file

IBM--370 file

ff.f'
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CURDGE  NO. ___//_Q’L

APPRAISAL OF ITEM 68

ROAD NO. | _ b KM, Z/»D'?f
BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE
, W TW TW+SH]TW + SH
YEAR ADT Sec. TW cte] nadequate| Tw + SH squatal Ina dequate
By By
S Actual 2 __ —
1985 W//f{ :
‘ For ADTE - — _ " . B
% g Reqd. For .
1/ A ADT = - .
1993 / ‘/f.
! !Roc. PRMAZ _ - - e s

+ Adesquais

X Incdequeate
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D.10 July 28, 1987

1

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE _ .
Page | ol S

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY : :
IBM--370 AND 1BM MT/SC O N 3I7) [ellzle
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE « A4 No. Bridge No. Road No.

BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No. 4.07

'IDENTIFICATION Code Positions

o » R W

~J

10.
.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21

22,
+ 23,

CLASSIFICATION
24,
25.
26.

- Features Intersected

gskalz3lezlz 1 fzofisfiei7ie[is[ia]i3izfitlio][s {817 [e[5]4(3]2]1]

SR wp e 8w e e e 6 e Commonwealth of Puerto Rice . . . . . e}

Highway Distfict

_ Municipality . . ... ... ...

City/Tow’n' .............. S e,

Inventory Route

Structure No. . .. .. ...
Location ¢
Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 m)
Kilometer Point (0.01 km)
Road Section Number(DOD) . . . . . . . .o v v v v i v v - T

Bridge Description . . . . ... ... . .00 0000000000 e @ LU BRB
Defense Milepoint (0.01mi} . . . .. ... .. ... 0., .....

Longitude: . . . ... .. [9% . . Degrees. 03’ ‘r?.ﬂ_. I)VIinu
Physical Vulnerability . . .. ......... L
By Pass, Detour Length {Nearest mile)

Toll . iwiismin oiias e va o BiL Lk

Fed. Aid System
Administrative
Functional
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION Ol‘-iFicE

o ‘ Page 2 of 5
“RUCTURE DATA [9[81716“?’1413}2—]!;
S YearBuilt .o a e aty ................................ '”[‘_‘3]?_4 1517“7
28. Lancson Str.. ... . . s _ RN Y (0J2]o =)
29. ADT——lnvemoryRomc‘ /J ...... B jololo[o]o}
'3'0.Year_.........................,/_q..ﬁ"'. R R #gls
31. DesignLoad . . . - . oo e M A BN LA WG EN DY uAs 5 '
32, Abproach Roadway width inctuding shoulders (0.01m) . . ........ 2T T, s 22 45
33 Median. . ... veenn.. MNome .....UloOpen...... O closed . .. . . 5
[ 34, SKEW . o it e e
35, Structure Flared . . . .« o oo e e

36. Traffic Safety Features
37. Historical Significance

38. NavigationControl . . . . ... ..... ...,

39, Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.1 m) . . . . . . o0 Yes ENo.... oL VEETE
40. Navigation Horizontal Jlearance (0.1 m) . . . . . .. (3 Yes B No..o oo b I GACN X
41 Structuie, Open or Closed to Traffic . . . . . . e v s o HIEY o vis ssmenn b G 12
42, TYPeSEMVICE . v+ v v et e g e ey "///6;/”7’; P s wmnn nns  dibl]

43. Structure Type-Main
44. Structure Type-Approach Spans . . . . . ... ..o T L
45. No. of Spans-Main “
46. No.of Spans-Approaches . . . . .. . ..o v e L
47. Total Horlzonta! Clearance (0.0 m) . . . .L= .:’1.32'.5;7‘2"'-:'.

48, Max. Span Longth (0.01m) . . ......5%2 50 Wj)

49, Structure Length (0.01m) . .. ......2¢ /770
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left . . . ./ . . Right . /%
51. Bridge Roadway Width (curbcurb)(0.01m) .......
52, Deck Width (out-out) (0.0l m) . ......... . o :
53, Vertics! Clearance over Bridgs Roadway-Minimum (0.01 m) R R & MT
54. Vertical Underclearance — Minimum (.01 m) . R e e
55. Lateral Underci=arance on Right (Outer) Sides — Mlnlmum (0.01 m) i CA R =
56. Lateral Underclearance on La?t ‘(Irined Sides — Minimum (0.01 m) : “le]z]x
$7. WearingSurface . . .. ... . ..... g g 6 4 2o R - P ]

(J*)m
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
Page 3 of §

#NDTHON [slslrlels a3 11T]
) Material Condition Analysis

's8. Deck . .. ... R .@Mu rm\& e s3[7)
59.. Superstructure . . 89 Z]
60. Substructure . . . . . TN ﬁ"» 3 s 7]
61. Channel&.Channel Protection %/Z;/, s2[7]
62. Cu]vert&Retammg Walls . .C» kC/’Z/) S3[A7]
63. Estimated Remaining Life . . . . . .. .. . ; s To]
64.Operating.Rating.........A...,....,..........;’if\ &2 7]
65. Approach Alignment . . . . . . . . .o ss(77]
66. Inventory R'ating ...... %y e 5 B S T EIl Y Y e T [ K4 FREY
APPRAISAL

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
73, Year Needed . o o v o oo e AT e [eT7]
Completed ... . ooc S8 E 35 ESHEE SIFEFEEIRIGIIH ISP ISR IBWIB R LA W B Y
DBSCHBOA: ve v 2 5 6 5 5 & 6 oo % e e W R B B B 6 S esiter B jp SRS § % W ¥ G UEE R 6 Y B T R B G D8 8 U B 6 D
74. Type of SEIVICE . . v v v v v v v v e ?U’?J”}""‘l ................... oz
_Q/JL.Q)\HLJCL(HQ»‘ 19 T2
75. Type of WOTK . o o v v v v v v v v e e e e s (/1 L2f7[2]
76. Improvement Length (0.1m) . ... ...... .... ./ / .
; ’ ' - r ; Q 7
77, DesignLoading . . . .« .. v v v v v St LA
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T4,
C79.
80.
81.
8.
© B3

C0ST OF IMPROVEMENTS

#4

ave Lot o

(ol sl Telslal 320,
ool 2] o]

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Roadway Width (0.01m)

Number of Lanes............ SRR ey veetros s e e e A R A SRR TSy WA SRR »[o]o]
D e ssermmonrsriacammsmsamasmsssrb R — R )RR
Year of Estimaged ADT . oo s wE1EY
Year of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Improvements.............. 7. /.0 WB[ETa)
“Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-Type...........oonvminadmalonimmlo Sl 0 S AR »lo]

Total (dOHArS)S oot /fé)[)ﬁi)cfﬂ .............................. quﬂ '
Estimated Design Time (MONTAS) ..ot s eesssresene s e

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

86,
87,
88,
85.
0.
91.
92,

93.

Preliminary Enginéering (Dollms)A...........‘................>....
Demolition Cost (Dollars)

Substructure (Dolars) ..., T TS s S R R NG R
Blank.....aimnatammnanmivikaissiisieie R—

1k P

Approach Embankment (Dollars) ... st ez sadb s assns nons rass

Approach Pevement (DOUBIS). ..o
- Approach Guardrail (DolArs) ...l
®(Code 10 nearest thousand AOIBIS).........ccoeiireier oo e
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£ IDGE STUDIES ARD EVALUSTION S B
A
GERERAL FVALUATIOMN

3 viah otsition

i hus bridge hagwally i

TR

excelont
good 3 [ PRIGE

&

Page S of 5

ra@

The laad carrymg capacit

[—adrqustc 3 minimalty rsds‘quﬁm T Tedeguate

0 J

ticus Will sale i v W_R_,m )
aly wdogusie | ot seruined (don't prini) !

i wlhien provious 33 7]

Thc reconynended

[dequate 3 1

_The bridge should bs mgsﬂsrmi

[ Yes(printy™ 1 ] Wot reaquusd (dou’t ponty [

i
1

It requires ;.w,zm@:ﬁ,.m
routine inspeciion every 24 wmonths
frequent inspection every (B) monitss w0
monitor abnormad andfor suspected deficiancies
frequent inspection evc:y_gig;)_ roonihg 1o detarming
the cause of snd remedics for existing defosts A7 EGTT

1t requi Z— i
roBLING mulnicnanes ’ E,E{
minor fepaics and roudine rginieTence 3
urgent repains 10 provent fusther costly deteclemiion avedfor the doeslugios -

i
b:!

of a dangerous condition and routine madntonsnes
emengancy repsirs to eliminuie deangar t the public snd rootlee malnismnms

2]
The deck geometsy & oo

For present ADT, the tavelled wey i5 ...
For future (1995) ADT, the trovelled way is

0o

For PRHA (1995) recomumendations, the travelled 3 Wy Bl BB T e Frivuna | PREA | Frasont | Hirmwe | BRI

For present ADT, the shoutders arp oS 5o i

i & (¥

For future (1995) 40T, the shoulders wrs ..o Fousaitie vz - btidove

For PRHA (1995} r\ewwun?ndmmum the .abun?dm« i W?W_, i
1 ceninod be evalunied bavaase of bek of lnforaniiion 1 B

satisfactory 3 | umsatisfaciory
not required {don’t paarty O g

Thc.@.appmach slignmeni 1 iy

veri it horizontel 0

” BRSO 770 O

®=] setisfaciory 3 ) s adly tkorabin 3

1

not requised (don't prust) 0]

i Load Post for inventory iy shown in ltemn 6.4
[Yes i | o (dow't print) O |

saE]

Post for vertical underclearance seown i Fems 54 & 69
[Yes 1 [ Mo (don's printy 6 |

E) 4'

For “Remarks” see bridge file.

PERSONNEL D ) S
Structural inspection _.7,,/_. { Conditan Anelyals éJ . 7
Review of Field Data QDJ?)‘?_ : Apypraiset T
Transfer of Data ol oy S end BALRE fibe

RS-~ 370 dille
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.- 137 ¢
¢ — - APPRAISAL UF (TEh oS
' ROAD NO. 2l m. ety
BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE
TV Tw ] TWESHTT F Sa )
YEAR | ADT [sec. TW o] Inodequatel Tw + i Pakawrsl ingseuare,
By ,'Ir...}is:&.vrzizz fi'___ ﬁ\'
- //7 A\\ B 0
T Actual 2 AN
A agd “'»J
1985 | )/ | .
For ADTSE | ;
A/ o
i ! <
Reqd.F'or= I
1995 1)/, e = f
Vs Rec. PRHA 5 g

v’ Adequate

b4 Ir‘iadaquute
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D.11 April 21, 1986

to

S ok W

foa

CLASSIFICATION
24,
25.
26.

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
Page 1 of

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY T [BATET
1BM 370 AND IBM MT/SC O (7217 [Clelzid]
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE .4 No. Bridge No. Road No.

BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No. ¢ 07

"IDENTIFICATION Code Positions

5lak3fzzl2 1 eolisieli7[ielis[14]13{ie[11]:0]3{8 {7 [e[s]a]32]t]

. . 10
Commonwealth of Puerto Rice . . . . . .

State :
Highway District
Municipality -
City/To;.vn

Inventory:Route . . . . . ... .

Features Intersected

Structure No.

Location '°. . &~

Road Section Number (DOD) : o leTzls]-]
Bridge Description Sl :
Defense Milepoint (0.01ml) . ... . ... .= < G B
Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile)
Latitude: bl
Longitude:
Physical Vuinerability
By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile)

Toll . .. .. .. ... T g &4
Custodian
OWNET + v v o v e e v e e e e
F.AP No.®. .. 4//// K ELAD Y

Fed. Aid System

Administrative

Functional . .. ... . ... el

o | D ‘
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Page 2 of §
STRUCTURE DATA Glel7le 3= 31211]
27, Year Built
28. Lanes on Str
29.. ADT - Inventory Rouie
30 B 41271 O A o
31, Design Load
32. Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.01 m)
33, M.edian; o B B e o m e g e ClNone ... ..
39 SKEW! sove S m i RIS e T s sy ey FA s ge R pA Y |
35, Swucture Flared. . o« s 0 v 5w o wwn oo mon e o .
36. Traffic Safety Features . . ... . . . . v i i it e e et e e s e e e e e e o T zavara
37. Historical Significance - ..... . . L L L L e e e n‘a <
38. NavigationControl . . . .. .. ........... VU No e @)
39. Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.1m) . . . . ... .. No . ...~ e ]
40. WNavigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m) . . .. . ..
41 Structuie, Open or Closed to T,rafﬁc
42. TypeService . . . ...... SEERE L
43. Structure Type-Main . . .. .. .. s’
44. Structure Type-Approach Spans
45, No.ofSpans-Main . .. ..............
46. No. of Spans-Approaches . . . . ... ... "
47. Total Horlzontal Clearance (0.01 m)
48, Max, Span Length (0.0t m) . . ... ..
49. Structure Length (0.0Im) ... .
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left. . . ... . . . .
51. Bridge Roadway Width (curb-curb) (0.01m) . . ... ... 5.
52. Deck Width (out-out) (0.01m) . ... ........ Rt el
53. Vertlcs! Clearance over Bridge Roadway-Minimum (0.01 m)
54. Vertical Underclearance — Minimum (0.0l m) . . . . . .
55. Lateral Underclzarance on Right (Outer) Sides — Minimum (0.0l m) . . L#.'.”
56. Lateral Underclearance ¢n Lo#t ‘(Innes Sides — Minimum (0.0l m) . . L# . %7
ST, WearingSUMfce . . . . ... ...
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

' Page 3 of 5
SORDITION : {ofef7Jels[al3]2]r]
Congiition Analysis 3 v ok .
58. Deck ., ... 7 C’J SN Ly oo/ L. ;)/.’/‘I?"ﬁj 4 59@
59, Superstructure . . ' SORTE ..
60. Substructure . . . .- e v AN Vi
61. Channcl&Chanpei Protection ‘ ......
62. Culvert & Retaining Walls
‘63, Estimated Remaining Life . . . . .. ... i
64. Operatitg RAtNZ - .« « o o o oo e e e e G
65. Approach Alignment . . . . ... ... ....... ... PP
66. Inventory Rating . . . . . s e s e e e w v e s g SE LR S L
APPRAISAL

Deficiencies
e e S

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

73

74,
75,
76.
77.

Year Needed 8
Completed. .« woovn woom swman
Described

Type of Service
Type of Work

Improvement Length (O.1m) .. ... ... ..
Design Loading
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE Page ® ol 2
(181 7615l af 3] 2

78.. Roadway Width (0.01m)......ooovceccccromsinerrs £

79. Number of Lanes.......ccccoiiiinimmeciiiinnnnen,
81. Year of Estimated ADT........coererrseussssaneccermsoncsssnis
Yearof Prdpoxed Adjacent Roadway lmprovements........

el
ot

Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-TYPe .........coorrunrnrinneniils
COST OF IMPROVEMENTS

84 Total {(dollars)$
Estimated Design Time (months)

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85. Preliminary Engineering (Dollars), .
86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) !
87. Substructure (Dollars).........coccciiieiinnii h
88. Superstructure (Dollars)... .
89. *
90. Date of Last INSPECEION ........coiiimminiuiiiniiiieia it s e e O 5 —av
91. Rehabilitate Existing Structure (Dollars)...........ccooceiinennnne 4.6 5 . ;
92. Detour and Traffic Maintenance (Dollars) / . i
93. Approaches (Dollars) ‘ R

Approach Embankmeut (Dollars) .........coooovviiornnmcienmiinnime e
Approach Pavement (Dollars)
Approﬁch Guardrail (Dollars)
*(Code to nearest thousand dolars)..........ccooovviiniiini

REMARKS
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BRIDGE NO.

ROAD NO. KM,

BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE

TW TW TWNOF
YEAR ADT Sec. TW Aéc‘t.;;xutu inadequaisi TW + SH .mw\;w‘mg
5 8y tsond 8y !
: Actual 2 ™ /?\\; -
|985 "‘"fl.v_“‘_ﬁt_‘/"' ., .t .
For ADTS=
i |
P
Reqd. For _ . ] | :
. ADT = ; : !
1995 | ~/rev L |
Rec. PRHA 5 i |
) |

v Adequuts

X lﬂudequa’re
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“2 AIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION.."FICE Page 5 of §
GENERAL EVALUATION

This bridge is basically in S structural condition te
[Texcelent 4 [ Tar 2] verypoor 0]
| good 3 | poor 1]

The load carrying capacity is — ”
[ adequste 3 1 minimally adequate 2 |  inadequate I | not required (don't print) 0 ]

The recommended modifications will makeit
[adequate 2 | minunally adequate 1 not required (don't print) 0
0 when previous is 2

The bridge should be replaced.
T Yes(priat) 1 ] Not required (don’t print) 0 ]

Itrequires
routine inspection every 24 months D =210 = 24
frequent inspection cvery@ months to
monitor abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies =1 = months
frequent inspection every (B) months to determine
the cause of and remedies for existing defects =0 = months

It requires —
routine maintenance E

minor repairs and routine maintenance
urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development

-!3

of a dangerous condition and routine maintenancs
emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintensnce

o

The deck geometry is .
For present ADT, the travelled way is L -
For future (1995) ADT, the travelled way is &
For PRHA (1995) recommendations, the travelled way is . 24] Deck | Presenr | Future | PRHA | Prasent | Futwre | PRHA
For present ADT, the shoulders are z —, & e : T

For future (1995) ADT, the shouldersare _<____ . Travelled way Shoutders
For PRHA (1995) recommendations, the shoulders are 7.

satisfactory 3 | unsatisfactory 2 | cannot be ovaluated because of lack of information 1 |
not required (don't print) 0 ] .

s ) P P v

The.@.appmnch alignment is ®_ 3

Q{Lvertical 10 horizontal 0 horizontal and vertical 7 ] @@
@+ satsfactory 3 minimally tolerable 2 | poor and represents a danger to the public 1 |
not required (don't print) 0 ]
% Load Post for inventory rating shown in Item 64 ' 33
[ Yes 1 [ No (don’t print) ¢ |
Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69 “'
[ Yes 1 [ No (don’t print) 0 |

For “Remarks” see bridge file.

PERSONNEL By Dare . By Date
Structural Inspection Condition Analysis . =" T T
Review of Field Data  ___ Appraisal S G B T
Fransfer of Data . 1BM MT/SC file

IBM-370 file
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUAT!ION OFFICE
Page 1 of |

‘PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

"IBM — 370 AND IBM MT/SC O I 111  CITT117]
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Road No.
ROUTE UNDER STRUCTURE Km. No.

Code Positions

IDENTIFICATION ' [olzaf3e2l2 1kofiofis]i 7fiefisfiali3[i2[iifiofo {87 [e[5[a[3[2 1]
5, TOVBHTOIVROULE w5 65t asma s s/ S5 @ A0 F8 e sMen F 40 4 WLITT T TTT Tol
6 FeatufeSIRiersetted: wivn waniass san svmus o s @ an 096 046 @ 0w v 5 G E ¥ e E R B8R

..................... g I T A A A I
8, Structure NO: . . v o ovowoem i i 6 G B E R i B4 G B E T Ve e b 17l o |

10. -Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.0fm) . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .... 4 °EIZII:D

11. Kilometer Point (0.0 km) . . . . .. . . . . ... . ... ..., o S HRE EES d S I

12. Road Section Number (DOD) . . . . . . . . ... o e ST 117

13; Bridge DEsCriplion «w suon s svwan w o oo w06 SR EL w2 S % P8A4 SR M PSS N § Y L
14, Defense Milepoint (0.01 1) . . .+« v o v o ot e e B

15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) .« oo v v oo oot e e e i I 0

19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearestmile) . . . . . . . . . . . .0 o i it et e e e L I |

CLASSIFICATION

24, Fed AIGSYSIEM « o o o oo e e e e i T

25 XOrQinNISITATIVEE 1o o o s o i M Sw D ER B R AR Rl DN H NG LS S B E S NG K e G E 0 N ]

26. Functional . . . . ... .. ....... SR IE §9S PESVS T EIAEN P, PSS E . B¥S ua n[::l:]

STRUCTURE DATA

29, ADT — Inventory Route . . . . . . . . . . . i i e e e e e 'o

30, YA ¢ sz s 85 26 £ 56 S0 W i3 B FV @ISR NSRS RIM G $08 PES YA 840 43 i |

47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.0lm) . . . L=. ... ... ... ... RiSaun snn vuwasms i

253



D.12 July 16, 1975

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Page 1 of 5
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY ST T
1BM-370 AND IBM MT/SC =] /5171 el ee]
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. .Bridge No. Road No.
» BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No, /7 ==~
IDENTIFICATION Code Positions
: [2sf2alezlezle el sl s[i7lisfisfializfrefiifiofo [e{7]e[s[af3]2]1]
1. State . ..... b i s i e w5 e @ e { o s s e Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. . . . . oz ]z]1]
2. Highway District .. . . . ... .. v ePan Thant : NIV
3. MumiGipality .. ... e e e T, e
4, City/TOWD . o oo e :
5. Inventory Route ... .../ /8.8 9.4
6. Features Intersected

el Ee TT T T T T T I T I T T T T T ]

Facility Carried by Structure®®. . . Fedeaiycy
Structure No.
Location '°. . . . ... ...

% =

.........................................................

10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01m) . . . Z/:f :’{f'é’fé 7, e
11. Kilometer Point (0.01 km)
12. Road Section Number (DOD)

13. Bridge Description . . . . . . .. .. ...

14. Defense Milepoint (0.01ml) . . ... ... ... .7 _

15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) . . . . .% -

16. Latitude: . . ... ... /8 . Degrees. CRZB Minutes. ... VAR EE Ve
17. Longitude: . .. .. ... <'£°’«/~’“" . chrées 2H3

18. Physicat Vulnerability . .. ... ... ... .. SN A e

19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile)
20, Yol v vvs a5 & sa v o

21, Custodian . .. ............
22. Owner . . .. ... ... P
28, BARNG®. « . 55 f apidu i

CLASSIFICATION

24. Fed. Aid System
25. Administrative , ; »
26. Functional . .. ...... MR /0 i
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Page 2 of 5

STRUCTURE DATA EEEEEEERD
G Welr Bl . oo womwes 45 5 56 i - DU DT A L (71 7]
28. LanesonStr.. . . .. O . Under . 8 ....... FAA Ry ke w iR R R R N (1 A2
29. ADT — Inventory Route . . . . ... . .... //// TSP | O T % ..23
A0, BT L vf i e ompm 0 5 B WA % % LS ) /%//"EE
3. DesionToad: ot & y 5@ wE 5 53,8 /%L”/Mx /‘/ ...... 3'{_2—]
32. Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.0l m) . . . /' ............... R 12, VA .
33 Medighi. .- . ol 2 w2 308 2 008 5ok @/I\io'e ..... l:] Opéft = s w55 D Closed . . . . . *[a]
S0 TR ot 0 0 e i ﬂ/; S N o 5 S 5 Rk i 7121
35. Structure Flared . . . ... ovcoovneoonnn Bl % B oo oonnemmnmess i |
36, Traffic Safety Features: v » wv » 5 & e 5 ¢ B ¥E ¢ s s sins s s w s G unm b ew ot LaW -. * MM NN
S0 B w62 o0 6 5 B e B i ¢ WP RS B s BT TS AR TR CEZEE
38. Navigation Control . . . .. . ... ..o O Yes B2l Niotoram e s 5o o arne & & 45 K|
39, Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.1m) . . . . . . . .. ] e 8.0 sovnaih s AT[eIode]
40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m) . . .. ... O ves HFNo............»"0[2[2I0
41. Structure, Open or Closed to Traffic . . . . . o 5 ad m i B (f‘);u.-@ﬂ,/ ................. 4 71
42. TypeService . . . ... .. ..o FPedtdlecaorw. Al ‘%-4./,;«/ (R B
43, Structure Type-Main . . ... ... \.g.wf;.?—.r’f/.f ‘ /’ ’4::'4 7 ,(4\ Jay, 2 (// ....... '. 72l 17]
44. Structure Type-Approach Spans . . . . . . . .. % A s w s BRI R & e B s°[ofale]
45. No.of SpansMain . . .. .......... 77/?2 e 1 5 sl o o B AL [0 TZ[Z]
46. No. of Spans-Approaches . . . .. .. ... .. ULl N, P P S g "*loJoJolo]
47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.01m) . ...L3 .. /Z:€Z-R= o 0ovvvinonnnenes "[BIZ1E]
48. Max. Span Length (0.01lm) . . ... ....... Z ‘5“/,:77 ............. o B g b s 2o ]z1#14]
49. Structure Length (0.01m) . . ... .. T S DG | . oo e TR B #2215 121/]
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left. . . . . e T o s BT w8y w0 s 4 "°
51. Bridge Roadway Width (curbcurb) (0.01m) . ... . ... ../~ 8 iR .o oty s . lofol/ié]
52. Deck Width (out-out) (0.01m) . ..« oovvvvnn - Ca®de. T o imenwrnn OS]
53. Vertical Clearance over Bridge Roadway-Minimum (0.0l m) . . . /A/,?‘/).x,-':i.:" J ..... .

54. Vertical Underclearance — Minimum (0.01m) . . . . . ... vvvvve v o \,5/ /,7 ..... 871517121
55. Lateral Underclearance on Right (Outer) Sides — Minimum (0.01 m ..Ls/.Z7ZRz./ A - 21/ 12
56. Lateral Underclearance on Right (Quter) Sides — inimuW.O] m) .. L?/,’,g/.y .R=. / ;/’F " “(Z[IZ]
57. Wearing Surface . . . . . . . . pr/w RALRED. oo v 5 o s 5B 5 B s AHES (7]

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
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68.
69.
70.
71.

72.

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

: Page 3 of 5

GONDEFICH (eisl7lefs]asfali]

L Material Condition Analysis
58. Deck . ... ....: P . #Boac] L ... »E
59. Superstructure . ... . . I 1L Ll L o e e e 2=z
60. Substructure . . . . . . J 2 T A5 T e BE
.61. Channel & Channel Protection o5 : ".. o B S AR W G R f Gl @ B 4 )
62, Culvert & RetainingWalls . . . . ... .. »
63.. vEstimated'Remaini‘ng Life . ........
64, OperatingRating . . . ... ... ........ s W
65. Approach Alignment ............. Y
66. an(_entory Rating . .. ... .. )
APPRAISAL
67. Structurat Condition ,ZM 6’(,7(/ eralf, corre

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

23

74.
15,
76.
77.

Year Needed . . . . o v v v v o o o e e e e e e e e i ng ......... ) oLl
Completed . . o . . o e e e e e e e e e e e e e }
Describe” . . . . . .. '

Type of Service TR

TypeofWork . . ... ..... /?

Improvement Length (O.1m) . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ,

Design Loading . . . . v v vt vt e 2N SR SR E 2GR pA s
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE Page 4 of 5
: : [elelzlel5]al32]])
78. Roadway Width (001 m) .« oo oo R B A I
79, Number Of Lanes . . . o o v oo o oo o / ; ‘
Q0. ADT + o oo A AN
g1, YosporBtinad BT . .., cagisreamas cxo nam f R A
82. Year of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Improvements . . . . . . £

83. Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-Type . . . .« .- oo o Y

'COST OF IMPROVEMENTS
84. Total (dolldrs) $ J¢
Estimated Design Time (months)

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85. Preliminary Engineering (Dollars) . . . . . v oo e e s T
86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) '

87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92. Approaches (Dollars} . . . . . . . oo e e - RS S R R LR 5 G & ..

Approach Embankment (Dollars)

Approach Pavement (Dollars)
Approach Guardrail (Dollars)

(* Code to nearest thousand dollars) . ,

93. Date of Last Inspection
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BRI 3E STUDIES AND EVALUATION OF" E
' GENERAL EVALUATION

This bridge is basically in . 2

structural condition

cxcelent 4 | fair 2 | verypoor 0 ]

good "3 | poor 1

Page S of 5

'*[5]
3

The load carrying capacity is

17

[adequate 3 | minimally adequate 2 [ inadequate 1T [ ot required (don’t print) 0 |
. L . 2 8
The recommended modifications will make it p
| adequate 2 [ minimally adequate 1 not required (don’t print) 0
0 when previous is 2
The bridge should be replaced. -2
[ Yes(prin) 1 [ Notrequired (don’tprint) 0 |
Itrequires — (/>
routine inspection every 24 months (@ =21® = 24
frequent inspection every (B) months to
monitor abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies [® = 1[® = months

frequent inspection every (B) months

the cause of and remedies for existing defects

to determine

[@ = O[® = months |

It requires 2=
routine maintenance

minor repairs and routine maintenance

urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development
of a dangerous condition and routine maintenance
emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintenance

B

The deck geometry is SIS ¢ P 1

For present ADT, the travelled way is <

For future (1990) ADT, the travelled way is ———

For PRHA (1990) recommendations, the travelled way is C 24| peck | Present | Future | PRHA | Present | Future | PRHA
Tor present ADT, the shoulders are 2 ]

For future (1990) ADT, the shouldersare — — . Travelled way Sholdars

For PRHA (1990) recommendations, the shoulders are

satisfactory 3 ] unsatisfactory 2 ‘[ cannot be evaluated because of lack of information 1 J

not required (don’t print) 0 |

The.@.approach alignment is ®

@] satisfactory 3

vertical 1 horizontal 0 | horizontal and vertical 2

minimally tolerable 2 | poor and represents a danger to the public 1 |

not required (don’t print) 0 |

Load Post for inventory rating shown in Ttem 66

R [

No (don’t print) 0 |

Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69

Ty |

No (don’t print) 0

lior “Remarks”™ see bridge file.

Date,

w1475 Condition Analysis

T/ /6725 Appraisal

PERSONNEL By
Structural Inspeclion A._ Fret
Review of Ficld Data % C2geero
Transler of Dala e Cnalp

Fa~ts 235/ 74 IBM MT/SC file

IBM—370 file

..By Date
OG--(e/x g~ LG~
) . 30
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" V8RIDGE NO.

APPR- ISAL OF ITEM 68

X Inadequate

ROAD 'NO. KM.
BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE
TW Tw [TWHSH[TW + sH
YEAR ADT Sec. TW [Adequate| Inadequate| TW + SH e| Inagdequate
By I By
Actual =
1970
{For ADTS=
Reqd. Fc.mr=
1990 S0L =
Rec. PRHA =
v Adequate
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
Page | of |

' PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

IBM . 370 AND IBM MT/SC I:] 1/ BTZ]
" ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Road No,
ROUTE UNDER STRUCTURE ‘ Km. No. % 07

Code Positions

IDENTIFICATION . o i25|24|23|22|2|120119]|81|7[»6[|5]l4||3]|21|;||o]9 ls[7]efsTal3]2]1]

5 [nvcnftory. Route : . /(«j?“‘ .7 ?!‘d . EJJ&Z& Za lzlzl/ Iz 121 21Z] 1o}

76. Fcatureslmersucted ..... ”’5?*«@‘ 2 ./:"5“.*”. %*’?Mw’ ;j‘u 3
..................... 0 37 P ) 7 5 W 72 P2 2 72 I I O

8. Stracture No ....... . //5,5‘7 il /@//‘Q’f‘vé" ..... S I/7EF7]

10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.0f m) . . . . /5'/;7' ........... P IEI/1Z)

11. Kilometer Point (0.O1 km) . . . . .. . ... ... .. .. ....

12. Road Section Number (DOD) . . ... ... ....

13. Bridge Description . . . . . ... ... ...

14. Defense Milepoint (0.01m) . . . . . . .. ... ..

15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile)
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) . . . . . . .

CLASSIFICATION
24. Fed. Aid System

28, Administrative

260, Functional .. .. .. .. ..

STRUCTURE DATA

29. ADT - Inventory Route . . ... ... .. 3 &Kfcﬂﬁffa ............... 0 515 10]
B0 WeHIE « » sosevrmen mau vun K5 b Qs Al I ara
47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.0l m) . , . L =. . A& &r Rz. .. 7:.9¢ . . '"BlZ[3
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D.13 November 13, 1972

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO Page 1 of 4 C P / 0
HIGHWAY AUTHORITY . e
nrmus IBM—370 AND IBM MT/SC I———] [/l 1317]
‘ ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Rodd No.
BRIDGE INVENTORY Kim. No. lizlv
Code Positions
IDENTIFICATION [2s[24[23[22]21]20]1o[18]i7]i6]is1a[13[ie] 1 ]io] o [8 [7 [6 [5 [4[3 [2] 1]
s State.s = % 2 o S e B R SRR A Commonwealth of Puerto Rico . . . . . /.0
2. Highway'District . « . . + ¢ % o & + % S.\".’J i Jt.} BEY & v rarie R E %4 R A B R R i /.‘3. 3
. 3. Municipality”. . . . . . B LN om =T ‘.‘ 4
4. GUy/Towt. { o o o w05 o 5 5 o =S 6 )

5. Inventory Route . . & /:).” /.’*'.'é/.l;!
6. Features Intersected . /D/@ 26

% 4 - :
7. Facility Carried by Struc@/ [= {/(. WV Walkway . . .. . :

ms_-sjﬂmﬁ"— TNy A A—— ——L‘ﬁn
9. Location,@ /U./ G e Shg B8 =l A(f .51/ //’// // /J w bl LI 5 5

...... T S Toem ,
,4-—06}10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 m) . . . ,/ .
11. Kilometer Point 0.01km) . . . . .. MN-A~ ... ... .. ... . . /F C;BERH]
12. Road Section Number (DOD) . /\/07 .’7{":/4’:'/‘.":' ."'f"‘,.r‘c/' AV e o om e /? EiEEEE
13. Bridge Description . . /Y 2/ 005 L NOTS. L oo 2
14. Defense Milepoint (0.01 m) /\/u//_ /.fy“.‘ 5& .e""'.'.r.f“/,,-‘.;,‘. rer 26
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) A .7/:‘ de femse. ,ﬂ."/ Jahwal . . . Jo.
16. Latitude: . . /& . . . Degrees . 27.0 . . Minutes . . . . . . . . .. e BT

17. Longitude: .G & . . . Degrees . &3/ . . . Minutes .
18. Physical Vulnerability . ->./cc/ . /o uss . .. ..

19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) W /./\. .aaross LWy
2. Toll . .....MNo, 7l For vcad, pr brialze. . . .
2. Custodian . . . . . .. . ... /. STéfe

22. OWNHEr ¢ & & wos = o . . . . . State Highway Department . . . .

23. F.AP.No. . § R AR e e e RO
CLASSIFICATION

N MR
24. Fed. Aid System . . . . . . . . .. NA LAY
95. Administrative . . OZG@ . o e e e e e PR DSBS EE N on & Bl S " ]

5 / ; B
26. Functional . . . ( ClesTorvan . W \ s .N,A.’ ....... ek B @ .|3
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o /a‘ /) Q) ,-}:{, Page 2 of 4
 STRUCTURE DATA [T - (o] &7 [s]ETRT=Te [V
27 earBuilt . ... SIEE

28. LanesonStr. . . . . @, .. Under . &

29. ADT — Inventory Route. - MA .

30, Year . . ... .. § % 5 KU G 5 2 n s n a s s ks e

31. DesignLoad . . . . . . Feslestaion .

32. Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.01 m) .

33. Median . . . .. . . . .

34 Skew ...

35. Sfrﬁctlirel Flared . s e oW ow a s

36. Hydraulic Structure . . NG: 2 o v o w cmu v 5 © 8 4 ; .39

37. Report Available . o]

38. Navigation Control

39. Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.l m) . . .-"!‘. 4]

40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m) . ..

41. Relief Structures . . . . . '

42. Type Service . . .

43. Structure Type—Main . . .

44, Structure Type-Approach Spans . . .

45. No. of Spans—Main . . . . . .

46. No. of Spans—Approaches : B

47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.0l m) . . . .. .”, & /V

48. Max. Span Length (0.0l m) . . . . . 2457 LSV ENEY Al

49. Structure Length (0.0l m) . . . . . . . 874, 24 lolele 1B l7]

50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left . . & .Gz« . . . Right . . &.&0 :

51. Bridge Roadway Width (curb-curb) (0.0l m) . . . /Ci Do

52. Deck Width (out-out) (0.01m) . . . . . . . . . 4A6GE20 ..

§3. Vertical Clearance over Bridge Roadway—Minimum (0.01 m) .‘f/-;' =)

54, Verticéll Underclearance — Minimum (0.0l m) . . . . . . . . = 5w oo I

55. Lateral Underclearance on Right (Outer) Sides — Minimum (0.01 m) . . L=./. %7 R=. 4 /5 . °2lal/ ]3]

56. Lateral Underclearance on Left (Median) Sides — Minimum (0.01 m) . . L=./J2 . R=. /7.5 . **[o[/T0]

57. Wearing Surface . . . . . . .. . JM,/( A 8 e s e e e e e e e .

1]
HARRIS
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CONDITION [o]e]7]es]a [3T2]1]
Material Condition Analysis
58, Petk 4 o < J/Lt/ i 2 Miner o.emt. ... “E/]
59. Subperstructure . j-7‘CL/ ..... Minar. . .1 IVT% 8 W S e e e F1
60. Substructure . . 5\7L\ e/ ........... C LAY % it o i v # @
61. Channel & Channel Protection /‘/71 ............... 52
62. Culvert & Retaining Walls . ./\/ 4 ) o3[/
63. Estimated Remaining Life
64 Operatirg Rating . . . . . . - m
65. Approach Alignment . . . .. s 5
66. Inventor}; Rating & « = = '8 .9% DTQ__@
APPRAISAL
Deficiencies
67. Structural Condition . /¥ zes/s . Ph/o .";v;'/r; ....... R e Y v Eﬂ
..... Same, Ja //»/:, bo /7 SaF // Plrar. v ST o 0 e
68. Deck Ge-orﬁetry ................ N A ..... s IE]
69. Underclearances—Vert. & Lateral ¥ = 5.7 ;. L“t 2 ’( > 'LU;'\(.’\‘!.“('.C(. cokmer, widt, 28]
tguadps. . vecowmamdod (P RAMA) (L9qs). .Setion . widdh .. ...
70. Safe Load Capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... L O T 3]

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
73. Year Needed

Completed

Describe

74.
75.
76.
7

Type of Service . . . .
Type of Work . . . .
Improvement Length (0.1 m)
Design Loading

L]
HARRIS

(71 .1 ' \ Page 3 of 4

.................. o=
s
22loJo]o [T 2]
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8. Roadway Width (0.01m) . . . .. .. .| 6%
79. Numberof Lanes . . . . . . . . . . . /\./.-ﬁ. '.
Bl ADT o o w5 s 5 5 65w @ n § 5w T

81. Year of Estimated ADT .'. . 9,
82. Year of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Improvements .

83. Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements—Type .

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS
84. 'Total (dollars) $

... 4. o00

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85. Preliminary Engineering (Dollars)

86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) .

87. Substructure (Dollars) . . .

88. Superstructure (Dollars) . . .

89. Priority Letter .

90. Rehabilitate Existing Structure (Dollars) .
91. Detwur and Traffic Maintenance (Dollars) .

92. Approaches (Dollars) .

Page 4 of 4
GTel7]6 (8 [aT3T2lT]

o 7 1 B

Approach Embankment  {Schias)
Approach Pavement (Dollars)

Approach Guardrail (Dollars)

(*Code to nearest thousand uollars)

Remarks
q \
P R.Cl.”-:” ‘ Whe )
A \ h_Al o EO‘ '{ 3 £
(=
PERSONNEL By Date

n/ife>

el
4

Structural Inspectionq/.l'//.A:r‘."t’{]\'.‘ 3
Topographic Survey.

Review of Field Data. .
Transfer of Data . .

= /
"/('J//l’l

Kok b

By Date
. Condition Analysis /(/'/ : .—"j"."'“? 73
Appraisal . . §
IBM MT/SCfile . . . . . . .

.IBM-370file. . . . .
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REMARKS

+and for f“mﬁ"’x
3y (ctudling, g
©(1990)-ADT by
GENERAL EVALUATION
This bridge is basically in structural condition.
_Mﬂﬂd—mﬂg{ing,mpariiy is..meini “:' d q iﬂﬂl(qﬂm’ﬂ
“Fhe recommended-modifications will make it minimally-sdequate:
~.The hridge.should be replaced.
routine inspection (every 2 years). .
It requires F --months) to-determine. the.cause.of
fm;[ ent inspéction ( months) t&monitor-abnormal -
-routine mainternance.
It requires minor repairs and routine maintenance,
emergency repuirs' toeliminate. danger to. the publie.
urgent-rep: -prevent further.coatly. deterioration.and/or
Ahedevélopment of 4 diigerouscondition.
Apmuygeutmmgmmueﬂ»rcpum
aétory. Fhe travelled way is unsatisfactory for present requirements, The shoulders are unsatisfactory
) reqmrements.
): mqmmment&

The @Prowh‘ﬂlgument is mmnméll equate..

Poor i repmsenlx 3 d:mget to the public.

Nagrow:for future (1990)AD by ..
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COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

mld IBM=370 AND IBM MT/SC
MARKIS E] ECTRONIC DATA STORAGE

ROUTE UNDER STRUCTURE

Page 1 ol 4

LV 13[7
Bridge No.

i

Card No.

(ol el 214l
Road No.

Km. NO.M

Code Positions

IDENTIFICATION D5[24|23[22[21|20]1_9_]18“7]16[15[14[13]12[11| 10] 9[8[ 7[6]s[4l3]2[1]

%

5. Inventory Route , P24, . . .24 1% 14qaor¢ t o, /0 B/ 10615121 El0]
6. Features Intersected . . Po.es7eion ialbieav. . .ul../—.j/-'?/;w'./('} ..............
...... /7 (PIZ1E] [C] TPIAGTATe T 16T T 1T T T T 1]
8. : ‘ [
10.
11.
1Z 3]
Bridge Description . N H.CGR K, . NISTS P ... ... .. .. &} [ETA]
14. Defense Milepoint (0.01m) . /~.C7 . . ... ... ... 8 SR 4 ~A
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) . . / I S S 70 ; m
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) . ./j.J ARl QR @ v o 5 & & o iy s 73 .
CLASSIFICATION
24. Fed. Aid System . O7her . [Taderal A, . primory . cachan. . ... 2, . . [B1]
25. Administrative . . . . & o o« 5o s ) TS 2o "t ok 25 =m0 i ) e o <t R R et o 77 v o
26. Functional . . . . . . . [./{‘4?”.’. Wy el 2 ././/. y .'./'t‘/.’ ......... 7@ J£L3 ]
Co~A ;L’
STRUCTURE DATA
29. ADT - Inventory Route . . . . . _§C!q—q"‘) ............. /0 O|3[6[5[57]o0
30, 'Year . .5 5 o es 6 w itk Lmn fl.">’.‘7. O i S ks e e 0B @i s /Q ; LTZ]:O]
47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.0l m) . . . A/Oé/ o B B v v /g/- EI:L:]
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Appendix E Inspection by PRHTA of PB 1307

E.1 May 15, 2017

BrIDGE: |30T

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET

TEAM LEADER: Augb( Lopet
INSP. DATE: /5 Moy 207

Performed? Freq Previous Insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE
NBI Type (Yes / No / NA) {MONTHS) (MONTH/YEAR) (MONTH/YEAR)
ITEM 90 Routine Insﬁection Vaf TAN\ Zﬁ/‘/

ITEM 93 A FC Inspection

ITEM 93 B Underwater Insp.

ITEM93C Other:

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item 58 Item 59 | Item 60 Item 61 Item 62 | ltem 113
Previous Inspection &5 5 - —_— — =5
Current Inspection -9 5' ) 75 — — —

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA)

fire damage, etc)

~ Drawings
~ Photos
~ Critical Finding

7 Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
< AASHTO Core's & NBI CD consistent
~ Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,

~ Channel Profile/Clearance Table
/ FC & Underwater Members Tables
7 Asphalt Overlay Thickness

”_Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer: ’\/ - /V //

7/ /
Sa ety Eng.: 2 LE

Review Comments:

]
/

g

HATo —31- 2017 (
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

Structure Inventory and Appraisal Sheet

[Bridge Key: 013071 Agency [D: 013071 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0 ]
4 Y4 .
IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION
State 12 72 Puerto Rico Struc Num 8! 013071 Fregqueney 912 24 months  Inspection Date 90; 51%2017  Next Inspection: 0371572018
Facldy Cambed 7: PR23 Locstion 2: BALDORIOTY CE
GASTRO AVE. FC Frequency 828:  Na FOinspection Date 53A:  NA NextFCInspectien:  NA
Riz.{On/UndensA; One Routs Under Rie. Sigaing Prehx SB: - 2 .S Numbered || UW Fracuoncy 928 NA UW Inspeotien Date 928:  NA Next UW Inspsction:  NA
Leve of Service 5G; 1 Mainine Rie. Number SD: 00003 Sl Freguency 02C:  NA &l bate 93C: NA Next Si: NA
Directionad Sulfix SE: 0 N/A (BI) % Responeib Bty : NA
3 Element Frequency; 24 months  Element nspection Date:  01/0141201  Nexl Elem. Inzp, Due: 01/0:1/1904
SHD District 2: Unknown Ceunty Cade 3; San Juan L
Pracs Code 4; 677¢ Kllometer Post 11: 04,5 km e Ty
CLASSIFICATION
me,; Intersested 6 PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: O Nota STRAHNET hsy  Parallel Structure 1092 No || bridge exists
{ atimde 16 18d 27° 18" Longtude 17 065¢ 92 15" Cirection of Trajfic 102 0 Not hwy waffc Tomporary Structure 103:  Unknown (N3
v stam 104; 3 Length 112: Unk NBL;
Berder Biide Code 98 Unknown (P) Hignuay Systam O Noton BHS NS Lens Fnm iy
Toll Facility 20; 3 On free toad Funeticnal Class 26: 12 Urban FwyBxpwy
Eoyder Eridge Marmber 99;  Unknowm J
\ Hislorienl Significance 37: Unknown (NE()
N
Qvmer 22: -1 Unknown (P,
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS N el
Mumber of Approach Spans 46; -1 Numbet of Spanz bain Unit 45: -1 isstoden 21 =1.Uni i
Main Span taterialiDesign 434/B: = ™
CONDITION
3 steal e . ) .
Deck 58: 5 Faiwr Super99: 5 Fair Sub 60: 5 Fair
Cuivert62: N INJA [NEI) Channes/Channel Protectior: 81: N N/A (N8I}
J
Type 107: Unkaown (N (" A
D e A07: Uninose (B LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wearing Surface 108A: Linknawn (MBI} Inventory Raing Method 65: Unnown (NS} Cperaing Reling Method £3: Unknown {NBl)
Mombrane 108B: Unkaawn (NB1)
Inventory Rating 68:  MS-6 erating Roting 54: MS-08
Ceck Pratection 108G:  Unknown (NBI) e perstig Holr
N 7/ Dealgn Load 3t 7 Pedestian Posting 70: Unknewn (NBI)
4 ™
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41: A Open, no resficion
Yeur Buil-27: 1998 Year Reconstructed 108: Unknown Y Y,
Type of Sevice on 424 3 Pedestian-bicyle 4 R
APPRAISAL
Type of Service undar 42B: ¢ Highway
Bridge Rail 35A: N NJA o not rsaulred Agproach Raii 36C: N NA ar naot required
Lenes an28A: Unknown  Lanes Under 268: 8 Oetour Lengtin 19: 0.0 ken
Tranaltion 36B: N NJA or not required Approach Rail Ends 360, N NYA or niot requized
ADT 28 66,300 Truck ADT 108: 5% Year ¢l ADT 30 2002
\_ J Str. Evalualion 67:  Unknowa {NBI) Deck Goemetry 68: Unknawn (NBI)
( GEOMETRIG DATA | Underclearance, Verical and Horfzontal €9;  Unknown (1)
Length Max $pen 48 21.70m Sfruetire Longth 49: 5025 Waterway Adequaey 71: N Not applicable Apgreach Alignment 72: 3 Equal Min Criterta
CurbiSewiic Weth L 50A: Curbi dewalk Width R S0R; Soour Ciltieal 113: Hiat OverWatetvisy
Width Curb to Gard 51 160m Wuidth Gut to Sut 52: > <
Approach Roacway Width 321 2030 m Median 23 Unknown (NEI} PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
W/ shalicers) 2
Deck Arear Bridge Cost 24! NA Type of Work 75 Unknown [
Skew34:  -1.00° Structure Flared 35 Unkeiown {NBI) Roadway Cost 95. Unknown Length of Impeovment 76:
. v o over Biidoe 8 Total Cost 96: Urknown Futize ADT 114: 52103
Ainiam Vertical Clearancs Qver Brldga 63: Year of Cost Esimale 7. Unknown Year af Future ADT 1150 2020
Minimum Vartical Underclearance Reference 5440 H Hwy boneath struct \. J
3 s
Minimum Veriied Underdlearance 54B: 0821 m NAVIGATION DATA A
pAinimum Lateral Undetclearance Reference R S56A: H bwy bereath struct Nevigation Control 38: Unknown (NBI)
Minimurs Laleral Undrclearance R 35; o17em Vertical Clearance 39: Herlzontal Clearance 40:
Minimum Lateral Undrcloarance L 56: 01.50m Fier Protection 1. Unknown {Nef) LR Bridge Vertioal Clearance 116t J
L -

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA

INSP001_Inspection_SIA_Metric

Wed 5/31/2017 13:22:12
Page 1 of 1
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e =Y T U TIGE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
Team Leader: Angel T. Lopez

Bridge, Inspector: Angel T. Lépez

Bridge Evaluator: Manuel Coll

Assistants: José R. Vazquez

Driver: José A. Ortiz

Inspection date: _ May, 15, 2017

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 1.5 Hours

Equipment: XBusorVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera
- _ Other:

Bridge Number: _1 307

Road on Structure: N/A Number o}' Name: _ Km. _
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: _26 Km._46
Ident. Plaque: No Num. _
36-Traffic Safety Features:

Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired

Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

(50.25mts largo)

_ Boat

Inspection by: Angel T. Lépez Revised and Approved by: Manugl Coll

Bridge Inspector Bridge Evaluator

BR-1307

30“'7

2017
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' BRIDGE IVENTORY MANAGEMENT OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

' PRHTA
58. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 50 to 75 % Drainage: Adequate Ponding: No Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: No Bottom: No
Scaling. Top: No Bottom: No
Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: Yes Corrosion: Severe
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwal!: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.

Height |
Materiat | €079 | ‘foss ; = s @ : : : 3
Rating (em) Joints | Drainage Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling

58.4 Curb N/A - - - - - - ” 2 = -
58.5 Median | N/A - - — — — E= B s & =
58.6
Sidewalks | VA - - - - - i - - -
58.7
Parapets NA - N - - - - - B - -
58.8 Railing | Steel 5 Fair - Fair Severe Poor | Yes - - -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A  Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints:  Condition: N/A
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: None Condition;: N Functioning: N/A

Comments: _

58.1- Superficie de acero con corrosion severa, pérdidas leves de secciones y leves perforaciones en los laterales de
la superficie de las tolas. Varias tolas estan sueltas de sus puntos de soldadura, grandes secciones fueron reparadas
aunque hay secciones en pobres condiciones, varios huecos pequefios por corrosién y secciones de ias de tolas
soldadas que dejan un ligero huerco entre ellas.

58.8- Corrosién severa con mallas de proteccion, varias de ellas estan sueltas de sus puntos de apollo. En el &rea de
las escaleras hay varios verticales que estan sueltos de sus soldaduras.

BR-1307 . 2
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VENTORY MANAGEMEN

daihd NT OFFI:
' INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECT'OI'-':\“Y: :

N FR R PRHTA

59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices. Type: Fixed Out of Plumb: No Paint. None
Condition: §

59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: 5 Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No

59.3 Steel beams: N/A  Type: N/A
Condition: N Corrosion; None Paint: None

59.4 Concrete: N/A Type: N/A
Condition:- N Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None

59.5 Truss: Bailey Pedestrian  Paint: Poor Corrosion: Severe Members: Stringers Condition: 5

59.6 Drainage: Type: Condition: N Functioning: No

59.7 Hinges: Condition: N Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: Normal
59.9 Vibrations: Minimal
60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:

Material g:zrd)g Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion Undermining

60.1.1 | Wingwalls N/A N - - . = = - =

§ | 8042 | gloesk A | N - - . - - = = "

g 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N |- - = = 2 - - .

60.1.4 | Piles N/A N - = - e z « % -

o | 6021 | Caps Steel 5 s - ~ | Moderate | Poor | No No | No

& o2z Bracing Steel 5 . = - Moderate | Poor | No No | No

% é 60.2.3 | Columns Steel 5 - - - Moderate | Poor No No i No

§ all 6024 hFooting o Concr%lg 6 F Small L: -- - No No No

S 6025 | Piles N/A N - - - - s e = -

. | 6031 | Caps N/A N - = - - - - s -

% % 60.3.2 | Bracing N/A N - - ; - s - = .

® 0 0 Piles N/A N - - — . - = . .

60.4.1 Caps N/A N - - = s st = = -

g § 60.42 | Bracing NIA N - - " - = = = .

60.4.3 | Piles N/A N % - - ; = . a2
Comments:

59.5- Corrosién moderada y severa en todos los miembros inferiores de la estructura. Hay perforaciones con pérdida
de secciones. Las escaleras tienen corrosién severa y perforaciones con pérdidas de secciones, Hay "railings” que
tienen corrosion severa en los anclajes 6 bases, tienen movimientos laterales.

BR-1307
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61.1 Chahne

612 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning
61.3 Protective Device N/A N
61.4 Fender System N/A N
61.5 Rip Rap N/A N
61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N y
61.7 Obstruction: N/A
61.8 Channel Change: N/A
61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A
61.10 Surrounding: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:
Erosion: N/A if yes explain;
61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:
61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:
62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL
Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Settlement | Alignment [ Scour
82.1 Barrel N/A N - - = - - - - -
62.2 Head Walls N/A N =ik - . - - - -
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N - - - - - - =
62.4 Retaining wall | N/A N - = - - - = - ~
Comments:
BR-1307
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72.1 Alignment 6
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other

Cracking: No Spalling: Small Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement; Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation; No
Safety: Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate: No
Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No
Embankment; Condition: N Functioning: No Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: _  May, 15, 2017
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffié not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Steel
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS
Signs:  Type: Height Limits  18’-6" Material: Alum. Condition: 7
Type: N/A

BR-1307 # 5
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E.2 January 24, 2014

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET

BRIDGE: [ 3() ] CODKCZ"Z’WB%

TEAM LEADER: Eng. Arturo Caceres Febus
INSP. DATE: //Ql,l /‘-Z

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

Performed? Freq Previous Insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE

NBI Type /A (Yes /No /NA) (MONTHS) (MONTH/YEAR] (MONJH/YEAR),
N o ” ” ; s /A
ITEM 90 Routine Inspection W W &/70/,%«'{ //ﬂ(%//k/
V)
ITEM93 A | FC Inspection M — ) I
T

ITEM93 B Underwater Insp. A/\ — -
ITEM93 C Other: I

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item 58 Item 59 | Item 60 Item 61 Item 62 | Item 113

Previous Inspection S, 5_ O A_) “f‘éﬂu«ﬂq
Current Inspection S‘ § u /L/ /L/

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA) Review Comments:

U] U}

Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
/AASHTO Core’s & NBI CD consistent
~ Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,

fire damage, etc)

7 Channel Profile/Clearance Table

~ FC & Underwater Members Tables
/ Asphalt Overlay Thickness

2 Drawings

7 Photos

7 Critical Finding

/ Inspector & Team Leader Signature

e Jolf
/, // 7

275



YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

[Bridge Key: 013071 Agency ID: 013071 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0 ]
( IDENTIFICATION \( INSPECTION )
State 1 72 Puerto Rico Struc Num & 01307 Frequency 91: 24 months  Inspection Date 90: 1/24/2014  Next Inspection: 01/24/2016
Facility Carried 7. PR 26 Location 9: BALDORIOTY DE

CASTRO AVE FC Frequency 92A. NA FC Inspection Dale 93A:  1/24/2014 Next FC Inspection:  NA
Rte.(On/Under)5A: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix 58: 3 State Hwy UW Frequency 928: NA UW Inspection Date 938: NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Level of Service SC: 1 Mainline Rte. Number 5D: 00026 S| Frequency 82C.  NA S! Date 93C: NA Next SI; NA
Directional Suffix SE: 0 NIA (NBI) % Responsibility NA
Element Frequency: 24 months  Element Inspection Date:  01/01/1901 Next Elem. Insp. Due: 01/24/2016
SHD District 2: SAN JUAN County Gode 3: SAN JUAN L )
Place Code 4 SAN JUAN ZONA  Kilometer Post 11 04.5 km "3 —N
URBANA CLASSIFICATION
Feature Inte: od 8. PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: 0 Not a STRAHNET hwy Parallel Structure 101: No || bridge exists
Latitude 16 18d 27 18" Longitude 17: 085d 03' 08" Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103:  Not Applicable (P)
Highway System 104; 0 Not on NHS NBIS Length 112 Long Enough
Border Bridge Code 98: Not Applicable (P) I o e 2
Toli Facility 20 3 On free road Functional Class 26. 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy
Border Bridge Number 89:  Unknown
\& / Historical Significance 37 5 Not eligible for NRHP
e A
Owner 22 01State Highway Agency
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS A Homm A
Nurmber of Approach Spans 46, -1 Number of Spans Main Unit 45: 2 li SRR ZL; O1:State Highiwdy Ageecy )
Main Span Material/Design 43A/B: ( N
CONDITION
S5t L Deck 58: 5 Fair Super 59: 5 Fair Sub60: 5 Fair
Culvert 62: N N/A (NBI) ChannelChannel Protection 61: N N/A (NBI)
J
3 4 N
Deck Type 107 i LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wearng Surface 108A: 0 None Inventory Rating Method 65: Unknown (NBI) Operating Raling Method 63 Unknown (NBI)
Membrane 1088. 0 None
Inventory Rating 66. MS-6 Operaling Rating 64: MS-06
Deck Protection 108C None i e i) e
N J Design Load 31: 7 Pedestrian Posting 70: Unknown (NBI)
-
AGE AND SERVICE W Postiog sus T, A Open: o resicion
Year Built 27: 1968 Year Reconstructed 108: Unknown L. )
Type of Service on 42A. 3 Pedestnan-bicyle ( )
A APPRAISAL
Type of Service under 428: 1 Highway
Bridge Rail 38A; N N/A or not required Approach Rail 36C: N N/A or not required
Lanes on 28A. Unknown Lanes Under 288: 8 Detour Length 19. 0.0 km b i =
Transition 368: N N/A or not required Approach Rail Ends 36D. N N/A or not required
ADT 29 65300  TruckADT 108 5% Yearof ADT 30: 2000
R J Str. Evaluation 57:  Unknown (NBI) Deck Geometry 68: Uniknown (NBI)
G GEOMETRIC DATA )| Underclearance, Vertical and Horizontal 89:  Unknown (NBI)
Length Max Span 48. 21.70m Structure Length 49: 4301m y Adequacy 71: N Not Approach Alignment 72: 6 Equal Min Criteria
Curb/Sdwik Wath L 50A:  0.00m CurtvSidewalk Width R 50B: 0,00 m Scour Critical 113: N et Cvar Watnnuay )
Width Gurb to Curb $1:  1.62m Width Out to Out 52¢ 282m > =
Approach Roadway Width 32, 2930 m Median 33 Unknown (NBI) PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
{wl shoulders)
DeckArea: 12120 m? Bndge Cost 94 NA Type of Work 75; Unknown (P)
SieNaE 000" SShiaie Mard 2 T Roadway Cost 55 Unknown Length of Improvment 76
i~ i o o o Total Cast 98 Unknown Future ADT 114 92.703
i Bridge 53. X
it aan » Year of Cost Estimate 87 Unknown Year of Future ADT 115 2020
Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference 54A: H Hwy beneath struct J
7
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548 0716 m NAV'GAT'ON DATA S
Minimum Lateral Underciearance Reference R 55A H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38: N NA-no waterway
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R 55: 01.70m Vertical Clearance 39 0.00m Horizontal Clearance 40 0.00m
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance L 56 01.50m L Pier Protection 111 1 Not Required Lift Bndge Vertical Clearance 116 0.00 m )
- J

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
BRIDGE NOTES

CULVERT

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric

Agency ID:

013071

Mon 2/24/2014 16:27:58

Page 1 of 2
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

PAST INSPECTION

Inspection Date:  01/24/2014 Type: 1 Regular NBI
Inspector: -1 Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Poi
Scope: -
NBI: V] Other: ] Element: [ |
Underwater: : Fracture Critical: [¥]

INSPECTION NOTES

NG

SEVERE CORROSION, SECTION LOSS AND LIGHT HOLES AT LATERALS OF STEEL PLATE. SOME STEEL PLATES ARE )
LOOSE FROM WELDING SUPPORTS. SEVERE CORROSION AT WIRE MESH AND LOOSE FROM WELDING SUPPORTS.
LOOSE VERTICALS,SEVERE COOROSION, HOLES AND SECTION LOSS AT APPROACHES LADDERS.

INSPECTOR WORK CANDIDATES

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric

Agency ID: 013071

Mon 2/24/2014 16:27:58
Page 2 of 2
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

Team Leader: Arturo Caceres
Bridge Inspector: Angel T. Lépez
Bridge Evaluator: Arturo Caceres
Assistants: Juan C. Otero José R. Vazquez
Driver: Gabriel Diaz

Jan, 24, 2014

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Inspection date: _
Amount of Time on Inspection: 1.5 Hours
Equipment: X Bus or Van

_ Other:
1307

Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: _ Km.

_ Underwater

Bridge Number:

Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Na

Ident. Plaque: No Num.

Traffic Safety Features:
Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired
Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail:

_ Ladders

PRHTA

_ Snooper X Camera _ Boat

me: _26 Km._45

not applicable or safety not reuired

Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired

COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Inspection by: Angel T. Lépez

Bridge Inspector

/ /( = {-’/:/ \,"

Revised and Approved by: Artdro Céceres

Team Leader

/
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
58. DECK
58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 50 to 75 % Drainage: Adequate Ponding: No Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: No Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: No Bottom: No
Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: Yes Corrosion: Severe
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.
Height
Material g:t?:é tg;? Joints | Drainage | Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
58.4 Curb N/A - - - - = & = = = i
58.5 Median | N/A - - = = = = = = = =
gisagwalks N/A E o = Lo - - - = — _
58.8 Railing | Steel 5 Fair - Fair Severe Poor | Yes - - -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A  Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints:  Condition: N/A
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:
Material: None Condition: N

Comments:

Functioning: N/A

58.1- Superficie de acero con corrosion severa, pérdidas leves de secciones y leves perforaciones en los laterales de

la superficie de las tolas. Varias tolas estan sueltas de sus puntos de soldadura.

58.8- Corrosion severa con mallas de proteccion, varias estan sueltas de sus puntos de apollo. En el area de las

escaleras hay varios verticales que estan sueltos de sus soldaduras.

(89
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
59. SUPERSTRUCTURE
59.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Fixed Out of Plumb: No Paint: None
Condition: 5
59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: 5 Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
59.3 Steel beams: N/A  Type: N/A
Condition: N Corrosion: None Paint: None
59.4 Concrete: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
59.5 Truss: Bailey Pedestrian  Paint: Poor Corrosion: Severe Members: Stringers Condition: 5
59.6 Drainage: Type: Condition: N Functioning: No
59.7 Hinges: Condition: N Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: Normal
59.9 Vibrations: Minimal
60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:

Material ggggg Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
, | 6011 | Wingwalls N/A g [ = = s = 2 . - ] w
§ | 6012 urll NIA B | = | = | & = = ~ = &
E 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N | - = w = = = - =
60.1.4 Piles N/A N | - - - - - - = =
® 60.2.1 Caps Steel 5 - - - Moderate | Poor No No No
E ;76707‘2‘72 i 7Bra;:iﬁg N Véteel i 75 ) = = - Moderate ‘ Poor ‘ No - No No
% % 60.2.3 | Columns Steel 5 - - - Moderate = Poor No No No
gm 6024 |Footing | Concrete| 6 | F smal | L | - | - [ No No No
& 60.2.5 | Piles N/A N = = . = s " = &
" 60.3.1 Caps N/A N - - - - - - = =
g2 : T =
1;5 g 60.3.2 WBracmg N/A N 1|1 " = | = -1 - = =
60.3.3 | Piles N/A N - - - - = = = =
” 60.4.1 Caps N/A N - - - - = i 2 &
gg ' 60.42 | Bracing NA [N - - | - - | - = 2 - |
60.4.3 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - = s
Comments:

59.5- Corrosion moderada y severa en todos los miembros inferiores de la estructura. Hay perforaciones con perdida

de secciones. Las escaleras tienen corrosion severa y perforaciones con perdidas de secciones.
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY
PRHTA
61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N
61.1 Channel Scour: N/A

61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning

61.3 Protective Device N/A N =
61.4 Fender System N/A N -
61.5 Rip Rap N/A N -
61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N -
61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A if yes explain:
61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:

61.12 Other features that may affect structure:
Comments:

62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Settlement | Alignment | Scour
62.1 Barrel N/A N = o i = s : = =
62.2 Head Walls N/A N o ~ - = e - . "
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N = = = ~ - — — _
62.4 Retainingwall | N/A N = 2 = = = E = iC
Comments:
4
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A

72. APPROACH ROADWAY
72.1 Alignment: 6
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other

Cracking: No Spalling: Small Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No
Excessive deformation: No
Safety: Hazardous: No
Drainage: Inadequate: No
Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No
Embankment: Condition: N Functioning: No Erosion: No
Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A
Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: _ Jan, 24 2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Steel
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS
Signs:  Type: Height Limits  18’-6” Material: Alum. Condition: 7
Type: N/A
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
INFRASTRUCTURE DIRECTORY

PRHTA
Core Elements
P Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti Quanti
E::" Elements Description | a Qﬁza::ty Units Conditi;yn Conditi:yn Conditi:)yn Condititt)yn Conditi:)yn Tg':;;':;e
° g. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
0
0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
Non Core Elements
P uanti uanti nti anti uanti
Elont: Elements Description a State_ Units C?)nditi;yn (S)nditi:)yn C?;Zi:i:)yn C?:lditi:)yn CQonditign Total S@te
ho: g.|v.| Quantity State 1 State2 | State3 | State4 | States | Quantity
0
0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
Smart Flags
P|E Quanti Quanti Quanti Quantif Quanti
E::' Elements Description | a | n Qi':";ty Units Conditi;yn Conditi;yn Conditixt)yn Conditi;yn Conditi:vn T;‘:;i'i‘;’;e
g. State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
0
0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
3 0
6

283



A8 Q3A0¥ddV|

:—. L0€L TI00'W jA8 a3

MOIHO

oN onimyaa | ON 3908 | 7H0ZNYP Z3d0O71 'V |AS ONIMYHA

H'd 'NVNAFNVS S¥IN'M  'NVINL1S3Ia3d

9Z-3dd 'ON AVOd H¥3IA0 3Dalyg

301440 ONRIFINIONT 3008
ALIMOHLNY NOLLY.LHOdSNY¥.L ONY AVMHOIH

SIVIILYIA

HNS TYNISHVYIN

VYNITO¥VD VIOVH Y.i1NY

NVYNPNYS VIOVH V.IN

FLHON TYNIOHVN

KK

uNs

Y

N AN

L3

x

284



1307-jan-24-2014-001.JPG 1307-jan-24-2014-002.JPG 1307-jan-24-2014-003.1PG
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E.3 June 30, 2008

{ ADGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
ENGINNERING SERVICE AREA

Team Leader: Mayra |. Zayas

Bridge Inspector: Angel T. Lopez

Bridge Bvaluator: Mayra |. Zayas

Assistants: Ramén Rodriguez José R. Vazquez
Driver: Jorge L. Viera

Inspection date: _ 30 JUNIO 2008

Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 1.5  Hours

Equipment: = XBusorVan _Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera _ Boat
_ Other:
Bridge Number: _1307
Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: _  Km. _
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: _26 Km. _4.5
Ident. Plague: No Num. _
‘Traffic Safety Features:
Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired
Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired
Approach Guardrail: ‘not applicable or safety not reuired
Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:
Inspection by: Angel T. Lépez Revised and Approved by: Mayra 1. Zayas

Bridge Inspector Team Leader
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NQIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
ENGINNERING SERVICE AREA

58. DECK
58.1 Wearin Surface: Material: Steel Condition: 5 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 50 to 75 % Drainage: Adequate Ponding: No Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Steel Condition: 5
Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: No Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: No Bottom: No
Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion: Severe
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.
. Height

Meterial g;mg I("::S Joints | Drainage | Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
584Curb | N/A » - s » - e ~ - - -
gsa'l?lng Steel 5 Fair - Fair Severe | Poor | Yes - - -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: N/A Condition: N/A Functioning: N/A
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints: Condition: N/A
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: NJ/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: None Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Corrosion severa con pérdidas de secciones y perforaciones en los laterales de la superficie de las tolas. Varias
tolas estan sueltas de sus puntos de apollo.

58.8- Corrosion severa con mallas de proteccién sueltas de sus puntos de apollo.
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BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
ENGINNERING SERVICE AREA

59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Fixed Out of Plumb: No Paint: None
Co‘ndition: 5
59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.
Condition: 5 Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Crushing: No
59.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Corrosion: None Paint: None
59.4 Concrete: N/A Type: N/A
Condition: N Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
59.5 Truss: Bailey Pedestrian  Paint: Poor Corrosion: Severe Members: Stringers Condition: 5
59.6 Drainage: Type: Condition: N Functioning: No
59.7 Hinges: C;mdition: N Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: Normal
59.9 Vibrations: Minimal

60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
Cond.
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
" 60.1.1 | Wingwalls N/A N = e - s - e u _
e [ Breast-
E 60.1.2 Backwall N/A N - - - = & 2 = =
3 60.1.3 | Fooling N/A N - . = = - = - -
< [so1.4a | Piles NIA N - - - - - - - -
60.21 Caps Steel 5 - - - Moderate | Poor No No No
s
2 g 60.2.2 | Bracing Steel 5 - - - Moderate | Poor No No No
E @ | 60.2.3 Columns Steel L - - - Moderate | Poor No No No
@ e
E & | 80.2.4 | Fooling Concrete 6 F Small L - - No No No
60.25 | Piles N/A N - - = - £Z E= SN s
L 60.3.1 | Caps N/A N - - - 2 5 0 a2t 5
3 8 i
¢ 5 | §0.3.2 | Bracing N/A N - - - - w - = =
i3]
® " | 60.33 | Piles N/A N = = = . = = ” "
2 60.4.1 | Caps N/A N - - = &= & s = o
z 5 | 6042 | Brecing N/A N = = = = ; = = -
60.4.3 | Pies N/A N -- - - = £ = = s

Comments: 59.5- Corrosién moderada y severa en todos los miembros inferiores de la estructura. Hay perforaciones

con mucha perdida de secciones. Las escaleras tienen corrosion severa y perforaciones con perdidas de secciones.
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£ "BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
ENGINNERING SERVICE AREA

61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: N/A

61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning

61.3 Protective Device N/A N -
61.4 Fender System N/A N -

61.5 Rip Rap N/A N
61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N

61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A if yes explain:
61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:

61.12 Other features that may affect structure;
Comments:

62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Material [ Condifion Rafing | Functioning | Cracking | Spailing | Scafing | Corrosion | Setticrient | Alignment | Scour
62.1 Barrs! N/A N = - s s 2 s 20 -
62.2 Head Walls N/A N - = N -
62.3 Cut-offwall | N/A N s o o - _ N - -
62.4 Retaining wall | N/A N - I & ua S - = &
Comments:
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hé%RIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

ENGINNERING SERVICE AREA

71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A
72. APPROACH ROADWAY
72.1 Aliénment: 6
72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other

Cracking: No Spalling: Small Scaling: None Uneven: No |

Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No

Excessive deformation: No

Safety: Hazardous: No

Drainage: Inadequate: No

Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No

Embankment: Condition: N Functioning: No Erosion: No

Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A  Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: _ 30 JUNIO 2008
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special inspection: 30 JUNIO 2012
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Steel Plate (includes orthotropic)
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Steel
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION {FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS
Signs:  Type: Height Limits  18’-6"(5.46mts) Material: Alum. Condition: 7
© Type:N/A
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E.4 March 14, 2003

YourState Department of Transporiation

Bureau of Bridges and Structures

Bridge Maintenance
Bridge Inspection Report
[Bridge Key: 013071 Agency ID: 013071 Sufficiency Rating: -1.0 J
P
IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION h
State 1: 72 Puerto Rice Struc Num 8: 013071 Frequency 81: 24 months  Inspecticn Date 80: 3/14/2003  Next Inspection: 03/14/2005
Facllity Carried 7: PR23 Location &: BALDORIOTY DE
CASTRO AVE. FC Frequency 82A: NA FC Inspection Date 93A:  NA Naxt FC Inspection NA
Rte.(On/Unden)5A: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix §8: 2 U.S. Numbered ||UW Frequency 928: NA UW Inspection Date 93B:  NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Levelof Service 5C: 1 Mainline Rte. Number 50: aooc3 SIFrequency 92C:  NA S| Date 93C: NA Next SI; NA
Directional Suffix SE: 0 N/A (NBI) % Responsibility : NA
Element Frequency. 24 months Element Inspection Date:  03/14/2003 Next Elem. Insp. Due: 03/14/2005
SHD District 2: SAN JUAN County Code 3: San Juan L Y
Place Code 4: 76770 Kitometer Post 11: 04.5 ki 'd N\
CLASSIFICATION
Foature Interseciod 8:  PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: O Not 2 STRAHNET hwy Parallel Structure 101: No || bridge exists
Latitude 16: 18d 27' 18" Longitude 17 068d 03 05" Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103 Unknown (NBI1)
Highway S 104: ON NHS NBIS Length 112: Long Ei h
Border Bridge Code 98: Unknawn (P) R RHon NG S
‘ Toll Facility 20: 3 On free road Functional Class 26: 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy
Border Bridge Number §8:  NA
\ J Historical Significance 37: 5 Not eligible for NRHP
L
Owner 22; 0101 State Highway Agen:
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS bN e
Number of Approach Spans 46: 0 Number of Spans Main Unit45: 2 L Custodian21: iaio Highiiay Agency )
Main n Material/Design 43A/8: ( &
s ” CONDITION
Steel =® Deck38: 7 Good Super58: 6 Salisfaclory Sub0: 6 Salisfactory
Culvert 82: N N/A (NBI) ChannelChannel Protection 61 N N/A (NBI)
3 4
( i
e TypeHar: At Fole LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Weaing Suaca 1088;: <9 Other Inventory Raling Method 85: 2 AS Allowable Siess Operaling Rating Method 63:2 AS Allowable Stress
Membrane 1088: 0 None
Inventory Rating 66: MS44.4 o] ting Rating 64: MS44.4
Deck Protection 108C: None e i
N\ - Design Load 31: 7 Pedestrian Pasting 70: 5 At/Above Legal Loads
N\
A_@E AND SERVICE Pasting status 41: A Open, no restriction
Year Built 27: 58 Year Reconstrucied 108: Unknown 9 )
Type of Service on 42A: 3 Pedestrian-bicyle ( B
APPRAISAL
Type of Service under 42B: 1 Highway
Brioge Rall 36A: N N/A or not required Approach Rail 36C: N NJA or not required
Lanes on 284: Unknown  Lanes Under 288: 8 Detour Length 19: 03 km
Transition 368: N N/A or not required Approach Rail Ends 38D: N N/A or not required
ADT 29: 65,300 Truck ADT 108: 5% Yearof ADT 30: 2000
r, Str. Evaluation 67:  Unknown (NBI) Deck Geometry 68: Unkncwn (NBI)
GEOMETRIC DATA R Underclearance, Vertical and Horizontal 69: Unknown (NBI)
Length Max Span 48: 21.70m Structure Length 49: 5560 m Waterway Adequacy 71: N Not applicable Approach Alignment 72: 6 Equal Min Criteria
CurbiSdwlk Wdlh L 50A:  0.00m CurbiSidewalk Width R 508 0.00m Scour Crltical 113: Kol OvacWatensay
Wdth Cutb 10 Curb 51: 1.60m Width Out to Out 52. 280m - 4
Approach Roadway Wicth 32: 2930 m Median 33: 0 No median PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
(w/ shoulders)
Deck Area: Bridge Cost 94: $o Type of Work 75; 35 Rehabliitate-gen.
Skew34:  0.00° Structure Flared 35: 0 No flare Roadway Cost 85: $0 Length of Improvment 76;  55.60 m
g p i Total Cost 96: $21,000 Future ADT 1142 92.703
Bl ical Cleaihos OtR L FI KRS e anon Year of Cost Estimate 57: 2003 Year of Future ADT 115: 2020
Minimum Vertical Underclearance Reference 5442 H Hwy beneath struct 3 J/
'd N
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548: 0521 m NAVIGATION DATA
Minimum Lateral Underclearance Referenca R 85A: H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38: N NA-no waterway
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R 55: 01.70 m Vertical Clearance 39: 0.0em Horizontal Clearance 40 0.00m
Minimum Lateral Undrelearance L 56: 01.50 m L Pigr Protection 111; Unkniavm (NBI) Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance 118: )
ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
Sir Unit |ElmvEny Description Unitsfrotal Gty [ %in 1 [Qty. St. 1] % in 2 [Qty. St. 2[ % in 3 [Qty. St. 3] % in4 [Qty. St. 4] % in 5 [Qty. St. 5
2 [1183 |P/S Conc Stringer m. 229 0% 0 60% 139 0% 0 40% 90 04 o
2 [121/3  |P/Stl Thru Truss/Bot m. 114 0% 0 70% 74 0% 0 30% 24 [ q
2 [126/3 |P/SHl Thru Truss/Top m. 112 0% o0 9% 102 0% a 9% 104 (R 2 o
2 [152/3 |Paint Sti Floor Beam m. 4§ 0% 0 26% 12 0% O 74% 34 0% o
2° R02/3 |Paint Sti Column ea. 3 0% O 100 % 3 0% Q 0% o 0% [
INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric A ID: 013071 Thu 4/24/2003 08:46:18
gency 1D: Page 1 of 3
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures

Bridge Maintenance

Str Uniit ElenvEn: Description Element Notes

2 ((15/3  |P/S Cone Stringer

2" H21/3 |Painted Steel Bollom Chord Thru T

2 1263 Painled Steel Thru Truss (exci, bot]

2 15213 |painted Steel Floor Beam -0+~

2 R02/3  |Painted Stee! Column or Plle Extercorrasion In lower part of the column.

BRIDGE NOTES

CULVERT

7

PAST INSPECTION
Inspection Date:  03/14/2003 Type: 1 Regular NBI
Inspector: Pontis Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Pol

Scope: 3
NBI: 4 Other: ] Element: [/]

Underwater: [ | Fracture Critical:

INSPECTION NOTES

rF'ONTIS inspection comments -
Structure 013071 -

Date 2003-03-14 -

Previous comments > < none >

-

PAST INSPECTION

Inspection Date:  05/01/1998 Type: 1 Regular NBI

Inspector: 1 Pontis User Key:  Pontis - Pontis Pol
Scope:
NBI: v Other: ] Element: [ ]
Underwater: [ Fracture Critical: [

INSPECTION NOTES

f

N

)

INSPECTOR WORK CANDIDATES

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric Agency ID: 013071

Thu 4/24/2003 08:46:18
Page 20of 3
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E.5 November 17, 2000

PUBRTC RTCO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 1 OF 7

ENGINEER: HERLBERTO GONZALEZ BRIDGE STUDIER AND EVALUATION OFFICE EQUIPMENT

ASSISTANTS: RAUL VAZQUEZ BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X LADDERS
J‘ULIO DE HOSTOS BOAT CAMBRA X
; LUIS CACHO BRIDGE No 01307 FEDERAL SYSTENM UNDERWATER SNOOPER #
Addaaaasaaaasaaaa SNOOPER OPERATOR
RCAD No PR 26 KM. No. 0004.500 PLAQUE ID
EVALUATION DATE: 17-NOV-2000 YES X NO No.
FILM No. 135

1~ STATE © tutvvitotinntoosoonassaatoarsosraosoassasssssassssaasissss Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 721

2- HIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT : ..ivievneccaennaatserrnanaaanaansnns feesaaiaaan tesssasann SAN JUAN

3- COUNTY (PARI?H) CODE *: .......... e T S ST S e P SRR e e e e e S R e SAN JUAN 127

4- PLACRB CODB : ..iuicacccavarosossnasaasnanssssitonesnananoensanas SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE 18770

5- INVBNTORY ROUTE : «vicevivnrorcassassntsonsosanssaaransonssstiisranssnsssssssaass 2-2-1-00003-0 221000030

6- FEATURES INTERSECTED : ......... R SRR RN R RS AR R RN PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY

7- PACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE : .ccivsrresssaacaccataassssaasissstacnonnnne P.R. - 26 PR 26

€~ STRUCTURE NUMBER' : ........... . BRIDGE 1307 1 CF 1 013671

$- LOCATION : .... . BALDORIOTY DE CASTRC AVR. BALDORTOTY DE CASTRO AVE,
10~ INVENTORY ROUTE, MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE 5.21 Mr (17" - 1") 052/[
11- KILOMETBRPOINT . eer 4,50 0004500
12~ BASE HIGHWAY NBTWORK : . .....iieiiiirnnnnaanacaanann, INVENTORY ROUTE IS ON THE BASE NETWORK
13-~ LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, SUBROUTE NUMEBER : .....ccieiannn .
16- TATITUDE : .. unssvanmnanoasarsnransonraansrnssronnsssanaaarin 18 DEGREES 27.3 MINUTE3 1827180C
17- LONGITUDE : ........ B T P T R SN 66 DEGRERS 03.1 MINUTES C€6G30600
19- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NBAREST KILOMETER) : .....ccevvecvveereoss... STRUCTURE OVBR. HIGHWAY coe

2=CLASSTRICATTON==:

20~ TOLL : .....cvivees B T T T R T I I ON FREE ROAD
21- MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY ¢ ... -cooc-eaneaainan D.T.P.W
22- OWNER : sovvvovncassisrovonnavannnoosssssananns D.T.P.W.
26- PUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF TINVENTCRY ROUTE : ......ev.vve.... URBAN INTERSTATE
27- YXBAR BUILT : 1968
28~ LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE :. cces
29- A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE : ..t iceetiinnnnnnnnninn i ieiinneennnnnnnannnn 67,300 CE7300
0= YBAR: OF ABT ¢ 0 o i s i S S O L i i S s S s S S FaRae SRR SR ST RNSR . 1999 1899
31- DESIGH LOAD : .. vvvssannnmannenssanonaaaas noriacacanassnarrasassorossnnas veva vy, PEDESTRIAN
32- APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH : ...... R R T I R P 29.29 MT (96.07 FT) 0293
33- BRIDGE MBDIAN & . ... ioiueeoanssacntonssaasass i taststssnssssseassnassssssansansas NONE
34~ SKEW ANGLE © ..uvvvsvcvosanncascoaoeaaaaaaaserrrersrrssssnssoecsossostansonssssanars NONE
35- STRUCTURE FLARED : .o uicnerroennnnrettaaaaaisrsnssanssatssosssnaasasnsrnaaaanaaansssss NC
A6= TRAPFIC SAPETY FEATURBS 1t i oo s s slilala o vy Vi Dyadiin (O baiin SeEbdseda Sy a3y N-N-N-N NNNN
37~ HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ; ... .. .itttiutrnseanaaacaaasstaaniiosssiaicrrsrssrsstonssssssssssonns 5
38- NAVIGATION CONTROL : +iivevnnnnevenenns Crreraaaas PRI I ssesnsesesssosnsess NFA
39- NAVIGATION VERTICAT, CLBARANCE 2 . ..ea e ee s s taas o iosesesstcteaassosssaasssssssssanaass Ne [ele]e]4]
40¢- NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE : .............ienviirirrnnanes e Ceerrvrrsaerar e NO 00000
41- STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED OR CLOSED TO TRAFF. : ...iverrsrrrscnsarssnsnsrsssrsarssasasaessss OPEN
42~ TYPE OF SERVICE : ........... e PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGHWAY
43- STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN STEEL TRUSS DECK 309
44- STRUCTURE TYPE APZR. . NONE 000
45- NUMBER OF SPAN IN MAIN UNIT 2 .. eceeaeunteiioiosinoessonssnsananssosssnassosonsnnassns 002 00z
46- NUMBER OF APPROACH BPAN @ ... ... ittt ittt aaaasraassesseaaaes s e NCNE 0000

293



/DGR

58.3

58.9
58.10
58.11

58.12

47- INV, ROU;IB; TCTAL HORIZ.
48- LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN : ....
49~ STRUCTURE LENGTH

50- CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS

AL SYSTEN

No.: 01307

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIBS AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPRCTION & EVALUATION RRPORT

CLBARANCE : ....iceesttavntiaaiss 10.82 MT.(35.49 FT)
................... 21.65 WT.(71.01 FT)

55.63 MT.(182.47 FT)

Sesereieres sesassae. NONE

51- BRIDGE RCADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB :..uiteeitinniiienitesnnsassossanasns 1.64 MT.(5.38 FT)
52~ DECK WIDTH, OUT TO OUT : ...... R T SRS te...2.84 MT.(9.32 FT)
53~ MI. VERT. CLBAR. OVER BRIDGE ROBDWAY © . .0..@iiiiinnnnnorrnnnnnnonnnnnnnns UNLIMITED
54- MINTMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE @ .....oevuvvvacnasannnsnns e 5.21 MT. (17 - 1")
55- MININUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANGE ON RIGHT : srssssnsnnsssssennnnsneeeeens 1,68 NT.(5.51 FT)
56~ MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT : .....ovvvnveernnnnnonnnnnnnnns 1.50 MT.(4.92 FT)
CONDITION:
58- DECK: FAIR RATING: 3 DECK COMMBNTS:
58.1 WEARING SURFACE: WMATERTAL: STEEL CONDITION : 3
THICKNESS: STEEL PLATES, PER-
DETERIORATION: X YES RO  DRAINAGE: X ADEQUATE INADEQUATE
PONDING: YES X NO SAFETY: X YES NoO
58.2 SLAB OR PLATE: MATERIAL: STEBL CONDITION 3 RAILING CONPONENTS.
CRACKING : FINE MEDIUM OFEN
TOP BOTTON O4&&&a
SPALLING: °9 <« 1 din. DEBP X 6 in. & L » 1 in. X 6 in. & e
SCALING : °L to “in., M " in. - “din., H " in. -~ 1 in., § > 1 ©

i R R LR R e e i

i

EFFLORB3CENCR EXUDATION RUST STAINS CORROSION: LIGHT MODRRATE SBVERE

MOVEMENT: DECK TO BACKWALL cm. DECK TO APPROACH SLAB cm.
8554553558 a R35444 8 &
©(568.4) © (58.5) ° (58.6) e (58.7) e ({(se.g) o
°CURBS ° MEDIAN © SIDEWALKS ° PARAPETS © RAILING °©
Q5545 A
MATERIAL ° o i = © S@TEBL ©
CONDITION RATING ==ww=-==- T T, EET T LR - [
HBIGHT LOSS (cm) ° ° ° ° ° °
JOINTS -================ ©-ro or®eco aoiOo-aoo B L E LT T S
DRAINAGE 2, 9. 3.7 4 9. 4
ALTGNMENT — - -==mmmm e D mmmmfemee —uee®o_OR-—-0
CORROSION (L-M-3) o 2 o 2 & N e
PAINT:G-GOOD, F-FAIR, -~- waPan
P-PCOR, N-NONE 0 ol 9 o o =
U-USELESS TO PAINT ° ° ° ° ° e
SAFETY ---====mmmemmmm—n L B O mmm 0-—-YES---°
CRACKING (F-N-0) {4 9, &) 2 ° o
SPALLING (S-L) =--==----- R eI L L B PP L R it °
SCALING (L-M-E-8) o 9 9 & 2 @
Aa4as AABARAAAAASAAAAAARAAAA a. AT
LIGHTTNG STANDARDS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YBS NO
U’l‘ILI’IIB‘éi TYPR: SIZE: SATRTY:
JOINTS: EXPANSION CONSTRUCTION CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES NG
LEAKTNG: YES NO CRACKING:; FINE MEDIUM OPEN SPALLING: SMALL LARGE
DRAINS AND SCUPPERS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YRS NO

PAGE 2 OF 7
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000555
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DECK SURFACE SEVERE CORROSION ON FLOOR

FORATIONS DUE CORROSION.BOTTOM SLAB MO
DERATED TO SEVERE CORROSTON ON MANY
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AL SYSTEM PUTRTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 3 OF 7
P BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
4DGB No.: 01307 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & BVALUATION REPORT

59~ SUPERSTRUCTURE: FAIR RATING: 5 SUPERSTRUCTURE COMMENTS:
59.1 BEARING DEVICES: TYPE: FIXED MOVABLE QUT OF PLUMB MODERATE TO SEVERE CORROSION ON SEVERA
PAINT: GOoD FAIR POOR NONE USELESS TO PAINT L BRIDGE COMPONENTS.
CONDITION: FUNCTLONING: YRS NO

59.2 BRIDGE SEATS, PEDESTAL,GROUT PADS, ABUTMENTS OR PIER SEATS WHERE BEAMS BEAR
DIRECTLY ON CONCRETR

CONDITION: 5 CRACKING: ® M 0O SPALLING: S L
gcALING: L M H S CRUSHING:
55.3 STRBL-BEAMS: TYPE: DIMENSTONS (height ;width; thickness) :
CONDITION: CORROSION: L M S PAINT: G F P N 1o}
59.4 CONCRETE-BOX BEAMS, T-BRAMS, SLAB, T-BEAN, TYPE:
CONDITION: CRACKING: F K O  SPALLING: S L
SCALING: T M H S
59.5 TRUSSES: TYPR: BATLEY PED CONDITION: s CORROSION: L XM X 8
DANAGE: " DRFORMATION: PAINT: GXFX® N U
A=TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=PORTALS D=FL.OOR BEAMS E#=STRINGERS
59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPR: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YBS  NO
59.7 HINGES: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES  NO MOVEMENT: YES  NO
BLIGNMENT:  GOOD  BaD PaINT: © F P N U
59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NORMAL  BXCESSIVE cms.

59.9 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL MODERATE RXCESSIVE

60- SUBSTRUCTURE: FATR RATING: b5
°<a33a3aaaaaaa ABUTMENTSAAARARAAAAAAS® AAPIRRS OR NON PILES BENTSaaaaaaaaa>°<aaa
BAAAAAAAABAAASAAAS SAAASAA35533353555055454544555444 A AAAAABARAAS A

° 60.1.1 © 60.1.2 © 60,1.3 ° 60.1.4 © 60.2.1 © 60.2.2 °60.2.3 ¢ 60.2.4 ° 60.2.5 ° 60.4.1 ° 60.4.2 © 60.4.3 ©
CWINGWALLCBREAST &°FOCTING °© PILKS © CAPS °BRACING °COLUMNS °FOOTTNGS® PILES ° CAPS C°BRACING © PILES °

& OBACKWALL® ° ° ° ° o ° o ° ° °

GAEAAARRA584 SAAASARAA e i e RS G :
MATERIAL » @ t < CSTREL ©STEEL °STRRL ©CONCRETE® 9. ° 2 °
CONDITION RATING ©---= —=-Ouumc ~mo®oooe wew Ommni mam SRR BSOS G AR B 6
CRACKING (F-M-0) ¢ ° ° 0 ° ° ° ° ® ° ° ° o o
SPALLING (S-L) - ®==== --- SuLEL a GLELE S SIS ELGTSCEHHLSONEEE SITNLREL SDURNINgRLSRAsYS Oumm mmm O (D
SCALING (L-M-H-3)° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° L ¢ ° ° ° °
CORROSION (L=K=8)®==r- === L T T e D eEL S SEEe
PAINT (G-F-P-N-T)° a o o < P o P ° >3 o o ° © ° °
MCVEMENT ======-~- W= e e LET TS m=®eealNO ~~¢~--NC -=2===NO ~~°~~-NQ --®-=-- e S [Py —— e -0
BROSTON ° ° " o s ° ° ° o ° o o 3
UNDERMINING ---- SR w=faea ERER R -=0-— -—0_- o T e, [ TR — [ ——O e .}

SAAAAAAASR @aa33233358a3532aaa 33833333535a833a55333634 SARALAA 4 AARAAARSAGSHE5S i

60~ SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS :
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(AL SYSTEM PUERTC RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDLES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
“(DGE No.: 01307 BRIDGE RELNSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

61- CHANNEL & CHANNEL PROTECTION : N/A RATING : N
61.1 CHEANNEL SCOUR(EXTBNT) :
61.2 EMBANKMENT EROSION (EXTENT)

P DS P P
4 ° °CONDITION®FUNCTTONING ©
° TYPR ¢ MATERTAL® RATING (A&RAA&5A&3444¢
° o ° > YES ° NC ©

€1.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE © ° o ° ° o
61.4 FENDER SYSTEM ---- © ° [A— O B
61.5 RIP RAP o ° o ° o .
61.6 SPUR DIKES,JETTIES © o oruLEATEE SEEsse R Nl

A AAAAAR AR ARAA A AL LS ALK S AL A A AR 2% A 2z

61.7 OBSTRUCTION (DEBRIS, GROWTES):
61. CHANNEL CHANGE: YRS NO

DETRIMENTAL; YBS NO IF YES, ZXPLAIN
€1.9 ADEQUATE WATERWAY: YES No IF NG, BXPLAIN

®

61.10 BURROUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES NO IF YES, BXPLAIN
EROSION: YES NO IF YES, BXPLAIN
61.11 LOCATION OF PIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMBENTAL: YES No

IF YEY, EXPLAIN

61.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AFFECT STRUCTURRE:

P

62~ CULVERT AND RETAINING WALLS :N/A RATING :N

BassaaEEAEE0EEEEE S A8 S EEBEEE LA LS L L AL AR 2z sze

©62 . 1BARRRELC62 , 2HEADWALL®62 . 3CUT-OFFWALLC 62 . 4RETAINING WALL®

D PP agazisazaa EARELEE G

MATERIAL o ° ° o o
CONDITION RATING®-- -
FUNCTICNING {¥-N) ¢ ° o : o .
CRACKING (F-M-0) ®--=== ==-= [ PRLSEImY e O S T o
SPALLING {8-L) © ° o o o
SCALING{L-M-H-8)®--=-~ -=-= R PSS wEaL U 0 e e o
CORROSION (L-#1-5) © ° o o 4
SWPTLEMENT (Y-N) ©----- IO N —— O mmmeen S e e o
ALIGNMENT (Y-N) © ° o o o
PAINT{G-F-P-N-U)®----- SRsaGataans R Qummpsas SEESESE YT PRI
SAARARAA 1 a TP TT T TT TTT Y Oyn i

63- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE OPERATING RATING

€4- OPERATING RATING : .............oinuvnrnnnnn PEDESTRIAN
65- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE INVENTORY RATING .
66~ INVENTORY RATING : ....iveevvvonnnnnnnnrnnns PEDRSTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMENTS :

CULVERT COMMENTS:

PAGE 4 COF 7
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<AL SY3TEWM PUERTC RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGR 5 CF 7
BRIDGE STUDIES AND BVALUATION OFFICE
o IDGR No.: 01307 BRIDGR REINSPRCTION & RVALUATION RRPORT

€7~ STRUCTURAL BVALUATION I & cuuiuttuusuesuusuqentaatasiotearssusenissasaatsstostossansssosseasosssssrrassvssnsansanasnns seas 3
MODERATR & SEVERE CORROSION AT 2TEEL PLATES,RATLINGS, UPPER CHORD & STRIN-

GERS.MODERATE CORROSION AT BRACINGS & BETWEEN LOWER CHORDS & FLOORBEAMS.
LIGHT CORROSION AT STEBL COLUMNS & STATRS.WODERATE CORROSTON AT REST AREA.

s

68« DECK GEOMETRY : 4ovvcnnvariacsanaaaaaiiiniiiissrboanssnsnasas L S T N

N/A.
69~ UNDRRCERARANCE, VERTICAL & HORTZONTAL © . .'tuuususeeamnnnaeeeoeeeesan e s e et ae ettt et e e aaiite it etteanananeeannans /ﬁ

S0t {7 Soauts

EQUAL TO PRESENT MININUM CRITERIA.

70~ BRIDGE POSTING 7 i iimmt s a e s iyt e A s S i N/A. 5
7L AT ERWAY A BN 0 S I R S B e Y B O S s s e B S B R R R s N
N/A.

REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS, SLIGHT - 11 TO 100 YEARS. OCASSIONAL - 3 TC 10 YHEARS. FREQUENT - LESS THAN 2 YBARS.
TINSIGNTFICANT - MINOR INCONVENIENCE, HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS. SIGNIFICANT - TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TC SEVERAL DAYS
SBVERE - LONG TERM DRLAVES TO TRAFFIC WITH RESULTING HARDSEI?

72~ APPROACH ROADWAY ALTIGNMENT ... .ot teiinnsroosaresanasaaaanssossseersssasssnseaasi i iasi e iiiisiaissssssrrsnrssssnortsssnss €

N/A.

72.2 3LAB OR PAVEMBNT CONDITION : ' WATRRIAL : .
CRACKING: F N Q SPALLING: L 3 SCALING: I o H 3 UNNEVEN: YER NO ROUGH: YES NO

SETTLEMENT : YES N MOVEMENT: APPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YES NO  BREAKING UP: EXCRSSIVE DEFORMATTON:
SAFETY: HAZARDOUS YRS NO DRAINAGR: INADBQUATR: YRS NO PONDTNG : YES NO
MOVEMENT: PAVEMENT-APPROACH SLAB: YES NO BMBANKMENT : CONDITION:
FUNCTTONING: YBS NO BROSTON: YES NO IR YBS, EXPLAIN
CONSTRUCTICN: FLINSGY: YES NO
LINTEGRITY IMPAIRED: ¥BS RO IF YES, EXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YBS NG
72.4 JOINTS: TYPR: TNADEQUATE : YBS NO SATISFACTORY ALTGNWENT: YBS NO
72.5 GUARDRAIL; TYPE: MATERIAL: CONDITICN: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
ALTGNMENT: HORIZONTAL: GOOD BAD VERTICAL: GOAD BAD JOTNTS: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
SAFRETY: SECURELY ATTACHED: YES NO PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS: YES No

72~ APPROACH ROADWAY - COMMENTS :
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<AL SBYSTEM

<IDGR NO. :01307

75~
76~

89~
90-
9i-
92~
93-

94~
95~
96~
97~

98-

89~

200~
101-
102-
103-
104-
105-
106-
107-
108-
109-
110-
111-
112-
113-
114-
115-
116~

117-
125~
127-
130~

RESERVED
INSPRCTION DATE

DESIGNATED INSPRCTION FRECUENCY :

CRITICAL FEATURR INSPECTION : ..
CRITICAL FEAT. INSPECT. DATE: ..
FRACTURE CRITICAL

PUERTO RTCO EIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & RVALUATION REPORT

==PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT ===

......... CERE R ++.. REHBBILITATION
...................... 55.63 MT.{(182.47 FT)

TNSPECTIC
eiwie e st D A e NOVEMBER-17-2000
.......... B R I .. eveeeaaaa.. 24 MONTES
.................. Peereeeenais e, . N/A
................ Sereaeeaiee i .. N/A

=IMPROVEMENT COST-

BRIDGE IMPROVEKENT COST : ......... .. N/A
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : ...... 2 N/A
TOTAL PROJECT COST : .......... . ceeeeen vo-. (55.63X2.84X$1315%X10%)=520,776 Jé("w
. sl
YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATED : ..... PR REPIE 6w wsa e g e e e A 39T
==CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA==
BORDER 'BRIDGESTE, yi.ainissacansonsioteano/d evesisss s iNN20 0. S i s aes s e reseees seesesscaaan DRI

BORDER BRIDGE STRUCTURE NUMBER
STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION :
PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESTGNATION
DIRECTICN OF TRAFFIC :

TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION :

HIGHWAY SYSTBEM OF THE INVENTORY
FEDERAL LANDS HIGEWAYS
YEAR RECONSTRUCTION :
DECK STRUCTURE TYPE

R I I T I S I PO +» NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE
TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED

ROUTE

NO RECONSTRUCTION
<+« STEEIL PLATE

WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTRM : ............ OTEER - NONE - NONE

AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : .................. e pnsno s e e s SR RS TAS 5 %
DESIGNATED NATIONAT NETWORK : ..... SEER A PART OF NETWORK

PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) : .............. N/A

NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : +.vvvvevernnn... e R R SR VS T e . YRS
SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE : .....u.veiuiinnmnnnnnnnn.. SRR N/A

FUTURE AVERAGR DAILY TRAFFIC : ............. SRR S oo 94,893

YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. : ...... . . 2019
MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCR S AW N/A

VERTICAL LIFT BRIDGE
SUFFICIENCY RATING
PRIORITY RATING: .
EVALUATION DATE :

CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE

ENGINEER :HERIBBRTO GONZALEZ

PAGE 6 OF 7
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“‘RAL SYSTEM PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHCRITY PAGE 7 OF 7
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATICON OFFICE
RIDGE NC. :01207 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REFORT

AUXILLIARY ‘ITEMS

1-SIGNS
TYPE: ORIENTACION V3AN JUAN ~ BAYAMON - RIO PIEDRAS"
MATERTAL: ALUMINIO
CONDITION: 7

REMARKS :
THE REHABYLITATION CONSIL3T IN REPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON THE
ITEM #67.
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E.6

May 8, 1998

e %o,
s16<66H *
% PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY PAGE 1 OF 7
ENGINEER: INEABELLE VELEZ BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE EQUIPMENT
ASSISTANTS: L.QUINONES BRTDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT BUS X LADDERS
: ERAZ0O BOAT CAMERA X
L BRIDGE No.: 01307 FEDERAL SYSTEM UNDERWATER SNOOPER #
t - - 1 SNOOPER OPERATOR
H ROAD No.: PR 26 KM. No. : 0004.500 PLAQUE ID
EVALUATION DATE: 6-MAYO-98 YES X NO No.
FILM No. 135
IDENTIFICATION=suzsuzsz====
1= STATE © .iveevercrrancecaccatatoscccctccccacccccctcccscstaseassonne Commenwealth of Puerto Rico 721
2- BIGHWAY AGENCY DISTRICT * ..ccccececccccsacasassssasansmains e et e e e A SAN JUAN 03
3- COUNTY (PARISH)} CODE : secsccsccccsecasocsaceacasaseanaaccccssnasassasssransssns SAN JUAN 127
4- PLACE CODE : ........ R T SAN JUAN URBAN ZONE 76770
S— IMVENTORY ROUTE 2 ..vecceocaceococaccaceocacsoasctoacencesasssoaniarsaassnsannass 2-1-1-00003-0 213000030
6- FEATURES INTERSECTED = .u.nvvnnnn esescccscnanse cescscces “eessesenss.. PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
7- FACILITY CARRIED BY STRUCTURE I sccuciceciannan 4ssccssssssaanas eeesssss P.R, = 26 PR 26
8- STRUCTURE NUMBER : seesssuseees BRIDGE 1307 1 CF 1 01307
9- LOCATION : .....‘.................. . « BALDORIOTY DE CASTRC AVE, BALDORIQOTY DE CASTRC AVE.
10~ INVENTORY ROUTE, MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE : cee 5.21 MT (37" - 1M) 0520
11= KILOMETERPOINT : tovecennans . .. 4.50 0004500
12~ BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK : ..... cesesse . INVENTORY RCUTE IS ON THE BASE NETWCORK 1
13- LRS INVENTORY ROUTE, SUBRCUTE NUMBER : 000000002600
16= LATITUDE : cese 18 DEGREES 27.3 MINUTES 18271800
17- LONGITUDE : . ceee 66 DEGREES C3.1 MINUTES 066030600
1G- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (NEAREST KILOMETER) . veee.. STRUCTURE OVER HIGHWAY 200
CLASSIFLCATIO
20= TOLL 3 socsoscoracsccccaccacccanssssoasanasasansasanaasses CON FREE ROAD 3
21- MAINTENANCE RESPONSABILITY I sevvvvverveensasaa. D.T.P.W. 01
22- OWNER § ,eevromencncaccsenncsnonsnsonssononans < D.T.P.W. o1
26— FUNCTIONAL CLASS. OF INVENTORY RCUTE : .......s «esena.. URBAN INTERSTATE 11
unvwssss====AGE AND SERVICE==ssssu====
27- YEAR BUILT : ..... P L L R R R R I I I LR Cecssrsasserariaasaann 1968 1968
28— LANES ON AND UNDER STRUCTURE f..ivivcuincnnnncenennnonanenss ... C LANES ON / 8 LANES UNDER cooe }
29- A.D.T. OF INVENTORY ROUTE i scvosncssoccscccscsssssssscsrssessnansassssy 65,300 065300
30— YBAR OF AD.T. 2 cueencnvcnmesoanunsnatananacasanananannnan sisiicissaaiiadssnnesessnenanss 1996 1996
DATA== =
31~ DESIGN LOAD : ..... P L E R “easssssssstantananannans eeeseesananssesss. PEDESTRIAN 7
32- APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH @ ...ev-u-.n B R R 29.29 MT (96.07 FT) Qze3
33~ BRIDGE MEDIAN : cuvcuravevoassossasasascrraascrsorsnssnosossssnsnaascncsessesssss NONE o]
4= SKEW ANGLE 2 &ad iy oniy vy s e sl Sr s S Oy s s s SR veseseniavansss NONE Qa
35~ STRUCTURE FLARED : .cocversscccacacsravaravanan teseeseraansannasanye errrerrmeeaanaan NO Q
36~ TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES : 4icvsescacacscssassssserosssvsssosasaancscsns sereseananrrrne N-N-N-N NNNN
37~ HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE : .cvevvevacsnsancnecs b mim R fesserasenases vy B 5
38~ NAVIGATION CONTRCL : sueevssancceomvroraconanaconsanns s, R R LR Pebsresasaseternnnnnes N/A N
39~ NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE 2 cuouuitcetnsscsnccsnosscssssssancannnansoorsvmnnnns sesensss NO CCO0
40- NAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE I <..nssovsns SRS S sieserenansssssranansrsse NO aoeoe
41- STRUCT. OPEN, POSTED CR CLOSED TO TRAFF. I ..veevvsenssnnsassonrsssnnnnrassssaannns +ssens OPEN A
A2~ TYPE OF SERVICE : ........ erescsrtrenmrannnrannana PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGHWAY 31
43— STRUCTURE TYFE, MAIN ¢ ............ ++++s.. STEEL TRUSS DECK 309
44— STRUCTURE TYPE APPR. i +.evsenevveceseesss NONE Q00
45— NUMBER OF SPAN TN MAIN UNIT  suovenucnsccassasaescessssansssornsnoseacsaancnsnnnnnannns i.ieaae 002 Q02
46- NUMBER OF APPROACH SPAN I ....eevovccmoncacanncannnans S tesessssecessnnsssacasss NONE 0000
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47- INV, ROUTE, TOTAL KORIZ. CLEARANCE : “”“(/4,%,”[{'9”9[.‘14? 10.82 MT. {35.49 FT)

48- LENGTH OF MAXIMUM SPAN : . 21.65 MT.(71.01 FT) oo F
49- STRUCTURE LENGTH : .. 55.63 MT. (182.47 FT) 000558
§0- CURB OR SIDEWALK WIDTHS . NONE £0DBO0

waSTRUCTURE DATA=m=me== =
51- BRIDGE ROADWAY WIDTH, CURB TO CURB z......... P R TR veess 1.64 MT.(5.38 FT) 0016

52~ DECK WIDTH, OUT TO CUT 1 ecaccccrnecconns S T R e e RN 2.84 MT.(9.32 FT) 0028
53~ MI. VERT. CLEAR. OVER BRIDGE ROADWAY § .ievvnvcnnnvaes R R T «es. UNLIMITED 9999
54— MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE I v.ueceeeesescsaosannnsssomnannnsns eeee. 5021 MPL (17 - 1) HOSZ}(
§5- MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON RIGET I .....ceevisacancesssssasnssneses 1.68 MP.(5.51 FT) HO17
56~ MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE ON LEFT : ...vcvnccarvrvnnvennn weesess 1.50 MI.(4.92 FT) ¢S
CONDITIO!
58- DECK: FAIR RATING: 5 DECK COMMENTS:
58.1 WEARING SURFACE: MAIERIAL:  STEEL CONDITION :5 58.1 Y 58.2)TOLES DE ACERO CON LEVE COR
THICKNESS: - ROSION.
DETERIORATION: X YBS NO  DRAINAGE: X ADEQUATE INADEQUATE 58.8)RAILING CON LEVE CORROSICN,MODERA
PONDING:  YES X NO SAFETY: X YBS NO DA CORROSTON EN LAS SECCIONES #9,#10
58.2 SLAB OR PLATE: MATERIAL: STEEL CONDITICN 5 Y #11 LADO OFSTE.
CRACKING: FINE MEDIUM OPEN
TOP BOTTOM | ,
SPALLING: |8 <1 in. DEEP x 6 in. & L > 1 din. x 6 in. & |
SCALING : |Z ton in., M f in. - € in,, H € in. - 1 in., § > 1]
! J

EFFLORESCENCE  EXUDATION RUST STAINS CORRQSION: LICET  MODERATE SEVERE

58,3 MOVEMENT: DECK TO BACKWALL - cm. DECK TO APPROACH SLAB cm,
T T T T 1
| (58.4) | (58.5) | (58.6) (58.7) | (58.8) |
|CURBS | MEDIAN | SIDEWALKS | PARAPETS | RAILING |
i 1 } —

MATERIAL |
CONDITION RATING ——-—===- |
EETGHT LOSS (cm) |
|
|

JOINTS =mmmmmmwmmmm e
DRAINAGE

PAINT:G-GOOD, F-FAIR, --= |w-— ===|-=== --=

P-POOR, N-NONE |
U-USELESS TO PAINT |

CRACKING (¥F-M-0) |

|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
i
I
I
|
|

SPALLING (S-L) ==-=--=————-

|

T
|
|
i
|
|
i
CORROSION (L-M-8) | |
|
|
i
|
|
|
|
1 1

|
SCALING (L-M-H-S) |
L

58.9 LIGHTING STANDARDS: MATERTAL: - CONDITION: - FUNCTIONING: YES NO

58.10 UTILITIES: TYPE: = SIZE: SAFETY:

58.11 JOINTS: EXPANSION CONSTRUCTION CONDITION: FUNCTICNING: YES NG
LEAKING: YES NO CRACKING: FINE MEDIUM OPEN SPALLING: SMALL LARGE

68.12 DRAINS AND SCUPPERS: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTICNING: YES NO
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" 59-

PAGE 3 OF 7

SUPERSTRUCTURE: FAIR RATING: 5 SUPERSTRUCTURE COMMENTS:
59.1 PBEARING DEVICES: TYPE: FIXED MOVARLE OUT CF PLUMB 59.5)UPPER CHORD TIENE LEVE Y MODERADA
PAINT: GOOD FAIR POOR NONE USELESS TO PAINT CORRO ~ SYON.MODERADA CORROSION EN LO
CONDITION: FUNCTIONING: YES NO S PANELES #9,#10 Y #11 DE SUR A NORTE
£9.2 BRIDGE SEATS,PEDESTAL,GROUT PADS,ABUTMENTS OR PIER SEATS WHERE BEAMS BEAR -LADO OESTE.
DIRECTLY ON CONCRETE
CONDITION: 6 CRACKING: F M [ SPALLING: 8 L MODERADA CORROSION EN EL LOWER
SCALING: L M H s CRUSHING: CHORD EN AREA DESCANSO DE FLOCR BEAM.F
59.3 STEEL-BEAMS: TYPE: DIMENSIONS (height;width;thickness): LCCR BEAM TIENE MODERADA CORRCSICN EN
CONDITION: CORROSION: L M § PAINT: G F P N U UNICN AL LOWER CHORD.
59.4 CONCRETE-BOX BE2MS, I-BEAMS, SLAB, T-BEAM, TYPE: STRINGERS CON MODERADA CORRCSICN
CONDITION: CRACKING: F M (s} SPALLING: s L {EN FL 40% DE ELLOS).
SCALING: L M H S
55.5 TRUSSES: TYPE: BAILEY CONDITION: S CORROSTON: L M §
DAMAGE : DEFORMATION: PAINT: GXF P N U
A-TRUSS B=UPPER & LOWER LATERAL BRACING C=PORTALS D=FLOOR BEAMS E*~SIRINGERS
59.6 DRAINAGE: TYPE: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO
59.7 HINGES: CONDITION: FUNCTIONING:  YES NO MOVEMENT:  YES NO
ALIGNMENT: GOOD BAD PAINT: G F P N u
'59.8 DEFLECTIONS: X NORMAL EXCESSIVE cms.
59.9 VIBRATIONS: X MINIMAL MODERATE EXCESSIVE
60~ SUBSTRUCIURE: FAIR RATING: 5
| < ABUTMENTS >|< PTERS OR NON PILES EENT, >| ILES BENTS |
I | T T T T T T T T T T 1
| 60.7.1 | 60.1.2 | 60.1.3 | 60.7.4 | 60.2.1 | 60.2.2 |60.2,3 | 60.2.4 | 60.2.5 | 60.4.1 | 60.4.2 | 60.4.3 |
| WINGWALT.{BREAST &|FCOTING | PILES | CAPS [BRACING |COLUMNS |FOOTTNGS| PILES | CAPS |BRACING | PILES |
| |BACKWALL | | | | I I | I I | [
[ : : | : : | ; : : : : ;
MATERIAL | | | | {STEEL  {STEEL  |STEEL |CONCRETE | | | | |
CONDITION RATING |---= —=={-=r= —o—|omee ooo]ommm o] s R e L s o S e [mmm=: o s |
CRACKING (F-M-0) | | | | | - = = - | | | |
SPALLING (8-L) — |-—== -==|==== —=r|===c comfommn ooc| { -1~ I | s s s, saslesss, e
SCALING (L-M-H-8) | | | | | - - - - | | | |
CORROSION (L-M-5) {-——— ———|-——= ——=]==—= —==|-=== ———{omm-Lo—— oM | ol | mmmmm oo [ mmmm o fomem mmm oo |
PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | | | | TF 1 F | - - | | | |
MOVEMENT oo lpsme semfemm: smmlans suless e |rme W mrdore Niso|zem Womn|ommiamm |z oo |z==: == lesm  mdll==m =)
EROSION | | | i (A N B L I \ | |
UNDERMINING —--~ |~m=v  ——|=m= === eefeme - f=== N ==|=== N ==|=cr N |-~ N ==f-=n - |-—- -= [ === ==
L 1 1 1 1 ] L 1 J. 1 1 ]
€0- SUBSTRUCTURE COMMENTS:

60.2.2)MCDERADA CCRRCSION CON PERDIDA DE SEC CIONS EN LOS BRACING.
60.2.3)PILASTRA TIENE COLUMNAS CON LEVE CORROSION.
ESCALERAS CON LEVE CORROSION.
RROSTON ,EN AREA DE DESCANSO.

60.2.4) FOOTING EN BUENAS CONDICIONES.
MODERADA CO
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61- CHANNEL &' CHANNEL PROTECTION : N/A
€1.1 CHANNEL SCOUR(EXTENT) :
€1.2 EMBANKMENT EROQSION(EXTENT} :

RATING : N

| — T 1

T
| CONDITION | FUNCTIONING |

MATERTAL| RATING |———r—i

T
|
TYPE |
| | | YBS { NO
| Il |
T T T
1 i

61.3 PROTECTIVE DEVICE
61.4 TFENDER SYSTEM -———
61.5 RIP RAP

61.6 SPUR DIKES,JETTIES

|
|
|
.
r
|
|
1
I
|

61.7 OBSTRUCTION tDEBRIS, GROWTHS) *

61.8 CHANNEL CHANGE: YES NO
DETRIMENTAL: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.9 ADEQUATE WATERWAY: YES KO IP NO, EXPLAIN

'61.10 SURROUNDING AREA: FLOODING: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

EROSION: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN

61.11 LOCATION OF PIERS AND/OR ABUTMENTS: DETRIMENTAL: YES NO
IF YES, EXPLAIN

€1.12 OTHER FEATURES THAT MAY AFFECT STRUCTURE:

62- CULVERT AND RETAILNING WALLS :N/A RATING :N

T = T T T 1
{62. 1BARREL | 62 . 2HEADWALL | 62 . 3CUT-OFFWALL | 62 . dRETATNING WALL|
I } T } ]
MATERTAL | | | | |
CONDITION RATING|----~ ——==  [——— | |mmmmmmmmm e |
FUNCTIONING {Y-N) | | |

CRACKING (F~M-0) ]~---- ==== |=mmmmm E— T

|

|
SPALLING (S-1) | | | i |
SCALING (L-M-H-§} | -———= ——— |mmmmmm mmmme { | |
CORROSION (L-M-8) | | I | I
| |
| i

}

1

SETTLEMENT (Y-N) |----- ---= |mmm——— e |

BLIGNMENT (Y-N) | | |

PAINT (G-F-P-N-U) | -==== ~=== | === e [
| 1 1

63—~ METHOD USED TO DETERMINE OPERATING RATING ..

64~ OPERATING RATING : .ivanneccanes 4essesessess. PEDESTRIAN
65- METHOD USED TO DETERMINE INVENTORY RATING ..
66~ INVENTORY RATING I .uvvvavoreccccaancenans .. PEDESTRIAN

CHANNEL COMMENTS:

CULVERT COMMENTS:

PAGE 4 OF 7
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800
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67- STRUCTURAL EVALUATION ! ..vuveeensecocacsscnnsnacann

.

LIGTH TO MODERATE CORROSION AT STEEL PLATES,RAILINGS,UPPER CHORD & STRIN-
GERE.MODERATE CORRUSION AT BRACINGS & BETWEEN LOWER CHORDS & FLOORBEAMS.
LIGHT CORROSION AT STEEL COLUMNS & STAIRS.MODERATE CORROSION AT REST AREA.

68- DECK GEOMETRY :
N/A.

69- UNDERCLEARANCE, VERTICAL & HORIZONTAT, :
EQUAL TQO PRESENT MINIMUM CRITERIA.

T0=BRIDGEPOBTING 3 v vSosnaiae i s PR

71— WATERWAY ADEQUACY : ....... ceraacnas

N/A.

REMOTE - GREATER THAN 100 YEARS.

SLIGHT - 11 TO 100 YEARS.
INSIGNIFICANT - MINOR INCONVENTENCE. HIGHWAY PASSABLE IN A MATTER OF HOURS.

OCASSIONAL - 3 TO

SEVERE - LONG TERM DELAYS TO TRAFFIC WITH RESULTING HARDSHIP

72~ APPROACE ROADWAY ALIGNMENT :

PAGE 5 OF 7

10 YEARS. FREQUENT - LESS THAN 2 YEARS.

SIGNIFICANT - TRAFFIC DELAYS OF UP TU SEVERAL DAYS

N/A.
72.2 SLAB OR PAVEMENT CONDITION : MATERIAL :
CRACKING: F N 0O SPALLING: L s SCALING: L M R s UNNEVEN: YES NO  ROUGH: YES NC
SETTLEMENT : YES KO MOVEMENT: APPROACH SLAB-BACKWALL: YES NO  BREAKING UP: EXCESSIVE DEFORMATION:
SAFETY: KAZARDOUS YES NO DRATNAGE: INADEQUATE: YES NO PONDING: YES NO
MOVEMENT : PAVEMENT-APPRCACE SLAB: YES NO EMBANKMENT : CONDITION:
FUNCIIONING: YES NO EROSION: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
CCNSTRUCTION: FLIMSY: YES NO
INTECRITY IMPAIRED: YES NO IF YES, EXPLAIN
72.3 UNDESIRABLE IMPACT: YES NO
72.4 JOINTS: TYPE: INADEQUATE : YES NO SATISFACTORY ALIGNMENT: YES Ne
72.5 GUARDRAIL: TYPE: MATERIAL: CONDITION: FUNCTTIONING: YES NO
ALIGNMENT: HORLZONTAL: GCCT BAD VERTICAL: GOQD Bap JOINTS: FUNCTIONING: YES NO
SAFETY: SECURELY ATTACHED: YES NG PEDESTRIAN HAZARDS: YES NO

72- APPROACE ROADWAY -~ COMMENTS:
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75— TYPE CF WORK : ...
76- LENGTH OF STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT :

BYSIRESERVED 1uoniviwisiors suodioais s dis B0
90- INSPECTION DATE : ......
91~ DESIGNATED INSPECTION FRECUENCY : ...
92- CRITICAL FEATURE INSPRCTION : .........
93- CRITICAL FEAT. TNSPECT. DATE:
FRACTURE CRITICAL

94~ BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT COST : ......
95— ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST : ......
967 TOTAL PRCJECT CCST : ......
97- YEAR OF IMPROVEMENT COST BSTIMATED :

98-~ ‘BORDER BRIDGE 2 .iveiinssvainotss
99— BORDER BRIDGE STRUCPURE NUMBER :
100- STRAHNET HIGHWAY DESIGNATION : ......,.
101- PARALLEL STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : ......
102~ DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC : ....... .
103- TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION : .....
104~ EIGHWAY SYSTEM OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE :
105~ FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS : ..........
106~ YEAR RECONSTRUCTION £ vuueveuiewona.
107- DECK STRUCTURE TYFE : ..........
108~ WEARING SURF./ PROTECT. SYSTEM :
109~ AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC : wu.......
110~ DESTGNATED NATIONAL NETWORK : ..... veea
111- PIER OR ABUT. PROTECTION (NAVIGATION) :
112~ NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH : .......
113~ SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGE :
114~ FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC :
115~ YR. OF FUTURE A.D.T. : ...
116~ MINIM. NAVIG. VERT. CLEARANCE : ..... -
VERTTCAL LIFT BRIDGE :

117~ SUFFICTENCY RATING : ..........
125- PRIORITY RATING: weeevcenvsennnen

127 EVALUATION DATE : Peeerisrraanann
30~ CRITICAL FRACTURE INSP. DATE :

ENGINEER ;INEABELLE VELEZ

PUERTC RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY
BRIDGE STUDLES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVALUATION REPORT

=m====PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT====u===

....... serssssciinss.-.. REHABILITATION
DR .. 55.63 MI'. (182,47 FT)

--es. MAY 8,1998.
veees 24 MONTES
N/A
N/a
=IMPROVEMENT COST===me=s====
....... seaneses N/A
cevanen .. N/a
. (55.63X2.84X$1315X10%)=$20,776
P P e e eaim mcosaia i pimsn i 1998

R R R R TR +v+--... DEFENSE HTIGEWAY

««ses... NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE
Sevrsessavecsnneeacaas... TRAFFIC NOT CARRIED
R I T T, eedececenaaany N/A

/l/ N.H.5.

NO RECONSTRUCTION

..... STEEL PLATE
R 5%
Secesaassiittsaetacaseass PART OF NETWORK
crereseenasess N/A
T B I NN ves. YES
E T . N/Aa
BRI .. 2016
PR srereseceranianaas Seetcrereceea N/A

PAGE 6 OF 7
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i :IDGE NO. :01307 BRIDGE REINSPECTION & EVATLUATION REPCRT

AUXILIARY ITEMS

1-s1ens |
TYPE: ORIENTACICN "SAN JUAN - BAYAMON - RTO PIEDRAS"
MATERIAL: ALUMINTO
CONDITION: 7

REMARKS :

THE REHABILITATION CONSIST IN REPAIR ALL DEFICIENCIES DESCRIBED ON TEE
ITEM #67.

PAGE 7 OF
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E.7 September 24, 1993

PABE I OF 3
DATE 2 6
TIFE 5

PUERTO RICT HIBHWAY AUTHOR
HIBHWAY BYSTEN ADMINIG
BRITEE

FEDERAL SYSTEH BRIDGE M. @ 01307 - HDAD MD. @ FR %6 - Ei o2 UD4E

mzzmmsessazs ] DENT IR IDAT [ONsssssssz0eas
I=8TATE R sespaeresnivpsas s v s cresacrererarnecenann s LOTMOMWEALTH of Pusrtn Rico 721
O HTATE HIGHRAY DEF’HE‘\WH, e STt caasananuasnsaanaens AN T 01
- SO Jun ii7

i- E!!J w xFAh BHI GODE & i coiiisus R b e s oot imimimmse st
d- A R syeazaas DAM JUAM LB - 8770
- I.MJEN’URY ROIESE socmmmmummsmmmmempnmsssis st A RN SIS PSONY Lo7 L1, L1, N S0
B FERTURESSTNTEREEETED, B anvimmvnnsweanamsmmmsivsimasse e vasisaa FEIES TR WAL EAY "'utamznm wmwm
7~ FRCILITY CRRRIED BY STRUCTURE . TR s FiRe =il PR 24
B HTRUCTURESRIMBER S ovsswummmmmmmvassisi i svan e ramimvnnivns BRIBE i 0F GUz071
- LOCATION & codvavanvrsuanarauivaivansasancssisrassnscsennsanccrecese BRLIORTOTY JE CARTRO AVE. BALBURIOTY DE CASTRU AVE.
i~ ‘ﬁIL ﬂUINT SRR e B B AEE dmm  SD) LR
14~ L MRS
17-

o L
4o~ -

43~ STRUCTHRE TYPE, MAIN @ .......
44~ STRUCTURE TYPE APFR. ¢ civvvdiiiisnvennee |
45~ WUMBER OF SFAN IN MAIN URIT ¢ .oiviiiinins et L
A4~ NUMBER [F 4P verany NORE
107- DECK STRUCTURE T i casaes BIEEL PLATE b
16B- WEARINE SURF./ PRUTECT. BYSTEN ¢ ..... i e 200

ssasussa

OVER HiGHEaY

ciavrsenvrasrrcnacsrrnncane SIRUCTU

‘-9- BYPASS, DETOUR LENGTH (MEZAREST MILE)
7=EAR BUTLT @ ansmmavosmnine iy
"8 LANES O GND LRDER t.?"RULTUHc [ T ceserseecns O LANER ON / B LQMEE. U
27=<fi0. T, DFTRVENTIRY-BOIIE & nomemmsmmommmvsmamenminsansmnmamsensmeis: 3o i
-\'EAPUF%.DJ..: RS R W R e W R R R A TR S TR 1930
E 3 R . PEDESTRIAN OVER HIGIM"'

10~ 1Y, ROUTE, MIM. CLEAR, (0,0im) ¢ U7 -1 ’ 171
APPROACH ROADUAY WIDTH & ucvvvravieevricsacesens S {98,607 1) Uth
35 FPTI?'B" l'EuiM, sezareasszeazanes vascessraaseae e WeassearavTEr R Tena e snanas NLV[

”)nJc' ul

; AP I

49- CTPL‘C‘LFD- LENETH » G3.A% BT
- CURE OR YaLk WIDTH erserazaesazes NONE

Si- HRIJGE AUADHAY WIDTH, CURB 70 CURR f......

T DECK WIDTH, OUF 7D 007 ¢ s

3= MIE. VERT. [LEAR. DVER BRIDGE ROADMRY @ ...

'4 HINIMUM VERTICAL UNDER

- HINIMUM LATERAL LWIVEF’ELEHFF\NL.* an FlGH‘ $osriceanes

5.5— MINIFM LATERAL UHMDERCLESRANCE O LEF
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'v"ﬁj RICH HIGHYAY AUTHIRTTY
¥ SYSTEM ADMINIETHATION (FFICE

FEDERAL SYSTEN BRIDGE RO, ¢ OLIO7 - ROAD WO, 5 ¥ 28 - 4. MO, 3 004300
smzzzzmsz=al] AG5IFILAT Nsesmsssannes
0= TOLL © aencrnaesererssninsernierneenne e reeenens L
21~ HRINTEMANCE: FES FONSARILITY ¢ voovresornerrs vees DLTLEM
7 s venes LTLEE,

h ﬂF IN‘)LN;DR‘:‘ RBUTE T svsnvarnonnens URBAN INTERSTATE
; BIGNIBICANGE & saessnscemmsvigvanaas R SR ok
DEFENSE HIGHUAY DESTRRATION & .ouvvsnvnrasiinsonssnnsais SiaEaNes th ENGE HIGHMRY
PARRLLEL STRUCTURE TESIGNATION @ ..... R SR Hi HéHAL £ :)l \i LiRE
DIRECTION OF TRAFFID ¢ sovvvinvvasanans
TEMPORARY STRUCTURE DESIGNATION & ... prereres —
104— HIGHYAY M OF THE INVENTORY ROUTE 2 .ovavveveasersansrassacaransns l*fnn;:

110~ TESTENATED HATIOHAL METHDRE & ovvceviiererercrnncsscsssnnasinnne FAET OF NETWORE
112 HBIS BRIDGE LENETH 1 covvivscisunssncnsmasinisconssassrsanonasisazsazarcssnacusacszzanss ED

Bt
s

==
P
s
1

D
7]
t

-5
§

T

i

HATERMAY

30 NAVIGATION CONTROL @ ciesiomnsnssssnnnsnsnssrasnsassssnrsanansnsnsasasnsnsesansnisnsnzase WA
39— NAVIBATION VERTICAL CLEARARCE & ivvvveincnnen AR RS A R A A gt O
40~ MAVIGATION HORIZONTAL CLEARENCE - warw
11~ PIER CR ABUT. PROTECTION ’Néﬂ-‘lbﬂTlJNJ P oexeseseacasine HIA

144~ HIMIM, MAVIE, VERT. CLEARANCE 2 suncucisnraiissnerasarrscasvssvancannasacasvans N8

U IHFROVERENT==

W5 TYFE OF MDRK 5 uavcunnnsascscsesanasrsniarisiesusosiounssinsacs REHREILITATIGK
76 LEHETH OF STRUCTURE lNPFGVrNWI §orrseserssesasresrrinay O
94~ ERITBE INPRINERENT COST @ tuvvovivscainninsiimscraasnes /8

Pr- RUADWAY IMFRIVEMENT COET @ c.ccvivninanecinvrareunna: WA

3= TOTAL PROJECT COBT & cuvvrvvvnnarmnonanssinnnannnnanss (35, 03K8. BELS 10004351268, 394

77— YEAR OF IHPROVERENT COST ESTIMATED @ oiovsvicciecnsunacercnarercansnanuccconcerscesnccss F094
[14- FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFID ¢ sevaivicariusniacnesansnnniraniaaesa 1405750

13~ YR, OF FUTURE ABLT. & cenviivinanann

(182,47 ¥1)

Frbskeas

Ji- DESIGH LOAD @ .vvvviccnmmiriniimnsnnntasciisisiviisarcriiaonsnrsassacnneesona PREESTRIARN
41~ STRUCT, OFEM, PORTED DR CLOZED 70 TRAFF. 1 .iiiiiiaiiinsaissiansaassans serasiaasaeacas {FEH
&4 OPERATING RATING § ..usccussvresasceasincismsanssnnssnbnvvionenares ?" DEATF A

hh- IMYENTORY RATING siatserrasiansaansaneassanns FEDESTRIAN

F0- BRIDEE FOSTIRE ¢ ccvcivvvmncsramninvrinucassricnassscsscorsasrcrns H/A.

AATERTHL COMITHIN ANALYSIS

SB-DECK  shusiecapdi s sr R TR 3 SATISFACTIRY
37— SUPERBTRUCTURE .assssaczricsasscanszessancs SIEEL 000
&0~ SUBSTRUCTURE .4\ vvevsvennnrrerrrnnnnorsnara, STEEL G
A CHANNEL % CHAWMEL FROTECTION .............i, H/A N/A

1o

&2~ CULVERT. sxvnasaas R R T E sasvanaavay NG hEs

PaGE 2

£

o

o
o}
11

o e

i

il
00
ae0n

= el O

=
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FRGE 5 OF 3

FUERTO RICH HiBHi#aY AUTH!’J‘F ik
RIGHEAY SYSTEH ADHINISTRATION OFF (0F

FEDERAL SYSTEM BRIDAE NO. @ 01307 - ROAD Rl + FR 25

| sszzassrmsmssAPPRATSALES

....... Aetkrkssanseeatieceneseas EeTEves e uas e Rvanncaat e sy viasarsne 7
t BEAND HRVE LIGHYT CORRGEION, WIERATE
58— IR0 GEOMETRY 3 ...ueus A sairavinisansceenass seeakienas L sl
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E.8 February 28, 1991

STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

!/ 13]0 ] [elelzle] Iﬂl 0!#13%9 ,_
Bridge No.  RoadNo. . KmNo. =

BRIDGE INVENTORY
IDENTIFICATION

Code Position PR
[2s]24]23{22]21[20 u0[t8 [17 [t (15 [t4[3[12[ 1t |10[ 9 [8] 7|65 4] 3]2{1]
1. State Code . Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
2. State Highway Department District A“”V/"‘“’w" _
3. County (Parish) Code \Md QM% 2
4, Place Code : K//\f-") APEPIEAR)
5. Inventory Route At =t 00003 ~B LRI Aolololo3]a]

6. Features Intersected Deledifipane l()d.(?/flt”*«ff ]
olelple i [r[RIA[B[V] WAL TAWIRTY T 1T T 1T 1 1]

7. Facility Carried by Structure PR ot N
Vl/al el | T T T T T ITTTTTT]
8. Structure Number _ /307 /Y Lolelolalelolololola] Az 121217
9. Location A3 2lelorste, B C’aazx% Lvenui
L6 o T [Aolelzlo]>Is] 13Tl Te]4]s [ lelo] (A E] ]
10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0,01 m) s 50 Gsry) [ /[sTol9
11. Milepoint - ¥.30 el T¥Isle]o]
16. Latitude _ /2 _ Degrees 27.3 Minutes” | /|5, 217 31
[51/]

17. Longitude L Ll _ Degrees 0.3/ M.mutes|015|4|<"
% : o, e
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) ’L’Wu& red, }/Le Lonshts :

J

) ) 6

CLASSIFICATION 7 "

20. Toll vt

21. Maintenance Responsibility _ L 70170

22. Owner u,w% X A}f“ﬂ-q ?{A’LW} jjtz) v i rnf L?

26. Functional Classtﬁcauon of Inventory Route Lfobor 4"-"’/"";"&?/“?7(&;‘”- g
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE -~

AGE AND SERVICE. .

27 YearBuilt el e . AR
28. Lanes on the Structure : o and Under the Structure _ % .:

-29. Average Daily Trafﬁc e Jo8. e [ Tolele Jo o)
30. Yearof Avetage Dally Trafﬁc (287

_S’I'RUCI'URB DATA
* 31, +Destgn Load _

// :ﬂizfsz?ﬁzw«../
QY8 P (8 735)
@None I:I Open L__I Closed ‘D Closed NM

32, Approach Roadw Wldth
33, Bridge Median J

34, Skew it «’) Vg
35, Structure Flared - [ ves [0
36. Traffic SafetyFealmes e e e

37. H:sloncal Sigmﬂcanoe
38. :
39.
40,
41,

D Yes I:] No E NA
iy L] Yes E"No
_ - D ves [Bme

(9%/2 s

NaviganonFC trol ;

42,1

43,

a4, § I ;

45,

46.

47.

RE /G tion (%0 2)

48. Length of Maxunum _

49, Structure Lenglh
50. . Curb or Sidewalk Wld!hs
51, Bridge Roadway Width, Curb— Curb :
52. Deck Width, Out-to-Out

- c}‘)»%‘n,&.,

53. Minimum Vertlcal Clearance Over Bridg *Ro

54. Minimum Vertical Underclearance
55. Minimum Lateral Underc]earanceo nght 1 436

ol 2 Z,{L/_l{:”J__J
lele 1ol at dfo ]
9

56. Minimum Lateral Underclearance on Le ;
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. BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE =~ " -

CONDITIONS RATINGS
Material

58. Deck

Condition

Qoo

59. Superstructure "

<A
Ry

60. Substructure - - D LJLI

\"7*«‘;\

61. Channel and Channel Protection
62. Culverts : .

64. Operating Rating
66. Inventory Rating

Deficiencies

1SRN DD L g

)

% w : JB/M_Q’:Q‘ M-"Q}‘Jﬁ \2‘( ’ ‘\#é‘,\
oL

iﬁ%‘f‘kﬂﬁi ::),J Ké\ Ky

EIAY
k)

N O RN )

69. Underclearances, Vertical and Horizontal -
Wgen s

N i s,

70. Bridge Posting

£l

Z B ES
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ... A {"“« :
i
75. Type of Work o e

Page 4 of 5

76. Length of Structure Improvement ‘71? O Wy

Pel .y

INSPECTIONS
89. (Reserved)

NN

)
90. Inspection Date Ley

T\ A

{ @I_“b‘ll 'Ql__l I‘H l:-_’]“

91. Designatéd Inspection Frequency

> I

kKl

92, Critical Feature Inspection
A. Fracture Critical Details

B, Underwater Inspection I

C. Other Special Inspection

93. Critical Feature Inspection Date
A. Fracture Critical Details RANY

B. Underwater Inspection /

C. Other Special Inspection

IMPROVEMENT COSTS Q o,

Q \ )

94, Bridge Improvement Cost

R )

95. Roadway Improvement Cost i

96. Total Project Cost “\% >

u.,..,e‘g../‘nb,

l
E
Lo

o of of s[w|S]
IEE
[=]

sl ols 5]

97. Year of lmprovement Cost Estlmated

CLASS]FICATIONANDSTRUCI'URE DATA \/\ /?\ ]

98. Border Bridge

VAR

Gl

99. Border Bridge Structure Nuh_lber." :'- i
100. Defense Highway Designation ___

101, Parallel Structure Designation "

102. Direction of Traffic @;m

103. Temporary Structure Designation' e

104, Highway System of the Inventory Route

105. (Reserved) NN

» \J\/&«ehm \\‘, )
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFF[CE :

108.

109. Average Daily Truck Traffi
110. Designated National

| B Vit g
111. Pier or Abutment Pr P
sl o B Y
112. NBIS Bridge Length T bt P A R W )

113. Scour Critical Bridge
114,

Page 5 of 5

Lefsfal3f2]1]

.
7
oo

&l [

3

115.

116,

(o d

€
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E.9 December 3, 1991
BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY ..
: Hen : Page 1 of 5
(/131012 [ole[HE] [O1O]4] 510
SIE Bndge Nq,».‘ 3 Rqa@Ng; . " KmNo.
BRIDGE INVENTORY
IDENTIFICATION
i, State Code
2. State Highway Depamnent sttnct ﬁ"
3. County (Pansh) Code
4. Place Code
5. Inventory Route ‘
6. Features Intersected .. _ Lk
MI«‘Q Iéw l/&i‘l’ch L L1 1 []
7. :

8. Stmcture Num

_--]I!,Hll!llill
B Y A TS 1 VATA

9. Locauon . bt i Ug.

' ]TJ’IE{ lelale 1ol JAWIETD |
i, inim S dim (17, 07’ ) (170" 7 Tol7]
1. Milepoint 7 45 D _ X Kl
16. Latitude N : Degrees T EV 2 Mimtes £ g 1217 1
7. Looginte___" é. Degrs ZZZ Minutes [7] ADEEN
19. By Pass, Detoutl.cngth (Neufdstmﬂe) i i 1

é’/

CLASSIFICATION
200Toll o AR RLvdGs LGS
21. Maintenance Responsibility
22. Owner ‘

26.

Functional Classification of Inventory Route
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4 BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE Page 2 0of 5

”Toisimm'l

AGE AND SERVICE

27 Year Built

28. Lanes on the Structure o

29. Average Daily Traffic

30. Year of Average Daily Traffic .
STRUCTURE DATA et
31. Design Load (d ) i

32, ApproachRoadway Width 2 7. J 9m (U067 ;
13. Bridge Median TAwone Tlopes [ Closed [ Closed Nm ]
34. Skew /7 “G' (i h :
35. Structure Fiared D Yes '/I’\I/o » s o IQ__]
36. Traffic Safety Featares I—W
37. Historical Sigﬂiﬁcance it

38. Navigation Control D Yes D 0 NA . . %
39. Navigation Vertical Clearance l:] Yes 0/
40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance [ ves No
41, Structure, Open, Posted, or Closed to Traffic ' ﬂ%‘%// . @
42. Type of Service O eclighmy ety _Fugiis =
43, Structure Type, Main / : y
44, Structure Type, Approach Spans

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
Sl
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.

Number of Spans in Main Unit

oo
Number of Approach Spans

D /
Inventory Route, Total Horizontal Clearanqe ,P.([ § ~—*”[/%J 47) 0 /C'ﬁ 5¢ ;) )

Length of Maximum Span AES (0 ;’

?

Structure Length = O b m( 182 Lf/? ) lQKJIU]l I(»’| )
Curb or Sidewalk Widths Fldae SR S rar] ] ) I 2

Bridge Roadway Width, Curb-to-Curb ____ | bdm{ 53 ‘
Deck Width, Out-to-Out s e im Al LA = [d O 5]‘3
Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Bridge Réadwa : 1t |——[ Z’: I z 7 I
Minimum Vertical Underclcarance
Minimum Lateral Underclearance on Right [ H/:6371 P j‘i‘u [ 0[5
Minimum Lateral Underclearance on Left 1500 { Y ars ﬂ Vi }
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| BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

CONDITIONS RATINGS

58. Deck _
59. Superstructure.

60. Substructure” -

61, ChannelandC‘hannel Protechon
62. Culverté il
64, Opetaﬁng Ratmg
66. Inventory Raun

APPRAISAL RATING

67. S ctural Evaluatiou

Material

4 7

Condition

/

” Z ’/r %
(ULl A

.

Lild L

Deficiencies

mwavvahwwr

'A»M'fvy 4/ il

68. Deck Geometry

69, Underclgaranc;ef Vemcal and Honzont '

\

Ul Bl 0

/ﬁ)i

70. Bridge Posting . .V e

71. Waterway Adequacy

72. Approach Roadway Alignment '

Page 3 of 5

H

4
N
=

Al

H HEEZ

';EEHEE
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" BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS . .. -
75. Type of Work

Page 4 of 5
[{5[14[13!12i1|[10|915[7|§|s|‘4|3|2|1j

P

76. Length of Structure Improvement

lEmArnGE

INSPECTIONS
89. (Reserved)

90. Inspection Date

91. Designated Inspection Frequency

92. Critical Feature Inspection
A. Practure Critical Details

B. Underwater Inspection

C. Other Special Inspection

93. Critical Feature Inspection Date
A. Fracture Critical Details

B. Underwater Inspection

C. Other Special lnspection

IMPROVEMENT COSTS ‘ v
94. Bridge Improvement Cost___ i

s

95. Roadway Improvement Cost

e

LT

96. Total Project Cost: 6») b ¥

;2341;( fiuw;( 07 ~ 1A

5660 IEEIEE 0 4]

yacklh T

97. Year of Improvement Cost Esumated

CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA

98. Border Bridge

99, Border Bridge Structure Number

100. Defense Highway Destgnatlon

101, Parallel Structure Designation

102. Direction of Traffic rl‘l/’ &F/I 4 ’“}’

103. Temporary Structure Designation

104, Highway System of the Inventory Route

105. (Reserved)
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE Page 5 of 5
G

'

CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE DATA (Cont.),’ , d
106. Year Reconstructed /’W’/L 1
107. Deck Structure Type _ 5

108, Wearing Surfé_cé[?fbtécdve System
109. Average Daily 'vacl{ Traffic
110. Designated National Network
L11. Pier or Abutment Protection (for Navigation)
112. NBIS Bridge Length _ M
113, Scour Critical Eﬁdges- = AL M_(\/_

114. Future A-ve;ag.; Daily Traffic i z';*/ 790
115. Year of Future Average Daily Traffic A0
116, Minimum Navigation Vertical Clearance b
Vertical Lift Bridge __

b
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BRIDGE NO.

" COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO"

ST L HIGHWAY AUTHORITY:
' BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

APPRAISAL OF ITEM 68

ROAD NO. _¢&

W TW TW+SH | TW+SH
Year ADT ‘Sec. TW Adequate or | Inadequate | TW + SH | Adequate or| Inadequate
Inadequate By Inadequate By
Actual =
1990
For ADT
/@f’ /‘ F i ;
CV{ o
{
Reqd. For
ADT =
2010
Rec. PRHA =
v Adequate

x Inadequate
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R Forprelent

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE
PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

GENERAL EVALUATION
This bridge is basically in 2 structural condition =
excellent 4 | fair 2| very poor 0f
adeguate 3 | poor 1
The load carrying capacity is {7
| adequate 3 | minimally adequate 2 | inadequate 1] not required (doo't print) 0]
The recommended modifications will make it / J
{__adequate 2 | minimaily adequate I | mo required (don't print) 0]
O when previous is 2
" The brdge should be replaced.
A : [ Yes(print) 1 { not required (don t pnn:) 01
U mquues g (} / ,f---(.p /
routine inspection every 24 months |~ ! LA =27 ®=24 ]
: | frequent inspection every months to monitor ® (B)
~+’ abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies [A) = I ] (B)=months ] .
i ‘El'equent xmpechon every ® moanths to determine
the caitse of md remedies for existing defects [(A) =0 (B)=months |
I ‘A $ L ~
**. minor repairs and routine maintenance
s urgant repairs fo prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development of
o 4 d.angemlu condmon md rountine maxntenance
: Tbedeckgemne(ryts: e AR
. For present ADT, thetnvel.led way is
“ For future’ (2010 ADT, the travelled way is Deck | Present| Future] PRHA|

Future} PRHA

. .
" For PRHA (2010) mcommmdmons, the lnvelled wly is _ﬁ_ BT ) {'" 5
: 5 I. T o & - et

5 ; Tavelled way

PERSONNEL
. Structural Inspection

Review of Field Data

Transfers of Data

Condition Analysis j /

Appraisal
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E.10 November 17, 1988

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION omcs .
meomgmyeon
* ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE v 4No. - ‘Bndge‘No R
BRIDGE INVENTORY i
IDENTIFICATION -
+ [zslulzs!zz]g_}gollgh slizlie]is] ualuaﬁaﬂ-offa ]_7 15 |5 l’4t3 fz2 ]l -
1.0State . oo v e e e e e
' 2. Highway, District 7]
3. Municipality . . .. ... ... N . : 4
4 City/Town . . . .. . . . .. ... - ' v
5. Inventory Route . .. .. ... (L M&j T, v “
6. Features Intersected . . . . . . . %M@ﬂ) /(jqa«/éwé, :
E R
. 7. Facility Camed by Structum ...... /K ................
8. Structure No. i D v o on s T
Location '°. . . . NB/{’/Oé//ﬁ. ey,
10 lnventory Route Mlmmum Vertical Clearance (0.0Im)......
1. Kilometer Point (0.01 km) ... .. ......... A 20,
32 Rqad Sec_lillon Number (DOD) . . . . . ... ... .5 T oo
13 » B;jidgé Description . . . . . D NG _
14, Defense Milepoint (0.0LMD . . . ... ... ... 2. 37
15, Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) » K
16. Latitude: . . . . . /8 ... .. Degrees. . & /6.2
“17. Lonmgitade: . . . . A Degrees. . &
18, Physical Vulnerability . . ... .. ... ...
19, By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) .
120, Toll ...t A
21,
12
- CLASSIFICATION
* 24, Fed. Aid System
25 Administrative
2. Functional . .. .. i
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFCE .~ i S
v S Page2of5 i ;,::
STRUCTURE DATA ! Fslsl'r[slsiﬂilﬂl] '

23 YearBuilt ... ..o /}?@*53 ................... ‘. ,. I.

28. Lanes on Str, . . O Under .. 7 ...................

55, ADT — Inventory Rouse . . . . v oo oo /AO o0 Mﬁf/?jé//) o]”
30, YEAT « v v o v o oo e e /7 ..... JOREE R Hi
BT, RN IBE], 3y 3y e om0 o s a e o C AT TS L S
32. Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.01m) . .. .. ... Zée - PPy
33, Median. ., . .. .. .o Q/None ..... O Open . ..... . CIo;éd"_
ST T R Sy TREEIE N e e o
35, Structure Flared . . . . . o oo o oo e e e e 3 @/No. TY I b

36. Traffic Safcﬁ Features il

37. Historical Significance
38. MavigationControl . . . ... ..
39, Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.1m) . . . . . . . ..
40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m)
41 Struciuie, Open or Closed to Traffic .
42, TypeSemvice . . . . . . .. ..ol i
43. Structure Type-Main . . . . ... . ...
44. Structure Type-Approach Spans . . . . . .. .. 5
45. Mo.ofSpangMain . . . . . ... ¥
46. No. of Spans-Approaches . . . . .. ...
47. Total Horlzoniel Clearance (0.01 m)
48. Max. Spen Length (0.01 m) &2 7422 477 o7, %/?}X
49, Structure Length (0.01 m) %3’4 PZ 9’7 Z
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Lot . Pev o7 £, Rluht '
51. ‘Br{dge Roadway Width (curb-curb) (001 m) ...
52. Deck Width (out-out) (0.01 m) . . . . .. e
53:
54.
© 56. Lateral Undemlearnnce ﬁn I J"’ (1rined Sido - Minimum (0, 0 m)
57 Wearlng Sutface, . o

/éq%/ oS
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CONDITION

_ Material
$8. Deck .. . .. )J%?ﬂ;
59. Supsrstructure . . . ”:/7%/.) .
60, Subsiructure . . . ,&j/é .....

61. Channel & Channel Protection N //]Z .
62. Culvert & Retaining Walls . . ... Y/// . .

63. FEstimated Remaining Life . . . .. .. .. /7‘) i
=

64, OperatingRating . . . . . ... ... ......./
65. Approach Aligﬁmcnt

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Condmon Analysm

66 dowentoryRating . . . .. ... ... .. .....7. ‘
APPRAISAL
67. Srmcmm.l ondition “Q\ﬁffl /(/Aﬁ(/ ] ./?7?

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS .
73. YearNeeded . ... ..... e
' Completed . . . ... ...
' Described. . % .. .. ... AR

74. Type of Service i
75 Type of Work
76 "‘Im‘pmvement Length (0.1 m) _ S
77:. Desigh Loading . . . . .. ... e
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. BRIDGY STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE S

79. Number of Lanes..... .........

81. Year of Estimatec ADT /

82. Year of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Improvements..........
83. Prop. Adj, RAwy IMprovements-TYPe ......ooerroscersimmerrrssssbons /

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS

84 Total (doMars)S ... el o A ..
cstimated Design Time (months) ...l

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85. Preliminary Enfineering (DOUBIS)...........ceccverrreerirrssinn
86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) ......c. coomererrcricverivrnneifoed
87. Substructure {Dollars)......cocorerveieiiivinreenfeanien &
88. Superstructure Dollars) ... i
BO. BIANK. ceuvemsmonrmsssnsssens SRR e sy ;
90. Date of Last Inspection.........ccocoemennnnnn 6350
91. Rehabilitate Exicting Structure (Dollars)......... : —
92. Detour and Traffic Maintenance (Dollars)........ : - " =
93. Approaches (Dollars)......coocoerinceiicencnne. e
Approach Embankment (Doitars)..........
Approach Pavement (Dollars)..................
Approach Guaru.aal (Dollers) (il ]
#(Code 10 neares: ‘hwusand dollars)........
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BF4 " E STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFF¢
: GENERAL EVALUAT!ON .

Trus bridge is basically in Z. slmcnml Londmon :
[Tekcelent 4 | faw 2] verypoor 0 |-
i _goed : 3 I poor . | o

X

.. PageSofs

The ioad carrying capacily s . i
adequate 3 i minimaily ndequnlc 2 ! inadequate 25

-_The secommended modifications will make it S
| adequate 2 |  minunally adequate | not required (don
O when previous Is.

The bridge should be meplaced. i
{ Yes{printy 1 | Not roquired {don’t prini) [

o v
it mauires ...,_?'_é;_g
rewting inspéction every 24 months

ffequent inspection mry@ months to
monitor sbnormal and/or suspected dcﬁuencws
{requent inspection every (B) months to deternine
the cause of and remedies for existing defocts

1t requi L

routine msinlenance

minor repals and routine m:nmamnee -

urgent repairs to prevent furiher costly dvmﬂonm andft
of 3 dangerous condition and routine main(omoe

STACTEORLY f2pairs (o chmmale dmgar

The derk geometry &5 oo O 1 :
For present ADT, the wavelled way is’
For futare {1995) ADT, the travelled va

PRHEA | Preyant | Futues

PRHA

For PRHEA (1995) recommendations, the, trgmlbd way it
For present ADT, the shovlders are. - :

Shouldars

For future {1995) ADT, the shoulders g

For PRHA {1995) wcommendations, the Qmuk!a 5 Sre

sasfactory 3 | un«saus!mozy 2 [ wmotbaevalu.ted beuuasoflmk of information 1 1
not required (don't prinf) © [ 0 : ; ;

'l‘hr:@appmach alignment is @ e i R
@{wal T L homepal 0T Forzontal
=y satsfactory 3 | mm:mnlly tolernbia 2 [:'pooun | 7eprogents a dangar to the public 1

not required (don't print) 0 ]

:l
a®

Load Post for inventory ratng shown in Htem 64

ss@

f_ Yes 1 ] Mo (don tpﬂnt) 0.
Post for vertical underclearance shown in Ifems 54 & 69 99

[ Ves 1 | No (don't printy 0. |
Hor “Remarks” see bridgs file.
PERSONNEL Tl ST papg T By Dare
Structural Inspection ‘ ; / .~ Condition Analysis N b
iteview of Field Data = L r 4 Appraisal [ 7 e 72 - 'ﬂf’d’f
Trunsfer of Data I et L T IRM MTYSC file -

) : 1824370 fe
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E.11 October 23, 1986

i -‘; BRIDGE swuu s AND EVALUATION omce

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHOKITY AR '
IBM=370 AND IBM MT/SC O -HEI
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE « 4 N, Bridge No. Rmu Nu
BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No éf _50:
lDENTlFlCATlON Code Positions

El_zﬂzalzz[zl zollell alwlasfs[m]wra'u_ll o]ajs [7Te[s 14 [3]2] aJ
LoState’ . ...
Highw?y Distri-gt
Mtf.lmci'pali&
City/Town . . . . . . . 5w m g own w we

tJ

Inventory Route . . . ...

I

Features Intersected

7. Facility Carried by Structure®®
Structure No. ... . . . 4.4 .. 41D
Location '°. ., . . .. b & .uﬁ/"ﬂ 4

10. lnventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 m)

11. Kilometer Point (0.0]1 km)

2. Road Section Number (DOD)

13. Bridge Description . . . . .. ... Y/ V=2 lo o

14, Defense Milepoint (0.01 ml)

(5. Defe_r{sc Sgction Length (miles) (0.1 mile)

16. Latitudes ..., . .. /€

17. Longitude' g e, SR

18. Physical Vulnerablhty T s
19 By Pass; Detour Lcngth (Nearcst mxle) 'I' g .
20, Toll .. : '
21. Custodian
22, Owner . . . ..
23, FAP No.® ... i

CLASSIFICATION o AR e e i e
24, Fed. Aid System . . . . ) bt Aoy ie WO e DR g SRR L o, 10f2]
25, Administrative . ..o oS0, e BEa
26. Functional . ... .. .., e ajb G ‘ .,w
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

54, Vertical unucrclenrnnce = Minimum (0 OI m)
§5. Lateral Undercleurance on nght(Outcr) Side
S6. Lateral Underclurmce on -.!t (:mma Side'
$7. Wearing Surface . . . .. i :

Minimum (0.0[ m):
Minimum (0. 01_m)fi'? o

............. L

i Page 20(5 :

STRUCTURE DATA i [9 la]rlslsb [3] 7*1
27 Year Bull! BRI o i "m]
28. Laneson St S U PURGER v o T wn w2 n o 00 v e e X <R S "71
29. ADT - lnventory Roule .......... /.0.0. 000 e %:Z’_b:”' *."Ié’ﬂ ....... ”
30, Yewr i bmmimimanenan L L anaas 1985 'l '-'@E
3. Desig'n Load v R E B VDZCZ’&// Y Skl
32, Approa;.h Roadway wtdth mcludm; shoulders (0.01m) . ......... 26.8/m 1 (2]<]g]
33‘, : Bﬁne ..... O Open . ... .. 0 closea . .. .- 3
MaSkew e L WL L e e e *{o[%)
35
36.
37.
38.
39,
0.
41
az
43,
44,
45
6. M
4,
48. 5
19, Structure Length (001 m) . i v i 2202 (- CIEIER e} (o)
50. Sidewalk Widths (0.0t m)Laft. .. ... ... RIght ... Tttt e 121121 (2 ER A 3
51. Bridge Roadway Width (curb-urb) (0.01m) ... ... L@2M . .. .. ... ... ol IR T2
52. o To2]¢]
53, WA CAL

LIE 2imp s 7 70M  g[51E)
7 O 55"”!!.'.0. Bew)  »s[pTo]HY]
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE i
. : R i Pagc3of§
L ISLa!7!61514lalzllJ

[ CONDITION

59. Supenstructure. ..

Substructure. . .. - Sy

/_\uflwwoé)eﬁgin; li}/vw@f :f

68.
09. U
70' '.: ‘.

71.

PROPOSED IMPKOVEMENTS
73, YearNeeded . . . . . .. ..
Completed . . . . . ... .. T I AR
DESEHbed: o o2 Fos wwm wo e m i e s g $ L
74. Type of Service . . . LN % s o “’-
75 “Tyipe OEWOTK: v v s 6 6 v v 5 oo v 5 &0 % 4 v o 6 4 ot § sl A : : Eﬂﬂ

77. DesignlLoading . . . . . . . .« oo NS L o Ry et B e _"1:]

76. Improvement Length (0.1 m ..
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BRIDGE $TUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE - for o Vs bl
oy o Islel elslal s
o Molelolol
SN Ry 5
................. BT

7%, Road wny

Width (0.01m)
Number of ':

of

93. Approaches (D
~Approach Einban
" Approach Pa , ol
A;jpioici\_'_ana;di_‘a_i (Dollars)
#(Code 1o nearest thousand dollars)

REMARKS - \J/ ot
oy

....................................
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION 0FF|CE
GENERAL EVALUATION
This bndge 15 basically in —.—_ =2 structural condition

[“excelent 3 [ fair__ 3| WVery poor
good .= 3+ [ poor 1

b Page S of §

e

The load carryurig capacity is ) :
| adequate 37| " minimally adequate 2 [ inadequate T | ot required (don't prnt) 0 ]

 .7_

. The feconumended modifications will make it v
[ adequate - 2. T minimally adequate 1 not required (don’t print) 0 |
i i 0 when provious s 2

}.@

. The bridge should be replaced.
[...Yes (print) . 1.1 Not required (don’t print) 0]

u

IO
®®

,p n.her costly deterionuon md/or the developmont
of | dang:ruus cond on und mutme muntenmcn o

The deck geomeuy i
For pmsenl ADT the

PRHA | Present | Futurs | PRHA
S RS o
Shouiders
[ \.mstactory 3 ] unsalxslm.tory 2 v cannotbeavnluatedbeauseof |cknnnformxuon 1]
{ _not required (don’t print) 0] i G o 3
Themnppmm.h alignment s @. 3 [o1d]

e - 1]"

@ vertical 1 I honaonm”o Torteont :
® satfactory 3 i} m:mmnlly tolenble 2 [s.'poormd roprosomudl.n'érto thepubhc ol g

not required (don't print) 0 |

aA®

L.oad Post for inventory rating shown in Item 64 :
[Yes | No (don’tprint) 0 |

R

Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69
[Yes 1 i No (don’t print) 0 ]

Ty

For “Reniarks” see bridge file.

PERSONNEL U)

Stnuctural Inspectum

Condition Amlysls' ('/// (ﬂ _:: =

Review of Fiehid Data Appraisal - ; e
Fran-ter ot Nata IBM MT/SC file - "o i 0 i

IBM~-370 file 2
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srivee no, . 1807 °

ROAD NO. - i

‘

by

BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE

YEAR

ADT

Sec.

FTw o tw

h Lt 1
linaCutusds 3y

TR LT

TW ladiucte) tnodsquateiTw + SH f;w Al b DAl

1985

WA

Actua! = -l

For ADT=

/ Adequute.

X Inadequate
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E.12 February 2, 1984

BR|DGE STbDN"S AND EVALUATION OFFICE x 5
- Page 1 of5

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY [:i i

IBM--370 AND IBM MT/SC o ]3{‘”7] I""’i“]é’
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE ¢:ard No. Bridge No. * Road No.
L BRIDGE INVENTORY ' ' K. No" . 'g'
IDENTIFICATION A Code Positions. - -
i |25i24lz31az[2’sl20h9||slwhs]ls[mlialuzm}|o|s}917ls|5|413i_2|1l

State . ....... ... ... ....... Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
Highway District . . . . (
Municipality . .. ... ... ... ... G S
City/ToOwn . . . . . .o oo v v g

Inventory. Route

O B ide W o

Features Intersected

o0~

Location '®

10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.0l m) . . . "/’ B.005559 gun cpmrnn 'c.' glo}
- 11. Kilometer Point (0.0t km) . . . ... ... o T

12. Road Section Number (DOD)
13.- Bndge Desonpuon C D
14. Defense Milepoint (0.01 ml) .
1'5‘.:. v Defense Sectlon Length (mxles) (0 1 mlle)
6. A :
17.
18.
19.
20. R
21, oy

CLASSIFICATION
24. Fed. Aid System
25. Administrative S
26. Functional . . ... ciaE S ‘.j :
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE A _
e Pagezofs

STRUCTURE DATA P R S {9]817[6!5 41312le
27 Year Buil o : S e i i

28. Lancs on St UGB o & v v meonmunmswnomemanmneman ...".'.v.b.”.::.h“
39. ADT —laventory Rowte & oo, . . &2 2,200 .. 5 s st P2/ EAPA A 0Y
30: Yeus- 0L aibdhe s s an s w s w i S s I u e S AR S5 h SEG PR E G Y ”jl::fﬁ]
31 Designloade . .« .o v o vt cn v o Aeales T e e *[7
32, Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.0f m) . . . SRE B “[%LIEE.E]
33, Median., , .. ... ... ... ‘ None .. ... tj Cpen . .. ... O closed . e *]
A, SKEW w Pumu wvmase noom s e maa % v men o g s e w w F n e B B o W *la]e]
28 Struciwe Flaged L L . L L oL 0o e 3 Yesu Ej No, . ..o oo ”Eﬂ
36. Tratfic Safety Features . . . ........ R R A YA S A AR PR A G E “m
37, Histosicad Sigmificsmee ... ... L L T e e s W e e e v e e s e © w5

38, Mavigation Conteol . . . ., . L. ...

39, Mavigation Yertical Clearance {0.tm) . . . . . . . . .

40, Mavigation Hovizontal Clearance (0.1 m)

41, Straciers, Open or Closed to Traffic . . . .

42, Type Service ‘

43, Stmetugs Type-Main . .0 0L L. = é 4

44, Stracture Type-Approach Spans . . . . . . .., .. A s 4 5 G G IS S T ST DY B m o sl o

45, Mo.of Spans-Main . .. .. L. L L. L, e

46. No. of Spans-Approaches . . . .. ...... ..., Al m
47 Totat Horlzontal Clearance (0.0t m) '

48, Mox, bpan megth (001 m) e EEd el B
49, Steucture Lungth (0 01 m) : o "_Ej
50. Sidewalk Widths (001 m Left L.‘°E§E;{J
52

53.

54,

56, Luteral Underclearancc on LM? (:mw:a Sides - Mir

57, Wearing Surface . . . 4,
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE . - B,

EORREHON . nopRopoann
; Condition Analysis: : P

58, Deck . . ..... L AL

59. Supesstructure . . .

60,
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

Substructure . e el
Channell'&Chah’r'xél_'lv’rotéc:tiqn- T
Culvert & Retaining Walls . . .
Estim‘gte‘(;i 'Reinaining Eifes 5o, v 5 5 8

)

Operafin'g Ratififl cocomvnmuon can owonas oo / pia
Approach Alignment '
Inventory Rating

APPRAISAL

o
68.
69.
70.
Tl
72.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
73; L

74.
75.
76.
.

Deficiencies

Structural Condition =5/t ds

Cone

Year Needed . . . . .
Completed . . . .~
Describe . . . . .

Type of Service . . . 2
Type of Work . . . .....
Improvement Length (0.1 my :
Design Loading . . . . . e
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79.
80.
81.
82.
83.

Eni 5

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE .~~~ Page
e FTBI I 151 4F3T2Tﬂ

Year of Estjhi'ﬁte& AR sorsssonsssossmmmeontii b Rossseenesssuomeseos sere el

Year of Pfopbsed Adjacent Roadway lmprovements.........‘......,-:’.1’. ,
SN

‘_P'ro'p. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-TYPe......ccccoveiveeiverieiiuvieeereenn..

‘COST OF IMPROVEMENTS

84 Total (dollars)$ ............ RPN S

Estimated Design Time (months)

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91. R
. o

9’3‘;‘1 '
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BrDC! STUDIES AND EVALUATION O

Page S of 5
GENERAL EVALUATION
This bridge is basically :in i strucrural conditmn 18
excelent” 4 fair 2 | verypoor - 0 . »
good 3 poor:. 1 Juoiianoot
The load carrying capacity is .. G i : s ‘7
[ adequate 3 [ minimally adequate.... 2 | inadequate I | notrequired (don’t printy 0 3
The recommended modifications will fake it w
{ adequate 2 . [ mim‘mally adequate. 1| not required (don’t prinf) 0 ;
e e T 0 when previous is ] ;
The bridge should be replaced e
[ Yes(print) 1 | Notrequired (don’t print) 0]
It requires 2. ¢
routine inspection every 24 months (B =210 = 24 T
frequent inspection every(B) months to @
monitor abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies (@ =1[® = months]
frequent inspection every (B) months to determine
the cause of and remedies for existing defects =0 =_months
It reqUIres — e . 2

routine maintenance

minor repairs and routine maintenance

urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development
of a dangerous condition and routine maintenance

emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintenance

B

&

The deck geometry is
For present ADT, the travelled way is -
For future (1995) ADT, the travelled way is :

PRHA

Present | Future

PRHA

For PRHA (1995) recommendations, the’ travelled way is 24] Deck | Present | Future
For present ADT, the shoulders are - ». .

)

(,

For future (1995) ADT, the shouIders are:

Travelied way

Shouiders

For PRHA ( 1995) recommendatmns the shoulders are

1}

not required (don’t print) O ]

satisfactory 3 ] unsatxsfactory 2 f cannot be uvajuated because of lack of information

The@approach alignment is:: @

@ verfical 1 | honzontal 0 i horizontal and vertical 2
®={ satisfactory 3 . | mlmmally tolerable 2 | poor and represents a danger to the public 1 |

not required (don’t print) 0 l

Load Post for inventory rating shown in Item 64
[ Yes 1 ! No(don'tprint) 0 |

Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69
[ Yes 1 ] No(don’tprint) 0}

For “Remarks” see bridge file,

PERSONNEL By it Date .

Structural Inspection Condition Analysis
Review of Field Data Appraisal

Transfer of Data IBM MT/SC file

IBM--379 file
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BRIDGE MO, ol 25

ROAD NO. i wp, L P

 BRIDGE STUDIES AND
| EVALUATION OFFICE

&4

W T

YEAR| ADT

s o0 i [’,33]

TW scuy | setuae

s \\‘

< lActuel £

o -
y M,,w\\

(982

For ADTE

Regd. For

1995 1 S |
s IRes, PRMEG 2
' §

/ Adequate

X incdequate -
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E.13 June 18, 1975

BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE

Page 1 of 5
EIORCOROmA TR [ EE] (D
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Road No.
BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No._// /]
IDENTIFICATION Clode Positions
slzalzaeelz eolioieiz]iefisNai3[i2[1ifiofo[s[7[e (s a|3]2]1]
Te SR o s oo SE B e 85 b & 0 S e 8§ BE e Commonwealth of PuertoRico. . . . . 'Ell
2. Highway District . .« o v v oo v e v v vn e s S G dBHIN E  E @ e *el/]
3. Municipality . . . .« . oo oo e e e et G0 T AL o iiiidl v B 5 6w 'sleZT=]
B: City|Town o v o o 550 ¢ 805 5§ 6% 65 &8 w832 = X o G L '8[oJo = [5]
5. Inventory Route . .. ... bt B 2.0 AR 4 860 2 Ceeve. & 2. 21212k 12]212]0]
6. Features Intersected . . . . .. . . .. ... S B e it B & s 5 it G 4
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, B'I’l‘llll]lll|||ll[||l|||l|||
' 7. Facility Carried by Structure®. . . . . . E2. o 204 T s T e
8. StructureNo. ... ... R Rk GO Pl S P i " I/13121717]
9. Location '°. . . . .‘./.v‘.v.',. ............ L, AILETG 5w o n 1 50 DS 8
10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 ) v 5 e e M FETC T s v s 5 s ----
11, Kilometer Polnf QOLTIY 5% s 5 5 soep 60 v 3w 's v w0 v s e 5 I 2
12. Road Section Number (DOD) . . ... ... ... .4 %% T i m W i BB e B R 771 VA 1 20 20
13, Bridge Description . . . . . . .. . . . . PR SR, A g s RO ‘.‘El:]
14. Defense Milepoint (QOIMI) . . o . s s vvss . HGHE . .o s i s 4o L V2 7 =)=
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) . . . . . . . . BT o insnie f e V2V 1
16 Latitudey oo Sruerisese | " .. Degrees. .‘§ 2 NS oo i o BZ12ZZ13]
17. Longitude: . . ... . . & & . Degrees, .&w" / : Minutes ............ 3.5
18. Physical Vulnerability . . . ........... LA % RSl Bl e s “=&
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) . . . (Al o820, % L e T R **2121
90 Tall «owronnne s et o IR . AL Ve, 07 iz, . . . A
21. Custodian . . o« < 6 & 5 5w e e IS ...... =
2. IOWHBE & & i o witee % s RS S State nghway DEPATTIBALIS & o st to v = s v o Al
23 FAPNO D . o oo v ovn s s Lot PRI . . o = s aiv v b n b e
CLASSIFICATION , 5
24, Fed AIASYStBI | » o+« « s o2 dins & oo ok B e S e T T
98 - Administialive < sos slse wm b SRS b v o oo 5 s g A® - B = R o = o 74|
26, FURGHONAL .+ v « « mpisi it s s s s ol it m RS S Lk R AR *17]




BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE -

g B 2l Rmue e s v: PageZofS
STRUCTUREDATA e : : SRS BN % r]317‘6|514|3\21J
27. YearBuilt . . ...
28. LanesonStr.. . ... &

29. ADT - Inventory Route
30."; i.Yeér:‘:_.: GBI SRR BYR NIV R SENE
3 B Deéign .Load i / g
32. -Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0.01m) . ... . ... R 32‘
33, & Nome . .... Clopen...... [J Closed . .. “
35; . il

36.':-
3%
38.
39. 1
40. N
41.
42.
43,
44,
P
46. N
4‘7.."' ;
48,
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
Li7
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE .~ 7 7
s S S el B i Page3 of 5

CONDITION o BRI
# o Material Condition Analysis - e,

58. Deck ... 0.0 .. .. ... ; S

59, Superstructure .7 ... oo

.60.‘ Substructure . .7 L. :

61 Channel & Channel Protection & 5 e e b ‘.

62 Culvert & RetainingWalls . . . . . .. .. e

63 Estimated Remaining Life .. . . . .

64 _dﬁér&ting Rating
65. Ap_;‘ifo'ach Alignment
66. Inventory Rating . . . . . . o o

Approach Alignment 1 e o e

.........................

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS.
73. Year Needed . .

Completed . . . .. L

Describe . . . . . .
74. Type of Service
75. Type of Work . . . . . S
76. Improvement Length (O.l. m) :
77. Design Loading . . .« . v
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BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE:. - Pagedots
e ey *"_melvlelslalala 1
} g ”

78. Roadway Width (0.01 m)
79, Number of Lanes . . . . v« v v v v vn e cn e I
80. “ADI
g1
82;.--.,_Y_'ea.r of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Improvements
83 Prop. Adj. Rdwy Improvements-Type . . .. . ... ... ...

| COST OF IMPROVEMENTS
84 “Total (dollars) § .
" Fstimated De_s:gn Time (months) . . . . . . .. o 5 7 i B % D 6N WA R BLY @

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS
85. Preliminary Engineering (Dollars)
86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) . . . . . . . .. T » v

87. Substructure (Dollars) . . . . . . .. ... ... T T T g s v w v
88. Superstructure (DOllats) » . o v v e e O e w m t w s om e gm0
89, Blank
90. Rehabi]itate Existing Structure (Dollars)
91_.» Detour and Tratﬁc, Mamtenance (Dol]ars) ............ ooy
92 ;

'Approaches (Dollars)

93.
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BF\\E._IGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OF{ CE

GENERAL EVALUATION

This bridge is basically in . structural condition
[Cexcelent 4~ [ Tair 2| verypoor 0 ]

| pood 3 | poor 1|

Page S of' 3

IGD

The load carrying capacity is

LN

radcquale 3 | minimally adequate 2 | inadequate 1 l not required (don’t print)

ITD

The recommended modifications will make it
r adequate 2 l minimally adequate 1 not required (don’t print) 0
0 when previous is 2

IBD

The bridge should be replaced.
[ Yes(print) 1 | Not required (dow’tprint) 0]

lSD

It requires [/

routine inspection every 24 months (B =2]0 = 24]
frequent inspection every (B) months to

monitor abnormal and/or suspected deficiencies A= 1 = months
frequent inspection every months to determine

the cause of and remedies for existing defects [A& = 0[® = months

20@
®

2

[t requires
routine maintenance
minor repairs and routine maintenance
urgent repairs to prevent further costly deterioration and/or the development
of a dangerous condition and routine maintenance
emergency repairs to eliminate danger to the public and routine maintenance

B

ZBB

The deck geometry is \ )
For present ADT, the travelled way is{|— L "

For future (1990) ADT, the travelled way is |

for PRHA (1990) recommendations, fthe tray Jled way %k 24[ peck | Present | Future | PRHA | Present | Future | PRHA

[For present ADT, the shoulders are ! Srmi o 0 Q@ (@) 7 )

For future (1990) ADT, the shoulders are { Iavelied way Shoulders

For PRHA (1990) recommendations, ’the ouldersare L

satisfactory 3 | unsatisfactory 2 ] cannot be evaluated because of lack of information lJ

not required (don’t print) 0 I i

The A approach alignment is ® / l | 31 [o]o]
@®={vertical 1 horizontal 0 Torizbrital and vertical 12 | @@

@] satisfactory 3 minimally tolerable 2

poor/and represenis a danger to the public i
Y |

ot required (don’t print) 0 | [ \/ -

[ Yes 1 [ No (don’t print) 0 |

Load Post for inventory rating shown in Item 66 }\
J

33‘:‘

Post for vertical underclearance shown in Items 54 & 69

[Yes 1 | No (don’t print) 0 | pii

:MEI

tior “Remarks™ see bridge file.

PERSONNEL T Dty

Structural Inspection e 220 Condition Analysis
Review of Iicld Data 1< o/ 3/ d Appraisal

Transler of Data ’ o~ IBM MT/SC file

IBM—370 file
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BRIDGE NO.

ROAD NO.

| APP%‘AISAL OF ITEM 68

P

BRIDGE STUDIES AND
EVALUATION OFFICE

YEAR

ADT

sec.|

TW

lo70 [

Actual =

TW
dequate|
: 4

TW
Inadequate
By

TW+ SH

[

TW+SHITW + SH
Megauto inadequate].

By

- [For ADT=

190 |

[Read For_

v Adequafef&{.;.

X Inudequafe f.vn*f

344



BRIDGE STUDIES AND EVALUATION OFFICE i
. Page lof I

PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

IR EAYS

-+ IBM — 370 AND IBM MT/SC O [ Z12 17 22 1Z1E).
. ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No, Bridge No. "/ Road No. .
' ROUTE UNDER STRUCTURE K. Nov: 2.2
Code Positions
:I'[:)EﬁTIFICATI;ON L2§124I2§[2212IPOIlSIlall7lﬁ61lSll4Il31l21|lliOIs [e[7]e5T4 5 lé 1]

5. Inventory Route . . ... ... 2657 VN EE I TF 2 ZT#]0]

6. Features Intersected . . . .. i

8, SHUCHITEING, « v wi was s et 695 &% 5 o T

10. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance {0.01 m)
11. Kilometer Point (0.01 km)
12. Road Section Number (DOD)
13. Bridge Description . . . . . . ... . ... WG o g
14, Defense Milepoint (0.01 m)
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile)
19. By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile)

CLASSIFICATION
24, Fed. Aid System . . . . . &7 FE & A
25. Administrative %

26. Functional

STRUCTURE DATA

29. ADT — Inventory Route
30; NEaE s v on vne mam s mas w6 e 5
47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.01 m) . . . L

345



E.14 November 13, 1972

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO Page 1 of 4 & Brovrdenes
HIGHWAY AUTHORITY - e
Bl gy 370 AND IBM MT/SC [ [3ol7]  GIFTETH]
5 ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Road No.
BRIDGE INVENTORY Km. No.
Code Positions
IDENTIFICATION [25]2a]z3]22]21 2010 [18]17 16|15 ]14]13[t2[ 11 [10] 9 [8 [7 {6 [5 [4[3 2] 1]
L BOE o5 w5 & o % ® w e wow wow w @ s . .Commonwealth of Puerto Rico . . . . /0
2. Highway Distfict . - ¢ = o = oo miie = o ow ).“l./ " .J.:-/ W s 5a R B A D B R N R /3 m

3. Municipality .
4. City/Town .

5. Inventory Route

6. Features Intersected . ./7/ ' S s e IO S e T, BOE % S A8 T B NE S

O 72 < i

8. Structure No /307 LB s .

mﬂi@, ass o Lep. )//J/~ ”‘j : Cf)./’,/"'i”,. Are Beldoriy . de. Co
310. Inventory Route, Minimum Vertical Clearance (0.01 m) . Z //‘ / /Ny /'/z z SRR /0 li]lJLZLZJ
Ik

1. Kilometer Point (0.01 km) . . . . . N fea
12. Road Section Number (DOD) . /‘/ //r‘ Iense. Mg 0 ..'/,r’.
13. Bridge Description . . . . ./‘v.‘ DDA, . ./‘./ 7S

14. Defense Milepoint (0.01 m) . . /\/07‘ de Tenst . ':"/\ /4 h w Ay ..o 26
15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) ./\/a[ : f/ ./:r.'/': st. Fiafway . . . . 30
16. Latitude: s /®als s Deprees . 270 SENEMIIUTCH RSN NIER A R 33 m@

17. Longitude: . Gl 56 Degreus . .03, 0. . Minutes

18. Physical Vulnerability .'/L VARRY ATV R T e oo g o B

19. By Pass, Detour Length(Nearest mile) \/‘/”/ s acreLs 7

20, Toll . . .. .Na . Tolf Lor road. er Rud

21. Custodiafi . « « v« SREIESS .J/z/t, ..... VA
22, OWIHEL . % % % G e 4 s eState HiohwaysDepartmentinEEs AU S SR T . 5. 47 Y E]
5. FAP No. ST . . A v O PRI S A i e
CLASSIFICATION

24. Fed. Aid System . . . . . . . .NF\.' ..... L R UE 31
25 AQHIHEEIE = « » O TA T NS 5 dhabiate el o o e S R S =l
26. Functional . . . /f/\/ 20 N u,."‘/j..z W ‘V x\ T L o .'3
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Page 2 of 4

@,\' 1 E -

1919171615]41312“]

STRUCTURE DATA

27. Year Built . . . ‘. v e A Bl ;

28. LanesonStr. . . .4 . . .. Uride_f.. !
29. ADT — Iuventory Route. Y /\//"} iy B g s s B
30, Year . .. . ... . .. .. AL,
31. Designload . . . . . .. PQ ﬂ)t‘; té“ 2y

32. Approach Roadway width including shoulders (0 01 m)

330 Mediant oo « v ¢ 8 ww e e o

34, BKEW s « 5 s m% 5 5 5 8 b Ve L.

35. Structute Flared . . . . . . . . . . ... L.

36. Hydrauli‘c Structure . . . . . . . .. L.

37. Report Available . . . .. . . . . . ... ..

38. Navigation Control . . . . . . . . . . AL

39, Navigation Vertical Clearance (0.1 m) . 4 .4,

40. Navigation Horizontal Clearance (0.1 m)

41. Relief Structures

42. Type Service . s v o

43, Structure Type—Main . . . . « c?7‘c e . c)/ ee

44, Structure Type-Approach Spans . . an g .. .. i
45. No.of Spans—Main . . . . . . . . . i
46. No. of Spans—Approaches . . . . :

47. Total Horizontal Clearance (0.01 m) . . . .l

48. Max. Span Length (0.0l m) . . . . .

49, Structure Length (0.0l m)} . . . .

50. Sidewalk Widths (0.01 m) Left . . & &0 ..

51. Bridge Roadway Width (curb-curb) (0.01 m) . .

52. Deck Width (out-out) (0.0lm) . . . . . ...

53. Vertical Clearance over Bridge Roadway--Minimum (0.0t

54. Vertical Underclearance — Minimum (0.01 m)

55. Lateral Underclearance on Right (Outer) Sldes

56.

57. Wearing Surface . . . . . . / 5 b ¢ 'j:_ L msmn 6 8 % % B @ B & 5 4

.}
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‘ (‘/f) " /, > 0 /7 ' Page 3 of 4
CONDITION EllFEERE]E]
; Material Condition Analysis

58. Deck . g Ve N e Moy, drm# . ... ... ss[7]
59. Superstructure . J.\?(Cp'/ ........ co Mnoe . Sewlo Zalvd)
60. Substructure . . — /~ B R . Mivgr, | tremf: . .. .. .. si[7

61. Channel & Channel Protection . /J‘_ o G e g T PSR R PR S S E ! & GZD
62. Culvert & Retaining Walls . . ///{ s o, ot o ORI 6o e Bl S A H s kst g e o o3[ 4]
63. Estimated Remaining Life . . & & Y 2arg . . . . . . . ... 4 [2]2]
64. Operatirg Rating . . . . . /MS FR/IBN /0‘40"/" .............. s
65. Approach Alignment . . . /“?./74. ’ .‘ .......................... =

66. Inventory Rating . . . . . . ﬂmﬁf N LoROINMG “8lolo]

APPRAISAL

67. Structural Condition: . . . . . . . . .o e o . oo v *~ Cys | falidd oy, ... . 5 I.OE,]

68 DEClEGEOMBEY: = & & % & 5 5 oo it A SRS L N A Mo @ wamw s 5 o5 805 i

69. Underclearances—Vert. & Lateral X =4 85 La S L-‘f\"t” "C e k.w\.d.@(('—:.\ earance  widl '2[&]

70, Bate Load/Capasity: « « =« » « = + & o5 EEBEE_—_—— Whele L L L e @
T1. Waterway AdEqUACY - . < » v = o« o - = SR /1/4 TR O 5 s s "4y
72.. Approach AlignimEnt n E ST R ... L

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

73. YearNeeded . . . . . . .. .... R . ... i Pkl
Completed . . . .« o T T . . .
DEsEribe . . o . o wow o s RS SO

74. Type of Sérvice . . . . , : L. QF\?«St'é UL AR e L o i N e

75. Typeof Work . . . . . . . . Ransl O vy S0 . . » 37171
76. Improvement Length (0.1 m) . . . . . ¢ ATRIC. ARG Lo ol o S Z.z umam‘ﬂ
7. Design Loading: « « « ¢ = woc o N A S R v i R e S e T o 2

m
HARRIS
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78. Roadway Width (0.01 m) . .
79. NumberofL"mes e

80. '
81.

82. Year of Proposed Adjacent Roadway Impmvements .

83. Prop. Ad} Rdwy [mprovements—Type LA

CosT OF_ IMPRO'VEMEN'l's
84. Total (dollars) § .

SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT COSTS
85. Preliminary Engineering (Dollars)
86. Demolition Cost (Dollars) . . .
87. Substructure (Dollars) . . .

88. Superstructure (Dollars) . .

89. Priority Letter . . . .

90. Rehabilitate Existing Structure (Dollars) L

91. Detwur and Traffic Maintenance (Dollars)

92. Approaches (Dollars) .

“Bjewe L.

Approach Embankment {Scllais)
Approach Pavement (Dollars)

Approach 'G'uz‘trdrziilv (Dollars) .

(*Code to n'eare's't tvh(‘)uSahdito‘H'ars) :

Remarks

?%e«tmzw"

PERSONNEL
Structural Inspection ' /I)’((’
Topographic Survey. :

Review of Field Data. . . . . . Eng -

Transfer of Data

. Condition Analysis
Appraisal . . .
IBM MT/SC file

....... IBM—370 file

Page 4 of 4
9iaE7|s.s]4 3[a]|[
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REMARKS

GENERAL EVALUATION
This bridge is basically in

%9

*m‘eaea&mryixxg?_

Sedangewmfthe public. ...,
detemomﬁo‘.ﬂ “atidfor

; o S
e Bioulders are unsatisfactory—
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r"""g COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO Page 1 of 4
| TIGHWAY AUTHORITY

-RL”J" IBM—370 AND IBM MT/SC - [[I3Tel7] [delalz]
HARRIS  EL ECTRONIC DATA STORAGE Card No. Bridge No. Road No.
ROUTE UNDER STRUCTURE Km. No.4:2 ¢

Code Positions
IDENTIFICATION f25124[”3|22|2l|”0]19[18]17[_(_5]15]14]1’»“7]1![10] 98] 7]6[5] 43211l
5. Inventory Route FR2& ’!3" ."3.".'5'-.’ (Ao, I3l [elefo]a [6]10]

6. Features Intersected / LQ’ S/ VL ,,, Wwa //( "2 C. lroridenc <

,PFRPIEIP ] I A L IR lul [P1rTo vl 12 1t I‘f"l'l'1’1 N

8 ShuctuteNod s L I38T « 2 o ¢k Bl s

10. .

11.

1:2.

13.

14, Defrie Milspotnb @01 m) . . £ 23 G0ENE

15. Defense Section Length (miles) (0.1 mile) . ./. o g 4 g R ew ppeme e fsind 70 -
10 By Pass, Detour Length (Nearest mile) . . ./.”f”./.’ir ................. 7.3 _
CLASSIFICATION

o4, Fed, Aid System .Q7Aer. Soderal Ard,. .7 rmory . brd@il. . .. 7s. Bl4]
25. Administrative . o *5\%477{3 ................. ko ke s o gt 77 T IIJ
26. Functional . . . . . Lrdan L PEIOELL D TBEI RS o s o oo s 0 wie e 78 . [£13]
STRUCTURE DATA Coed 2

29. ADT - Inventory Route . . 3@)5;5 ................. /.0. .‘L"Hlv h” ENE IJ
30, YBaT & = © v s o oGEREER lq PR . b Foe o 5 5 2 & B0 o BN
a1 Total Mool o IR AL . RAGIT . s /5’ /10 17]
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Appendix F Inspection by PRHTA of PB 2336

F.1 April 16, 2014

INSPECTION REPORT SUMMARY & QC SHEET

BRIDGE: 230

TEAM LEADER: Eng. Arturo Caceres Febus
INsp. oaTe: 2/ / /(> //(Z

1. Inspection Type and Dates:

P rmed? Freq Previous Insp. DATE Next Insp. DATE

NBI Type (Yes / No / NA) (MONTHS) (MONTH/YEAR) (MONTH/YEAR)

o g ) = 2 =
ITEM 90 Routine Inspection (4’6‘\0 { K ,J—//U/Og 4//@//K

v

ITEM 93 A FC Inspection u 7
ITEM 93 B Underwater Insp. A/'] S
ITEM93C | Other: U —

2. NBI Condition Rating Summary:

Item58 |Item59 |Item60 |Item6l |Item62 |Item 113

Previous Inspection &7 7 7 /t/‘ l(/ /(/4)
]
Current Inspection (ﬂ 7 7 /’./, y 4 /l/

Other Checks: (Y, N, NA) Review Comments:

_. Scour Critical (items 113 & 60)
~ AASHTO Core’s & NBI CD consistent
~ Smart Flags (scour, steel plate,
fire damage, etc)
~ Channel Profile/Clearance Table
-~ FC & Underwater Members Tables
_Asphalt Overlay Thickness
~_ Drawings
/: Photos
~_Critical Finding
/_ Inspector & Team Leader Signature

Reviewer: /y ////
/ 7
Safety Eng.: R\}//A“//(/jf//
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Ins

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

pection Report

[Bridge Key: 023361 Agency ID: 023361 Sufficiency Rating: -2.0
7 N\ A
IDENTIFICATION INSPECTION
State 1 72 Puerto Rico Struc Num 8. 023381 Frequency 91: 48 months  Inspection Date 90: 4/16/2014  Next Inspection: Danezo18
Facility Carried T: PR 17 (PMEROAV) Location@  4.48 KM EAST OF PR 18
FC Frequency 92A° NA FG Inspection Date 93A:  NA Next FC Inspection:  NA
Rte.(On/Under)SA: One Route Under Rte. Signing Prefix 5B: 3 State Hwy UW Frequency 828: NA UW Inspection Date 938: NA Next UW Inspection:  NA
Level of Service 5C: 1 Mainiine Rie. Number 50 00017 51 Frequency 82 NA S Date 83 NA Next SI: NA
Directional Suffix SE: 0 N/A (NBI) % Responsibility NA
Element Frequency: 48 months Eiement inspection Date:  01/01/1901 Next Elem. Insp, Due: 01/01/1901
SHD District 2. -1 County Code 3: SAN JUAN L )
Piace Code 4. 74017 Kilometer Post 11. 08.2 km 4 B
CLASSIFICATION
Feature Intersected 8  PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY Defense Highway 100: 0 Not a STRAHNET hwy Paraliel Structure 101: Unknown (NBI)
Latitude 16: 184 24' 36" Longitude 17: 0664 01' 30" Direction of Traffic 102: 0 Not hwy traffic Temporary Structure 103.  Not Applicable (P)
Highway System 104: 0 NHS NBIS Length 112 Unknown (NBI
Border Bridge Code ©8: Unknown (P) ik ek i Gl
Toll Facility 20 3 On free road Functional Class 26 14 Urban Other Princ
Border Bridgge Number 99:  Unknown
J Historical Significance 37; Not Applicable (P)
<
QOwmer 22: -1 Unknown (P)
STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIALS - 4 &
Number of Approach Spans 46: -1 Number of Spans Main Unit 45: -1 L Cllwacimn, =3 Siksown (1) y
Main Span Material/Design 43A/B: B
i CONDITION
& Prestisssed Conorole D ngelopmet o Decks8: 6 Satistactory Super5e 7 Good Sub60: 7 Good
Culvert 62 N N/A (NBI) Channel/Channe! Protection 61: N N/A (NBI)
- J
4 —\
Deck Tyne 107: Unkown (N0} LOAD RATING AND POSTING
Wearing Surface 108A:  Unknown (NBI) Inventory Rating Method 85: Not Applicable (P)  Operating Rating Method 63:Not Applicable (P)
Membrane 1088 Unknown (NBI)
Inventory Rating 66: MS5.0 Operating Rating 64: MS0.0
Deck Protection 108C Unknown (NBI) L e
\ 7 Design Load 31: 7 Pedestrian Posting 70: Unknown (NBI)
( =)
AGE AND SERVICE Posting status 41 Not Applicable (P)
Year Built 27; 1994 ‘Year Reconstructed 108: Unknown '8 D,
Type of Service on 42A 3 Pedestrian-bicyle ( h
APPRAISAL
Type of Service under 428. 1 Highway
Bridge Rail 36A: N N/A or not required Approach Rail 36C: N N/A or not required
Laneson28A: Unknown Lanes Under 288; 8 Detour Length 13: 0.0 km Y - i
Transtion 368 N N/A or not required Approach Rail Ends 360 N N/A of not required
ADT 29: 83200  TruckADT 108 5% Yearof ADT 30: 2005 b ! ornetrequs
e i Str. Evaluation 87 N Deck Geometry 68: N Not applicable (NBI)
e A
GEOMETRIC DATA L , Vertical and Mal69: 3 - Correct
Length Max Span 48 25.00m Structure Length 49 4990 m y71. N Not Approach Alignment 72: Not Applicable
CurbScwik Weith L 50A Curb/Sidewalk Width R 508 Scour Ciitical 113 Netsppacatie ¢°)
Widih Curbto Curb 51 210m Widih Out to Out 52 - =4
Approach Roadway Width 32 0,00 m Median 33;  Unknown (NBI) PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
(w! shoulders)
et ese Bridge Cost 94 so Type of Work 75: Not Applicable (P)
Skewdd:  -1.00° Structure Flared 35 Unknown (N8 Rbedwey, Cost 93 0 LA of tprprvmment 75, OO0
i . 5 & Total Cost 96 so Future ADT 114: 104,125
mum | Cli Bridge 53:
s e Year of Cost Estimate 97, 2014 Year of Fulure ADT 115: 2020
Minimum Vertical Underciearance Reference 54A° H Hwy beneath struct \ J
P
Minimum Vertical Underclearance 548 0503 m NAVIGATION DATA h
Minimum Lateral Underclearance Reference R 55A. H Hwy beneath struct Navigation Control 38: Unknown (NBI)
Minimum Lateral Undrclearance R 55; 00.80 m Vertical Clearance 39: Horizontal Clearance 40.
Minimum Lateral Undrciearance L 56: 00.40m Pier Protection 111 Not Applicable (P) Lift Bridge Vertical Clearance 116: )
— P

ELEMENT CONDITION STATE DATA
BRIDGE NOTES

**note™: AT THE PRESENT TIME (04-16-2014) THIS STRUCTURE IS BEING RECONSTRUCTED. CONSTRUCTION OF
ADITIONAL SPAN AT SOUTH SIDE BY CONSTRUCTION OF RAMP WITH ACCESS TO PR-17.

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric

Agency ID:

Wed 4/23/2014 14:47:58
Page 1 of 2

023361
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YourState Department of Transportation

Bridge Inspection Report

Bureau of Bridges and Structures
Bridge Maintenance

PAST INSPECTION

Inspection Date:  04/16/2014 Type: 1 Regular NBI
Inspector: -1 Pontis User Key: Pontis - Pontis Poi
Scope:

NBI: ﬂ Other: ﬁj Element:

Underwater: j Fracture Critical: j

INSPECTION NOTES

SURFACE. SOME HOLES AT CYCLONE FENCE OF RAILINGS.

(.

FINE TRANSVERSE AND LONGITUDINAL CRACKS, EXPOSED AGGREGATES AND SMALL SPALLINGS AT WEARING )

INSPECTOR WORK CANDIDATES

INSP002_Inspect_Report_Metric Agency ID: 023361

Wed 4/23/2014 14:47:58
Page 2 of 2
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

Team Leader: Arturo Caceres
Bridge Inspector: Micky Santiago
Bridge Evaluator: Arturo Caceres
Assistants: John Davila

Driver: Juan C. Otero

Inspection date: Abril-16-2014
Weather Conditions: Sunny

Amount of Time on Inspection: 1 Hours
Equipment: X BusorVan _ Underwater _ Ladders _ Snooper X Camera _ Boat
_ Other:

Bridge Number: 2336

Road on Structure: N/A Number or Name: _  Km. _
Road Under Structure: State Highway Number or Name: PR-17 Km. 8.2
Ident. Plaque: No Num.

36. Traffic Safety Features:
Bridge railings: not applicable or safety not reuired
Transitions: not applicable or safety not reuired
Approach Guardrail: not applicable or safety not reuired
Approach Guardrail Ends: not applicable or safety not reuired
41. Posting:  Condition: A-Open  Sign Type: _ Posting Load: _
COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS:
Actualmente se esté trabajando en la estructura, construccion de un “span” adicional en lado sur, por construccion de
rampa de acceso a la PR-17.

I d(f £ 4/15///-

Inspection by: Micky Santiago Revised and Approved by: Arturo Caceres
Bridge Inspector Bridge Evaluator
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

58. DECK

58.1 Wearing Surface: Material: Concrete Condition: 6 Thickness cm.
Deterioration: 0to 10 % Drainage: Adequate Ponding: Yes Safety: Yes
58.2 Slab or Plate: Material: Concrete Condition: 7

Cracking: None
Spalling: Top: Small  Bottom: No
Scaling: Top: Light Bottom: No

Efflorescence: No Exudation: No Rust Stains: No Corrosion: No
58.3 Movement: Deck to backwall: cm. Deck to approach slab: cm.
Height

Material Fg:tri‘r?g t‘:‘? Joints | Drainage | Alignment | Corrosion | Paint | Safety | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling
58.4 Curb | N/A - - - - - - = £ 33 =
ls’sa.;pets Concrete 7 Good Good Good - Good | Yes Fine - -
;:.illaing Galvanized T Good Good Good - Good | Yes - - -
58.9 Lighting Standards: Material: Aluminium Condition: 7 Functioning: Yes
58.10 Utilities:
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
Type: Size: Safety: _
58.11 Joints: Condition: 6
Type: Expansion Functioning: Yes Leaking: Yes  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No
Type: N/A Functioning: N/A Leaking: N/A  Cracking: N Spalling: N Armor: No

58.12 Drains and Scuppers:

Material: Other Condition: N Functioning: N/A

Comments:

58.1- Superficie con algunas grietas finas transversales y longitudinales, agregados expuestos y pequefios “spallings”.
58.8- Algunos huecos en las mallas de proteccién del “railing”.

BR-2336 2
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

59. SUPERSTRUCTURE

59.1 Bearing Devices: Type: Elastometric

Condition: 7

Out of Plumb: No Paint: None

59.2 Bridge seats, pedestal, grout pads, abutments or pier seat where beams bear directly on conc.

Condition: 7
Crushing: No

Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None

59.3 Steel beams: N/A Type: N/A

Condition: N
59.4 Concrete: Slab

Condition: 7
59.5 Truss: N/A
59.6 Drainage: Type:

59.7 Hinges: Condition: N

Corrosion: None Paint: None
Type: Prest.
Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None
Paint: None Corrosion: None Members: N/A

Condition: N Functioning: No

Functioning: N/A Movement: N/A

59.8 Deflection: Normal
59.9 Vibrations: Minimal

60.0 SUBSTRUCTURE:
Cond. |
Material | Rating | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Paint | Movement | Erosion | Undermining
» 60.1.1 | Wingwalls N/A N 5 s | s - - - wr | -
€ | ... | Breast ‘
g v 60.1.2 | Backwall N/A N - - | = - - - A L
3 | 60.1.3 | Footing N/A N = S = = = = =
< 6014 | Piles N/A N = - = = = = =
60.2.1 | Caps Concrete 14 F - | - - Good No | - -
& I | = — =
2 .2 | 60.2.2 | Bracing N/A N - - | - - o= | = =
- O P
Z o | 60.2.3 | Columns Concrete| 7 F - - - Good | No | No No
o | = I -
g a | 60.24 | Footing N/A N - - - - - - | = :
60.2.5 | Piles N/A N - - - - - - [ i <
" 60.3.1 Caps N/A N - - = S $ | ==
s}l L= — |
§ § 60.3.2 | Bracing N/A N - - = i \ s i
%7 60.33 | Piles N/A N = = = . < = | s
" 60.4.1 | Caps N/A N - - - = = ‘ x =
g E 60.4.2 | Bracing N/A N - 1 - - - } = =5
60.4.3 | Piles N/A N - = | = = . - : =
Comments:
BR-2336

(O8]
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

61. CHANNEL AND PROTECTION Condition: N

61.1 Channel Scour: N/A

61.2 Embankment Erosion: N/A

Condition
Type Material Rating Functioning

61.3 Protective Device N/A N -
61.4 Fender System N/A N
61.5 Rip Rap N/A N -
61.6 Spur Dikes, Jetties N/A N

61.7 Obstruction: N/A

61.8 Channel Change: N/A Detrimental: N/A

61.9 Adequate Waterway: N/A

61.10 Surrounding Area: Flooding: N/A if yes explain:

Erosion: N/A  if yes explain:

61.11 Location of piers and/or abutment detrimental: N/A if yes explain:

61.12 Other features that may affect structure:

Comments:

62. CULVERT AND RETAINING WALL

Material | Condition Rating | Functioning | Cracking | Spalling | Scaling | Corrosion | Settlement | Alignment | Scour

62.1 Barrel N/A N - - s o =
62.2 Head Walls N/A N - = - - = = =
62.3 Cut-off wall N/A N o = = =
62.4 Retaining wall N/A N ee - i = =
Comments:

BR-2336 4
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

71. WATER ADEQUACY: N/A N/A

72. APPROACH ROADWAY

72.1 Alignment: 6

72.2 Slab or Pavement Condition: N Material: Other
Cracking: No Spalling: None Scaling: None Uneven: No
Rough: No Settlement: No Movement: Approach slab-backwall: No Breaking up: No

Excessive deformation: No

Safety: Hazardous: No

Drainage: Inadequate: No

Movement: Pavement-approach slab: No

Embankment: Condition: N Functioning: Yes Erosion: No

Construction: Flimsy: No Integrity impaired: No
72.3 Undesirable Impact: No
72.4 Joints: No Type: None Inadequate: N/A Satisfactory Alignment: N/A
72.5 Guardrail Type: None Material: N/A Functioning: N/A

Condition: N Alignment Horizontal: N/A Vertical: N/A

Joints Functioning: N/A  Safety Securely Attached: N/A Pedestrian Hazards: N/A
Comments:

90. INSPECTION DATE: Abril-16-2014
93. CRITICAL FEATURE INSPECTION DATE
Fracture Critical:
Underwater:
Other Special Inspection:
102. DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC: Highway traffic not carried
106. YEAR RECONSTRUCTED:
107. DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: Concrete Cast-in-Place
108. WEARING SURFACE/PROTECTIVE SYSTEM
Type wearing surface: Concrete
Type Membrane: None
Deck protection: None
111. PIER OR ABUTMENT PROTECTION (FOR NAVIGATION): N/A
113. SCOUR CRITICAL BRIDGES: N
116. MINUMUM NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEARANCE:
AUXILIARY ITEMS
Signs:  Type: Route Orientation Material: Alum. Condition: 7
Type: N/A

BR-2336
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE
RATING ITEM 58 TO 60:
N: Not applicable
9: Excellent Condition
: Very Good Condition: no problem noted.
: Good Condition: some minor problems.
: Satisfactory Condition: structural element show some minor deterioration.
: Fair Condition: all primary structural elements are sound but may have minor section loss, cracking, spalling, or scour.
: Poor condition: advanced section loss, deterioration, spalling, or scour.

W s OO N @

: Serious condition: loss of section, deterioration, spalling, or scour have seriously affected primary structural components. Local
failures are possible. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present.

2: Critical condition: advanced deterioration of primary structural elements. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear cracks in concrete may
be present or scour may have removed substructure support. Unless closely monitored it may be necessary to close the bridge
until corrective action is taken.

1: "Imminent" failure condition: major deterioration or section loss present in critical structural components or obvious vertical or
horizontal movement affecting structure stability. Bridge is closed

0: Failed condition: out of service: beyond corrective action.

RATING ITEM 61:

N: Not applicable. Use when bridge is not over a waterway (channel)

9: There are no noticeable noteworthy deficiencies which affect the condition of the channel

8: Banks are protected or well vegetated. River control devices such as spur dikes and embankment protection are not required or
are in a stable condition.

7: Bank protection is in need of minor repairs. River control devices and embankment protection have a little minor damage. Banks
and/or channel have minor amounts of drift.

6: Bank is beginning to slump. River control devices and embankment protection have widespread minor damage. There is minor
stream bed movement evident. Debris is restricting the channel slightly.

5: Bank protection is being eroded. River control devices and/or embankment have major damage. Trees and brush restrict the
channel.

4: Bank and embankment protection is severely undermined. River control devices have severe damage. Large deposits of debris
are in the channel.

3: Bank protection has failed. River control devices have been destroyed. Stream bed aggradations, degradation, or lateral
movement has changed the channel to now threaten the bridge and/or approach roadway.

2: The channel has changed to the extent the bridge is near a state of collapse.

1: Bridge closed because of channel failure. Corrective action may put back in light service.

0: Bridge closed because of channel failure. Replacement necessary.

BR-2336 6
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PUERTO RICO HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
BRIDGE ENGINEERING OFFICE

RATING ITEM 62:
N: Not applicable. Use if structure is not a culvert.
9: No deficiencies.
8: No noticeable or noteworthy deficiencies which affect the condition of the culvert. Insignificant scrape marks caused by drift.
7: Shrinkage cracks, light scaling, and insignificant spalling which does not expose reinforcing steel. Insignificant damage caused by
drift with no misalignment and not requiring corrective action. Some minor scouring has occurred near curtain walls, wingwalls, or
pipes. Metal culverts have a smooth symmetrical curvature with superficial corrosion and no pitting.
6: Deterioration or initial disintegration, minor chloride contamination, cracking with some leaching, or spalls on concrete or masonry
walls and slabs. Local minor scouring at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have a smooth curvature, non-symmetrical
shape, significant corrosion, or moderate pitting.
5: Moderate to major deterioration or disintegration, extensive cracking and leaching, or spalls on concrete or masonry walls and
slabs. Minor settlement or misalignment. Noticeable scouring or erosion at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have
significant distortion and deflection in one section, significant corrosion, or deep pitting.
4: Large spalls, heavy scaling, wide cracks, considerable efflorescence, or opened construction joint permitting loss of backfill.
Considerable settlement or misalignment. Considerable scouring or erosion at curtain walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have
significant distortion and deflection throughout, extensive corrosion or deep pitting.
3: Any condition described in Code 4 but which is excessive in scope. Severe movement or differential settiement of the segments,
or loss of fill. Holes may exist in walls or slabs. Integral wingwalls nearly severed from culvert. Severe scour or erosion at curtain
walls, wingwalls, or pipes. Metal culverts have extreme distortion and deflection in one section, extensive corrosion, or deep pitting
with scattered perforations.
2: Integral wingwalls collapsed severe settlement of roadway due to loss of fill. Section of culvert may have failed and can no longer
support embankment. Complete undermining at curtain walls and pipes. Corrective action required to maintain traffic. Metal culverts
have extreme distortion and deflection throughout with extensive perforations due to corrosion.
1: Bridge closed. Corrective action may put back in light service.
0: Bridge closed. Replacement necessary.
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RATING ITEM 113:
N: Bridge not over waterway.
U: Bridge with "unknown" foundation that has not been evaluated for scour. Until risk can be determined, a plan of action should be
developed and implemented to reduce the risk to users from a bridge failure during and immediately after a flood event (see HEC
23).
T: Bridge over "tidal" waters that has not been evaluated for scour, but considered low risk. Bridge will be monitored with regular
inspection cycle and with appropriate underwater inspections until an evaluation is performed ("Unknown" foundations in "tidal"
waters should be coded U.)
9: Bridge foundations (including piles) on dry land well above flood water elevations.
8: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions. Scour is determined to be above top of
footing. (Example A) by assessment i.e., bridge foundation are on rock formations that have been determined to resist scour within
the service life of the bridge), by calculation or by installation of properly designed countermeasures (see HEC 23).
7: Countermeasures have been installed to mitigate an existing problem with scour and to reduce the risk of bridge failure during a
flood event. Instructions contained in a plan of action have been implemented to reduce the risk to users from a bridge failure during
or immediately after a food event.
6: Scour calculation/evaluation has not been made. (Use only to describe case where bridge has not yet been evaluated for scour
potential.)
5: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions. Scour is determined to be within the
limits of footing or piles (Exam. B) By assessment i.e., bridge foundations are on rock formations that have been determined to
resist scour within the service life of the bridge), by calculations or by installation of properly designed countermeasures (see HEC
23).
4: Bridge foundations determined to be stable for assessed or calculated scour conditions; field review indicates action is required
to protect exposed foundation (see HEC 23).
3: Bridge is scour critical; bridge foundations determined to be unstable for assessed or calculated scour conditions: Scour within
limits of footing or piles. (Example B) or Scour below spread-footing base or piles tips. (Example C)
2: Bridge is scour critical; field review indicates that extensive scour has occurred at bridge foundations, which are determined to be
unstable by: (a comparison of calculated scour and observed scour during the bridge inspection) or (an engineering evaluation of
the observed scour condition reported by the bridge inspector in Item 60)
1: Bridge is scour critical; field review indicates that failure of piers/abutments is imminent. Bridge is closed to traffic. Failure is
imminent based on: (a comparison of calculated scour and observed scour during the bridge inspection) or (an engineering
evaluation of the observed scour condition reported by the bridge inspector in Item 60).
0: Bridge is scour critical. Bridge has failed and is closed to traffic.

BR-2336 8
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1 Introduction

On September 20, 2017, Puerto Rico was impacted by Hurricane Maria, causing
devastation across the island. After Hurricane Maria, Puerto Rico was left with its
communication, electrical power, potable water, and transportation infrastructure severely
affected. While for some sectors the restoration of services took days, in other areas it took
several months. The damages caused by Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands was about $90 billion, making it the third most expensive hurricane in the history
of the United States (Pasch, Penny, & Berg, 2019). Utilities services were not the only ones
affected. Among the irreparable damaged were structures such as houses, buildings, roads,
and bridges.

This research project focuses on a pedestrian bridge that used to be located at
kilometer 4.1 of the Roman Baldorioty de Castro Expressway in San Juan, Puerto Rico.
After Hurricane Maria, it was observed that the bridge experienced permanent lateral
deflections. Based on preliminary observations, it was theorized that the plastic lateral
deflection was the result of the pressure generated by the strong winds on guide signs that
were installed on the bridge at some point after the bridge was constructed.

The objective of this project is to assess if the presence of the signs played a key role
in the resulting inelastic lateral deflections. To that end, the bridge’s general information
(geometry and material properties) was obtained in order to develop a structural model of
the bridge. This model was subjected to lateral loads consistent with those of the winds
cause by Hurricane Maria. Two cases were considered in the analysis of the model: with
and without the presence of the guide signs that were present on the bridge during the

hurricane. When the results of both cases were compared, it was determined that the signs



were an important factor in the lateral deflection of the bridge. There were also other factors
observed that may have contributed to the large lateral deflections. Conclusions and
recommendations on the impacts of placing signs on pedestrian bridges are presented,

together with suggestions that can be considered as preventive measures.



2 Literature Review

To develop the case study, relevant background information was collected, focusing
on bridge types and characteristics, bridge modeling, wind loads modelling, steel material
behavior (plastic deformations, corrosion), bridge inspection and condition assessment
procedures, and bridge design. In this chapter, the topics mentioned were synthesized into
two sections. The first section covers the issues of failures and how to identify them, while

the second section focuses on pedestrian bridge design.

2.1 Structural Failures on Steel Members

A structure can react in different ways, depending on its current conditions.
Therefore, this section covers topics relevant to the structural failure of steel bridges
(plastic deformations and corrosion in structural members) and bridge inspection

procedures to help identify these and other failures.

2.1.1 Plastic Deformation

When materials are exposed to loads, they suffer deformations. Most of these
deformations are in the elastic range and the material returns to its original form when
unloaded, but this is not always the case. Materials can also deform in the plastic range, in
which the material does not return to its original form when unloaded. In this section, basic
concepts of mechanics of materials are reviewed to further explained the subject of plastic
deformations.

Stress is a measure of how a force applied to a body is distributed over a particular
area. In the case of an axially loaded bar, normal stress is computed with the following

equation:



o= 1)

where:

o = normal stress

P = axial load

A = cross sectional area of the bar
Typically, a positive sign is used for tensile loads, while a negative sign is used for
compressive loads. When using the United States Customary System (USCS), stress is
most typically measured in pounds per square inch (psi).

When a body experiences stress, it will generally cause deformations. For an axially
loaded bar, a positive normal stress will cause the member to stretch in its longitudinal
direction. If the normal stress is negative, the bar will contract in its longitudinal direction.
This deformation in the material is known as normal strain and it can be computed using

the following formula:

)

[l =)

where:
€ = normal strain
& = change in length of the bar
L = length of the bar before it is deformed by being loaded
The interaction between stress and strain in an axially loaded bar can be analyzed to
understand the behavior of the material. This interaction is best represented with the stress
vs. strain diagram. In the diagram, the vertical axis represents the normal stress of the bar,

while the horizontal axis represents the normal strain of the bar.



Figure 2.1 is an illustration of a typical stress vs. strain diagram for steel. The first
section of the diagram is known as the linear elastic region. In the linear region, the material
will suffer a deformation as the stress is applied, but once the stress is removed, the material
will return to its original shape with no permanent deformations. In this section, the stress
is proportional to the strain. The slope of the line in this linear elastic region is known as
the modulus of elasticity of the material, and has the same stress units, since the strain is

dimensionless.
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Figure 2.1: Stress vs. Strain Diagram (Gere & Goodno, 2008)

If the stress is continued to be increased, it will reach the proportional limit, and then
the material enters the next region which is known as the perfect plasticity or yielding
region. In this region, the material’s deformation stops being proportional to the stress. The
deformation rate increases until reaching the yield point, where the slope becomes

practically zero and the material continues its deformation without any increase in stress.



Once the material reaches this region, if the stress is removed, the material does not return
to its original shape, therefore a permanent deformation is created.

The following region in the stress vs. strain diagram is known as the strain hardening
zone, where the material undergoes changes in its structure, resulting in increased strength
resistance. This increase in resistance continues until the ultimate stress point is reached,
where the material loses the ability to resist further load. During this process, a necking in
the material is observed while it continues to deform until finally reaching the point of
fracture.

In terms of the response of a bar element to lateral loads, the idealized elastic-
perfectly plastic model for the material stress-strain behavior can be used, in conjunction
with the Bernoulli-Navier hypothesis of beam behavior, to obtain the member plastic
moment Mp. As presented in the Figure 2.2, Mp is the moment required to produce full
plasticization of the cross section, that is to say, all the cross-section points are working at

yielding stress.
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Figure 2.2: Section Plastic Moment: (a) Cross Section; (b) Segment; (c) Strain Distribution; and (d) Stress
Distribution (Chen & El-Metwally, 2011)



In this model of concentrated plasticity, it is considered that, once this condition is
reached, a plastic hinge is developed at the location of the cross section where My is acting,
and that the element reached its maximum moment capacity, and the structure could start
experiencing large plastic displacements and/or exhibiting failure mechanisms behavior
due the plastic hinge formation.

This plastic moment Mp is the maximum moment capacity considered in steel design
(that may be reduced due to lateral torsional buckling). It is included as the nominal
moment capacity Mn in the interaction equations used for combined actions in beam-
column members analysis. Thus, the use of this design equations is an indirect way of
observing if such full plasticization condition, due to high strength demands imposed by

the loading, is close to be reached in a particular member.

2.1.2 Corrosion in Structural Elements

Corrosion is the destructive attack of metal caused by it reacting to its environment
(Roberge, 1999). Corrosion may cause failures to any steel structure to which an adequate
maintenance has not been given. These failures may turn into costly damages and may
threaten the safety of the public. Corrosion can be present in different environments. For
example, steel can experience corrosion while being in direct contact with the atmosphere,
with fresh water, with seawater, with soils, with reinforced concrete or with biofilms
(Roberge, 1999). This section describes atmospheric corrosion, how it affects the
structures, how to identify it, and how to control it.

Atmospheric corrosion occurs when a corrosive material is exposed to air and its
contaminants (Roberge, 1999). For this electrochemical corrosion to take place in the

atmosphere, the presence of an electrolyte is required, which, having free ions, is a good



electrical conductor and allows balancing between the anode and cathode reactions. An
anode is an electrode that is positively charged, and a cathode is an electrode that is
negatively charged. During the balancing of the reactions the metal loses electrodes in the
balancing of the reactions, starting the corrosion process.

According to the damage it produces, corrosion can be classified into three groups
(Roberge, 1999):

e Group 1 — Identifiable by visual inspection

e Group 2 — Identifiable with special inspection tools

e Group 3 — Identifiable by microscopic examination
Figure 2.3 presents these three groups, with examples of different types of damages that
may occur in each category.

Group 1 consists of uniform corrosion, pitting, crevice corrosion, and galvanic
corrosion. Uniform corrosion is characterized by being uniformly distributed on the surface
of the material and the material starts thinning until it reaches failure. Pitting is
characterized by being in a specific area where cavities form on the surface. This type of
corrosion is more difficult to identify; therefore, it is more dangerous than uniform
corrosion. Crevice corrosion, in the same way, is a corrosion characterized by being in a
specific area. This type of corrosion is formed when there is a stationary solution creating
a microenvironment favorable to corrosion. Examples of areas where crevice corrosion can
occur are in gaskets, washers, insulating material, surface deposits, loose coatings, threads,
and clamps. Finally, the galvanic corrosion occurs when two metals are put in contact with
an electrolyte in between. The metal with the noblest corrosion potential then becomes the

cathode, while the less noble material is consumed in the anodic solution (Roberge, 1999).



Group I: identifiable by visual inspection
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Group lll: identifiable by microscopic examination
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Figure 2.3: Principal Forms of Corrosion (Roberge, 1999)

The modes of failure of Groups 2 and 3 are not discussed here since they are out of
the scope of this research because they cannot be identified visually and require additional
methods of examination.

To avoid corrosion, it is essential that good prevention methods are carried out. For
the prevention of corrosion there are five methods (Roberge, 1999):

e Switch to a more suitable material.

o Modify the material’s environment.
e Use protective coatings.

e Apply cathodic or anodic protection.

¢ Design modifications to the system or component.



However, it is important to remember that the best protection against corrosion is to take it
into consideration during the design process. Designs should take into consideration low
points where the water accumulates, provide good ventilation and drainage, avoid
absorbent materials, provide a good preparation of surface before installing any protective

material, and implement a plan of inspection and maintenance.

2.1.3 Bridge Inspection

To facilitate bridge inspection, the Manual for Bridge Element Inspection (AASHTO,
2013) can be used as a reference. This manual includes a list of the elements that can be
found in bridges with the different types of defects that they may experience. These
elements should be evaluated during inspections to determine the condition of the bridge.
This manual was used in this research as a reference to make a list of the items to be
inspected in order to identify the areas where the bridge defects were located.

The manual divides the elements found in a bridge into two categories. The first is
the National Bridges Elements (NBE). This category includes all the structural elements
that make up a bridge and are the main elements that support the loads, e.g., columns,
beams, trusses, among others. The second is the category Bridge Management Elements
(BME). This category focuses on joints, surfaces with wear, and protective layers of
materials.

To determine the condition of a bridge, AASHTO (2013) identifies different defects
that the components of the NBE and MBE categories may have. For example, a beam can
have signs of cracking, corrosion, and loose connections, among others. To evaluate a
component being inspected, all the conditions found are rated using a scale of 1 to 4, where

1 represents good and 4 represents severe condition. All these defects are to be evaluated
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during the field inspection. AASHTO (2013) defines the defects and indicates how to rate

their severity. Examples of these are shown in Table 2-1 and Table 2-2.

Table 2-1: Example of Defect Definitions (AASHTO, 2013)

(3220)

0.012 in. or spacing
greater than 3.0 ft.

or spacing of 1.0—
3.0 ft.

0.05 in. or spacing of
less than 1.0 ft.

deterioration of the
protected element.

protected element has
slowed.

Effectiveness (Wearing Fully effective. No Substantially Limited effectiveness.
Surface) evidence of leakage effective. Deterioration of the
(3230) or further Deterioration of the protected element has

progressed.

Defect Name
(Number) Used to Report Materials
Crack (Wearing Surface) Cracking in wearing surface elements. Wearing Surfaces
(3220)
Effectiveness (Wearing Loss of effectiveness in the protection provided to the deck by Wearing Surfaces
Surface) the wearing surface elements.
(3230)
Chalking (Steel Chalking in metal protective coatings. Steel/Metal Protective Coatings
Protective Coatings)
(3410)
Peeling/Bubbling/Cracking | Peeling, bubbling, or cracking in metal protective coatings. Steel/Metal Protective Coatings
(Steel Protective Coatings)
(3420)
Table 2-2: Example of Defect Rating (AASHTO, 2013)
Condition States
1 2 3 4
Defects FAIR
Delamination/Spall/ None. Delaminated. Spall Spall 1 in. deep or
Patched Area/Pothole less than 1 in. deep or | greater or 6 in.
(Wearing Surfaces) less than 6 in. diameter or greater.
(3210) diameter. Patched Patched area that 1s
area that is sound. unsound or showing
Partial depth pothole. | distress. Full depth
pothole. The wearing
Crack (Wearing Surface) | Width less than Width 0.012-0.05 in. | Width of more than surface is no

longer effective.

To carry out the inspection, it is necessary to define all the components of the bridge
and their quantities. For this is important to have available the drawings of the bridge, or
an initial field visit may be required to quantify the different elements. Once all the
elements and their quantities are defined, it can be proceeded to identify all the faults found

in the bridge components by a site inspection.
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2.2 Design and Modeling of Pedestrian Bridges

The topic of pedestrian bridge design was researched in order to have the necessary
knowledge to perform adequate modeling of this type of structure. This section discusses
modular bridges, the design loads of pedestrian bridges, the installation of signs on these

structures, and modeling a bridge using a finite element program.

2.2.1 Modular Bridges

Modular bridges are bridges that are designed to be prefabricated and easy to install
on site. These bridges are designed with prefabricated concrete or steel, in controlled
environments. These bridges can be installed temporarily or permanently. One of the most
famous bridges of this type is the Bailey Modular Bridge.

The Bailey Bridge was designed by the British engineer Donald Coleman Bailey
during the Second World War. The safe, quick, and efficient way to assemble the bridge
gave it the recognition of being the preferred bridge for military use. Once the Second
World War ended, other adaptations for urban and rural use for the bridge were found.
Currently, there are improved versions of the bridge like the Acrow Bridge in USA and the
Mabey Bridge in Great Britain.

The Bailey bridge consists of two principal beams composed of trusses.
Perpendicularly to the two main beams there are also transverse beams which reinforce the
bridge. The deck rests on the upper part of the transverse beams. For additional horizontal
reinforcement, diagonal bars are installed between the two main beams. In the same way,
other reinforcing bars are installed between the transverse beams and the trusses to keep

the trusses in vertical position. A main beam could consist of one, two or three trusses that

12



are mounted side by side. One can also add additional truss floors to increase the reach or

load capacity. Figure 2.4 shows an example of the Bailey bridge.

Figure 2.4: Bailey Bridge Model by Mabey (Mabey Bridge, 2019)

2.2.2 Pedestrian Bridge Design

For the design of pedestrian bridges, AASHTO developed the LRFD Guide
Specifications for the Design of Pedestrian Bridges (AASHTO, 2009). The guide
summarizes the design process for pedestrian bridges by citing other design books from
AASHTO, the American Welding Society, the American Steel Construction Institute, and
others.

Chapter 3 of this guide indicates the loads on the deck of the pedestrian bridge. The
first load that is identified is the pedestrian live load of 90 psf. This load is distributed
evenly over the length of the pedestrian bridge, and the contemplated load must be for a
bridge width equal to or greater than 2 ft.

The guide continues with the vehicular load that must be contemplated in the design

of a pedestrian bridges when access to vehicles is not blocked with a permanent structure,

13



such as concrete pedestals, or that the width of the bridge does not allow access of a vehicle.
For this project’s case study, the vehicular live load is not contemplated since the bridge
does not have access for vehicles, not is it wide enough.

The next live load that is identified in the guide is the patch load for equestrian traffic.
This patch load has a magnitude of 1,000 pounds distributed over a 4-in by 4-in square.

The next loads discussed in the guide are the ones related to wind. For wind loads,
the guide refers directly to the Standard Specifications for Structural Supports for Highway
Signs, Luminaires, and Traffic Signals (AASHTO, 2015), in particular to articles 3.8 and
3.9, which covers wind loads and their effects on structures. These two sections will be
discussed in the next section.

Likewise, for wind loads, the guide refers to section 3.8.2 of the LRFD Bridge Design
Specifications (AASHTO, 2020) which indicates that the design of a pedestrian bridge
must contemplate the vertical wind load on a quarter of the bridge on the windward side.
The vertical load to be contemplated is 200 psf multiplied by the width of the bridge.

Table 2-3 presents the combination of loads specified in the LRFD Bridge Design
Specifications (AASHTO, 2020), where:

DD = negative surface friction

DC = dead load of structural components and non-structural accessories

DW = dead load of wear surfaces and utilities

EH = horizontal earth pressure load

EL = cumulative effects of blocked force resulting from the construction
process, including secondary forces of post-tensioning

ES = additional ground load

14



EV = vertical pressure of dead load of landfill
BR = vehicle braking force
CE = vehicular centrifugal force
CR = creep
FR = friction
IM = vehicle dynamic load tolerance
LL = vehicular live load
LS = surcharge for live load
PL = pedestrian live load
SH = contraction
TU = uniform temperature
WA = water load and current pressure
WL = wind live load
WS = wind load in the structure
Regarding Table 2-3, the combinations Strength Il, Strength IV and Strength V do not

apply according to the Manual for Bridge Element Inspection (AASHTO, 2013).

Table 2-3: Load Combinations and Load Factors (AASHTO, 2020)

15



DC
DD LL
Dw M
EH | CE
Load EV BR TU
Combination ES PL CR
Limit State EL LS WA ws WL FR SH
STRENGTH I Yo 1.75 1.00 — — 1.00 0.50/1.20
(unless noted)
STRENGTH I Yo 1.35 1.00 — — 1.00 0.50/1.20
STRENGTH Tp — 1.00 | 140 | — 1.00 | 0.50/1.20
I
STRENGTH Yp — 1.00 — — 1.00 0.50/1.20
IV
STRENGTH V Yo 1.35 1.00 | 0.40 1.0 1.00 0.50/1.20
EXTREME T yEQ | 1.00 — - 1.00 —
EVENT 1
EXTREME o 0.50 | 1.00 — — 1.00 —
EVENT 11
SERVICE I 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 | 030 | 1.0 1.00 | 1.00/1.20
SERVICE II 1.00 1.30 1.00 — — 1.00 1.00/1.20
SERVICE IIT 1.00 0.80 1.00 — — 1.00 1.00/1.20
SERVICE IV 1.00 — 1.00 | 0.70 — 1.00 1.00/1.20

2.2.3 Installation of Road Signs

For the installation of road signage in existing structures, a specific design must be
developed for the structure that will hold the sign in place. For this purpose, AASHTO
developed specifications for structures supporting signs, traffic signals and luminaires
(AASHTO, 2015). As mentioned in the previous section, these specifications must be used
for the calculation of wind loads on pedestrian bridges, even if the bridge is not supporting
signs, traffic signals or luminaries. These specifications consider dead loads (DL), ice

loads, wind loads (W) and fatigue loads. The combinations for these loads are presented in

Table 2-4.

Table 2-4: Load Combinations for Structures Supporting Signs (AASHTO, 2015)

Percentage of
Group Load Load Combination® Allowable Stress”
I DL 100
11 DL+W 133
111 DL + Ice + '/, (W) 133
v Fatigue ¢

16




Regarding wind loads, the design wind pressure is calculated as follows:
P, = 0.00256K,K,;GV?%C, 3)

where:

P = design wind pressure in pounds per square feet (psf)

Kz = height and exposure factor

Kq = directionality factor

G = gust effect factor

V = basic wind speed, expressed as a 3-s gust wind speed, at 33 ft above the

ground in open terrain, in miles per hours (mph)

Cq = drag coefficient
Equation (3) is based on the formulation developed for and presented in the ASCE/SEI 7
Standard. The AASHTO specifications indicate how to calculate or determine the different

parameters of Equation (3).

2.2.4 Bridge Modeling

There are several finite element programs that may be used to model bridges. Among
the programs with commercial licenses are Abaqus, ANSYS, LUSAS, Midas, CSiBridge,
and SAP2000. These programs include tutorials that help the user to understand how to
perform the modeling of bridges.

However, at the time of modeling, a limiting factor is the availability and accessibility
of the program. For this reason, open-source programs are also an option. There are
different open-source programs to perform non-linear analyzes such as Elmer and

OpenSEES.
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For the current project, due to its robustness and availability, SAP2000 v21 was

selected to perform the comparative analysis of the bridge response to wind loads.
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3 Methodology

A brief description of the steps followed to develop this research project is presented

in this chapter. Also, some additional considerations to the methodology are mentioned.

3.1 General Procedure

The following list briefly describes the process followed in this project to achieve the

research objective:

1.

N

Perform a literature review on the type of bridges to be analyzed.

. Collect background information and available data on the specific bridge to

be studied.

Develop an inspection list using the Manual for Bridge Element Inspection
(AASHTO, 2013).

Perform a field visual inspection of the bridge in the field to determine the
condition of the elements of the bridge and confirm that there are no existing
failures that influenced the bridge deformation. This inspection was carried
out using the list that was made in step 3.

Obtain the geometry of the bridge performing a detail survey. A total station
and a drone survey (that obtains high-quality, orthorectified images) were
used.

Select a finite element program for the structural analysis. The program
selected was SAP2000 v21.

With the field data that was obtained, develop a finite element model using

the program that was chosen in step 6.
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8. Model the bridge without the signage and observe the behavior of the
pedestrian bridge to see if it fails when the wind pressures, equivalent to those
produced by Hurricane Maria, are applied.

9. Model the bridge with the signage and observe the behavior of the pedestrian
bridge to see if it fails when the wind pressures, equivalent to those produced
by Hurricane Maria, are applied.

10. Compare the behaviors of the bridge obtained in steps 8 and 9. With the
comparison of these results, assess if the signs presence was the main reason
for the inelastic deformation that had occurred.

11. Offer recommendations regarding the installation of signs on modular

pedestrian bridges.

3.2 Additional Considerations

The condition observed in the pedestrian bridge during the inspection (such as the
large amount of corrosion in several elements) and other findings (such as bridge support
details, and signs support details) that may have played a role in the lateral deflections are
also described in the results analysis and conclusions.

This research will help future assessments to be carried out on different bridges
around Puerto Rico to which road signs were added without the proper reinforcement of

the original structure.
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4 Bridge Information and Previous Studies

During this research phase, the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority
(PRHTA) of the Puerto Rico Department of Transportation and Public Works (PRDOT)
was visited to obtain all the available information on the bridge being studied. It was found
that the bridge is identified as Pedestrian Bridge (PB) 1137 and that it was constructed in
1968, The following sections include information about its location, and the recovered

drawings and inspection reports.

4.1 Location

PB 1137 was located at kilometer 4.1 of the Roman Baldorioty de Castro
Expressway, San Juan, Puerto Rico. The bridge connected the Norte Shopping Center and
the Luis Lloréns Torres public housing complex located north of the expressway with the
Villa Palmeras sector south of the expressway.

Figure 4.1 presents an aerial view of the area. In the figure, the area north of the
expressway, that includes the Norte Shopping Center and the Luis Lloréns Torres complex,
are shaded blue. The area south of the expressway that includes the sector Villa Palmeras
is shaded yellow. The bridge has been shaded red and finally the expressway is marked
with a green line.

Figure 4.2 presents a view of the bridge from March 2016, while Figure 4.3 presents
a view of the bridge after the damages produced by Hurricane Maria. Notice that at some
point between March 2016 and the passage of Hurricane Maria in September 2017, a sign
on the bridge was replaced with multiple signs. At the time of the field visit, all the signs

had been removed.
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Figure 4.2: Image of the Bridge from March!2016 (Source: Google Maps)
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Figure 4.3: Image of the Bridge from September 2018 (Provided by PRHTA)

4.2 Drawings Recovered from Puerto Rico Department of Transportation

During the visits that were performed to the Department of Transportation, copies of
two different set of drawings were obtained. The first set of drawings obtained was from
1976, and the second set of drawings acquired was from 2001. The 2001drawings are
presented in Appendix A. Since the bridge was built in 1968, based on the inspection
reports, both sets of drawings are as-builts.

The set of drawings from 2001 includes one drawing for the existing condition, one
drawing for the proposed layout and one drawing for the sections and details. Since one of
the drawings is a proposed layout, is understood that this set of drawings was for a
remodeling of the bridge. Even though this set of drawings is for a remodeling of the bridge,
the existing condition drawing is still different from the existing condition drawing of 1976.
Meaning that between 1976 and 2001 there might had been another bridge remodeling for

which information was not obtained.
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Comparing the existing layout of the 1976 drawings with the one from the 2001
drawings, the bridge was extended from 52.140 meters to 59.585 meters. Additionally, the
proposed layout modifications of the 2001 drawing were confirmed to be completed during

the site inspections.

4.3 Previous Inspections from Puerto Rico Department of Transportation

During the visits that were done to the Puerto Rico Department of Transportation,
copies of different inspection reports of the bridge were obtained. The inspection reports
date from 1972 to the most recent of May 2017, just a few months before Hurricane Maria
made landfall in Puerto Rico. A total of 13 reports were obtained. There are two major gaps
of inspection reports, either because the reports were not saved or because the report was
never prepared. These gaps are from 1975 to 1986 and from 2001 to 2014. Outside of these
major gaps, the time between reports ranged from one to three years.

The inspection reports have the structural information of the bridge and the
evaluation of the condition of three mayor areas: the deck, the superstructure, and the
substructure. The evaluation is based on a 0 to 9 scale system, where 9 represents the best
evaluation and 0 represents the poorest evaluation. In addition to the condition evaluation,
the inspection also consisted in appraising the structural condition of the structure with the
same point system. The inspection reports end with recommendations based on the
findings. Table 4-1 summarizes the findings of reports that where recovered. In this table,
Item 58 represents the deck, Item 59 represents the superstructure, Item 60 represents the

substructure and Item 67 represents the structural condition.
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Table 4-1: Summary of Previous Inspection Reports

Year

58

59

60

67

Remarks (as included in the reports)

1972

7

Rehabilitation should include replacing missing bolts and safety pins
and also painting

1975

Rehabilitation should include: (a) Removal of rust from structural
steel by means of wire brush or any other acceptable method and the
protection of it with paint; (b) The replacement of any structural
element if necessary

1986

Rehabilitation consists of Maintenance, sand blasting and painting

1987

Rehabilitation consists of repairing light corrosion at steel plate. The
structure was painted recently. Fine cracking, small spalling and light
corrosion at footing and columns respectfully.

1989

Rehabilitation consists of repairing ponding, holes, and rust stains at
deck steel plates. Severe corrosion at angles. Moderate corrosion at
some structural members. Moderate Corrosion at columns. Fine
crack, small spalling, and light scaling at footings. Stair railings are
broken due to moderate corrosion.

1991

Severe Corrosion

1993

This bridge was rehabilitated last year (1992), and no improvement is
needed

1994

Rehabilitation consists of repairing severe corrosion and light section
loss at wearing surface due to ponding. Fine cracks, small spallings
and light scaling at columns footings. Ponding at stairs and rest area.

1996

Rehabilitation consists of repairing light corrosion and light section
loss. Bridge was painted

1999

Rehabilitation consists of repairing severe corrosion and light section
loss at wearing surface due to ponding. Fine cracks, small spallings
and light scaling at columns footings. Ponding at stairs and rest area.

2001

Rehabilitation consists of repairing severe corrosion and light section
loss at wearing surface due to ponding. Fine cracks, small spallings
and light scaling at columns footings. Ponding at stairs and rest area.

2014

Light to moderate corrosion and some holes by corrosion at steel
plates. Lateral components of bracings show light to moderate
corrosion and section loss. Moderate section loss by corrosion at
upper chords.

2017

There is moderate and severe corrosion on the deck surface, including
several large perforations. The deck surface of the structure is in poor
condition. Several of the lateral components of the "bracing” have
light, moderate and severe corrosion, and loss of section. Some
sections in the upper chord have moderate loss due to corrosion. Steel
columns in good condition, light corrosion

From Table 4-1 it may be appreciated that the substructure was, in the most cases,

considered in a better condition that the deck and the superstructure. It is also appreciated
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that, as the years passed, the condition of the structure for the three major areas kept on
deteriorating. In the recommendations, in 1987 and 1993, the inspection reports mentioned
that the bridge was recently rehabilitated. Nonetheless, with the exception of the report of
1993, all the other reports mentioned that corrosion was present, and that it needed to be
repaired.

The corrosion emphasis grew per report and, starting with the report of 1994, the
section loss due to corrosion was evident. The final report had the deck condition set as 4
and the superstructure and substructure set as 5, which meant that the bridge was in poor

condition.
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5 Visual Inspection and Condition Evaluation

In this chapter, the performed visual inspections are described and the corresponding
findings are discussed. For the condition evaluation, the lateral deformation of the bridge

was not considered.

5.1 Site Visits

As part of the inspection of the bridge, different site visits were conducted. On the
first visit it was observed that the bridge was closed to pedestrians because of its poor
structural condition. An expanded metal mesh was welded against the steel frames of the
bridge and a banner indicating the bridge was closed was installed, as shown in Figure 5.1
and Figure 5.2. During this visit, different photos of the bridge were taken and the
dimensions of the elements that were accessible were measured. In addition, a Total Station
(shown in Figure 5.3 and Figure 5.4) was used to take points along the bridge to delineate
the bridge's lateral displacement. When the points taken were traced in AutoCAD, no
significant deflection was observed, thus not enough points during the measuring process
were collected to capture the deformation. Since the deflection was not captured with the

Total Station, it was decided that another method had to be used.
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Figure 5.4: Totl Station Positioned to Measure Bridge
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During the second inspection, a DJI PHANTOM drone (as shown in Figure 5.5) was
used to take aerial photos. The photos taken during this visit (an example is shown in Figure
5.6) were of low quality probably because the drone flight was done rapidly because of

security concerns. It was decided that another flight was needed.

m : ' : | & '
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Figure 5.6: Aerial Photogra'ph of the Pedestrian Bridge
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For the third site visit, the Administration of the Public Housing Residency was
visited, and permission was asked to enter the area and to stay several hours. Security was
offered during the site inspection. During this final site visit, another drone flight was made,
and a series of high quality and high-definition photographs were taken. Also, closer
images were taken so that the structural elements could be analyzed for their condition
assessment directly from the photos. Every picture taken up-close included two to three
truss panels. An example of this is presented in Figure 5.7. More photos taken of the bridge

are presented in Appendix B.

Figure 5.7: Up-close Photo of the Bridge

The series of aerial photos that were taken were orthorectified, meaning that the
photos were geometrically corrected so that the scale of the photo is uniform. After this
procedure, the photos that were taken were assembled to form a map and real

measurements were obtained from the aerial photos.

30



5.2 Form creation for bridge condition evaluation

Using as a basis the Manual for Bridge Element Inspection (AASHTO, 2013), a
checklist form was created with the elements that could be found in the pedestrian bridge
that was being evaluated. The inspection manual also includes different failures that may
occur per structural elements, and they were also taken into consideration.

The elements that were to be inspected were determined from Chapter 2 of the
manual. The first element that was determined to be inspected was obtained from Table
2.1.1 of the manual, reprinted in this report as Table 5-1. From this table, the steel deck
was the only element that was determined to be inspected. In the manual, this element has

the identification number 30 and is measured in square feet.

Table 5-1: Decks and Slabs (AASHTO, 2013)

Element Units Decks Slab Other

Reinforced Concrete Deck/Slab area, fi* 12 38
Prestressed Concrete Deck area, ft* 13

Prestressed Concrete Top Flange area, ft* 15

Reinforced Concrete Top Flange area, ft* 16

Steel Deck—Open Grid area, ft* 28

Steel Deck—Concrete Filled Grid area, €’ 29

Steel Deck—Corrugated/ area, ft' 30

Orthotropic/Ete.

Timber Deck/Slab area, ft’ 31 54
Other Material Deck/Slab area, ft* 60 65

The second, third and fourth elements that were determined were obtained from Table
2.1.3 of the manual, reprinted in this report as Table 5-2. From this table, the trusses, the
floor beams, and the pins were determined. In the manual the truss and the floor beams are

measured by length and their identifications numbers are 120 and 152, respectively. The
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pins identification number is 161 and they are quantified by the total number of units the

bridge contains.

Table 5-2: Superstructure (AASHTO, 2013)

Prestressed Reinforced
Element Units Steel Concrete Concrete Timber Masonry Other

Girder/Beam length, ft 107 109 110 111 112
Closed Web/Box Girder | length, ft 102 104 105 106
Stringer length, ft 113 115 116 117 118
Truss length, ft 120 135 136
Arch length, ft 141 143 144 146 145 142
Floor Beam length, ft 152 154 155 156 157
Cable—Primary length, ft 147

Cable—Secondary each 148 149
Gusset Plate each 162

Pin, Pin and Hanger each 161

Assembly, or Both

The fifth and sixth elements that were determined to be inspected were obtained from
Table 2.1.5 of the manual, reprinted in this report as Table 5-3. From this table the columns
and the column tower were determined to be inspected. The columns identification number
is 202 and the number of units quantify it. The column tower identification number is 207

and they are measured by height.

Table 5-3: Substructure (AASHTO, 2013)

Prestressed Reinforced
Element Units Steel Concrete Concrete Timber Masonry Other

Columns each 202 204 205 206 203
Column Tower (Trestle) | length, ft 207 208

Pier Wall length, ft 210 212 213 211
Abutment length, ft 219 215 216 217 218
Pile each 225 226 227 228 229
Pier Cap length, ft 231 233 234 235 236
Pile Cap/Footing length, ft 220
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Finally, the seventh and eighth elements that were determined were obtained from
Table 2.2.3 of the manual, reprinted here as Table 5-4. From this table, the wearing surfaces
and steel protective coating were determined to be inspected. In the manual these elements

have the identification numbers 510 and 515, respectively, and are measured in square feet.

Table 5-4: Wearing Surfaces and Protective Coatings (AASHTO, 2013)

Element

Element Units Number
Wearing Surfaces area, ft* 510
Steel Protective Coating area, ft* 515
Concrete Reinforcing Steel Protective System area, fi* 520
Concrete Protective Coating area, fi* 521

After determining the elements that were to be inspected, Chapter 3 of the manual
was used to choose the conditions for which each element would be evaluated. The
conditions chosen, with their corresponding identification numbers, where the following:
corrosion (1000), connection (1020), distortion (1900), damage (7000), chalking (3410)
and effectiveness (3440). These conditions are evaluated in a point system going from 1 to
4, where 1 is good and 4 is severe. An example of this evaluation may be seen in Table
5-5, which illustrates the different defects and how they are categorized. Note that this scale
is different from the one used in previous inspections reports presented in the section 4.3,
where the evaluation is done from 0 to 9 where, 0 is bad and 9 is very good.

With all the elements and conditions established, a table based on the Table B3.3 of the
manual was developed.

Table 5-6 includes all the elements that were decided to be evaluated.

Table 5-5: Condition State Definitions for Steel Deck (AASHTO, 2013)
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Condition States
1 2 3 4
Defects FAIR
Corrosion None. Freckled rust. Section loss is evident | The condition
(1000) Corrosion of the steel | or pack rust is present | warrants a
has initiated. but does not warrant | structural
structural review. review to
Cracking None. Crack that has self- Identified crack that is d;:ft‘eltmme the
(1010) arrested or has been | not arrested but does et cc 0111 )
arrested with effective | not warrant structural | 5 rel}gt 1 o
i . . serviceability of
arrest holes, doubling | review. )
plates. or similar the element or
- - bridge: OR a
Connection Connection is in place | Loose fasteners or Missing bolts, rivets, | structural
(1020) and functioning as pack rust without or fasteners; broken review has been
intended. distortion is present welds: or pack rust completed and
but the connection is | with distortion but the defects
in place and does not warrant a impact strength
functioning as structural review. or serviceability
intended. of the element
or bridge.
Damage Not applicable. The element has The element has The element has
(7000) impact damage. The | impact damage. The | impact damage.
specific damage specific damage The specific
caused by the impact | caused by the impact | damage caused
has been captured in | has been captured in | by the impact
Condition State 2 Condition State 3 has been
under the appropriate | under the appropriate | captured in
material defect entry. | material defect entry. | Condition State
4 under the
appropriate
material defect
entry.
Table 5-6: Element Quantity and Condition State Summary
Elemant Type area s Element Descrgtion Ahemtry | ity | ains | s | ek | s | Oeicd
¥ Sl Duck area, ft*Z
Decks and Slaby 1000 Corrasion  area, it*2
1031 Connection|  area, ft"2
130 (Truss langth, ft |_
10 Corrasion  lergth, it
1020 Connection  lergth, it
1500 Distortion  length, ft
FOO0 Donage|  lergth, it
. i Superitrusture 152 |Aaar Beam lergth, it ]
:;‘::?LT;‘:‘ST 1000 Corrosion  lengih, fi
1020 Connection  length, ft
161 Pin each |
1000 Corrasion wach
1030 Coannection each
pieks Cohanng each [
1020 Cannedion =ach
Substructre 07 Colusmn Tawer langth, ft |
1030 Carrosion  length, fi
104 Connection  lergth, it
510 Wearing Surfaces area, ft*2
Bridge Management ‘Wearing Surfaces and Protectie 515 Seel Protective Coating area, ft*2
Elurmants [BRAS) Castings 10 Chfiing  area, %2
3440 Effectivensss  area, ft*2
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5.3 Assessment

To complete the form presented on

Table 5-6, all the elements had to be quantified and visually given a value condition
from 1 to 4. To determine the quantity of the elements, the following computations were
made:

e Deck
o The deck is composed of steel plates.
o Steel Deck (Element 30): Quantity 204 ft (in length) x 5.5 ft (in width)
=1,122 ft?
e Superstructure
o The superstructure is composed of trusses, floor beams and pins.
o Truss (Element 120) Quantity: 9 ft (in length) x 2 truss (per span) x
20 (spans) = 360 ft
o Floor Beam (Element 152) Quantity: 9 ft (in length) x 1 beam (per
span) x 20 (spans) = 180 ft
o Pins (Element 161) Quantity: 8 (pins per span) x 20 (spans) = 160 pins
e Substructure
o The substructure is composed of columns and columns towers.
o Columns (Element 202) Quantity: 4 in total
o Column Towers (Element 207) Quantity: 2 in total
e Protective Coating

o The surface of the structure is completely painted.
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o Steel Protective Coating (Element 515) Quantity: (Calculated from
"as-built" drawings presented in Appendix A) = 8,490 ft?

o To determine the area of the structure, Table 5-7 was created.

Table 5-7: Surface Area

From Drawing Total Total | Total

. Total Surface Total

Group Element Qty | Sections aty Nominal Size Length fin] Surface | Area Area [sq. ft.]
[in] [in] [[sq.in.]|[sq. ft.]

Longitudinal Channel Top 1 2 40 80 |4"x2"x1/4" 116 8 16 1856 12.89 | 1031.11
Longitudinal Channel Top 2 2 40 80 |4"x2"x1/4" 116 8 16 1856 12.89 | 1031.11
Longitudinal Channel Bottom 1 2 40 80 |4"x2"x1/4" 116 8 16 1856 12.89 | 1031.11
Longitudinal Channel Bottom 2 2 40 80 [4"x2"x1/4" 116 8 16 1856 12.89 |1031.11
Truss Vertical Channel 3 40 120 [3"x1"x1/8" 57 5 10 570 3.96 475.00
Panel Diagonal Channel 2 40 80 (3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 41 6 12 492 3.42 273.33
Diagonal Channel 2 40 80 |3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 41 6 12 492 3.42 273.33
Diagonal Channel 2 40 80 |3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 41 6 12 492 3.42 273.33
Diagonal Channel 2 40 80 (3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 41 6 12 492 3.42 273.33

Reinforcing Plate 1 40 40 |9"x9" 9 9 18 162 1.13 45.00

Reinforcing Plate 2 40 80 |9"X4-1/2" 4.5 9 18 81 0.56 45.00
Transverse Beam 1 20 20 |10"x5"x5/16" 108 20 40 4320 | 30.00 | 600.00
Diagonal Bracing Channel 2 20 40 3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 51.5 6 12 618 4.29 171.67

Floor Transverse Bracing Channel 4 20 80 |4"x1-1/2"x1/8" 75 7 14 1050 7.29 583.33
Longitudinal Channel 4 20 80 [4"x1-1/2"x1/4" 116 7 14 1624 11.28 902.22
Transverse Angle Bracing 2 20 40 |3"x3"x1/8" 75 6 12 900 6.25 250.00
Longitudinal Angle Bracing 2 20 40 [3"x3"x1/8" 60 6 12 720 5.00 200.00
Total | 8490.00

With the quantities established, the bridge was evaluated. The results from the

evaluation are presented in Table 5-8. Following is a discussion of how these results were

obtained.
Table 5-8: Element Quantity and Condition State Summary Evaluate
Element . Unit of Total |Condition | Condition | Condition | Condition
ElemEnRIVEE Aied Number B e e Measure | Quantity | Statel State 2 State 3 State 4 ZElECie
30 Steel Deck area, ftr2 1,122 4
De;k:bz"d 1000 Corrosion| area, ft°2 | 1,122 1122 4
1020 Connection | area, ft"2 1,122 1,122 4
120 |Truss length, ft 360 4
1000 Corrosion| length, ft 360 198 162 3,4
1020 Connection | length, ft 360 198 162 2,3
1900 Distortion | length, ft 360 148 212 1,4
) 7000 Damage| length, ft 360 360 1
Nat'lonal Superstructure 152 Floor Beam length, ft 180 2
Bridge 1000 Corrosion| length, ft | 180 117 53 12
Elements
(NBS) 1020 Connection | length, ft 180 144 36 1,2
161 Pin each 160 1
1000 Corrosion each 160 160 1
1020 Connection each 160 160 1
202 |Columns each 4 1
1020 Connection each 4 4 1
Substructure 207 |Column Tower length, ft 27 4
1000 Corrosion| length, ft 27 27 2
1020 Connection | length, ft 27 27 4
Bridge Wearing 510 Wearing Surfaces area, ft*2 | 8,490 N/A
Management | Surfaces and 515 Steel Protective Coating | area, ftA2 | 8,490 3
Elements Protective 3410 Chalking | area, ft*2 | 8,490 8,490 2
(BMS) Coatings 3440 Effectiveness | area, ftn2 | 8,490 8,490 3
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To evaluate the pedestrian bridge, it is important to understand the points system.

This is summarized as follows (AASHTO, 2013):

1 - Good - No observation is made.

2 - Fair - Corrosion has initiated, loose fasteners, distortion not requiring
mitigation, the surface is substantially effective.

3 - Poor - Section loss is evident, missing elements, distortion that requires
mitigation, the surface has limited effectiveness.

4 - Severe - The condition warrants a structural review to determine the effect

on strength or serviceability of the element or bridge.

Based on this points system, the following overall condition was given to the

structure:

Deck - Condition State 4 - It was evaluated in this condition due to the
corrosion along the complete deck, causing some holes. Also due to
corrosion, some bracing elements had fallen off. Falling elements are a major
threat to safety since the bridge is located above a principal roadway of Puerto
Rico. Figure 5.8 shows that corrosion had already eaten up part of the steel
deck surface (as appreciated by the sunlight passing through the deck) and
that diagonal bracings have fallen off. The type of diagonal bracing that is
missing in Figure 5.8, can be somewhat appreciated in Figure 5.9, which itself

shows an incomplete set of diagonals.
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Figure 5.9: Missing Bracing Elements

Superstructure - Condition State 4 - Even though the superstructure consists
of three different items (the truss, the floor beam, and the pins), the overall
condition given to this item was 4 due to the evident corrosion along the truss

elements, including section loss. Since the truss was determined in condition
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state 4, the whole superstructure was determined as this state. This
determination was based on if a truss element fails, it will compromise the
integrity of the whole structure. In Figure 5.10, Figure 5.11 and Figure 5.12
the uniform corrosion along the truss may be seen. Going even further, in
Figure 5.11 and Figure 5.12 some areas have holes in the channel of the truss
due to the corrosion. Because of this level of corrosion, the channels were
given a condition state 4. In Figure 5.13 and Figure 5.14 a uniform corrosion
may be seen on top of the beam and crevice corrosion may be seen where the
beam is in contact with the channel. It is evident that corrosion is present, but
since the bridge was closed at the time of the inspection, a closer observation

was not possible. From afar, section loss of the beams was not evident, so

they were evaluated as condition state 2.

e

Figure 5.10: Corrosion in Truss Element (Example 1)
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Figure 5.11: Corrosion in Truss Element (Example 2)

Figure 5.13: Corrosion in Floor Beams (Example 1)

40



Figure 5.14: Corrosion in Floor Beams (Example 2)

Substructure - Condition State 4 - The substructure consists of the columns
and the column tower. Even though the columns were found in good
condition, the column towers were missing connections. Due to the missing
connections the overall condition given to the substructure was 4, as in the
case of the superstructure. In Figure 5.15 and Figure 5.16 a loose connection

and a section loss due to corrosion are presented, respectively.

i

Figure 5.15: Loose Connection at Column Tower
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Figuré 5.16: Sééion Loss due to Corrosion at Column Tower
Wearing Surfaces - Condition State 3 - This item was evaluated in the
condition state 3 because of the limited effectiveness the paint has, due to the

evident corrosion in the structure, as it may be appreciated in Figure 5.17.

Figure 5.17: Painting Effectiveness in Corrosion
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Appendix E of the element inspection manual indicates different actions that may be
taken given a state condition, as follows:
e 1-Good - Do nothing; Protect.
e 2 - Fair - Do nothing; Protect; Repair.
e 3 - Poor - Do nothing; Protect; Repair; Rehabilitate; Replace.
e 4 - Severe - Do nothing; Protect; Repair; Rehabilitate; Replace.

Based on these indications, it was determined that for the deck, replacement would
be the best action due to the section loss of the steel deck, the pedestrian safety could not
be assured. On the other hand, it is evident that the superstructure merits a structural review.
Once a structural review has been carried out, if the pedestrian bridge may still be used,
repair or replacement of the compromised sections would be required. For the substructure,
repair and rehabilitation would be needed. Finally, for the wearing surfaces, it would be
necessary to repair by removing the corrosion and rehabilitation by application of a new

layer of protective coating.

5.4 Comparing Results

With the evaluation of the bridge condition completed, the values obtained were
compared with those presented in the latest inspection report recovered from the
Department of Transportation of Puerto Rico dated May 2017. To be able to carry the
comparison, a relationship needed to be established between the 1-to-4-point system used
in this report with the 0-to-9 scale used in PRDOT inspection reports. The relationship
established between the two systems is presented in Table 5-9. For example, it was
determined that a Good Condition corresponding to the number 1 on the 1-to-4 scale

corresponds to a value on 7 to 9 in the 0-to-9 scale.
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Table 5-9: Equivalency Between Current and PRDOT Condition State Criteria

Condition Current Inspection PRDOT Inspection
Good 1 9-7
Fair 2 6-5
Poor 3 4-3
Severe 4 2-0

Having established the relationship between the different rating systems, Table 5-10
presents a comparison between the assessment of the May 2017 inspection report by
PRDOT and the evaluation carried out for this project in 2018. It can be seen that for the
2017 inspection the condition state given to the bridge was poor, while for this project the
condition state was determined to be sever. It is apparent that the degradation of the bridge
due to corrosion was accelerating, and although the current evaluation could have been too

strict, it is evident that immediate action was required for the bridge.

Table 5-10: Condition State Comparison

Inspection Deck Superstructure Substructure
2017
4 (Poor) 5 (Fair) 5 (Fair)
(Previous)
2018
4 (Severe) 4 (Severe) 4 (Severe)
(Current)

44



6 Assessment of Bridge Deflected Geometry

The surveying of the bridge was performed with a DJI Phantom Drone, as mentioned
in Chapter 5. The following two sections will describe how the surveying of the bridge was

done using the drone.

6.1 Procedure

The use of drones for surveying has become more practical due to the advancement
in image processing and G1S/Mapping software. Aerial mapping is now done with the use
of drones and the orthorectified images obtained gives accurate surveying dimensions. For
the surveying of the pedestrian bridge, a DJI Phantom Drone was used (see Figure 6.1).
Using the software PIX4D, first the area in which the mapping will be done must be
selected. The selection is done directly from the smart device that is used to fly the drone.

Once the area is selected, the photo mapping starts.

£ §
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Figure 6.1: DJI Phantom Drone (Source: DJI)

During the mapping, the drone flew over the pedestrian bridge taking pictures of the
bridge every few feet. Approximately 100 pictures were taken overall. These pictures were
then processed with PIX4D software. The software overlayed the pictures taken, creating

a map of the area. Then, the same software orthorectifies their dimension creating an
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accurately dimensioned map. Figure 6.2 illustrates the result of the orthorectified-mapping

image obtained from PI1X4D.

Figure 6.2: Areal Mapping of the Pedestrian Bridge

6.2 Outcomes

With the image obtained from the aerial mapping, measurements of the bridge may
be obtained. First, the image was compared to the aerial image that was retrieved from
Google Maps. In Figure 6.3, the image from Google Maps is compared to the one obtained
from the survey. A red line was overlaid on both images to make the lateral deformation
of the bridge after Hurricane Maria more noticeable. To accurately determine the lateral

deformation of the bridge, the image obtained from the survey was imported to AutoCAD.
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Figure 6.3: 016 (GoogI’e Earth) an 2018 (Drone Survey) Bridge Geo

S —
metry Comparison

Using Google Earth, the dimension of the bridge was verified, as illustrated in Figure
6.4. The length obtained from Google Earth was 202 ft. Considering that the bridge has a
length equivalent to 20 truss panels, and every truss panel measures approximately 10 ft,
the distance obtained from Google Earth is considered accurate. The distance of 10 feet of
the truss panel was verified in the field, and it is also the same length indicated in an old
manual for the Bailey Bridge (U.S. War Department, 1943). With the surveyed image
imported to AutoCAD, it was scaled to measure the same distance measured using Google
Earth. As illustrated in Figure 6.5, the length of the pedestrian bridge was scaled to measure

2,424 inches (202 feet).
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Figure 6.4: Google Earth Dimension Verifiation‘

Figure 6.5: Bridge imension
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In addition to the bridge length, the deflection was also measured. For this, two
colored lines were drawn in AutoCAD and the distance between them was measured (as
presented in Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6). The first line drawn was the red line, which runs
straight from north to south of the bridge. The second line drawn was the blue line, which
follows the contour of the bridge. Then an offset was given to the red line so that it touched
the tangent of the blue line. In the intersection of the tangent point, the distance between
the original red line and the blue line measured 25 inches, as illustrated in Figure 6.6. With
this dimension, it is understood that the bridge had an approximate lateral deflection of 25
inches in its most critical point. In addition, looking closely, it can be appreciated that this
point corresponds to the location of the second to last structural beam that supported the

signs.

Figure 6.6: Bridge Maximum Plastic Deflection (in inches)
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7 Laboratory Testing of Bridge Fragments

Due to its condition, the pedestrian bridge was demolished. This permitted the
collection of fragments of the bridge to be tested for determining material strength. This
chapter presents information on how the bridge was demolished, how the fragments were

recovered and tested, and what were the results of the tests.

7.1 Bridge Demolition and Sample Procurement

The bridge was constructed to cross over the expressway Roman Baldorioty de
Castro, one of the main roads of the San Juan Metropolitan Area. This meant that, for the
bridge demolition, the expressway had to be closed and traffic redirected. The Puerto Rico
Department of Transportation granted permission for the demolition, and it was scheduled
to start on March 10, 2019, at midnight, and to last 12 hours.

The demolition started as scheduled. For the demolition, the bridge was moored with
two cranes. Figure 7.1 illustrates the rigging of the bridge. The bridge consisted of three
spans from which the middle span was the first section to be moored. After the middle span
was secured with the cranes, using a man lift that section was cut out with oxyacetylene.
After the middle section was completely cut out (as shown in Figure 7.2), it was lowered
to the street. Once it was laying in the street it was cut into smaller sections and loaded to
a flatbed for final transportation to its disposal facility, as shown in Figure 7.3. This
procedure was repeated with the other sections.

After the bridge had been removed and transported to a yard (see Figure 7.4), the
company in charge of the demolition was contacted. A formal letter from the Polytechnic
University of Puerto Rico (see Appendix C) was submitted to the demolition contractor

requesting bridge fragments to be tested to determine mechanical properties of the bridge
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elements. After several months of negotiations, on April 26, 2019, the contractor handed

the fragments presented in Figure 7.5.

B

I A

Figure 7.2: Bridge Being Removed
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Figure 7.5: Bridge Fragments Recovered

7.2 Applicable ASTM Standard

The standard applied to the testing of the recovered bridge fragments was ASTM E8
— Standard Test Methods for Tension Testing of Metallic Materials (2016). The purpose of
following this ASTM is to perform tension tests to determine the yield strength of the
fragments of the bridge that were recovered.

When conducting the tension test, it is important the specimen is held in a position
where the load is transmitted axially through the whole cross-sectional area. For this,
special care must be taken during the gripping of the specimen in the testing machine. Once
the specimen is ready to start the load test, special attention also must be made for the speed
of testing. The speed shall not be greater than that at which the lectures can be accurately
recorded. When determining yield properties, the speed of testing shall be between 10,000

and 100,000 psi/min.
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The specimens used in the tension tests must have the appropriate dimensions. For
this project, the specimens were prepared following the ASTM requirements for a
Rectangular Tension Test Specimen, as presented in Figure 7.6. The dimensions

established from the figure are the following:

e Gauge Length (G):
e Width (W):

e Thickness (T):

2.000 = 0.005 in

1%+ 1/8 in

Thickness of material

e Radius of fillet, min (R): Y in
e Overall length, min (L): 8in
e Reduced section (A); 2%, 1in
e Length of Grip Section (B):  2in
e Width of Grip Section (C): 21in

Once the specimen has been cut, gauge marks have to be placed on it to determine

the elongation. This marks may be painted, scribed, or drawn.

L
S | — e
-4 — —— — ¢ _——B—
= b
] ik
G

Dimensions

Standard Specimens

Subsize Specimen

Plate-Type, 40 mm Sheet-Type, 12.5 mm 6 mm
[1.500 in.] Wide [0.500 in.] Wide [0.250 in.] Wide
mm [in.] mm [in.] mm [in.]
G—Gauge length (Note 1 and Note 2) 200.0 £ 0.2 50.0 + 0.1 25.0 + 0.1
[8.00 = 0.01] [2.000 + 0.005] [1.000 = 0.003]
W—Width (Note 3 and Note 4) 40.0 +20 125=+02 6.0 = 0.1
[1.500 + 0.125, -0.250] [0.500 + 0.010] [0.250 + 0.005]
T—Thickness (Note 5) thickness of material
R—Radius of fillet, min (Note 6) 25[1] 12.5 [0.500] 6 [0.250]
L—Overall length, min (Note 2, Note 7, and Note 8) 450 [18] 200 [8] 100 [4]
A—Length of reduced section, min 225 [9] 57 [2.25] 32 [1.25]
B—Length of grip section, min (Note 9) 75 [3] 50 [2] 30[1.25]
C—Width of arip section, approximate (Note 4 and Note 9) 50 [2] 20 [0.750] 10 [0.375]

Figure 7.6: Dimensions of Rectangular Tension Test Specimens (ASTM ES8,
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7.3 Specimen Preparation and Test Procedure

The recovered fragments of the pedestrian bridge were taken to a metal workshop
where a water-jet cutter (shown in Figure 7.7) was used to cut out the specimens to be
tested. The specimens were specifically cut out from a C3x5 section used as a diagonal.
The water-jet cutter was used so that the properties of the material were not altered by heat.
Since deformations and heating by welding, or cutting may affect the properties of the
material, special attention was taken to avoid areas of the channel that could have been

affected during the demolition of the bridge.

e Flow

FlowWaterj/et.eom

Figure 7.7:ater-jet Cutter

Figure 7.8 illustrates four specimens that were ready to be tested. Prior to testing, the
specimens were measured to assure that they had the dimensions required by the ASTM

standard, as shown in Figure 7.9 and Figure 7.10.
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Figure 7.8: Testing Specimens

Figure 7.9: Specimen Cut Verification (1 of 2)

Figure 7.10: Specimen Cut Verification (2 of 2)
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To determine the cross-sectional area in which the load for the tensile stress would
be applied a Mitutoyo Digital Caliper was used. Using the caliper, three different
measurements were taken for the thickness and the width of the specimen as illustrated in

Figure 7.11 and Figure 7.12. Then the average of these measurements was calculated and

used to compute the cross-sectional area of the specimen.

.

Figure 7.12: Measurement of Specimen Width

The tensile tests on the specimens were conducted at Construction Materials

Laboratory of the Polytechnic University of Puerto Rico, San Juan Campus. The apparatus
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that was used to conduct the tests was an Instron 300DX shown in Figure 7.13. A total of

six specimens were tested and the results will be discussed in the following section.

Figure 7.13: Tensile Testing Apparatus

7.4 Results

Initially, only two specimens were tested for equipment verification, procedures
verification, grip adjustment, and calibration purposes. After these two run tests, the other
four specimens were tested, and the results were within expected ranges for the material
strength. Table 7-1 illustrates the measurements that were obtained from those four
specimens with respect to their width and thickness. With their width and thickness their
corresponding area was determined, and this information was used with the tensile testing

apparatus.

Table 7-1: Measurements of Specimens
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. Average . Average

Sample Width Width Thickness Thickness Area
0.4690 0.1740

1 0.4690 0.4690 0.1745 0.1743 0.0818
0.4690 0.1745
0.5020 0.1665

2 0.5030 0.5033 0.1670 0.1670 0.0841
0.5050 0.1675
0.5055 0.1695

3 0.5045 0.5057 0.1680 0.1690 0.0855
0.5070 0.1695
0.5040 0.1740

4 0.5020 0.5030 0.1750 0.1728 0.0869
0.503 0.1695

Figure 7.14 presents the stress vs. strain diagrams that were obtained from the tension

tests. Table 7-2 illustrates the results obtained from each curve. From these results, an

average yield strength of 56.58 ksi, was obtained, as presented in Table 7-3. Given the

results of the testing tests, it is suspected that the steel used for the construction of the

bridge was A572. Still, the average yield stress of 56.6 ksi was used when modeling the

bridge to evaluate the impact of wind loads.

Tensile stress [psi]

80000
70000

4= ) (=]
(=] (=] (=]
=] = (=]
8 & 8

W
(=
=
3

20000

10000

Specimen 1to 4

0 0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04 0.05
Tensile strain (Strain 1) [infin]

0.06

0.07

0.08

0.09

Figure 7.14: Stress vs. Strain Diagrams

Table 7-2: Tensile Tests Results
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A W N =

75.22
77.83
77.47
76.62

Peak Load

[Ibf]

6149
6537
6621
6660

53.46
57.85
58.70
56.30

Table 7-3: Yield Strength Average

Curve Yield Strength | Average
(ksi) (ksi)
1 53.46
2 57.85
3 58.70 >6.58
4 56.30
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Elongation after
fracture

[%]
26.25
26.02
20.42
24.12




8 Bridge Analytical Model and Results

A model was developed to analyze the expected performance of pedestrian bridge
PB-1137 when subjected to wind loads similar to those of Hurricane Maria. This chapter
presents a description of the analytical model generated and the steps followed to that end.
Afterwards, it presents the results obtained when the model was analyzed considering two
cases: the bridge with no signs attached to it and the bridge with the signs it had attached

when it underwent Hurricane Maria.

8.1 Analytical Model
Using the Bailey Bridge Drawings and the field inspection results, an element list
table was created in Excel. With the element list table and the drawings, the total quantities

of elements in the bridge were determined. A partial view of the table is presented in Table

8-1.
Table 8-1: Elements List Table
. From Drawing

Group| ID Element Qty Sections Total Qty Norminal Size Length [in]
LC1 Longitudinal Channel 1 21 21 4" x 2" x 1/4" 116
LC2 |Longitudinal Channel 1 21 21 4" x 2" x 1/4" 116
LC3 |Longitudinal Channel 1 21 21 4" x 2" x 1/4" 116
LC4 Longitudinal Channel 1 21 21 4" x 2" x1/4" 116
VC1 |Vertical Channel 3 21 63 3"x1"x 1/8" 57

Panel [DCP1 |Diagonal Channel Parralel 2 21 42 3" x1-1/2"x 1/8" 41
DCP2 |Diagonal Channel Parralel 2 21 42 3" x1-1/2"x 1/8" 41
DCP3 |Diagonal Channel Parralel 2 21 42 3" x1-1/2"x 1/8" 41
DCP4 |Diagonal Channel Parralel 2 21 42 3" x1-1/2" x 1/8" 41
RP1 [Reinforcing Plate 1 21 21 9" x 9" 9
RP2 [Reinforcing Plate 2 21 42 9" X 4-1/2" 4.5
TB1 |[Transverse Beam 1 21 21 10" x 5" x 5/16" 108
DCPS |Diagonal Channel Perpendicular 1 21 21 3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 51.5

Floor |TBC [Transverse Bracing Channel 2 21 42 4" x 2" x 1/4" 75
DBC1 |Diagonal Bracing Channel 1 21 21 3" x1-1/2"x 1/8" 89.2
DBC2 |Diagonal Bracing Channel 1 21 21 3" x1-1/2"x1/8" 89.2

Using the element list table created with the drawings, another excel table was

developed, identifying the location of every member using XYZ coordinates. A partial
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view of this table in presented in Table 8-2. The locations identified in the table were used

to develop a grid mesh in SAP2000 v21, the program adopted for the analysis.

Table 8-2: Elements Location Table

X Y r4
meters inches |Description 1D meters | inches Description ID meters | inches Description ID
0 0 [Truss Start a 0 0 Column Start 1 0 0 [Transverse Beam Start k
0.05 2 1st Vertical Bar b 0.71 28 1st Bracing 2 0.45 18 |1st Column |
0.177 7  |Transverse Beam ¢ 2.41 95 2nd Bracing 3 0.55 22 |1st Horizontal Bracing m
0.7375 29 |1st Bracing Center d 4.11 162 3rd Bracing 4 1.4119 56 |Half of Pedestrian Bridge |n
1.019 40 |1st Horizontal Frame Connection |e 4.41 174 Column Finnish 5 2.2238 88 |2nd Horizontal Bracing |0
1.475 58 |2nd Vertical Bar f 4.82 190 Truss Start 6 2.3738 93 |2nd Column p
2.2125 87 |2nd Bracing Center g 4.87 192 1st Channel 7 2.8238 111 |Transverse Beam Finnish |q
2.543 100 |2nd Horizontal Frame Connection|h 4.97 196 2nd Channel 8
2.9 114 |3rd Vertical Bar i 5.147 203 Transverse Beam 9
2.95 116 |Truss Finnish j 5.6925 224 Center of Truss 10
6.365 251 [ Transverse Beam Bracing | 11
6.415 253 3rd Channel 12
6.465 255 4th Channel 13

To build the model, a grid mesh system was created, as presented in Figure 8.1. For
this, the dimensions known of the bridge either by site inspection or obtained from
drawings or from the War Department Technical Manual 5-277, were taken into
consideration. The supports of the bridge extreme towers were modeled as pin supports (as

per the detail shown in Figure 8.2 and Figure 8.3).

Figure 8.1: Grid Mesh Used to Develop the Analytical Model
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Figure 8.3: Frame Connection of Pedestrian Bridge with Column (2 of 2)

Figure 8.4 presents the simplified finite element model developed. The structural
model adopted was a simplified bar element assembly, allowing 3D behavior. The model
did not consider eccentricities, the effect of the bars used to support the security netting on
top of the bridge, or the decking as a rigid diaphragm. All the bar elements have the shape
obtained from the inspection and construction drawings. The main idea of the analysis was
to propose a simple model and apply wind loads according to AASHTO specifications
considering that the signs are not present, and then apply wind loads considering the

presence of the signs. By comparing analysis results, it could be determined if the presence
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of the signs produced a significant increase on members strength demand on the elements
located in the area that experienced plastic lateral deflections, by comparing interaction

equation results in both cases (without and with signs).

b
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r‘

Figure 8.4: Simplified Finite Element Model

8.2 Analysis Without Signage
The first model analyzed was assuming no signage was installed in the pedestrian
bridge, to determine the behavior of the bridge in its neutral state (previous to the

installation of traffic signs).
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Regarding wind loads, the LRFD Guide Specification for the Design of Pedestrian
Bridges (AASHTO, 2009) refers to the AASHTO Standard Specifications for Structural
Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaries, and Traffic Signals for the calculation of wind
loads. Therefore, wind loads were calculated according to the LRFD Specifications for
Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaries, and Traffic Signals, 1st edition (2015),
with interim revisions of 2017 to 2020.

Considering a wind gust speed of 135 mph, the computations presented in Figure 8.5
summarize the computations to obtain the pressure over truss elements, which resulted in

106.4 psf.

Loads on truss elements

Basic wind speed (mph): V:=135 This value was arbitrarily selected.

Height and exposure factor Kz :=1.0 AASHTO Signs Specifications suggests establishesthata Kz =
1.0 may conservatively be assumed for structures with a height
of less than 33 fi.

Directionality factorr &Kd:=1.0 This factor accounts for "the reduced probabilty that the design
event wind direction aligns with the most aerodynamically
vulnerable direction ofthe structure...the owner may elect fo use
Kd=10_"

Gust effect factor: G:=1.14 This is the minimum value established by the AASHTO Signs
Specifications. Is also the value used in the example presented
in the AASHTO Pedestrian Bridge Specifications. For a more
exact value, the equations of ASCE/SEI 7 haveto be used.

Drag coefficient cd:=2.0 Value taken from AASHTO Sign Specfications, Table 3.8.7-1.
Value is also usedin the example presented in the AASHTO
Pedestrian Bridge Specifications.

2
Pz :=0.00256.Kz.Kd.V .G.cd

Pz =106.3757 Load in pounds per square feet (psf) that hasto be appliedto the members of the truss
laterally. For each member, this load shall be multiplied by the projected width to
determine the corresponding load in pounds per foot (Ib/ft). This load should be applied
to both trusses (windward and leeward), according to the example presentedin the
AASHTO Pedestrian Bridge Specifications.

Figure 8.5: Summary of Computations for Wind Pressure over Truss Elements
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Figure 8.6 presents an image of the resulting lateral deflections due to wind action,
while Figure 8.7 presents the results of the design check, showing that the interaction
equation results in most of the elements in the plastic deflected area working at low stress

demand.

Figure 8.6: Lateral Deflections due to Wind - Without Signs
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Figure 8.7: Interaction Equation (Strength Demand) Results - Without Signs

8.3 Analysis with Signage

The second model that was created was of the pedestrian bridge with the signage
installed. With this model, the bridge can be analyzed to understand the implications that
the signage brought to the bridge. Figure 8.8 illustrates the signage that was installed on
the bridge at the time Hurricane Maria made landfall in Puerto Rico. Figure 8.9 through
Figure 8.11 illustrate the structure that held the signage in place. From Figure 8.11 it was
determined that the structure that held the signage in place had 5 vertical beams, and from
Figure 8.10 it is evident that the beams were attached to the truss vertical channels with U-

bolts in two points.
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Figure 8.9: Signage Support Structure (1 of 3)
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Figre 8.11: Signage Support Structure (3 of 3)
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Since the transportation signs had been removed previous to the moment of
inspection, the dimensions of the signs were estimated from previous photos as 35-ft wide
ad 10-ft in height. It was assumed that the distribution of loads to the supporting beams
was by tributary areas, and that each beam, in turn, distributed half the load to each support.
To evaluate an overall response, instead of a local response, these support loads were
applied directly to the top and bottom chord in the connection of the vertical elements to
the chord.

Figure 8.12 presents an image of the resulting lateral deflections due to wind action.
It can be appreciated that the general behavior observed on the bridge, with the plastic

deformation, is captured.

Figure 8.12: Lateral Deflections due to Wind - With Signs Included
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Figure 8.13 displays the results of the design check, showing that the interaction
equation results in most of the elements in the plastic deflected area working with a much
higher stress demand that the previous analysis. This leads to the conclusion that the

installation of the signs had an important role in the lateral inelastic deformations.

~ V‘\t:‘jﬁ- ‘ 09
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Figure 8.13: Interaction Equation (Strength Demand) Results - With Signs Included

8.4 Results analysis

The simplified FE analysis proposed demonstrated that large signs may impose
significant overstress in bridge elements, and that the signs should have played a major role
in the inelastic lateral deflections that the bridge experienced due to Hurricane Maria.

In addition to the presence of the signs, the resulting inelastic lateral deflections that
actually occurred in the bridge may have been aggravated by: (a) the presence of many
corroded elements and connections, (b) the detail of hinge support (explained below), and

(c) the detail of sign connection to the truss (also explained below).
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Figure 8.14 displays that the hinge support plate appeared to have experienced lateral
deflection, resulting in twisting of the upper beam. This situation may be probably due to
eccentricity between the lateral load applied by chords on top of the beam and the hinge
location. Figure 8.15 presents other view of this situation. This condition requires further

study to assess a proper design and may be an extension of current project.

Figure 8.15: Twisted Pin-Plate and Supporting Beam
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Due to their layout (see Figure 8.16), sign supports applied significant load to the top
chord (with lateral bracing trough transverse beams and diagonals) that may be responsible

of the resulting twisting of the truss panel displayed in Figure 8.17.

I Ta e

‘ Figure 8.16: Location of the Signs Support

o “fo'-
-7
W

3 »\,,; &= = 374
== s S = ey
SR S R
FRRTIA
Figure 8.17: Twist of the Truss Panel
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9 Conclusions and Recommendation

The main conclusions and recommendations of the project are the following:

The visual inspection revealed advanced corrosion in almost all components
of the bridge, that presented loss of section, loose connections, and some
missing elements.
The condition assessment based on the visual inspection resulted in a severe
condition for all the components evaluated.

o The bridge would have been probably dismantled despite the inelastic

lateral deflections.
o It was also a significantly old bridge (1968), 49 years old at the time
of Hurricane Maria, probably near its expected service live.

The simplified FE analysis performed demonstrated that large signs may
impose significant overstress in bridge elements. This leads to the conclusion
that the installation of the signs had an important role in the lateral inelastic
deformations experienced by the bridge during Hurricane Maria.
In addition to the presence of the transportation signs, the resulting inelastic
lateral deflections that actually occurred in the bridge may have been
aggravated by:

o The presence of corroded elements and connections.

o The details of truss hinge support.

o The details of sign connection to the bridge elements.
Placing signs on existing bridges should be avoided without the proper:

o Analysis to determine if reinforcement of the structure is required.
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o Design (and maintenance) of the sign support.
The analysis and design should be performed according to current codes
(treated as a retrofit), to assure resilience under current design loads and state

of the practice.
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Appendix A — Bridge Drawings 2001
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Appendix B - Collection of images of the bridge
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Figure B - 3: East side panelé fromrightto left 3,4 &5
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Figure B - 9: East side anels from right to left 10, 11, 12 & 13
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Figure B - 12: East side panels from right to left 16, 17, 18 & 19
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Figure B - 15: West side panels from left to right 2, 3,4 & 5
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Figure B - 18: West side panels from left to right 8, 9, 10 & 11

86



A
Figure B - 21: West side panels from left to right 13, 14, 15 & 16
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Figure B - 24: West panels from left to right 17, 18, 19 & 20
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Appendix C — Letter Requesting Bridge Samples

UNIVERSIDAD L 377 Pance de Ledn Ave.
Escuela de Ingenieria, Hato Rey, PR 00918

POLITE CNICA Agrimensura y Ciencias

SAN JUAN » ORLANDO « MIAMI Geoespaciales

(787) 622-8000

www.pupr.edu

22 de abril de 2019
A quien pueda interesar:

La Universidad Politécnica de Puerto Rico recinto de San Juan se encuentra realizando un
proyecto de investigacion sobre el efecto del huracdn Maria en la infraestructura de
trasportacion. Se tomd como caso de estudio con el puente peatonal que se encontraba en el Km
4.1 del Expreso Roman Baldorioty de Castro, San Juan, Puerto Rico. El mismo fue removido
recientemente ya que representaba un peligro para los peatones y el expreso Roman Baldorioty
de Castro.

El caso de estudio surge luego del huracan Maria ya que se observd que el puente habia sufrido
deflexiones laterales permanentes. Se entiende que la deflexion es resultado de los fuertes
vientos producidos por el huracdn sobre un rotulo que se encuentra en el puente. El propésito
general del caso de estudio es obtener los datos sobre la geometria y materiales del puente, para
luego desarrollar modelos avanzados del mismo y poder obtener las velocidades del viento del
Huracan Maria que provocaron las deflexiones, y corroborar si la presencia de los letreros fue
determinante en la respuesta o no.

Como parte del caso del estudio nos interesa obtener piezas del puente para poder determinar,
mediante pruebas de laboratorio, las propiedades mecanicas del material que se utilizd para
construir el puente en la década del 60. Por este medio le solicitamos si es posible pasar por las
facilidades de donde se encuentra el puente para remover algunas piezas las cuales nos ayudaran
con el caso de estudio. Muchas gracias de ante mano por su colaboracién; la misma serd muy
valiosa para PRy el entendimiento de los efectos del huracan Maria en la isla.

Cordialmente,

Gustavo E. Pacheco-Crosetti, PhD, PE

Director, Transportation Infrastructure Research Center - TIRC

Full Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Environmental Engineering and Land Surveying
Polytechnic University of Puerto Rico

SAN JUAN « ORLANDO » MIAMI
PO Box 192017 e San Juan, PR 00919-2017 e 787.622.8000 e Www.pupr.edu
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