1. H|ofd| xisHasdel =X

NEER CRERE
Fol 448 34 ko
st aled 1 gske
A AmskAE, Ak

si=7 A}

weke] )3t AstA

Nondestructive Load Testing of the Bridges
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3.1 Diagnostic Load Test(DLT)
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3.2 Proof Load Test(PLT)
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a. Unintended Composite Action

b. Load Distribution Effect

c. Participation of Parapets, Railings and Utilities

d. Material Properties Difference

e, Unintended Continuity

f. Participation of Secondary Members

g. Effect of Skew
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Fig. 1 Strain Gage Diagram
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4.3 Unintended Continuity
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Moment Diagram without Moment at Supports

Moment Diagram with Moment at Supports — — —

Fig. 2 Moment Diagram of the Simple Beam with and
without Unintended Continuity
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Fig. 3 Cross Section of Concrete Slab Steel Girder
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4.5 Load Distribution Effect
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