
Correspondence General  

Emma to Earl Street Pedestrian Bridge Schedule B Class B Environmental 
Assessment, 2020-121 

From: Beth Finnis  

Subject: Comments re: Emma-Earl Bridge proposal (Sept 8th meeting) 

Hello,  

Please see my comments below on the Emma-Earl Bridge proposal. For context, I 
live in the neighbourhood and am familiar with the area.  

I do not support the construction of this bridge. My primary reasons are as follows: 

- The cost is not sensible. There are priorities - needs, not wants - that the City 
should be focussed on in the next few years. The initial cost estimate of $1.8 million 
(on the lowest end, with the preferred bridge) is now a few years old. I'm not sure 
if there is an update on this, but costs will have inevitably increased over time. 
Other options, if taken up, will be even more expensive. Money set aside for this 
bridge could be, and should be, reallocated to critical needs instead, particularly in 
the current budgetary context as shaped by the pandemic.  

- The bridge will intersect with some important wildlife areas along a river complex 
that is already developed in many sections. Animals that I have personally seen in 
the immediate area of the bridge include: snapping turtles (including a nesting 
area), mink, beaver, muskrat, at least 6 different kinds of ducks, geese, great blue 
herons, kingfishers, a range of warblers, baltimore orioles, and so on. I have 
serious concerns that the construction of this bridge will affect wildlife habitats in 
both the short and long terms. Wildlife habitats in the city are already facing a lot of 
pressure from a range of developments. We don't need to - and we shouldn't - add 
to that. The EA of the area is lacking in detail and quality - it is an incomplete and 
flawed assessment of wildlife in the area, reflecting a lack of time and depth.  

- We can learn from the example of the Riverside Park bridge re: detriments to the 
environment. People throw all kinds of garbage over the side, into the river. This 
will happen with the Emma-Earl Bridge as well. It will further affect the wildlife 
habitats discussed above, and affect habitats downstream. Garbage cans will not 
address the problem, even if they are installed. This winter, for example, a garbage 
can was dumped off the Riverside Park bridge, leaving a huge number of dog waste 
bags (and other plastic waste) to enter the river as ice melted.  

This bridge is 1) Not a need,  2) An inappropriate allocation of funding in lean and 
uncertain times, and 3) Ultimately detrimental to the natural environment, and 
wildlife. This space should be left alone. While I understand that some people don't 
want to cross the river at established places, that doesn't mean a new bridge is 
justified. 

Thank you very much,  

B. Finnis 



*** 
 
From: Lenore Ross  

Subject: Written comments to City Council or committee 

Re bridge between Emma and Earl St's. 

I would support the proposed active transportation link between Emma and Earl 
St's. This is an important safe connection for both pedestrians and cyclists between 
Wards 1, 2 and 3 (Downtown, Exhibition Park and Riverside) and allows better and 
safer cross-City access to both employment and recreation. 

This 1.7M project should be included in the City of Guelph capital budget to allow 
construction within the next 10 years; I would support a tax increase to achieve 
this project. 

I would like to be kept informed of further progress on this project via email.   

Lenore Ross 

*** 

From: Lynn Chidwick  

Subject: Earl/Emma street Bridge. 

I am not a public speaker so I will not sign up for the upcoming meeting on 
September 8 regarding the Earl/Emma Bridge.  Please distribute our letters to all 
the councillors so our voices can be heard, Thank you. 

I will also send a subsequent email outlining my opposition to the bridge as it 
relates to destroying snapping turtle habitat. 

I have concerns and am totally opposed to the building of the bridge.  I live at XXX 
Dufferin Street, at the corner of Dufferin and Earl. 

1. Snapping Turtles nest in the area and are often seen on Earl Street in the 
spring.  We have rescued many. 

As you know the snapping turtle is listed as Special Concern under the Ontario 
Endangered Species Act, 2007 and Special Concern under the federal Species at 
Risk Act. The species has also been designated as a Specially Protected Reptile 
under the Ontario Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act. 

If I remember correctly, in the EA Report, it said something to the effect that 
turtles do not nest in this area but further towards Speedvale.  This is NOT true.  
They nest along the bank, on the island between Emma and Earl and on the 
Armtec Property Yard.   

I am not sure if the City has the authority to ignore this information and build a 
bridge that destroys the nesting habitat of the snapping turtle. 

We were told by the EA consultants that the study on the natural habitat did 
NOT occur in the spring during nesting season. 

 



2. As you can see the EA study area stops at the Trans Canada Trial.  There is no 
sidewalk that goes down Earl Street, nor is there a sidewalk from Earl to Mac 
along Dufferin. I have asked about whether this will be part of the bridge 
construction cost but have been told it is outside the scope of the EA. So 
seriously are you going to build a bridge without access?  How is this not a cost 
that needs to be considered in the building of a bridge. 

3. I live on the corner of Earl and Dufferin so our property is gravely impacted.  If 
a sidewalk is put in on both sides of the street which is what I was told by a City 
Engineer at one of the public meetings. ...  Earl Street is not actually straight … 
so as the road exists now the sidewalk on the north side of Earl would 
necessarily be on my neighbours property.  If the road is realigned to be straight 
with he adjacent properties, then sidewalks are possible on both  sides of the 
street, but the street would not align with Earl St from Dufferin to Woolwich 
street.  Earl Street is the access road for large trucks going to the Armtec 
Property. So having a jog in the road would not suit this truck traffic.   When I 
asked about this, I was told the City can do whatever it wants.  Ok, so the city 
does this, whatever it is… should this cost not be put into the construction of 
building a bridge.   

4. And let’s think about the safety plan for the semi trucks going in and out of 
Armtec everyday.   

5. And then we, as impacted residents were promised, (by Bob Bell at the EA 
Meetings) mitigation for increased traffic, possible sidewalk, etc etc  … which 
would look like perhaps a fence, trees, bushes etc.  Will this actually happen? 

6. So what is the actual cost when all is said and done.  And the answer has been… 
"not part of the scope”which is a poor answer. 

7. Accessibility is part of the reason you are building the bridge in the first place so 
if the bridge is not accessible what is the point.  

8. The EA. failed to adequately determine the need for the bridge which is essential 
in the EA process.  The answer was, it is in the Trail Master Plan.  That answer 
does not identify need and therefore the findings of the EA are baseless. 

What I would like to see ifs the following. 

1. Snapping Turtle Nesting Habitat Study done by Ministry of Fisheries or some 
agency with expertise in the field during nesting season so the extent of the 
nesting habitant can be fully understood. 

2. A safety plan that addresses Armtec trucks accessing the Armtec Property via 
Earl Street (with or without sidewalks) directly in front of the bridge  

3. The promised mitigation plan for the properties severely impacted by the bridge. 
4. A costing for the bridge that includes not only the construction of the bridge but 

also safe access to the bridge. 
5. And a researched reason why the bridge is actually needed. (I have not met one 

person on either side of the bridge that is in favour) 

Looking forward to your response and some answers. 

Sincerely  

Lynn Chidwick 



*** 
From: Sidney Sproule  

Subject: Written comments to City Council or committee 

I’m writing to support the Emma and Earl Street Pedestrian Bridge.  It will provide 
more access to trails and parks, as well as open up more options to choose 
healthier modes of getting around the city.   

Regards, 

Sidney Sproule 

Ward 2 Resident 

*** 

From: Matthew Glass  

Subject: Emma Street pedestrian bridge 

Dear Council, 

Given the daily dangers continuing to face bikers and pedestrians on Speedvale 
Avenue, I believe the city has a moral obligation to complete the planning and 
construction of the Emma Street bridge. Promises were made, expenses for building 
it are less than expenses for the cumbersome alternatives planned for Speedvale 
Avenue, and the multiplication of bike and pedestrian routes only increases the 
well-being of Guelph's residents by making it more feasible for them to engage in 
outdoor activities.   

I encourage you to vote in favour of building the bridge. 

Matthew Glass 

*** 

From: Hilary 

Subject: Earl to Emma Bridge 

Hello! 

I am a resident who lives just off Dufferin St and am writing in strong support of 
the proposed Earl Street to Emma Street bicycle and walking bridge. It would make 
a significant difference to me and my family to be able to cycle safely from our part 
of town, avoiding traffic on major busy roads, to access both grocery shopping at 
the Speedvale Stephenson centre and to travel up through the park system as far 
as Victoria Road. I believe it would be an excellent alternative to the previous 
proposal of a bike lane on the Speedvale bridge and would be a great way to 
extend the recreational trail for more residents in other parts of Guelph.  

Thank you, 

Hilary Appleton 

*** 

  



From: Julie Byczynski   
Subject: Support for Emma - Earl Bridge 

Hello 

I am writing to express my support for the installation of an Emma to Earl St bridge 
across the Speed River. 

As a resident of the immediate area, I am a regular pedestrian on both sides of the 
river in this vicinity.  Unfortunately, I do not feel safe as pedestrian or cyclist on 
Speedvale Avenue.  

I believe the addition of a pedestrian bridge will greatly enhance the walkability of 
our city, encourage people to walk or cycle more to services on Speedvale 
(reducing congestion), and be a considerable asset to the trails and paths that 
make our city an attractive place to live and work. 

Many thanks 

Julie Byczynski  

*** 

From: Alain Carriere 

Subject: Emma to Earl bridge 

I live on Paul Ave and need to cross the Speed River east/west several times a day, 
often by bike.  Every time I cross on Speedvale I cringe, because vehicle traffic is 
fast and constricted, while the sidewalk is busy and narrow. And I always 
remember the day a few years ago when my young son nearly fell off that sidewalk 
on his bike, into oncoming traffic.  

This neighborhood needs this proposed safe and convenient crossing! 

Alain Carriere 

*** 

Subject: Support for Emma-Earl Pedestrian/Cycling bridge 

Hi, I want to voice my support to keep this project on the table. I know everything 
is under fire, and drivers will likely not support a pedestrian bridge for a specific 
area, but if not now, when? We've already had a lot of bad news about the cuts to 
the speedvale bridge, speedvale bike lanes, I'm really hoping this one goes 
through. Feel like it's our last hope!  

GCAT has made some great arguments but also, consider access for kids who have 
to cross to bike to school. I'm sure some of you have tried biking on Speedvale! It's 
a death wish!  

Anyway quick note. Have a great day. Thanks so much for all the support for active 
transportation. Seems like more than ever. Keep the dream alive!  

Bill Whitehead 

*** 

  



From: Diane Stuart  

Subject: Earl St. Bridge 

Hello 

I would like to comment on the proposed Earl St. Bridge. This bridge would be a 
safe cycling, walking route for many people. Since Covid, I have noticed many more 
people, actively walking and cycling around town. This bridge would get us off 
Woolwich St. (noise, pollution, safety) and on to smaller streets to access 
Speedvale Ave. and the traffic lights in front of the Fire Station.  Also, the cost 
savings are much greater than having a bike lane on Speedvale Ave.  

Thank You 

Diane Stuart 

*** 

From: Ian Digby  

Subject: Emma Earl Pedestrian/Cycling Bridge 

Dear Mayor Guthrie and Council, 

As a regular cyclist and jogger on the speed river trails. I believe the proposed 
Emma-Earl cycling bridge would be a significant improvement to the city's active 
transportation infrastructure. Please support this initiative! 

Thank you, 

Ian Digby 

*** 

From: luke hohenadel  

Subject: Emma st bridge proposal 

As a life long resident of Guelph I have often wondered why there was no safe way 
to cross the river at the base of Emma St without going onto Speedvale Ave. I 
biked or walked or ran to work form the downtown area to the Woodlawn-Victoria 
area for 3 decades. This meant taking my chances twice a day trying to cross 
Speedvale ave, which I believe to be one of the city’s most dangerous streets, 
particularly for cyclists and pedestrians. Riding on Speedvale was extremely 
dangerous and avoided at all costs. 

It is evident that adding bike lanes to Speedvale is a costly endeavour but the 
bridge proposal at Earl and Emma is a very feasible alternative. A bridge in that 
location would add to Guelph’s legacy as a cycling and trail leader among Canadian 
cities. More people than ever are riding and walking during these challenging times. 
The Earl Emma bridge would be a positive boost for people wanting to spend time 
moving around our beautiful city. 

Please make the right choice, for the active residents of Guelph, to construct this 
bridge in 2021. 

Thank you for your time and for all you do for our city. 



Sincerely, 

Luke Hohenadel 

(runner, cyclist, hiker, proud Guelphite) 

*** 

From: Jane Cotter  

Subject: Emma-Earl Pedestrian Bridge 

As a cyclists and walker, I strongly suggest the Emma Earl pedestrian bridge is a 
beneficial proposal for the city of Guelph. 

I presently use the bike/pedestrian lane on Speedvale and find it safer to be 
distanced from vehicle traffic and pedestrian traffic.  

I know that a pedestrian bridge over the Speed river at Emma and Earl would be 
increase the bicycle traffic . 

At present the narrow lanes on Speedvale ave. and the future construction on 
Speedvale avenue it is and will be very dangerous to bike on the road.  

As a cyclist, a car driver, and a citizen of Ward 2 I strongly support the Emma-Earl 
Street pedestrian bridge. 

Jane Cotter 

*** 

From: Joanne Astley  

Subject: Please build the Emma Earl Bridge 

Hello, 

I support the building of the Emma Earl Bridge. 

Thanks 

Joanne Astley 

*** 

From: Lynn Chidwick  
Subject: Emma/Earl Street Bridge 

I am not a public speaker and will not go to the meeting and would like this 
information to be considered. 

The ranking in the Evaluation of the Alternatives is incorrect.  If the snapping 
turtle habitat is taken into consideration correctly the preferred alternative is “Do 
Nothing" 

Snapping Turtles nest in the area of the proposed Emma Street Bridge and are 
often seen on Earl Street in the spring.  We have rescued many from peril as they 
traverse the tracks and walk along Earl Street.   

The snapping turtle is listed as Special Concern under the Ontario 
Endangered Species Act, 2007 and Special Concern under the federal Species at 



Risk Act. The species has also been designated as a Specially Protected Reptile 
under the Ontario Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act. 

In the EA Report, it indicates that the snapping turtles nest in this area but further 
towards Speedvale.  This is NOT true.  They nest along the river bank and on the 
island where the bridge is proposed between Emma and Earl and on the Armtec 
Property Yard.   

I know that the Snapping Turtle habitat is identified as “special concern”and is not 
legally protected, but, I am sure that the City will choose not to ignore 
this information and NOT build a bridge that destroys the nesting habitat of the 
snapping turtle. 

The Environmental Assessment Section 3.5.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat states "As 
snapping turtle was confirmed in the bottomlands on the north side of the River and 
it is most likely that the species is also using the River itself, these habitats are also 
confirmed SWH under the category "Habitat of Special Concern and Rare Species”.  

Table 3-4 Species-at-Risk Screening outlines the that  the Snapping Turtles 
were identified with the status of special concern and present in the study area and 
indicated the source of this information was a Guelph resident. 

I was told by the consultant that they did not actually see any snapping turtles and 
relied solely on a resident’s information.   

If the Ea consultants rely of one residents' information, it would make sense that 
other residents with further information on the nesting habitat should be included in 
the EA and the designation of  the nesting areas. 

Figure 3-9 Vegetation Communities & Significant Wildlife Habitat identifies 
that the Snapping turtle habitat is to the Speedvale side of the proposed bridge.   

This is not the extent of the nesting area. 

I and many other residents have seen the snapping turtles nesting on the island, on 
the banks of the river and the Armtec property where the bridge is to be built. 

Table 4-5 EA Evaluation of the Five Alternatives for Emma to Earl Street 
Bridge.  

When considering this table, the “Do Nothing Alternative’s” impact on Aquatic 
habitat is ranked 3 and because nothing is changing there should be NO impact on 
aquatic habitat and should be ranked 4 

Then considering the “Preferred Alternative- Alt 2b - Steel Box Truss - Double 
Span - Hydro within structure ” impact on aquatic habitat, it is ranked 4.  This is 
questionable considering the ranking given on the do nothing alternative is 3.  And 
given that the information given was from a “resident” and other residents have 
witnessed turtles nesting on the island and the banks where the build is to be built 
have not been equally taken into consideration. 

This should be ranked 0 or 2 at the most. 

 



Given this new ranking the "Do nothing” alternative should be ranked total is 36 
and the  “preferred alternative -lt 2b - Steel Box Truss - Double Span - Hydro 
within structure dips to 33-35 and is no longer the preferred alternative 

Similarly, Alt 1 - Steel Cable Suspension - Single Span impact on aquatic 
wildlife should not be ranked at “No impact” and given a lower ranking and 
this is no longer the secondary preferred alternative. 

The preferred alternative becomes “Do NOTHING” 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Chidwick 

*** 

From: Terry Petrie 
Subject: Emma Street Bridge 

I am not able to speak at the upcoming meeting for the Emma st Bridge, please 
distribute and consider my concerns. 

Financial priorities for the City. 

Spending money on what is a "frill" in these difficult times in Guelph shows a 
complete lack of judgement. 

....So a few bikers will have a bridge that is not needed, to go over.  Seriously, a 
few bikers are more of a priority than the homeless in Guelph? 

There is a housing crisis that NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED... MAKE THAT YOUR 
PRIORITY 

Step up. 

Other areas in the city actually need a bridge, if you insist on ignoring the housing 
crisis, and feel a need to build a bridge, then build a bridge where your constituents 
WANT a bridge. 

The neighbourhood around the proposed bridge DO NOT SUPPORT the bridge. 

I do not support the building of the bridge. 

The Environmental Assessment did NOT adequately establish a need for a bridge. 

The nesting habitat for the snapping turtle is misrepresented in the Environmental 
Assessment. 

The turtles do nest at the proposed site of the bridge. 

Therefore the impact on the snapping turtle habitat was incorrectly ranked and an 
incorrect "preferred alternative"was chosen. 

DO NOTHING should be the preferred alternative. 

Consultation with the Environmental Assessment was inadequate.  Many of our 
concerns were not documented despite our efforts to go to the meetings and voice 
our concerns. 



The City and staff seem to want to ram the bridge through despite all the concerns 
we have voiced over many years.  I am not sure why the City is so determined to 
push this through.  The bridge is not needed 

Make the right choice.  Do not build the bridge.  Focus on Guelph's people in 
need.  Make a difference. 

Terry Petrie 

*** 

From: Ted Bangay  

Subject: Emma Street to Earl Street Pedestrian Bridge 

Dear Mayor Guthrie and Council: 

I am writing in support of City Staff’s two recommendations regarding the Emma 
Street to Earl Street Pedestrian Bridge which is to be discussed at the September 
8th meeting of the Committee of the Whole. I understand that, notwithstanding 
Council’s potential approval of these recommendations, the bridge project will be 
reconsidered from a budget perspective later in the planning cycle. 

It is important that Council must not let the history of this proposed bridge slip 
from its memory. As I understand it, the bridge was proposed as an alternative 
after it became clear that, for financial reasons, it would not be possible to create 
bicycle lanes on Speedvale Avenue when it is reconstructed between Manhattan and 
Woolwich, as is required by the Official Plan (Section 5.4 (3 iii) . The Emma to Earl 
Bridge project represents a massive saving over what would have had to be spent 
to implement bicycle facilities on Speedvale itself.  Those on Council who oppose 
the Emma to Earl bridge for financial reasons must remember the huge costs that 
building this bridge avoids. 

The Emma to Earl Bridge is not just a bridge project on a list of other bridges to be 
built. Given its genesis, the notion that the Emma to Earl Bridge has somehow 
pushed itself to the front of the queue is simply false. In fact, given this project’s 
relationship to the Speedvale reconstruction project, it should be completed in the 
same timeframe. 

Technically speaking, should this bridge project not be built, it would be necessary 
to either redesign the Speedvale Avenue bridge to accommodate bicycle lanes as 
per the Official Plan (and at a massively higher cost,) or re-write the Official Plan to 
delete the commitment to bicycle lanes when arterial roads are reconstructed. In 
either event, a decision to cancel the Emma to Earl Bridge would call into question 
the integrity of Council’s original decisions, not only with respect to the Speedvale 
reconstruction project, but also with respect to its honouring of the Official Plan. 

Thank you for your service to the community. 

Yours truly, 

Ted Bangay 

*** 

  



From: Derek Hall  

Subject: Expression of support for the Emma Earl Pedestrian/Cycling Bridge 
proposal 

I am writing as a Ward 1 resident in strong support of the Emma Earl 
Pedestrian/Cycling Bridge proposal that will be discussed at the Committee of the 
Whole meeting on September 8. I also support building the bridge in 2021.  

 This project promises significantly to improve transportation options and 
accessibility in Guelph while avoiding the enormous expense of adding bike lanes to 
Speedvale. As a cyclist, I consider Speedvale unsafe for cycling and would never 
cycle on it. I have also often found even walking across the Speedvale bridge in the 
winter to be unsafe. The sidewalks are frequently covered in snow and ice, and they 
are narrow enough that it would be easy to fall directly into the traffic on 
Speedvale. There is currently, though, no other option for cyclists or pedestrians 
than to use the Speedvale bridge; the closest bridge to the south (at Norwich) is a 
full kilometre away. 

The Emma Earl bridge would resolve all of these problems: it would expand options 
and accessibility for cyclists and walkers and would be a much safer way to get 
across Speedvale in all seasons.  

Yours truly, 

Derek Hall 

*** 

From: Randy Jackiw  

Subject: Emma Street Bridge, letter for upcoming council meeting 

As a resident who lives along the Guelph trail near this proposed project, I 
respectfully raise signifiant concerns and opposition to this expenditure at this time. 
 
First, with all the needs in this city, critical infrastructure deficit, homeless and 
housing needs, drugs, mental health, etc. plus the pressures that covid has placed 
on the city... there is no scenario where this project should make a priority list.  
 
Second are the safety considerations given the rising homeless, drug, problems and 
related vandalism.  My family, and neighbours do not feel safe on the trail and 
many areas in the city already.  Even the current trail infrastructure, after 
numerous commitments by the city, has no lighting or police presence. As one 
example,  there have been at least two incidents I am aware of, reported to the 
police, where vandals cut a gas bbq line at our home, and a propane line at a 
nearby neighbour, with attempted thefts, property damage, and worse.   
 
Another example of safety being a higher priority is that I really thought that after 
the murder at the train station that things would change. Ironic it was so close to 
the new police station. Our family likes to support great places like Cornerstone and 
Planet Bean downtown, but there are a growing number of unsettling incidents, in 
broad daylight, aggressive behaviour, etc. which are clearly mental health 



problems. Pre covid I was a regular go train user, but these conditions are  very 
unsettling, especially on the later trains.  I would no longer advise people to be in 
the area on their own.  
 
Safety of the public should be the priority. 
 
Third is that this bridge is not even needed so close to Speedvale.  It is an 
unnecessary frill at best. 
 
There also seems to be a lack of sound city governance.  I have had numerous 
discussions with Rodrigo and James about the need for some priority setting in 
Guelph, and that more governance and oversight of staff is needed.  Council should 
have more involvement in what staff are even spending time on, where staffing and 
other resources are allocated including the hiring of consultants and expensive lip 
service consultations.  A favourite Peter Drucker saying is that “There is nothing so 
useless as doing efficiently that which should not be done at all. “ 
 
But this was not even done well.  Other neighbours have given you numerous 
detailed examples illustrating how flawed this process was. That should also be 
alarming, and a red flag for potential external audit.   In the couple  meetings I 
attended, staff and consultants were single minded with pre conceived outcomes.  I 
have continually asked councillors for examples of due diligence by staff regarding 
priorities.  Council should have a full list of opportunity costs.  What else is not 
getting done? Is this the most important thing, or is council being led down a 
predetermined policy garden path and bureaucratic process by staff with nothing 
more important to do.   
 
I was a little hopeful after reading the recent interview with Mayor Guthrie. 
https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-
affordability-as-it-starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089 
 
But now I am surprised and disappointed that this bridge is even being discussed at 
this time. In the middle of covid, the week kids are returning to school, health 
professionals predicting a second surge, record debt, etc.... you have this on an 
agenda? 
 
The city blames the police, and the police blame the city, and I for one am tired of 
it.   
 
Is the city asking for even more money from upper tiers? Bottom line... if you have 
money for the bridge, you (City) can in no way say you are in need.  You can’t do 
this and raise taxes or beg for more money from the province.  Give it to the police, 
or community services, or build more emergency capacity.  And if you don’t want to 
do that, then give it back. But don’t waste it, and commit us to even more long 
problems along the trail, plus term maintenance of unneeded infrastructure as 
well.  
 

https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-affordability-as-it-starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089
https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-affordability-as-it-starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089


Please think this through, exercise your governance responsibilities, and don’t just 
rubber stamp a project without the broader fiscal context.  And especially now, 
please make sure resources are focused on critical priorities before you get into the 
wants and nice to haves.   
 
Thanks  
Randy Jackiw 
*** 

From: Susan Boyle  

Subject: Written comments to City Council or committee: Emma-Earl Bridge: 
Enough is enough 

Good Day, 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the Emma-Earl bridge project moving 
forward.  

The list of reasons to cease this project are vast 

- Crime:  the crime in this neighborhood has increased immensely since the 
construction of the trail and adding another access point will only create more 
problems for the residents. 

- Environment: destroying the local eco-system and adding another dumping point 
to the Speed River (take a look at the garbage at the Speedvale over-pass 

- Community Opposition: the PIC recap notes clearly outline the opposition but 
have been buried in the multiple recaps.  This absence of objectivity through this 
process is cause for great concern. 

- Fiscal/Location:  Excluding the Speedvale under-pass/bridge expansion projects 
as part of this discussion is wrong.  The price tag of this project is significant and 
should not be ignored that it is less than 500 meters away from Speedvale. 

- Global Pandemic:  COVID-19 has upended our lives and the way our communities 
run, spending another penny on this project during these times is disgraceful. 
  



This bridge is a nice-to-have project, the type of project that should never be 
completed because it is fiscally irresponsible.   Including this topic on the Sept 8th 
agenda is tone deaf at best.  Use these funds to help the people that are struggling 
and making our communities unsafe, the list of higher priority items is close to 
endless. 

Regards, 
Susan Boyle 
*** 
 
From: Tanya Richardson  
Subject: Expression of Support for the Emma Earl Pedestrian/Cycling Bridge 
Proposal 

I am writing as a Ward 1 resident to express my  strong support for the Emma Earl 
Pedestrian/Cycling Bridge proposal that will be discussed at the Committee of the 
Whole meeting on September 8. I also support building the bridge in 2021.  

I think that this project will improve transportation options and accessibility for 
pedestrians and cyclists in Guelph. There are many problems with crossing the 
Speedvale bridge, particularly in the winter. The Emma Earl bridge would provide a 
safer way to get across Speedvale in all seasons.  

Sincerely, 

Tanya Richardson 

*** 













Emma-Earl Bridge EA - Comments to City Council COW                            Sept 4, 2020  
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
Residents for  a Safe Speedvale Avenue (RSSA) supports sustainable transportation infrastructure where it 
meets the mobility needs of the most people at the lowest cost but not where it will exacerbate issues related 
to public safety, our environment and city finances -- especially in a post-COVID world. We are calling 
on City of Guelph council to reject staff's recommendation to approve the Emma-Earl Bridge (EEB) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and refocus its efforts on Speedvale Avenue and the existing Trans-Canada 
Trail (TCT) for these interrelated reasons: 

1) Project Need and EA Scope:  
• Despite EA analysis going back to 2016, the need for the $1.7 million EEB has not been 

established. Other city policing, infrastructure, housing, health and financial priorities -- all of 
which have been strained by the COVID pandemic (yet not mentioned in any EA documents).  
 

• The EEB will NOT help cyclists and pedestrians move across or along car-oriented Speedvale 
Avenue where the real safety issues are.  

 
• The scope was too narrow as it only focused on the bridge spanning the river. The EA process 

should have been extended to Speedvale, Dufferin and Marlborough to include sidewalk and 
road/hydro realignment. 

2) Transportation Planning and Demand:  
• In 2015, council and staff used the EEB as “a bone” thrown to some cyclists in order to get their 

support for the $20 million Speedvale road design in 2015 – which contradicted the city’s 2009 
Bike Policy and 2013 Cycling Master Plan which specify that all newly constructed roads will 
include bike lanes.  
 

• The rationale for the EEB is also based on an outdated 2005 Trails Master Plan -- which did not 
identify the EEB as a priority -- along with the outdated 2007 Local Growth Management Plan. 
The Trails Master Plan, slated for completion in 2021, should be approved in conjunction with 
the city-wide Transportation Master Plan before moving forward with EEB. 
 

• City staff has not provided hard data to indicate that cycling and walking will increase amongst 
the majority of Ward 2 residents who have access to an automobile. Only residents who live 
beside a new bridge might benefit from distance/time savings as they make their way to major 
destinations like downtown, library, Riverside Park: maximum 800 metres/2 minutes by bike, 
maximum 10 minutes by walking). For all other residents, taking a new bridge would actually 
increase the time and distance to arrive at major destinations.  
 

• Fortunately, the Speedvale Bridge “pinch point” bollards (installed in June 2020) have already 
made this section of the road much safer for all users. The "pinch point" should be extended 200 
metres east to Marlborough Road and made permanent. A new traffic light or cross-walk should 
be installed at Marlborough so citizens living east of the river can cross Speedvale safely without 
having to walk/ride west to the existing crosswalk located in front of Guelph Fire Station #2.  

 
 
 
 

https://guelph.ca/city-hall/mayor-and-council/city-council/
https://pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=2020fa26-77d9-466c-8a1f-debcf54187b6&Agenda=Agenda&lang=English&Item=39&Tab=attachments
https://pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=2020fa26-77d9-466c-8a1f-debcf54187b6&Agenda=Agenda&lang=English&Item=39&Tab=attachments
https://goo.gl/maps/KmXfVfXjwmpZZKCQ9
https://www.change.org/p/guelph-city-council-vote-for-safe-speedvale-avenue-test-a-road-diet-design
http://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/GuelphTrailMasterPlan.pdf
http://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/cow_agenda_030617.pdf#page=139
https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/some-lanes-of-traffic-blocked-off-to-allow-for-physically-distanced-foot-and-cycle-traffic-2425113
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3) Cycling, Pedestrian and Neighourhood Safety:  
• The level of assaults, vandalism (Molotov Cocktails) and drug activity on the TCT could increase 

since it isn't being patrolled regularly by bike police - of which there were only 4 across the city 
in 2017.  
 

• Forklifts and 36-wheeler trucks entering/exiting the Armtec plant by EEB and driving/idling 
overnight along Earl Street will lead to more accidents. 

4) Environment and Garbage:  
• This part of the river is a turtle nesting ground and is heavily used by a range of water animals 

including beaver, muskrat, minks, herons, kingfishers and at least 6 kinds of ducks (mallards, 
common mergansers, hooded mergansers, buffleheads, goldeneyes, redheads).  This precious 
wildlife could be extirpated due to EEB construction and their habitat forever altered. Mature 
trees along the banks of the river would also be cut down to make way for the EEB.  
  

• The November 2019 EA report by Aquafor Beech Consultants sternly warns on page 62: “… 
none of the three design alternatives fully meet the current development policies of the City of 
Guelph as defined in the Official Plan. Due to site constraints, all of the bridge designs have a 
permanent footprint within the Natural Heritage System (NHS)." Having already amended city 
policy on Speedvale bike lanes, the city should not amend the Official Plan where the NHS is 
concerned.   
 

• The nearby Norwich, Speedvale and Riverside Park bridges are used as dumping grounds 
for garbage of all types, including needles. The EEB would bring more of the same, further 
compounding the environmental disruption for wildlife (both locally and downstream). 

5) Financial:  
• In June 2017, the preliminary ranking carried out by staff and consultants suggested the single-

span bridge was the preferred alternative. At the time, the capital cost was estimated to be $1.8 
million but jumped to $3.23 million (excluding HST) in May 2020.  
 

• Without requesting any community feedback, staff has presented an altered $1.7 million two-span 
bridge (Alternative 2b). This amount will increase when lighting, guarded sidewalks, road/hydro 
realignment, possible expropriation, policing and other operating costs are included. These scarce 
dollars should be invested in Speedvale bike lanes and/or permanent pinchpoint/crosswalk 
(extending from west side of bridge to Marlborough) and a bridge underpass. Balance of funds 
can be invested in increased police surveillance, river enhancement/clean-up and lighting on the 
TCT. 

 
 

6) Poor Consultation and Evaluation:  
• lack of communication between city staff and impacted neighbourhoods more than 4 years to 

complete -- staff told the community on June 7, 2017, that the EA Project file would be filed and 
agency approvals obtained in September 2017 (see display board #25).  
 

• With new information finally posted to the city’s website on August 27, 2020, staff gave the 
community 6 business days to send comments and/or register as a delegation. 

https://pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=8437
https://www.guelphmercury.com/news-story/2783196-speed-river-is-a-garbage-dump-but-it-s-no-shark-tank/
https://pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=8435
https://pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=8435
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• Two 2-hour PIC meetings, the second being held 6 months later than originally scheduled). Those 

who attended the first meeting in October 2016 were not notified of the June 2017 meeting. 

• Meeting format (with 25 separate display boards) is purposely designed to limit citizen 
interaction.  

• Staff evaluation didn’t make sense in terms of quantifying impacts and assessing open house 
support. Despite all the shortcoming of the scope, analysis and consultative process, their 
“Preferred Alternative 2b” ($1.7 million) received a total score of 37 whereas the “Null (Do 
Nothing) Alternative” received 35 points. This is within the margin of error. 

• Open house participants who provided their email addresses were not kept informed as to the 
status of the EA and the city website was not updated since July 16, 2017.  

  
On September 8, Guelph City Council should not authorize staff to complete the EEB EA as it is not 
necessary for the affected neighbourhoods or the city at large – for all the safety, planning, environmental, 
financial and consultative reasons stated above. This was an important decision to make before the COVID 
pandemic struck and even more important now. 
 
Sincerely, 
Martin Collier, MES (Pl.) 
 
Residents for a Safe Speedvale Avenue 
Guelph, Ontario 
 
PS The above information was posted as a petition at www.change.org/reject_EEB on September 2, 2020. 
As of September 4, it has been signed by 10 people. If we had been given more than 6 days to respond to 400 
pages of city information released on August 27, we would have hundreds more.  
 

http://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/20170607_EmmaEarlBridge_OpenHouseInformation.pdf
http://www.change.org/reject_EEB






Attention: Mayor, Council, Staff, Neighbours, Citizens of Guelph, and Beyond  
Regarding: A Proposed Emma to Earl Bridge 
Date: September 4, 2020 
  
We are in a global pandemic; have been for some time, kids are going back to school, the weather is 
changing, wave 2 is coming..... and my city is talking about “pet” nice-to-have projects such as building a 
unnecessary bridge.   
  
There is some comfort, as our Mayor has stated that:  

“In my view and my opinion, this is not the time to be spending extravagantly and we need to get 
through ‘this time,’ and if ‘this time’ means a year or two, then so be it. 

“I think we have a responsibility to be fiscally responsible not just during the response to COVID-19, but 
to the recovery after COVID-19 and it’s going to take some time.” 

“There would be critical decisions that need to be made from both an operating, or a service delivery 
point of view, and a capital point of view,” 
  
https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-affordability-as-it-
starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089  
  
I agree, when it comes to COVID and spending critical decisions will have to be made.  Decision like: 
should we spend millions of dollars on unjustified infrastructure projects OR focus efforts towards the 
situation at hand i.e.: how our city is going to survive the financial and mental health fallout from a 
global pandemic for years to come.  
  
Now let’s review some facts: 
Upon repeated requests by myself and neighbours we have yet to receive any rational justification or 
evidence that this bridge is even needed.  In fact to the contrary, if you read the PIC #2 June 2017 
Stakeholder Summary Report and the May 4 2020 Staff Report: it states that over half of community 
feedback was against the bridge (even pre COVID).  For quick reference excerpts below: 
  
May 4, 2020 Staff Report 
Evaluation Matrix and Consideration of Public Feedback 
Page 13:   
“PIC #2 offered interested residents an opportunity to provide feedback on the existing conditions, 
evaluation criteria, preliminary evaluation of alternatives and preferred alternative. The PIC was well 
attended with over 33 people signed in. Overall, the feedback showed that approximately half of the 
participants preferred Alternative 1, with the other half conversely not wanting a bridge – supporting 
the Null Alternative.  
Based on feedback from PIC #2, as well as from City of Guelph staff, evaluation criteria and scoring were 
further updated.” 
  
So…… 

https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-affordability-as-it-starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089
https://www.guelphtoday.com/local-news/city-has-to-buckle-down-to-maintain-affordability-as-it-starts-2021-budget-process-says-mayor-2556089


The City did not like the PIC #2 results so added a 5th alternative, rescored, and picked a NEW Preferred 
Alternative … a different Preferred Alternative than the one originally recommended by their consulting 
firm and that was presented to us during 2017 PIC #2.   
  
Once again, the PIC #2 June 2017 Stakeholder Summary Report provides lots of great fodder for why 
NOT to build a bridge… very little of which ended up in the May 4, 2020 Staff Report.  I guess, when you 
Summarize Summaries it’s easier to steer narratives.   
   
The May 4 Staff Report  
  
Page 6, does not mention Species at Risk- Snapping Turtles. Below, I have attached some photo 
evidence of snapping turtles from in and around proposed bridge location.  I took these in 2011 & 2017. 
  
Table 1 Evaluation of Alternatives for Emma Street to Earl Street Pedestrian Bridge: 
The Cities Evaluation of Alternatives rescoring resulted in only a 2 point spread between the NEW 
Preferred Alternative and the Null-Do Nothing Alternative; which is well within margin of error for such 
an analysis. Therefore, I would like Council to request justification for each allocated score, and properly 
define each line item, as well as allow for 3rd party oversight / non-biased opinions, and allow for public 
feedback. 
  
Decisions should NOT be made off flawed evaluation methodologies and processes. 
  
Pro-bridge pressures & propaganda from small special interest groups should not trump neighbour 
safety and justify extravagant spending.  
  
“It’s only a challenge when the political will isn’t there. I have the political will to say no to a lot. But it is 
going to have to take the rest of council to agree.” Cam Guthrie 
  
Don’t be remembered for frivolous spending in the middle of a global pandemic, I hope the political will 
is strong enough to make the right decision, vote NO on bridge and move on to more important 
priorities.  
  
Thank you for talking the time to consider the above points and request, 

Jeff Huber 

 
Earl side of river at right at proposed bridge location, 2017 

 
Earl side of river at right at proposed bridge location, 2017 

  
Earl side of river, ~150m from proposed bridge location, 2011 

  

Jeff Huber M.Sc., B.Sc. 
 









From: Bruce Bennett  

Subject: Written comments to City Council or committee - Pedestrian Bridge - 
Emma St. to Earl St. 

Hello, 

I support construction of a footbridge/pedestrian bridge between Earl St and Emma 
St. This bridge provides for active transportation and reduces bike traffic across the 
Speed River on the four-lane Speedvale Ave E. bridge. What is concerning is the 
proposed method of bridge construction and the anticipated cost. 

Steel bridge construction is expensive and it is not climate friendly. The Norwich St. 
pedestrian bridge will use steel and concrete construction because it is adjacent to 
an active termite area. 

Wooden bridge construction is significantly cheaper and provides carbon capture in 
construction materials. The time-value of money, use of climate-friendly 
construction materials, and City budget pressures dictate selection of wood as the 
primary construction material for the Emma St. - Earl St. bridge. Guidelines for 
wooden bridges are readily available (see attached PDF file).  

A wooden bridge is esthetically pleasing and better integrates with the natural 
environment along the Speed River. The Emma St. - Earl St. bridge is not in a 
termite area. And, construction of a second wooden bridge across the Speed River 
within the City of Guelph offers a unique tourism opportunity.  

The covered wooden footbridge across the Speed River near the Boathouse Tea 
Room was built in 1992. At 28 years old it appears to have significant usable life 
remaining. This bridge was built by the Timber Framers Guild, an active 
organization with membership and resources to undertake a similar project. 

I ask City Council to approve construction of a wooden footbridge between Emma 
St. and Earl St. 

Best Regards, 

Bruce Bennett 
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FORWaRD

Timber bridges have a long history of construction and use throughout North America, including 
Ontario, for roadways, railways and logging roads. The Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code 
(CHBDC), together with the Canadian Wood Council publication Wood Highway Bridges from 
1992 are typically referenced by designers of timber bridges in Ontario. This new reference is 
intended to provide updated background information for designers as they embark on proposing 
and designing timber highway bridges for primary and secondary roads.

This reference is divided into three parts:

Part 1 – Wood Bridges – Design and Use

Part 2 – Opportunities & Current Limitations

Part 3 – Design Examples

Part 1 provides background information on topics including wood materials, bridge systems, 
prefabrication, durability and species availability. Details of costs, construction cycle and 
sustainability are also provided. Part 1 concludes with examples of a variety of completed 
highway bridges from North America and Europe.

Part 2 of this reference is intended to provide designers and authorities with highlights of the 
current edition of the CHBDC on subjects related to the wood highway bridges, including areas 
that will require future development in the code. Additional references to other resources for 
advancing practitioner knowledge of and advancing the state of the art in wood bridge design 
are provided.

Part 3 has two fully worked design examples of a two-lane 18-m span wood highway bridge 
designed in accordance with the latest provisions of the CHBDC and the best available 
information from current literature. Each example is based on a single-span, simply-supported 
glued-laminated girder bridge. One bridge has a glued-laminated deck and the other has a 
stress-laminated deck. These examples are intended to help designers understand the key 
issues as they undertake wood highway bridge design. Durability through detailing and choice 
of materials is discussed.
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1.1. iNtRODUCtiON

In many people’s minds, the mention of timber bridges conjures images of covered bridges 
on country roads, or grand railway trestles and even some landmark bridges that are visually 
expressive. Timber bridges take many forms – in fact, the majority are quite innocuous, providing 
road access to remote locations for activities such as logging. Still, others are on highway 
systems throughout Canada and the United States, oftentimes unrecognizable since the timber 
structure lies beneath the paved roadway. Timber bridges remain an important part of our 
network of roads and highways.

The benefits of building modern timber bridges include (from Leslie, 2012):
1. Lower initial cost particularly for remote areas;
2. Speed of construction and use of prefabrication;
3. Use of sustainable materials;
4. Lighter foundations; and
5. Aesthetics.

Of the roughly 70,000 bridges on public roads in Canada it is unclear how many are timber. 
Data from the United States indicate that less than 2% of their bridges are timber. In the United 
States, new highway timber bridges continue to be built. Using a variety of types of glulam 
timber construction for spans as long as 85 m, timber bridges have been constructed and are 
viable options for current heavy truck loading requirements (Gilham 2013).

It is apparent that when designers and authorities have been familiar with the benefits of timber 
bridges, and are technically knowledgeable in the design of wood bridges, we tend to see 
more of this type of bridge built. Historically, the number of timber bridges in Canada has been 
encouraging. Currently, in Ontario there are 157 timber bridges and culverts in service with the 
Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO) (Mermigas, 2017) although the number may actually 
be as high as 250 timber bridges out of the 3000 bridges in Ontario (Krisciunas et al. 2010). 
British Columbia has approximately 500 timber bridges out of approximately 2800 and currently 
have more planned. Quebec has been building new timber bridges as well. According to Leslie 
Marshall “Nova Scotia has hundreds of timber bridges, and half of Prince Edward Island’s 
bridges are timber” (Leslie M., 2012).
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Wood bridges take on many forms, from the simplest log bridge to many types of trussed bridges 
– the style and design have evolved significantly over the years depending on technology, 
skill and availability of materials. “Covered Bridges and the Birth of American Engineering” 
(Christianson et al., 2015) explores the designs of over eighteen different types of wood truss 
configurations used historically for wood bridges including the most basic king post trusses to 
more complicated town lattices and structurally efficient Pratt trusses. Truss bridges with the 
trusses above the deck (so called ‘though-truss’) provide a great opportunity to build a roof over 
the roadway. Trussed wood bridges from the 18th and 19th centuries had spans in the range of 
30 m to 60 m (100 to 200 feet). The presence of the roofs is the main reason these bridges still 
exist today – the roof protects the wood structure beneath it from rain, snow and sun.

West Montrose Bridge, Ontario, D. Moses

Trussed bridges allow for longer spans compared to simple girder bridges. Many examples 
of trussed timber bridges for roadways have been built for well over a century. For those with 
no roofs, the structure below the deck is relatively protected from weathering, however the 
timber members and connections above deck require attention to detail to provide drainage and 
localized protection of the structure.
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As described in detail in Timber Bridges Design, Construction, Inspection, and Maintenance 
(Ritter, 1990), the Howe truss was patented in the United States in 1840 based on stress analysis 
which was a major leap in timber bridge technology because it was based on more than ‘trial-and-
error’ and introduced cast iron components to the design (chords and diagonals were timber and 
verticals were cast iron). Shortly after, the Pratt truss was patented, also using cast iron members. 
In Ontario, the Sioux Narrows Bridge, constructed in 1936 remained in service for almost 70 
years. It is a box Howe truss with a 64 m main span built from solid sawn Douglas fir timbers.

As time passed, cast iron bridges became popular with less and less timber being constructed. 
Initially, timber bridges were about half the cost of cast iron bridges, but by the mid-1930’s, steel 
bridges could be built economically then reinforced concrete became more and more common 
for bridges. In the mid-twentieth century, most efforts into research and advancement of bridge 
concepts focussed on steel and concrete construction.

In contrast to the mainstream, Ontario continued to build wood bridges, particularly in the northern 
parts of the province. Research activities continued at the Ontario Ministry of Transportation 
and Canadian universities where they pressed ahead with novel timber bridge designs during 
the 1970’s to 1990’s. Research using new engineered wood products such as glulam timber, 
parallel strand lumber (PSL), glass fibre reinforcing, high performance concrete and epoxies 
and even composite concrete-log bridges continued to evolve (Krisciunas et al. 2010). Research 
continues, though at a lesser pace, in Canada.

Norwegian Bridge with member protection. Photo Credit: FPinnovations
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1.1.1. SCOPE

Part 1 of this reference guide provides background on many topics related to wood bridges 
including:

• Types of wood bridge systems
• Wood construction technology
• Wood bridge design considerations (national and provincial requirements)
• Prefabrication
• Service life and durability
• Benefits (cost, construction cycle and sustainability)

The topics are followed by examples of wood bridges from Canada and around the world.

1.2. WOOD BRiDGE SyStEMS aND tEChNOLOGy

The following sections describe the various wood products and systems available, treatments, 
fasteners and hybrid systems.

1.2.1. WOOD BRiDGE MatERiaLS

Solid Sawn
Solid sawn members can be either dimensional lumber (sizes ranging from 38 mm x 89 mm to 
89 mm x 286 mm) used for deck laminations, or heavy timbers (ranging from 140 mm x 140 mm 
to 191 mm x 191 mm) for girders or floors beams.

Glued-laminated timber (glulam)
Glulam is typically made of dimensional lumber (38 mm thick) and glued together to form 
deep members (See Figure 1.2.1.1.) that are more economical than using a large solid sawn 
lumber. Glulam is commonly used for stringers or girders, but can also be placed on its side to 
make a glulam deck or concrete-glulam composite deck. Glulam can also be curved and for 
standard glulam laminations they can be curved to a radius as small as 8.4 m – smaller radii 
can be achieved with thinner (non-standard) laminations (designers should be aware that not all 
suppliers can supply thinner laminations and that it will be more expensive).
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Figure 1.2.1.1. Glulam Member (Source: Figure 31L, section 4.1, FPi/tWBC)

Laminated veneer lumber (LVL)
LVL is manufactured from veneers all oriented in one direction. LVL is commonly produced in 
44 mm wide sections. LVL is approved for dry use only (i.e. for outdoor conditions it cannot 
be exposed and must be adequately protected). In wood bridge applications, LVL is usually 
used for stressed T- or box-sections (see Section 2.2) but must be carefully protected from 
moisture.

Parallel Strand Lumber (PSL)
Parallel strand lumber is a structural composite lumber (SCL) developed in Canada in the 1980’s 
and became commercially available in 1990. PSL is made from the same veneers as LVL, but 
the veneers are sliced into thin long strands (approximately 3 mm x 12 mm x 1000 mm long) 
prior to pressing. The strands are pressed together with a resin. PSL can be treated but is 
normally covered by a protective wearing surface. PSL can be built into in T- or box-sections.

Composites
The most common composite material used for wood bridges is a concrete-wood laminated 
deck. The two materials are mechanically bonded to act as one member. See Section 1.2.2 for 
more detail.
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1.2.2. WOOD BRiDGE SyStEMS

The following sub-sections describe the various bridge systems used in wood bridges as they 
pertain to decks, the super structure, and the sub-structure.

1.2.2.1. DECkS

Decks are a crucial component of bridges, not only for structural strength, but also for protection 
of the bridge substructure. For information on protection and treatment of decks, see Section 
1.4. There are many different types of decks used for wood bridges, as follows:

Longitudinal nail-laminated (LNL) Decks
Longitudinal nail-laminated decks are built from dimensional lumber laid side-by-side and nailed 
together to form a wood deck (or slab). Wood laminations span in the same direction as the flow 
of traffic. Lumber used for the deck ranges from 38 to 89 mm in thickness by 89 to 286 mm in 
depth. Most commonly available lengths are up to 4.9 m. This is also applicable for TNL, LSL, 
TSL, and WCC decks (described below).

The use of longitudinal nail-laminated decks in Canada is limited due to the common occurrence 
of deck delamination. Deck delamination can occur in LNL decks from some planks receiving 
more load than adjacent planks directly under wheel loads. These planks will deflect more under 
the higher concentrated load, causing the nails to bear more heavily and partially withdraw, 
effectively loosening the deck and delaminating the planks.

Longitudinal nail-laminated decks span along the length of the bridge, in the direction of traffic 
flow and between supports.

transverse nail-laminated (tNL) decks
Transverse nail-laminated (TNL) decks are similiar to longitudinal nail-laminated (LNL) decks 
but span across the width of the bridge. TNL decks are also built from dimensional lumber 
laid side-by-side and nailed together to form the wood deck (or slab). Wood laminations span 
perpendicular to the flow of traffic. TNL decks are more common than LNL decks since they 
are less susceptible to delamination. Unlike an LNL deck, the TNL deck requires support from 
girders or stringers. Figure 1.2.1.2. illustrates the difference between LNL and TNL decks.
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Longitudinal stress-laminated (LSL) decks
Longitudinal stress-laminated decks are built from dimensional lumber laid side-by-side and 
nailed together to form a wood deck. In addition to the nailing, post-tensioned steel bars are 
installed through the deck. The post-tensioning helps to reduces plank delamination and 
improves load sharing. Holes are pre-drilled through the wood planks and pressure treated 
after drilling for improved durability. LSL deck are more common than TSL decks (See Figure 
1.2.1.3.).

Figure 1.2.1.2. Longitudinal and transverse laminated decks  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1992))



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   9

Transverse stress-laminated (TSL) decks
Transverse stress-laminated decks are built from dimensional lumber laid side-by-side and nailed 
together to form a wood deck. In addition to the nailing, post-tensioned steel bars are installed 
through the deck. Very few wood bridge decks use TSL decks. TSL is similiar to the LSL deck, 
but the post-tensioning bars are positioned in the same direction as the flow of traffic. This is 
problematic as it means the anchorage point is located under the road (higher chances of contact 
with salt and water) making it difficult to access for re-tightening and maintenance of the bars.

Wood-concrete composite (WCC) decks
Wood-concrete composite decks are built from dimensional lumber laid side-by-side and nailed 
together to form a wood deck. The laminations can be either longitudinal or stress-laminated. 
The concrete is mechanically bonded to the laminated wood deck, to create a composite slab. 
(See Figure 1.2.1.4. below). The concrete provides a buffer between the vehicle wheels and 
wood planks, and provides better load distribution to the wood planks (significantly reducing 
the likelihood of plank delamination). While the wood laminations are not affected by road salts, 
the concrete portion is susceptible to salts and must be designed and protected appropriately. 
Detailing between the concrete and wood is also required to ensure that water does not get 
trapped between the two material interfaces.

Figure 1.2.1.4. Wood-concrete composite deck  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))

Note that other composite concrete-wood deck systems have been developed in other countries, 
typically using a connector between the wood and concrete for shear transfer with consideration 
of thermal and swelling changes in the materials.

Figure 1.2.1.3. Stress-laminated deck  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))
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Floor beam decks
The most common form of construction for floor beam decks are solid sawn timbers. The 
system consists of a plank surface on heavy timbers oriented transversely and supported on 
longitudinal wood or steel girders (See Figure 1.2.1.5. below). The decks are most commonly 
found in park and forest roads and municipal roads. Floor beam bridges can support heavy 
loads, but the planks may need replacing every few years. Typical floor beams are 184 x 184 
mm or 200 x 250 mm (depending on girder spacing). Typical planks sizes are 64 x 184 mm up 
to 100 x 250 mm.

Two-layer plank decks
The most common form of construction of two-layer plank decks are solid sawn timbers. This 
system consists of two alternating layers of planks supported on floor beams. The two layers help 
to provide a more dimensionally stable deck and better load distribution (See Figure 1.2.1.6.).

Figure 1.2.1.5. Floor beam deck (Moses Structural Engineers Inc.)
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Figure 1.2.1.6. Two-layer plank deck  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))

1.2.2.2. SuPEr STruCTurES

Log beams
Perhaps the oldest method of forming a bridge span, modern log beam bridges are constructed 
by placing round logs alternating from base to top (i.e. if the base of the log is wider than the top, 
to keep a uniform width the base and tops are alternated) and binding them together with steel 
cables. The deck, if solid sawn dimensional lumber, is fastened to the logs, or alternatively soil 
and rocks can be placed on the logs. Log beams commonly reach spans of 6 m to 18 m (this 
is primarily limited by the availability of diameter and length of the trees), however spans up to 
30 m have been constructed. The logs typically are not pressure treated and have generally 
served as temporary structures with a 10-20 service life.

Stressed log bridges
Stressed log bridges became a solution for using discarded wood poles and efficient wood use 
(the concept can also be used for new poles). The round logs are cut along two parallel faces 
to create a flat surface. They are pressed together against their flat faces and then are “tied” 
together with a post-tensioning system (See Figure 1.2.2.1).

The post-tensioning is similar to stress laminated decks, but with fundamental differences. Stress 
laminated decks use nails to connect the laminations together, but this cannot be accomplished 
with stressed log bridges due to the large size of the logs. This results in a higher likelihood of 
experiencing more prestress loss.
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A method to reduce the amount of prestress loss is to use a more flexible material than traditional 
prestressing steel. One solution to this has been to use Aramid fibre which has a tensile capacity 
of about 1.25 times of prestressing steel and about 40% of the modulus of elasticity. Aramid 
fibre is available in different sizes under the trade name PARAFIL rope, which has flexibility 
similar to rope and can be wrapped around small radii. Other synthetic fibres exist but are often 
composite with epoxy and can be too stiff to wrap around small radii. A note of caution that 
PARAFIL rope should be insulated when hot-mix asphalt is used, since it is not recommended 
for temperatures 136oC or higher.

Figure 1.2.2.1. Stress log cross-section 
(Source: Clause 16.9.3., Figure 16.9. Post-tensioning system for stressed log bridges –  

Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code. © 2017 Canadian Standards Association)

Trusses

Timber trusses, shown in Figure 1.2.2.2., can achieve longer clear spans for timber bridges. 
Trusses can support the bridge deck at various elevations (e.g. top chord or through truss, 
bottom chord or deck truss, or somewhere in between – pony truss). Truss members using either 
glulam timber or solid sawn timbers can be built in a wide variety of styles. The Sioux Narrows 
Bridge is one historical example of a solid sawn truss bridge in Ontario (refer to Section 1.6.1 for 
more detail). There are also other examples of truss bridges that can be found in Section 1.6.4. 
Figure 1.2.2.2. illustrates different truss configurations.
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Figure 1.2.2.2. Truss Configurations

Bowstring Truss
Bowstring trusses have a continuous curved glulam timber top chord or a series of straight 
segmented solid sawn timber members that form the top chord. The bottom chord is normally 
straight and web members are vertical and diagonal. Bowstring trusses tend to be most 
economical for spans up to 30 m.

Parallel-chord Truss
Parallel-chord trusses can be constructed as through-trusses or deck trusses and can reach 
spans of up to 75 m. Parallel-chord trusses are an economical solution where vertical clearance 
is not constrained.

Trestles
A trestle bridge is a system that consists of simply-supported beams, decks or trusses that are 
supported on repeating timber bents. The bents are made of timber piles or solid sawn frames. 
Trestles are best situated when long clear spans are not required. Trestles are not commonly 
used currently due to their higher cost associated with more material being used, and since 
longer spans can be achieved using other systems. Additionally, in locations over waterways, if 
the bridge bents are too intrusive, a trestle will not be a viable solution.

Suspension Bridges
Suspension bridges most commonly are constructed with a timber deck supported from flexible 
steel cables that are supported by timber towers. These types of bridges can reach clear spans 
over 150 m.
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Multi-beam Solid Sawn Stringer and Glulam Girders
Solid sawn timber stringers are available in up to 12 m lengths and are therefore typically used 
for simply-supported spans (See Figure 1.2.2.3.). Stringer spacing can reach up to 750 mm. 
The span of solid sawn timbers is limited by the availability of large timbers and capacity since 
allowable design stresses are reduced for large dimensional solid sawn timbers. Larger solid 
sawn members will also require adequate drying prior to installation.

Glulam timber girders offer a variety of much larger member sizes and are commonly used for 
spans between 10 m and 25 m (50 m spans have been reached). With proper treatment, glulam 
girders can provide a service life of over 50 years. During manufacturing, cambers can also be 
incorporated to help counter deflections from service loads and creep effects. Glulam girder 
spacing can reach up to 1.8 m (See Figure 1.2.2.4.). More information on glulam stringers and 
girders can be found here: http://www.woodcenter.org/library/videolibrary.cfm

As with all bridge types, protection of the substructure for durability requires careful attention 
to details for preventing water accumulation. Overhanging the deck is one approach to protect 
the girders and stringers from direct rain impact. Refer to Section 1.4.0 for more information on 
durability and protection details.

Figure 1.2.2.3. Wood stringer bridge  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))
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Figure 1.2.2.4. Glulam girder bridge  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))

Stressed T-and Box-sections
A stressed T-beam deck consists of a longitudinally stress laminated deck with a deep LVL 
laminates or glulam timber members spaced every six to eight deck laminations (See Figure 
1.2.2.5.)

A stressed box-section consists of an upper and lower longitudinally stress laminated deck with 
a deep LVL lamination or glulam member spaced every six to eight laminations, connecting the 
two decks (See Figure 1.2.2.6.). The designer should be cautioned when designing with LVL as 
it is only approved for dry conditions.

Figure 1.2.2.5. LVL T-beam  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))
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Figure 1.2.2.6. LVL box-bridge  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))

Glulam Arches
Glulam arches can be used to achieve larger clear spans. Arches can support the bridge deck 
from below or by suspension using rods and transverse girders below the deck. The arch can 
either be two- or three-hinged. A two-hinge requires a continuous arch from end to end (or with 
moment splices at intermediate points). A three-hinge arch has a hinge at the mid-span of the 
arch. For examples (See Figure 1.2.2.7. below and Sections 1.6.2, 1.6.3, and 1.6.4).

Figure 1.2.2.7. Two and three-hinge arch bridges
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1.2.2.3. SUB-StRUCtURES

abutments
Most common abutments used today are concrete abutments, but there have been bridges 
built with timber abutments. Abutments are used to support the ends of bridges and retain 
embankment soils. One type of timber abutment is a pressure treated solid sawn or pressure 
treated glulam timber spread footing that is placed on the embankment. This can only be used 
in situations where the foundation is of high quality (low settlement, little erosion and scour). 
Alternatively, post abutments, built from a series of posts (wood or other materials), support the 
superstructure and are connected to a spread footing and provide a backwall and wingwall for 
retaining the embankment. If soil conditions cannot support post abutments, then timber piles 
can be used.

Bents
Bents are used for intermediate support between abutments. For relatively short bents, timber 
piles can be used for the bent structure (the height is generally governed by the available length 
of the timber). Timber piles penetrate the soil. For heights beyond those that can be achieved 
with timber piles, timber frames can be built. Frames can also incorporate braces to provide 
lateral stability. Timber frames can be supported on either footings or piles.

1.2.2.4. OthER SyStEMS

In addition to the systems and materials described above, there are other systems that can be 
considered for wood bridges. Fibre-reinforced polymer (FRP) can be used as an alternative to 
stressed wood decks or a method to repair existing decks for improved strength. CAN/CSA S6 
– Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code currently permits the use of aramid-fibre-reinforced 
polymer (AFRP), glass-fibre-reinforced polymer (GFRP), and aramid ropes for stressed wood 
deck design.

Cross-laminated timber (CLT) or composite concrete-CLT can be an alternative to deck design. 
CLT an engineered wood product that is assembled by alternating the direction of dimensional 
lumber in a series of layers (top and bottom layers have the same orientation). Alternating the 
layers provides improved dimensional stability. However, CLT is not recommended for exterior 
use because the wood used is not treated. The use in wood bridge design would require 
proper detailing and protection from water ingress. For Canadian designers there is the added 
challenge that CLT is currently not recognized in CAN/CSA S6 – Canadian Highway Bridge 
Design Code (CHBDC).

1.3. WOOD BRiDGE DESiGN CONSiDERatiONS

Design considerations for wood bridges in Canada include the design standards and guidelines, 
methods of construction and issues related to durability, as discussed in this section.
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1.3.1. CaNaDiaN hiGhWay BRiDGE DESiGN CODE (ChBDC)

CAN/CSA S6 Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code (CHBDC) outlines the criteria for all 
bridges designed in Canada. CAN/CSA S6 is based on limit states design. A review of sections 
of the CHBDC related specifically to wood bridges can be found in Part Two of this document.

1.3.2. MtO ONtaRiO PROViNCiaL StaNDaRD SPECiFiCatiON

The MTO Ontario Provincial Standard Specification (OPSS) is an 8-volume set of standards 
for roads and public works in Ontario. Design and construction of bridges in Ontario must 
meet the requirements of the OPSS and CAN/CSA S6. Specifications related to materials 
and construction are listed in “Volume 1 – Municipal and Provincial Common General and 
Construction Specifications” in Section 907 “Construction Specification for Structural Wood 
Systems.”

1.3.3. ONtaRiO hERitaGE BRiDGE GUiDELiNES

The Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines (OHBG) provide direction for heritage road bridges 
owned by the province. OHBG does not govern over CHBDC however, Article 1.4.2.8 of the 
CHBDC states that the appearance of the finished structure must be considered with its 
surroundings. The OHBG requires an environmental assessment be completed before any 
work is done on a heritage bridge.

Not all bridges are heritage bridges. The MTO uses a scoring system based on criteria to 
determine if a bridge is a provincial heritage bridge. The OHBG lists provincial heritage bridges, 
two of which are timber bridges: the Sioux Narrows bridge and the Duchesnay Creek bridge. 
If a bridge is not found on this list, at least one of the following criteria needs to be met for a 
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report to begin:

 1.  The structure is listed in the document: Heritage Bridges: Identification and Assessment 
Guide, Ontario 1945-1965 (List A, B or C) as a candidate structure,

 2.  The structure is over 40 years old and is not screened in the 1945-1965 Guide  
(mentioned above), or

 3.  The structure is locally or regionally unusual.
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Whether or not a bridge is a heritage bridge, the design of rehabilitation or replacement of the 
bridge must take into consideration factors such as structural adequacy. The OHBG outlines 
eight conservation options required for heritage bridge rehabilitation:

1. Retention of existing bridge with no major modifications undertaken;
2.  Restoration of missing or deteriorated elements where physical or documentary evidence 

(e.g. photographs or drawings) exists for their design;
3. Retention of existing bridge with sympathetic modification;
4. Retention of existing bridge with sympathetically designed new structure in proximity;
5.  Retention of existing bridge no longer in use for vehicular purposes but adapted for 

a new use. For example, prohibiting vehicle or restricting truck traffic or adapting for 
pedestrian walkways, cycle paths, scenic viewing, etc.;

6. Retention of bridge as a heritage monument for viewing purposes only;
7.  Relocation of smaller, lighter single span bridges to an appropriate new site for continued 

use or adaptive re-use; and
8. Bridge removal and replacement with a sympathetically designed structure

a.  Where possible, salvage elements/members of bridge for incorporation into new 
structure or for future conservation work or displays

b. Undertake full recording and documentation of existing structure.

1.3.4. PREFaBRiCatiON

Prefabrication offers several positive attributes for timber bridge construction.

 •  Less time spent on site – faster installation using pre-assembled components
 •  Pressure treatment with preservatives in advance of installation but after holes are drilled 

and notches are cut – this is a more durable product compared to site applied topical 
preservative treatment of site drilled holes and site cut notches

 •  High precision of offsite fabrication resulting in better tolerance control
 •  Ability to create complex geometry (or slight variations in members for horizontal curves 

or bridge slopes)

Design considerations for prefabrication

 •  Transportation size limits (may need to design moment connections or other member 
splices)

 •  Preservative treatment facility size limits (may need to design moment connections or 
other member splices)

 • Availability of materials and species
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1.3.5. Prestressing

The stress-laminated decks discussed earlier use the technique of prestressing wood elements. 
This method was developed in Ontario in the 1970’s and came into new construction practice in 
the 1980’s. Wood elements are post-tensioned after the deck is assembled. The post-tensioning 
is provided by high-strength steel bars that are installed through predrilled holes through the 
wood element (See Figure 1.3.5.1.). The bars are anchored at the ends with a steel anchorage 
plate that typically bear against a steel channel. The bars can also be located above and below 
the wood elements with a bearing block at the edge of the wood element (See Figure 1.3.5.2.).

Prestressing a wood deck will provide better stability of the deck because the wood elements 
are pressed tightly together which has the effect of better load sharing and can increase the 
moment capacity of a deck. When combined with a concrete composite slab, these decks can 
reach spans up to 30 m.

Due to long term shrinkage and creep effects in the wood, there can be a loss of prestress 
with time. This can be resolved by re-tightening the bars. CHBDC Clause 9.23.3.4 requires 
that initial tightening, at the time of construction shall have two stressing operations at least 
12 hours apart, followed by restressing at least two weeks after the initial stressing, and then 
another restressing at least four weeks after the first restressing. At no point between any of the 
restressing cycles shall the ambient temperature reach below 0oC.

Figure 1.3.5.1. Prestressing anchorage detail through the wood deck  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))
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Figure 1.3.5.1. Prestressing anchorage detail outside of the wood deck  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))

1.3.6. serviCe LiFe and duraBiLity

The required service life for any bridge in Canada is 75 years. This does not mean it is 
maintenance-free for 75 years, but that the main structure can withstand 75 years or more of 
loading. It should be expected that repairs and maintenance will be more frequent than this. 
For example, an asphalt wearing layer on the bridge deck may need to be replaced every 15 or 
20 years. Regardless of material, it is not the structure that governs the service life, rather it is 
the detailing for a durable design that governs the service life of a bridge. Three main criteria 
that address durability in bridges are protection by design, pressure treatment, and replaceable 
elements. These criteria are further explained in Section 1.4.
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1.3.7. SPECiES

Two main wood species used for wood bridge design in Canada are Douglas Fir (D.Fir) and 
Spruce-Pine-Fir (SPF). Other species like Hem-Fir and Northern are also recognized as 
structural wood species in CSA O86, however, they are less commonly used. The same is 
true for glulam members. The focus here will be on D.Fir and SPF materials, comparing their 
attributes. These are summarized in Table 3.7.1 below.

1.3.8. iNtERNatiONaL RECENt PRaCtiCES

Norway commonly uses stress-laminated glulam decks and glulam arches or trusses which can 
reach spans of up to 70 m (refer to Section 1.6.0 for example bridges). It is also common practice 
in Norway to “dual” treat the glulam members, typically first with a copper-based preservative, 
and then impregnation with creosote. They will also provide copper flashings. This results in a 
highly durable and long-lasting bridge. See Subsection 1.6.4 for more examples of international 
wood bridges.

however, these naturally durable species are not recognized in the ChBDC.

table 3.7.1. Comparison of D.Fir and SPF wood species in bridge design

Category D.Fir SPF
Code recognized D.Fir is recognized in the 

CHBDC and CSA O86 for both 
glulam and solid sawn timbers.

CHBDC does not currently 
recognize SPF for glulam, 
although it is recognized 
in CSA O86. SPF is 
recognized for solid sawn 
timber in the CHBDC and 
CSA O86.

Pressure treatment* Unsuitable for some pressure 
treatments.

Suitable for many  
pressure treatments.

Structural properties Compared to SPF, D.Fir (solid 
sawn and glulam) in general 
has higher moment and shear 
capacities and higher stiffness.

SPF has lower capacities 
and stiffness than D.Fir

Availability Most commonly available in 
British Columbia.

Most commonly available  
in Ontario and other  
eastern provinces.

Appearance Darker in appearance than most 
softwoods, but without treatment 
it will “grey” with time.

Light in appearance, but 
without treatment it will 
“grey” with time.

*there are some wood species such as cedar that do not require pressure treatments for durability. 
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1.4. WOOD BRiDGE PROtECtiON

Moisture from rain and snow is one source of increased moisture content in timber components. 
Tree leaves and branches can also trap moisture against the timbers, which can lead to decay. 
Similarly, birds and other animals can leave droppings which can work in a similar way to trap 
moisture and promote decay.

Protection by design
A bridge can be designed such that it is inherently self-protecting by deflecting water away from 
the structural elements. Covered road bridges were built throughout Canada and the United 
States for this reason as shown in Figure 1.4.1. Installing a roof overhead is an excellent way 
to shed water and snow away from the main bridge structure. The roof will require occasional 
replacement, just like a building, but this is a minor cost and disruption compared to repairing the 
main bridge structure. The roof slows the movement of moisture to the structural elements and 
allows the timber to dry out between wetting cycles. The roof also prevents organic materials 
such as leaves and branches from building up on the timber components where they would trap 
moisture.

 Figure 1.4.1. timber Pedestrian Bridge in Guelph, Ontario (Photo Credit: E. Chau)

Another strategy is to shed water by sloping the members using arches or skewed elements. 
Figure 1.4.2. is an example of a wood bridge with all structural members sloped. While this may 
require more forethought in the structural layout, it prevents the accumulation of moisture on 
the timbers, thereby allowing them to dry out after rainfall or snowfall events. CHBDC Clause 
2.3.2.3 specifies, in general terms, for all materials, that detailing shall provide free air circulation 
and avoid pockets and crevices. However, no details specific to timber bridges are provided. In 
Europe, good practice in timber bridge design is to use techniques that keep the timber dry and 
allow it to dry if it does get wet.
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Figure 1.4.2. McCulloch trestle foot bridge with all members sloped. (Photo Credit: D. Moses)

Another method of protecting the timbers is to create overhangs using the bridge deck. See 
Section 1.6 for examples of bridges with deck overhangs. Since the deck is likely to be covered 
with a wearing surface layer of concrete or asphalt with a membrane that protects the timber 
below it, the deck itself can be used to prevent water contact with the supporting structure 
below. Reliance on this method requires ongoing maintenance and inspection of the deck (from 
above and below) to ensure that there are no leaks. And the designer must consider potential 
pathways for water that short-circuit this protection, such as the attachment of guard rails that 
pass through the protective membrane, or unprotected sidewalk wearing surfaces.

The use of metal flashings is another method of preventing direct contact of water with timbers. 
This is not always practical and does add to the initial cost and maintenance costs, however, 
if designed and installed correctly, flashings will help to extend the life-expectancy of timbers. 
Critical to the installation of flashings is a connection design for the flashing to the timber that 
prevents moisture from being trapped beneath the flashing and allow the timber to breathe (i.e. 
provide air flow to encourage drying). Refer to Section 1.6.4 for photos of Norwegian bridges 
that use flashing in combination with pressure treatment.
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A good approach to timber bridge design will use a combination of all the above. In addition, the 
use of preservative treatments will add to the long-term durability of the bridge.

Preservative treatment
Pressure treating timber bridges is a requirement of the CHBDC. All wood components of a 
bridge require pressure treatment, such as guardrails, decks, beams, girders, arches, trusses, 
the substructure (trestles or bents), etc. Unfortunately, it is not always clear for the designer 
what pressure treatment should be used as there are many considerations such as: wood 
species, type of wood product, type of exposure (air or ground contact), intended service life (is 
it a temporary or long-term bridge), availability of treatments, local health regulations, effect of 
treatment chemical on steel components, expected type of decay (fungal or insect) and effects 
of possible toxicity to local environmental conditions (Humphries et al., 2009). As shown in 
Table 1, the type of exposure often dictates the types of preservatives that can be used (note 
the variety of available preservatives). As the footnotes to the table indicate, the CSA standards 
may have specific requirements that differ from this table.

type of exposure Preservative
Seawater Creosote, chromated copper arsenate (CCA),

Ammoniacal copper zinc arsenate (ACZA)
Fresh water or terrestrial piles All above plus pentachlorophenol, oilborne copper 

naphthenate alkaline copper quat (ACQ) and 
copper azole (CA-B)

Critical ground contact All above plus ESR-1721, ESR-1980 and ESR-
2325

Ground contact All above plus acid copper chromate (ACC), 
waterborne copper napthenate, ESR-2325, ESR-
2500 and ESR-2500-B

Above-ground, fresh water All above plus copper xyligen (CX-A), 4,5-dichloro-
2-N-octyl-4-isothiazolin-3-one and imidacloprid 
(EL2), propiconazole-tebuconazole-imicloprid 
(PTI)and ESR-2067

Dry or occasionally damp All above plus SBX (borates)  

(adapted from Specifying alternatives to Conventional treatments,  
Wood Design & Building, Winter 2017.)

Preservative treatments can be oil-borne or water-borne. Oil-borne preservatives are the 
traditional types of treatments. Water-borne treatments normally have a copper component 
and are typically used on timbers which may have direct pedestrian contact. The chemical 
treatment for preservatives may off-gas, or leach, and should be a consideration during the 
design process. Disposing off-cuts or components that are removed during retrofit work may 
also need to be considered.
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CHBDC states that one of the following preservative treatments must be used for timber bridges 
(Clause 9.17.1):

 a. creosote;
 b. pentachlorophenol in Type A hydrocarbon solvent;
 c. copper naphthenate in Type A hydrocarbon solvent;
 d. chromated copper arsenate (CCA);
 e. ammoniacal copper zinc arsenate (ACZA);
 f. alkaline copper quaternary (ACQ); or
 g. copper azole type B (CA-B).

The standard requires that the oil-borne preservatives must be used in all locations except 
where pedestrians may come into contact with the timbers in a walkway. This is because the 
oil-borne preservatives have an odour and may not leave a clean surface for human contact. 
Only the last four treatments are water-borne (CCA, ACZA, ACQ and CA-B) and are permitted 
for pedestrian contact per Clause 9.17.2. For more detailed information on various treatment 
types, see Humphries et al., 2009, and Morris et al., 2009.

Odor or oily surface a concern? Exclude creosote, pentachlorophenol in heavy 
solvent, oilborne copper napthenate. Check with 
coatings suppliers regarding painting or staining.

Frequent human hand contact? Exclude CCA, ACZA and those listed above
Free of color? PTI, EL2 and ESR-2067
Use in building interiors All except creosote, pentachlorophenol and 

copper naphthenate. However, regulatory 
agencies strictly limit allowed interior uses  
of ACZA, CCA and ACC.

Little or no additional  
corrosion of fasteners?

Creosote, pentachlorophenol in heavy  
or light solvent, copper naphthenate,  
oxine copper, borates 

(adapted from Wood Preservatives: Choosing the right one, Wood Design & Building, Spring 2009.)

There is another layer to the requirements for permissible pressure treatments. The preservative 
standard, CSA O80, references the Health Canada Pest Management Regulatory Authority 
(PMRA) which limits the use of certain preservatives. As a result, creosote is not permitted 
except for railroad ties, utility poles and marine pilings. PMRA requirements are subject to 
change, so designers must ensure they are compliant with the latest PMRA requirements by 
checking regularly.
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If most oil-based preservative are less friendly, why can’t water-based preservatives be used 
instead? The primary concern is that water-borne preservatives affect the moisture content 
of timbers and can cause excessive checking and dimensional instability, particularly in 
large timbers, or additional loss of prestress in post-tensioned decks. Steel connectors and 
components can be affected by the water-borne preservatives initially and in the long-term. 
The designer must check for compatibility of all preservatives with the steel hardware, (even if 
hot-dipped galvanized) to ensure corrosion is inhibited. CHBDC provides requirements for the 
preservatives used that come in contact with stainless or hot-dipped galvanized steel.

Other structural composite lumber products, such as laminated veneer lumber (LVL) and 
parallel strand lumber (PSL), if used in a bridge, must be treated. However, the treatment is per 
US standards – the Canadian standard CSA O80 does not currently cover treatment of these 
products. Clause 9.17.5 and 9.17.6 require that bore samples must be taken of the timbers after 
treatment to ensure proper penetration of the preservative. Presumably the bore holes would 
require field treatment. Field treatments can also be done for notches or drilled holes done 
on site, but it is best practice to have all the notches and holes prefabricated and apply the 
pressure treatment after these are done to provide maximum durability.

Figure 1.4.3. Waterfront wave decks, toronto. yellow cedar glulam timber girders.  
Photo provided courtesy of the Ontario Wood WORKS! Wood Design awards program.
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Replaceable elements
Designers might want to consider how the future replacement of bridge decks will be carried out 
when they design the layout and connection of the deck to the sub-structure. In addition, if part 
of the sub-structure deteriorates earlier than expected, designers should consider the method 
of replacement of single components to avoid having to extensively retrofit or replace a bridge 
before it reaches its service life. The bridge should be designed such that at some point in its 
future, a single element can be replaced relatively easily, without significant disruption or cost.

Inspection and maintenance are normal parts of the life-cycle routine of bridges. For timber 
bridges, the deck is likely to require repair and/or replacement during the 75-year service life. 
From the CHBDC Commentary a typical service life of 5 to 10 years is expected for a timber 
wearing layer, and 15 to 20 years is expected for an asphalt wearing layer. The timber wearing 
layer and the asphalt wearing layer are examples of protection elements which are not the same 
as the main structure.

1.5. BENEFitS OF WOOD BRiDGES

Why build a bridge out of wood, when it is common in Ontario to build a bridge out of steel or 
concrete? Aesthetics could be one reason; however, timber bridges are quite often low profile 
and drivers are unaware that the structure beneath them is wood. There are landmark examples 
of timber bridges in Canada which have their own aesthetic and help to define a sense of place 
(they “fit in” with their surrounding environment. Whether architects are involved or not in bridge 
design, exposed wood is often very visually pleasing. Wood bridges offer a great opportunity 
for structural and architectural expression. Aesthetics is a requirement by the CHBDC, Clause 
1.4.2.8 states that:

“Structures shall be simple and graceful in form, shall intrude minimally on desirable 
scenery, and shall exhibit an integrity in which the function of components is explicit in 
their form and their size realistically reflects necessary strength. Visual discontinuities or 
abrupt changes shall be avoided”

Aesthetics are an influencing factor for a bridge, some other common themes regarding potential 
benefits for designers and society are cost, construction cycle, and sustainability (see Section 
1.5.1, 1.5.2, and 1.5.3). More often than not, it is economy and access, however, that make 
wood bridges an attractive design option.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   29

1.5.1. COSt

Wood bridges can offer a cost competitive alternative to conventional steel and concrete 
bridges. A large driving factor in its cost effectiveness is its lighter self weight compared to steel 
and concrete. This corresponds to the following cost benefits:

 • Smaller foundations
• Smaller earthquake loads – less complex connections to substructure
• Smaller temporary structures and cranes
•  Quicker installation (especially when paired with prefabrication), that saves on overhead 

costs (although, this can be dependant on the experience of the builders)
• Lower transportation costs (transporting less load)

An important decision-making tool for designers during the design process is costing. Many 
bridges built in Ontario are funded by the government, and designs can often be decidedly 
solely on cost. When choosing between systems or elements of the structure an understanding 
of cost implications can help with the initial design decisions. For example, understanding that 
by volume solid sawn dimensional lumber is less expensive than glulam lumber, the designer 
will try to work with solid sawn before considering glulam. However, initial material cost, is only 
one aspect of costing, design efficiency is another consideration. For example, one material 
type may be cheaper up front, but going with the more expensive material could eliminate the 
number of supports required, or reduce the number of connections required, which could out-
weigh the initial cost difference. However, designers will need more than just broad comments 
on cost-effectiveness – they require pricing corresponding to specific systems and bridge 
types. For example, is an arch bridge more cost effective than using truss? There is not a lot of 
information about this in North America.

Direct and indirect reports of cost of construction and long-term maintenance costs tend to 
be favourable for timber bridges. A study by Behr et al. in 1991 investigated the cost of three 
bridge options in New England for spans of 20-, 40- and 60-feet. Using cost estimates by 
contractors for three designs (timber, steel/concrete and prestressed concrete), the authors 
found costs were competitive for timber and less expensive than prestressed concrete for initial 
costs for these short-span timber bridges in that region. In their analysis, they found that timber 
contractors pricing was much lower than pricing by general contractors who were unfamiliar 
with timber bridge construction.

In another reference, the 1990 U.S. publication Timber Bridges states:

“…timber has continued to be economically competitive with other bridge materials,  
both on a first-cost basis and a life-cycle basis.”
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More recently, and in Canada, the designers of the Mistissini Bridge in Quebec noted that 
having an experienced wood contractor would have likely made the erection sequencing more 
efficient (Lefebvre, Richard, 2014).

1.5.2. CONStRUCtiON CyCLE

Three areas contributing to the construction cycle of bridges are the speed of placement, the 
size of the foundations, and the repair/replacement. The overall dead load of timber bridges 
is generally less than the design of concrete or steel bridges. This makes erection easier and 
potentially quicker, lessens the lift load for temporary jack supports, reduces the seismic load and 
substructure connections/foundations. If smaller, lightweight timber bridges are developed, they 
could offer an opportunity for fast deployment and minimal disruption to traffic. Prefabrication 
can aid to further reduce erection or replacement time on site.

1.5.3. SUStaiNaBiLity

The Transportation Association of Canada printed a short primer on Sustainability Considerations 
for Bridges (TAC, 2015). The concept of sustainability is described as “interconnected goals of 
preserving and protecting the environment and preserving the ability of society to sustain itself. 
Supporting the natural, social and economic systems of today and the future (e.g. clean air and 
water, or safe and efficient transportation system)” (TAC, 2015). The TAC suggests the following 
objectives to provide better sustainability of virgin material use:

 •  Optimize waste stream
 •  Reduce energy use
 •  Reduce emission to air
 •  Maintain or improve hydrologic regime characteristics
 •  Maintain biodiversity
 •  Engage community values and sense of place
 •  Improve safety
 •  Improve access and mobility
 •  Improve local economy
 •  Increase lifecycle efficiency
 •  Promote innovation
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TAC suggests the following sustainability practices to help achieve some the sustainability 
objectives noted above (bolded practices can be achieved with the use of a wood bridge 
structure):

 •  Addressing scour
 •  Bridge aesthetics
 •  Bridge lifecycle cost analysis
 •  Durability
 •  Embrace public participation
 •  Hazardous material reduction
 •  Importance of safety for bridge users
 •  Improve material reuse and recycling
 •  Improve the quality of receiving waters
 •  Increase local procurement
 •  Lifecycle assessment
 •  Maintain or improve access for bridge users (pedestrians and cyclists)
 •  Maintain or improve access for transit
 •  Maintain or improve aquatic ecosystems
 •  Maintain or improve terrestrial ecosystems
 •  Material reduction
 •  Reduce and divert construction waste
 •  Reduce bridge greenhouse gas emissions
 •  Reduce construction traffic delay
 •  Reduce fossil fuel combustion in construction, maintenance and deconstruction
 •  Reduce noise pollution
 •  Resilience
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Environmental Declarations
A method to provide a transparent means on the sustainability of a product is an Environmental 
Product Declaration (EPD). An EPD is a standardised report on environmental performance for 
products, materials, and services. How an EPD is conducted is detailed by ISO 21930 and is 
verified by a third party (Evans, 2015). This is a relatively new standard in North America, and 
so far, is only made available by large industries or manufacturers, but this can be expected 
to grow with peaking interest in environmental impacts of design. Information presented in an 
EPD is based on findings from a life cycle analysis (LCA). This includes both energy and off-
gassing and embodied environmental impacts (such as the amount of fresh water that goes 
into production). In North America, there are EPDs for several wood products for solid sawn 
and glulam, it would be beneficial to have EPDs on wood treatment chemicals to aid designers.

Municipal Class Environmental assessment
Designers should consult with local municipalities to determine if municipal environmental 
assessments have been carried out or are required for bridge construction.

Sustainable design
Although this may not be a large contributing factor in the material choice for a bridge, wood 
bridges offer the possibility of a net negative greenhouse gas emission.

The green building movement often uses wood (mass timber) as a means to offset the carbon 
emissions of the building. The same benefit could be promoted with timber bridges. Ironically, 
the metric normally attached to carbon offset in buildings is the number of annual car trips – a 
similar measure for bridges could be adopted with the equivalent number of cars passing over 
the bridge.

Recently, the design and construction of a 160-Metre-Long Wood Bridge in Mistissini, Québec 
(Lefebvre, Richard, 2014) used a life cycle assessment comparing the carbon emissions from 
the design wood bridge and compared it with the carbon emissions of an equivalent steel-
concrete bridge. The wood deck alone had -981 tonnes of CO2 and had a net total emissions of 
-497 tonnes CO2. The steel-concrete bridge had a total +969 tonnes CO2 emissions (the wood 
deck alone could offset the emissions of the steel-concrete bridge).
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Mather Creek Bridge

Mather Creek Bridge was constructed in 2008 along highway 71 in Ontario. The deck is a 
longitudinally laminated parallel strand lumber (PSL) slab with a composite precast concrete 
deck. The deck is supported on steel pile abutments. It spans approximately 23 m.

Photo Credit: MtO

Sioux Narrows Bridge
Sioux Narrows Bridge was originally constructed in 1936 in Kenora Ontario. It has a main span 
of 64 m and a total length of 120 m. Solid sawn D.Fir members formed a box Howe truss. The 
truss supports wood king post floor beams. The floor beams support longitudinal stringers that 
support a transverse laminated wood deck with a 25 mm asphalt wearing surface.

 •  Truss compression chord 190 mm x 483 mm, bottom chord 190 mm x 533 mm
 •  Truss diagonals vary in widths of 184 mm to 289 mm and depths of 241 mm to 394 mm
 •  Floor beams are 64 mm to 95 mm wide by 337 mm deep
 •  King posts taper from 292 mm to 356 mm to 178 mm x 279 mm
 •  Floor beams 115 mm x 285 mm two span continuous
 •  140 mm deep deck

It has since been replaced in 2006/2007 with a steel truss bridge cladded in timber to mimic the 
original appearance (Taylor, 1987).

1.6. WOOD BRiDGE ExaMPLES

The following are examples wood bridges in Ontario, Canada, the United States and other 
countries to illustrate the broad range of spans, systems, treatments, and a range of aesthetics 
from utilitarian to picturesque.

1.6.1. ONtaRiO BRiDGE ExaMPLES
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kabaigon River Bridge
Kabaigon River bridge was originally construction in 1979 in Atikokan, Ontario. It was a post-
tensioned, longitudinally nail laminated deck. In 2015 it was replaced with a precast concrete 
box girder bridge on a steel substructure.

North Pagwachuan River Bridge

Photo Credit: MtO

The North Pagwachuan River Bridge is a single span bridge constructed in 1993 on Highway 
17 in Northern Ontario (about 400 km from Thunder Bay). It is a longitudinally laminated timber 
deck (38 mm x 286 mm D.Fir) with transverse post tensioning. The deck is supported on steel 
girders, spanning approximately 50 m. This bridge was a prototype of a composite wood-steel 
bridge (Krisciunas). Concrete and steel bridge options would have been difficult to implement 
due to the remote location. All the wood was prefabricated and treated before arriving on 
site. The substructure is steel piles with timber lagging, due to poor soils and the need for an 
alternative to concrete (Krisciunas).
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hoiles Creek Bridge

Photo Credit: MtO

The Hoiles Creek Bridge is a single span bridge constructed in 1994 on Highway 11 in Ontario. 
The deck is comprised of longitudinally laminated timbers with transverse post-tensioning. The 
deck is supported on steel girders. The system used is similar to the North Pagwachuan Bridge 
(described above). The bridge spans approximately 30 m.
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Nestor Falls Bridge

Photo Credit: MtO

Nestor Falls Bridge was constructed in 2009 near Kenora, Ontario. The deck is a longitudinally 
laminated PSL slab with a composite precast concrete deck. The bridge is a single span of 
approximately 15.7 m.
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Silver Falls Creek Bridge

Photo Credit: MtO

Silver Falls Creek Bridge was reconstructed in 2014/2015 in Ontario. The deck is a longitudinally 
laminated PSL slab that is supported by steel sheet pile abutments. The bridge is a single span, 
spanning approximately 8 m.
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Pennock Creek Culvert

Photo Credit: MtO

Pennock Creek Culvert was constructed in 2012 along highway 17 in Ontario. The deck is a 
laminated PSL deck supported on steel sheet pile abutments. The bridge is a single span, 
spanning approximately 8 m.
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Duchesnay Creek Bridge

The Duchesnay Creek Bridge was constructed in 1937 in North Bay Ontario and has recently 
been proposed to be replaced. The bridge was comprised of a laminated timber deck truss system 
with three trusses across the width of the deck, supported on concrete piers and timber piles. The 
replacement bridge is proposed to be a concrete deck on steel girders (Stantec, 2013).

Providence Road Bridge

Photo: Design by Wood Research and Development and installation by timber Restoration Systems

The Providence Road Bridge was replaced in 2013 due to deterioration and decay. It is a 
five-span vehicle overpass in Oshawa, Ontario. The original bridge was a transverse timber 
deck supported on 15 timber stringers (per span) that were supported on timber caps. The 
replacement bridge consists of a transverse glulam deck supported on curved glulam girders. 
The timber guard was also crash-tested. All of the timber components of the bridge were 
prefabricated and pressure treated and site installed.
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Dickinson Road Bridge

Photo: Design by Wood Research and Development and installation by timber Restoration Systems

The Dickinson Road Bridge was replaced in 2013/2014 due to safety concerns in Port Hope, 
Ontario. It is a five-span vehicle overpass bridge supported on two abutments and six pile 
bents. The replaced bridge consists of a transverse glulam deck supported on curved glulam 
girders. Timber guards were crash-tested. All the timber components were prefabricated and 
pressure treated, then installed on site.
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Snake Road Bridge

Photo: Design by Wood Research and Development and installation by timber Restoration Systems

The Snake Road Bridge was originally constructed in 1912 and was retrofitted and replaced 
in 2013/2014 due to inadequate support of the bridge (no frost protection that lead to decay of 
some on the sub piles). The bridge is a seven-span vehicle overpass between Hamilton and 
Burlington, Ontario. The replaced bridge is comprised of a transverse glulam deck supported 
on curved glulam girders. The timber guard rails were crash-tested. All wood components were 
prefabricated and pressure treated and then assembled on site.
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1.6.2. OthER CaNaDiaN BRiDGE ExaMPLES

Carney Mill Road Bridge

Photo Credit: British Columbia Department of highway Bridge Design

The Carny Mill Road Bridge was constructed in 2010 in British Columbia. It is a 3-pin glulam 
arch bridge and spans about 21.4 m. The deck is longitudinally laminated timber, supported on 
steel floor beams. The glulam components were treated with pentachlorophenol (Farden, 2010).

Lillooet Bridge

Photo Credit: British Columbia Department of highway Bridge Design

The Lillooet suspension bridge was built in 1946 in British Columbia. It has since been transferred 
and serves as a pedestrian only bridge with a steel truss retrofit. The bridge consisted of a 
timber deck supported on timber singers. The suspension span was approximately 103 m and 
the timber bents supported up to 46 m on one end.
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answer Creek Bridge

Photo Credit: British Columbia Department of highway Bridge Design

The Answer Creek Bridge is on Vancouver Island, British Columbia. It is a non-composite 
concrete deck supported on glulam girders that were treated with pentachlorophenol (Farnden, 
2010).

Large Creek Bridge

Photo Credit: British Columbia Department of highway Bridge Design

The Large Creek Bridge is on Vancouver Island, British Columbia, and is almost identical to 
the Answer Creek Bridge (described above). It is a non-composite concrete deck supported on 
glulam girders pressure treated with pentachlorophenol (Farnden, 2010).
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Mistissini Bridge

Photo Credit: Stephane Groleau

The Mistissini Bridge is in Mistissini, Quebec. Due to the remote location of the project (about 
600 km north-east of Quebec City) there was lenience to use local materials. Using glulam over 
a steel-concrete or steel-wood was found to be slightly less expensive, however, the “local” 
supplier provided wood from a sustainable forest. During the assessment of the design options, 
CO2 emissions was one area of consideration. The designers found that the CO2 emission 
from the proposed glulam bridge would be -497 tons, meaning these are avoided emissions. 
The steel-concrete bridge solution would result in net emissions of +969 tons of CO2. The 
bridge spans 160 m with intermediate supports at 37 – 43 m. The glulam girders are spliced at 
connections to the glulam arches. The bridge is constructed with glulam panels 184 mm deep 
x 921 mm wide. The girders and arches are supported by concrete piers (Lefebvre, Richard, 
2014).
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Guardian Bridge Rapid Construction Inc.

Photo Credit: Guardian Bridge Rapid Construction Inc.

Above is an example of a timber bridge in Canada that used the Guardian Bridge technology. 
Guardian Bridge prefabricates a bridge that is externally reinforced with a fibreglass composite 
to improve durability, strength and erection time compared to similar style bridges and structural 
members. This technology can also be used for non-timber bridges with similar benefits. 
Although, typically used for retrofits or repairs for deteriorating bridges, this can be applied for 
new bridges as well.
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1.6.3. aMERiCaN BRiDGE ExaMPLES

Lower Burnett Road Bridge

Photo courtesy of Western Wood Structures inc. tualatin, Oregon

The Lower Burnett Road Bridge is a vehicle and pedestrian bridge in Buckley, Washington. 
This bridge is a curved glulam three arch bridge with a 198 m horizontal curve. The deck is 
a longitudinal glulam deck supported on timber bents that are supported by the main arches. 
The use of arches was chosen to reduce the number of piers to meet the AASHTO aesthetic 
guidelines and limit the exposure to scouring potential from the overflow of the South Prairie 
Creek. One challenging aspect was the 28 unique bents due to the horizontal curve which was 
overcome with the aid of prefabrication (Gilham, 2013).
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Overpeck Park Bridges

Photo courtesy of Western Wood Structures inc. tualatin, Oregon

The Overpeck Park Bridge in Bergen County, New Jersey is a vehicular bridge designed for 
AASHTO HS20 with a 25 percent overload (400 kN or 90,000 lb vehicle). The bridge consists 
of two identical three-pin glulam arches, each spanning approximately 42 m. The deck is a 223 
mm thick longitudinal glulam supported on transverse and diagonal glulam braces. The braces 
are also used for lateral support of the arches. The arches are 362 mm x 1524 mm deep with 
a peak height of 9.6 m. Due to the size of the arches, the arches were designed with moment 
splices so reduce the arch segment sizes small enough to fit in a pressure-treating cylinder. 
(Gilham, 2013).
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1.6.4. iNtERNatiONaL BRiDGE ExaMPLES

tynset Bridge

Tynset Bridge in Norway is a three-span arch bridge. The largest span is 70 m and the arch is 
comprised of a glulam truss with 12 steel hangers connecting to the steel beams supporting 
the deck. The deck is a stress laminated timber deck. The other two arches span 26.5 m with 
a three-pin curved glulam arch. The bridge supports normal road traffic and pedestrian/bicycle 
traffic. The smaller arches are protected by design (i.e. no pressure treatment), but the glulam 
truss arch is pressure treated.

Skogsrud Bridge

Photo Credit: FPinnovations

A Norwegian vehicular bridge constructed in 2007 with a 37 m span and 49 m length. It is a 
three-pin glulam arch with stress laminated glulam deck, supported on transverse steel beams. 
The glulam arches are treated with a copper-based treatment and then coated in oil-based 
paint, the deck is treated with copper-based treatment and then impregnated with creosote. 
In addition to the wood treatments, the arches have metal flashings to protect against water 
infiltration.
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tretten Bridge

Photo Credit: FPinnovations

A Norwegian vehicular bridge constructed in 2012. It is a three-span bridge with the largest span 
of 70.2 m and total length of 148 m. The bridge is a glulam truss girder with a stress laminated 
glulam deck, supported on transverse steel beams. Both the girder truss and the deck are dual-
treated with copper-based preservatives and then impregnated with creosote. In addition to 
the treatment, the top and bottom chords of the truss have a copper flashing to protect against 
water infiltration. The bridge is a replacement of an original steel bridge. The new glulam bridge 
was a lighter alternative, allowed reuse of the substructure and was delivered quickly to site.
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Evenstad Bridge

Photo Credit: FPinnovations

A Norwegian vehicular bridge constructed in 1996. It is an equal five span bridge with a total 
length of 180 m. Each span has a glulam arch truss and stress-laminated glulam deck supported 
on transverse steel beams. Both the deck and glulam arches were dual-treated with copper-
based preservatives and then treated with creosote. The top and bottom chords, and diagonals 
of the glulam truss are covered in copper flashings.

kjollsaeter Bridge

Photo Credit: FPinnovations

A Norwegian military traffic bridge constructed in 2005/2006. The bridge has a maximum span 
of 45 m and a total length of 145 m. The bridge is designed for military vehicles of 100 tons (and 
is quite possibly one of the heaviest loaded timber bridges in the world). The bridge is a glulam 
truss girder supporting a reinforced concrete deck. All timber elements of the truss are dual-
treated with a copper-based preservative and then treated with creosote.
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Flisa Bridge

Photo Credit: FPinnovations

A Norwegian vehicular bridge constructed in 2003. It is a three-span bridge with the largest 
span being 70 m. The bridge is an arched glulam truss girder with a glulam stress laminated 
deck support on transverse steel beams. Both the glulam truss and deck were dual-treated with 
CCA and then creosote. In addition to treatment, the top and bottom chords are covered in a 
copper flashing.
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2.1. IntroductIon

Timber bridges have a long history of construction and use throughout North America, including 
Ontario, for roadways, railways and logging roads. The style and span of bridges varies greatly 
depending on the application. For example, timber trestle bridges were common at the end of 
the 19th century and into the beginning of the 20th century in hard to reach locations with very 
deep valleys to avoid having to fill the valleys with earth. Trestle bridges relied heavily on ample 
timber resources and in some cases, were considered to be temporary. But that is just one type 
of timber bridge.

Currently, in Ontario there are 157 timber bridges and culverts in service with the Ministry of 
Transportation Ontario (MTO) (Mermigas, 2017). Between 2009 and 2014, 172 new bridges 
were tendered, of which only one was timber. Most of the timber bridges on public highways 
in Ontario were built prior to 1980. Of the new bridges tendered in that same period, between 
2009 and 2014, more than half of them (56%) had an average span of 30 m or less. There 
appears to be an excellent potential market for wood bridges which tend to be in that same 
ranges of spans.

For comparison, from the US National Bridge Inventory, the total number of bridges in their 
inventory as of 2015 was 362,624. Of these, 39,038 were wood (about 11%). States with the 
greatest percentage of wood bridges (number of wood bridges divided by total number of 
bridges in each state) were: Alaska (41%), Montana (29%) and North Dakota (21%). The total 
square metres of deck area as of 2015 was 369 million. Of this, wood bridges account for 4.3 
million square metres (about 1%). This implies that timber is used primarily for relatively small 
bridges. The same states ranked highest for percentage of timber deck surface area relative to 
total deck area (Ritter, Duwadi, Lee, 1996).

A study in the United States in 1987 found that nationwide, with over 575,000 bridges in their 
inventory (including steel, concrete and timber bridges), over one-third of bridges that fall outside 
of federal support were structurally deficient (Ritter, Duwadi, Lee, 1996). The authors’ data also 
showed that timber bridges were cost competitive with other materials “both on a first-cost basis 
and a life-cycle cost basis.”

In Ontario, the Ministry of Transportation and universities have researched numerous 
improvements and new ideas in timber bridge technology over the decades building many 
proof-of-concept bridges and monitoring them. Historically, there have been periods with almost 
no new wood bridge construction or research – the record is erratic and has been dependent 
on funding and having true champions of wood bridges.
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The reasons for these cycles are not completely clear. However, government funding of bridge 
construction and research has faced ever-changing priorities. Authorities and their designers 
tended to move to appease current priorities for bridge types and materials. Researchers move 
towards topics that are more likely to be awarded funding, and if bridges are not a hot topic, 
or more out of favour, they may be more likely to pursue other topics. Compounding this, with 
leaner budgets, bridge authorities typically waver from trying to innovate and tend towards 
known designs and methods which in turn cause designers, suppliers and builders to conform 
to a limited set of bridge types. In a chicken-and-egg cycle, with less information, less likelihood 
of getting research funding, less design knowledge, less builder familiarity, the interest in wood 
bridges wanes. When designers and authorities are educated, and when research on simplifying 
the design process or answering common designer questions is easily accessible to designers, 
interest and capacity to build wood bridges expands.

Whereas the green building movement has helped move designers of buildings towards 
wood as an environmentally-friendly, sustainable method of construction, bridge authorities 
and designers are not motivated by environmentalism – their needs are simple: build a bridge 
that is reliable, long-lasting and cost effective. In a sense, this is an informal life-cycle cost 
analysis, self-regulated through the basic need to be cost effective and durable, without the 
environment explicitly in the equation. The main driver for green buildings has been to reduce 
operating energy and to improve human comfort. Turning this around, bridges have no operating 
energy requirements. Compared to buildings, which have mechanical and electrical systems 
that consume operating energy, bridges rank very highly on embodied energy relative to all 
energy – this makes bridge construction in wood a potential for net zero construction, i.e. the 
sequestered carbon in a bridge could potentially outweigh all the energy required to construct 
the bridge in the first place.

The main issues preventing a significant uptake in wood bridge construction stem from three 
main sources:

Issue 1: Challenges in the bridge design code;
Issue 2: Lack of education around bridges for authorities, designers and builders; and
Issue 3: Limited information on the cost of wood bridges.

Issue 1: The bridge design code affords many options for wood bridges to be designed and built. 
There are some technical challenges which stem from a combination of technical improvements 
that can simplify design to the ease at which a designer can propose and implement an innovative 
or novel design. But there are instances in the bridge design code where clearly education is 
the obstacle. A review of current standards is the primary focus of this document.
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Issue 2: While the bridge design code has a lot of information in it, the code itself is not a 
substitute for education. It is assumed that engineers who use the code are already competent. 
Education around topics such as appropriate choice of wood system, spans, methods of analysis 
and durability are crucial to ensure designers understand the principles of design.

Detail on topics such as preservative technologies and detailing for long-term performance are 
not easy to glean from just a read through of the bridge design code. Preservative treatment 
has terminology and many details and take time to learn. Another area that is not obvious to the 
reader of the bridge code is how to decide the appropriate type and location ideally suited for 
timber bridges, and determining the optimum use of this typology. Finding this information is not 
always easy. Where is the designer to turn? Are there fully worked design examples of specific 
bridge types? Are additional courses available and if so, by whom?

Design examples can offer immediate solutions to specific problems. On the other hand, clear 
judgement of design issues and design decisions only come with time and experience, and 
without a deep pool of knowledge and experience, where can a designer turn for help? And 
with that help, how will they assess the relative cost of various wood bridge options offered by 
the code?

Issue 3: Cost studies have been carried out over the decades comparing wood bridges to 
steel, concrete and pre-stressed concrete. In general, wood has been shown to be the more 
economical option at the time of construction. Long-term performance and maintenance cost 
data is harder to find. The number of years a bridge lasts will be part of the life-cycle cost 
equation because the replacement and disruption costs during the replacement phase can be 
significant. The costs are dependent on the use, span and type of wood bridge. To determine 
a ‘sweet spot’ for wood bridges requires data on historical costs for construction, maintenance 
and replacement.

These three major topics (bridge code, education and cost) are covered in more detail in this 
report, with emphasis on the Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code (CHBDC).

2.2. revIew of cAn/cSA S6 – cAnAdIAn HIgHwAy BrIdge deSIgn code

The following is a review of the CAN/CSA Standard S6-14 and its commentary for requirements 
for timber bridges and their relevance for potential limitations on their design and use.

2.2.1. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 1 – generAl

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

Clause 1.4.2.3 specifies that bridges built to this standard are required to have a service life of 
75 years.
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2.2.2. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 2 – durABIlIty

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

Clause 2.3.2 provides guidance on the importance of detailing with durability in mind. This includes 
providing drainage to avoid water accumulation and the long-term performance of materials. 
The material-specific sections for concrete, steel and wood provide more specific provisions for 
each material. Section 9 – Wood Structures states the requirements for preservative treatment 
of wood and is discussed in detail later in section 2.9.8 of this report.

2.2.3. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 3 – loAdS

Applied loads and load factors in accordance with the limit states design philosophy are listed 
in Section 3 of the CHBDC.

dynamic load Allowance
The main requirement that is specific to timber bridges is the allowable reduction of 30% in the 
Dynamic Load Allowance for wood components compared to other materials, as noted in Clause 
3.8.4.5.4. The Commentary on this clause states “bridges fabricated largely of wood, composite 
concrete and wood, and transversely or longitudinally laminated wood decks” fall under this 
category. This reduction is possible because of the improved performance of wood under short-
term dynamic loads and the higher damping performance of long-span wood structures.

Shrinkage and swelling
Clause 3.9.1 states that temperature, shrinkage, and creep effects need not be analysed for 
conventional wood structures, “but shrinkage and swelling that are perpendicular to the grain 
are due to moisture changes shall be considered.” Differential temperatures in wood are not 
a concern, however, shrinkage effects in the perpendicular-to-grain direction from moisture 
changes can be considerable. Commentary C3.9.1 states that designs should not restrain 
movement in timber bridges to avoid the build-up of internal stresses.

2.2.4. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 4 – SeISmIc deSIgn

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

Seismic design requirements for concrete and steel bridges are provided in detail. However, 
timber bridges are not listed. Design for earthquake loading and resistance of timber bridges 
is still required per the standard, however, there are no specific clauses provided for timber as 
there are for concrete and steel on topics such as ductility and diaphragm design.
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Generally, it is the design of the piers and the connection to the piers that are considered for 
seismic design. Common practice is to support timber bridges on concrete piers and abutments, 
however, wood piers are also an option. Clause 9.15 of the standard on connectors for wood 
provides many options for designers, but Section 4 – Seismic Design is silent on detailing 
connections in wood for the resistance of seismic loads for wood piers/piles/bracing.

Seismic design provisions for wood should be an item for future developments to the CHBDC 
as this is a challenge for designers.

2.2.5. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 5 – metHodS of AnAlySIS

The CHBDC is unique among design standards in that it prescribes methods of analysis in 
addition to minimum requirements for safety, serviceability, and durability. In other design 
standards, it is assumed that users of the standards have the competence to calculate forces 
and displacements produced in structures by loads and other actions.

The clauses of Section 5 that are most often used are those relating to simplified methods 
of analysis for longitudinal load effects (Clause 5.6). This section relates to a set of common 
structural systems (such as slab on steel girder), and provides a simpler means of calculating 
forces produced by the transverse distribution of live load in multiple-girder systems. These 
requirements are not mandatory and other methods of analysis can be used to calculate the 
effect of live load in these and other structural systems.

clause 5.5.8 transverse wood deck
This clause specifies requirements for transverse moment in laminated wood decks that span 
transversely between longitudinal girders or stringers. For the design of vertically laminated 
wood decks, it is permitted to ignore shear effects per Clause 9.7.5.

Clause 5.6 Simplified method of analysis for longitudinal load effects
This clause provides simplified methods for calculating moments and shear forces in longitudinal 
structural components due to dead load and highway live load. Most of this Clause pertains to 
the calculation of live load effects in longitudinal components such as girders. In most structural 
systems consisting of multiple parallel structural components such as girders, the transverse 
flexibility of the system results in live load effects that are greater than the total live load divided 
by the total number of girders. Clause 5.6 provides simplified formulas that enable these effects 
to be taken into account.

The systems incorporating wood components covered by Clause 5.6 are wood decks spanning 
longitudinally (i.e., wood decks without longitudinal girders of any material), wood decks 
supported on steel girders, and wood decks supported on wood girders. Clause 5.6.4.2 gives 
provisions for calculating the truck load fraction FT to be applied to a metre of width of wood 
decks spanning longitudinally. Clause 5.6.4.3 gives general formulas for calculating truck load 
fraction FT to be applied to a given girder in systems with wood decks supported on steel girders 
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and wood decks supported on wood girders. The formulas defined in Clause 5.6.4.3 require 
calculation of a parameter called “truck load distribution width”, DT. This parameter is calculated 
using Clause 5.6.7.2 and Table 5.8 for steel girders supporting timber decks, and Clause 5.6.7.5, 
Table 5.11, and Table 5.12 for wood girders supporting timber decks.

Other structural systems, such as wood girders supporting a concrete deck slab, are not yet 
covered by Clause 5.6.

Commentary C5.6 notes that in general this approach is conservative. More refined approaches 
such as a grillage model can result in less conservative analysis.

Various cross-sections and bridge types, image based on Figure C5.1 of CHBDC  
(Source: Clause C5.1., Figure C.5.1 Representative cross-sections and elevations of bridge types – 

Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code. © 2017 Canadian Standards Association)
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On closer inspection, Clause 5.6.7.2, which has specific provisions for wood decks (i.e. laminated 
wood decks and wood plank decks) on steel girders, Table 5.8 specifies the value of DT for 
moment calculations, for example, which varies between 3.0 and 3.75 for ULS, SLS and FLS in 
laminated decks but only 2.4 to 2.55 for wood plank decks.

Similarly, Clause 5.6.7.5 has provisions for wood decks on wood girder bridges or just wood 
deck bridges. Table 5.11 specifies DT values for transverse laminated wood decks and wood 
plank decks supports by wood girders. The value of DT for moment calculations varies between 
2.6 and 3.6 for ULS, SLS and FLS limit states in laminated decks but only 2.4 to 2.55 for wood 
plank decks.

Clause 5.6.7.5 also refers to Table 5.12 which specifies DT values for stress-laminated wood 
decks, nail-laminated wood decks and laminates of wood-concrete composite deck bridges. 
These decks are intended to span longitudinally. The value of DT for moment calculations 
varies between 2.6 and 4.0 for ULS, SLS and FLS limit states for stress laminated decks, is 
3.2 for wood-concrete composite decks and only 1.7 for nail-laminated wood decks. Note that 
Clause 9.21.3 limits the use of nail-laminated decks to only those cases where a composite 
wood-concrete deck is used to minimize loosening of nails which can lead to delamination and 
compromise the load sharing capacity of the deck. See notes for Section 9 – Wood Structures 
later in this report.

Clause 5.7 Analysis of decks
This section defines provisions for calculating forces in bridge decks spanning between primarily 
longitudinal elements such as girders. Clause 5.7.3 pertains specifically to wood decks.

The analysis to determine the moments in wood bridge decks is defined in Clause 5.7.3 for the 
following applications:

a) Transverse laminated wood decking on sawn timber stringers (Clause 5.7.3.1);
b) Transverse stress-laminated wood deck-on-girders (Clause 5.7.3.2);
c) Transverse nail-laminated wood deck-on-girders (Clause 5.7.3.3); and
d) Transverse wood plank deck-on-girders (Clause 5.7.3.4).

For these types of systems, formulas are given for the calculation of transverse bending 
moments in the timber deck. These formulas are either direct or expressed in terms of a width 
of deck over which wheel loads are to be distributed. These provisions are based on research 
performed by the MTO in the 1980s (references are provided in C5.7.3.1).
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Annex A5.2 Two-dimensional grillage analysis of wood floor systems is provided as a non-
mandatory section of the standard to aid designers with simplified methods of analysis of the 
three-dimensional deck and girder system for the following four bridge deck types:

a) Transverse laminated wood decks on longitudinal wood beams (Table A5.2.1);
b) Transverse laminated decks on longitudinal steel beams (Table A5.2.2);
c) Glued-laminated and transversely laminated prestressed decks (Table A.5.2.3); and
d) Composite concrete slabs on longitudinally laminated wood decks (Table A.5.2.4).

As noted above, the type of structural systems currently covered by this Annex are relatively 
limited. For example, wood girders with composite concrete decks are not covered.

damping
Commentary Clause C5.11.1.4 regarding damping in dynamic analysis for vibration control 
notes that timber bridges have better responses to vibration compared to other materials due to 
a higher critical damping ratio: concrete construction 2%, welded and bolted steel construction 
1%, and timber 5%.

2.2.6. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 6 – foundAtIonS And geotecHnIcAl SyStemS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges. There is one note related 
to splicing of wood piles (Clause 6.11.4.9) unrelated to bridge superstructures.

2.2.7. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 7 – BurIed StructureS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

2.2.8. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 8 – concrete StructureS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

2.2.9. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 9 – wood StructureS

Section 9 is specific to “wood components and their fastenings.” The Clauses most relevant to 
this report are as follows.
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2.2.9.1. clAuSe 9.4 lImIt StAteS deSIgn

Clause 9.4 provides load and resistance factors for limit states design. Commentary C9.4.1 
notes that only the Serviceability Limit State (SLS) and Ultimate Limit State (ULS) requirements 
are given for wood components however, no explicit Fatigue Limit State (FLS) requirements are 
given for wood. Designers should be aware that they may still need to consider FLS for steel 
components used in wood structures.

Clause 9.4.2 states that the vibration performance of the superstructure must be in accordance 
with Clause 3.4.4. These provisions relate primarily to the human perception of vibration.

2.2.9.2. clAuSe 9.5 generAl deSIgn

Load-duration factor
Load-duration factors are specified in Clause 9.5.3 of CAN/CSA S6. (i.e. 0.7 for long-duration, 
1.15 for short duration and 1.0 for all others). These are similar to the requirements in CSA O86 
Engineering Design in Wood.

Service conditions factors
Clause 9.5.5 notes that the service condition factors for wet service conditions have been 
included in the design stresses in CAN/CSA S6. It is important to note that this is different 
from CSA O86 where the service condition factors are applied by the designer to the specified 
strengths of the wood materials.

Treatment factor
Clause 9.5.9 notes that the treatment factor for preservatives and incising has been included in 
the design stresses in CAN/CSA S6. Again, this is important to note that this is different from 
CSA O86 where the treatment factor is applied by the designer to the specified strengths of 
the wood materials. Also note that treatment factors typically apply for fire retardant treatments.

2.2.9.3. clAuSe 9.6 flexure

Flexural design is fairly consistent between CAN/CSA S6 and CSA O86. Designers should be 
aware that there is a slight difference in the calculation for glulam timber bending resistance. 
CAN/CSA S6 calculates Ck using E05 whereas CSA O86 uses 0.97E.
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2.2.9.4. clAuSe 9.7 SHeAr

Designers should be aware that the formulas for shear in Clause 9.7 of CAN/CSA S6 are 
provided in a different format than in CSA O86 Engineering Design in Wood. Both standards 
have two options for shear calculations. A simple formula is used for beams with volume less 
than 2.0 m3 whereas a longer more detailed analysis is required for beams with volume over 2.0 
m3. (For example, a 6 m long 315x1064 girder is just over 2 m3.) The long form solution in CAN/
CSA S6 takes time to solve especially if there are many load cases and moving loads. CSA O86 
provides tables of many typical conditions found in buildings to speed up the design process. 
CSA O86 also provides a table for moving loads. According to CAN/CSA S6 Commentary 
C9.7, the generalized formula was selected likely since timbers in bridges are relatively large 
and because bridge loading is normally a series of point loads, unlike buildings where uniformly 
distributed loads are the norm. The choice makes sense, however, implementation can be 
challenging.

Shear often controls the design of timber elements in bridge design, even with species that 
have higher specified shear strengths. It appears that CSA O86 is less conservative and easier 
to use for shear design. Designers should be aware that the formulas in CAN/CSA S6 become 
more challenging for multi-span design. The Commentary C9.7 includes one relatively simple 
design example for a pile cap.

2.2.9.5. clAuSe 9.11 SolId wood

Specified strengths and moduli of elasticity for all recognized species groups and grades of 
solid wood are provided in Tables 9.12, 9.13 and 9.14. The values in the tables have already 
been modified for wet service conditions. Table 9.12 for structural joists and planks footnote 
(e) notes that preservative treated and incised wood have been included in the design values. 
Tables 9.13 and 9.14 do not have this note, likely due to treatment factor of 1.0 for incised 
lumber in wet conditions for members 89 mm and larger. As noted in sub-section 2.4.2 above, 
designers should be aware that this is different from CSA O86.
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2.2.9.6. clAuSe 9.12 glulAm tImBer

Specified strengths and moduli of elasticity for Douglas fir glulam timber are provided in Tables 
9.15 for six different grades. The table footnotes indicate values are based on wet service 
conditions however the table does not indicate that the treatment factor was applied, as noted 
in Clause 9.5.9. Designers should be aware that there is a discrepancy between the values of 
Table 9.15 of the CHBDC compared to the values provided in O86 (when multiplied by the wet 
service condition factor).

Designer should note that unlike solid sawn wood, and unlike CSA O86, no design values 
are provided for other species of glulam timber. No mention to this omission is provided in the 
standard or the commentary. Note that other species may be better for preservative treatment 
and have other useful properties.

Clause 9.12.4 specifies camber for long glulam timber spans to be twice the dead load deflection 
to account for creep. In addition, 1/600 of the span is added to the camber to account for sag 
that may be visually unappealing.

2.2.9.7. clAuSe 9.15 fAStenIngS

Designers should be aware that certain connections in wood are not permitted. Clause 9.15.1 
prohibits the use of glulam rivets where the bridge design life is greater than 2 years. It also 
prohibits truss nail plates (Commentary C9.15.1 refers to them only as truss plates) for bridges 
with a design life of more than 2 years. Steel nail plates are permitted if used in wood-concrete 
composite decks per Clause 9.22.2.2.3 (i.e. for splicing butt joints in wood laminates in concrete 
composite slab design).

It is worth noting that the European standard EN1995-2 Clause 8.1 prohibits the use of stapled 
or punched metal plate connections in wood bridges.

Fastenings (connectors) shall be designed with the load-duration factor specified in Clause 
9.5.3 of CAN/CSA S6. (i.e. 0.7 for long-duration, 1.15 for short duration and 1.0 for all others). 
These are similar to the requirements in CSA O86 Engineering Design in Wood.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   67

2.2.9.8. clAuSe 9.17 durABIlIty

Design for durability of timber bridges is a concern for all designers and lack of education in 
this area may discourage designers from considering timber. There is a lack of standardized 
details for designers to use that show methods of shedding and preventing long-term water 
accumulation on timbers. And information on preservatives can be complicated to understand, 
with many options available. Compounding this is a note in the Commentary C9.17.1 which 
recommends that designers note the type of treatment on the construction drawings, meaning 
that the designers must understand how best to select a preservative.

Bridges built to CAN/CSA S6 are required to have a service life of 75 years (Clause 1.4.2.3). 
Many wood structures in Canada and around the world have been shown to last for this long 
and some significantly longer. Proper detailing for durability and protection of the structures is 
the key to their longevity. To achieve these long lifespans in bridges, design for durability should 
address three main criteria:

Protection by design: Provide protection of the timber elements by locating structural elements 
strategically (i.e. roofs, overhangs, flashings, sloped members);

Preservative treatment: Permanent treatment of timber elements to prevent decay from high 
moisture conditions and pest attack; and

Replaceable elements: Design a replaceable wearing surface with little or no effect on the main 
timber support structure.

Protection by design
A bridge can be designed such that it is inherently self-protecting by deflecting water away from 
the structural elements. Clause 2.3.2 of CAN/CSA S6 provides guidance on the importance 
of detailing with durability in mind. Section 1.4 of the Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide 
provides further explanation and examples of protection by design techniques.

Preservative treatment
The bridge code, CAN/CSA S6, references the CSA O80 standard series for preservative 
treatment. All timbers in bridges are required to be treated by one of the approved preservatives 
from the standards. It is currently difficult for a designer to assess the best treatment option 
since there are many parameters to consider (in addition to the minimum requirements dictated 
by the standards). The method of treatment and procedures and locations for incising timbers is 
not easily available for the average designer. CSA O80 is not a typical standard in an engineer’s 
office.
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There are other code requirements for preservatives as follows. The preservative standard, 
CSA O80, references the Health Canada Pest Management Regulatory Authority (PMRA) 
which limits the use of certain preservatives. As a result, creosote is not permitted except for 
railroad ties, utility poles and marine pilings, and designers must check the PMRA requirements 
regularly to ensure they are in compliance with the latest PMRA regulations. Likely most oil-
borne preservatives are not a friendly as the water-borne preservatives, however, this is at odds 
with the requirements of the bridge code that restricts the use of water-borne preservatives 
except in areas in contact with pedestrians on walkways. The primary concern is that water-
borne preservatives affect the moisture content of timbers and can cause excessive checking 
and dimensional instability, particularly in large timbers.

A note on species. Some species are easier to treat than others. Douglas fir is not particularly 
easy to treat. However, designers should be aware that Douglas fir is currently the only referenced 
species for design in CHBDC for glulam timber.

Steel connectors and components can be affected by the water-borne preservatives initially and 
in the long-term. The designer must check for compatibility of all preservatives with the steel 
hardware, even if hot-dipped galvanized) to ensure corrosion is inhibited. Clauses 9.17.11.1, 
9.17.11.2 and 9.17.11.3 provide steel requirements for each of the types of preservatives for hot-
dipped galvanized and stainless steel.

Clause 9.17.3 states the requirements for incising of timbers prior to preservative treatment. 
Incising creates additional pathways for the preservative to enter the timber. Incising must be 
noted on the drawings – designers should familiarize themselves with preservatives to know 
how to specify incising.

A typical requirement for preservative treatment is to cut notches and drill all holes prior to 
treatment so that the newly exposed surfaces can be treated. Preservative treatment may not 
reach the core of a timber and if new cuts or holes are created during construction (after 
treatment in a facility) the new holes may expose untreated areas. Prefabrication is ideal. Clause 
9.17.4 and 9.17.7 of CAN/CSA S6 specify that if field treatment of cuts or holes is required, only 
creosote or copper naphthenate are acceptable (except that creosote is not permitted under 
the PMRA).

Wood piles also require preservative treatment in locations where they are exposed to air and 
above permanent water levels as required in Clause 9.17.8. Untreated wood piles are allowed 
if the entire pile is located “below a known permanent water level” in accordance with Clause 
9.17.9. The commentary notes that in areas with flowing water, untreated piles may encounter 
decay.
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Finally, preservative treatments are required for timber bridge decks. Stress-laminated timber 
decks require oil-borne preservatives (creosote, pentachlorophenol or copper naphthenate). 
Water-borne preservatives are allowed but due to concerns with dimensional stability, a sealer 
is noted in Clause 9.17.12 – designers require more details on the type and location and timing 
for applying the sealer and are not provided in the CHBDC standard or its Commentary. 
Dimensional stability is important for stress-laminated timber decks since the prestress in the 
deck will change as the laminations expand and contract with changes in moisture content and 
this could affect the performance of the deck.

This is a broad summary of requirements for preservatives. Other preservatives are available such 
as Hi-Clear II (Permethrin) which is mineral-spirit based and other water-borne preservatives, 
but no mention of those is made in the standard. In addition, naturally durable species are 
available which do not require preservative treatment, although the standard does not recognize 
these species for structural lumber. Additional notes about pressure treatment can be found in 
Section 4 of Timber Bridges in Ontario: Reference Guide.

Replaceable elements
Inspection and maintenance are normal parts of the life-cycle routine of bridges. For timber 
bridges, the deck is likely to require repair and/or replacement during the 75-year service life. 
The commentary on Chapter 2 of the standard, Table C2.1 provides anticipated service life of 
components. Exposed timber wearing surfaces have an expected 5- to 10-year service life. 
Asphaltic decks have a 15- to 20-year service life. Clause 9.24 specifies the asphalt wearing 
course required on timber bridge decks. Nail-laminated decks with asphalt require welded-
wire fabric mesh in the asphalt to prevent the asphalt from breaking apart (see Commentary 
C9.24). Concrete-wood composite decks do provide protection to the wood and may not require 
additional asphalt; however, they may be susceptible to road salts. The timber components may 
not be affected by salts, but fasteners and reinforcement are. See Section 1.4 of Ontario Wood 
Bridge Reference Guide for more information about replaceable elements.

2.2.9.9. clAuSe 9.21 nAIl-lAmInAted wood deckS

Section 5 of CAN/CSA S6 provides analysis methods for longitudinal nail-laminated decks. 
However, Clause 9.21.3 limits the use of nail-laminated decks to only those cases where 
a composite wood-concrete deck is used to minimize loosening of nails which can lead to 
delamination and compromise the load sharing capacity of the deck. It also states that an 
“Approved alternative method of providing load sharing among the laminates is used,” i.e. 
stress-laminated decks per Clause 9.22.
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2.2.10. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 10 – Steel StructureS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges. Clause 10.10.1.3 notes that 
wood decks are not considered to provide lateral support to steel girders “unless the design and 
fastenings are designed for this purpose.”

2.2.11. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 11 – JoIntS And BeArIngS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

2.2.12. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 12 – BArrIerS And HIgHwAy AcceSSory SupportS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges.

2.2.13. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 13 – movABle BrIdgeS

This section has no significant requirements related timber bridges.

2.2.14. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 14 – evAluAtIon

Section 14 specifies requirements for the evaluation of existing wood bridges to assess the 
capacity for carrying a specified load. Clause 14.14.1.7 is specific to the evaluation of wood 
members based on site measurements and calculation and is to be used in conjunction with 
Section 9 – Wood Structures.

2.2.15. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 15 – reHABIlItAtIon And repAIr

Section 15 is for all types of bridge materials. Clause 15.8.1.2 notes that wood members may 
be strengthened with fibre-reinforced polymer in accordance with Section 16.
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2.2.16. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 16 – fIBre-reInforced StructureS

Stress-laminated wood decks may be fibre reinforced. Table 16.1 permits the use of fibre 
reinforcement using aramid fibre-reinforced polymer (AFRP), glass fibre-reinforced polymer 
GFRP and Aramid rope. Carbon fibre-reinforced polymer tendons, or CFRP, are not permitted, 
as noted in the Commentary to Table 16.1, because their high modulus of elasticity will result in 
“large loss of prestress due to the creep of wood.”

Clause 16.9 provides the requirements for FRP post-tensioning of stressed wood decks. 
Stressed log bridge decks are also included in this category.

2.2.17. cAn/cSA S6 – SectIon 17 – AlumInum StructureS

This section has no requirements that are specific to timber bridges. Clause 17.6.1(a) specifies 
that corrosion protection is required between aluminum and wood components.

2.3. educAtIon – documentS/reSourceS for deSIgnerS

The primary resources for wood bridge designers have changed over the years. The main 
resource for many years was Modern Timber Bridges: Some Standards and Details, published 
by the Canadian Institute of Timber Construction (CITC) from Ottawa. This publication included 
information on materials (solid sawn and glulam), preservatives, and installation and had 
sample drawings for bridges spanning between 15-feet and 30-feet. The CITC maintained the 
document up to a third edition in 1970. The document referred to the CSA Standard S6, Design 
of Highway Bridges for loading requirements.

In 1979 the Ontario Highway Bridge Design Code (OHDBC) was published using the limit states 
design approach and covered topics on wood bridges. By 1988 the standard CAN/CSA-S6-88 
Design of Highway Bridges for users across the country largely adopted parts of the OHBDC. 
With new research and practice in wood highway bridges, technologies such as laminated 
wood bridge decks and other wood products and assemblies became available but were 
not reflected in these standards until the 1983 edition of the OHBDC. After the publication of 
the 1991 OHBDC, the Canadian Wood Council published the book Wood Highway Bridges 
in 1992 to provide a simplified guide for designers that could be used alongside the bridge 
code. Subsequent codes effectively replaced the OHBDC with a single nationwide standard, 
published by CSA called the Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code (CHBDC) with editions in 
2000, 2006 and 2014 (Taylor, Kennan, 1992).

The US Department of Agriculture Forest Service published Timber Bridges: Design, 
Construction, Inspection and Maintenance in 1990 with over 900 pages of information covering 
types of timber bridges, wood properties and preservatives, and design information per US 
standards.
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Learning opportunities for practitioners interested in wood bridges are not often available. The 
Canadian Society for Civil Engineering (CSCE) hosts the Short and Medium Span Bridges 
Conference every few years since 1982 with presenters primarily from Canada and some 
international representation. There are typically a small number papers related to advances in 
timber bridges.

The International Conference on Timber Bridges (ICTB) was held for the first time in Lillehammer, 
Norway in 2010. The second conference was in 2013 in Las Vegas, and the most recent in 
Sweden in June 2017. This is the only international event focussed primarily on timber bridges.

Other conferences where some timber bridge related presentations have been made are the bi-
annual World Conference on Timber Engineering (next conference will be in Seoul Korea 2018) 
and the annual Holzbau Forum in Germany.

In 2016 WoodWorks offered a seminar titled “Advanced Timber Bridge Maintenance, Restoration 
and Inspection Practices” targeted at inspectors, maintenance workers and engineers.

2.4. coStS

The focus of this report has been on obstacles that may slow design or prevent designers from 
working with timber bridges. And while cost of bridges may appear to be an issue related to 
decision-makers at the policy level, an important decision-making tool for designers is costing 
during the design process. When choosing between systems, or elements in a structure, some 
understanding of costs can help with design decisions. For example, in building design, if a 
designer knows that solid sawn dimension lumber is cheaper than structural composite lumber 
(SCL) or glulam lumber, then the designer will work towards a solid sawn lumber solution before 
considering the SCL. In bridge design, a similar approach will help the designer make choices, 
but they require cost information for systems where the relative costs of systems are not readily 
understood. More information about costs of timber bridges can be found in Section 1.5.1 of 
Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide.
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2.5. perceptIon

Some common themes regarding potential benefits and obstacles of timber bridges for designers 
and society are presented briefly.

Design examples to current standards
A design example of a bridge to the current CAN/CSA S6 would be helpful to provide more 
confidence for designers with little or no experience with timber bridges. An example of a 
glulam girder splice would be helpful to educate practitioners.

University Courses and Seminars
Lack of knowledge and experience is a big deterrent from designing and building wood bridges 
not only in Ontario but across Canada. Most Canadian universities do not offer a structural 
analysis course in wood (at most it may be a sub-topic in another course), not to mention 
wood bridge design. Topics on detailing, design for shrinkage, expansion are important and not 
clearly understood for wood. (Topics in shrinkage control and design for temperature changes 
are normally covered in courses and books for concrete and steel design.)

Aesthetics
Quite often, timber bridges are low profile and drivers are unaware that the structure beneath 
them is wood. But there are landmark examples of timber bridges in Canada which have their 
own aesthetic and help to define a sense of place. Whether architects are involved or not in 
bridge design, exposed wood is often very visually pleasing. Wood bridges are an opportunity 
for great structural and architectural expression.

New Concepts in Timber Bridge Design
Wood-concrete composite decks for longer spans have been built in Europe. The current CAN/
CSA S6 provisions for wood-concrete composite decks are capable of only limited spans. 
Relatively new products and the use of prestressing may help timber bridges reach spans in 
the 30 m range.

Prefabrication and offsite construction
The overall dead load of timber bridges is generally less than the design of concrete or steel 
bridges. This makes erection easier and potentially quicker, lessens the lift load for temporary 
jack supports, reduces the seismic load and substructure connections/foundations. If smaller, 
lightweight timber bridges are developed, they could offer an opportunity for fast deployment 
and minimal disruption to traffic.
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Long-term creep
Creep of beams and creep perpendicular-to-grain have been well researched. As noted above, 
glulam beams can be cambered to twice the calculated deflection due to dead loads to account 
for long-term creep. And creep perpendicular-to-grain can be a problem for stress-laminated 
bridge decks, however, this is resolved by the restressing at the intervals specified in Clause 
9.23.3.4.

More recently, interest in longitudinally prestressed (post-tensioning) girders has revealed a 
new area where more research may be required (Lehan, 2012) to predict and deal with creep 
parallel-to-grain on long girder spans.

Bridge Type Selection and Spans
Assistance in determining appropriate spans and highway classes for various types of wood 
bridges would help designers. If there are regional differences between jurisdictions, this would 
be useful to know.

Wood bridges are generally used for shorter clear spans than concrete or steel. Solid sawn 
spans tend to be up to 7.5 m, and glulam 7.5 m – 15 m (Leslie, 2012). Wood trusses may be 
longer. New technologies with composite wood-concrete decks could be in the range of 30 m. 
(Lehan, 2012).

Lack of software
This may not be of great concern but software for steel and concrete bridges is available. 
Automating the application of moving loads and designing timber members for the complex 
shear calculation may be of use to designers. Most software packages do not have Canadian 
standards in them. One that does and can be used for bridges to CAN/CSA S6 is limited to 
designing wood decks on steel girders.

Inspection and maintenance
The Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM) has detailed information on procedures and 
measurements for existing timber bridges. This may be a useful training tool for learning about 
successful details in bridge design. It should also be reviewed periodically to ensure it reflects 
current knowledge and practice.

2.6. SummAry And future reSeArcH

This report focussed on existing technologies currently addressed by the standard. However, 
there are many new and novel technologies being developed and tested here in Canada and 
around the world that will result in more potential options for bridge designers. The priority 
should be to address the concerns related to the current standard (some of which will require 
research) and then look for opportunities to evolve the standard to make it easier for the new 
technologies, once proven, to be adopted. Educational events related to the new technologies 
may be a useful vehicle for generating interest and promoting the opportunity for wood in 
highway bridge design.
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2.7. SymBolS

ACQ = Alkaline copper quaternary

ACZA = Ammoniacal copper zinc arsenate

AFRP = Aramid fibre-reinforced polymer

CA-B = Copper azole type B

CCA = Chromated copper arsenate

CFRP = Carbon fibre-reinforced polymer

CK = Lateral Stability Factor variable for glulam compression resistance

CO2 = Carbon Dioxide

Cv = Coefficient of shear load

DT = Truck load distribution width (in metres)

E = Modulus of Elasticity

FLS = Fatigue Limit State

FRP = Fibre reinforced polymer

GFRP = Glass fibre-reinforced polymer

FT = Truck load fraction

LVL = Laminated veneer lumber

Mr = Moment resistance

MTO = Ministry of Transportation

PMRA = Health Canada Pest Management Regulatory Authority

PSL = Parallel strand lumber

SLS = Serviceability Limit State

ULS = Ultimate Limit State
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3.1. INTRODUCTION

Two worked design examples of wood highway bridges are provided as follows:

1. A glued-laminated timber deck panels supported by glued-laminated timber girders, and
2. A longitudinal stress-laminated timber deck supported by glued-laminated timber girders.

The bridges are for illustrative purposes only and have not been constructed, but the design 
process presented herein is analogous to the design effort required to engineer such structures. 
While a specific structural system has been chosen for presentation in this example, the design 
philosophies may be extended to other wood highway bridges. Note that the design examples 
are written as stand-alone examples, so some information is repeated intentionally for the 
convenience of readers.

The design complies with the design criteria established by the CAN/CSA-S6-14 Canadian 
Highway Bridge Design Code (CHBDC). The 2019 version of this code was shortly forthcoming 
at the time of writing of this design example. As such, efforts were made to use the proposed 
updated equations, nomenclature, and clauses of the new code, to ensure compatibility for 
future designers. As referenced by the CHBDC, the connection design complies with CAN/
CSA-O86-14 Engineering Design in Wood (CSA O86).

Some components of the example bridge concept are not currently well-covered by the CHBDC 
or CSA O86. Accordingly, other codes, standards, and publications were utilized, where 
necessary, to develop the design criteria presented herein. Refer to the references section for a 
complete list of these documents. It is recommended that the designer review and understand 
these documents before undertaking a real-life design.

These design examples include the design of superstructure elements, including structural 
loading, structural analysis, member design, connection design, and detailing for durability. 
They do not include substructure design.

The terms “vertical”, “transverse”, and “longitudinal” are used throughout this design example to 
indicate direction. Unless otherwise specified, these terms refer to the global directions of the 
bridge. “Vertical” refers to the direction parallel to gravity. As a subset of “vertical”, “uplift” refers 
to the direction parallel to but in the opposite sense of gravity, while “downward” refers to the 
direction parallel to and in the direction of gravity. “Transverse” refers to the horizontal direction 
acting perpendicular to the direction of traffic. Finally, “longitudinal” refers to the horizontal 
direction acting parallel to the direction of traffic.
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3.2.  GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK PANELS  
ON GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS

3.2.1. THE BRIDGE CONCEPT

3.2.1.1. DESCRIPTION

The bridge is a single-span, wood highway bridge carrying a two-lane highway 18 m across a 
stream. The bridge follows a tangent horizontal alignment and a 1.50% tangent vertical profile. 
The centreline of the highway is collinear with the centreline of the structure. Figures 3.2.1. and 
3.2.2. illustrate an elevation view and the profile of the structure.

Figure 3.2.1. – Elevation of the structure

The roadway cross-section was developed using the “Geometric Design Standard for Ontario 
Highways” document with 2002 revisions (Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 2002). It is 
valid for an undivided arterial road with a design speed limit of 110 km/h or less. This criterion 
describes the Trans-Canada Highway in many parts of the country. Figure 3.2.3. illustrates a 
typical cross-section of the roadway and structure.

Figure 3.2.2. – Profile of the structure 
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Figure 3.2.3. – Cross-section of the structure

The cross-section consists of two 3 750 mm-wide lanes, two 3 000 mm-wide shoulders, and 
two 305 mm-wide glued-laminated curbs. The resulting total deck width is 14 110 mm, and the 
total travelled deck width is 13 500 mm. Highway shoulders are sometimes reduced at a bridge 
to reduce the bridge width, but this approach is often not preferable from a safety standpoint. 
The use of the 3 000 mm-wide shoulders in this design example demonstrates that using a 
wood bridge does not have to result in sacrifices to highway geometry.

A crash-tested TL-4 timber railing is utilized as a bridge barrier to prevent traffic from exiting off 
the sides of the bridge. This railing was developed and crash-tested in the United States by the 
Forest Products Laboratory, specifically for transverse glued-laminated deck panels (Polivka, 
K.A. et al. 2002, Fuller, R.K. 2000). The railing consists of a continuous upper rail, a continuous 
curb rail, vertical posts spaced at no more than 2 438 mm (8’-0”) on centre, a discrete length 
spacer block at each post, a discrete length scupper block at each post, and metal fasteners 
and splices. All wood components are glued-laminated members. Figure 3.2.4. illustrates a 
typical cross-section of the railing at a post.
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Figure 3.2.4. – Cross-section of the railing

The bridge has an asphalt wearing surface with a 2% crossfall down to the curbs from the 
crown. The crown is located at the centreline of the structure. The asphalt thickness varies from 
185 mm at the crown to 50 mm at the inside face of the curbs.

Bridge deck waterproofing is not specified in this design example, but it should be part of 
a real-life wood bridge design. There are several approaches by which the deck can be 
waterproofed and paved. Refer to the work of Eriksson et al. (2003) and Weyers et al. (2001) 
for a comprehensive examination of waterproofing and paving systems for wood bridges. Note 
that the wood preservative used to treat the deck must be compatible with the waterproofing 
and pavement. There have been several instances where interaction between the two has 
resulted in degradation of the waterproofing and paving, as well as leaching into the surrounding 
environment.

The deck consists of 15, full-width, 215 mm-thick, interconnected, transverse glued-laminated 
deck panels. These panels are essentially glued-laminated beams turned on their sides. The 
panels are fastened to the girders using a combination of bolts, aluminum deck clips, and 
lag screws. The deck panels are detailed with a 10 mm-wide gap between them to allow for 
swelling of the panels due to moisture increase. The gap is to be filled with asphalt impregnated 
fibreboard to allow for paving overtop of the gaps. The fibreboard has relatively low compressive 
stiffness, thus allowing the panels to swell without developing significant force. Figures 3.2.5. 
illustrates the connection between the deck panels and girders. Figure 3.2.6. illustrates the joint 
detail between adjacent deck panels.
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Figure 3.2.5. – Connection between deck panels and girders

Figure 3.2.6. – Joint detail between adjacent deck panels  
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Longitudinal stiffener beams are fastened to the underside of the deck panels using through-bolts. 
The purpose of the stiffener beams is to provide a degree of longitudinal continuity between the 
panels, as a sort of external dowel. The use of stiffener beams has been noted to significantly 
reduce the likelihood of reflective asphalt cracking at the joints between panels (Eriksson et al. 
2003, Witmer et al. 2002). Each stiffener beam extends from one end of the bridge to the other. 
This configuration, as opposed to numerous discrete stiffener beams at each joint between deck 
panels, allows for easy erection of the stiffener beams. A single stiffener beam can be rested on 
top of the diaphragms before the deck panels are installed. After the panels have been installed, 
the stiffener beam can then be lifted off the diaphragms and into place as a single unit. The 
consequence of using a full-length stiffener beam is that the bolt holes in the stiffener beams for 
its connection to the deck panels must be slotted in the longitudinal direction to accommodate 
the swelling and/or shrinkage of the deck panels perpendicular to grain. Failing to slot these 
holes will result in significant restraint forces in the stiffener beams and deck panels that could 
fail these members. Figure 3.2.7. illustrates detail of a typical deck stiffener beam.

Figure 3.2.7. – Details of a typical deck stiffener beam
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The deck is supported by 12, parallel, constant-depth, S-P (Spruce-Lodgepole Pine-Jack Pine) 
glued-laminated girders. Each girder is 215 mm wide and 1 634 mm deep. Glued-laminated 
diaphragms positioned at the span quarter-points are used to stabilize the girders against lateral-
torsional buckling and to transmit transverse loads between girders. Figure 3.2.8. illustrates a 
typical cross-section at a diaphragm.

Figure 3.2.8. – Typical cross-section at diaphragm 

Each girder is supported at each end by an elastomeric bearing pad. These bearing pads are 
part of a bearing assembly that also consists of a steel bearing plate, a bed of non-shrink grout, 
and the reinforced concrete bearing pedestal that projects above the abutment bearing seat. 
Figure 3.2.9. illustrates a typical bearing assembly.
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Figure 3.2.9. – Typical bearing assembly

The substructure has reinforced concrete abutments founded on spread footings. There is no 
limit to the number of substructure and foundation combinations that are compatible with this 
example bridge concept. The only requirement is that they be capable of safely receiving the 
loads transmitted from the superstructure and detailed in a way that drains water, debris and 
snow buildup away from the wood elements.

3.2.1.2. ASSUMED STRUCTURAL BEHAVIOUR

The glued-laminated deck panels resist gravity loads by spanning in the transverse direction 
of the bridge between girders. They serve to transmit permanent and transitory gravity loads 
to the girders by means of out-of-plane shearing and bending. They also serve to transmit 
transverse and longitudinal loads to the girders through in-plane shearing, bending, and axial 
forces. Furthermore, the deck panels enable the transverse distribution of discrete transitory 
loads amongst the girders. The deck panels also resist the loads acting on the timber railings 
due to vehicular impact through a combination of in-plane tension and out-of-plane shearing 
and bending.

While the deck panel behaviour tends strongly towards that of a one-way system spanning 
between girders, there is a small amount of shear and moment acting in the longitudinal 
direction. The longitudinal stiffener beams transmit this shear and moment between adjacent 
deck panels, resulting in reduced differential deflections between adjacent panels. These 
diminished differential deflections enhance the durability of the bridge by mitigating cracks in 
the wearing surface that could create a pathway for moisture ingress into the superstructure.
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The girders comprise the gravity load-carrying system in the longitudinal direction. They are 
assumed to act non-compositely with the deck panels, although some degree of composite 
action likely exists due to friction and the mechanical connections between the deck panels 
and girders. The girders carry vertical loads by in-plane shear and bending, transverse loads 
by out-of-plane shear and bending, and longitudinal loads by axial tension and compression.

The diaphragms are the assumed means of preventing twisting of the girders, although the 
deck panels also serve that purpose due to their inherent out-of-plane flexural stiffness. The 
unbraced length for calculating lateral-torsional buckling of the girders in the completed bridge 
is assumed to be the spacing between successive rows of diaphragms.

Wind acting on the deck panels, on the railings, and on live load is transmitted into the girders 
using a system of lag bolts and aluminum deck clips that are side mounted to the upper portions 
of the girders. The transverse wind force, in addition to transverse wind acting directly on the 
girders, is carried across the main span to the girder supports by means of the girders bending 
and shearing out-of-plane. The diaphragms serve to share these out-of-plane loads amongst 
all the girders.

Longitudinal braking loads are resisted by the deck panels. The asphalt impregnated fibreboard 
joint filler is assumed to be sufficiently soft to prevent the sharing of loads between panels, i.e. 
each deck panel must resist the braking loads that are applied directly to it. Lag screws passing 
through the deck panels and into the upper region of the girders are the assumed mechanism 
for transferring the braking loads from the deck panels into the girders. Friction between the 
deck panels and girders may transmit these forces, especially if it is enhanced by the clamping 
action of the lag bolts and aluminum deck clips in a manner analogous to interface shear 
transfer in concrete structures, but this mechanism is ignored in this example. The braking force 
that is transmitted to the girders is then transmitted to the bearings by means of axial tension 
and compression in the girders.

Loads are transmitted to the substructure via the elastomeric bearing pads at the abutments. 
The bearing pads serve to transfer vertical, transverse, and longitudinal loads to the abutments, 
while allowing for rotation, expansion, and contraction of the girders.

The steel bearing plates provide a clean surface onto which to seat the bearing pads. They 
can be beveled in thickness to suit the roadway profile, girder camber, and bridge self-weight 
rotations. These plates also allow for anchorage of the bearing assemblies into the abutment 
pedestals by use of anchor bolts. When fitted with keeper bars or drift pins, they also serve as 
a restraint against bearing pad migration due to transverse and longitudinal forces acting on 
lightly loaded bearing pads.

The concrete pedestals transfer the loads from the bearing assemblies down into the abutment 
stem. No matter the workmanship, there are always imperfections on hardened concrete 
surfaces. Accordingly, a thin bed of non-shrink grout is specified under the steel bearing plates 
to establish firm contact with the concrete bearing pedestals.
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3.2.2. MATERIALS

All glued-laminated timber used in this design example is assumed to be species combination 
S-P. S-P dimension lumber is plentiful in many parts of the country, especially Ontario. The 
CHBDC does not presently provide material properties for the use of S-P glued-laminated 
timber with its design equations; however, the 2019 version of the CHBDC is anticipated to 
include these material properties. Accordingly, the glued-laminated timber material properties 
for this design example have been assumed from CSA O86 and modified, as necessary, to be 
compatible with the CHBDC design equations.

3.2.2.1. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS, STIFFENER BEAMS, & DIAPHRAGMS

The following material properties are from Table 7.3 of CAN/CSA-O86-14 Engineering Design 
in Wood. The girders, stiffener beams, and diaphragms are a horizontally laminated 20f-E 
stress grade comprised of Spruce-Lodgepole Pine-Jack Pine species laminations. The nominal 
values have not been adjusted by service condition or treatment factors, or for the effects of 
impact and cyclical loading.

The 5th percentile modulus of elasticity is calculated as 87% of the 50th percentile modulus of 
elasticity for this design example per CSA O86.
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The properties from CSA O86 must be modified to reflect the service condition and preservative 
treatment of the girders to be compatible with the CHBDC design equations. A “semi-wet” 
service condition is assumed, acknowledging that the girders, stiffener beams, and diaphragms 
should not gain significant moisture in service due to their protection by the deck panels. The 
girders will be pressure-treated with a wood preservative to enhance their durability. They will 
be incised to increase the depth of preservative penetration.

The following are service condition factors for glued-laminated timber based on “semi-wet” 
conditions.

Note that “wet” service factors may be appropriate for certain members or bridge configurations 
and the designer will need to make that judgement. CSA O86 provides service factors for 
“wet” conditions. In all cases, connections should be designed using “wet” service factors while 
members may be designed with either “semi-wet” or “wet” factors. Steel connection hardware 
tends to result in moisture condensation thereby increasing the moisture content of timbers in 
connections.

The following treatment factor for incised glued-laminated timber was taken from the proposed 
provisions for the forthcoming 2019 edition of the CHBDC.

The modification factor for treatment has been taken to be equal to unity, as incising is not 
considered to reduce the strength of glued-laminated timber (APA 2013) but should be confirmed 
by the designer for specific treatment applications.

The modified material properties that can be used directly with the CHBDC equations for design, 
accounting for service condition and preservative treatment, are as follows:
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3.2.2.2. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK

The deck panels are vertically laminated glued-laminated beams; that is, a glued-laminated 
beam loaded perpendicular to the narrow face of the laminations. Clause 9.12.3 of the CHBDC 
indicates that “vertically laminated beams are to be designed as a built-up system of sawn lumber 
members of No. 2 grade, unless a higher grade is specified for all laminations”. Accordingly, 
assume that the deck panels are similar to transverse nail-laminated decks for the purpose of 
calculating the load-sharing factor. Assume that the deck material properties are for S-P-F No. 
2 grade structural joist and plank sawn wood members, with material properties from Table 9.12 
of the CHBDC.
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These deck panel material properties have been adjusted for service condition and treatment. 
The CHBDC assumes a wet service condition, which is appropriate for a wood bridge deck. 
It also assumes that the wood has undergone preservative treatment and has been incised. 
Both of these assumptions are appropriate, as clause 9.17.1 of the CHBDC requires all wood 
in permanent structures to be preservative treated in accordance with the CSA O80 Series of 
Standards, while clause 9.17.3 of the CHBDC requires all glued-laminated timber members to 
be incised before preservative treatment.

3.2.2.3. MATERIAL PROPERTIES FOR COMPUTER STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

Material properties of the glued-laminated deck panels and girders are provided in the previous 
sections of this design example. Additional orthotropic material properties are required for three-
dimensional computer modelling and structural analysis of wood structures. These properties 
were estimated from Table 5-1 of the Wood Handbook – Wood as an Engineering Material (FPL 
2010) for Lodgepole Pine as follows:

All properties are given for wood at a moisture content of 12%.
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Based on Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the Wood Handbook, the structural analysis properties for the 
glued-laminated girders are as follows:
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Similarly, the structural analysis properties for the glued-laminated deck panels are as follows:
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3.2.3. LOADS & IMPOSED DEFORMATIONS

3.2.3.1. SELF-WEIGHT

The unit weights of the deck, stiffener beams, girders, and diaphragms are taken as 6.0 kN/m3

for softwood, per Table 3.4 of the CHBDC. The following table summarizes the linear weight of 
these components:

Component Width Depth Cross-Sectional Area Linear Weight
deck panel ‘A’ 1444 mm 215 mm 0.310 m2 1.86 kN/m
deck panel ‘B’ 1178 mm 215 mm 0.253 m2 1.52 kN/m
stiffener beam 215 mm 114 mm 0.025 m2 0.15 kN/m
girder 215 mm 1634 mm 0.351 m2 2.11 kN/m
diaphragm 130 mm 1406 mm 0.183 m2 1.10 kN/m

3.2.3.2. SUPERIMPOSED DEAD LOADS

3.2.3.2.1. WEARING SURFACE

The bridge will be paved with an asphalt wearing surface having a unit weight of 23.5 kN/m3. 
The asphalt varies from 185 mm thickness at the crown to 50 mm thickness at the face of the 
timber railings, resulting in a 2% crossfall. Recalling that the girder spacing is 1 150 mm, the 
average asphalt thickness for either of the two interior girders nearest the crown is

The deck panel overhang is 730 mm and the timber railing curbs are 305 mm wide, thus the 
average asphalt thickness for either of the two exterior girders is

These two asphalt thicknesses are used to design the interior and exterior girders, respectively.

The deck panels are designed by applying the actual thickness of asphalt as trapezoidal 
distributed load.
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3.2.3.2.2. BARRIERS

The bridge barrier is a crash-tested TL-4 timber railing. This barrier has an unfactored linear 
weight of 1.3 kN/m. The frontal area for horizontal wind on the barrier is 0.635 m2/m. The centroid 
of the frontal area is 594 mm above the mid-depth of the glued-laminated deck. The frontal 
area of the barriers that overlaps with the horizontal projection of the deck has been neglected 
from these calculations. This frontal area is considered to belong to the deck. Calculations 
concerning the barrier weight and frontal area are not included in this design example.

3.2.3.3. WIND

Both vertical and horizontal wind loads are assumed to act simultaneously, per clause 3.10.2.1 
of the CHBDC. For this design example, it is assumed that the reference wind pressure for a 
one-in-fifty return period wind load is 465 Pa.

3.2.3.3.1. VERTICAL WIND

The vertical wind load is calculated in accordance with clause 3.10.2.3 of the CHBDC. The 
vertical wind load acting on the superstructure is as follows:

The vertical wind load is considered to act both upwards and downwards. Two vertical wind 
load applications are considered for both upward and downward wind:

• Uniform load acting over the entire bridge plan area
• Eccentric wind load with the centroid of the total wind load acting at the windward quarter-point

The eccentric wind load results in a wind pressure that varies linearly across the deck width. By 
geometry, the magnitude of the wind pressures at the windward and leeward sides of the deck 
for downward acting vertical wind, are 2.5 x  and –0.5 x , respectively. For downward acting 
vertical wind, those magnitudes become –2.5 x  and 0.5 x , respectively, at the windward 
and leeward sides of the deck.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   97

3.2.3.3.2. HORIZONTAL WIND ON SUPERSTRUCTURE

The horizontal wind load acting on the superstructure was calculated in accordance with clause 
3.10.2.2 of the CHBDC. The horizontal wind load acting on the superstructure is as follows:

The horizontal wind load acts on the exposed frontal area of the structure, including the railings, 
deck panels, and girders. The exposed frontal area of the railings is the total area of railings 
above the top of the deck panels. Recall that this frontal area is equal to 0.635 m2 per metre. 
The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on the railing is

The bridge width is large enough such that the shielding factors in clause C3.10.2.2 of the 
CHBDC commentary do not apply for horizontal wind acting on the railings. Thus, horizontal 
wind load is considered to act on the exposed frontal area of each timber railing.

The exposed frontal area of the deck is the product of its width and thickness. The resulting 
unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on the deck is

As noted in clause C3.10.2.2 of the CHBDC commentary, most highway bridges, including slab-
on-girder bridges, behave aerodynamically as single bodies. Consequently, it is only necessary 
to apply horizontal wind load to the exposed frontal area of the windward exterior girder. The 
resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on an exterior girder is
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3.2.3.3.3. HORIZONTAL WIND ON LIVE LOAD

The horizontal wind load acting on live load is calculated in accordance with clause 3.10.2.4 
of the CHBDC. The calculation is the same as for the horizontal wind load acting on the 
superstructure, but the magnitude of the horizontal wind load coefficient, Ch, is reduced from 
2.0 to 1.2, resulting in a horizontal wind load acting on live load equal to 1116 Pa.

The horizontal wind load acting on live load is assumed to act uniformly over a height of 3.0 
m above the roadway surface along the length of the structure. The frontal area within that 
envelope that has already been considered in the calculation of the horizontal wind load acting 
on the superstructure (i.e. the timber railings) is neglected from the horizontal wind load acting 
on live load calculation. Consequently, the total exposed area for wind on live load, excluding 
the exposed frontal area of a timber railing is:

The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on live load is

3.2.3.4. LIVE LOAD

The bridge is subject to vertical and longitudinal live loads due to the weight of moving vehicles 
and braking forces, respectively.

3.2.3.4.1. VERTICAL LIVE LOAD

Per clause 3.8 of the CHBDC, the design of the bridge considers the vertical live load effects 
caused by each of the CL-625-ONT truck and the CL-625-ONT lane load. The CL-625-ONT 
truck is a five-axle truck of 18 m length, with a total weight of 625 kN. The CL-625-ONT lane 
load is a uniformly distributed load of 9 kN/m superimposed with 80% of the CL-625-ONT truck 
load. Figure 3.2.10. illustrates these loads as they are depicted in the CHBDC.
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At the SLS 1 and ULS limit states, the vertical live load per design lane is the greater of the CL-
625-ONT truck amplified by the dynamic load allowance or the CL-625-ONT lane load without 
the dynamic load allowance. At the SLS 2 and FLS limit states, the vertical live load for the 
entire bridge is the CL-625-ONT truck amplified by the dynamic load allowance and centred 
across the width of one design lane.

Truck axles and portions of the uniformly distributed lane load that reduce the load effect are 
neglected. The bridge is a single span in this design example, so no component of the vertical 
live loading will reduce the load effect.

The vertical live load is positioned both longitudinally along the length a design lane and 
transversely across the width of a design lane, to maximize the load effect. The transverse 
positioning of the truck across the width of a design lane respects the truck clearance envelope.

The vertical live load caused by the CL-625-ONT truck is increased by a factor equal to one plus 
the dynamic load allowance, per clause 3.8.4.5 of the CHBDC. The dynamic load allowance 
is a scalar factor that converts the dynamic effects of vertical live load to an equivalent static 
load. Dynamic effects are typically caused by the interaction of a moving vehicle and the bridge, 
static and vibratory deflections, and discrete and random irregularities in the riding surface 
(CSA 2014b).

Figure 3.2.10. – CHBDC vertical live load (Source: Clause A3.4.1, Figure A3.4.1 CL-625-ONT Truck; 
Clause A3.4.1, Figure A3.4.2 CL-625-ONT Lane Load; Clause 3.8.3.2., Figure 3.2 CL-W Truck –  

Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code. © 2017 Canadian Standards Association) 
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Vertical Live Load Dynamic Load 
Allowance

one axle of the CL-625-ONT truck 0.50
any two axles or axles 1-3 of the CL-625-ONT truck 0.40
any three of more axles of the CL-625-ONT truck, except for axles 1-3 0.30

The dynamic load allowance is reduced by 30% because the bridge is comprised entirely of 
wood components, per clause 3.8.4.5.4 of the CHBDC. Wood bridges are often short-span 
structures. This reduction accounts for the improved response of short-span bridges to dynamic 
loads. It also accounts for the inherent higher damping observed in wood relative to other 
conventional bridge materials (CSA 2014b).

The bridge has a total width of 14.110 m and a total travelled width of 13.500 m. The number of 
design lanes is as follows:

The travelled bridge width is such that both two and three design lanes must be considered. 
Each design lane configuration consists of one or more lanes loaded with a single CL-625-ONT 
truck or CL-625-ONT lane load. The modification factor for multi-lane loading, per Table 3.6 of 
the CHBDC, is considered for vertical live load to account for the unlikely presence of more 
than one design vehicle acting simultaneously on the bridge. Those factors are as follows for 
this design example:

Number of Loaded Design Lanes Modification Factor
1 1.00
2 0.90
3 0.80
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3.2.3.4.2. BRAKING FORCE

The braking force is calculated as the sum of 180 kN plus 10% of the uniformly distributed 
portion of the lane for one design lane. The bridge span is 18.000 m. The girders overhang the 
centreline of abutment bearings by 0.272 m, resulting in a total deck length of 18.544 m. The 
braking force is thus:

For a bridge with a continuous concrete deck slab, the braking force would normally be distributed 
along the entire bridge length, as the concrete slab acts as a large in-plane diaphragm. This 
application would be incorrect for the bridge in this design example because the deck panels 
do not abut, and therefore cannot share longitudinal loads. As a result, a given deck panel must 
resist all the braking forces applied to it.

Per commentary clause C3.8.6 of the CHBDC, the 180 kN portion of the lane load is intended 
to represent heavy braking by a design vehicle, while the 10% of the lane load UDL is intended 
to capture lighter traction forces due to other traffic on the bridge. The 180 kN represents 
approximately 25% of the gross vehicle weight of two design trucks braking in two lanes 
simultaneously. This force has been modified to account for the lesser probability of simultaneous 
braking of design vehicles in multiple lanes. The force has also been modified to account for the 
difference in live load factors between the CHBDC and former Ontario Highway Bridge Design 
Code, the latter having originally developed the braking load formula (CSA 2014b). In light of 
this information, the braking force due to a wheel load is determined by multiplying the weight 
of a given wheel load by the ratio of 180 kN and twice the weight of a CL-625-ONT truck. The 
heaviest wheel load of the CL-625-ONT truck occurs at Axle 4, with a wheel load of 87.5 kN. 
The maximum discrete wheel braking load is thereby:

Using this approach, the maximum discrete wheel braking load represents 14.4% of the gross 
wheel load. The deck panels are narrow enough that only a single axle would be effectively 
acting on any given panel at a time. The lane load component of the braking force can be 
ignored for the example bridge, as the 18 m bridge span length is only long enough to fit a single 
CL-625-ONT truck, without room for other traffic.
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Thus, the design of the deck panels for braking considers the effect of 14.4% of the gross 
weight of axle 4 of the CL-625-ONT for a design truck in two lanes. The use of modification 
factors for multi-lane loading is not necessary, as these factors are already built into the braking 
force equation (CSA 2014b).

3.2.3.5. LOAD COMBINATIONS

The load factors and load combinations prescribed in clause 3.5 of the CHBDC are used for this 
design example, as applicable.

Exceptional loads are ignored in this design example, meaning that ULS load combinations 5 
to 8 are not examined. The designer should consider these load combinations if exceptional 
loads are a possibility. ULS load combination 9 is also not considered because the wood bridge 
in this design example is very light relative to the weight of the live loads that it is designed for. 
The designer should consider these load combinations if the wood bridge happens to carry 
significant permanent load.

The fatigue limit state (FLS) is not considered in this design example because fatigue has 
traditionally not been considered for wood bridge design (Ritter 1992). Refer to the Wood 
Handbook – Wood as an Engineering Material (Forest Product Laboratory (FPL) 2010) for 
further information on fatigue in wood members. The FLS stresses in all metal connections 
should be checked in accordance with the CHBDC for real-life designs. These checks are not 
provided in this design example.

3.2.4. STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

3.2.4.1. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK PANELS

The distribution of discrete live loads acting across the width of the deck panels must be 
considered. It is not appropriate to simply assume that the full width of the deck panel is effective 
in providing resistance to live loads. Glued-laminated timber deck panels were developed at the 
United State Forest Products Laboratory in the 1970’s. Research by McCutcheon and Tuomi 
(1973, 1974) yielded design equations that determine the live load bending moments and shears 
per metre width of deck panel. This research was substantiated by Bakht in 1988; however, 
Bakht observed that the equations are unconservative for live loads acting near the free edges 
of the panels. Bakht developed design curves to address this observation. Those curves were 
approximated into the equations presented in clause 5.7.3.2 of the CHBDC. Although that 
clause is explicitly for stress-laminated wood decks, the equations are based on the same work 
by Bakht (1988) and are applicable to glued-laminated timber decks. Instead of determining the 
live load bending moments and shears per metre panel width, Bakht’s work provides the width 
of deck panel that is effective in resisting a transverse line of wheels.
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The AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications (AASHTO) were updated in 1994 regarding 
glued-laminated timber deck panels. AASHTO provides equations to determine the width of 
deck panel that is effective in resisting a transverse line of wheels. Comparison of Bakht’s (1988) 
and AASHTO’s equations produce significantly different results, with the latter suggesting much 
wider effective strip widths. The AASHTO equations are based in part on work by Sexsmith 
et al. (1979), wherein it was determined that the slight flexural softening of wood members 
stressed beyond the proportional limit results in load sharing between adjacent members. The 
work by Sexsmith et al. forms part of the basis for the load-sharing factor that is used when 
determining the flexural and shear resistances of wood members in both the CHBDC and CSA 
O86. The AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications do not utilize a load-sharing factor 
when determining member resistance. Accordingly, it would seem potentially unconservative 
to use the AASHTO effective strip width equations and the CHBDC load-sharing factor for 
amplifying member resistances, as this might result in relying on the work of Sexsmith et al. for 
both the demand and capacity. Research is currently underway to investigate this possibility. As 
a result, this design example relies on the work of Bakht (1988) when determining the effective 
strip with of the deck.

The effective strip width of a deck panel, , is calculated using the equation from clause 5.7.3.2 
of the CHBDC for decks without edge stiffening. This equation is a numerical representation 
of the design curve presented by Bakht for decks without edge stiffening. It is a function of the 
girder spacing, . The edge stiffening refers to stiffening of the free edges that run parallel 
to the span of the deck; that is, the edges oriented in the transverse direction of the bridge. 
These edges are not stiffened because it is impractical to do so for the deck panel and girder 
configuration described in this design example. This edge stiffening is not to be confused with 
the role of the longitudinal stiffener beams, the latter of which serves to share moments and 
shears acting in the longitudinal direction of the bridge amongst adjacent deck panels.

The effective strip width of a deck panel, , is calculated as

Accordingly, a single strip of deck panel of 461 mm width is modelled as a continuous beam 
spanning across the girders. The girders are considered to be rigid vertical supports. The bending 
moments due to self-weight, wearing surface, barriers, wind, and live load are determined from 
the analysis, as is the live load deflection. Shears are ignored because the shear design of 
vertically laminated decks is not required, per CHDBC clause 9.7.5.

The deck has a depth of 215 mm and a unit weight of 6 kN/m3, resulting in an unfactored linear 
weight of
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The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the deck are 0.90 and 1.20, respectively.

The asphalt wearing surface has a unit weight of 23.5 kN/m. The minimum and maximum 
asphalt thicknesses are 50 mm and 185 mm, respectively, resulting in an unfactored trapezoidal 
distributed load that varies linearly from to , where

This trapezoidal distributed load is applied to the continuous deck design strip within the limits 
of the wearing surface. The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the wearing surface 
are 0.65 and 1.50, respectively.

The weight of the timber railings is applied as a concentrated load at the free end of each deck 
cantilever. Each railing results in an unfactored point load of

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the timber railings are 0.90 and 1.20, 
respectively.

The vertical wind pressure is 930 Pa. The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed loads acting 
along the length of the deck design strip is

A previously stated, eccentric wind load must be considered, with the resultant of the wind load 
acting along the windward quarter-point. By geometry, the magnitude of the wind pressures 
at the windward and leeward sides of the deck for downward acting vertical wind, are 2.5 x 
and –0.5 x , respectively. For downward acting vertical wind, those magnitudes become –2.5 
x  and 0.5 x ,respectively, at the windward and leeward sides of the deck. The pressures 
result in a trapezoidal distributed load acting along the length of the deck design strip. Those 
corresponding pressures are
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The vertical wind load is considered to act upward and downward. It is only applicable for the 
ULS 3 and ULS 4 load combinations. The ULS load factors for those combinations are 0.45 
and 1.40, respectively.

Live load is to be applied to the deck design strip. The live load shall be the heaviest transverse 
line of wheels. For the CL-625-ONT loading, axle 4 is the heaviest transverse line of wheels. 
These wheel loads are positioned transversely within the design lanes to create the worst 
load effect. This positioning must respect the lane widths determined by clause 3.8.2 of the 
CHBDC. It must also respect the truck clearance envelope specified in clauses 3.8.4.1(d)(ii) and 
3.8.4.3(d) of the CHBDC. Both two and three lanes are considered for this design example. For 
the two lane configuration, each of a single loaded lane and both loaded lanes is considered. 
For the three lane configuration, each of one, two, or three loaded lanes is considered for all 
possible combinations. Multi-lane reduction factors of 1.0, 0.90, and 0.80 are applied for one, 
two, and three loaded lanes, respectively. This analysis is made easy by use of computer 
structural analysis. The analysis is made less conservative by idealizing the wheels as discrete 
uniformly distributed loads instead of concentrated loads.

The wheel loads are amplified by the dynamic load allowance of 0.40 for a single truck axle, 
per clause 3.8.4.5.3 of the CHBDC. This value is reduced by 30% to account for the dynamic 
qualities of wood bridges, per CHBDC clause 3.8.4.5.4. The resulting dynamic load allowance 
is calculated to be 1 + 0.40 x 0.70 = 1.28.

All of the previously described load effects are applied to a continuous beam of 461 mm width 
that spans the full 14110 mm deck width. The girders are assumed to act as rigid vertical 
supports.

The total factored bending moments experienced by the deck design strip are summarized in 
the following table.

TOTAL FACTORED BENDING MOMENTS
Span SLS 1 ULS 1 ULS 2 ULS 3 ULS 4 ULS 4 (Uplift)
interior 18 34 32 28 1 1 kNm
cantilever -16 -30 -28 -25 -1 -1 kNm

The factored SLS live load deflections experienced by the deck design strip are summarized in 
the following table. They have not been amplified by the dynamic load allowance.

LIVE LOAD DEFLECTIONS
Span SLS 1
interior 1.1 mm
cantilever 1.3 mm
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3.2.4.2. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS

The girders can be analyzed using traditional simplified methods or by computer structural 
analysis. This design example examines both approaches.

3.2.4.2.1. SIMPLIFIED METHOD

The traditional simplified approach is based on clause 5.6 of the CHBDC. The permanent 
loads acting within the tributary width of a girder are modelled along the length of that single 
girder. Live load distribution factors are calculated to determine the percentage weight of the 
vertical live load that is carried by a single girder. That weight is then applied, in addition to the 
permanent loads, and the load effects are determined. Both and interior and exterior girder are 
analyzed.

The interior and exterior girders have a depth of 1634 mm, a width of 215 mm, and a unit weight 
of 6 kN/m3, resulting in unfactored linear weights of

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the girders are 0.90 and 1.20, respectively.

The asphalt wearing surface has a unit weight of 23.5 kN/m. An interior girder near the bridge 
centreline has an average asphalt thickness of 174 mm and a tributary asphalt width of 1150 
mm. An exterior girder has an average asphalt thickness of 46 mm and a tributary asphalt width 
of 1000 mm. This geometry results in unfactored linear weights of
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The vertical wind pressure is 930 Pa. The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed loads acting 
on the interior and exterior girders, respectively, are

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the asphalt wearing surface are 0.65 and 
1.50, respectively.

The weight of the timber railings is assumed to be carried exclusively by the exterior girders. 
Each railing has an unfactored linear weight of

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the timber railings are 0.90 and 1.20, 
respectively.

The vertical wind load is considered to act upward and downward. It is only applicable for the 
ULS 3 and ULS 4 load combinations. The ULS load factors for those combinations are 0.45 
and 1.40, respectively.

The distribution of discrete live loads acting across the width of the bridge must be considered. 
The simplified method of analysis for longitudinal load effects, per CHBDC clause 5.6, is an 
appropriate means of determining the percentage of live load carried by a single girder. Clause 
5.6.7, which specifically addresses transverse live load distribution in sawn wood stringer 
bridges with transverse laminated wood decks, is used for this purpose in this design example. 
The glued-laminated timber girders are considered analogous to sawn wood stringers, given 
that they both have similar flexural and torsional stiffnesses. The resulting live load effects are 
added to the effects caused by self-weight, wearing surface, barriers, and wind load to produce 
the total load effects.

The use of the CHBDC simplified method of analysis relies upon satisfying the following criteria 
from clause 5.6.2.
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Clause Criteria Criteria Satisfied?
(a) the width of the bridge is constant Yes
(b) the deck is continuous along the entire bridge width Yes
(c) The span between centreline of supports or bearing units is 

constant throughout the width of the bridge
Yes

(d) the support conditions are closely equivalent to line support 
in all cases

Yes

(f) diaphragms and bracing systems comply with the applicable 
requirements of Sections 8 to 10 and 17

Yes

The bridge width is constant, satisfying clause (a). The deck is continuous along the entire 
bridge width, satisfying clause (b). The span is constant length and the girders are spaced 
closely enough to approximate a line support, satisfying clauses (c) and (d). Finally, there are 
diaphragms at each support, per clause 9.20.2, satisfying clause (f). Note that the diaphragms 
that are offset 600 mm from the centreline of abutment bearings may be considered as abutment 
diaphragms in assessing whether there are diaphragms at the supports. Previous designs have 
had success with the diaphragms offset up to 900 mm from the centreline of abutment bearings 
(Wacker, J.P. & Smith, M.S. 2001). The criteria from clauses 5.6.2 (e), (g), (h), (i), (j), and (k) are 
not applicable to wood bridges, and have thus been excluded from the above table. Therefore, 
it is acceptable to use the simplified method for analysis of the girders.

The deck has a travelled width of . From Table 3.5 of the CHBDC, both two 
and three design lanes are to be considered for this travelled width. For two design lanes, the 
average lane width, , is

Similarly, the average lane width for three design lanes is 4.500 m.

The longitudinal bending moment per girder due to CL-625-ONT live loading, , is calculated as

where  is the truck fraction carried per girder,  is the skew factor, and  is the longitudinal 
bending moment generated by the passage of the CL-625-ONT live loading along a single 
design lane.

Similarly, the longitudinal shear force per girder due to CL-625-ONT live loading, , is calculated 
as

where  is the longitudinal shear force generated by the passage of the CL-625-ONT live 
loading along a single design lane.
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The skew factor, , is taken as 1.0, per CHBDC clause 5.6.4.5 because the bridge is not 
skewed.

The truck fraction,  , is calculated as

The girder spacing, , is equal to 1.150 m. The number of girders, , is equal 12.

The truck load distribution width, , is taken from Table 5.11 of the CHBDC for sawn wood 
stringer bridges with transverse laminated wood decks. The value is a function of the number 
of design lanes, , and the span length for the equivalent beam method, . The latter value is 
equal to the span length between inflection points under the governing load case. Given that 
the bridge is simply-supported, value of   is merely equal to the span length of 18 m. CHBDC 
Figure 5.1.(a) may be used to determine the value of  for multi-span bridges.

For two design lanes or more, the truck load distribution width for bending moments at ULS,
, is calculated to be

Analysis at FLS is normally not required for the design of wood components, but the truck 
fraction for bending moment at FLS may be used as an approximate means for determining 
the live load deflection of a component at SLS using the simplified method, per CHBDC clause 
5.6.4.7.

From CHBDC Table 5.11, the truck load distribution width for interior girder shear at ULS is 
equal to .

Similarly, the truck load distribution width for bending moment at FLS, , is calculated to 
be
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The truck modification factor, , is taken from CHBDC Table 5.3 and varies for interior and 
exterior girders as a function of the load effect considered, number of design lanes, and girder 
arrangement. For consideration of bending moments in interior girders at ULS, 
for any number of design lanes. For consideration of bending moments in exterior girders at 
ULS, the truck modification factor is taken from Table 5.5. For this design example, the distance 
from the free end of the deck cantilever to the centreline of the exterior girder web, , is equal 
to 730 mm, which is more than half the girder spacing. Therefore, the truck modification factor 
is taken as

The use of the previous equation is predicated on the assumption that 
. This assumption is violated, but only slightly, so the violation is ignored. If the ratio of 

 to  was equal to the limiting 0.60 ratio, then the truck modification factor would be equal 
to 0.950, which is insignificantly greater than 0.932. Furthermore, a lesser value of  results in 
greater live load effect experienced by a girder, so the value of 0.932 is conservative for design.

The truck modification factor for consideration of shear at ULS in interior and exterior girders,  
 is taken from Table 5.6. Since the girder spacing is less than 2.0 m, the value of  is

The truck modification factor for consideration of bending moments at FLS in interior girders,
, is found from Table 5.4 to be equal to 1.0. The corresponding value for exterior 

girders, , is found from Table 5.5 to be 0.932.

The lane width modification factor, , is equal to  

The lane width modification factor is calculated to be 5.75 and 2 for two and three design lanes, 
respectively. Since both those values exceed 1.0, the lane width modification factor is taken as 
equal to 1.0.

The width correction factor, , is taken as zero, per CHBDC clause 5.6.7.5.

The truck fraction for bending moments at FLS also relies on the truck modification factor for 
exterior girders, . This value accounts for the influence of vehicle edge distance (CSA 2014b). 
It is equal to zero for interior girders. It is calculated using the equations in CHBDC Table 5.7 
for exterior girders. For the bridge in this design example, the value of  for exterior girders is 
calculated as



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   111

The vehicle edge distance, , is defined in CHBDC Figure 5.2. to be the distance from the 
longitudinal free edge of the deck to the centreline of exterior line of wheels for a truck in an 
exterior design lane. In calculating, , the truck is to be placed in the centre of an exterior 
design lane. For this design example, the magnitude of  is calculated for two and three lane 
configurations as

Accordingly, the magnitude of  for two and three lane configurations, respectively, is

Based on the preceding values, the truck fractions for bending moments at ULS in the interior 
and exterior girders , and  , respectively, are calculated to be

The truck fraction for shear at ULS in the interior girder,  is calculated to be
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Clause 5.6.7.1 of the CHBDC specifies that the shear in an exterior girder is to be calculated as 
the reaction due to the wheel loads acting on the exterior girder, if the deck is simply-supported 
between girders (i.e. the lever rule), but that the calculated shear shall not be less than that 
determined using the truck fraction for shear in an interior girder. The centreline of the exterior 
wheels of a design truck cannot come closer than 600 mm to the inside face of the curb for 
global analysis, per CHBDC clause 3.8.4.1(d)(ii). The distance from the first interior girder to the 
centreline of the exterior line of wheels, , is thus equal to

The truck wheels are spaced 1.800 m apart, resulting in the distance from the first interior girder 
to the centreline of the interior line of wheels, , being equal to 

The negative value of  means that the interior line of wheels will not contribute to the shear 
force in the exterior girder, as that wheel line is positioned between the first and second interior 
girder and is thus not within the tributary width of the exterior girder. The truck fraction for shear 
in the exterior girder at ULS, , is therefore equal to

The interior line of wheels may not always be positioned outside the tributary width of the 
exterior girder for the ULS shear truck fraction calculation. Refer to Timber Construction Manual 
by the American Institute for Timber Construction (2012) for an examination of the effect of 
alternate truck positioning on the calculation of the truck fraction for shear in exterior girders.

Recall that the truck fraction for bending moment at FLS can be used to approximate the SLS 
live load deflection in a girder. Based on the previously calculated values, the truck fractions for 
the interior girder, , and the exterior girder, , are equal to
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The longitudinal bending moment, shear force, and deflection, generated by the passage of the 
CL-625-ONT live loading along a single design lane is most easily determined using the moving 
load analysis function of a structural analysis program. The maximum bending moment, shear, 
and deflections are found to be as follows:

Live Load Effect Truck Load Lane Load Truck Axles on Bridge
bending moment 1505 kNm 1568 kNm 1 to 4

shear force 394 kN 397 kN 2 to 5
deflection 72 mm 76 mm 1 to 4

The load effects due to the lane load are greater than those due to the truck load; however, 
it is ultimately the truck load that will govern in this design example because the truck load 
is subject to amplification by the dynamic load allowance, while the lane load is not subject 
to this amplification. The dynamic load allowance taken as 0.25 because four axles cause 
the critical load effects. The dynamic load allowance is reduced by 30% to account for the 
dynamic qualities of wood bridges, per CHBDC clause 3.8.4.5.4. The resulting , and 
are calculated to be

The resulting maximum bending moment experienced by an interior girder and an exterior 
girder due to CL-625-ONT live loading,  and , respectively, are calculated to be
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The resulting maximum live load deflection experienced by an interior girder and an exterior 
girder due to CL-625-ONT live loading,  and , respectively, are calculated to be

The calculated live load effects are combined with the permanent load effects using the 
appropriate CHBDC load combinations. The resulting factored bending moments, factored 
shear forces, SLS live load deflections, and unfactored permanent load deflections are shown 
below for the interior and exterior girders. The SLS live load deflections exclude the dynamic 
load allowance.

Load Effect Exterior Girder Interior Girder
Mf 1453 kNm 1489 kNm
Vf 445 kN 440 kN
∆LL 16 mm 18 mm
∆PERMANENT 11 mm 17 mm

3.2.4.2.2. COMPUTER STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

Computer structural analysis is in the form of a three-dimensional grillage model. Frame 
elements are used to represent the girders, stiffener beams, deck panels, with one line of frame 
elements used for each deck panel, stiffener beam, each girder. Link elements are used to 
model the connections and bearings. Shell elements are used to model the girder diaphragms.

The factored bending moments, factored shear forces, SLS live load deflections, and unfactored 
permanent load deflections are determined by computer structural analysis are shown below 
for the interior and exterior girders. The SLS live load deflections exclude the dynamic load 
allowance

Load Effect Exterior Girder Interior Girder
Mf 1474 kNm 1308 kNm
Vf 374 kN 363 kN
∆LL 13 mm 14 mm
∆PERMANENT 13 mm 17 mm

The resulting maximum shear force experienced by an interior girder and an exterior girder due 
to CL-625-ONT live loading,  and , respectively, are calculated to be
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3.2.4.2.3. STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR DESIGN

The girders were analyzed using the CHBDC simplified method and by computer structural 
analysis. This following table compares the results.

Load Effect

Exterior Girder Interior Girder
Simplified  
Analysis

Computer 
Analysis

Simplified  
Analysis

Computer  
Analysis

Mf 1453 kNm 1474 kNm 1489 kNm 1308 kNm
Vf 445 kN 374 kN 440 kN 363 kN
∆LL 16 mm 13 mm 18 mm 14 mm
∆PERMANENT 11 mm 13 mm 17 mm 17 mm

Comparison of the structural analysis results shows that the simplified method overestimates 
the bending moments, shears, and live load deflections for both interior and exterior girders, 
relative to the use of computer structural analysis. This observation follows the general trend in 
bridge engineering, wherein a refined analysis using a computer yields lesser magnitude load 
effects than a simplified analysis. With that said, the simplified method of analysis is sometimes 
more preferential, particularly for preliminary design and/or situations where structural analysis 
software is unavailable or basic in capability. The design of the girders is based on the results 
of the computer structural analysis for this design example, as those results lead to a more 
economical design.

As noted by clause 9.7.3 of the CHBDC, the factored shear resistance is to exceed the factored 
shear load. The factored shear load represents the maximum horizontal shear force experienced 
by a glued-laminated member. It is not the same as the factored shear force experienced 
at a given cross-section. Glued-laminated timber is known to be weaker in horizontal shear 
than transverse vertical shear, so the shear design of glued-laminated timber members is 
predicated on designing for horizontal shear. Clause 9.7.3 presents an equation to determine 
the factored shear load. It determines the maximum horizontal shear force experienced by the 
member as a function of the member volume and the vertical shear force distribution along the 
member. The equation is cumbersome to use in the presence of live load, as the critical live 
load position for maximum horizontal shear is generally not the same as the critical live load 
position for maximum vertical shear. Consequently, a trial-and-error approach is often taken, 
wherein a designer moves the live load along the bridge in discrete increments and calculates 
the shear load for each increment. Furthermore, the calculation of shear load does not allow 
for superposition of load cases. Therefore, the designer must calculate the shear load with all 
applicable loads applied simultaneously. The ULS 1 load combination governs in this design 
example, and will likely always govern for wood bridge shear design.
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The calculation of the shear load is best performed on an isolated girder. It is often beneficial 
to apply permanent loads at discrete locations, say the span tenth-points, as the shear load 
integral reduces to a simple summation for step-wise vertical shear force diagrams. A fraction 
of the weight of the CL-625-ONT loading is applied to the girder. That fraction is either the 
truck fraction determined by use of the CHBDC simplified method of live load analysis or the 
truck fraction implied from the global computer structural analysis model. This latter term is 
calculated as the ratio of the maximum shear force experienced by a girder in the computer 
structural analysis model to the maximum shear force experienced by single isolated girder 
under the passage of one lane of CL-625-ONT loading. The shear loads in this design example 
are based on the implied truck fraction determined from the computer structural analysis model. 
The resulting live load is factored and moved along the girder until the factored shear load is 
maximized.

There is no intuitive positioning of the live load that maximizes the shear load. The live load 
was moved along the girder at one metre intervals to determine the shear load for this design 
example, resulting in a total of 36 distinct shear load calculations. Multi-step live load analysis 
and filtered spreadsheet results are useful tools for this procedure. The shear load calculations 
are not shown in this design example due to their size. Refer to the CHBDC commentary clause 
C9.7 for an example calculation of the shear load.

The calculated shear load for the exterior and interior girders are summarized in the following 
table.

Load Effect Exterior Girder Interior Girder
factored vertical shear 374 kN 363 kN
factored shear load 168 kN 168 kN
ratio 0.45 0.47

The use of the factored shear load for shear design is obviously quite advantageous relative 
to the use of the factored vertical shear. The factored demand is reduced by over 50% in this 
case. Despite its cumbersome calculation process, there is significant benefit to be gained by 
calculating the factored shear load versus using the much easier to obtain factored vertical 
shear.

The factored shear load is a design concept distinct to the CHBDC since the 2000 edition. 
Previous wood design practice was to design for the maximum vertical shear force at the 
lesser of the span quarter-point and three beam depths from the support. Since many wood 
bridge girders have a span-to-depth ratio of approximately 10 to 12, these two locations often 
roughly coincide. The AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications still make use of this design 
approach. A comparison of this method versus the shear load is made in the following table for 
the interior and exterior girders.
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Location Exterior Girder Interior Girder
at support 374 kN 363 kN
span quarterpoint 214 kN 200 kN
three beam depths from support 213 kN 198 kN
shear load 168 kN 168 kN

The shear load is less than the maximum shear force at the span quarter-point and at three 
beam depths from the support. Knowing this, a designer may wish to use the shear force at 
span quarter-point for preliminary design, and then perform the rigorous shear load calculation 
for detailed design.

3.2.4.3. GLUED-LAMINATED STIFFENER BEAMS

The longitudinal stiffener beams are specified as continuous beams spanning the entire length 
of the bridge in order to ease constructability. They can be idealized as discrete length beams 
with two fasteners per deck panel for the purposes of analysis and design. The longitudinal 
bending moment and shear that must be transferred by a stiffener beam between adjacent 
deck panels is found using the analysis equations presented by McCutcheon and Tuomi (1973, 
1974). The factored moment, , and the factored shear, , that are to be 
transmitted by the stiffener beam are found to be

This factored moment and factored shear are used to determine the forces in the stiffener 
beams fasteners using the work of Witmer et al. (2002). The maximum fastener axial force, 

, is found to be

The shear force diagram of a stiffener beam can be determined using the calculated fastener 
forces. In doing so, the shear load in the stiffener beam is calculated as
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3.2.5. MEMBER DESIGN

3.2.5.1. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK

The deck panels are designed for flexure in accordance with clause 9.6 of the CHBDC. The 
panels are considered to be analogous to transverse nail-laminated decks of No. 2 grade for 
material properties, size effect factor, and load-sharing factor. Shear is not considered in the 
design of the deck panels in accordance with clause 9.7.5 of the CHBDC.

Differential live load deflection of the deck panels is considered in accordance with clause 9.4.2 
of the CHBDC. An additional maximum deflection criterion of 0.05 in (1.27 mm) is imposed 
based on the findings of limiting the potential for asphalt pavement cracking (Eriksson et al. 
2003).

3.2.5.1.1. FLEXURAL DESIGN

The flexural resistance of the deck, , is calculated as for a sawn wood member, per 
CHBDC clause 9.6.1. The resistance is equal to

The material resistance factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
sawn wood in flexure.

The load-duration factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.5.3. This factor considers 
the influence of cumulative load towards the creep rupture of a member (FPL 2010). The critical 
design bending moments and shears are the result of the ULS 1 load combination. Accordingly, 
the load-duration factor is equal to 1.0. The load-duration factor is equal to 1.15 when calculating 
the resistance against loads resulting from the ULS 3 and ULS 4 load combinations, as these 
combinations include wind load.

The lateral stability factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.6.3. This factor accounts 
for the possibility of lateral-torsional buckling instability occurring before cross-sectional rupture 
occurs. It is equal to 1.0 for laminated wood decks.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   119

The load-sharing factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.5.6. This factor accounts for 
the reduced probability of material defects within adjacent members of given cross-section. It 
also accounts for the statical indeterminacy afforded by neighbouring members (CSA 2014b). 
Wood is traditionally designed using the assumption of linear-elastic material behaviour; 
however, Sexsmith et al. (1979) demonstrated that the slight flexural softening experienced by 
wood members before failure is sufficient to shed load to adjacent stiffer members in systems of 
closely spaced members. The effective width over which this phenomenon occurs , is equal 
to 0.400 m for a transverse nail-laminated deck, per CHBDC Table 9.3. The deck laminations 
have a width of 0.038 m, resulting in  laminations being effective 
in sharing load. Using the value of  laminations, the load-sharing factor is linearly 
interpolated from CHBDC Table 9.2 to be equal to 1.36. Refer to Bakht and Jaeger (1991) for 
further information concerning the load-sharing in timber design.

The size-effect factor, , is linearly interpolated from CHBDC Table 9.4 to be equal to 1.14 for 
38 mm x 215 mm deck laminations.

The loss of stiffness due to the presence of butt joints is considered in the design of design of 
nail-laminated decks, per CHBD clause 9.5.8. This consideration is unnecessary for the design 
of glued-laminated timber deck panels because the individual laminations in a glued-laminated 
timber member are finger-jointed and glued together to form a continuous lamination. These 
joints undergo strength testing to ensure their performance as continuous joints, per CSA O122, 
during the manufacture of glued-laminated timber. The section modulus is therefore equal to

The resulting factored flexural resistance is equal to

The factored flexural demand was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the deck has sufficient flexural capacity.



120   Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide

3.2.5.1.2. SLS DESIGN

The SLS deflection due to live load under the SLS 1 load combination is limited to a maximum 
of 1/400th the span, per clause 9.4.2 of the CHBDC. These limiting values for the exterior and 
interior spans are

The SLS 1 live load deflections were determined to be

Therefore, SLS deflections are within the permissible limit prescribed the CHBDC.

To minimize the potential for cracking of the asphalt wearing surface, Eriksson et al. (2003) 
suggested limiting the differential deflection of deck panels to 0.05 inches (1.3 mm). The 
differential deck deflections do not exceed this limit, so the potential for asphalt cracking is 
minimized.

3.2.5.2 GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS

The bridge girders are designed for flexure and shear at the ultimate limit state, in accordance 
with CHBDC clauses 9.6 and 9.7, respectively. They are designed for deflection and vibrations 
at the serviceability limit state in accordance with clauses 9.4.2 and 3.4.4, respectively.
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3.2.5.2.1. SLS DESIGN

Clause 3.4.4 of the CHDBC mandates that the deflection due to live load, including dynamic load 
allowance, is to be less than the deflections limits prescribed by the curves in CHBDC Figure 
3.1. The deflection limits are a function of the first flexural frequency of the bridge and consider 
whether the bridge has sidewalks. This criterion is an implicit means of limiting accelerations for 
user comfort (CSA 2014b). The SLS 2 load combination is used to calculate the deflection. The 
live load is to be positioned as specified in clause 3.8.4.1, and the deflection is to be measured at 
the inside face of the bridge barriers for a bridge without sidewalks. The first flexural frequency 
of the bridge in this design example was determined to be 4.5 Hz using the computer structural 
analysis model. From CHBDC Figure 3.1., the maximum permissible deflection corresponding 
to this first flexural frequency for a bridge without sidewalks is 17 mm. The live load deflection 
at the face of the railings was determined to be 14.8 mm using the computer structural analysis 
model, which is less than the deflection limit. Therefore, superstructure vibrations have been 
addressed.

The Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Structural Manual includes guidelines for the 
design of bridges on low volume roads. A low volume road is defined as a road having an average 
annual daily traffic of 400 or less in both directions. These guidelines relax the superstructure 
vibration criterion defined in Clause 3.4.4 of the CHBDC to be a deflection limit of 1/360th the 
span under the SLS 2 load combination, irrespective of first flexural frequency. A designer may 
wish to make use of this relaxed criterion if superstructure vibration is governing the design of 
a wood bridge on a low volume road.

Clause 9.4.2 of the CHBDC requires that the deflection due to live load, excluding dynamic 
load allowance, be less than 1/400th the span. The SLS 1 load combination is to be used for 
this purpose. The live load is to be positioned as specified in clause 3.8.4.1. The 50th percentile 
modulus of elasticity is to be used to determine the deflection. The corresponding maximum 
live load deflections for the exterior and interior girders of this design example were determined 
to be 12.7 mm and 13.3 mm, respectively. Both of these deflections are less than the deflection 
limit of . Therefore, superstructure deflections under live load have 
been addressed.

3.2.5.2.2. FLEXURAL DESIGN

The flexural resistance of a girder, , is calculated as for a glued-laminated timber member, 
per CHBDC clause 9.6.1. The resistance is equal to the lesser of

                           and 
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The variables in these two equations have the same definitions as those used to calculate the 
flexural resistance of the glued-laminated deck. The follow calculations demonstrate the flexural 
resistance of a 265 mm x 1 634 mm exterior girder.

The material resistance factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
glued-laminated timber in flexure.

The load-duration factor is taken as .

The lateral stability factor, , requires explicit calculation because the depth-to-width ratio of 
the girders exceeds 1.0. It is calculated as a function of the slenderness factor, , which is 
in turn a function of the laterally unsupported length, . The latter is equal to the diaphragm 
spacing, as the diaphragms are designed to be the points of lateral support against lateral-
torsional buckling for the purpose of calculating the lateral stability factor. The slenderness 
factor is therefore equal to

The slenderness factor is greater than ten, so the lateral stability factor must be calculated as a 
function of both the slenderness ratio, , and the intermediate slenderness ratio, . The latter 
is calculated as

Accordingly, the lateral stability factor is determined from CHBDC Table 9.5 to be

The load-sharing factor, , is equal to 1.0, per CHBDC clause 9.5.6, because glued-laminated 
timber girders are not covered in CHBDC Table 9.3. Some designers have been known to 
treat glued-laminated timber girders as sawn wood stringers for calculating the load-sharing 
factor. It is possible that this approach is somewhat unconservative. Recall that the load-sharing 
factor accounts for the reduced probability of material defects within adjacent members of given 
cross-section. Since glued-laminated timber inherently contains less defects than sawn wood, 
it is logical that the load-sharing benefit in glued-laminated timber members is less than that in 
sawn wood members. Research is underway currently to investigate this possibility.
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The size-effect factor for glued-laminated timber, , is determined from CHBDC clause 9.6.2 
to be equal to

The section modulus of the girder is

The resulting factored flexural resistance of an exterior girder is equal to the lesser of

Similar calculations for the interior girders yields  

and

The factored flexural demand was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the girders have sufficient flexural capacity.

3.2.5.2.3. SHEAR DESIGN

The shear resistance of a girder, , is calculated per CHBDC clause 9.6.1 as
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The following calculations demonstrate the shear resistance of a 265 mm x 1 634 mm exterior 
girder.

The material resistance factor,  is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
glued-laminated timber in shear.

The load-duration factor and load-sharing factor are the same as for flexure, with  and 
.

The size-effect factor for glued-laminated timber in shear is determined using CHBDC clause 
9.7.2 to be equal to

Like the section modulus, the cross-sectional area of a glued-laminated timber member does 
not need to be reduced in stiffness because there are no butt joints. The cross-sectional area 
is thus equal to

Similar calculations for the interior girders yields 

The factored shear load was calculated to be equal to

The resulting factored shear resistance is equal to

Therefore, the girders have sufficient shear capacity.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   125

3.2.5.3. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DIAPHRAGMS

The glued-laminated timber diaphragms serve to brace the girders against lateral-torsional 
buckling, maintain the relative spacing of the girders, and transmit lateral load between girders 
(Ritter 1992). They are required at all supports, per clause 9.20.2 of the CHBDC. They are also 
required at midspan for spans less than 12 m and at the span third-points for spans of 12 m or 
greater. A designer may wish to add more diaphragms than required by the CHBDC to increase 
the lateral stability factor for girder flexure design. Ritter (1992) recommends that the diaphragm 
spacing not exceed 7.62 m (25 feet), regardless of the span. The diaphragms are provided at the 
abutments and span third-points in this design example because the bridge span exceeds 12 
m. The abutment diaphragms are offset 600 mm forward from the bearings to not interfere with 
the bearing assemblies. CHBDC commentary clause C9.20.2 states that abutment diaphragms 
remain effective when offset up to one girder depth from the bearings.

The diaphragms should be as deep as possible, per CHBDC clause 9.20.2. Ritter (1992) advises 
leaving a gap of 50 mm to 125 mm between the top of the diaphragms and underside of the 
deck, to allow for air circulation and to preclude interference with deck attachment hardware. The 
diaphragms in this example have been detailed to provide a 25 mm gap between the diaphragms 
and the stiffener beams for air circulation. The resulting gap between the diaphragms and the 
deck is 139 mm.

Ritter (1992) also advises locating the tie rods outside of the outer tension zone of the girders, 
which is usually considered to be the outer ten percent of the girder depth. The tie rods in this 
design example are located at 222 mm from the underside of the girder, which is outside the 

 deep outer tension zone. It is sometimes convenient to position the 
tie rods at the interface between adjacent laminations. In doing so, the tie rod holes can be 
routed into the outside faces of these laminations before they are glued together. The tie rods 
have been positioned 133 mm from the top and bottom faces of the diaphragms for this design 
example, which is exactly equal to 3.5 laminations.

The primary purpose of the diaphragms is to brace the girders against lateral-torsional buckling. 
Analogous to steel design, 2% of the total compression force acting within the compression zone 
of a girder at maximum factored bending moment is taken as the brace force. The maximum 
factored moment in a girder is 1474 kNm. Assuming a linear-elastic stress distribution, the lever 
between the resultant tensile and compression forces is
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The total compression force within the compression zone of the girder is

The lateral brace force to be resisted by the diaphragm, in either tension or compression, is

Brace forces acting in compression are transmitted to the diaphragms through direct bearing 
between the side faces of the girders and the end faces of the diaphragms. Brace forces acting 
in tension are transmitted to the diaphragms by the tie rods.

The diaphragms also experience forces arising from external loads acting on the bridge. The tie 
rods were modelled directly in the computer structural analysis model to capture these forces. 
The maximum factored force experienced by a tie rod due to external loads is 46 kN in tension. 
Thus, the maximum factored tie rod force, considering both forces arising from external loads 
and bracing of the girders, is equal to

It is typical practice to perform one tie rod design based on the maximum factored tie rod force. 
The use of different diameter tie rods can be confusing on site, leading to construction errors. 
This practice is not recommended. A single tie rod design is presented in this design example 
in section 7.3.

The diaphragms in this design example are 130 mm wide, 1406 mm deep, and 885 mm to 
935 mm long, depending on which girders they are positioned between. From the computer 
structure analysis model, the maximum axial stress in a diaphragm is 0.83 MPa. Using the tie 
rod spacing of 1140 mm, the additional factored axial stress in the diaphragm due to bracing 
the girders at ULS is

Therefore, the total factored axial stress in the diaphragms is
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Analogous to the flexural resistance presented for the girder design, the flexural resistance of 
the diaphragms is taken as the lesser of

and

where

and

Therefore, the diaphragms have sufficient capacity.
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3.2.5.4. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER STIFFENER BEAMS

The stiffener beams are designed for the longitudinal shears and bending moments experienced 
by the deck panels in accordance with the work of McCutcheon and Tuomi (1973, 1974).

The longitudinal glued-laminated timber stiffener beams are designed for flexure and shear 
using the same procedure as for the girders. The stiffener beams may be idealized as discrete 
length beams to calculate the size effect factors in flexure and shear. The length may be taken 
as the largest distance between the fasteners required to transmit the longitudinal bending 
moment and shear force from one deck to another. The factored moment resistance, and 
factored shear resistance of a stiffener beam are calculated to be

Therefore, the stiffener beams have adequate capacity.

It is imperative that the fastener holes in the stiffener beams be slotted in the longitudinal 
direction if a continuous stiffener beam is specified. Failure to slot these holes will lead to 
the development of large restraint forces due to shrinking and swelling of the decks panels 
perpendicular to grain. These forces could lead to failure of the stiffener beams and/or deck 
panels.

3.2.6. CONNECTION DESIGN

The bridge design features four major connections:

• The deck-to-girder connection;
• The deck-to-stiffener beam connection;
• The diaphragm connection; and,
• The girder bearing connection.

The design of these four major connections is explained in this section of the bridge design 
example.
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3.2.6.1. DECK-TO-GIRDER CONNECTION

The deck-to-stiffener beam connection must resist vertical forces acting upwards and 
downwards, transverse forces, and longitudinal forces. The connection consists of a series of 
through-bolts and aluminum deck clips. Each through-bolt bears against the top of the deck 
and the underside of the upper leg of a Z-shaped aluminum deck clip. The lower leg of the deck 
clip features teeth that are seated in a shallow longitudinal slot that is routed into the side face 
of the girder. The deck-to-girder connection also features lag screws that are fastened through 
the deck panels and down into the tops of the girders.

Downward forces are resisted by direct bearing between the deck panels and tops of girders. 
Upward forces are resisted by tension in the through-bolts and the aluminum deck clips pulling 
up on the routed slots in the girders. Traverse forces are resisted by shear in the through-bolts 
and direct bearing of aluminum deck clips against the side faces of the girders. Longitudinal 
loads are resisted by shear in the lag screws.

As an aside, it is likely that friction between the deck panels and the girders is sufficient on its 
own to resist the longitudinal forces. The only longitudinal force acting on the deck panels is the 
braking force. This consists of 14.4% of the unfactored vertical load acting on the panels. With 
a 1.7 times ULS 1 load factor for braking, this corresponds to approximately 25% of the vertical 
load acting on the panels. The coefficient of static friction for smooth, dry wood acting on smooth, 
dry wood is approximately 0.30 to 0.50 (FPL 2010). The friction between the deck panels and 
girders would therefore be able resist at least 30% of the vertical load acting as a longitudinal 
force. Furthermore, the through-bolts and aluminum deck clips would offer additional normal 
force due to clamping action, thereby increasing the frictional resistance of longitudinal loads. 
The effect of friction between the deck panels and girders is ignored in this design example.

The design of the deck-to-girder connections is as follows:

FZ

Use 19Ø Lags with 215 mm embedment

Total length of lag screw:

SPF, WET SERVICE

 

FX (MAIN PERP, SIDE PARALLEL) Qr3

Use 8-19Ø Lag screws @150 OC
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SPF

FY (MAIN PARALLEL, SIDE PERPENDICULAR) Qr
4

SPF

 

Assume aluminum clips @ 600 OC (2 per panel per girder)

4-19Ø RODS A307

 

75Ø WASHERS

 

SLOT SHEAR

 

CLIP IN BOLTED SLOT

 

CLIPS – SINGLE SHEAR PLATE/WOOD

Note: check aluminum clip for bending & bolt bearing (not shown)

Note: this ignores friction between deck and girder
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FX
DOWN

Where,

check loading on wheel load:

3.2.6.2. DECK-TO-STIFFENER BEAM CONNECTION

The deck-to-stiffener beam connection is based on the work of Witmer et al. The design is as 
follows:

a)  Stiffener beam bolt forces determined per “Reinforcing Transverse Glued-laminated Deck 
Panels with Through-bolted Glued-laminated Stiffener Beams” ASCE Journal of Bridge 
Engineering paper

b)  Stiffener beam moments and shears determined per “Simplified Design Procedure for Glued-
Laminated Bridge Decks” by McCatcheon and Taomi

c) Strength design per the CHBDC



132   Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide

1) LONGITUDINAL MOMENT AND SHEAR TO BE TRANSFERRED BY STIFFENER BEAMS

2) STIFFENER BEAM BOLT FORCES
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3) SHEAR IN STIFFENER BEAM
Assume that the continuous stiffener beam can be idealized as several discrete beams of length:

}
}
}
}
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Where,
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3.2.6.3. DIAPHRAGM-TO-GIRDER CONNECTION

The diaphragm-to-girder connection consists of a pair of threaded rods through-bolted through 
a routed slot along the length of the diaphragms and through the side faces of adjacent girders. 
The design is as follows:

RODS

Use 22Ø A307 rod with threaded ends

WASHER: 170X170X12.7

 NOTE: Designer to also check washer plate thickness.

Where,
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BEARING ON SIDE OF GIRDER

3.2.6.4. GIRDER-TO-BEARING CONNECTION

The girder-to-bearing connection design is as follows.

BEARING (6.5.9.2 O86-01)

Where,

Where,
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BOLTS IN GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER (10 O86-01)

S-W-S (STEEL SIDE PLATES)

TRY 2 ROWS OF 2 BOLTS, 19Ø, A307:

ANCHOR BOLTS (10 O86-01)
Use 4-13 Ø galvanized anchor bolts using epoxy system per manufacturer’s requirements.

Unity check:
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ECCENTRICITY OF FX ON ANCHORS:

NOTE: Designer to check bearing plate thickness for gravity and uplift forces

Anchor bolt strength

UNITY CHECK:
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say 2% is torsional components for restraint:

UPPER CLIPS (10 O86-01)

ESTIMATE SIDE FORCE

assume 200x100 bearing area on steel angle (6.5.9.2 O86-01):

Where,

Note: Diaphragms near support will also restrain. Designer to check angles for bending & prying 
on anchor bolts.
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SIDE PLATES AT BOLTS (6.5.9.2 O86-01)
Bearing on wood

Where,

Note: Designer to check plate bending

THIS IS THE END OF THE FIRST DESIGN EXAMPLE.



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   141

3.3. STRESS-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK ON GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS

3.3.1. THE BRIDGE CONCEPT

3.3.1.1. DESCRIPTION

For the second design example, the bridge is a single-span, wood highway bridge carrying a 
two-lane highway 18 m across a stream. The bridge follows a tangent horizontal alignment and 
a 1.50% tangent vertical profile. The centreline of the highway is collinear with the centreline of 
the structure. Figures 3.3.1. and 3.3.2. illustrate an elevation view and the profile of the structure..

Figure 3.3.1. – Elevation of the structure 

Figure 3.3.2. – Profile of the structure 

The roadway cross-section was developed using the “Geometric Design Standard for Ontario 
Highways” document with 2002 revisions (Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 2002). It is 
valid for an undivided arterial road with a design speed limit of 110 km/h or less. This criterion 
describes the Trans-Canada Highway in many parts of the country. Figure 3.3.3. illustrates a 
typical cross-section of the roadway and structure.
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The cross-section consists of two 3 750 mm-wide lanes, two 3 000 mm-wide shoulders, and 
two 305 mm-wide glued-laminated curbs. The resulting total deck width is 14 110 mm, and the 
total travelled deck width is 13 500 mm. Highway shoulders are sometimes reduced at a bridge 
to reduce the bridge width, but this approach is often not preferable from a safety standpoint. 
The use of the 3 000 mm-wide shoulders in this design example demonstrates that using a 
wood bridge does not have to result in sacrifices to the highway geometry.

A crash-tested TL-4 timber railing is utilized as a bridge barrier to prevent traffic from exiting 
off the sides of the bridge. This railing was developed and crash-tested in the United States by 
the Forest Products Laboratory, specifically for longitudinally spanning wood decks (Ritter et 
al. 1995). The railing consists of a continuous upper rail, a continuous curb rail, vertical posts 
spaced at no more than 1905mm (6’-3”) on centre, a discrete length spacer block at each 
post, a discrete length scupper block at each post, and metal fasteners and splices. All wood 
components are glued-laminated members. The railing has been adapted to fit the geometry 
of the stress-laminated deck by thickening the spacer blocks and by adding a spacer block to 
offset the post from the steel channel distribution bulkhead. The post spacing has been chosen 
so as not to interfere with the post-tensioning anchorages of the stress-laminated deck. Figure 
3.3.4. illustrates a typical cross-section of the railing at a post.

Figure 3.3.3. – Cross-section of the structure 
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Figure 3.3.4. – Cross-section of the railing 

The bridge features an asphalt wearing surface with a 2% crossfall down to the curbs from the 
crown. The crown is located at the centreline of the structure. The asphalt thickness varies from 
185 mm at the crown to 50 mm at the inside face of the curbs.
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Bridge deck waterproofing is not specified in this design example, but it should be part of a real-life 
wood bridge design. There are several approaches by which the deck can be waterproofed and 
paved. Refer to the work of Eriksson et al. (2003) and Weyers et al. (2001) for a comprehensive 
examination of waterproofing and paving systems for wood bridges. Local jurisdictions may 
also provide guidance on the subject. Ultimately, the wood preservative used to treat the deck 
must be compatible with the waterproofing and pavement. There have been several instances 
where interaction between these three has resulted in degradation of the waterproofing and 
paving, as well as leaching of the preservative and asphalt into the surrounding environment.

The deck is a longitudinal stress-laminated wood deck that extends across the full width and 
length of the bridge. It is discretely supported every 3.0 m on wood floor beams and behaves 
as a six-span continuous longitudinal flexural member. The deck is comprised of 38 x 235 sawn 
wood laminations oriented to form a vertically laminated deck. The laminations are transversely 
post-tensioned using internal, unbonded, galvanized post-tensioning bars. Full-width circular 
holes are drilled through the laminations to facilitate passage of the post-tensioning bars. The 
bars produce sufficient compressive and frictional forces between adjacent laminations such 
that the deck behaves as an orthotropic plate, as opposed to individual, narrow beams. The 
post-tensioning bars are anchored along the sides of the deck. Each anchorage consists of a 
steel anchorage plate and nut. The anchorage plates bear against a continuous steel bulkhead 
comprised of a MC230x37.8 channel. The bulkhead is utilized to distribute the post-tensioning 
forces between the discretely located post-tensioning bars. Multiple stressing operations 
are undertaken to ensure that the long-term prestressing force, after losses, is enough for 
orthotropic plate behaviour. The post-tensioning bar extensions and anchorage nuts are 
covered by a protective plastic cap after all stressing operations are completed. The cap, which 
serves to protect against corrosion and tampering, is packed with anti-corrosion paste. The 
post-tensioning bars are also coated with this anti-corrosion paste. Figure 3.3.5. illustrates the 
typical deck post-tensioning anchorage.

Figure 3.3.5. – Typical deck post-tensioning anchorage  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994)) 
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The deck is supported every 3.0 m on a glued-laminated floor beam. Each floor beam is 365 
mm wide and 380 mm deep. The floors beams are supported directly on top of the girders and 
span the full width of the deck as a continuous flexural member. The deck is through-bolted 
to the floor beams in the spaces between the girders. The floor beams are connected to the 
girders using steel angles. A pair of angles are through-bolted across the width of each floor 
beam at each girder. The angles are fastened to the girders using lag screws. Figure 3.3.6. 
illustrates the typical connection between the deck and floor beams. Figure 3.3.7. illustrates the 
typical connection between the floor beam and girders.

Figure 3.3.6. – Typical connection between deck and floor beams

Figure 3.3.7. – Typical connection between floor beams and girders  
(Photo credit courtesy of the Canadian Wood Council’s Wood Highway Bridges (1994))
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Some owners might not prefer the proposed connection between the floor beams and girders 
because the field installation of the lag screws into the tops of the girders provides a direct 
path for moisture to penetrate the cores of the girders. The stress-laminated deck should be 
watertight if it designed properly, thus precluding the moisture ingress, but some owners have 
a strict policy against fasteners penetrating the top surface of girders. As a result, the designer 
may desire to reorient the connection by positioning the steel angles along the side faces of the 
girders, through-bolting across the width of the girders, and fastening the lag screws upward 
into the underside of the floor beams.

The floor beams are supported by 12, parallel, constant-depth, S-P (Spruce-Lodgepole Pine-
Jack Pine) glued-laminated girders. The two exterior-most girders on each side of the bridge is 
265 mm and 1634 mm deep. Each interior girder is 215 mm wide and 1634 mm deep. Glued-
laminated diaphragms positioned at the span quarter-points are used to stabilize the girders 
against lateral-torsional buckling and to transmit transverse loads between girders. 

Each girder is supported at each end by an elastomeric bearing pad. These bearing pads are 
part of a bearing assembly that also consists of a steel bearing plate, a bed of non-shrink grout, 
and the reinforced concrete bearing pedestal that projects above the abutment bearing seat. 
Figure 3.3.9. illustrates a typical bearing assembly.

Figure 3.3.8. – Typical cross-section at diaphragm
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Figure 3.3.9. – Typical bearing assembly 

The substructure has reinforced concrete abutments founded on spread footings. There is no 
limit to the number of substructure and foundation combinations that are compatible with this 
example bridge concept. The only requirement is that they be capable of safely receiving the 
loads transmitted from the superstructure and detailed in a way that drains water, debris and 
snow buildup away from the wood elements.

3.3.1.2. ASSUMED STRUCTURAL BEHAVIOUR

The stress-laminated deck serves to transmit permanent and transitory gravity loads to the floor 
beams by means of out-of-plane shearing and bending. It also serves to transmit transverse 
and longitudinal loads to the floor beams through in-plane shearing, bending, and axial forces. 
Furthermore, the deck, in conjunction with the floor beams, enables the transverse distribution 
of discrete transitory loads amongst the girders. The deck also resists the loads acting on the 
timber railings due to vehicular impact through a combination of in-plane tension and out-of-
plane shearing and bending.

The floor beams serve to transmit all loads from the deck to the girders. They also provide most 
of the transverse stiffness of the bridge, as the floor beams are much stiffer in their longitudinal 
direction than the stress-laminated deck is in its transverse direction. The floor beams in this 
design example have been oversized for strength to increase the transverse stiffness to the 
bridge. This approach was taken to improve live load sharing between girders. A designer may 
wish to take this approach when there is a significant difference between the structural demand 
of the exterior and interior girders.
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The floor beams also enable the deck to span in the longitudinal direction. Placing a stress-
laminated deck directly on top of the girders would result in primarily one-way bending in the 
deck in the transverse direction. This behaviour would necessitate the use of a transverse 
stress-laminated deck, as opposed to a longitudinal stress-laminated deck. The former features 
post-tensioning anchorages running across the width of the deck at each end. This approach 
is not desirable, as it means that traffic will operate directly above the anchorages, which 
greatly increases their risk of corrosion, in addition to hindering the necessary post-tensioning 
restressing operations. Longitudinal stress-laminated decks are generally preferred for these 
reasons, and there exist very few transverse stress-laminated decks.

The girders comprise the gravity load-carrying system in the longitudinal direction. They are 
assumed to act non-compositely with the floor beams and deck, although some degree of 
composite action likely exists due to friction and the mechanical connections between all 
components. The girders carry vertical loads by in-plane shear and bending, transverse loads 
by out-of-plane shear and bending, and longitudinal loads by axial tension and compression.

The diaphragms are the assumed means of preventing twisting of the girders, although the floor 
beams and deck also serve that purpose due to their inherent out-of-plane flexural stiffness. 
The unbraced length for checking lateral-torsional buckling of the girders in the completed 
bridge is assumed to be the spacing between successive rows of diaphragms.

Wind acting on the deck, on the railings, and on live load is transmitted into the girders via the 
deck and floor beams. The transverse wind force, in addition to transverse wind acting directly 
on the girders, is carried across the main span to the girder supports by means of the girders 
bending and shearing out-of-plane. The diaphragms serve to share these out-of-plane loads 
amongst all the girders.

Longitudinal braking loads are resisted by the deck as in-plane forces. The use of a full-length 
deck, in conjunction with the post-tensioning, enables the braking forces to be resisted by the 
entire deck. Shearing and bending of the floor beams enables transmission of the braking force 
to the girders. These forces are then transmitted to the bearings by means of axial tension and 
compression in the girders.

Loads are transmitted to the substructure via the elastomeric bearing pads at the abutments. 
The bearing pads serve to transfer vertical, transverse, and longitudinal loads to the abutments, 
while allowing for rotation, expansion, and contraction of the girders.

The steel bearing plates provide a clean surface onto which to seat the bearing pads. They 
can be beveled in thickness to suit the roadway profile, girder camber, and bridge self-weight 
rotations. These plates also allow for anchorage of the bearing assemblies into the abutment 
pedestals by use of anchor bolts. When fitted with keeper bars or drift pins, they also serve as 
a restraint against bearing pad migration due to transverse and longitudinal forces acting on 
lightly loaded bearing pads.
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The concrete pedestals transfer the loads from the bearing assemblies down into the abutment 
stem. No matter the workmanship, there are always imperfections on hardened concrete 
surfaces. Accordingly, a thin bed of non-shrink grout is specified under the steel bearing plates 
to establish firm contact with the concrete bearing pedestals.

3.3.2. MATERIALS

All glued-laminated timber used in this design example is assumed to be species combination 
S-P. S-P dimension lumber is plentiful in many parts of the country, especially Ontario. The 
CHBDC does not presently provide material properties for the use of S-P glued-laminated 
timber with its design equations; however, the 2019 version of the CHBDC is anticipated to 
include these material properties. Accordingly, the glued-laminated timber material properties 
for this design example have been assumed from CSA O86 and modified, as necessary, to be 
compatible with the CHBDC design equations.

3.3.2.1. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS, FLOOR BEAMS, & DIAPHRAGMS

The following material properties are from Table 7.3 of CAN/CSA-O86-14 Engineering Design 
in Wood. The girders, floor beams, and diaphragms are a horizontally laminated 20f-E stress 
grade comprised of Spruce-Lodgepole Pine-Jack Pine species laminations. The nominal values 
have not been adjusted by service condition or treatment factors, or for the effects of impact 
and cyclical loading.
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The 5th percentile modulus of elasticity is calculated as 87% of the 50th percentile modulus of 
elasticity for this design example per CSA O86.

The properties from CSA O86 must be modified to reflect the service condition and preservative 
treatment of the girders, floor beams, and diaphragms to be compatible with the CHBDC design 
equations. A “semi-wet” service condition is assumed, acknowledging that the girders should 
not gain significant moisture in service due to their protection by the deck. The girders, floor 
beams, and diaphragms will be pressure-treated with a wood preservative to enhance their 
durability. They will be incised to increase the depth of preservative penetration.

The following are service condition factors for glued-laminated timber based on “semi-wet” 
conditions.

Note that “wet” service factors may be appropriate for certain members or bridge configurations 
and the designer will need to make that judgement. CSA O86 provides service factors for 
“wet” conditions. In all cases, connections should be designed using “wet” service factors while 
members may be designed with either “semi-wet” or “wet” factors. Steel connection hardware 
tends to result in moisture condensation, thereby increasing the moisture content of timbers in 
connections.

The following treatment factor for incised glued-laminated timber was taken from the proposed 
provisions for the forthcoming 2019 edition of the CHBDC.

The modification factor for treatment has been taken to be equal to unity, as incising is not 
considered to reduce the strength of glued-laminated timber (APA 2013).



Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide   151

The modified material properties that can be used directly with the CHBDC equations for design, 
accounting for service condition and preservative treatment, are as follows:

3.3.2.2. STRESS-LAMINATED TIMBER DECK

The deck is comprised of dimension lumber post-tensioned together to form a stress-laminated 
deck. The dimension lumber will be lodgepole pine select structural grade. Jack pine, red pine, 
and white pine would also be acceptable species for the deck laminations. The following material 
properties are from Table 9.12 of the CHBDC for Spruce-Pine-Fir structural joists and planks of 
select structural grade.
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These deck material properties have been adjusted for service condition and treatment. The 
CHBDC assumes a wet service condition, which is appropriate for a wood bridge deck. It also 
assumes that the wood has undergone preservative treatment and has been incised. Both 
assumptions are appropriate, as clause 9.17.1 of the CHBDC requires all wood in permanent 
structures to be preservative treated in accordance with the CSA O80 Series of Standards.

This design example makes use of select structural dimension lumber. The designer should 
consider the cost premium associated with the use of select structural versus No. 1/No. 2 grade 
dimension lumber when designing the deck.

3.3.2.3. MATERIAL PROPERTIES FOR COMPUTER STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

Material properties of the glued-laminated members and stress-laminated deck are provided 
in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of this design example. Additional orthotropic material properties are 
required for three-dimensional computer modelling and structural analysis of wood structures. 
These properties were estimated for the glued-laminated members and stress-laminated deck 
using Table 5-1 of the Wood Handbook – Wood as an Engineering Material (FPL 2010) for 
Lodgepole Pine as follows:

All properties are given for wood at a moisture content of 12%.
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Based on Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the Wood Handbook, the structural analysis properties for the 
glued-laminated girders, floor beams, and diaphragms are as follows:
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Similarly, the structural analysis properties for the stress-laminated deck are as follows:
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3.3.3. LOADS & IMPOSED DEFORMATIONS

3.3.3.1. SELF-WEIGHT

The unit weights of the deck, floor beams, girders, and diaphragms are taken as 6.0 kN/m3 for 
softwood, per Table 3.4 of the CHBDC. The following table summarizes the linear weight of 
these components:

Component Width Depth Cross-Sectional Area Linear Weight
deck  
(per metre width)

1000 mm 235 mm 0.235 m2 1.41 kN/m

floor beam 365 mm 380 mm 0.139 m2 0.83 kN/m
exterior girder 265 mm 1634 mm 0.433 m2 2.60 kN/m
interior girder 215 mm 1634 mm 0.351 m2 2.11 kN/m
diaphragm 130 mm 1482 mm 0.193 m2 1.16 kN/m

The design of the exterior portion of the deck also considers the weight of the continuous 
steel channel bulkhead running along the sides of the deck. These members are MC230x37.8 
sections with a linear weight of 0.372 kN/m.

3.3.3.2. SUPERIMPOSED DEAD LOADS

3.3.3.2.1. WEARING SURFACE

The bridge will be paved with an asphalt wearing surface having a unit weight of 23.5 kN/m3. 
The asphalt varies from 185 mm thickness at the crown to 50 mm thickness at the face of the 
timber railings, resulting in a 2% crossfall. Recalling that the girder spacing is 1150 mm, the 
average asphalt thickness for either of the two interior girders nearest the crown is

The deck overhang is 730 mm and the timber railing curbs are 305 mm wide, thus the average 
asphalt thickness for either of the two exterior girders is

These two asphalt thicknesses are used to design the interior and exterior girders, respectively.
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Similarly, the interior and exterior strips of deck are designed for an average asphalt thickness 
of 180 mm and 40 mm, respectively.

3.3.3.2.2. BARRIERS

The bridge barrier is a crash-tested TL-4 timber railing. This barrier has an unfactored linear 
weight of 1.4 kN/m. The frontal area for horizontal wind on the barrier is 0.665 m2/m. The centroid 
of the frontal area is 589 mm above the mid-depth of the glued-laminated deck. The frontal 
area of the barriers that overlaps with the horizontal projection of the deck has been neglected 
from these calculations. This frontal area is considered to belong to the deck. Calculations 
concerning the barrier weight and frontal area are not included in this design example.

3.3.3.3. WIND

Both vertical and horizontal wind loads are assumed to act simultaneously, per clause 3.10.2.1 
of the CHBDC. For this design example, it is assumed that the reference wind pressure for a 
one-in-fifty return period wind load is 465 Pa.

3.3.3.3.1. VERTICAL WIND

The vertical wind load is calculated in accordance with clause 3.10.2.3 of the CHBDC. The 
vertical wind load acting on the superstructure is as follows:

The vertical wind load is considered to act both upwards and downwards. Two vertical wind load 
applications are considered for both upward and downward wind:

• Uniform load acting over the entire bridge plan area
•  Eccentric wind load with the centroid of the total wind load  

acting at the windward quarter-point
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The eccentric wind load results in a wind pressure that varies linearly across the deck width. By 
geometry, the magnitude of the wind pressures at the windward and leeward sides of the deck 
for downward acting vertical wind, are  and , respectively. For downward acting 
vertical wind, those magnitudes become  and , respectively, at the windward 
and leeward sides of the deck.

3.3.3.3.2. HORIZONTAL WIND ON SUPERSTRUCTURE

The horizontal wind load acting on the superstructure was calculated in accordance with clause 
3.10.2.2 of the CHBDC. The horizontal wind load acting on the superstructure is as follows:

The horizontal wind load acts on the exposed frontal area of the structure, including the railings, 
deck, floor beams, and girders. The exposed frontal area of the railings is the total area of 
railings above the top of the deck panels. Recall that this frontal area is equal to 0.665 m2 per 
metre. The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on the railing is

The bridge width is large enough such that the shielding factors in clause C3.10.2.2 of the 
CHBDC commentary do not apply for horizontal wind acting on the railings. Thus, horizontal 
wind load is considered to act on the exposed frontal area of each timber railing.

The exposed frontal area of the deck and floor beams is the product of their width and thickness. 
The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed loads due to wind acting on the deck and floor 
beams, respectively, is
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As noted in clause C3.10.2.2 of the CHBDC commentary, most highway bridges, including slab-
on-girder bridges, behave aerodynamically as single bodies. Consequently, it is only necessary 
to apply horizontal wind load to the exposed frontal area of the windward exterior girder. The 
resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on an exterior girder is

3.3.3.3.3. HORIZONTAL WIND ON LIVE LOAD

The horizontal wind load acting on live load is calculated in accordance with clause 3.10.2.4 
of the CHBDC. The calculation is the same as for the horizontal wind load acting on the 
superstructure, but the magnitude of the horizontal wind load coefficient, Ch, is reduced from 
2.0 to 1.2, resulting in a horizontal wind load acting on live load equal to 1116 Pa.

The horizontal wind load acting on live load is assumed to act uniformly over a height of 3.0 
m above the roadway surface along the length of the structure. The frontal area within that 
envelope that has already been considered in the calculation of the horizontal wind load acting 
on the superstructure (i.e. the timber railings) is neglected from the horizontal wind load acting 
on live load calculation. Consequently, the total exposed area for wind on live load, excluding 
the exposed frontal area of a timber railing is:

The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed load due to wind acting on live load is

3.3.3.4. LIVE LOAD

The bridge is subject to vertical and longitudinal live loads due to the weight of moving vehicles 
and braking forces, respectively.

3.3.3.4.1. VERTICAL LIVE LOAD

Per clause 3.8 of the CHBDC, the design of the bridge considers the vertical live load effects 
caused by each of the CL-625-ONT truck and the CL-625-ONT lane load. The CL-625-ONT 
truck is a five-axle truck of 18 m length, with a total weight of 625 kN. The CL-625-ONT lane 
load is a uniformly distributed load of 9 kN/m superimposed with 80% of the CL-625-ONT truck 
load. Figure 3.3.10. illustrates these loads as they are depicted in the CHBDC.
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Figure 3.3.10. – CHBDC vertical live load (Source: Clause A3.4.1, Figure A3.4.1 CL-625-ONT Truck; 
Clause A3.4.1, Figure A3.4.2 CL-625-ONT Lane Load; Clause 3.8.3.2., Figure 3.2 CL-W Truck –  

Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code. © 2017 Canadian Standards Association) 

At the SLS 1 and ULS limit states, the vertical live load per design lane is the greater of the CL-
625-ONT truck amplified by the dynamic load allowance or the CL-625-ONT lane load without 
dynamic load allowance. At the SLS 2 and FLS limit states, the vertical live load for the entire 
bridge is the CL-625-ONT truck amplified by the dynamic load allowance and centred across 
the width of one design lane.

Truck axles and portions of the uniformly distributed lane load that reduce the load effect are 
neglected. The bridge is a single span in this design example, so no component of the vertical 
live loading will reduce the load effects in the girders; however, it is necessary to neglect truck 
axles and portions of the uniformly distributed lane load to maximize load effects in the six-span 
continuous deck.

The vertical live load is positioned both longitudinally along the length a design lane and 
transversely across the width of a design lane, to maximize the load effect. The transverse 
positioning of the truck across the width of a design lane respects the truck clearance envelope.



160   Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide

The vertical live load caused by the CL-625-ONT truck is increased by a factor equal to one plus 
the dynamic load allowance, per clause 3.8.4.5 of the CHBDC. The dynamic load allowance 
is a scalar factor that converts the dynamic effects of vertical live load to an equivalent static 
load. Dynamic effects are typically caused by the interaction of a moving vehicle and the bridge, 
static and vibratory deflections, and discrete and random irregularities in the riding surface 
(CSA 2014b).

Vertical Live Load Dynamic Load 
Allowance

one axle of the CL-625-ONT truck 0.50
any two axles or axles 1-3 of the CL-625-ONT truck 0.40
any three of more axles of the CL-625-ONT truck,  
except for axles 1-3

0.30

The dynamic load allowance is reduced by 30% because the bridge is comprised entirely of 
wood components, per clause 3.8.4.5.4 of the CHBDC. Wood bridges are often short-span 
structures. This reduction accounts for the improved response of short-span bridges to dynamic 
loads. It also accounts for the inherent higher damping observed in wood relative to other 
conventional bridge materials (CSA 2014b).

The bridge has a total width of 14.110 m and a total travelled width of 13.500 m. The number of 
design lanes is as follows:

The travelled bridge width is such that both two and three design lanes must be considered. 
Each design lane configuration consists of one or more lanes loaded with a single CL-625-ONT 
truck or CL-625-ONT lane load. The modification factor for multi-lane loading, per Table 3.6 
of the CHBDC, is considered for vertical live load to account for the unlikely presence of more 
than one design vehicle acting simultaneously on the bridge. Those factors are as follows for 
this design example:

Number of Loaded Design Lanes Modification Factor
1 1.00
2 0.90
3 0.80
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3.3.3.4.2. BRAKING FORCE

The braking force is calculated as the sum of 180 kN plus 10% of the uniformly distributed 
portion of the lane for one design lane. The bridge span is 18.000 m. The girders overhang the 
centreline of abutment bearings by 0.272 m, resulting in a total deck length of 18.544 m. The 
braking force is thus:

3.3.3.5. LOAD COMBINATIONS

The load factors and load combinations prescribed in clause 3.5 of the CHBDC are used for this 
design example, as applicable.

Exceptional loads are ignored in this design example, meaning that ULS load combinations 5 
to 8 are not examined. The designer should consider these load combinations if exceptional 
loads are a possibility. ULS load combination 9 is also not considered because the wood bridge 
in this design example is very light relative to the weight of the live loads that it is designed for. 
The designer should consider these load combinations if the wood bridge happens to carry 
significant permanent load.

The fatigue limit state (FLS) is not considered in this design example because fatigue has 
traditionally not been considered for wood bridge design (Ritter 1992). Refer to the Wood 
Handbook – Wood as an Engineering Material (Forest Product Laboratory (FPL) 2010) for 
further information on fatigue in wood members. The FLS stresses in all metal connections 
should be checked in accordance with the CHBDC for real-life designs. These checks are not 
provided in this design example.

The behaviour of a stress-laminated deck as an orthotropic plate allows for the braking force to 
be distributed along the length of the bridge. This distribution will allow for multiple floor beams 
and connections to resist the braking force.
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3.3.4 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

3.3.4.1 STRESS-LAMINATED DECK

A one metre wide interior strip and exterior strip of deck are considered for the design of the 
stress-laminated deck. Both strips are analyzed as six-span continuous beams, per the span 
arrangement of the deck. The effects of self-weight, wearing surface, barriers, wind load, and 
live load are considered. The self-weight is taken as that of the design strip. The exterior strip 
self-weight also includes the weight of the steel channel bulkhead. The wearing surface and 
wind loads are assigned based on the tributary strip widths. The weight of a barrier is assumed 
to be carried exclusively by the exterior strip. Live load is apportioned based on the calculated 
transverse distribution of live load for a stress-laminated deck.

The interior deck strip deck has a depth of 235 mm and a unit weight of 6 kN/m3, resulting in an 
unfactored linear weight of

The exterior deck strip has the same geometry but also carries the weight of the MC230x37.8 
steel channel bulkhead, resulting in an unfactored linear weight of

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the deck are 0.90 and 1.20, respectively.

The asphalt wearing surface has a unit weight of 23.5 kN/m. The interior and exterior deck 
strips have an average asphalt thickness of 174 mm and 57 mm, respectively, resulting in 
unfactored linear weights of 

The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the asphalt wearing surface are 0.65 and 
1.50, respectively.

The weight of a timber railing is assumed to be carried exclusively by the exterior deck strip. 
Each railing has an unfactored linear weight of
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The minimum and maximum ULS load factors for the timber railings are 0.90 and 1.20, 
respectively.

The resulting linear weights and bending moments due to permanent loads acting on the 
interior and exterior deck strips are as follows. The bending moments have been calculated 
for a simply-supported condition between floor beams and reduced by 20% to account for 
continuity. Alternatively, the deck strips can be modelled as continuous beams with the floor 
beams acting as rigid vertical supports. This analysis will yield very similar results to the 80% 
simply-supported moments.

PERMANENT LOAD – INTERIOR DECK STRIP
Linear Weights Bending Moments

Load SLS ULS 
Min.

ULS 
Max.

SLS ULS 
Min.

ULS Max.

self-weight 1.41 1.27 1.69 kN/m 1.27 1.14 1.52 kNm/m

wearing surface 4.09 2.66 6.14 kN/m 3.68 2.39 5.53 kNm/m
railing 0.00 0.00 0.00 kN/m 0.00 0.00 0.00 kNm/m

∑ 5.50 3.93 7.83 kN/m 4.95 3.53 7.05 kNm/m

PERMANENT LOAD – EXTERIOR DECK STRIP
Linear Weights Bending Moments

Load SLS ULS 
Min.

ULS 
Max.

SLS ULS 
Min.

ULS Max.

self-weight 1.78 1.60 2.14 kN/m 1.60 1.44 1.93 kNm/m

wearing surface 1.34 0.87 2.01 kN/m 1.21 0.78 1.81 kNm/m
railing 1.40 1.26 1.68 kN/m 1.26 1.13 1.51 kNm/m

∑ 4.52 3.73 5.83 kN/m 4.07 3.35 5.25 kNm/m

The vertical wind pressure is 930 Pa. The resulting unfactored uniformly distributed loads acting 
on the interior and exterior deck strips, respectively, are

The vertical wind load is considered to act upward and downward. It is only applicable for the 
ULS 3 and ULS 4 load combinations. The ULS load factors for those combinations are 0.45 and 
1.40, respectively.
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The resulting linear weights and bending moments due to wind loads acting on the interior 
and exterior deck strips are as follows. As for permanent loads, the bending moments have 
been calculated for a simply-supported condition between floor beams and reduced by 20% to 
account for continuity.

WIND LOADS

Clause Criteria Criteria Satisfied?
(a) the width of the bridge is constant Yes
(b) the deck is continuous along the entire bridge width Yes
(c) The span between centreline of supports or bearing  

units is constant throughout the width of the bridge
Yes

(d) the support conditions are closely equivalent  
to line support in all cases

Yes

(f) diaphragms and bracing systems comply with the 
applicable requirements of Sections 8 to 10 and 17

Yes

The bridge width is constant, satisfying clause (a). The deck is continuous along the entire 
bridge width, satisfying clause (b). The spans are constant length and the deck is continuously 
supported by the floor beams, satisfying clauses (c) and (d). Finally, there are diaphragms at 
each support, per clause 9.20.2, satisfying clause (f). Note that the diaphragms that are offset 
600 mm from the centreline of abutment bearings may be considered as abutment diaphragms 
in assessing whether there are diaphragms at the supports. Previous designs have had success 
with the diaphragms offset up to 900 mm from the centreline of abutment bearings (Wacker, J.P. 
& Smith, M.S. 2001). The criteria from clauses 5.6.2 (e), (g), (h), (i), (j), and (k) are not applicable 
to wood bridges, and have thus been excluded from the above table. Therefore, it is acceptable 
to use the simplified method for analysis of the stress-laminated deck.

Linear Weights Bending Moments
Design Strip SLS ULS 3 ULS 4 SLS ULS 3 ULS 4
interior 0.00 0.42 1.30 kN/m 0.00 0.38 1.17 kN/m
exterior 0.00 0.42 1.30 kN/m 0.00 0.38 1.17 kN/m

The distribution of discrete live loads acting across the width of the deck must be considered. 
It is not appropriate to simply assume that the full width of the deck is effective in providing 
resistance to live loads. The simplified method of analysis for longitudinal load effects, per 
CHBDC clause 5.6, is an appropriate means of determining the percentage of live load carried 
by longitudinal deck strip of one metre width. Clause 5.6.7, which specifically addresses 
transverse live load distribution in longitudinal stress-laminated decks, is used for this purpose 
in this design example. The resulting live load effects are added to the effects caused by self-
weight, wearing surface, barriers, and wind load to produce the total load effects.

The use of the CHBDC simplified method of analysis relies upon satisfying the following criteria 
from clause 5.6.2.
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The following calculations demonstrate the CHBDC simplified method of live load analysis for 
the stress-laminated deck. Analysis for shear is not provided, as the shear design of vertically 
laminated decks is not required, per CHDBC clause 9.7.5.

The deck has a travelled width of . From Table 3.5 of the CHBDC, both two 
and three design lanes are to be considered for this travelled width. For two design lanes, the 
average lane width, , is

Similarly, the average lane width for three design lanes is 4.500 m.

The longitudinal bending moment per metre deck width due to CL-625-ONT live loading, , is 
calculated as

where  is the truck fraction carried per metre width,  is the skew factor, and  is the 
longitudinal bending moment generated by the passage of the CL-625-ONT live loading along 
a single design lane.

The skew factor, , is taken as 1.0, per CHBDC clause 5.6.4.5 because the bridge is not 
skewed.

The truck fraction, , is calculated as

The deck width, , is equal to 14.110 m. The reduced deck width, , is taken as equal to the 
deck width, per CHBDC clause 5.6.7.5.

The truck load distribution width, , is taken from Table 5.12 of the CHBDC for stress-laminated 
decks. The value is a function of the number of design lanes, , and the span length for the 
equivalent beam method, . The latter value is equal to the span length between inflection 
points under the governing load case. It may be approximated using clause 5.6.4.6 and Figure 
5.1. of the CHBDC. Using Figure 5.1(a) for a multi-span bridge, the span length for the equivalent 
beam method is taken as 50% of the actual span length, resulting in

For two design lanes or more, the truck load distribution width, , is calculated at ULS and SLS 
to be
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Similarly, the truck load distribution width, , is calculated at FLS to be

Analysis at FLS is normally not required for the design of wood components, but the truck 
fraction for bending moment at FLS may be used as an approximate means for determining 
the live load deflection of a component at SLS using the simplified method, per CHBDC clause 
5.6.4.7.

The lane width modification factor, , is equal to

The lane width modification factor is calculated to be 5.75 and 2 for two and three design lanes, 
respectively. Since both those values are more than 1.0, the lane width modification factor is 
taken as equal to 1.0.

The width correction factor, , is taken as zero, per CHBDC clause 5.6.7.5.

Based on the preceding values, the truck fraction, , is calculated at ULS and SLS to be

This value is greater than

Therefore, the truck fraction at ULS and SLS is . Similarly, the truck fraction at FLS is 
equal to .

The longitudinal bending moment generated by the passage of the CL-625-ONT live loading 
along a single design lane, , is determined using the moving load analysis function of a 
structural analysis program. The deck is modeled as a three-span continuous beam of one 
metre width, with the floor beams acting as rigid vertical supports. Recall that truck axles and 
portions of the uniformly distributed lane load that reduce the load effect are neglected. For 
short spans, like that of the stress-laminated deck in this design example, it is usually only 
necessary to examine effects caused by axle 4, axles 2 and 3 in combination, and axles 1-3 in 
combination. For this design example, it is found that the passage of axle 4 by itself is the most 
critical live load case, resulting in a bending moment of 105 kNm.
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The dynamic load allowance is applied to the critical moment to calculate . The dynamic load 
allowance for a single truck axle is 0.40, per CHBDC clause 3.8.4.5.3. This value is reduced by 
30% to account for the dynamic qualities of wood bridges, per CHBDC clause 3.8.4.5.4. The 
resulting  value is calculated to be

The resulting longitudinal bending moment per metre deck width due to CL-625-ONT live 
loading, , is calculated as

As previously stated, the live load deflection of a component at SLS may be calculated using 
the simplified method, per CHBDC clause 5.6.4.7. The live load deflection generated by the 
passage of the CL-625-ONT live loading along a single design lane, , is determined in the 
same manner as is . The maximum live deflection is determined to be 11 mm. It is caused by 
the passage of axle 4. It is not necessary to amplify this value by the dynamic load allowance, 
per CHBDC clause 9.4.2. Therefore, the longitudinal deflection per metre deck width due to CL-
625-ONT live loading, , is calculated as

The total factored bending moments experienced by the stress-laminated deck are as follows:

TOTAL FACTORED BENDING mOmENTS
Design Strip SLS ULS 1 ULS 2 ULS 3 ULS 4 ULS 4 (Uplift)
interior 50 93 88 78 9 2 kNm/m
exterior 50 93 88 78 9 2 kNm/m

The factored SLS live load deflections experienced by the stress-laminated deck are as follows:

LIVE LOAD DEFLECTIONS
Design Strip SLS

interior 3.0 mm
exterior 3.0 mm
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3.3.4.2. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS & FLOOR BEAMS

The CHBDC simplified method does not explicitly cover the type of bridge presented in this 
design example. The simplified method presents live load distribution factors for bridges 
incorporating wood decks. While the bridge in this design example has a wood deck, it is 
oriented parallel to the girders and contributes very little flexural stiffness in the transverse 
direction of the bridge. Instead, it is the floor beams that provide most of the transverse 
stiffness. The bridges incorporating wood decks that are covered by the simplified method have 
decks that are oriented perpendicular to the girders, and therefore provide significant flexural 
stiffness in the transverse direction of the bridge. In recognition of this structural behaviour, 
it is recommended that the simplified method of analysis not be used for the type of bridge 
presented in this design example. Accordingly, the girders and floor beams are analyzed using 
computer structural analysis.

Computer structural analysis is in the form of a three-dimensional grillage model. Frame elements 
are used to represent the floor beams and girders, with one line of frame elements used for 
each floor beam and each girder. Shell elements are used to model the stress-laminated deck 
and girder diaphragms. Link elements are used to model the connections and bearings. The 
stiffness of the shells representing the deck is reduced to account for the presence of butt 
joints, per CHBDC clause 9.5.8.

The factored bending moments, factored shears, SLS live load deflections, and unfactored 
permanent load deflections determined by computer structural analysis are shown below for the 
interior and exterior girders. The SLS live load deflections exclude the dynamic load allowance.

Load Effect Exterior Girder Interior Girder Floor Beam
Mf 1400 kNm 778 kNm 100 kNm
Vf 285 kN 165 kN 159 kN
ΔLL 8.5 mm 12.2 mm 1.1 mm
ΔPERMANENT 14 mm 12 mm N/A
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As noted by clause 9.7.3 of the CHBDC, the factored shear resistance is to exceed the factored 
shear load. The factored shear load represents the maximum horizontal shear force experienced 
by a glued-laminated member. It is not the same as the factored shear force experienced 
at a given cross-section. Glued-laminated timber is known to be weaker in horizontal shear 
than transverse vertical shear, so the shear design of glued-laminated timber members is 
predicated on designing for horizontal shear. Clause 9.7.3 presents an equation to determine 
the factored shear load. It determines the maximum horizontal shear force experienced by the 
member as a function of the member volume and the vertical shear force distribution along the 
member. The equation is cumbersome to use in the presence of live load, as the critical live 
load position for maximum horizontal shear is generally not the same as the critical live load 
position for maximum vertical shear. Consequently, a trial-and-error approach is often taken, 
wherein a designer moves the live load along the bridge in discrete increments and calculates 
the shear load for each increment. Furthermore, the calculation of shear load does not allow 
for superposition of load cases. Therefore, the designer must calculate the shear load with all 
applicable loads applied simultaneously. The ULS 1 load combination governs in this design 
example, and will likely always govern for wood bridge shear design.

The calculation of the shear load is best performed on an isolated girder. It is often beneficial to 
apply permanent loads at discrete locations, say the span tenth-points, as the shear load integral 
reduces to a simple summation for step-wise vertical shear force diagrams. A fraction of the 
weight of the CL-625-ONT loading is applied to the girder. That fraction is either the truck fraction 
determined by use of the CHBDC simplified method of live load analysis or the truck fraction 
implied from the global computer structural analysis model. This latter term is calculated as the 
ratio of the maximum shear force experienced by a girder in the computer structural analysis 
model to the maximum shear force experienced by single isolated girder under the passage 
of one lane of CL-625-ONT loading. The shear loads in this design example are based on the 
implied truck fraction determined from the computer structural analysis model. The resulting live 
load is factored and moved along the girder until the factored shear load is maximized.

There is no intuitive positioning of the live load that maximizes the shear load. The live load 
was moved along the girder at one metre intervals to determine the shear load for this design 
example, resulting in a total of 36 distinct shear load calculations. Multi-step live load analysis 
and filtered spreadsheet results are useful tools for this procedure. The shear load calculations 
are not shown in this design example due to their size. Refer to the CHBDC commentary clause 
C9.7 for an example calculation of the shear load.

The calculated shear load for the exterior girders, interior girders, and floor beams are 
summarized in the following table.

Load Effect Exterior Girder Interior Girder Floor Beams
factored vertical shear 285 kN 165 kN 100 kN
factored shear load 184 kN 106 kN 80 kN
ratio 0.65 0.65 0.50
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The use of the factored shear load for shear design is obviously quite advantageous relative 
the use of the factored vertical shear. The factored demand is reduced by 35%. Despite its 
cumbersome calculation process, there is significant benefit to be gained by calculating the 
factored shear load versus using the much easier to obtain factored vertical shear.

The factored shear load is a design concept distinct to the CHBDC since the 2000 edition. 
Previous wood design practice was to design for the maximum vertical shear force at the 
lesser of the span quarter-point and three beam depths from the support. Since many wood 
bridge girders have a span-to-depth ratio of approximately 10 to 12, these two locations often 
roughly coincide. The AASHTO LFRD Bridge Design Specifications still make use of this design 
approach. A comparison of this method versus the shear load is made in the following table for 
the interior and exterior girders.

As it turns out, the maximum shear force at each of the span quarter-point and three beam 
depths from the supports is nearly the same as or identical to the shear load. While this 
design approach is not the one prescribed by the CHBDC, it very clearly provides an accurate 
approximation of the shear load. A designer may wish to use this approach for preliminary 
design, and then perform the rigorous shear load calculation for detailed design.

3.3.5. MEMBER DESIGN

3.3.5.1. STRESS-LAMINATED DECK

The deck is designed for flexure as a longitudinal stress-laminated deck in accordance with 
clause 9.6 of the CHBDC. Shear is not considered in the design of the deck in accordance with 
clause 9.7.5 of the CHBDC.

Live load deflection of the deck is considered in accordance with clause 9.4.2 of the CHBDC. 
Per that clause, the live load deflection caused by the design live loading, excluding dynamic 
load allowance, is not to exceed 1/400th the span. The 50th percentile modulus of elasticity is 
used for this calculation.
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3.3.5.1.1. FLEXURAL DESIGN

The flexural resistance of the deck, , is calculated as for a sawn wood member, per 
CHBDC clause 9.6.1. The resistance is equal to

The material resistance factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
sawn wood in flexure.

The load-duration factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.5.3. This factor considers 
the influence of cumulative load towards the creep rupture of a member (FPL 2010). The critical 
design bending moments and shears are the result of the ULS 1 load combination. Accordingly, 
the load-duration factor is equal to 1.0. The load-duration factor is equal to 1.15 when calculating 
the resistance against loads resulting from the ULS 3 and ULS 4 load combinations, as these 
combinations include wind load.

The lateral stability factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.6.3. This factor accounts 
for the possibility of lateral-torsional buckling instability occurring before cross-sectional rupture 
occurs. It is equal to 1.0 for laminated wood decks.

The load-sharing factor, , is determined using CHBDC clause 9.5.6. This factor accounts for 
the reduced probability of material defects within adjacent members of given cross-section. It 
also accounts for the statical indeterminacy afforded by neighbouring members (CSA 2014b). 
Wood is traditionally designed using the assumption of linear-elastic material behaviour; 
however, Sexsmith et al. (1979) demonstrated that the slight flexural softening experienced by 
wood members before failure is sufficient to shed load to adjacent stiffer members in systems of 
closely spaced members. The effective width over which this phenomenon occurs, , is equal 
to 1.75 m for a longitudinal stress-laminated deck, per CHBDC Table 9.3. The deck laminations 
have a width of 0.038 m, resulting in  laminations being effective in 
sharing load. Using the value of  laminations, the load-sharing factor is calculated from 
CHBDC Table 9.2 to be equal to 1.40. Refer to Bakht and Jaeger (1991) for further information 
concerning the load-sharing in timber design.

The size-effect factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.4 to be equal to 1.10 for 38 mm 
x 235 mm deck laminations.



172   Ontario Wood Bridge Reference Guide

The section modulus, , must account for the presence of butt joints, per CHBDC clause 9.5.8. 
Deck laminations are of finite length, and are typically not longer than six metres. The joint 
where a lamination ends and another lamination begins is referred to as a butt joint. The butt 
joint is a discontinuity in the stiffness of the section and must be accounted for in the design. 
The CHBDC accounts for butt joints using the butt joint stiffness factor, , which is based on 
the work of Jaeger and Bakht (1990). Butt joints are specified at a frequency of not less than 
one in four laminations. Accordingly, the butt joint stiffness factor is equal to

The resulting section modulus for a one metre wide strip of deck is equal to

The resulting factored flexural resistance is equal to

The factored flexural demand was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the deck has sufficient flexural capacity.

3.3.5.1.2. SLS DESIGN

The SLS deflection due to live load was determined to be 3.0 mm, which is less than the 
permissible SLS deflection of . Therefore, SLS deflections are within 
the permissible limit.
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3.3.5.1.3. POST-TENSIONING DESIGN

The post-tensioning system in this design example is the internal systems shown in Figure 
9.6. of the CHBDC. It is designed in accordance with clause 9.23 of the CHBDC. It consists 
of 18 mm diameter post-tensioning bars spaced at 840 mm on centre. The post-tensioning 
anchorages consist of steel bearing plates that bear against a MC230x37.8 steel channel. This 
channel is used as a distribution bulkhead for the post-tensioning force. The post-tensioning 
bars pass through 25 mm diameter drilled holes that extend the entire width of the deck.

The gross cross-sectional area of a post-tensioning bar,     , and the ultimate tensile strength of 
a post-tensioning bar,      , are

The post-tensioning bars will be galvanized to enhance their durability. It is assumed that the 
galvanizing process will result in a loss of 5% of the ultimate tensile strength of the bars. Any 
loss of strength due to coating or galvanizing of the post-tensioning bars is to be reflected in the 
design, per clause 9.23.2.4 of the CHBDC. The effective ultimate tensile strength is therefore 
equal to

The maximum stress in the post-tensioning bars is not to exceed  and  
at jacking and at transfer, respectively, per clause 9.23.2.4 of the CHBDC. The post-tensioning 
bars are to be stressed to  for this design example. It is assumed that that there 
will be a 5% loss of post-tensioning force at transfer, resulting in a bar stress of  at 
transfer. Therefore, the post-tensioning bar stress limits are satisfied at jacking and at transfer.

The spacing of the post-tensioning anchorages must comply with clause 9.23.4.4.4 of the 
CHBDC. The spacing is not to be less than 2.5 times the depth of the wood deck and 15 
times the diameter of the hole for the post-tensioning bars, . It is not to exceed six times 
the depth of the wood deck and 1.50 m. The minimum and maximum spacing , and 
, respectively, are

Therefore, the post-tensioning anchorage spacing of  satisfies the minimum and 
maximum spacing requirements.
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The behaviour of a stress-laminated deck acting as an orthotropic plate is predicated on the 
provision of sufficient friction between adjacent laminations to preclude relative slip between 
those laminations. This friction is established by the post-tensioning force acting perpendicular 
to the laminations. If this force is too low, then slip will occur between laminations, resulting in the 
laminations acting independently of one another, ultimately reducing the inherent and beneficial 
live load distribution characteristic of a stress-laminated deck. If this force is too large, then the 
laminations will crush. Clause 9.23.3.3 of the CHBDC specifies minimum and maximum normal 
stress limits to ensure adequate performance of a stress-laminate deck.

The maximum normal pressure between laminations occurs at jacking. The maximum normal 
pressure, , is limited to 25% of the limiting pressure perpendicular to grain, , specified in 
Table 9.18 of the CHBDC. The limiting pressure perpendicular to grain for Lodgepole pine is 

. The normal pressure between laminations is defined as the post-tensioning 
anchorage force acting over an area equal to the product of the post-tensioning anchorage 
spacing, , and the width of the lamination, . The CHBDC defines the width of the lamination 
to be direction that many engineers would define as the depth of the lamination. Refer to 
CHBDC Figure 9.6. for clarity. Based on these parameters, the normal pressure acting on the 
laminations at jacking, , is equal to

The minimum normal pressure between laminations occurs after all losses. The CHBDC 
assumes that there will be a combined 60% loss of prestressing force at and after transfer, 
resulting in a long-term effective pressure between laminations equal to . This long-term 
pressure must be equal to at least 0.35 MPa, per clause 9.23.3.3 of the CHBDC. The long-term 
effective pressure for this design example is equal to

Therefore, the specified post-tensioning system provides sufficient normal pressure between 
laminations to maintain orthotropic plate behaviour without crushing the laminations. Note, 
however, that the assumption of 60% loss of prestressing force is approximate. The designer 
and owner should always make provision for periodically checking the prestressing forces in the 
bars and re-stressing the bars if necessary (CSA 2014b).
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The construction of a stress-laminated deck involves three important stressing stages: the initial 
stressing, the first restressing, and the second restressing. These stages are explained in clause 
9.23.3.4 of the CHBDC. The initial stressing consists of two stressing operations conducted not 
less than 12 hours apart. The first restressing is to occur not less than two weeks after the initial 
stressing. The second restressing is to occur not less than four weeks after the first restressing. 
Restressing in advance of these times will result in greater loss of prestressing force. Increasing 
the time interval between stressing operations will reduce the loss of prestressing force, but 
limited returns are observed when waiting more than six weeks and six months, respectively, 
between the initial stressing and the first restressing, and the first and second restressings 
(CSA 2014b).

An important aspect of stress-laminated deck design is to ensure that that the post-tensioning 
bars are flexible enough to not lose most of their prestressing force due to creep of the deck 
laminations (CSA 2014b). This aspect is considered through limiting the steel/wood ratio, . 
Clause 9.23.3.2 of the CHBDC limits this ratio to a maximum of 0.0016. The ratio is defined as 
the ratio of the cross-sectional area of post-tensioning steel at a single anchorage, , to the 
product of the post-tensioning anchorage spacing and the depth of the deck, . The steel/
wood ratio for this design example is equal to

Therefore, the steel/wood ratio is within acceptable limits.

The post-tensioning system makes use of a distribution bulkhead to disperse the high magnitude 
concentrated forces from the post-tensioning anchorages to the deck laminations. The design 
of the distribution bulkhead is in accordance with clause 9.23.3.4 of the CHBDC.
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A steel channel bulkhead extending the entire length of each deck fascia, along with steel 
anchorage plates, is considered a suitable distribution bulkhead, per clause 9.23.4.4.1 of the 
CHBDC. The depth of the steel channel bulkhead, , is to be at least 85% of the width of 
a lamination, but not exceed the width of the lamination. The minimum weak-axis moment 
of inertia, , and web thickness , of the steel channel is specified in Table 9.19 of 
the CHBDC as a function of the deck depth. The steel channel in this design example is a 
MC230x37.8 section. The properties of the channel are as follows.

Therefore, the steel channel distribution bulkhead has sufficient stiffness to distribute the post-
tensioning forces.

Each post-tensioning bar transfers its force to an anchorage but that bears against a steel 
anchorage plate. The anchorage plate bears against the steel channel bulkhead and aids in 
distributing the post-tensioning force to the laminations. The proportioning of the anchorage 
plate is covered by clause 9.23.4.4.3 of the CHBDC. The length of the anchorage plate, , is 
measured parallel to the span of the deck. The width of the anchorage plate, , is measured 
parallel to the depth of the deck. The length-to-width ratio of the anchorage plate is to exceed 
1.0, but is not to exceed 2.0. The length and width of the anchorage plates specified in this 
design example are

The specified anchorage plate dimensions are within the permissible limits specified by the 
CHBDC. The anchorage plate width should also be limited to the depth of the flat portion of web 
of the steel channel, . The value of  is equal to 167 mm for a MC230x37.8 channel, so the 
anchorage plate will bear uniformly on the steel channel.
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The CHBDC mandates the minimum thickness of the anchorage plate, , not be less than 
one-twelfth the length of the anchorage plate. The thickness of the anchorage plate, , is 
calculated assuming a uniform pressure distribution under the plate. It can be easily calculated 
conservatively by assuming one-way plate bending about an axis passing vertically through the 
centre of the plate. Assuming a load factor equal that is used for secondary prestress effects, 

, the bearing stress under the anchorage plate at jacking is equal to

The resulting factored bending moment in the plate, , is equal to

Assuming a plate yield stress of  the plate thickness for this design example 
is calculated as

The edge laminations must be checked against a localized bearing failure in the post-tensioning 
anchorage zone. The factored bearing resistance, , is a function of the limiting pressure 
perpendicular to grain, , specified in Table 9.18 of the CHBDC. It is also a function of the 
effective bearing area, . It is calculated in accordance with clause 9.23.4.2 of the CHBDC as

The material resistance factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.8 for 
sawn wood in compression perpendicular to grain. The limiting pressure perpendicular to grain,  

, is equal to 4.4 MPa, as previously stated for Lodgepole pine. The effective bearing area,  
, is equal to
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The width of the effective bearing area,  is equal to the depth of the steel channel bulkhead. 
The width of the effective bearing area, , is equal to the length of the anchorage plate plus 
twice the web thickness of the steel channel bulkhead. The resulting factored bearing resistance 
is equal to

The factored bearing force acting within the anchorage zone is equal to the factored force in 
the post-tensioning bars at jacking multiplied by the load factor equal that used for secondary 
prestress effects, . It is equal to

Therefore, the post-tensioning system has sufficient proportions to preclude crushing of the 
edge laminations in the anchorage zones.

The design of a stress-laminated deck shall also meet the detailing requirements specified in 
clause 9.23.5 of the CHBDC. The requirements concern lamination dimensions, hole diameters 
for the post-tensioning bars, nailing of the laminations before stressing, and connection of the 
deck to its supporting elements. Of importance, a stress-laminated deck shall not be attached 
to its supporting elements until after the first restressing operation. Connection in advance of 
this restressing operation could result in a lesser normal pressure between laminations than 
anticipated. The only exception to this rule is when the deck dimension measured perpendicular 
to the length of the laminations exceeds 40 times the depth of the laminations, in which case 
restraint against buckling is to be provided, per clause 9.23.5.7 of the CHBDC. While this clause 
is explicitly for transverse stress-laminated decks, it would also apply to longitudinal stress-
laminated decks, as it is the unbraced length in compression that influences the susceptibility to 
buckling, not the geometric orientation of the deck. The deck in this design example meets this 
criterion, as its unbraced length in compression during stressing is 14 110 mm, which exceeds 

. Therefore, restraint against buckling would need to be applied to 
the deck along the centerline of the bridge. This restraint is not detailed in this design example, 
but the force that it would have to restrain would be analogous to that resisted by steel column 
bracing. A simple solution would be to ballast the deck along the centerline of the structure. The 
ballast would need to be minimized though, as it would contribute to friction between the deck 
and its supporting elements, which would interfere with the prestressing operation.
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3.3.5.2. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER FLOOR BEAMS

The floor beams are designed for flexure and shear at the ultimate limit state, in accordance 
with CHBDC clauses 9.6 and 9.7. They are designed for deflection at the serviceability limit 
state in accordance with clauses 9.4.2.

The floor beams span a relatively short distance, but are subject to large shears from the deck. 
Short span beams like these are often governed by shear resistance. As previously mentioned, 
the floor beams in this design example are governed by stiffness, as their flexural stiffness 
affords the bridge most of its ability to share live loads between girders. The floor beams were 
initially sized for strength, but the live load distribution between girders was poor. It was decided 
to increase the stiffness of the floor beams to save material in the girders. The designer should 
consider such impacts in real-life design. Even with the increase in floor beam size for stiffness, 
the floor beams are still 90% utilized in shear, which is not unreasonable from a cost standpoint.

3.3.5.2.1. FLEXURAL DESIGN

The flexural resistance of a floor beam, , is calculated as for a glued-laminated timber 
member, per CHBDC clause 9.6.1. The resistance is equal to the lesser of

The variables in these two equations have the same definitions as those used to calculate 
the flexural resistance of the stress-laminated deck; however, some of them are calculated 
differently because of differences in material (i.e. glued-laminated timber versus sawn wood) 
and geometric properties.

The material resistance factor, , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
glued-laminated timber in flexure.

The load-duration factor is taken as .

The lateral stability factor, , requires explicit calculation because the depth-to-width ratio of 
the floor beams exceeds 1.0. It is calculated as a function of the slenderness factor, , which is 
in turn a function of the laterally unsupported length, . The latter is equal to the girder spacing, 
as the floor beams are restrained from lateral movement and twisting at the girders by their 
connections to the girders. The slenderness factor is therefore equal to

The lateral stability factor is determined from CHBDC Table 9.5 to be
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The load-sharing factor, , is equal to 1.0, per CHBDC clause 9.5.6, because glued-laminated 
timber girders are not covered in CHBDC Table 9.3. Some designers have been known to 
treat glued-laminated timber girders as sawn wood stringers for calculating the load-sharing 
factor. It is possible that this approach is somewhat unconservative. Recall that the load-sharing 
factor accounts for the reduced probability of material defects within adjacent members of given 
cross-section. Since glued-laminated timber inherently contains less defects than sawn wood, 
it is logical that the load-sharing benefit in glued-laminated timber members is less than that in 
sawn wood members. Research is underway currently to investigate this possibility.

The size-effect factor for glued-laminated timber, , is determined from CHBDC clause 9.6.2 
to be equal to

The section modulus of the floor beams does not have to be modified by the butt joint stiffness 
factor because the individual laminations in a glued-laminated timber member are finger-jointed 
and glued together to form a continuous lamination. These joints undergo strength testing to 
ensure their performance as continuous joints, per CSA O122, during the manufacture of glued-
laminated timber. The section modulus is therefore equal to

The resulting factored flexural resistance is equal to the lesser of

The factored flexural demand was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the floor beams have sufficient flexural capacity.
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3.3.5.2.2. SHEAR DESIGN

The shear resistance of a floor beam, , is calculated per CHBDC clause 9.6.1 as

Like the section modulus, the cross-sectional area of a glued-laminated timber member does 
not need to be reduced in stiffness because there are no butt joints. The cross-sectional area 
is thus equal to

The resulting factored shear resistance is equal to

The factored shear load was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the floor beams have sufficient shear capacity.

3.3.5.2.3. SLS DESIGN

The SLS deflection due to live load was determined to be 1.1 mm, which is less than the 
permissible SLS deflection of . Therefore, SLS deflections are within 
the permissible limit.

3.3.5.3. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER GIRDERS

The bridge girders are designed for flexure and shear at the ultimate limit state, in accordance 
with CHBDC clauses 9.6 and 9.7, respectively. They are designed for deflection and vibrations 
at the serviceability limit state in accordance with clauses 9.4.2 and 3.4.4, respectively.

The material resistance factor,  , is determined from CHBDC Table 9.1 to be equal to 0.9 for 
glued-laminated timber in shear.

The load-duration factor and load-sharing factor are the same as for flexure, with  and 
.

The size-effect factor for glued-laminated timber in shear is determined using CHBDC clause 
9.7.2 to be equal to
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3.3.5.3.1 SLS DESIGN

The design of bridge girders are often governed by strength in flexure or shear. For wood 
bridges, however, the likelihood of deflection or vibration governing is much greater than for 
girders made of other traditional engineering materials. In fact, the girders in this example are 
governed by vibrations at SLS.

Clause 3.4.4 of the CHDBC mandates that the deflection due to live load, including dynamic load 
allowance, is to be less than the deflections limits prescribed by the curves in CHBDC Figure 
3.1. The deflection limits are a function of the first flexural frequency of the bridge and consider 
whether the bridge has sidewalks. This criterion is an implicit means of limiting accelerations for 
user comfort (CSA 2014b). The SLS 2 load combination is used to calculate the deflection. The 
live load is to be positioned as specified in clause 3.8.4.1, and the deflection is to be measured at 
the inside face of the bridge barriers for a bridge without sidewalks. The first flexural frequency 
of the bridge in this design example was determined to be 5.1 Hz using the computer structural 
analysis model. From CHBDC Figure 3.1., the maximum permissible deflection corresponding 
to this first flexural frequency for a bridge without sidewalks is 15 mm. The live load deflection 
at the face of the railings was determined to be 14.8 mm using the computer structural analysis 
model, which is marginally less than the deflection limit. Therefore, superstructure vibrations 
have been addressed.

The Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Structural Manual includes guidelines for the 
design of bridges on low volume roads. A low volume road is defined as a road having an average 
annual daily traffic of 400 or less in both directions. These guidelines relax the superstructure 
vibration criterion defined in Clause 3.4.4 of the CHBDC to simply be a deflection limit of 1/360th

the span under the SLS 2 load combination, irrespective of first flexural frequency. As is noted 
in the next paragraph, the maximum deflection due to SLS 1 live load is 12.2 mm, which is far 
less than the low volume road limit of  . The bridge that is the subject 
of this design example is designed for use on an undivided arterial road, which would have an 
AADT well more than 400. Had it been designed for use on a low volume road, then the girder 
sizes could be reduced until either the deflection limit or strength governed.

Clause 9.4.2 of the CHBDC requires that the deflection due to live load, excluding dynamic 
load allowance, be less than 1/400th the span. The SLS 1 load combination is to be used for 
this purpose. The live load is to be positioned as specified in clause 3.8.4.1. The 50th percentile 
modulus of elasticity is to be used to determine the deflection. The corresponding maximum 
live load deflections for the exterior and interior girders of this design example were determined 
to be 12.2 mm and 8.5 mm, respectively. Both deflections are less than the deflection limit of 

. Therefore, superstructure deflections under live load have been 
addressed.
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3.3.5.3.2. FLEXURAL DESIGN

The flexural resistance of the exterior girders, , is calculated in the same manner as 
for the floor beams. The glued-laminated timber diaphragms are designed to be the points of 
lateral support against lateral-torsional buckling for calculating the lateral stability factor. The 
inputs for the flexural resistance are calculated as follows

The resulting factored flexural resistance is equal to the lesser of

and
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Similar calculations for the interior girders yields 

The factored flexural demand was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the girders have sufficient flexural capacity.

3.3.5.3.3. SHEAR DESIGN

The shear resistance of the exterior girders, , is calculated in the same manner as for 
the floor beams. The inputs for the shear resistance are calculated as follows

The resulting factored shear resistance is equal to

Similar calculations for the interior girders yields 

The factored shear load was calculated to be equal to

Therefore, the girders have sufficient shear capacity.
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3.3.5.4. GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER DIAPHRAGMS

The glued-laminated timber diaphragms serve to brace the girders against lateral-torsional 
buckling, maintain the relative spacing of the girders, and transmit lateral load between girders 
(Ritter 1992). They are required at all supports, per clause 9.20.2 of the CHBDC. They are also 
required at midspan for spans less than 12 m and at the span third-points for spans of 12 m or 
greater. A designer may wish to add more diaphragms than required by the CHBDC to increase 
the lateral stability factor for girder flexure design. Ritter (1992) recommends that the diaphragm 
spacing not exceed 7.62 m (25 feet), regardless of the span. The diaphragms are provided at the 
abutments and span third-points in this design example because the bridge span exceeds 12 
m. The abutment diaphragms are offset 600 mm forward from the bearings to not interfere with 
the bearing assemblies. CHBDC commentary clause C9.20.2 states that abutment diaphragms 
remain effective when offset up to one girder depth from the bearings.

The diaphragms should be as deep as possible, per CHBDC clause 9.20.2. Ritter (1992) advises 
leaving a gap of 50 mm to 125 mm between the top of the diaphragms and underside of the 
deck, to allow for air circulation and to preclude interference with deck attachment hardware. 
The diaphragms in this example have been detailed to provide a 76 mm gap between the 
diaphragms and the deck.

Ritter (1992) also advises locating the tie rods outside of the outer tension zone of the girders, 
which is usually considered to be the outer ten percent of the girder depth. The tie rods in this 
design example are located at 171 mm from the underside of the girder, which is outside the 

 deep outer tension zone. It is sometimes convenient to position the 
tie rods at the interface between adjacent laminations. In doing so, the tie rod holes can be 
routed into the outside faces of these laminations before they are glued together. The tie rods 
have been positioned 95 mm from the top and bottom faces of the diaphragms for this design 
example, which is exactly equal to 2.5 laminations.

The primary purpose of the diaphragms is to brace the girders against lateral-torsional buckling. 
Analogous to steel design, 2% of the total compression force acting within the compression zone 
of a girder at maximum factored bending moment is taken as the brace force. The maximum 
factored moment in a girder is 1400 kNm. Assuming a linear-elastic stress distribution, the lever 
between the resultant tensile and compression forces is

The total compression force within the compression zone of the girder is

The lateral brace force to be resisted by the diaphragm, in either tension or compression, is
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Brace forces acting in compression are transmitted to the diaphragms through direct bearing 
between the side faces of the girders and the end faces of the diaphragms. Brace forces acting 
in tension are transmitted to the diaphragms by the tie rods.

The diaphragms also experience forces arising from external loads acting on the bridge. The tie 
rods were modelled directly in the computer structural analysis model to capture these forces. 
The maximum factored force experienced by a tie rod due to external loads is 46 kN in tension. 
Thus, the maximum factored tie rod force, considering both forces arising from external loads 
and bracing of the girders, is equal to

It is typical practice to perform one tie rod design based on the maximum factored tie rod force. 
The use of different diameter tie rods can be confusing on site, leading to construction errors. 
This practice is not recommended. A single tie rod design is presented in this design example 
in section 7.3.

The diaphragms in this design example are 130 mm wide, 1482 mm deep, and 885 mm to 
935 mm long, depending on which girders they are positioned between. From the computer 
structure analysis model, the maximum axial stress in a diaphragm is 1.09 MPa. Using the tie 
rod spacing of 1292 mm, the additional factored axial stress in the diaphragm due to bracing 
the girders at ULS is

Therefore, the total factored axial stress in the diaphragms is

Analogous to the flexural resistance presented for the girder design, the flexural resistance of 
the diaphragms is taken as the lesser of
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and

where

Therefore, the diaphragms have sufficient capacity.

and
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3.3.6. CONNECTION DESIGN

The bridge design features four major connections:

• The deck-to-floor beam, connection;
• The floor beam-to-girder connection;
• The diaphragm connection; and,
• The girder bearing connection.

The design of these four major connections is explained in this section of the bridge design 
example.

3.3.6.1. DECK-TO-FLOOR BEAM CONNECTION

The deck-to-floor beam connections must resist vertical forces acting upwards and downwards, 
transverse forces, and longitudinal forces. The connection consists of a series of 25 mm 
diameter through-bolts passing through the deck and floor beams. The bolts are spaced at an 
average of 383 mm on centre, which exceeds the minimum of two 19 mm bolts per metre that 
is required by CHDBC clause 9.23.5.5.

The bolts have been designed to resist the forces experienced by the loads described in section 
4.0 of this example. Uplift forces are resisted by the bolts in tension. Downward forces are 
resisted by direct bearing between the deck and floor beams. Longitudinal and transverse 
forces are resisted by the bolts in shear.

The design of the deck-to-floor beam connections is as follows:

Figure 3.3.11. – Deck to floor beam connection 
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25Ø ENLARGED HEAD BOLT

WASHER: 64Ø

Where,

BOLT IN GLULAM (CSA O86-14)
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NOTE: ASSUmE WOOD DECK IS mONOLITHIC, SOLID TImBER LOADED PERPENDICULAR 
-TO-GRAIN.

TRY 1 ROW OF BOLTS, 25Ø

STIFFENER

DECK

3.3.6.2. FLOOR BEAM-TO-GIRDER CONNECTION

The floor beam-to-girder connections must resist vertical forces acting upwards and downwards, 
transverse forces, and longitudinal forces. The connection consists of two steel angles through-
bolted to a floor beam. The angles are fastened to the tops of the girders using lag screws. This 
connection is present at every intersection of the floor beams and girders (i.e. 7 floor beams x 
12 girders = 84 connections).

The connection has been designed to resist the forces experienced by the loads described in 
section 4.0 of this example. Uplift forces are resisted by shear in the through-bolts, tension in 
the vertical legs of the angles, and tension in the lag screws. Downward forces are resisted by 
direct bearing between the floor beams and girders. Longitudinal forces are resisted by the floor 
beams bearing on the angles and shear in the lag screws. Transverse forces are resisted by 
shear in the through-bolts, shear in the vertical legs of the angles, and shear in the lag screws.
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The design of the floor beam-to-girder connections is as follows:

Figure 3.3.12. – Floor beam to girder connection 

LAG SCREWS
try 4-19Ø Lags by 152 long

SPF, WET

note: check lags for prying (not shown)
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Where,

BOLTS IN GLULAM (CSA O86-14)
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TRY 1 ROW OF 2 BOLTS, 19Ø, A307:

3.3.6.3. DIAPHRAGM-TO-GIRDER CONNECTION

The diaphragm-to-girder connection consists of a pair of threaded rods through-bolted through 
a routed slot along the length of the diaphragms and through the side faces of adjacent girders. 
The design is as follows:

RODS

Use 22Ø A307 rod with threaded ends

WASHER: 170X170X12.7
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Where,

NOTE: Designer to also check washer plate thickness.

BEARING ON SIDE OF GIRDER

Where,
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3.3.6.4. GIRDER-TO-BEARING CONNECTION

The girder-to-bearing connection design is as follows.

BEARING (6.5.9.2 O86-01)

Where,

BOLTS IN GLUED-LAMINATED (10 O86-01)
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TRY 2 ROWS OF 2 BOLTS, 19Ø, A307:

ANCHOR BOLTS (10 O86-01)

Use 4-13 Ø galvanized anchor bolts using epoxy system per manufacturer’s requirements.

Unity check:

ECCENTRICITY OF FX ON ANCHORS:

∴ USE LARGER BOLT: TRY 19 Ø

UNITY CHECK:
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Anchor bolt strength

∴ USE 4-19 Ø galvanized anchor bolt with 170 mIN. EmBED

NOTE: Designer to check bearing plate thickness for gravity and uplift forces

UPPER CLIPS (10 O86-01)
ESTIMATE SIDE FORCE

say 2% is torsional components for restraint:

assume 200x100 bearing area on steel angle (6.5.9.2 O86-01):

Where,
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Note: Diaphragms near support will also restrain. Designer to check angles for bending & prying 
on anchor bolts.

SIDE PLATES AT BOLTS (6.5.9.2 O86-01)
Bearing on wood

Where,

Note: Designer to check plate bending.

3.4. OTHER DESIGN ELEMENTS

3.4.1. BEARINGS

Each bridge girder is supported on an elastomeric bearing at each abutment. It is preferable 
to specify the bearing width, measured perpendicular to the direction of traffic, to be almost 
as wide as the girder. Ritter (1992) recommends that the bearing be one quarter inch (6 mm) 
narrower than the girder. The bearing length is established by satisfying the average bearing 
pressure limits specified in clause 11.6.6.7 of the CHBDC. The bearing length should also be 
long enough to preclude a perpendicular to grain compression failure at the underside of the 
girder.
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Elastomeric bearings used in bridges tend to be laminated elastomeric bearings. These bearings 
contain steel plates that afford the elastomer internal restraint against volumetric changes due 
to the Poisson effect. Elastomeric bearings for wood bridges have traditionally been plain 
elastomeric bearings. Recent field observations suggest poor performance of unconfined plain 
elastomeric bearings. These bearings have been observed to undergo significant bulging under 
compressive loads due the Poisson effect, because unlike laminated bearings, they contain no 
inherent internal restraint against volumetric changes. When the compressive force is reduced, 
a plain bearing tends to bulge less and become restored to its unloaded shape. This cycling of 
bulging and shape restoration creates the potential for a plain bearing to migrate from its initial 
position due to inconsistent friction between the bearing and the materials that it is in contact 
with. Furthermore, the bulging of a plain bearing can result in compressive deflections more 
than the limit of 7% of the total effective elastomer thickness that is specified in clause 11.6.6.4 
of the CHBDC. For these reasons, it is recommended that homogenous fabric fibre reinforced 
elastomeric bearings or laminated elastomeric bearings be used to support wood bridge girders. 
The former has been specified for the bearings in this design example.

Per clause 11.6.6.6 of the CHBDC, positive attachment of the bearings is required to prevent 
displacement of the bearings when the average bearing pressure at SLS drops below 1.5 MPa 
or when the shear force in the bearing exceeds the frictional force acting between the bearing 
and the materials that it is in contact with. This possibility is common for wood bridges because 
they are light structures. A simple form of positive attachment is to provide keeper plates around 
the bearing to prevent its displacement. Keeper plates have been specified for the bearings in 
this design example because the minimum average SLS bearing pressure is less than 1.5 MPa.

Although not included in this design example, the substructure design should consider jacking 
and shoring of the superstructure to facilitate bearing replacement. The detailing of wood 
bridges at the abutments does not tend to leave space for the placement of hydraulic jacks to lift 
the superstructure. Furthermore, the connections between the diaphragms and girders in wood 
bridges are not typically designed to transfer the forces generated by using the diaphragms 
as jacking points. As a result, most wood bridges cannot be jacked directly off the abutment 
bearing seat. Potential solutions for jacking the superstructure include the use of jacking corbels 
anchored into the outside face of the abutment stem, or the use of jacking posts extending 
upward off of the toe of the abutment footing. The design of the substructure should consider 
the eccentricity resulting from either of these approaches.

3.4.2. BARRIERS

The bridge barrier specified in this design example is a crash-tested TL-4 barrier comprised of 
glued-laminated timber. The reference documents cited for the barrier also provides details for 
a steel barrier that can be connected to timber bridge decks. Refer to these documents if a steel 
bridge barrier is preferential relative to a timber bridge barrier.
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Some jurisdictions have experienced difficulties with the maintenance of timber bridge railings 
due to damage caused by snowplow blades. An approach guiderail transition should always 
be specified at the end of the bridge barrier, so as to eliminate the potential for direct impact 
by snowplow blades and vehicles. The reference documents for the timber barrier provides 
details of a crash-tested approach guiderail transition. The local bridge authority may also have 
standard details for this transition. Consideration should be given to providing a steel armouring 
plate on the inside face of the curb rails to prevent localized crushing failure caused by impact 
from snowplow blades.

The crash tests performed on the TL-4 barriers specified in this design example were performed 
on barriers comprised of American Southern Pine. These tests were performed in the 1990’s. 
The design material properties of Southern Pine have changed since that time. Table 6.2.1.3 of 
CSA O86 provides lumber species equivalents for Canadian and American species. Southern 
Pine is not presently listed in the table. It was, however, stated as equivalent to Canadian 
S-P-F in the 2001 edition of CSA O86. It currently uncertain if using Canadian S-P-F for the 
specified TL-4 barrier is equivalent or better than using American Southern Pine. The designer 
is cautioned to ensure that the specified barrier material has sufficient strength to be equivalent 
to the crash-tested barrier.

3.4.3. DURABILITY

All wood components should be preservative treated with a preservative specified in clause 
9.17.1 of the CHBDC. Wood preservatives chemicals mitigate decay by fungus and insect 
attack. It is generally preferential to treat glued-laminated timber members after gluing with 
an oil-borne preservative. Oil-borne preservatives provide superior dimensional stability due 
to variations in moisture, ultimately minimizing the potential for the development of checks 
that can expose untreated wood to decay. The wood should be incised to increase the depth 
of preservative treatment. The treatment process should not leave the member with excess 
preservative chemicals, as these chemicals tend to leach out into the surrounding environment 
and/or interfere with the bond between the wearing surface and the wood deck.

The choice of wood preservative should consider the potential for pedestrian contact. While 
heavy oil-borne preservatives are preferred for treating structural wood members, they may not 
be preferential for treating handrails that will be contacted by pedestrians. Clause 9.17.2 of the 
CHBDC specifies preservatives that are suitable for pedestrian contact. Another approach is 
to specify a naturally durable wood species for elements that experience pedestrian contact, to 
preclude the need for preservative treatment.
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Preservative treatment is one method of enhancing the durability of wood bridges. The bridge 
should also be “detailed for durability”. In doing so, the bridge should be detailed to minimize the 
potential for trapped moisture. Some designers and owners have also detailed exposed wood 
elements with protective metal flashing.

All steel hardware for the stress-laminated deck, including the post-tensioning bars, anchorage 
plates, anchorage nuts, and steel channel bulkhead should be hot-dipped galvanized in 
accordance with ASTM A123/A123M. Any damage to the galvanizing should be repaired using 
two coats of zinc-rich paint. The bars should also be coated with an anti-corrosion paste after 
galvanizing. A plastic cap should be fitted around the post-tensioning bar extensions and 
anchorage nuts after all stressing operations have been completed, in order to protect against 
corrosion and tampering. The cap should be packed with anti-corrosion paste.

3.4.4. INSPECTION

The design of bridge should always include provisions for inspection of the completed structure. 
The end faces of wood members are more prone to decay than the other faces. As such, it 
is recommended that a gap be detailed between the ends of the girders and the ballast wall 
for these faces to be accessible for inspection. This feature can be accomplished by detailing 
the top of the outside face of the ballast wall with a corbel. The corbel will serve to create this 
gap, without leaving a gap for traffic. To further enhance this accessibility, the slope protection 
should be detailed with a bench in front of the abutment, so that future inspectors have flat, 
competent material to stand on for inspection.
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3.6 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
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SWB-01 – General Arrangement





SWB-05 – Timber Framing I





SWB-06 – Timber Framing II





SWB-07 – Timber Deck I





SWB-08 – Timber Barrier I





SWB-09 – Timber Barrier II





SWA-01 – General Arrangement





SWA-05 – Timber Framing I





SWA-06 – Timber Framing II





SWA-07 – Stress-laminated Timber Deck I





SWA-08 – Timber Barrier I





SWA-09 – Timber Barrier II
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