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SNBI SCOUR APPRAISAL NOTES
SNBI SCOUR APPRAISAL NOTES
Bridge: BEL-001SP-0127 	SFN: 0726249

1. Scour Evaluation Documentation
‘No’, move on to Section 3.

3.	Scour Assessment Level 1 – Stability Screening.
Countermeasure Type
Coded as ‘4 – none’ based on inspection comments and photos.        
(1) Does the Bridge have unknown foundations?
Coded as Yes, as minimal plan work is available.
Updated to No, as Cody found the original soil borings. – Limestone interbedded with shale.
(2) Is there Visibly scoured Rock?
Coded as No, based on inspection photos and comments.     
(3) Shallow Foundations?
Coded as Yes, as substructure is on spreadfooting according to one of two plan sheets available (Elevation View).
(4) Evidence of History of Overtopping?
Coded as No, based on inspection photos and comments.
(5) Are any of, Scour, Channel, channel protection or underwater inspections coded 5 or worse?
No.

Level 1 Scour Recommendation returned the value of:
Continue to Level 2 Assessment

Scour Assessment Level 2 – Susceptibility Score

Structure
(1) Structure Category
5pts – Single span on spread footings
(2) Number of piers in the main channel
0pts - There are no piers
(3) Pier Foundations
0pts - There are no piers
(4) Abutment Foundations
6 pts – abutment foundation pressures indicate spread footing on soil
Updated to 2pts – founded on non scour resistant bedrock
(5) low point
4 pts - Low chord is below adjacent roadway. Verified with plans and inspection photos.

History
(6) Observed Scour – 
6a - 0 pts, n/a
6b - 0 pts, n/a
6c - 0 pts, n/a


	(7) Abutment Type
		(7a) – 0 pts – not stub abutments.
(7b) – 4 pts – depth to footing is unknown
(8) Abut Protection – 3 pts, no RCP – placed in 2009 and has since washed away
(9) Abut waterline distance – 8 pts stream flows along rear abutment
	(10) Overserved scour – 0 pts based on routine inspection report
	(11) Observed debris – 0 pts based on routine inspection report

Stream Geomorphics
(12) Stream bed degradation – 0 pts – stream seems to be aggregating based on FL to Weep hole elev
(13) Observed lateral movement – 2 pts, can’t see in google earth due to forest tree coverage
(14) Channel bottom material – 4 pts – based on inspection photos
(15) SNBI Scour/channel rating 0 pts – based on latest inspection of 6

Site Geomorphics
	(16a) Main channel – 0 pts – no trib
	(16b) Bridge is over Trib – 0 pts – no main nearby
	(17) Stream alignment – 3 pts – estimated
	(18) Pier Alignment – Are the piers skewed? – 0 pts – no piers

Level 2 score returns:
45 pts - Scour Vulnerability recommendation - continue to level 3

Scour Assessment – Level 3 – Vulnerability
Part 1 – answer all 3 questions.
	(1a) – is the bridge over a flat straight ditch and spans a channel – No
(1b) – is the bridge over still water – No, even though it’s at the SP with a dam, this bridge is still over a stream, not the lake.
(1c) – is the bridge a single span w/designed rip rap and no issues – no, there is no RCP

Level 3.1 Scour Vulnerability Recommendation
Continue to (2)

Part 2 – answer all 5 questions.
(2a) – Does the bridge have piles driven more than 35’ below the streambed?
No - spread footings.
(2b) – Does the bridge have pile driven to refusal on bedrock or drilled shaft on rock?
No – spread footings.
(2c) – Does the bridge have piles 25 – 35’ below… – No, see number (2b)
(2d) – Does the bridge have spread footings on scour resistant rock?
No – foundation pressures indicate spread footings on soil
(2e) – Is the bridge a single span… No, The bridge is too close to barkcamp lake to delineate an area in streamstats.

Level 3.2 Scour Vulnerability Recommendation
Continue to (3)

Part 3
	(3a) – Has the bridge been previously overtopped, and no evidence of scour problems exist?
	No – Bridge has not been overtopped, 
(3b) –Is the bridge scheduled for replacement or scour countermeasures w/in 5 years. No
	(3c) Is the bridge on a local street with ADT less than 50? – Yes

Level 3.3 Scour Vulnerability Recommendation
D – Bridge is Scour Critical
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