Milwaukee Bridge Replacement Project Executive Summary
Overview
The Milwaukee Bridge Replacement project will replace the existing bridge of the same name. It is
located on Milwaukee Ave NE/5th St NE in the City of Puyallup, Washington. The existing bridge is a
cast-in-place box girder and was originally built in 1962 by Pierce County Public Works. It spans the
Puyallup River and consists of one main span (200 LF) and five (5) approach spans. The total length of
the crossing is 472 LF.
History
Prior to the existing concrete structure over the Puyallup River, there is a known timber bridge structure
that was built in 1952. It was a timber truss with timber approach spans. The bridge that exists today
was constructed in 1962. It was one of the first in this area to utilize a post-tensioned box culvert.
Bridge Rating
A bridge’s condition is based upon it sufficiency rating. This is a grade between 0 and 100 that can give
the reviewer a glance at the overall health of the structure. The idea behind utilizing a sufficiency rating
goes back to the late 1990’s. A bridge is required by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to be
inspected every two years by a certified bridge inspector. The ratings for Milwaukee are:
•
•
•
•
•

2002 – 46.7
2005 – 46.6
2007 – 49.84 (Note – increase due to change in deck rating.)
2009 – 18.47 (See Bridge Rating section for comments on change).
2009 through 2012 – 15.32

Design Standards
This design methodology utilized from the 1950’s through the early 1960’s was H-20. This rating
generally equates to a 40,000 pound, two-axle truck, used for the design load. In the late 1960’s, the
governing design organization for bridges recognized the changes in truck types as well as how they
were loaded. This resulted in the HS-20 design standard. The loading for this type of truck increased
from 40,000 pounds to 72,000 pounds. Finally, in the 1990’s, the design methodology changed to
utilizes HL-93 loading. This not only accounts for the weight of a truck, but also a continuous load in a
lane on the bridge.
Annexation
On December 6, 2004, the City approved the annexation of the Neely area that included the remainder
of the Milwaukee Bridge. Ordinance No. 2281 outlines the annexation of the Neely area and the
Milwaukee Bridge, effective January 1, 2005.
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MILWAUKEE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
REPORT - FEBRUARY 2013
OVERVIEW
The Milwaukee Bridge Replacement project will replace the existing bridge of the same name. It is
located on Milwaukee Ave NE/5th St NE in the City of Puyallup, Washington. The existing bridge is a
cast-in-place box girder and was originally built in 1962 by Pierce County Public Works. It spans the
Puyallup River and consists of one main span (200 LF) and five (5) approach spans. The total length of
the crossing is 472 LF. The 2011 sufficiency rating for the bridge is 15.32 and it is Structurally Deficient
(SD). The bridge was also posted with load restrictions in 2009. The 2012 Average Daily Trips (ADT) on
the existing span is 9,733 and the future (2032) ADT is anticipated to be 17,750. The deck width is 26
feet wide and is considered functionally obsolete. The current lane configuration is two, 12 foot lanes
with 1 foot shoulders. There is a sidewalk on one side only and does not meet current ADA
requirements. It has been determined the expected life span is 10 years (+/-). Depending on the future
bridge inspection results, closure of the bridge could be sooner than the expected 10 year life span.
The proposed bridge is anticipated to be either a cast-in-place box girder or post-tensioned girder. The
total span will be 472 LF and will consist of a main span (225 LF) and two approach spans (167 LF and
80LF). The deck width will need to meet current AASHTO standards for bridge construction and would
be 50 feet wide (nearly double the current bridge width). This configuration will provide 2 lane widths
(13 feet wide), shoulders (6 feet wide), sidewalk (5 feet wide) on both sides, and AASHTO (American
Association of State Transportation Officials) vehicle barriers meeting current impact standards.
An application was submitted to the BRAC (Bridge Replacement Advisory Committee) on May 4, 2012.
On November 13, 2012, the BRAC funding recommendation list was forwarded to the FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration). The City of Puyallup’s Milwaukee Bridge Replacement project was on that list
and recommended to be funded up to $10 million. This would be equal to approximately 80% of the
replacement cost. The City would be required to match the balance of the estimated replacement
amount which is $2.58 million. Official notification of the award, as well as the ability to begin obligating
funds, was received on November 20, 2102.
The anticipated timeline for the project is anticipated to be:
•
•
•
•
•

September 2, 2013 Deadline for obligating PE Funds
2013 – Preliminary design and permitting
2014 – Begin right of way acquisition and final design for construction. Note: right of way
acquisition may require condemnation by the City.
2015 – Begin construction of the replacement bridge structure.
2018 – Completion of project.
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If the City could not meet the 20% match requirements or be able to begin the process for preliminary
design by the end of 2013, the funds may need to be returned to the FHWA. The City may apply for
future BRAC funding cycles in 2014 or 2016. It should be noted there is no guarantee the project would
be funded in the future or that future funds would be available. Trends indicate that both state and
federal funding will be significantly declining from current levels in the next few years.
HISTORY
It is not known how many spans have been placed across the Puyallup River in this current location.
There were at least three, but it is not likely, nor does any documentation show there were four bridges
installed in this location. There appears to have been a span across the Puyallup River prior to the
1950’s. In the 1950 bridge plans, there is a reference to “remove portions of existing structure” as well
as “existing pier”. This may refer to a bridge at this location that was believed to have been destroyed
due to fire. Any proof of this structure existing pre-dates any information accessible at the time of this
writing. If any existed, it would likely consist of old photos only.
In the 1950’s, Pierce County commissioned the construction of a timber bridge structure to span the
Puyallup River that would connect Milwaukee Avenue where it terminated at the Puyallup River. The
project was built in two phases. The first phase, in 1952, constructed timber approach spans on either
side of the river. Each approach span structure consisted of 3ea 20 LF spans and one, 15 LF span. See
Exhibit 1. The second phase was constructed in 1954. See Exhibit 2. A timber truss measuring 230 LF
spanned the distance between the 1952 approaches. The truss was constructed from timber members
and the deck consisted of precast concrete planks. It is not known why there was a need to replace this
structure by 1962, just 8 years after completion.
In 1962, Pierce County once again commissioned a bridge to span the Puyallup River in this location.
This time, the bridge was constructed using a new technology, a post-tensioned, precast, concrete box
culvert. See Exhibit 3. The bridge consists of one main span (200 LF) and five (5) approach spans. The
total length of the crossing is 472 LF. The 2012 Average Daily Trips (ADT) on the existing span is 9,733
vehicles per day and the future (2032) ADT is anticipated to be 23,927. The deck width is 26 feet wide
and is considered functionally obsolete (FO) as well as structurally deficient (SD). The current lane
configuration is two, 12 foot lanes with 1 foot shoulders. There is a sidewalk on one side only and does
not meet current ADA requirements.
During the current bridge’s lifetime, it has had some repairs performed on it by Pierce County to repair
critical issues. These include the following:
•

•

Deck Rehabilitation Repair, 2004, $1,000,000. Replace portions of the failing bridge driving
surface on the south side. This work was performed even though the bridge would be handed
off to Puyallup at the end of construction. It should be noted that the funding secured for this
project was likely in 2002, two years prior to the annexation process began. See Exhibit 4.
Seismic Upgrade, 1999, $750,000. Install seismic upgrades to the structure to meet potential
seismic occurrences. Please note, these repairs were installed prior to the 2001 Nisqually
earthquake. See Exhibit 5.
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•
•
•
•

Scour Repair, 1993, $150,000. Portions of the in-water piers were prone to scouring. This repair
addressed the issue and is still in place today. See Exhibit 6.
Guardrail Replacement, 1987, $75,000. This repair added impact resistant guardrail to the
project which meets current FHWA regulations. See Exhibit 7.
Handrail Repair, 1986, $45,000. This repaired the handrail on the bridge with one that would
meet collision impact requirements of the FHWA. See Exhibit 8.
Repair Benston Drive Pavement Failure, 1984 (estimated date), $(unkown). Repair a section of
the ‘off ramp’ from the bridge to Benston Drive that had failed.

The total money expended on the bridge for repairs alone equals approximately $2,000,000. These
costs do not include the County’s costs to perform the bi-annual FHWA required inspections.
BRIDGE RATING
INSPECTIONS
On December 15, 1967, as holiday rush hour traffic streamed across the Silver Bridge between Ohio and
West Virginia, it collapsed and sent 46 people tumbling to their deaths in the freezing Ohio River. This
tragic loss of so many lives focused national attention on the condition of the nation’s bridges. In
response to that tragedy, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued the National Bridge
Inspection Standards (NBIS).

Collapsed Silver Bridge, Approach Span

Collapsed Silver Bridge, in-river span section

The NBIS, published April 27, 1971, established a program for regular comprehensive inspection of all
federal highway system bridges. Minimum qualifications were set forth for bridge inspectors, specific
types and frequencies for bridge inspection were established, and the reporting of certain standard
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information about each bridge was required. In 1978, these requirements were extended to all public
bridges carrying vehicular traffic.
A national bridge inspection program has been in place ever since, and state and local agencies have
performed bridge inspection in accordance with these guidelines.
Both Pierce County as well as the City of Puyallup have been inspecting the Milwaukee Bridge according
to the requirements set forth by the FHWA and the NBIS. In the City’s files, there are historical
inspection reports of the bridge dating back to 1975. Though the items reported have changed over
time, these reports can still give the reader a glimpse of the state of the structure. In 1995, the
reporting method switched to one that would give a numerical number to better illustrate the overall
condition, or health, of the bridge. This was called a Sufficiency Rating (SR) and it went from 100 (best)
to 0 (worst/failure). This rating also allowed the system to indicate when a structure becomes
Functionally Obsolete (FO) or Structurally Deficient (SD).
Functional obsolescence occurs when a bridge does not meet current standards for such geometric
parameters such as lane width, sidewalk width, guardrail, handrail, speed, clearance (over or under the
structure), deck geometry, and alignment adequacy.
Structural deficiency can occur when a bridge does not meet current operating load requirements; it has
superstructure condition deficiencies, or sub-structure condition deficiencies.
The existing Milwaukee Bridge has a sufficiency rating of 15.32, it is Structurally Deficient (SD), and is
considered Functionally Obsolete (FO). The FO state is driven by the adequacy of the guardrail system,
width of shoulders, sidewalk width, as well as the handrail system. None of these currently meets
FHWA standards. The SD state is more complicated. However, the primary driving forces are the
rating of the superstructure and the load restriction on the bridge.
What would cause closure? Closure of a bridge usually is not limited to one specific item. The bridge is
a system of parts. With the various parts being inspected, each one is rated on different requirements
and parameters. These different ratings come together in the Sufficiency Rating. For Milwaukee, the
likely areas that may prompt closure of the bridge in the future would be the superstructure rating and
the structural adequacy.
The structural adequacy is an internal number generated by the WSDOT’s bridge inspection software.
Currently, the structural adequacy is rated a 3 and could only be rated lower to a “2” or “0”. Any change
to this would come from future load ratings and how they relate to a table of ratings in the software
system. When the load rating decreases, the structural adequacy would also decrease.
The superstructure rating is probably the most critical factor to determine future closure of the bridge.
As it stands currently, the bridge is rated a “4”, which is considered “Poor Condition”. Typical of this
condition are advanced deficiencies such as section loss, deterioration, cracking, spalling, and scour.
The bridge could be rated downward to the following levels:
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•

•

•

3. Serious condition. Loss of section, deterioration, spalling, or scour have seriously affected
primary structural components. Local failures are possible. Fatigue cracks in steel or shear
cracks in concrete may be present.
2. Critical condition. Advanced deterioration of primary structural elements. Fatigue cracks in
steel or shear cracks in concrete may be present or scour may have removed substructure
support. Unless closely monitored, it may be necessary to close the bridge until corrective
action is taken.
1. Imminent failure condition. Major deterioration or section loss present in critical structural
components or obvious vertical or horizontal movement affecting structure stability. Bridge is
closed to traffic but corrective action may put it back in light service.

The catch with each of these ratings is, they don’t specifically state, “the bridge shall be closed” nor do
they dictate when it would be closed. Any decrease to this superstructure rating would reduce the
overall sufficiency rating to less than it already is. It may take it to a 10, 5, or below, but the number
doesn’t dictate closure. It is the knowledge of the Bridge Inspector, the City Bridge Program Manager,
the City Engineer, and the Public Works Director working with the WSDOT Local Programs Bridge
Engineer to determine the best course of action. Closure will be based on engineering judgment and
experience as well as the information and resources available to them. This would include the bridge’s
sufficiency rating.
SUFFICIENCY RATING TIMELINE
The following chart will give an idea of the condition of the bridge from the first documented sufficiency
rating in 1998 to today’s current rating in 2012. It should be noted, after the bridge was posted for
reduced loading in 2008, and due to the concern for the bridge state, the inspection frequency was
changed from bi-annual to annual inspections. The change from the bi-annual to an increase in the
annual inspection was to ensure the new found cracks on the structure were not propagating (growing).
Once the City’s inspection consultant determined the cracks had not grown, the inspections were
reverted back to the minimum level. Also of note, at the time of transfer of ownership from Pierce
County in 2005, the sufficiency rating for the bridge was 46.6. The bridge was also structurally deficient
(SD) at the time of transfer to the City. That rating is NOT alarming for a bridge that is 52 years old. If
you think of the 0 to 100 rating system as equivalent to the expected lifespan of a structure of (up to)
100 years, it would put the structure at ‘mid-life’. However, as one will see in the timeline, something
occurred between the April 2007 inspection and the October 2009 inspections. At this time, the
sufficiency rating went from 46.6 down to 18.47. What that ‘something’ was is anyone’s guess. A likely
culprit could be an oversized or overloaded truck going over a bridge not designed to handle loads of
that nature. Even that is speculative. One has to recall, in 2008, the bridge had a load rating performed
on it and it was subsequently posted for reduced loading. It was also during this time the bridge
experienced its greatest amount of traffic, 11,800 vehicles per day. A fair assumption would also include
600 (+/-) trucks per day in that total based on a 5% truck rate.
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Photo Showing Load Restriction Sign on the Bridge

Legal loads for this structure are:
Legal Load
•
•
•

Top truck
25 tons
Middle truck and trailer
44 tons
Lower truck and double trailer 54 tons

Posted Load
25 tons (Loads for this truck size are all legal)
32 tons
(12 tons under legal loads limit)
33 tons
(22 tons under legal loads limit)

The timeline for the Sufficiency Rating 1998 to 2012 is:

Milwaukee Bridge Superstructure Rating Timeline
Date

Inspetion
Superstructure
Agency/Consultant
Rating

Sufficency
Rating

6/13/2012
1/13/12

Sargent

4

15.32

Sargent

4

15.32

10/5/11

Sargent

4

15.32

7/28/11

Sargent

4

15.32

11/8/10

Pierce County

4

15.32

9/7/10

Sargent

4

15.32

2/2/10

Parametrix reviews and confirms load rating on
structure.

1/14/10

Sargent

4

15.32

12/23/09

Sargent

4

15.32

10/20/09

Sargent

4

18.47

12/30/08

Bridge posted for reduced loads

4/2/07

WSDOT

6

49.84

11/29/05

Sargent

6

46.6
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Bridge ownership transfer occurs January 1, 2005
9/11/02
2/28/01

Pierce County

6

46.7

Post Nisqually earthquake inspection - no
deficiencies noted other than hairline cracks.

7/27/99

Pierce County

NA

NA

2/3/98

Pierce County

6

NA

Copies of the most recent Bridge Inspection and Inventory Reports are attached as Exhibit 9. This will
give the reader an idea of the type of data collected on the structure (WSDOT WSBIS Inventory Report)
as well as what is expected to be addressed during an actual inspection (Bridge Inspection Report).
Some of the typical photos of the bridge’s deficiency are shown in the following photos:

Crack 1 at Pier 2.

Crack 2 at Pier 2.

Cracks develop in bridges through cyclic loading caused by trucks and vehicles. One can make an
analogy as to how cracks develop to the way one would bend a paperclip. One bend of a paperclip will
deform it. Repetitive bends on that clip will eventually break it. Prior to breaking a paperclip, cracks do
develop, though they are not often visible to the naked eye. During initial bending, cracks will open and
re-close. At the end of bending, prior to ultimate failure, the cracks will stay open.
Similarly, this same action occurs in a bridge. Concrete, by its nature, will crack. It is brittle and works
best under compression loads (pushing together), not tensile loading (pulling apart). In order to
withstand tension loading, reinforcing steel is added. When loads go from compression to tension and
back, it is called cyclic loading. Under cyclic loading, it is not uncommon for a bridge to have hairline
cracks that, under large truck loads, open and then re-close. However, once a crack opens and remains
that way, like the ones shown above, it is evidence of a major defect. It allows further propagation of
the crack over time as well as letting water into the crack. In concrete, cracks like these serve as a
warning of impending failure. It should be noted, a concrete bridge also has reinforcing steel in it. This
reinforcing prevents the concrete from failing catastrophically. In essence, the concrete will fail (crack)
and now the loads it carries will transfer to the steel reinforcing. Steel fails through repetitive ductile
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bending. Back to the paperclip – if one bends a paperclip – it would be unlikely it would break on the
first bend. That is ductile bending or ductility.

Steel Column Exhibiting Plastic Deformation

Concrete Beam Exhibiting Crushing Failure in Top of Beam.

Concrete Beam Exhibiting Tensile Cracking

Concrete Beam with Steel Reinforcing

The paperclip, like the bridge, will not fail abruptly! Once the loads begin to transfer to the steel, it will
begin to fail slowly (ductile) rather than brittle failure.
The pictures above illustrate some of the engineering principles this section tries to explain. They are, in
fact, much more complicated. The purpose of this discussion is to simplify and describe the principles of
failure that are evident in the Milwaukee Bridge.
BRIDGE ADT (AVERAGE DAILY TRIPS)
The Milwaukee Bridge has regularly been studied for the ADT (Average Daily Trips) on it. The ADT
counts have been taken 6 times in the past 16 years. Of note, the average yearly increase in ADT for the
bridge is 3.1%, which equates to approximately 155 additional trips per year. Conversely, per the City’s
2010 Comprehensive Plan, which was developed in 2004, the anticipated ADT growth in the area is
2.1%. It is not known why there is a difference between the model and the actual ADT counts.
However, staff feels the study rate is too conservative to predict actual traffic in the area since there has
not been a single actual ADT count that has been that low. It would be prudent though, to utilize the
actual growth experienced over the past 20 years. The 20 year growth rate is 4.6%. As shown in the
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table below, this would make the 20 year predicted ADT on the bridge structure to be 23,927 in 2032!
One can also see the growth factors previously utilized in predicting future ADT. They are all greater
than the models predicted growth factor, except for one year, and this would also justify the increase of
the growth factor for determining future growth.
ADT Table 1992-2012
Year

1992
1996
1997
2002
20081
2012
1

Actual ADT

5,075
5,780
6,400
7,150
10,080
9,733

Actual %
increase

Growth
Factor

Estm
Growth
Period

Future Estm
ADT

% Trucks

NA
13.9%
12.5%
11.7%
40.9%
-3.4%

3.3%
3.2%
2.4%
3.1%
0.8%
4.6%

23
19
20
21
21
20

8,955
9,240
9,510
11,800
11,800
23,927

5% trucks2
5% trucks2
5% trucks2
5% trucks2
5% trucks2
7.6% trucks

(from previous
year)

This is the same year the bridge was posted for restricted loads and is also the same period that the bridge occurred the reduced sufficiency

rating.
2

The rating does not reflect actual truck percentages. This is an estimate. However, for the year 2012, the number reflects actual trucks

crossing the bridge.

If the bridge were to be permanently closed (today), approximately 60% of the vehicles would go onto
Meridian and 2nd Street Corridors, 25% would detour to Valley Avenue, and the remaining would take
other local routes. Currently, both Meridian and 2nd Street are rated as a Level of Service (LOS) E service
level.
Levels of Service (LOS) are designated A through F. Level A represents unimpeded flow, which is
ideal, but only possible when the volume of traffic is small. Level F represents a highly impeded,
packed condition. Generally, level E will have the maximum flow rate (i.e., capacity).
During evening peak periods, there may not be enough capacity along Meridian/2nd Street corridors and
the traffic cannot be detoured onto those roads. Assuming 60% of Milwaukee bridge traffic detours
onto Meridian/2nd Street corridors, all the signalized intersections along these corridors between Valley
Avenue and Pioneer Avenue would significantly deteriorate to either Level of Service (LOS) E or F. Some
of these intersections already operate at LOS E. This would place both of these roads at a level of
failure. This does not account for the additional impact these vehicles would have on the road wearing
surface itself.
Currently, the condition of Meridian and 2nd are rated around 45, on a 0 to 100 scale. They both have
approximately 15 years left before they need to be re-surfaced. This is generally the condition of the
wearing surface, however, there are sections on both roads that are rated much lower. Per the City’s
Street Supervisor, putting an immediate 6,000 vehicles per day on those roads will likely shave off only a
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few years. However, the impacts of trucks, especially at intersections, will increase the number of
distresses not normally seen on these roads currently. These distresses include (alligator) cracking,
raveling, and rutting.

Asphalt Rutting

(Alligator) Cracking on Asphalt

Rutting in Asphalt

Conversely, if the roads were to experience the 20 year, future ADT, of nearly 30,000 vehicles per day,
this would severely impact the state of the roads themselves. With extreme impacts like that, when a
road is already at or beyond capacity, it will require thicker mats of asphalt to be installed beyond
current City standards. The increase of the wearing and base courses on the roads increases the
material and installation costs accordingly.
DESIGN STANDARDS
As noted previously, the existing structure over the Puyallup River was built in 1962. At that time, the
design requirement for bridges was the H-20 loading method. In order to get to that point, one must
look at how bridges have been designed from the beginning, up to 1962 as well as how it has evolved to
today’s requirements.
•
•
•

•

•
•

1912 – American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) published design standard of 80 pounds per
square foot as a maximum load.
1914 – Engineering News publishes design loading should be equal to a typical heavy wagon or
road-roller. This would be equal to 20 tons.
1916 – Bridge Engineering discusses source of distributed loads. It was determined that a crowd
of people (80 pounds per square foot) weigh more than a Herd of Cattle (60 pounds per square
foot). This is due to the fact you can concentrate more people in an area than you can cattle…
1923 – AREA (acronym unknown) specification uses a 20 ton vehicle with 14’ spaced axles. It
also allows for a train of three vehicles to equal a uniform loading of 800 pounds per square foot
as a maximum load.
1924 – AREA specification combines both the vehicle load of 20 tons and uniform loading.
1924 to 1941 – Various specifications come out combining concentrated and uniform loads to
determine the maximum loading on a bridge.
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•

1940’s through the early 1960’s. The H-20 loading now comes into codes for use as appropriate
bridge loading. (H =Highway, 20 = 20 Tons). This is the typical loading that was used to
determine the design of the Milwaukee Bridge:

Total loading of an H-20 truck is 20 tons (40,000 pounds) distributed as 32,000 pounds on the
rear axle and 8,000 on the front axle. Prior to the construction of the Milwaukee Bridge, there
was discussion by AASHTO to increase the design truck since it did not reflect the appropriate or
actual weight of trucks travelling on the nation’s roads. Another reason for the push back – it
would create wasteful obsolescence of the nation’s bridges. In other words, the new, heavier
design standard, shown below,

(Total loading of an HS-20 truck is two, 32,000 pound axles, and one, 8,000 pound axle for a total load of
72,000 pounds.)

would make most, if not all, existing bridges unable to meet the new design standard. This is
the case of Milwaukee Bridge. It was designed during changes to the design code. Since a
heavier design truck (aka load) would ultimately increase the size of bridge members, it would
also increase the cost to construct the bridge.
•

•

Late 1960’s (after Milwaukee is constructed) design parameters begin to change to require
heavier truck loading (HS-25) for designing bridges. Some states adopt changes prior to any
federal mandate to do so.
1979 – HS-25 loading becomes the standard for bridge design. (H = Highway, S = Semi, 25 = 25
tons. The 25 also indicates a 20% increase over the H-20 truck type).
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•
•
•
•

1980’s – Again, it is determined that the old methods don’t accurately predict how truck
loadings are represented. There is a quest to find a new, more accurate method to design.
1993 – HL-93 load factored design comes into being with a required federal implementation
date of 2007. (H = Highway, L = Loading, 93 = the year, 1993).
2007 – HL-93 and load factored design is now the current practice for design vehicles on a
bridge to determine loading.
Future – it will likely change again even though the current loading is the ‘best and most
accurate’ thus far. How our mode(s) of transportation change will likely dictate and direct those
efforts.

As can be seen from the timeline, the design of the Milwaukee Bridge was designed and constructed
during a time of great change concerning the design of bridges. For several decades, it was felt a smaller
truck was sufficient to determine the loads a bridge would encounter during its lifetime. For most of its
life, Milwaukee Bridge likely saw only those smaller loads. As the State, County, and City population
grew, so did the transfer of goods. It was once uncommon to see large truck and trailer rigs anywhere
except the highway and their central distribution centers where they would transfer to smaller, local
haulers. This also equated to smaller, two axle trucks or ‘local delivery vans’.
ANNEXATION
The annexation of the Milwaukee Bridge occurred as part of the annexation of the Neely parcel. On
February 29, 2004, the Washington Supreme Court reversed its previous decision on the Grant County
Fire Protection District No. 5 v City of Moses Lake. This reversal affirmed the constitutionality and
legality of the assessed valuation petition method of annexation as described in RCW 35A.14.120. The
Neely Annexation Area was processed under the assessed valuation method of annexation.
On July 7, 2003, the City Council passed a resolution No. 1801 authorizing circulation of annexation
petitions in the Neely Annexation Area. As per the policy, since more than sixty percent of the
ownership returned petitions in favor of annexation, it was officially certified on June 22, 2004. It
should be noted there was only one (1) parcel involved in this process which met the 60% requirement.
On December 6, 2004, the City Council passed, and the Mayor signed the annexation under Ordinance
No. 2811, effective January 1, 2005. Part of this Ordinance changed the zoning to RM-10, allowed the
property to be subject to all development regulations in effect at the time of annexation, and allowed
for assessment and taxing based on other property within the City limits. The agreement can be viewed
in Exhibit 10.
CONCLUSION
Milwaukee Bridge is not a healthy bridge. Something happened to it that cannot be explained and
caused it to dramatically lose its sufficiency rating between inspections. At this point, it can never be
pinpointed and may be attributable to so many factors that it wouldn’t be worthwhile to find the root
cause. In any event, the change occurred well after the transition from the County to the City. The net
result is the City owns a failing bridge. It has an estimated lifespan before complete closure to
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pedestrian and vehicle traffic of 10 years (+/-), similar to what occurred to the recently reopened
Murray Morgan Bridge in Tacoma. Note, this closure estimate is based on conversations with our bridge
inspection consultant, Sargent Engineers, Inc., a sub-consultant of Gray and Osborne, Inc.
The structure has served the City well, it was fortunate enough to be retrofitted with seismic upgrades
just one year before the Nisqually Earthquake in 2001. It has seen unprecedented traffic growth by over
91%. This increase occurred in only 20 years. It was only expected to increase 3% in this time span.
FUNDING
The City has an opportunity to take advantage of an 80% cost share, up to $10,000,000 grant from the
FHWA. This comes at a time of historically low construction prices, but also historically low tax revenue
for the City. Like with the FHWA grant, Public Works is expected to apply for additional funds to
alleviate the burden on the City for matching funds for the BRAC grant. The match for money can come
from staff wages, potential utility grant to relocate utilities on the structure, and stormwater and water
utility funding for those particular utilities related to the bridge construction. Though these combined
sources would only make a small dent in the $2.58 million the City would be responsible for, it all helps.
Lastly, there is also the potential to apply for the Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) grant through
the state. This grant can be applied for in June, with award in November 2013. With recent revisions to
TIB’s scoring methods, this project would likely score high, particularly if coupled with the $10,000,000
of BRAC funding. There is a potential that the entirety of the City’s match could be offset with this grant,
with the exception of the first years’ match. The City would need to proceed as planned on first year
design with already budgeted Tier II funds from 2012 (approximately $260,000).
Other sources of funding, such as STP or CMAQ, while possibly increasing the total amount of funding
available, do not help with matching funds for the BRAC grant since federal funds are not allowed to be
used as matching funds for other federal funds.
FUNDING BREAKDOWN OF (Anticipated) CITY COSTS BY YEAR
Year
2013
2014
2015

2016

Description of
Task
Initial Engineering
Design
Final Engineering
Design
Right-of-Way
Acquisition
Construction Start
Construction
Engineering
Construction
Continued
Construction
Engineering

Anticipated Costs

20% City Match

Total Cost for City

$1,300,000

$260,000

$260,0001

$800,00

$176,000

$176,000

$4,560,000

$928,000

$928,000

$2,960,000

$608,000

$608,000
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2017

1

Construction Start
Construction
Engineering

$2,960,000

$608,000

$608,000

$12,580,000

$2,580,000

$2,580,000

This amount is anticipated to be set aside for 2013 from the already budgeted 2012 Tier II funds.

Notes:
•
•
•
•
•

All tasks broken into logical time lengths so as to not over-impact any one year.
A WSDOT Presecribed inflation factor is broken out over the entire length of the project. (5%)
All prices and costs taken from the estimate prepared by Sargent Engineering
Grant is 80% of cost up to a MAXIMUM of $10,000,000. City of Puyallup was awarded the
maximum amount.
Costs to relocate waterline and storm on existing structure may be offset by those specific
utilities and is not reflected in this table.
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