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Abstract: Implementation of Structural Health Monitoring systems on long-span bridges has become
mandatory in many countries to ascertain the safety of these structures and the public, taking
into account an increase in usage and threats due to extreme loading conditions. However, the
successful delivery of such a system is facing many challenges including the failure to extract damage
and reliability information from monitoring data to assist bridge operators with their maintenance
planning and activities. Supported by the European Space Agency under the Integrated Applications
Promotion scheme, the project ‘GNSS and Earth Observation for Structural Health Monitoring of
Long-span Bridges’ or GeoSHM aims to address some of these shortcomings (GNSS stands for
Global Navigation Satellite System). In this paper, the background of the GeoSHM project as well as
the GeoSHM sensor system on the Forth Road Bridge (FRB) in Scotland will be briefly described.
The bridge response and wind data collected over a two-year period from 15 October 2015 to 15
October 2017 will be analysed to demonstrate the high susceptibility of the bridge to wind loads.
Close examination of the data associated with an extreme wind event in 2018—Storm Ali—will be
conducted to reveal the relationship between the wind speed and some monitored parameters such
as the bridge response and modal frequencies.
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1. Introduction

As marvels of civil engineering, long-span bridges are attractive not only due to their aesthetic
appearance, but also due to their critical roles in regional cooperation and economic and social
development. Undoubtedly, better understanding of loading and improved codes of practice bring
about stronger and safer bridges. However, extreme loading conditions such as large temperature
fluctuations and tropical storms are becoming more severe and occur more frequently due to climate
change, which increases the threat to long-span bridges. More importantly, wind engineers have
realised the significance of non-synoptic wind events, which have not been properly featured in wind
loading codes. Coupled with an increase in usage and demand, these accelerate the ageing process
and deterioration of structural elements. Lack of monitoring, maintenance, and proper warning can
lead to large financial losses, catastrophic failures, and, in some cases, heavy casualties as can be seen
in the collapse of the Seongsu Bridge (Seoul, 1998) [1] or the catastrophic failure of the I-35W highway
bridge (Minnesota, 2007) [2]. More recently, in 2018, a 210-m section of the Morandi Bridge in Genoa
collapsed and claimed the lives of 43 people [3]. Early in October 2019, 4 people were killed while the
other 12 were injured after a failure of the Nanfang’ao Bridge. This was a 20-year-old steel single-arch
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bridge in Taiwan and its failure raises questions about the quality of previous maintenance work [4].
In addition, due to corrosion and poor maintenance, the Hammersmith Bridge was forcedly closed
early in 2019 for repair with a bill of up to £120 million [5]. Nowadays, in some countries including
Japan and China, the installation of Structural Health Monitoring (SHM) systems on long-span bridges
has become mandatory to improve their safety.

Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS), especially the Global Positioning System (GPS)
technology, has been beneficial for SHM of large-scale civil engineering structures such as tall buildings,
bridges, and dams [6–8]. Thanks to the continuous development of hardware, data processing
algorithms, and software, GNSS has shown unique advantages in bridge monitoring and been actively
deployed to monitor deformation of medium-span and long-span bridges [9–15]. Compared to
the traditional geotechnical and geodetic techniques such accelerometers or total stations, GNSS
can provide continuous, all-weather, and automated displacement measurement relative to a fixed
frame of reference independent of structures. Such absolute displacement measurement facilitates
the understanding of both static and dynamic behaviour of bridges. Extensive studies have been
carried out to address technical limitations of GNSS in structural deformation monitoring such
as influences of the GPS satellite and pseudolite geometry [16], pervasive existence of dynamic
multipath [17–19], low sampling rate in measuring dynamic responses [20], and communication
stability in Real-Time-Kinematic-GPS (RTK-GPS) positioning [21]. These advances greatly benefit the
application of GNSS in research and understanding of seismic response and wind-induced response of
structures [21–23].

Using the RTK technique, GNSS is capable of measuring displacements at an accuracy of 10 mm
and identify vibrational frequencies of up to 1 Hz at the sampling rate of 10 to 20 Hz [24]. In the
application of real-time bridge deformation monitoring, such low sampling rates restrict the capability
of GNSS in detecting small dynamic responses at high vibrational frequencies, particularly for the
case of short-span or medium-span bridges. The integration of a dual frequency GNSS receiver
and a tri-axial accelerometer has been researched and realised as a viable solution to overcome this
disadvantage [24–26]. The authors in Reference [24] used such a combination to measure sub-centimetric
displacement and up to 5Hz modal frequencies of a short-span pedestrian bridge. Furthermore, Meng
et al. in Reference [27] developed an algorithm to combine GNSS and accelerometer measurement to
extract up to 10 Hz vibrational frequencies of the Wilford Suspension Bridge (Nottingham, UK). In
Reference [28], using an SHM system consisting of GNSS receivers, accelerometers, and anemometers,
Han et al. were able to estimate up to 5 Hz modal frequencies of the Erqi Yangtze River Bridge (Wuhan,
China) as well as monitor the bridge behaviour during a typhoon. GNSS receivers have been an
integral part for the SHM systems of some noteworthy long-span bridges in the world including
the Tsing Ma Bridge [29], the Akashi Kaikyo Bridge [30], the Great Belt Bridge [31], and the Sutong
Bridge [32].

Together with GNSS, the rapid advance in other sensing and communication technologies such
as microelectromechanical-system sensors, wireless sensor networks, and fibre optic sensors have
benefitted the development of SHM for long-span bridges. However, the characteristics of this kind
of structure have posed many challenges to the successful delivery of a continuous and real-time
SHM framework. As with other large-scale civil engineering infrastructure, effective SHM systems
on long-span bridges rely on dense sensor systems. On one hand, such systems give engineers an
opportunity to monitor different parameters and obtain better insight into bridge behaviour. On the
other hand, such systems generate a huge amount of data, which impinges upon the effectiveness
of data analysis, interpretation, and storage. In addition, the use of dense sensor systems can be
inefficient since the configuration of sensor systems might not be appropriate to detect the damage
that is mostly likely to occur on a structure [33]. More importantly, due to the lack of a comprehensive
definition of damage on long-span bridges, the sensitivity of monitored parameters to damage is
questionable and the establishment of thresholds and baselines for the safety and serviceability of
bridges is unreliable in most cases. This issue is exacerbated by the presence of outliers in the data
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due to technical issues with sensors and errors during data processing and storage [34]. In addition,
some monitored parameters are highly sensitive to environmental and operational conditions, which
can mask the changes caused by damage [35,36]. Moreover, the key question remains of whether the
SHM system of long-span bridges can be optimised to detect localised damage using global monitored
parameters such as displacement and modal frequencies of low-order vibration modes [37].

Motivated by the potential and challenges of GNSS for real-time monitoring of long-span bridges,
the project “GNSS and Earth Observation for Structural Health Monitoring of Long-span Bridges” or
GeoSHM was launched with the support of the European Space Agency in 2013. Led by the University
of Nottingham, the Feasibility Study (FS) was conducted from August 2013 to March 2015 with a
small sensor system featuring GNSS and state-of-the-art Earth Observation (EO) technologies used to
monitor the Forth Road Bridge (FRB) in Scotland (Figure 1a). Outcomes of this study confirmed it is
economically and technically viable to use GNSS and EO to monitor the performance of the FRB.

Figure 1. (a) The Forth Road Bridge (Edinburgh, UK) (Stuart Halliday/CC-BY-3.0), (b) the Wuhu
Yangtze Bridge (Wuhu, China) (Glabb/CC-BY-SA-3.0), and (c) the Ningbo Zhaobaosang Bridge (Ningbo,
China).

Following the success of the one-and-a-half-year FS, the project was extended to the demonstration
stage in March 2016 and was completed in April 2019. Together with the FRB, two other bridges on the
Yangtze River in China were selected as test structures: Wuhu Yangtze Bridge and Ningbo Zhaobaosang
Bridge (Figure 1b,c, respectively). One aim of the demonstration stage is to develop a global SHM
sensor system where GNSS is primarily used to measure bridge response and is complemented by
other sensors such as accelerometers, inclinometers, anemometers, and weather stations. The EO
technology is utilised to measure subsidence of the bridge surroundings and offers insights into the
stability of the structures. The second aim is to develop the innovate GeoSHM data strategy to evaluate
the structural health status and aid engineers in operating and managing the bridges.

Using the data of the FRB collected during the GeoSHM Demonstration Project, the paper reports
on the analysis of some monitoring parameters derived from a GNSS measurement in relation to
extreme wind effects. The GeoSHM project was briefly introduced in Section 1 together with a literature
review of SHM of long-span bridges focusing on GNSS technology and data analysis challenges. In
Section 2, the background of the FRB and the GeoSHM sensor system will be described. The wind
vulnerability of the FRB will be analysed in Section 3 using the data collected from 15 October 2017 to
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15 October 2019. Data associated with an extreme wind event in 2018—Storm Ali—will be analysed in
detail and reported on in Section 4.

2. GeoSHM on the Forth Road Bridge

2.1. Overview of the Forth Road Bridge

Before the opening of the Queensferry Crossing in August 2017, the FRB was the major road
bridge across the Firth of Forth, which links Edinburgh to Northern Scotland. When opened in 1964,
this 2.5-km long bridge was the fourth longest suspension bridge in the world and the longest outside
the United States of America. The 1006-m long span of the FRB is suspended from two main cables
aerially spun between two 150-m high main towers. Each side span is 408 m in length. The suspended
structure is made of steel trusses and features three longitudinal air gaps, with one between each
footway and carriageway, and one between the two carriage ways. This perforated structure gives the
FRB a strong aerodynamic stability.

The main span and two side spans were connected to the main towers by pairs of truss end links,
which were among the critical elements of the FRB. In December 2015, a fracture on one of the North
East truss end links connecting the main span to the North tower was detected (Figure 2). This was
followed by further inspection and an approximately one-month closure of the bridge to carry out a
temporary fix. Later, in February 2016, the FRB was re-opened to all traffic. A plan to prevent similar
failures in the future was developed and was implemented in March 2017. Currently, all the truss end
links of the main span have been replaced by truss end bearings.

Figure 2. Fractured North East truss end link (www.civilengineer.com).

On account of the steel trusses and three longitudinal air gaps, the FRB is not prone to
vortex-induced vibration or flutter but is prone to buffeting due to turbulent wind, especially in
the along-wind direction. On some occasions, particularly during windstorms, large response and
high threat due to strong wind gusts to vehicles and the public led to the closure of the FRB. This will
be discussed further in Section 3.

2.2. GeoSHM Sensor System on the Forth Road Bridge

Figure 3 describes the current status of the GeoSHM sensor system installed on the FRB. The
response of the main-span is measured by three pairs of GNSS receivers. One is installed at the
mid-span while the other two are installed at the navigational points (i.e., at the quarter-span points).

www.civilengineer.com
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Four of them are Leica GR10 GNSS receivers and the others are the integrated receivers developed
within the GeoSHM project. The integrated receiver includes a GNSS antenna, a GNSS receiver board,
and a tri-axial accelerometer inside a compact housing. There are two other Leica GNSS receivers
located at the top of the North-East and South-West tower legs to monitor deformation of the main
tower. A reference station is installed on the roof of the FRB control building. In the RTK mode, the
horizontal and vertical accuracy of the GNSS receivers are 10 mm and 20 mm, respectively. In addition,
the wind measurement is facilitated by using three Gill WindMaster 3D sonic anemometers placed at
the mid-span and at the top of the two main towers. Other environmental conditions are determined
by the Gill MetPak meteorological station installed at the mid span. The other key component of the
GeoSHM sensor system is the EO technology. Collecting interferometric synthetic-aperture radar
(InSAR) images from Sentinel-1 satellites, this technology provides remote and long-term subsidence
measurement of the bridge site and its surrounding areas. Further details of the GeoSHM sensor
system can be found in Reference [15].

Figure 3. (a) GeoSHM sensor system and (b) the coordinate system of the FRB.

The overview of the GeoSHM system architecture is summarised in Figure 4. Data of the GeoSHM
sensor system is collected at predefined sampling frequencies and transferred to the main GeoSHM
server located at the University of Nottingham for processing and storage by using a combination
of optical fibres, a wireless network, and the Internet. According to the GeoSHM Data Strategy, all
sensor data are divided into 10-min records and 10-min summary statistics of bridge response, loading
and modal frequencies are calculated. The 10-min averaging interval was selected according to the
World-Meteorological-Organisation standard so that the nature of wind such as background wind
speeds and fluctuation strength can be reasonably represented by the summary statistics [38]. These
summary statistics are assessed to establish the baseline performance as well as thresholds of the
normal behaviour of the FRB. They are important to assist with the further structural diagnosis.
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Figure 4. Overall GeoSHM system architecture showing the data flow between the sub-systems.

In this paper, the authors only consider selected wind and bridge performance data of the FRB
collected in the two-year period from 15/10/2017 to 15/10/2019. The wind measurement is obtained from
the sonic anemometer ANE3 installed at the mid-span, where 10-min mean and maximum 0.2-second
gust wind speeds can be evaluated together with average wind angles measured against the positive
x-axis of the bridge. The GNSS measurement is carried out using the RTK technique. From a pair of
the Leica receivers SHM2 and SHM3, the lateral (along the y-axis), heaving (along the z-axis), and
pitching (rotation around the x-axis) responses at the mid-span of the FRB are calculated. The 10-min
means and 10-min standard deviations are obtained and represent the mean and root-mean-squared
(RMS) displacement, respectively. If the former indicates the long-term or short-term quasi-static
deformation of the bridge, the latter describes the dynamic characteristics of the bridge response. This
is an important advantage of measuring displacement by GNSS compared to accelerations that both
the mean response and dynamic components can be determined. The Ibrahim Time Domain method is
then used to estimate the modal frequencies of the first lateral and heaving modes from the 10-min
records of bridge response data [39]. Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) time is used in this paper.
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3. Wind-Induced Effects on the Forth Road Bridge

Before the opening of the Queensferry Crossing on 30 August 2017, the FRB was the major road
transportation route spanning the Firth of Forth and carrying up 65,000 vehicles per day [40]. With
a high degree of flexibility, the FRB was highly susceptible to wind. The bridge performance of the
FRB was also sensitive to traffic and temperature, which was found noticeable in the vertical and
pitching responses, as discussed by Meng et al. in Reference [15]. Nowadays, the FRB is restricted to
public buses, cyclists, and pedestrians only, and wind load becomes the dominant factor governing the
bridge performance.

The wind roses in Figure 5 represent the distribution of the 10-min mean and maximum wind
speed against the wind direction measured at the FRB. Thanks to its geographical location and the
surrounding topography of the Firth of Forth, the FRB primarily experiences the wind between the
South-West and West directions with the maximum gust speed of more than 23 ms−1. Similar wind
strength is also found coming from the East but is much less frequent and less dispersed. Northerly
winds are very rare and have much lower strength. Figure 5 also indicates the dominance of the low
wind speed for the FRB where wind records with 10-min mean speeds less than 10 ms−1 are account
for nearly 90% of all data.

Figure 5. Wind roses of (a) the 10-min mean wind speed and (b) the maximum 0.2-second gust wind
speed. The x-axis of the bridge is aligned with the red lines.

The wind roses in Figures 6 and 7 illustrate the variation of the bridge response measured at the
mid-span of the FRB against the wind direction. Despite being the dominant wind, not all westerly
winds are accountable for large bridge response. As shown in Figure 6, the majority of South-West
winds cause very small mean lateral displacement. Strong wind from the directions that are normal to
the bridge axis tends to cause larger mean and RMS lateral and heaving displacements. Figures 8 and 9
describe the dependence of the lateral and heaving response on the normal component of the 10-min
mean wind speed. Separating the 10-min summary statistics by the wind directions, it is evident
that, compared to northerly and southerly winds, easterly and western winds cause larger normal
components of the mean wind speed and induce much larger bridge response in both the lateral and
heaving directions.
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Figure 6. Wind rose of the mean lateral response. The x-axis of the bridge is aligned with the red line.

Figure 7. Wind roses of (a) the RMS lateral response and (b) the RMS heaving response. The x-axis of
the bridge is aligned with the red lines.

Figure 8. Variability of the mean lateral response against the normal component of the 10-min mean
wind speed.
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Figure 9. Variability of (a) the RMS lateral response and (b) the RMS heaving response against the
normal component of the 10-min mean wind speed.

4. Reponses of the Forth Road Bridge during Extreme Wind Events

4.1. Extreme Windstorms

Some results presented in Section 3 showed the high susceptibility of the FRB to wind loads. Low
pressure systems are a very frequent weather feature in the windstorm season, which can cause a very
high risk of severe gale and rainfall to Scotland. During the GeoSHM project, there have been many
instances that the FRB experienced very strong windstorms, causing significant threats not only to
the bridge but also to the public and other infrastructure over significantly large areas. Table 1 lists
three named windstorms that affected the FRB during the GeoSHM project, together with the dates of
impact to the UK and Northern Ireland and maximum gusts recorded.
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Table 1. Named windstorms observed at the FRB during the GeoSHM project.

Storm Name Date of Impact Maximum Gust

Storm Elon 09 January 2015 113 mph
(measured at Stornoway)

Storm Gertrude 29 January 2016 76 mph
(measured at Inverbervie)

Storm Ali 19 September 2018 77 mph
(measured at Inverbervie)

With a recorded gust speed of approximately 120 mph, Storm Elon is one of the biggest windstorms
that have affected Western and Northern Europe. Just after midnight of 09 January 2015, Storm Elon
made an impact on the FRB. Analysing limited wind data provided by the bridge authority showed
that the maximum gust significantly increased during a 90-second period and reached the speed of
40.7 ms−1 (91 mph). The increase in the wind speed over such a short duration was similar to a step
excitation on the bridge. As a result of the excitation, the non-stationary response was observed on the
FRB. The mid-span was found to drift laterally to the East by 2 m, which was followed by a dynamic
response at the first lateral vibration mode with the maximum peak-to-peak amplitude of 3 m. Further
analysis of rainfall radar images revealed that the rapid increase in the wind speed was caused by a
gust front of sustained strong winds associated with squall lines travelling across the FRB. A detailed
discussion of this windstorm can be found in Reference [41]. During the storm, it was reported that a
van has been blown over by a large gust of wind while crossing the bridge at 00:36, which coincided
with the increase in the wind speed and bridge response (Figure 10). Incidents where vehicles were
blown over on the FRB were reported on at least two other occasions, which include the dates of 11
January 2017 and 14 March 2017. These events show the vulnerability of the FRB to wind hazards and
the risk to road users.

Figure 10. A van blown over on the FRB at 00:36 on 09 January 2015 (www.pressandjournal.co.uk).

4.2. Storm Ali

Being the first storm of the 2018/2019 storm season, Storm Ali brought along very strong wind
gusts measured at over 100 mph at exposed areas around the Tay Road Bridge (Scotland, UK). The
widespread occurrence of strong gales and heavy rainfall caused severe damage to buildings and
vehicles, extensive power outages, and travel disruption across the northwest of the UK. The storm
also claimed the lives of two individuals.

As Storm Ali progressed through the north of Scotland during the morning of 19 September
2018, the GeoSHM sensor system detected an extreme wind event and was able to monitor not only
the development of wind gusts around the FRB but also the variation of the bridge performance.
Figure 11a,b shows the 10-min mean and maximum wind speed respectively, in the period from 15
October 2017 to 15 October 2019. Highlighted by the red circles in the figures, the peak wind speed
values associated with Storm Ali occurred at 11:35 with the mean wind speed of 24 ms−1 and the peak

www.pressandjournal.co.uk
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0.2-second gust speed of 38 ms−1 being recorded at the mid-span of the FRB. Further analysis of the
one-hour wind record containing the peak gust speed showed that the 60-min mean wind speed was
20.4 ms−1. This yields a 60-min gust factor of 1.86. Based solely on the wind speeds, it is evident that
Storm Ali is the strongest windstorm observed in this period. At its peak gust speed, the average
direction of the 10-min wind record is 230◦ and the normal component of the 10-min mean wind
speed is 19.52 ms−1. Despite not being the highest value in the period (Figure 11c), the normal wind
speed measured during Storm Ali is still significantly larger than the 99% percentile value of 14.4 ms−1

estimated from the fitted Weibull distribution, which is shown in Figure 12. This indicates the low
likelihood and potentially high severity of this storm.

Figure 11. (a) The 10-min mean wind speed, (b) the maximum 0.2-second gust wind speed, and (c) the
normal component of the mean wind speed in the duration from 15/10/2017 to 15/10/2019. Storm Ali is
highlighted by the red circle.
Examining the variation of the lateral displacement at the mid-span against the normal component

of the mean wind speed (Figure 13) clearly shows the quadratic trends for all response quantities
indicated by the red dashed line as predicted by the quasi-steady theory [42]. As highlighted by the red
circles, the mean lateral displacement at the mid-span caused by the peak gust of Storm Ali agrees
well with the quasi-steady analysis while the RMS and maximum displacements slightly deviate from
the trend-lines.
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Figure 12. (a) The full and (b) close-up view of the cumulative distribution of the normal component
of the 10-min mean wind speed, compared against the fitted Weibull distribution (the distribution
parameters are A = 6.280, B = 1.838). The black line indicates the 99% percentile value of 14.4 ms−1.

Figure 13. Cont.
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Figure 13. Variation of (a) the mean, (b) RMS, and (c) maximum lateral displacement against the normal
component of the 10-min mean wind speed. The data points on 19 September 2018 are shown in green
while the ones associated with the peak wind speeds due to Storm Ali are highlighted by the red circles.

As shown in Figures 14 and 15, a close interrogation of the 10-min summary statistics of wind
speeds and bridge response revealed that the FRB was struck by the strong wind gust of Storm Ali at
10:30 on 19 September. Following a reasonably calm early morning with the mean wind speed slowly
varying around 8 ms−1, the wind increases in strength from 10:15 and after 30 min reaches the mean
wind speed of 19 ms−1 and the gust speed of 36 ms−1 at 10:55 (Figure 14). The wind speed slightly
reduces and then quickly rises again reaching a higher peak at 11:45. The 24 ms−1 mean wind speed
and the 38 ms−1 gust speed were measured. The occurrence of these two peaks of wind gusts coincide
with two peaks of the lateral displacement measured at the mid-span. The second response peak is
significantly larger than the first one (Figure 15). After that, the wind slowly reduces in strength toward
the end of the day. This results in a slow reduction in the mean, maximum, and RMS displacement,
which subside after 21:00. This marked an end to the threat of Storm Ali on the FRB.

Figure 14. 24-h variation of the 10-min mean and maximum wind speed on 19 September 2018. Data
points are joined for better clarification.
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Figure 15. 24-h record of (a) the mean and maximum lateral displacement and (b) the RMS lateral
displacement at the mid-span of the FRB on 19/09/2018. Data points are joined for better clarification.
The negative values of the mean and maximum response on the sub-figure (a) represent the movement
to the East of the mid-span (i.e., towards the negative y-axis indicated in Figure 3) due to the effect of
Westerly winds.

Focusing on the two peaks of wind gusts, Figure 16 shows the time history of wind speed recorded
from 09:00 to 14:00. The 1-min moving mean and maximum are included to highlight the variation of
the mean wind speed and gust speed, respectively. Figure 16 confirms that the wind steadily increases
in strength from 10:30 over a duration of 30 min. This causes the mid-span of the FRB to drift to the East,
reaching the first response peak at around 11:00 as shown in Figure 17. Afterward, just before 11:35, the
wind speed suddenly rises over a duration of 5 min. This induces a step excitation on the FRB, causing
the mid-span to suddenly move to the East as shown in time histories of bridge response (Figures 17
and 18). Indicated by the 1-min moving average, there is a step change in the background response,
which increases by 0.8 m in 5 min. This rapid change is followed by a large dynamic response in the
first lateral vibration mode with the maximum peak-to-peak amplitude of nearly 1.2 m (Figure 19).

Figure 16. Wind speed recorded at the mid-span of the FRB from 09:00 to 14:00 on 19 September 2018.
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Figure 17. Lateral displacement at the mid-span of the FRB from 09:00 to 14:00 on 19 September 2018.

Figure 18. Lateral displacement at the mid-span of the FRB from 11:15 to 12:15 on 19 September 2018.

Figure 19. Dynamic component of the lateral displacement at the mid-span of the FRB from 11:15 to
12:15 on 19 September 2018.

Estimated from the 10-min records of the lateral displacement by using the Ibrahim Time Domain
method, Figure 20 shows the modal frequencies of the first lateral vibration mode on 19 September. The
key feature in this figure is that the frequency value significantly drops by 15% from 0.0753 Hz to 0.0644
Hz at 10:35. This sudden drop coincides with the first increase in the wind speed, as found in Figures 14
and 16. After the drop, the modal frequency remains at a low value (around 0.067 Hz) and then slowly
restores at 21:00 as the effect of Storm Ali on the FRB subsides. A similar relationship between the
modal frequency and the wind speed is also observed in the early morning of 19 September before
Storm Ali made an impact on the FRB. Plotting the modal frequency against the normal component of
the mean wind speed (Figure 21) clearly shows a negative correlation between the two parameters
during the period from 15 October 2017 to 15 October 2019. For the wind speed value less than 5 ms−1,
the average modal frequency is approximately 0.0755 Hz. As the wind speed increases to more than
15 ms−1, the average modal frequency drops by 11% to approximately 0.0669 Hz. Investigating the
modal frequency of the first heaving mode (Figure 22) shows a similar relationship that the frequency
value reduces as the wind speed increases. It is important to note that the variation of the modal
frequencies as shown in this case indicates the susceptibility of not only the bridge response but also
the structural parameters of the FRB on wind loads. Understanding the dependence of the monitored
parameters on wind loads and other external factors is essential to generate a baseline performance of
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the bridge supporting the detection of structural changes or damages. Additionally, this knowledge
helps improve the structural design codes and contribute to the safety of future long-span bridges.

Figure 20. 24-h variation of the modal frequency of the first lateral model on 19 September 2018. Data
points are joined for better clarification.

Figure 21. Variation of the modal frequency of the first lateral mode against the normal component of
the 10-min mean wind speed. Data points of 19 September 2018 are highlighted in red.

Figure 22. Variation of the modal frequency of the first heaving mode against the normal component of
the 10-min mean wind speed. Data points of 19 September 2018 are highlighted in red.

5. Conclusions

Using the bridge response and wind speed data collected from the GeoSHM sensor system over a
two-year period (15 October 2017 to 15 October 2018), this paper has demonstrated the susceptibility
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of the FRB to wind loads. On 19 September 2018, an extreme wind event was alerted by the GeoSHM
system when the FRB was struck by Storm Ali. During the event, the strong gust from this storm
generated a step excitation on the FRB, which caused a large response at the first lateral vibration
mode with the maximum peak-to-peak amplitude of approximately 1.2 m. Not only the bridge
response but also the modal frequencies of the first lateral and heaving modes were found dependent
on the wind speed such that, as the wind speed increases, the frequency value decreases. For the
first lateral mode, an 11% reduction in the modal frequency was observed. The paper showed the
benefit of using the GeoSHM system to monitor the performance of the FRB during extreme wind
events, particularly the capability of the GNSS receivers to measure both the quasi-static and dynamic
responses of the bridge. Analysing the bridge response and wind data collected during such events can
help understand better the performance of the monitored structure under different loading conditions.
In addition, the knowledge derived from the data can enable further understanding of the nature of
wind and wind-structure interaction, and improve wind loading models that are currently used in
international and national design codes. This will contribute to enhancing the resilience of current
and future infrastructure in extreme wind events, which are becoming more frequent and severe with
climate change.
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