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CONVERSION FACTORS, US CUSTOMARY TO METRIC UNITS

Multiply by to obtain
Inch 25.4 Mm

Foot 0.3048 Meter
square inches 645 square mm
cubic yard 0.765 cubic meter
pound (1b) 4.448 Newton

kip (1000) 4.448 kilo newton (kN)
Newton 0.2248 Pound
kip/ft 14.59 kN/meter
Pound/in’ 0.0069 MPa
kip/in® 6.895 MPa

MPa 0.145 Ksi

ft-kip 1.356 kN-m
in-kip 0.113 kN-m

kN-m 0.7375 ft-kip
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Conventional continuous steel bridges primarily benefit from composite action with
concrete deck in the positive moment region. Similar composite action may also be achieved in
the negative moment region by casting a bottom concrete slab between the points of inflection.
Such a section is referred to as double composite since it utilizes composite action in both the
positive and negative moment regions (top flange and bottom flange respectively).

Savings in double composite bridges arise because expensive steel is replaced by
inexpensive concrete to carry compressive loads. Although double composite bridges have been
designed and constructed since at least 1978 there has been limited research. Thus, current
designs rely on existing provisions for designing conventional composite bridges. This fails to
fully exploit advantages or recognize the weaknesses, if any, of double composite action.

This report presents findings from a cooperative research project involving the University
of South Florida (USF), URS Corporation (URS) and the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) in which full-scale tests and theoretical analyses were carried out to develop appropriate
limit state rules for designing double composite bridges. The intent was to fully develop the
concept so that it is ready for implementation on a prototype structure. The principal objectives
may be summarized as follows:

1. To design and fabricate a double composite box girder section using existing rules and to
evaluate its performance under service, fatigue and strength limit states.

2. To conduct appropriate parametric design/analysis to optimize the performance of doubly
composite box girders and establish new design criteria if required.

3. To develop a model example to illustrate the design of double composite box structures.

A 4 ft. 10% in. deep, 53 ft. long, 16 ft. wide box girder bridge representing the entire
negative moment section at a support of a continuous full-size box girder bridge was designed to
the 2004 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Load
and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) specifications 3™ Edition 2004 and the Florida Structures
Design Guidelines, January 2005. The High Performance Steel (HPS) 70 trapezoidal box had a 1
% in. thick top flange, ¥ in. webs and a % in. thick bottom flange. It was fabricated by Tampa
Steel, Inc. and shipped to FDOT’s Structural Research Center, Tallahassee where the 7 in. thick
bottom slab and the 8 in., thick top slab were cast.

Three series of tests — fatigue, service and strength were conducted and the specimen
instrumented using 162 channels to allow measurement of load, strain, deflection and slip. The
intent of the instrumentation was to determine the extent to which prevailing specifications were
valid for the design of double composite sections. The fatigue test preceded the service tests. In
the testing, the specimen was asymmetrically supported so that the span was divided into two
unequal spans of 23 ft. and 25 ft. Loads were applied at the free end of the 25 ft span with the
other end restrained to ensure equilibrium.
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In the fatigue test, a total of 5.6 million cycles were applied at a frequency of 1.16 Hz.
The number of cycles corresponded to the fatigue life of the shear connectors in the double
composite section. These were welded to the % in. thick bottom flange spaced at 23 in.
lengthwise and 8 in. apart in the transverse direction. The magnitude of the fatigue load was
dictated by the capacity of the actuators and varied from 5 to 105 kips. In the testing, the top slab
cracked at loads well below predicted values and there was a 17% reduction in stiffness at the end
of the test. There was no slip but based on strain data in the concrete and steel there was evidence
of localized distress.

Three series of service loads were conducted that corresponded to stress limits specified
in the AASHTO code for Grade 50 and Grade 70 steels. These were designated as Service |
(maximum load 421 kips corresponding to rebar stress of 0.6f,), Service II (maximum load 638
kips corresponding to stress in the steel flange of 0.95F; — F, = 50 ksi) and Service III (maximum
load 894 kips corresponding to stress in the steel flange of 0.95F, — F, = 70 ksi). In each case the
load was applied and removed five times. A further ultimate test was planned (load = 1200 kips)
but not conducted because of failure of the specimen under the first cycle of the service III
loading.

The results from the service tests showed that the 1% reinforcement provided in the top
slab was adequate. Measured crack widths ranged from 0.015 in. and 0.022 in. for Service I test
and between 0.018 in. and 0.024 in. for Service II test. There was a significant reduction in
stiffness in the 2™ to 5™ load application compared to the first cycle. Moreover, strain data from
the first load application was not replicated in subsequent applications. This variation in strain in
the bottom slab concrete indicated localized distress from bottom flange buckling.

The bottom slab failed by crushing in the shorter hold down span under the first
application of 894 kip service load along the line of shear connectors in the high moment zone
close to the support. Bottom steel flange in this area was found to have buckled plastically.

Finite element analysis of the specimen was conducted using ANSYS. The three-
dimensional model incorporated material and geometric non-linearity. Individual shear studs used
in the bottom flange were modeled and construction sequence taken into consideration in the
loading history. Non-linearity from separable contact elements between the bottom slab and the
bottom flange and non-linear buckling of the bottom flange were also incorporated in the model.
The model showed that at the failure region, the bottom steel flange buckled at moderate loads
(about 320 kip) due to combined transverse and longitudinal load effects. Numerical results
indicate that despite buckling, the bottom steel flange still carried loading until the net section
yielded at loads exceeding 600 kip. This suggests that analyses based on simple handbook
buckling solutions grossly under predict the compressive load capacity of the bottom flange.
Once the net section of the bottom steel flange yields plastically, compression is primarily carried
by the bottom concrete slab until it crushes at its ultimate failure strain.

Based on the experimental results, new provisions are proposed which limited the
maximum stress in the bottom slab and also included ductility criterion. Due to the limitation in
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the concrete stress, a double composite section will not achieve net plastic section capacity. The
application of these rules is shown by an illustrative example that is included in Appendix G as a
MATHCAD file.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Steel girder bridges are commonly designed to take advantage of composite action with
the concrete deck slab to improve the load carrying capacity and performance of the girder. This
idea can be extended to double composite behavior by including a concrete slab in the plane of
the bottom flange in the negative moment region of the girder. In addition to the obvious savings
in replacing steel flange material with less costly concrete, this concept offers the potential for
further savings due to increased stiffness over the piers with a corresponding favorable
redistribution of moments, reduced deflections and improved fatigue performance. Provision of a
composite bottom flange in the negative moment region of a continuous span also offers the
potential for meeting compactness criteria for a thinner web due to the lowering of the neutral
axis, thus allowing a plastic design methodology and further improved girder performance.

The concept of double composite girder bridges was identified as a potential new design
that would improve the economy of steel bridges and foster new levels of competition with
concrete bridge structures in a study completed by the University of South Florida several years
ago [1.1-1.2]. In particular, the double composite concept was developed for plate girder bridges
in the 200-400 ft. span range, where spliced, post-tensioned concrete I-girders and segmental
concrete box girders typically represent the most economical structure type [1.3].

The primary focus of the earlier study [1.1-1.2] was on the identification of a new and
innovative concept. As a result, limited analytical evaluation of the double composite concept
was carried out. Nor was any systematic study conducted to evaluate the use of high performance
steels (HPS). This study builds on the previous work [1.1-1.2], extending the analytical work to
include HPS and conducting full-scale testing to verify the performance of this new bridge design
concept. The intent is to fully develop the concept so that it is ready for implementation on a
prototype structure.

Figure 1.1 First Double Composite Bridge, Ciervana Bridge (Courtesy J.M. Calzon)

1-1
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1.2 Literature Review

Double-composite design is not new [1.4-1.16] but has seen limited application
worldwide. The first such bridge constructed is reportedly the Ciervana bridge (Fig. 1.1) built in
Spain in 1978 [1.6]. Other bridges were constructed in Germany and South America [1.4, 1.8,
1.10-1.12, 1.14]. More recently, this concept was included in the Kap Shui Mun Cable Stayed
Bridge, Hong Kong [1.5, 1.7]. A double composite bridge was completed in Canada on the
Fredericton-Moncton Highway in 2001 [1.13, 1.16]. No examples of such design were found in
the U.S, although the concept of a double-composite design was recognized in a report on
innovative short and medium span bridge concepts prepared for the American lron and Steel
Institute [1.9].

Double composite construction has been used predominantly in conjunction with
rectangular or trapezoidal box sections but the literature provides limited information on their
design. In Spanish practice, bottom corner cells (Fig. 1.2) are provided in the negative moment
region [1.6]. This is to “(1) stabilize the bottom and web plates; (2) better shear connection of the
torsional and bending actions in the bottom concrete slab; (3) increase the compact conditions of
the cross-section and allowing the use of plastic analysis in ultimate design.” It is also stated that
“this (bottom) concrete slab is reinforced only for resisting torsion and its own weight in
transversal direction, but it is not considered in the positive bending, unless including some
special bars in the lateral edges close to the supporting bottom plates of the slab in order to
increase the total positive resistance when it could be necessary”.

Martinez-Calzon 1995 [1.6] refers to the Spanish design specifications [1.17]. Section
5.6.4 of this code specifies “in the area of negative bending, the combined effect of shear stress in
the slab caused by external loading and tensile stress due to general bending” needs to be
analyzed. It adds “in thin slabs... this effect may be decisive... and it will be necessary to
guarantee the slab strength by testing as the present standards do not include realistic values of
resistance to shear stress for high quantities of reinforcement”. For crack control, a minimum 1%
steel is specified with the crack width limited to 0.2 mm.

UPPER CONCRETE IHU i —— AﬂEn] UWPPER CONMCRETE

DECK SLAB

BOTTOM CONCRETE

Figure 1.2 Details in Spanish Double Composite Design [1.6]
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The research team contacted Prof. Calzon regarding the steel limits in the negative
moment zone. His response was the following [1.18]:

“The reinforcement ratio on the slabs over intermediate supports depends mainly on the local
behaviour (sic) of the slab:

If the support of the slab is only longitudinal (the slab is supported on the webs, without
contact with any diaphragms), the longitudinal tensile forces in the slab are originated only by
the global bending. In these cases, a minimum value for the reinforcement ratio about 1% is
correct and the Spanish code indicates the reinforcement ratio is required as a function of the
diameter of the bars in order to guarantee that the tensile stresses, calculated with the
hypothesis of cracker section, are under a defined limit that is equivalent to a crack width
limit.

If the slab has also a transversal support, then the global bending moment is combined with
the local bending moment and what is more important, with significant local shear forces
mainly originated by concentrated loads. In this case, it is required that concrete cracking is
not significant in order to guarantee an appropriate interlock at the concrete interface that
enable to consider the contribution of the concrete to the shear resistance of the slab. In this
case, the Spanish Code does not fix any limit value but a minimum value for the
reinforcement ratio should be 2% and preferably 2.5%. Besides, the crack width must always
be less than 0.1mm.”

Double composite bridges replaced steel composite bridges with fully prestressed slabs in
German designs where creep and shrinkage resulted in “involuntary prestress of the steel top
chord”. The reinforcement in the top slab is substantial; mention is made that in the Caroni River
(with a 24 cm thick top slab supported by steel cross girders spaced 3.75 m intervals) the
reinforcement was 4.8% [1.8]. Such dense reinforcement resulted in higher shear strength.

To evaluate fatigue in high speed railway bridges, tests were carried out in Germany on
two 6.8 m long 1.1 m deep girders under negative moments (Fig. 1.3). The 120 cm x 30 cm slab
was reinforced longitudinally in three layers by twelve 18 mm diameter bars. This corresponds to
2.5% of the concrete section. After 2 million cycles, cracking in the slab was evenly distributed at
15 cm and did not exceed 0.2 mm.

The measured tensile stresses in the reinforcement and the girder were smaller than the
calculated value for cracked concrete provided there were no shear connector failures. Following
the fatigue test, the full plasticity of the girder was realized in ultimate load tests though further
increases were not possible because of local instability of the bottom chord [1.8]. It should be
noted that in Germany “Perfobond” shear connectors are used. These are plates with holes for
rebars that can be welded directly to the flanges (Fig. 1.4).
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In designing double composite cable stayed bridges [1.4] it was assumed that the “dead
weight of the steel structure and the concrete bottom chord act onto to the corresponding
composite section; and that the weight of the concrete top chord acts onto the section of steel
structure, concrete bottom chord and reinforcement of the top slab”.

Two double composite box bridges were built over the St. John and Jemseg Bridges, on
the Fredericton-Moncton Highway, Canada that was opened in 2001 (1.13, 1.16). The overall
depth of the box is 3 m (see Fig. 1.5). The concrete bottom slab was poured and the combined
system of bottom concrete slab and steel box girder launched (1.13).

0.763 10.534 ] 0.763

_ k T THoRiZONTAL
o 0.38 B | Aom

S . 7 7

HORIZONTAL }

[0z 1

3.00

0.44][_ 30.40
0.25] | 1 1 l b.J0.25 I 0.25
_1 293 £.6010.60 1.80 e 1.80 0.60] 0.6 293 l

STANDARD CROSS SECTION IN THE SPANS
11.86

0763 | 10.334
HGRIIGNTI‘” }

0.763
] HORIZONTAL

oz

“3.00

& B
A P T, - jo.m
Q.25 I [ \@(J'ITOILI CONCRETE { r zii 0.22 1
2.93 D60 |0.60 1.8Q } 1.80 0.60] C.80 2.93 l

CROSS SECTION AT THE STANDARD PIERS

Figure 1.5 Cross-Section of St John River Bridge, New Brunswick, Canada [1.13]

1.3 Objectives

The literature review indicates that though double composite construction has been
successfully used for at least 25 years, details on design are sparse or conflicting. For example,
the reinforcing steel provided in the top slab varied from 1% to 4.8%. In the only testing carried
out, the reinforcement provided was 2.5%.

The proposed study is a cooperative effort between the University of South Florida, URS

Corporation and Florida Department of Transport’s Structural Research Center. The goal of the
proposed project is to provide FDOT with the necessary evaluations, testing and verification to
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allow implementation of the double composite concept in a future prototype project using high
performance steel.

In order to meet the overall goal of this project, it was necessary to design and fabricate a
prototype structure that could be tested under service, fatigue and ultimate load that would enable
its structural response to be evaluated. Numerical analysis could then be used to extend the results
of this study.

The principal objectives may be summarized as follows:

1. To design and fabricate a double composite box girder section using existing rules and to
evaluate its performance under service, fatigue and strength limit states.

2. To conduct appropriate parametric design/analysis to optimize the performance of doubly
composite box girders and establish new design criteria if required.

3. To develop a model example to illustrate the design of double composite box structures.

1.4 Organization of Report

This report has ten chapters and eight appendices. Chapters 2 to 4 provide information on
the design, fabrication and instrumentation of the full-scale box specimen. The results from the
fatigue, service and ultimate tests are summarized in Chapter 5-7 respectively. Finite element
modeling and parametric studies to extend the experimental results are contained in Chapters 8.
Rules for designing and construction of double composite bridges are presented in Chapter 9. An
example design is contained in Chapter 10.

Nine appendices cover design calculations for the full-scale test specimen, material
properties, instrumentation information, results from the fatigue, service, ultimate load tests,
detailed information relating to the finite element analysis, and an alternative simplified failure
analysis proposed by FDOT.
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2. TEST SPECIMEN DESIGN

2.1 Introduction

The primary focus of this study was to test the performance of a double composite steel
box girder using a full-scale test specimen for three limit states; fatigue, service and strength. A
full-scale specimen does not require scaling factors and is reasonably sized to simulate actual
field conditions. The double composite steel box girder is envisioned as an economical alternate
to conventional steel bridges or post-tensioned concrete I-girders for multi-span bridges having
main spans ranging from 200 to 400 feet (e.g., water crossings). The preliminary size of the test
specimen was based on an assumed bridge span arrangement of 170-212.5-170 feet. In order to
test double composite action, the test configuration consisted of a simply supported beam with an
overhang whereby a concentrated load applied downward at the free end would produce a
“negative” moment at the center support. Sections 2.2 through 2.9 summarize the steps involved

in the design of the test specimen.

2.2  Test Specimen Gross Dimensions

The gross dimensions and design capacity of the test specimen were primarily controlled
by the space constraints and load generating capacity of the testing facility. Laboratory testing
was performed at the Florida Department of Transportation Structures Research Center located in
Tallahassee, Florida. Prior to the preliminary design phase, representatives of URS and USF met
with FDOT personnel to discuss the facility and test equipment capacities. The facility consists of
a large enclosed space that contained a reaction frame assembly as depicted in Fig. 2.1. The team
initially anticipated using the reaction frame for testing and thereby established the size of the

specimen accordingly.
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Figure 2.1 Initial Testing Layout Using the Reaction Frame Assembly
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The reaction frame assembly is supported by two anchor blocks (see Fig. 2.2a) separated
by a clear space of 57 feet. In order to provide adequate clearance for setup and testing between
the anchor blocks and the ends of the girder, the overall length of the test specimen was set at 53
feet. The beams of the reaction frame assembly were located twelve feet above the facility floor.
The heights of the hydraulic actuators and the girder bearing assemblies are approximately five
feet and two feet, respectively. Therefore, the maximum overall depth of the specimen was
limited to five feet.

(b) (©)

Figure 2.2 Reaction Frame Anchor Block and Actuators

2.3  Testing Layout

The initial testing layout involved placing the test specimen symmetrically about a center
support within the confines of the reaction frame assembly. An uplift restraint device and one or
more load actuators attached to the reaction frame would then be applied 1ft. 6 in. from opposite
ends of the girder, resulting in a 25 foot simply supported span and a 25 foot overhang (see Fig.
2.1). However, the final testing setup geometry was slightly different, whereby the reaction frame
beams were removed and uplift was restrained by a floor-mounted hold-down assembly located
23 feet from the center support as shown in Fig. 2.3.
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Figure 2.3 Final Layout Testing
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Figure 2.4  Section View at Center Support

2.4  Capacity of Test Equipment

The loads for testing the performance of the specimen at service and strength limit states
were applied by two 800 kip capacity hydraulic actuators (see Fig. 2.2b) outfitted with 600 Kip
load cells. A separate actuator having a capacity of 110 Kips was used for fatigue testing (see Fig.
2.2¢). However, the fatigue actuator loading was limited to between 5 kips and 105 kips in order
to sustain a downward force on the specimen throughout all of the fatigue cycles.

The maximum girder uplift reaction was limited to 1200 kips based on the capacity of the
hold down assembly installed in the floor of the testing facility. Therefore, based on the testing
setup originally envisioned, the maximum bending moment that could be safely generated in the
test specimen was 30,000 kip-ft. This would also produce a potential maximum center support
reaction of 2400 kips. However, due to the strength limitations of the pin type bearing assemblies
then available at the test facility, additional steel plates with bearing stiffeners were welded to the
exterior of the test specimen box girder at the center support location, as shown in Fig. 2.4, to
distribute the reaction force across multiple bearings. Note, however, that a different bearing
assembly was ultimately used in place of the pin type bearings for the final testing setup.

2.5  Design Specifications

In order to provide a comparative analysis to traditional box girder designs, and to
represent actual Florida bridges, the test specimen was designed using the Load and Resistance
Factor Design (LRFD) method in accordance with the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design
Specifications, 3rd Edition, 2004 [2.1] and FDOT Structures Design Guidelines for LRFD,
January 2005 [2.2]. A complete set of design calculations for the test specimen are presented in
Appendix A.
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2.6  Design of Box Girder

One goal of the project is to evaluate cracking of the top deck under service loads,
therefore, the depth of the test specimen deck was set to the FDOT minimum bridge deck
thickness of eight inches [2.1]. Using the AASHTO LRFD criteria for determining effective
flange widths [2.2], a slab width of eight feet per web may thus be considered fully effective in
composite action, resulting in a total slab width for the specimen of sixteen feet. Thereby, the
center to center distance at the top of webs was set at eight feet (see Fig. 2.4). Considering the
previously determined maximum section height of five feet, the interior height of the box was set
at four feet, allowing for the 8 in. thick deck and the thicknesses of the top and bottom flange
plates. Finally, the webs of the box girder were inclined at a typical 1:4 horizontal-to-vertical
inclination resulting in a bottom flange width of six feet.

Once the general cross-section dimensions were established for the test specimen,
attention turned to the selection of materials. High performance structural steel (HPS) of grade 70
ksi (ASTM A709) and reinforcing steel of grade 60 ksi (ASTM AG615) were chosen for the
design. HPS 70 steel was selected for the box since it was considered at the time to be more cost
effective than HPS 50 for the anticipated span lengths. Furthermore, AASHTO LRFD permits
members constructed with grade 70 steel and lower to be designed using plastic analysis[2.2],
thereby providing additional economy.

The bottom steel flange and concrete slab thicknesses were based on several issues:
economy, thru-thickness bending and deflection of the steel bottom flange. The primary
advantage of the double composite system lies in reducing the thickness of the steel bottom
flange and eliminating the bottom flange longitudinal stiffeners steel material by replacing it with
a lower cost concrete material. Therefore, the bottom steel flange thickness was reduced as much
as possible. The first consideration was the concrete strength. Potential field applications include
water crossings, which the FDOT classifies as moderately aggressive or extremely aggressive
environments[2.1]. For this type of environment, an FDOT Class IV concrete having a
compressive strength of 5500 psi is applicable. Since concrete strength is based on minimum
criteria, a 3400 psi compressive strength was specified anticipating that the average 28 day
strength would be 5500 psi. The modular ratio (i.e., EJ/E.) for 5500 psi concrete and HPS 70 steel
is approximately seven; thus, a slab thickness of seven inches equates to a steel thickness of one
inch when performing section property calculations. Realizing that actual concrete cylinder test
results typically show 28 days strengths far greater than specified, calculations were performed
using a “predicted” concrete strength of 7500 psi when computing the composite strength of the
test specimen and testing equipment support reactions.

The steel bottom flange was initially sized using the deflection criteria presented in
AASHTO LRFD [2.2]. It quickly became apparent that in order to utilize a thin steel bottom
flange, temporary supports would be needed to minimize deflection and bending during
placement of the bottom slab concrete. Temporary supports, consisting of WT’s, were installed
transversely underneath the steel bottom flange at 3 ft.-0 in. spacing. This required extending the
steel bottom flange two inches past the web/flange juncture to allow sufficient clearance for



Double Composite Final Report

bolting the WT’s directly to the flange as shown in Fig. 2.5. The temporary bracing was
subsequently removed after the bottom slab had cured.

Figure 2.5 Temporary Support for Bottom Flange with Bolted Connections

As with concrete, literature regarding HPS 70 steel indicated that actual yield strengths
were typically higher than specified, averaging around 80 ksi. In order to determine the final
cross-section dimensions for the test specimen, several trial sections were analyzed using
“predicted” material strengths of 7,500 psi and 80 ksi for the concrete and structural steel,
respectively. The size of the top steel flanges was ultimately set at 16 in. x 1% in., and the
thickness of the box girder webs was set at % in. in order to meet AASHTO LRFD criteria related
to web slenderness and member compactness [2.2].

Plastic moments for the test specimen, as determined using AASHTO LRFD equations
[2.2] for the “design” and “predicted” material strengths, were 24,252 kip-ft. and 27,963 Kip-ft.,
respectively. This resulted in approximately 7% reserve capacity in regards to the testing facility
equipment, which was deemed to be sufficient when considering all the variables. A finite
element model analysis also predicted comparable results.

2.7  Design of Shear Connectors

To ensure that the bottom concrete slab fully participated in composite action for
negative bending, shear connectors were welded to the steel bottom flange as shown in Fig. 2.6.
The shear connectors were designed to meet AASHTO LRFD strength and fatigue requirements
[2.2]. Based on the thickness of the steel bottom flange, % in. diameter studs were chosen in order
to meet AISC specifications [2.3]. The first step of the design process was to determine the
minimum number of shear connectors needed to satisfy strength requirements using the
AASHTO LRFD equations. The transverse spacing of the connectors was established using the
AASHTO LRFD equations for box girder top flanges [2.2].

In regards to fatigue, the primary testing constraint was the capacity of the fatigue

actuator. Using the S-N curve equations from AASHTO LRFD [2.2], in conjunction with the
actuator shear force range of 100 Kips, the spacing and number of cycles were varied until a
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reasonable solution was found (see Appendix D). These calculations were performed using
section properties based on the “design” concrete strength. The number of cycles required to meet
the fatigue resistance was initially calculated as approximately 8.3 million cycles. However, this
was later reduced to 5.6 million cycles to account for the actual concrete strength (as determined
through testing) and the increase in shear force range due to the change in the test span
arrangement.

Similarly, the shear connectors affixed to the top flange of the test specimen box girder
were designed to ensure that the top slab longitudinal reinforcement fully participated in
composite action for negative bending.

Figure 2.6  Shear Connectors and Interior Cross Frames

2.8  Design of Test Specimen Components

In general, test specimen components, including the cross frames and diaphragms, were
designed for the failure load based on the predicted material properties. Furthermore, component
loads were increased by 15% to ensure that the main member failed first.

Interior cross frames, as shown in Fig. 2.6, were located midway between the center
support and the girder ends and were designed to brace the top flanges against the horizontal
forces induced by the inclination of the webs, to permit fillet welds for the flange to web
connections, and to maintain the shape of the box during loading. Additionally, full depth
diaphragms were placed at the center and hold down support locations and were detailed with
bearing stiffeners and access holes.

The loading cross frame at the actuator location was designed to resist fatigue as well as the
service and ultimate limit state test loads. The concrete top deck slab was not poured at this
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location in order for the actuator loads to be applied directly to the steel cross frame and top
flanges. For fatigue loading, only one actuator was used which was applied to the midpoint of the
top chord as shown in Fig. 2.7. The cross frame was completely detailed with bolted connections
to eliminate any potential fatigue failure at the connections due to the high number of loading
cycles required. In addition, the use of double angles allowed the connections to be concentrically
loaded. The top and bottom chords of the loading cross frame were designed to withstand the
horizontal forces created by the inclination of the box girder webs.

=i 7 .l

Figure 2.7 Loading Cross Frame

The concrete top slab of the girder included steel reinforcing bars in both the longitudinal
and transverse directions. In the longitudinal direction, the amount of reinforcement was
determined based upon AASHTO LRFD minimum requirements [2.2], whereby, the total cross-
sectional area of the longitudinal reinforcement shall not be less than one percent of the total
cross-sectional area of the concrete deck. Additionally, the reinforcing steel is placed in two
layers, with approximately two-thirds of the steel placed in the top layer. Applying these rules to
a slab cross-sectional area of 1,536 in.? resulted in having thirty-three #5 bars and twenty-six #4
bars placed in the top and bottom layers, respectively. Transverse reinforcement was also used in
the construction of the top slab based on AASHTO LRFD temperature and shrinkage criteria
[2.2], and consisted of layers of #4 bars evenly spaced one foot apart. In regards to the bottom
slab, the initial design called for welded wire fabric (WWF) reinforcement, but was later changed
to #4 bars arranged both longitudinally and transversely using 18 inch spacing. The actual
spacing is believed to be between 18in. to 22 in. longitudinally and 18 in. transversely.

2.9 Resonance

Lastly, a comparison between the natural frequency of the test specimen and the
operating frequency of the fatigue actuator was made. For the test specimen, acting as a
cantilever beam, the natural frequency was determined to be 128 Hz (see Appendix A), which is
significantly greater than the operating frequency of 3 Hz for the fatigue actuator. Therefore,
resonance was not an issue.
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3. FABRICATION

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the fabrication of the double composite box girder section whose
design was presented in the previous chapter. The 53 feet long steel box section was fabricated by
Tampa Steel, Tampa, Florida and transported to the Structures Research Center in Tallahassee
where the top and bottom concrete slabs were cast later. Section 3.2 provides an outline of the
steps involved in fabricating the box specimen. Information on the casting of the top and bottom
slabs is based on details provided by the Structures Research Center [3.1]. Section 3.3-3.4
summarizes the steps involved in the fabrication of the bottom and top slabs respectively.

3.2  Fabrication of Steel Box

High performance ASTM A709 grade 70 ksi steel (HPS 70W) was used in the fabrication
of the box section. Material properties for this steel may be found in Appendix B. The dimensions
of the steel plates (in inches) purchased from Burn Harbor Plate Inc. Cleveland, OH are 1.75
x50%642 (top flange), 0.375x80%642 (bottom flange) and 0.75x102x642 (web). Fig. 3.1 shows
the plates as-received.

The steel was cut to match the sizes of the flanges and webs. These were (1) Two top
flanges 16 in. wide and 1.75 in. thick; (2) Two web plates 49.47 in. wide and 0.75 in. thick; and
(3) a bottom flange of width 76 in. and 0.375 in. thick.

Bottom Flange

-

1 Top Flange

Figure 3.1 HPS Steel Plates from Mill
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The steps used in the fabrication of the box are summarized below and shown in Fig. 3.2-3.13 as
follows:

1. Flange and web sections were cut out from the respective steel plates (Fig. 3.2).
2. Assembly of individual web/flange plates and their subsequent welding (Fig. 3.3-3.4).

3. Drilling of holes in the bottom flange for installation of temporary bracing to support the
dead load of the bottom slab. WT 5x9.5 sections were bolted to the bottom flange at
intervals of 3 feet (Fig. 3.5).

4. Assembly of complete box section (Fig. 3.6).

5. Fabrication and painting of diaphragms (Fig. 3.7-3.8) and their welded attachment to the
box section (Fig. 3.9).

6. Fabrication and painting of bolted loading and intermediate cross-frame and their
attachment to the box section (Fig. 3.10).

7. Attachment of % in. diameter stud shear connectors to the top (Fig. 3.11) and bottom
flanges (Fig. 3.12). The spacing and design criteria of shear connectors are included in
Appendix A on pg-A.30. Fig. 3.13 is a view of the completed box shipped to Tallahassee
in August 2006.

KTA-Tator Inc were contracted to provide quality assurance shop inspection services
during the fabrication of the box section [3.2].

Top Flange
(16in. x 1.751n)

Figure 3.2 Cut Pieces from Plates
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Web Plate
Tack Weld

Top Flange

| Bottom Flange <
(76 in. x 0.375in) e

Temporary Bracing Member
(WT5x9.5)

—

-

Figure 3.5 Temporary Bracing of Bottom Flange
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Figure 3.8 Fabricated Painted Diaphragms
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PR

Figure 3.11 Close-up of Stud Shear Connector and Welding of Studs to the Top Flange
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Figure 3.13 Steel Box Girder Ready for Shipment to Tallahassee

3.3 Placement of Bottom Concrete Slab

The bottom slab has to be cast prior to the top slab for two reasons; access and stability of
the bottom flange. Placing the top slab prior to the bottom slab would severely restrict access to
inside the box for concrete placement operations for the bottom slab. Furthermore, it would be
unlikely that the steel bottom flange alone could resist the added stress due to the top slab weight
and therefore the bottom concrete slab needs to be placed to stiffen and act compositely with the
steel bottom flange. Consideration was given to using self-consolidating concrete but this was
considered unsuitable for actual field conditions. Since self-consolidating concrete (SCC) has a
high “flowability,” it may be difficult to control the thickness of the pour due to the transverse
and longitudinal grades that is inherent in an actual bridge. A total of 6.9 cubic yards of concrete
was needed to achieve the 7 in. thick bottom slab.
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The steps involved in the fabrication were as follows:

Support the soffit of the steel box at the center support and at the hold down end.

Place reinforcement in the bottom of the steel box (Fig. 3.14) on concrete blocks spaced 4
ft. on centers (Fig. 3.14).

Position two 2 in. x 3 in. flat plates on top of the bolsters to mark location of the top of
the 7 in. and to provide a means for screeding (Fig. 3.14).

Place concrete using a vibrator and wooden screed board (Fig. 3.15).

Remove steel plate once the concrete hardened. Grout was placed to fill in the grove
created by the flat plate.

It was very difficult to place the bottom slab concrete due to the confined space and

because there was nothing solid to screed against. These constructability issues could potentially
create problems and hinder the quality work needed. This is addressed in Chapter 9.

3.4

b

Placement of Top Concrete Slab

The steps involved in the fabrication were as follows

Support the soffit of steel box at the center support, hold down end and the actuator end.
Install stay-in-place forms in accordance with manufacturer’s drawings (Fig. 3.16).
Construct and install overhang hang brackets to support cantilevered portion of the slab at
2 ft. on centers (Fig. 3.16).

Complete formwork for 8 in. slab.

Place reinforcement on the top of the stay in place forms as per the design (Fig. 3.17).
Place concrete using a vibratory screed board (Fig. 3.18).

Two concrete trucks were needed to place all the concrete. Cylinder tests (Table B.1 on
pg-B.2 in Appendix B) showed that the strength of the concrete in the actuator span (see Fig.
3.19) was higher than that of the hold-down span. The top slab was cast on Dec 12, 2007, which
was about 5 months after casting the bottom slab (cast on July 17, 2007). This information was
used for estimation of shrinkage strains in the top and bottom slab in subsequent analysis.

Figure 3.14 Reinforcement for Bottom Concrete Slab
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Figure 3.17 Reinforcement for Top Concrete Slab
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Figure 3.19 Top Concrete Slab
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4. INSTRUMENTATION

4.1 Introduction

The full-scale double composite box girder beam described in the previous chapter was
subject to two series of tests. In the first series, a fatigue test was conducted while in the second
series three sets of service load tests were carried out. A planned ultimate load test could not be
undertaken because the specimen failed during the final service load test.

The load set-up was identical for both series and consequently, the instrumentation was
also similar. However, because of the much larger loads required in the service and ultimate load
tests, the configuration of the center support differed.

This chapter provides an overview of the test program and provides details of the test
program and instrumentation scheme that is referenced in subsequent chapters. Section 4.2
describes the test program and Section 4.3 presents the basis and details of the instrumentation
that was used in the testing. Location of gages are based on information provided by FDOT [4.1-
4.2].

4.2 Test Program

As noted in the literature review, a number of double composite bridges were built
primarily in Europe on the basis of prevailing codes. However, it was not known whether their
provisions were valid and whether problems would arise under service conditions. Therefore
fatigue and service tests were carried out on the full-scale test specimen to address these
concerns.

4.2.1 Fatigue Test

The fatigue test was conducted as there was no prior experimental data available on the
performance of double composite bridges under fatigue loading. This was important because of
the very thin (3% in.) bottom steel flange used. The welding of shear studs to such a thin bottom
plate (to ensure composite action) can induce deformation and localized stresses that may be
unfavorable under fatigue loading.

The intent of the test was to verify the applicability of AASHTO [4.3] provisions for the
design of shear connectors and to document the performance of stud shear connectors in the
negative flexure region. The load range used in the testing was dictated by the capacity of the
actuator and varied from 5-105 kips. The corresponding number of cycles (5.65 million) was
calculated in accordance with AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications.
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4.2.2 Service Test

The top concrete slab was designed to current AASHTO specifications with the
longitudinal reinforcement ratio set at 1%. It was not known whether a higher limit was necessary
since compact double composite sections can support higher loads. Tests were therefore
conducted to evaluate three AASHTO specified service loads, referred to as Service I, Service 11
and Service III. Critical parameters in these tests were the stresses in the rebar, stresses in the
concrete and steel, and the maximum crack width.

Under Service I, the stresses in the rebar were targeted to 0.6f,. Service II loads were
targeted to 0.95F, in the top steel flange, with F, taken as 50 ksi. This was intended to represent
performance of normal grade structural steel. The final service load test, Service I1I targeted the
stress in the top steel flange at 0.95F, with F, taken as 70 ksi to represent the high performance
steel (HPS) used for the specimen. The loads corresponding to these three service conditions were
respectively 421 kips, 638 kips and 894 kips. In each series, the loads were planned to be applied
five times. A final ultimate load test corresponding to a 1200 kip load was planned following the
conclusion of the service tests. Details of the test program are summarized in Table 4.1

Table 4.1 Test Program

Description (ch;gg) Criteria Critical
Fatigue 5-105 5.65 million cycles Slip, changes in stiffness
. . Crack width, stresses in rebar, steel
Service I 421 0.6 f, stress in rebar .
and concrete, and deflections
Service 1I 638 0.95 F, in top steel flange Crack width, stresses in rgbar, steel
based on Grade 50 steel and concrete, and deflections
. 0.95F, in top steel flange Crack width, stresses in rebar steel
Service IlI 894 basedyon Hrl)’S (F= 7ngsi) and concrete and deflections
Ultimate 1200 AASHTO Failure mode, ductility
Test Set Up

Fig. 4.1a shows the load set-up envisaged originally in which the section is centrally
supported with a load applied at one end and the section held down at the other end. However,
because of space constraints, this arrangement was found to be unworkable and an alternative
scheme was adopted in which the specimen was loaded asymmetrically with a simple span of 23
ft. and a cantilever span of 25 ft. as shown in Fig. 4.1b.

Center Support

Because of the significantly higher loads encountered in the service load tests, the center
support differed for the two test series. For the fatigue test, the box section was supported across
its entire width by a 7 in. wide, 1% in. thick neoprene pad that rested on a W14 x 370 section as
shown in Fig. 4.2 (left) below. This was replaced by a semi-circular 4 in. diameter cylinder
support that also extended over the entire width of the section in the service tests and rested on
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several longitudinally oriented deep structural steel members that distributed the reaction loads
over the floor of the test facility (Fig. 4.2 right).

Hold Down
) Frame A

0 Top Slab ctuator ——p|
: op Sla \ |

T Bearing 25'0" - FI—Center Support 25'0" "
E I‘%I i

Figure 4.1a Test Set Up As Designed

Hold Down
) Frame Actuat

) T Sl b ctua OI’—>
| op Sla \ |

I@I Bearing 23'0" é 4— Center Support 25'0" "
i

Figure 4.1b  Actual Test Set-Up

'5 | West Elevation
B
i)

Neoprene Bearing Pad
(7" Wide x 12" Thick) S

4 in. ® semi-cvlinder

Figure 4.2 Center Support for Fatigue and Service Load Test

4.3  Instrumentation
The instrumentation was designed to address the critical needs from the testing

summarized in Table 4.1. A total of 140 sensors were used in the fatigue testing and 162 sensors
in the remaining tests. Details are summarized in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2 Instrumentation Summary

Type Location Fatigue | Service | Comment
Load Hold Down End 2 2 No load cell at
Cells Load End (Cantilevered End) ) the center
support
Slip Hold Down End 4 4 Fig. 4.7
Load End (Cantilevered End) 5 5 Fig. 4.6
Deflection | 2 @ Load End 4 @ center 8 ] Fig. 4.12
2 @ Hold Down End
2 each @ 2 ft. % in. from center symmetrically 4
under bottom flange These sensors
1 each @ 6 ft. 3 in. from center symmetrically 2 were not
1 each @ 12 ft. 6 in. from center symmetrically 2 prqvided in the
1 each @ 18ft. 9 in. from center symmetrically 2 fatigue tests to
prevent fatigue
1 each at center support under top flange
. 2 damage and
symmetrically also because the
2 each under top flange 12 ft. 6 in. from the N
4 one 4 top slab was not
center support symmetrically
- - expected to
Crack Two locations where maximum crack
. . . . crack for the
Gages developed under fatigue loading on either side lied load
applie oa
of the center support range
4 Fig. 4.12
Fig. 4.15 and
Fig. 4.16
Rebar 16 longitudinal bars located 1 ft. away on either Includes “8
Strain side of the center support spare” but all
32 32 channels
worked Fig.
4.17-4.18
Top 5 @ center line of intermediate support Invalid data due
Concrete symmetrically. 5 @ 4 ft. 10% in. from center 17 17 to cracking
Slab sym. 1 each @ 11 ft. 6 in. from center
symmetrically.
Bottom 3 @ 4 ft. 10% in. from center support Fig. 4.19 and
Concrete symmetrically Fig.4.20
Slab 1 each @ 11 ft. 6 in. from center symmetrically 12 12
2 each 1 ft. from the hold down end and the
loaded end
Steel Box
Top 2 over center support Fig. 4.19 and
Flange 2 each distance 4 ft. 10% in. from center 10 10 Fig. 4.20
support sym.
2 each @ 11 ft. 6 in. from center symmetrically
Web 6 exterior, 3 interior at 4 ft. 10'% in. sym from Fig. 4.19 and
36 36 .
center support Fig. 4.20
Bottom 1 @ 2 ft. % in. from center support sym. Fig 4.19 and
Flange 3@ 4ft. 10% in. sym w.r.t. center support 14 14 Fig 4.20

1 each at 11 ft. 6 in. from center support
2 each 1 ft. from holding/loading end
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Since all 17 strain gages bonded to the top surface of the concrete slab were damaged,
these were not monitored. As a result, 123 channels were actually monitored for the fatigue test
and 145 channels monitored for the three service load tests.

4.3.1 Loading Rate

The fatigue load was cycled at 1.16Hz so that 100,000 cycles could be completed each
day. The service load was incremented at a constant rate of 1 kip per second.

4.3.2 Description of Loading Frame

Fig. 4.3 is a view of the centrally supported test specimen; the hold down and actuator
ends are in the north-south direction. The east and west orientations are also marked in this photo
since they are referred to later on.

I Hold Down Frame End

T oo |

‘;iﬁ J-U‘ 1 Jq

Iqﬂ
U el Eoot [ -,

el AR

i
= = o P e
L x '.;?‘:'_f-"ﬁ"*" -
d{ Hold Down e TS m
Frame ‘ : [

e
N

™ Center Support

Figure 4.3 Service Test Set-Up

4.3.3 Load Cells

The two load cells used to monitor reactions at the hold down end are shown in Fig. 4.4.
The MTS System has a built-in load cell that was also monitored and recorded to the files.
However, they were used in the service load tests and are shown in Fig. 4.5.
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Hold Down Frame End

Figure 4.4 Load Cells at Hold Down Frame End

- ‘;l 7 II-II-'-;J

Actuator # 1 |
i

Actuator # 2

Figure 4.5 Load Cells at Actuator End
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434 Slip

The extent of the composite action in both the top and bottom sections was monitored at
the actuator end (Fig. 4.6) and the hold down end (Fig. 4.7) for both fatigue and service load tests.
As shown in these figures, slip was monitored at five locations (LVDTs 30, 31, 34, 35, 36) at the
actuator end (Fig. 4.6) and four locations (LVDTs 32, 33, 37, 38) at the hold down end (Fig. 4.7).

In each case, the relative movement of the top or bottom concrete slab was recorded with
respect to steel locations that were available, e.g. Fig. 4.8, Fig. 4.9 or by using appropriately
attached rigid steel members Fig. 4.10 or Fig. 4.11.

g (o2 )| [t ]\

@ 31 &30

West Elevation East Elevation

|
i
!
!
|
i
|
!
!
|
i
i
!
!
]

36

Note: Drawing not to Scale
@ - LVDTs on top flange
O - LVDTs on bottom slab

Figure 4.6 Slip at Actuator End

4.35 Deflection

Deflections were monitored at critical locations in both the fatigue and service tests.
Deflections were measured at 8 locations in the fatigue test and at 24 locations in the service tests.
The role of the measurements was not only to asses the deflection caused by the loads along the
span but also to monitor movement of the compression flange close to the support, movement of
the center support and any twisting effects induced by the loading.

Fig. 4.12 and Fig. 4.13, show the plan and elevation layout of LVDTs measuring

deflection for service load test. Sixteen of the 24 LVDTs monitored movement of the bottom
flange while the remaining 8 monitored movement of the top flange.
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Hold Down Frame

&3

32

West Elevation

East Elevation

Note: Drawing not to scale
@ _ LVDTs on top flange
O - LVDTs on bottom slab

Figure 4.7  Slip at Hold Down End

Slip at Actuator End

Figure 4.8  Slip at Top Slab at Actuator End

4-8




Double Composite Final Report

Figure 4.9 Slip at Top Slab at Hold Down End

_A

Bottom Flange

-ﬁ

;“ Rigid Steel y

Figure 4.10 Slip at Bottom Slab at Actuator End
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~ P slip at Hold Down End

Bottom Slab

Figure 4.11 Slip at Bottom Slab at Hold Down End
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Top Flange

Figure 4.12 Plan View of LVDTs Recording Deflection

The most critical deflection measurements were by LVDTs numbered 21, 22, 23 and 24,
which were located 2 ft. ¥ in. on either side of the center support (shown in Fig. 4.12 and Fig.

4-10



Double Composite Final Report

4.14). LVDTs 23 and 24 became important because the bottom flange buckled in that region. The
maximum deflection was recorded by LVDTs 7 and 8 located at the cantilevered free end.

]
! 1
1 N .
]
. —r—
E Hold Down ' II- i -r
: Frame . TopSlab \ : ! Actuator —_p|
[} 1 . 1 .
! M i M |
! ! ; ! !
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! ! ; ! ,
! ! Bottom Slab i ! i
! ! ; ! !
":' ______________ :' _________ }A T T _;""""""""_"T_
= T (0 V== [T m
1 1 .
Q | | oy KM g5 . 5 i
J::"I. i o gn | I e i i !
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4.3.6 Crack Width

Crack gages were installed following the completion of the fatigue test when the
locations for the maximum crack width were known. These were installed at four locations, two
each at 1ft. either side of the center support. The final crack width was determined by adding the
initial crack width to the electronically measured crack width. Fig. 4.15 and Fig. 4.16 show the
position of these gages relative to the cross-section for both the hold down and actuator spans.

CR 1

West Elevation | East Elevation

Note: Drawing not to scale

Figure 4.15 Crack Width Gages on Actuator Side

4.3.7 Rebar Strain

Rebar strain is a critical parameter since it dictates crack-width under service loads. In the
original instrumentation plan, 12 longitudinal bars were instrumented 1 ft. from the center support
in both the hold down and actuator spans. It was thought that the likelihood of malfunction was
high since these gages are subjected to wet concrete during the slab casting, and consequently
four additional bars were instrumented as a safeguard. However, all 24 gages and the eight spares
worked so rebar strain was monitored at 32 locations in all.

Fig. 4.17 and 4.18 show the layout of the gages. For clarity, they have been re-numbered
as 1-16A and 1-16 in these drawings instead of 57A or B — 68 A or B, where A represented the

actuator side and B represented the hold down side. This numbering is retained in the results
presented in Chapter 6.
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West Elevation Fact Flevation

| Note: Drawing not to scale

Figure 4.16  Crack Width Gages on Hold Down Side

| East Elevation

|
|

|

|

|

!

West Elevation |
|

|

|

|

1

|

Transverse Reinforcement
Note: \ | Top & Bottom
1). Drawing not to scale ' No. 4 bars @ 12 in.
2). 1A-16A corresponds to 57A-68A, I Longitudinal Reinforcement
actual nomenclature of rebar strain | Top — No. 5 bars @ 6 in.
gages. ’ Bottom — No. 4 bars @ 7.5 in.

Figure 4.17 Rebar Gages on Actuator Side
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West Elevation | | East Elevation

Transverse Reinforcement
Note: \ / Top & Bottom
1). Drawing not to scale No. 4 bars @ 12 in.
2). 1-16 corresponds to 57B- 68B, 5 Longitudinal Reinforcement
actual nomenclature of rebar strain ! Top — No. 5 bars @ 6 in.
gages ' Bottom — No. 4 bars @ 7.5 in.

Figure 4.18 Rebar Gages on Hold Down Side
4.3.8 Strain in Steel and Concrete

Strain in the concrete and steel were monitored using 89 gages. Of these, 17 gages
attached to the top slab were damaged when the slab cracked and were therefore not monitored
subsequently. Details on their placement are summarized in Table 4.2.

The position and movement of the neutral axis is a critical parameter in design since it is
a measure of composite action. This was determined from strain measurements at two sections
located distant 4 ft. 10% in. (the depth of the box section) from the center support where the stress
field would not be severely impacted by the diaphragm located at the support. The layout of
these gages is shown in Fig. 4.19 and Fig. 4.20 for the actuator and the hold-down sections
respectively. It may be seen from Fig.4.19-20, that six strain gages were attached to the exterior
surface and three others to the interior surface at coincident locations on each web.

Three gages were also attached to the steel bottom flange at these sections to monitor
strains in the bottom flange. These strain gages were placed symmetrically on either side of the
center support. The spacing between these gages was 18 in. Similarly, 3 strain gages were
installed on the top surface of the bottom slab to monitor strains in concrete.

A total of 4 strain gages (71, 72, 75, 76) were attached to the top flange with 2 strain
gages placed symmetrically on either side of the intermediate support. These strain gages were
used to monitor strain in the steel top flange. One strain gage was placed on each side of the
bottom flange at 2 ft. Y4 in. from center support. The bottom flange buckled at approximately 2 ft.
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Y4 in. from the center support on hold down side under Service III load. This critical section had
only one strain gage attached to the bottom flange as shown in Fig. 4.21.

94
West Elevation |

82
| Fast Elevation

7K ®
91 : 79
92 ' 80
6@ 8in 136 : 130 6@8iq
3@ 16in i 3@16in
!
137 131

95
108 107 106
% ) |J|'| m|
X_.'_[ Note: Drawing not to scale
] ] @ - SG on top flange

120 19 118 X - SG on interior face of web

3 @i18 in @ - SG on exterior face of web

O - SG on bottom slab
M - SG on bottom flange

Figure 4.19 Critical Section at 4 ft. 10% in. from Center Support on Actuator Side

7 @ L 2"
97 85
98 86
6@ 8in 99 87 6@8iq
3@ 16 in 3@16in

100

West Elevation | East Elevation

101

Note: Drawing not to scale
125 124 123 @ _ SG on top flange

X _SG on interior face of web
o SG on exterior face of web
- SG on bottom slab
- SG on bottom flange

Figure 4.20 Critical Section at 4 ft. 10% in. from Center Support on Hold Down Side
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West Elevation East Elevation

S

Note: Drawing not to scale
M - SG on bottom flange

Figure 4.21 Critical Section at 2 ft. ¥4 in. from Center Support on Hold Down side
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5. FATIGUE TEST RESULTS

5.1 Introduction

The fatigue characteristics of shear connectors used in composite bridges have been the
subject of numerous investigations extending over the past 50 years. While fatigue characteristics
of shear connectors used in the bottom slab in the negative moment region were expected to be
similar to that for the top slab, tests were conducted primarily for verification purposes because of
the much reduced thickness of the bottom plate in double composite construction. The thickness
of the bottom plate (0.375 in.) was less than 1/4th that of the top plate (1.75 in.). Welding of the
0.75 in. shear connectors to such a thin plate could result in minor distortions to the steel surface
that could introduce additional tensile stresses in the shear connectors that had hitherto not been
considered.

The test program is described in Section 5.2. An overview of the test procedure is
summarized in Section 5.3. The results are summarized in Section 5.4 with a discussion and
conclusions in Section 5.5 and 5.6 respectively.

5.2 Test Program

The key parameters in the fatigue testing were the load range, the frequency and the
number of fatigue cycles. The load range was dictated by the capacity of the fatigue testing
system (110 kips). For this reason, the load range was limited to 100 kips and varied from 5 kips
to 105 kips. The load was applied at the free end of the bridge specimen as shown in Fig. 4.1b.

Based on this load range, the predicted fatigue cycles were calculated in accordance with
the AASHTO LRFD specifications (6.10.10.2-2) as 5.65 million cycles. The calculations (see
Appendix D) took into account the actual strength of the concrete measured just prior to the
testing (Table 5.1).

The frequency was dictated by the capacity of the pump and was selected to be 1.16Hz.
This corresponded to 100,000 fatigue cycles over 24 hours of continuous testing. Thus, it would
take at least 56.5 days for the testing to be completed.

5.3 Test Procedure
The fatigue test was started after completion of two static tests that provided baseline
measurements. In these tests, the specimen was loaded to 105 kip at the rate of 1 kip/sec and all

measurements recorded. Although the predicted cracking load was 154 kips, the top slab cracked
under the application of the first static cycle and all gages monitoring strain in the top concrete
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slab were determined to be invalid. This is thought to have been a result of shrinkage of the
concrete against the top flange, which induces significant tensile stress in the concrete (see
Section 8.3.1 Chapter 8). The location of the cracking was noted and their maximum value
recorded at the end of the testing.

Table 5.1 Fatigue Test Parameters

Parameter Fatigue Test
Load Range 5-105 kips
Frequency 1.16 Hz
Number of Cycles 5.65 million
Concrete strength

Top slab

Actuator side 9905 psi
Hold down side 7590 psi
Bottom slab 8178 psi

Following completion of the static tests, the instrumentation was zeroed out and the load
range set at 5 to 105 kips. The fatigue test was then initiated at a frequency of 1.16 Hz under a
load control mode. Testing was interrupted periodically and a static cycle applied for the same
load range to monitor the response. Ten such measurements were taken at approximate 0.5
million intervals with the last one at the end of the test.

The fatigue test commenced on May 15" 2008 and was temporarily stopped on July 8"
2008 after approximately 4.9 million cycles had been completed because fatigue cracks were
discovered in the reaction frame. Following replacement of the reaction frame, testing was
resumed after 2 weeks on July 23™ 2008 and concluded on July 30™ 2008. Because damage under
fatigue is cumulative, this interruption was not expected to affect the outcome.

5.4 Test Results

The fatigue testing was intended to evaluate the performance of shear connectors
primarily at the bottom slab where the flange was very thin. Loss of composite action could be
detected from slip measurements of both the top and bottom slabs. The instrumentation at these
locations is shown in Fig. 4.6 and 4.7 in Chapter 4.

Despite the relatively small fatigue load, previous tests have indicated that concrete can

deteriorate under these conditions. Such effects can be detected from deflection, strain data and
the location of the neutral axis.
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5.4.1 Deflection

Deflection was monitored at the cantilevered end, at the hold down frame end and at the
center support. Deflection recorded at the cantilevered end is the most relevant for evaluating the
effect of fatigue loading.

Fig. 5.1 and 5.2 shows the deflection at the cantilevered end measured by LVDTs # 7 and
8 respectively. This shows the deflection at these locations for the static cycle, after 0.5 million,
1.5 million, 3.0 million, 4.9 million and 5.65 million cycles. The results for 0.5 million and 3
million cycles in Fig. 5.1 are anomalous since they are not reproduced in Fig. 5.2 and are believed
to be due to lateral sway and torsional issues due to center point loading.

The deflection profile in Fig. 5.1 indicates that the maximum deflection was 0.65 in. after
1* static test (the theoretical deflection from simple cracked beam analysis was 0.56 in.) and
progressively increased to 0.76 in. after completion of 5.65 million cycles. The progressive
increase in deflection suggests an overall stiffness reduction possibly caused by additional
cracking of the top and bottom slabs (indicated by the strain data shown in Fig. 5.4).

Deflection (mm)
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120 T T T T
-+ 500
100 -
-4 400
=80 | :
-1 — Statictest 1 200 =
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s 60 o =]
b —+— 1.5 million g
o -
2.0 —=—3 0million | 1 200
—#— 4.9 million
70 —e— 5.65million| 4 100
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0 . 0
0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Deflection (inch)

Figure 5.1 Deflection at Actuator End LVDT # 7
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Figure 5.2 Deflection at Actuator End LVDT # 8

54.2 Slip

The relative movement between the top and bottom slabs and the respective steel surfaces
at both the loaded and the hold down ends were monitored throughout the testing (see details in
Fig 4.6 and 4.7). No slip was recorded at either ends for both the top and bottom slabs (see Figs.
D.9-D.17 on pg-D.11-D.15 in Appendix D). Only displacements exceeding 0.002 in. were taken
as slip since this was the smallest value that could be measured by the LVDT.

5.4.3 Strain in Concrete

The concrete strain in the bottom slab at the section located 4 ft. 10% in. from center
support on either side was monitored throughout the fatigue loading. Although loading was in the
elastic range, the observed strains were in general non-linear.

Figs. 5.3 and 5.4 plot the variation in the concrete strain at symmetric flange locations.
The strains shown in Fig. 5.3 are very small but reverse from tensile to compressive strain.
Analysis presented in Chapter 8 suggests that this type of behavior results when the bottom
surface of the bottom slab has significant open cracks resulting in upward shift in the neutral axis
of the bottom slab. The compressive response is attained as the crack closes sufficiently to shift
the neutral axis closer to that of an uncracked slab. The cracks are caused by shrinkage and likely
to have been affected by the presence of blocks used to set the thickness of the bottom slab (Fig.
5.5) since these would restrain the shrinkage and induce tension in the concrete. Additionally
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these cracks could have resulted from the restraint provided by the webs and due to the presence
of intermediate diaphragms. Shrinkage steel specified was determined in accordance with
AASHTO LRFD Specification (5.10.8) and was only placed in one layer since the bottom slab is
protected or confined by the steel bottom flange.

Strain (ue)
-50 40 -30 =20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50
120 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 500
100
—Statictest 4 400
g 80 —a—0.5 million =
= ——1.5million 1 300 %
° 60 | —=—3.0 million S
S a0 | —%—4 .9 million { 200 -
—e—5.65 million
50 | — 1 100
Compression (+ive)
0 L L L L L L L L 0
-50 40 -30 =20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50

Figure 5.3 Strain in Bottom Concrete Slab on Hold Down Side SG 109

The concrete strain variation in Fig. 5.4 indicates a change in the response after 1.5
million cycles. The response is characterized by low stiffness at low loads (up to 30 kips),
followed by increased stiffness in the range from 30-50 kips after which the stiffness remains
constant. The slab in this region most likely had moderate cracking causing the stiffness to reduce
initially. The apparent increase in stiffness is thought to be a result of crack closure which shifts
the neutral axis, after which the slope of the response is consistent for all the different
measurements shown in Fig. 5.4.
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Figure 5.4 Strain in Bottom Concrete Slab on Hold Down Side SG 111

Figure 5.5 Placement of Bottom Concrete Slab
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Figure 5.6 Strain in Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side SG 123

5.4.4 Strain in Steel

Strain was monitored in the steel box 4 ft 10% in. away from the support (see Figs. 4.19
and 4.20). The variation in strain with the number of cycles at symmetrical locations on the hold-
down span is shown in Figs. 5.6 and 5.7. The results for the actuator side were similar and may be
found in Appendix D.

The strain variation in the bottom flange is almost linear in Fig. 5.6 though its magnitude
increases with the number of cycles by over 30% (140 pe to 185 ue). The increase may be the
result of shrinkage cracks forming in the bottom slab (see Fig 5.3) over the duration of the test,
which would result in the bottom flange having to carry more load. There is no similar increase in
the corresponding gage located along the other web (Fig. 5.7) though in this case there is non-
linearity in the lower load range, e.g. from 30-50 kips. This is probably because of change in load
distribution as the cracks formed in the bottom slab close. The profile in Fig. 5.7 is similar to that
for the concrete strain measured at the same location (Fig. 5.4).

5.4.5 Top Rebar Strain

The strain in the reinforcement located 1 ft away symmetrically from the supports was
also monitored. Results summarized in Table 5.2 show the strains recorded for the first and last
cycles. The identifiers for the bars listed in this table may be found in Fig. 4.17 and 4.18.
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Inspection of Table 5.2 shows that in general strains increased (about 25%) with loading
indicating that cracking had increased. The strains in the hold down end were larger (relative to
the actuator end) despite the applied moments being lower, due to center support diaphragm
rotation, which pulls on the top deck on the hold down side (see Section 8.3 in Chapter 8). Higher
strains were observed over the rebars on the web compared to rebars placed in center and
cantilevered portion of the box girder section because of shear lag.
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Figure 5.7 Strain in Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side SG 125

5.4.6 Variation of Neutral Axis

The strains recorded in the web at the critical section 4 ft 10% in. from the support were
used to plot the variation in the neutral axis. The neutral axis was plotted by averaging the strains
measured at three coincident locations inside and outside the web (sees Fig. 4.19 and 4.20).

The variation in the neutral axis for the two webs on the actuator end at the end of the
5.65 million cycles is shown in Figs. 5.8 and 5.9. The corresponding plots for the hold down end
are shown in Figs. 5.10 and 5.11. The neutral axis varied from 24 in. at 10 kips to 28 in. (relative
to the top slab) at 100 kips indicating the increased cracking of the top slab after 5.65 million
cycles. Table 5.3 compares the change in the neutral axis location from the initial and final static
cycles for the two web locations at the actuator and holding down ends.

Inspection of Table 5.3 shows that the location of the neutral axis increases with

increasing number of cycles indicating that there was degradation in the top concrete stiffness
because of increased cracking.
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Rebar gages | Maximum Strain Percent | Rebar gages Maximum Strain Percent
(Actuator (pne) Increase | (Hold Down (ne) Increase
Side) First Last (%) side) First Last (%)

Cycle Cycle Cycle Cycle
1A 167 198 16 1 116 163 29
2A 154 201 24 2 212 226 6
3A 200 269 26 3 454 435 -5
4A 341 416 18 4 565 556 -2
S5A 306 408 25 5 680 642 -6
6A 455 474 4 6 445 381 -17
7A 73 77 6 7 108 102 -6
8A 84 87 3 8 377 456 17
9A 233 285 18 9 592 785 25
10A 121 145 17 10 187 180 -4
11A 242 282 14 11 579 569 -2
12A 114 372 69 12 264 272 3
13A 80 335 76 13 158 182 13
14A 74 178 59 14 245 272 10
15A 65 66 2 15 94 96
16A 95 99 4 16 145 159
Table 5.3 Location on Neutral Axis after 5.65 Million Cycles
Actuator Side (inch) Hold Down Side (inch)
(l;((;;;i) East Elevation West Elevation East Elevation West Elevation
First Last First Last First Last First Last
10 22 24 21 24.5 22 24 20.5 23
20 23.5 24.5 23 25.5 24 24.5 23 24.5
30 24 25 24 26 24.5 25 24 25
40 24.5 25 24.5 26.5 25 25 24.5 25.5
50 25 26 25 27 25 26 25 26
60 25.5 26 25.5 27.25 26 26 25.5 26.5
70 26 27.5 25.5 27.5 26 27 26 27
80 26.5 27.5 26 27.5 16.5 27.5 26.5 28
90 26.5 28 26 28 26.5 28.5 26.5 28.5
100 27 28 26.5 28 27 28.5 27 28.5
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Figure 5.9 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (West Elevation)
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5.4.7 Crack Width on Top Slab

Although the modulus of rupture was higher than the calculated stresses from the applied
fatigue load, the top slab cracked during initial static cycle. As stated earlier, this is believed to be
due to concrete shrinkage. Cracks developed close to the intermediate support (Fig. 5.12). Table
5.5 summarizes the measured maximum crack widths at the end of the test at these locations.

Figure 5.12 Structural Cracks at Intermediate Support on Hold Down Side

Table 5.4 Crack Width on Top Slab After 5.65 Million Cycles

Crack gages Afters(iflilll\)’l illion Comments
1 0.005 Actuator side
2 0.005 Actuator side
3 0.005 Hold down side
4 0.007 Hold down side

5.5 Discussion

The fatigue test was conducted at relatively low loads compared to the calculated failure
load of 1200 kips. While no slip was recorded, there were definite signs of stiffness degradation.
Since the applied stress range fell well below the endurance limit for the steel (about half its
tensile strength) or the welded connections, it can be attributed wholly to concrete. It was
possibly due to a combination of cracking and localized debonding of the concrete bottom slab
(see Fig. 5.5). The slab cracked at loads well below its modulus of rupture indicating that factors
such as shrinkage, restraint and temperature may have been responsible.
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The loss of stiffness was indicated by non-linearity in strains, a downward shift in the

position of neutral axis (Table 5.3) and increased deflection. The maximum deflection increased
from 0.64 in. at the end of the first static cycle to 0.78 in. at the end of the test.

The cross-section close to where failure occurred later under Service III (Chapter 7)

showed signs of a changed response after 1.5 million load cycles. The variation in strain in both
the concrete and the steel was significantly different (see Fig. 5.4 and 5.6). This was not observed
at the corresponding section on the actuator span (see Figs.D.56-58 and D.64-66 in Appendix D).
This suggests that there may have been localized debonding at low loads (less than 30 kips) due
to bottom slab cracking.

5.6

Observation and Conclusions

The top concrete slab cracked under the first static cycle even though calculated stresses
were well below its modulus of rupture. This is most likely due to top slab shrinkage (see
Section 8.3 in Chapter 8).

Strains in concrete and steel in the bottom slab close to the location where failure
eventually occurred were non-linear at very low loads (see Fig. 5.4 and 5.6). The non-
linearity is consistent with presence of cracks, which close as the loads increase (see
Section 8.3 in Chapter 8).

There was no significant slip observed at either end with respect to either top slab or
bottom slab.

The stiffness of the bottom concrete slab reduced after 1.5 million cycles possibly
because shrinkage cracking and local debonding under multi-axial stresses (see Fig. 5.5)

There was an 18% reduction in stiffness of the section after completion of the fatigue test
in terms of the maximum measured deflection (see Fig. 5.1). This is consistent with
continued cracking of concrete over time due to shrinkage and the fatigue load.

The rebar strains were approximately 25% higher after completion of 5.65 million

dynamic cycles (see Table 5.2). Again, this is consistent with continued cracking of
concrete over time due to shrinkage and the fatigue load.
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6. SERVICE TEST RESULTS

6.1 Introduction

Three series of service load tests were carried out following completion of the fatigue
tests reported in Chapter 5. The primary goal of these tests was to verify the adequacy of using
existing design guidelines in designing double composite bridges. In the first test, the applied load
was calculated to limit the stress in the reinforcing steel to 0.6f, (421 kips). In the second test, it
was limited to a top flange stress of 0.95F, (638 kips) assuming Grade 50 steel, since this grade of
steel is commonly used in practice. In the final service test, the stress in the top flange HPS steel
was limited to 0.95F, (894 kips) assuming yield strength of 70 ksi.

This chapter summarizes information from the first two service tests. The final service
test is described in the next chapter. For the two tests covered in this chapter, the same load was
applied and removed a total of five times. In all cases, the structural response from the first load
application differed significantly from the subsequent four applications. Results for the latter four
load applications were consistent and appeared to indicate that the anomalous results from the
first application were due to other factors, e.g. seating at the supports or onset of plastic
deformation. For this reason, the results presented in this chapter are those for the final cycle. The
other results may be found in Appendix E.

The instrumentation for all three service load tests was identical and is reported in
Chapter 4. In all cases, 145 channels of data were collected at a scan rate 10 Hz that is every
1/10™ of a second. Section 6.2 summarizes the results from the first service test while Section 6.3
reports those for the second test. Concluding remarks are summarized in Section 6.4

6.2 Service I Test Results

Compared to the fatigue test, the service tests recorded data from an additional 22
channels that measured deflection along the span and the maximum crack width (see Fig. 4.12
and 4.13). The intent of this test was to determine the service response when the stress in the
rebar reached 0.6f;. Results are presented for deflection, slip, rebar strain, crack width and
concrete/steel strains at critical locations.

6.2.1 Deflection

Deflection was measured at the cantilevered end, along the span, at both the hold down
frame end and near (2 ft. %4 in.) the center support (see Fig 4.12 and 4.13 for details). A photo of
the deflected shape of the test specimen in the 5™ cycle is shown in Fig. 6.1. A plot of the
deflection at the free end from the two LVDTs (#7 and #8) is shown in Fig. 6.2. The degree of
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agreement in the measured deflection by these two LVDTs indicates the absence of any twisting

deformation.

-

Figure 6.1 Deflected Shaped of Double Composite Box Girder
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Figure 6.2 Deflection at Cantilevered End
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The average maximum deflection under the 421 kip load was 3.13 in. that was
significantly greater than the predicted 2.25 in. value. This is not surprising given the stiffness
loss observed under fatigue loading (Fig. 5.2).

Table 6.1 compares the average deflection obtained from the fatigue test after 3 different
fatigue cycles (1%, 1.5 million and 5.65 million) with the corresponding values from the service

tests for the first, second and fifth cycles.

Table 6.1 Displacement at Cantilevered End

Average Displacement at Cantilevered End (inch)
Load Fatigue Fatigue Fatigue Service I Service I Service I
(kips) (Static1) | (1.5 million) | (5.65 million) 1" Cycle 2" Cycle 5™ Cycle
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
50 0.314 0.351 0.387 0.093 0.420 0.430
100 0.613 0.666 0.71 0.483 0.809 0.912
200 - - - 1.155 1.600 1.603
300 - - - 2.025 2.29 2.293
400 - - - 2.890 2.964 2.966
421 - - - 3.002 3.067 3.13

Inspection of Table 6.1 shows that the deflection at 100 kips increased from 0.71 in. at
the end of the fatigue test to 0.912 in. after the 5™ cycle of the service load. The 28% increase
indicates additional cracking in the specimen under the application of the load. However, this
does not explain why the deflection was lower than that obtained from the fatigue test under the
first cycle (0.483 in. vs 0.71 in.). Note that although deflection in the first cycle at 50 kips (0.093
in.) is lower than in subsequent cycles, the incremental deflection between 50 kip and 100 kip is
fairly close, indicating similar stiffness response.

Fig. 6.3 shows the deflection profile along the length of the test specimen. The
longitudinal profile indicates change in the deflected shape close to center support on the hold
down side. In this plot, the deflection data is averaged at locations where multiple LVDTs are
present, that is, at the hold-down end, 2 ft. % in. from the support and at the cantilevered end.
Since both the hold down support and the center support moved about 0.2 in. (see Figure ES,
Appendix E) under load, the measured values incorporate rigid body movement / rigid body
rotation. As a result, the reported deflection is higher. This issue is discussed further in the finite
element comparisons presented in Chapter 8.

Since strain data from the fatigue test was markedly non-linear close (4 ft. 10% in.) to the
center support on the hold down side at loads well below 50 kips (see Fig. 5.4), results of the
deflection measurement 2 ft. ¥ in. from the center support from the two LVDTs (#23, #24) are
plotted in Fig 6.4 for the 1* cycle and all subsequent cycles for LVDT #23 in Fig. 6.5.
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Figure 6.3 Longitudinal Deflection of Double Composite Box Girder
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Figure 6.5 Deflection of Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side (5 cycles)

Since the LVDTs are located on the hold down side, LVDTs #23 and #24 were expected
to measure upward (negative) deflection as the span rotates slightly between the hold down end
and the center support. However, Fig. 6.4 shows that the bottom flange had downward deflection
at both LVDT locations. There is a change in the deflection recorded by LVDT 23 at 130 kips
followed by significant non-linearity in the 210-230 kip range. Analysis presented in Chapter 8
revealed that this is a result of significant buckling of the bottom flange near this region.

Fig. 6.5 shows that in subsequent loading cycles (2-5) the displacement path follows the
unloading curve for cycle 1. The ‘zero shift’ suggests some degree of permanent plastic
deformation due to the buckling. Deflection values recorded by LVDT 23 for all five load cycles
are tabulated in Table 6.2.

6.2.2 Slip

Horizontal slip was recorded between concrete and steel interfaces at the actuator and
hold down ends (see Fig. 4.6 to Fig. 4.11 for details).

Slip was recorded in the the top slab at the hold down frame end (Fig. 6.6). The
maximum recorded slip was 0.012 in. No slip was recorded at the actuator end in both the top and
bottom slabs. LVDTs measuring non-zero slip were mounted on plates welded on to the exterior
vertical face on sides of the top flange (see Fig. 4.9). This type of mounting may have
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in-plane slip. LVDTs for slip measurements at other locations (see Figs. 4.8, 4.9 and 4.11) were
mounted on horizontal surfaces and therefore not prone to this type of error.

Table 6.2 Displacement in Failure Region — LVDT #23

0.4
2000

- 1600

- 1200

- 800

-1 400

Load Displacement in Failure Region (inch) from LVDT 23
(kips) | 1" Cycle | 2™ Cycle | 3" Cycle | 4™ Cycle | 5™ Cycle
0 0 0.047 0.050 0.056 0.056
50 0.001 0.033 0.037 0.041 0.043
100 0.002 0.044 0.049 0.054 0.057
130 0.005 0.049 0.054 0.058 0.066
150 0.009 0.054 0.057 0.061 0.70
190 0.018 0.064 0.067 0.071 0.75
200 0.020 0.067 0.070 0.074 0.080
210 0.013 0.067 0.070 0.078 0.083
222 0.014 0.071 0.074 0.083 0.088
234 0.029 0.076 0.078 0.088 0.093
300 0.050 0.108 0.111 0.113 0.120
400 0.154 0.176 0.177 0.182 0.188
421 0.176 0.191 0.191 0.204 0.203
Slip (mm)
0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35
' ' ' ' ' ' 33" 32
400 -
300 |
2
% 200 |
S
100 +
0 | . | | | | | | |
-0.004 -0.002 0] 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.01 0.012 0.014

Slip (inch)

Figure 6.6 Slip at Hold Down End
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6.2.3 Top Rebar Strain

A total of 32 strain gages located 1 ft on either side of the center support were used to
monitor the rebar strain. Details on their location and nomenclature may be found in Fig. 4.17 and
Fig. 4.18. In order to clearly show the strain variation in all 16 gages, results for eight gages are
shown in Fig. 6.7 and the remaining eight in Fig. 6.8. Only results for the rebars located in the
actuator span are shown since these values were higher. The variation was similar in the gages
located in the hold-down span and may be found in Figs E.19-20 on pg-E.15 of Appendix E.

Since the tests were conducted to limit the rebar strain to 0.6f, the strain corresponding
to this stress (1241ue) appears as a vertical line in Figs. 6.7-6.8. Because of shear lag effects,
strains are generally largest over the web.

Values of the maximum measured strain for all rebars from both the actuator and hold
down spans are summarized in Table 6.3. The strain recorded in the rebars on the actuator side
was higher because the static moment was higher.

Strain (ue)
0] 500 1000 1500 2000
T T 2000
2A 1A 3A 7A 8A 6A 4A 5A
400 - s "
- 1600
300 -
. 4 1200 =
- Maximum = 0.7 7f =
3 Minimum = 0.39f, <
= 500 - Average = 36ksi @
3 Tension (+ive) 1 g0 8
S
Service1Cycle 5
100 1A-2A - Cantilevered flange 1 a00
3A-6A- Over the web
7A-8A - Center of cross-section
0 1 | 1 0
0] 500 1000 1500 2000

Strain (JE)

Figure 6.7 Strain in Top Slab Reinforcement on Actuator side
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Strain (ug)
0 LS00 1000 1500 2000
T T T 2000
10A 164 15A11A14A 124 913A
a00 o k| AR
" 1600
300 G Maximum = 0.77f
Minimum =041f, | | 100 _
g Avergge = 36_ ksi Z
] Tension = (+ive) g
g 200 g
-1 goop -
- Service 1Cycle5
15A-16A - Cantilevered flange
100 11A-14A- Over the web 400
9A-10A - Center of cross-section
0 ! ! 0
0 500 1000 1500 2000
Strain (UE)
Figure 6.8 Strain in Top Slab Reinforcement on Actuator side
Table 6.3 Maximum Strain/Stress in Rebars on Actuator and Hold Down Side
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Rebar gages Strain stress Rebar gages strain Stress
(Actuator Side) (ne) (ksi) (Hold Down Side) (ne) (ksi)
1A 885 26 1 1353 39
2A 793 23 2 901 26
3A 1140 33 3 1295 38
4A 1482 43 4 1589 46
S5A 1613 47 5 1784 52
6A 1340 39 6 912 26
TA 1309 38 7 1123 33
8A 1349 39 8 1285 37
9A 1530 44 9 1325 38
10A 861 25 10 725 21
11A 1223 35 11 1405 41
12A 1445 42 12 584 17
13A 1563 45 13 1225 36
14A 1258 36 14 1167 34
15A 1133 33 15 714 21
16A 970 28 16 978 28

Note: Static moment was 10104 kip-ft. on the actuator side and 10067 kip-ft. on the hold down side
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6.2.4 Crack Width

After the fatigue test was completed, the locations where the crack width was highest
were identified (see Fig. 5.12 and Table 5.4). Four crack gages were installed at these locations,
two on either side of the center support approximately 1 foot away.

The variation of crack width with load is shown in Fig. 6.9. Surprisingly, the crack width
is larger on the hold down span (#3, #4) where moments were lower (Table 6.4) rather than the
actuator span (#1, #2). Results presented in Chapter 8 suggests that this occurs primarily due to
rotation of the center support diaphragm, which results in it pulling the top slab on the hold down
(tension) side. Another contributing factor is thought to be the weaker concrete on the hold down
side (see Table 5.1). The largest crack width was 0.0217 inch at sensor 3 on the hold down side.
Table 6.4 summarizes the crack width data for the service load test.

Crack Width (inch)

0 0.005 0.01 0.015
71 4 3 ] 2000
400
1 1600
g 300 -
] | 1200
= =
o [}
S 200 Initial 1,2, 3= 0.005inch | | g9 S
Inital 4 = 0.007 inch
100 Service 1Cycle 5 | 200
1-2- Actuator Side
3-4- Hold Down Side
0 "o

0.4 0.5

0 0.1

0.2 0.3
Crack Width (mm)

Figure 6.9 Crack Gages at Center Support on Actuator Side and Hold Down side
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Table 6.4 Crack Width on Top Slab for Service I

Crack Initial Crack Width Measured Crack Total Crack Width
gages (inch) Width (inch) (inch)
Actuator side
1 0.005 0.0099 0.0149
2 0.005 0.0106 0.0156
Hold Down Side
0.005 0.0167 0.0217
4 0.007 0.0141 0.0211

6.2.5 Strain in Concrete

The strain in the concrete bottom slab was monitored at symmetric locations 4 ft. 10% in.
from the center support by gages 106-111. Of these gages 106-108 are on the actuator span and
109-111 (gage 110 did not work) on the hold-down span (see Fig. 4.19-20).

Fig 6.10 plots the variation in strain with load for the five gages that worked. The
variation is highly non-linear even though the loads were in the elastic range. There is stress
reversal in gages 106-109. Analysis presented in Chapter 8 reveals that this complex response is
caused by different degrees of cracking of the bottom surface of the bottom slab. Due to absence
of a bottom mat of reinforcement, the bottom surface of the bottom slab is expected to crack due
to shrinkage. Cracking shifts the neutral axis of the bottom slab higher, thereby inducing tension
as the load is transferred eccentrically through the shear studs located at the bottom surface (see
response of gages 106-109). Eventually, the crack closes, resulting in increased stiffness and
development of compressive strains. Moderate amounts of cracking will not shift the neutral axis
significantly, but it still results in lower stiffness of the slab until the cracks close (see response of
gage 111). The strain profile matches that recorded in the fatigue test (Fig. 5.4).

Fig. 6.11-12 compares the strain data from the fatigue test with those from the service
load case for gages 111 and 109 respectively. Fatigue test data after 1.5 million cycles indicates
presence of a wide crack since the strain is essentially zero for loads below 70 kips. Note that the
slope of the curve beyond 70 kip is similar to those of the measurements taken at 5.65 million
cycles and service I test. The response measured after 5.65 million cycles suggest partial crack
closure. This may have been caused by redistribution of loads due to continued shrinkage of top
and bottom slab concrete. Another potential factor is local buckling of the steel, which would
result in sufficient longitudinal strain being developed at a low load to close the crack and start
transferring loads to the concrete.
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Strain (pe)
-100 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
T T T T 2000
06 109,107 08 11
400 -
- 1600
300 -
4 1200 =
=
200 g
1 800 S
Maximum=0.33f'c
100 + Minimum = 0.02f'c 1 400
Average =0.75ksi
Compression (+ive)
0 1 1 1 0
-100 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
Figure 6.10 Srain in Bottom Concrete Slab (5" Cycle)
Strain (He)
-100 0 100 200 300 400 500
200 T T T T T
-1 800
150
- 600
- =
100 | —&— 1.5 million %
——s.65milion| | 90 8
- |
——service 1l
50 1 200
SG_111
Compression (+ive)
0 1 1 1 0
-100 0 100 200 300 400 500

Figure 6.11 Comparison of Concrete Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 111
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Strain (pe)
-200 -100 0 100 200
200 T T T
- 800
150 +
—_— - 600
g —
2 . =
= —a— 1.5 million =
S 100 G =
© - 1400 E
o —+—5.65 million g
-1 -
—+—service 1
30 - 1 200
SG_109
Compression (+ive)
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

Figure 6.12 Comparison of Concrete Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 109

6.2.6 Strain in Steel

Strains were monitored in the top flange, webs and the bottom flange (see Fig. 4.19 and
Fig. 4.20 for details) at the section located 4 ft. 1074 in. from the center support. Only results for
the strains at the eight locations in the bottom flange are presented. In the actuator span, the gages
were numbered 118-120 while corresponding gages in the hold down span were numbered 123-
125. Two additional gages (#121, 122) were placed transversely 2 ft. % in from the center
support.

Fig. 6.13 and Fig. 6.14 show the variation in strain with load in the actuator and hold
down spans respectively. The strain variation is not identical at the two locations and is more
non-linear on the hold down side even though the moment is smaller. The maximum recorded
strains were 1208 pe (35 ksi) and 1145 pe (33.2 ksi) in gages 120 and 125 on the actuator and
hold down sides respectively.

Fig. 6.15 and Fig. 6.16 compare the strains from fatigue and service load for gages 123
and 125 on the hold down span. The plots only show part of the data for the purposes of
comparison. The maximum strain is lower for gage 123 (Fig. 6.15) compared to gage 125 (Fig.
6.16). However, it does not display the same non-linearity as was observed in the concrete gages
(Fig. 6.11).
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0 1 1 1 1 0
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Figure 6.13 Strain in Bottom Flange on Actuator side
Strain (pe)
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Figure 6.14 Strain in Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side
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Figure 6.15 Comparison of Steel Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 123
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Figure 6.16

Comparison of Steel Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 125
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6.2.7 Neutral Axis

Strains measured at three coincident locations on the web were averaged and used to plot
the neutral axis (as for the fatigue test).

Figs. 6.17-6.20 plot the neutral axis for each web on the actuator and hold down spans
respectively. Table 6.5 summarizes this information. Results show that the neutral axis drops with
increasing load from 29 to 32.5 in. for the actuator span and from 28.5 to 33 in. on the hold down
side. This is most a likely result of the combined effect of cracking of the top slab and the
stiffening observed in the bottom slab (see Fig. 6.10) due to crack closure.

Table 6.5 Variation of Neutral Axis

Actuator Side (inch) Hold Down Side (inch)
Load East Elevation West Elevation East Elevation West Elevation
Fatigue | Service 1 | Fatigue | Service 1 | Fatigue | Service 1 | Fatigue | Service 1
100 28 29 28 28 28 29 28 28.5
200 - 31 - 30 - 30 - 31
300 - 32 - 31 - 31 - 32
400 - 32.5 - 32 - 32 - 33
421 - 32.5 - 32 - 32 - 33
Strain (He)
-800 -600 -400 -200 0 200 400 600 800
0 T T T T T T 0
L | 100 200 300 400 421 | L
16 /’ / /‘ }k. 16
= 20 / 20
3 / =
£ 24 7 24°g
£ 28 28 =
=] =
§' 32 il 32 B
c 36 36 O
) c
g 40 /Al a0 8
1) - (3]
44 Service1 Cycle 5 L 44 @
@ 13 o & W 4 Neutral Axis | 4 «
4 ft 10} in. on Actuator Side
52 East Elevation — 52
56 Note: Loadin kips | 56
60 1 1 1 1 1 1 60
-800 -600 -400 -200 0 200 400 600 800
Strain (Jg)

Figure 6.17 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (East Elevation)
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Figure 6.18 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (West Elevation)
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-800 -600 -400 -200 0 200 400 600 800
T T T T T T
5 [ 100 200 300 400421 | |
= 20 7 20
E 24 / 24
£ 28 28
§' 32 / 32
c 36 36
2 40 / / 40
3 /
i8] -
»n 44 Service1 Cycle 5 | 44
4s o « w 4 Neutral Axis (Axial) s
4 ft 10% in. on Hold Down Side
52 EastElevation — 52
56 Note: Loadin kips | 56
60 1 1 1 1 1 1 60
-800 -600 -400 -200 200 400 600 800

Stralﬂn (HE)

Figure 6.19 Neutral Axis on Hold Down Side (East Elevation)
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Figure 6.20 Neutral Axis on Hold Down Side (West Elevation)

6.3 Service II Load Test Results

As mentioned earlier, all test parameters and instrumentation used for the Service I test
were retained for the Service II test. Thus, the load was applied and removed five times and all
data recorded at a scan rate of 10 Hz. The only change made was to the maximum load that was
increased from 421 kips to 638 kips. This load corresponded to the condition where the stress in
the top flange was limited to 0.95F, with F, taken as 50 ksi, that is, 47.5 ksi.

The same results reported for Service I, namely deflection, slip, rebar strain, crack width,
steel strain and position of the neutral axis are also reported for this loading condition. The same
variation in results between different cycles was observed (see Appendix E) and as before the
results presented are those from the 5™ cycle. However, unlike Service I test where initial
readings were small and therefore taken to be zero, this was not the case for Service II test
especially for strain and deflection data (see Table E.2 in Appendix E). In view this, data
presented has non-zero initial readings.

6.3.1 Deflection

Fig. 6.21 shows the variation in the average deflection of the box specimen along its
length for loads ranging 100 to 638 kips. A discontinuity close to the support (2 ft. % in.) may be
discerned in the hold-down span for the 638 kip load suggesting localized buckling.
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Fig. 6.22 plots the variation of deflection with load for LVDTs 7 and 8 at the free end.
The readings overlap indicating the absence of any torsional effect. The maximum deflection
recorded was 5 inch.

Table 6.6 compares the measured deflection at the cantilevered free end from the fatigue
test (start and end) with those from the first and fifth cycles from service I and II. The comparison
shows that for the same 100k load, deflections are greater under the first service II cycle
compared to at the end of the fatigue test (1.3907 vs 0.737 in.). Inspection of Table 6.6 also
shows that there is some slight stiffening at higher loads, e.g. the deflection under the maximum
639k load reduces from 5.458 in. (1 cycle) to 4.992 in. (5" cycle).

As for the service 11 load case, the deflection data from the first application of the load is
not consistent with those recorded for the remaining four cycles. Fig. 6.23 presents the results for
LVDTs 23 and 24 (located 2 ft. % in. from center support on hold down side) for the first cycle.
The non-linear response can be readily seen. This is caused by buckling of the bottom flange.
However, for subsequent load applications shown in Fig. 6.24 and 6.25 the loading and unloading
paths are the same. Note the shift in the zero reading indicating residual deflection due to plastic
yielding.

The load deflection plot for LVDTs 23 and 24 shown in Figs. 6.23-6.25 are summarized
for selected loads in Tables 6.7 and 6.8 respectively. The results confirm that the deflection
response from the first application is stiffer than those from subsequent load applications.

Length {m)
0 2 4 b 8 10 12 14 16 18
-1 T - -254
0
1 100 -1 246
5 200
= 300 _
=
g 3 400 | 746 E
z c
§ ¢ §
S 5 638 | 1246 g
= =
8 ¢ 3
7 L < 1746
Service -1l
8 - Note: Loadin kips
9 1 1 1 1 1 - 2246
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Length (ft)

Figure 6.21 Longitudinal Deflection of Double Composite box girder
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Deflection (mm)
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Figure 6.22 Deflection at Cantilevered End
Table 6.6 Displacement at Cantilevered End
Average Displacement at Cantilevered End (inch)
Load Fatigue Fatigue Service I Service 11 Service 1 Service 11
(kips) | (Static1) | (5.65 million) | 1st Cycle 1st Cycle 5th Cycle 5th Cycle
0 0 0 0 0.6654 0.228 0.2756
50 0.314 0.387 0.093 1.0575 0.430 0.6797
100 0.614 0.737 0.483 1.3907 0.912 1.0139
200 - - 1.155 2.1505 1.603 1.8865
300 - - 2.025 2.9063 2.293 2.6316
400 - - 2.890 3.5388 2.966 3.2746
421 - - - - - -
500 - - - 4.2742 - 4.0206
600 - - - 5.1064 - 4.7600
638 - - - 5.4580 - 4.9925

6-19



Load (kips)

Load (kips)

Double Composite Final Report

Deflection (mm)

-15.24 -10.24 -5.24 -0.24 4,76 9.76 14.76
700 T T T T T |_
24 23
600
500
400
300
200 | i
100 - | Downward (+ive) 1
0 1 1 1 1
-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 -1E-15 0.2 0.4 0.6

Deflection (inch)

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

Figure 6.23 Deflection of Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side (1* Cycle)
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Figrue 6.24

Deflection in Failure Region for LVDT 23
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Figure 6.25 Deflection in Failure Region for LVDT 24
Table 6.7 Displacement in Failure Region for LVDT 23
Load Displacement in Failure Region for LVDT 23 (inch)
(kips) 1st Cycle 2nd Cycle 3rd Cycle 4th Cycle 5th Cycle
0 0.02315 0.097239 0.107456 | 0.086231 0.089324
50 0.0324 0.1193 0.1213 0.1070 0.1098
100 0.0400 0.1385 0.1442 0.1232 0.1273
200 0.0642 0.1787 0.1881 0.1729 0.1771
300 0.1108 0.2317 0.2438 0.2189 0.2368
400 0.1754 0.2888 0.2928 0.2742 0.2922
500 0.2753 0.3485 0.3498 0.3329 0.3322
600 0.3794 0.4012 0.4144 0.3900 0.3966
638 0.4059 0.4227 0.4242 0.4067 0.4163
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Table 6.8 Displacement in Failure Region for LVDT 24

Load Displacement in Failure Region for LVDT 24 (inch)
(kips) 1st Cycle 2nd Cycle 3rd Cycle | 4th Cycle 5th Cycle
0 -0.0013 0.0712 0.0819 0.0858 0.0864
50 -0.0042 0.0782 0.0824 0.0908 0.0943
100 -0.0030 0.0885 0.0947 0.1002 0.1044
200 -0.0027 0.1147 0.1228 0.1314 0.1360
300 0.0032 0.1545 0.1673 0.1680 0.1833
400 0.0192 0.2085 0.2138 0.2208 0.2348
500 0.0981 0.2698 0.2736 0.2828 0.2852
600 0.2918 0.3287 0.3431 0.3480 0.3573
638 0.3383 0.3532 0.3586 0.3659 0.3784

6.3.2 Slip

Fig. 6.26 and 6.27 plot the slip recorded at the actuator and hold down ends respectively.
Slip was observed on the top slab at both ends. The slip data is nonlinear indicating that the
mechanism is complex. The maximum slip recorded at top slab interface at the actuator end
(given by LVDT 31) was 0.017 inch. The maximum slip recorded at top slab interface at the hold
down end (given by LVDT 32) was 0.024 in.
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100 - 1 =00
0 1 1 1 1 1 0
-0.013 -0.008 -0.003 0.002 0.007 0.012 0.017 0.022
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Figure 6.26 Slip at the Actuator End
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Figure 6.27 Slip at Hold Down End

6.3.3 Top Rebar Strain

The rebar strain was monitored 1 ft. away from the center support by 32 strain gages as
before. Fig. 6.28 and Fig. 6.29 plot the variation in strain with load in the rebar in the actuator
span for the 16 rebars. Each plot provides data for 8 bars (see Fig. 4.17 and 4.18 for their
identification). The strain variation for rebars on the hold down side is presented in Figs. E.55-56
on pg E.33 of Appendix E.

The strain varies linearly with load. As before, higher strains were observed in the rebars
located over the webs than in rebars located in the center because of shear lag effects. The
average stress in the bars on the actuator side was 55 ksi. In some rebars, the calculated stress
exceeded the nominal yield strength value of 60 ksi. Since the yield strength of the bars (73.1 ksi
Appendix B) was considerably greater than 60 ksi, stresses higher than 60 ksi were calculated.
Complete stress and strain information for all 32 bars is summarized in Table 6.9.

6-23



Load (Kips)

Load (kips)

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

500

Double Composite Final Report

1000

Strain (pe)

1500

2000 2500 3000

3500

2A

1A TAGA3ABAUA  BA

......

Tension (+ive)

Service 2 Cycle 5

1A-2A- Cantileveredflange
3A-BA- Overthe web

7A-8A- Center of cross-section

Figure 6.28

500

1000

Strain in Top Slab Reinforcement on Actuator Side

1000

1500

2000 2500 3000

Strain (pe)

Strain (je)

1500 2000 2500

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

0

3500

3000

10A  16A 15A14 ASAT1A12A13A

Average =55 ksi
Tension (+ive)

Service 2 Cycle 5

15A-16A- Cantilevered flange
11A-14A- Overthe web
9A-10A- Center of cross-section

500

1000

1500 2000 2500

Strain (pg)

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

0

3000

Figure 6.29 Strain in Top Slab Reinforcement on Actuator Side (5" Cycle)
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Table 6.9 Stress in Rebars on Actuator and Hold Down Sides

Rebar gages | Maximum | Maximum | Rebar gages Hold | Maximum | Maximum
Actuator Side | Strain (pg) Stress Down side strain (ne) Stress
1A 1576 46 1 2159 63
2A 1456 42 2 1541 45
3A 2128 62 3 2166 63
4A 2406 70 4 2365 69
S5A 3182 - 5 2732 -
6A 1857 54 6 1145 33
7A 2009 58 7 1989 58
8A 2227 65 8 1719 50
9A 2112 61 9 1704 49
10A 1427 41 10 1280 37
11A 2085 60 11 1978 57
12A 2382 69 12 1018 30
13A 2632 - 13 2462 71
14A 2297 67 14 2042 59
15A 2271 66 15 2070 60
16A 2004 58 16 1874 54

6.3.4 Crack Width

Fig. 6.30 shows the variation in crack width with load. The highest increase in crack
width recorded was 0.0188 in. on the hold down span in gage 3. The initial crack width was
measured manually using a crack comparator. Table 6.10 summarizes the crack width

information.
Table 6.10 Crack Width on Top Slab for Service 11
Crack gages Initial C.rack Width Mea.sured.Crack Total C.rack Width
(inch) Width (inch) (inch)
Actuator side
0.005 0.0146 0.0196
2 0.005 0.0135 0.0184
Hold Down Side
0.005 0.0188 0.0237
4 0.007 0.0167 0.0237
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Crack Width (inch)
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Figure 6.30 Crack width at center support on Actuator and Hold Down Side

6.3.5 Strain in Concrete

Fig. 6.31 shows the variation in strain in the bottom concrete slab with load for the five
gages that worked. Information on the location of these gages may be found in Figs. 4.19-20.

The strain variation in these gages is highly non-linear at low loads accompanied by
stress reversal. Again, this signifies that the response was complex and the presence of open
cracks at the bottom surface of the bottom slab. The maximum measured strain was 815 pe by
gage 111 located 4 ft. 10% in. from the center support on the hold down span. The corresponding
maximum calculated stress assuming the code value for the modulus was 0.43f'c.
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Figure 6.31 Strain in Bottom Concrete Slab

Fig. 6.32 and Fig. 6.33 compare the variation in strain in gages 109 and 111 located 4 ft.
10% in. from the center support on the hold down span. The plots show only part of the data for
comparison purposes. The results for gage 109 show that there was practically no change in
behavior of the concrete under fatigue loading. However, this was not the case for strain recorded
by gage 111 where the post-fatigue response is more consistent with partial crack closure,
perhaps due to load distribution from continued shrinkage and buckling of the bottom flange.
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Figure 6.32 Comparison of Concrete Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 109
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Figure 6.33 Comparison of Concrete Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 111
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6.3.6 Strain in Steel

As before, strains were monitored in the top flange, webs and the bottom flange (see Fig.
4.19 and Fig. 4.20 for details) at the section located 4 ft. 10% in. from the center support.

Unlike Service I where the maximum load was controlled by the rebar strain, the
maximum load for Service II was controlled by the top flange steel strain. For this reason, the
results for the top flange steel strain at the center support are plotted (gages 73, 74) in Fig. 6.34.
The strain variation is linear and the maximum recorded value was 1932ue. This exceeds the
targeted stress of 47.5 ksi.

Results for the steel strain at four locations in the bottom flange on the actuator span are
plotted in Fig. 6.35. Of these, gage 121 measured the transverse strain which is negligible. Of the
remaining gages, gage 119 positioned at the center shows the strain dropping after approximately
150k to about half its maximum value. This is an indication of buckling, which induces tensile
loads on the bottom fiber due to localized flexure. This trend is not repeated in the two gages
located over the web (118, 120). For these gages, the response is non linear but similar. The
apparent stiffening is again a result of buckling induced flexural tensile strains at the bottom fiber.
This trend was not observed in Service I (see Fig. 6.13 and 6.14).

The strains in the corresponding gages on the hold-down span are qualitatively similar
(Fig. 6.36). There was no significant strain in the transverse direction (gage 122) but the strain in
gage 124 dropped off and reversed from its maximum value at a load below 150 kip. As for the
hold down side, the response of gages 123 and 125 located at the webs were comparable. The
results from Fig. 6.35 and 6.36 suggest localized buckling near the location of these gages in the
middle of the box and 4 ft. 10% in from the center support.

The maximum strain recorded on the actuator side was 2191pu¢e for strain gage 120 (Fig.
6.35). On the hold-down side, the corresponding strain in gage 125 was 2379 pe. Both exceeded
the targeted 47.5 ksi stress (Fig. 6.36).

Fig. 6.37 and 6.38 compare the strain variation in gages 123 and 125 in the hold down
span for the fatigue cycle (1.5 million, 5.65 million cycles) and for the first and fifth cycles from
service I and II. The plots show only part of the data for comparison purposes. The results show a
significant reduction in stiffness for the 5™ cycle. Again, this suggests that there was some
degradation of the specimen under the service II loads due to buckling.
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Figure 6.34 Strain in Top Flange at Center Support
Strain (pe)
500 1000 1500 2000 2500
700 T T T T
119 118 120 | 3000
600
-4 2500
500
-4 2000
400
-4 1500
300
200 -4 1000
f,=50ksi
100 -+ 500
Compression (+ive)
0 - F 3 L 1 1 0
500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Strain (He)

7

Figure 6.35

Strain in Bottom Flange on Actuator side
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Figure 6.36  Strain in Bottom Flange on Hold Down side (5" Cycle)
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Figure 6.37 Comparison of Steel Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 123

6-31

Load (kN)

Load (kN)



Double Composite Final Report

Strain (pe)
0 200 400 600 800
200 T T T
- 800
150 —&— 1.5 million
- —+—5.65 million 1 600
Q —
< —— S| 1st Cycle g
100 —e— S| 5th Cycle =
E Y - 400 g
S —=— S|l 1st Cycle S
—e— S 11 5th Cycle
30 | 200
SG_125
Compression (+ive)
0 '. 1 1 1 0
0 200 400 600 800

Strain (He)

Figure 6.38 Comparison of Steel Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 125

6.3.7 Neutral Axis

As before the neutral axis was computed by averaging web strains at three coincident
locations (see Figs. 4.19-4.20). Results for the neutral axis are plotted for each 100 kip interval.

Figs. 6.39-6.42 plot the neutral axis for each web on both the actuator and hold down
spans respectively. Variation in strain with load is summarized in Table 6.11.

Table 6.11 Variation of Neutral Axis

Actuator Side (inch) Hold Down Side (inch)

Load East Elevation West Elevation East Elevation West Elevation
(kips) S-1 S-11 S-1 S-11 S-1 S-11 S-1 S-11
100 29 32 28 30 29 31 28.5 31
200 31 32 30 30.5 30 31 31 32
300 32 32.5 31 31 31 32 32 32
400 32.5 32.5 32 31.5 32 32 33 32.5
500 32.5 32 32 33
600 33 32.5 32.5 33.5
638 33 32.5 32.5 33.5
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Figure 6.39 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (East Elevation)
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Figure 6.40 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (West Elevation)
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Figure 6.42 Neutral Axis on Hold Down Side (West Elevation)
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Conclusions

Service I

The response from the first load application differed significantly from subsequent
applications of the same load (see Fig. 6.5). This is thought to be due to occurrence of
local buckling in the first cycle resulting in a permanent change in the stiffness of the
structure.

The deflection in the critical failure region close to center support (Fig. 6.5) was non-
linear even though the load was in the elastic range. This is consistent with buckling of
the bottom flange.

The average crack width was 18 mils (0.018 in.) while the maximum was 21 mils (0.021
in.).

The strain variation in the bottom steel flange and the bottom concrete slab were non-
linear (see Fig. 6.16 and 6.11). The strain in the concrete indicated partial crack closure at
about 30 kips.

The concrete bottom slab underwent stress reversal at relatively low loads (Fig. 6.10).
Most likely the result of significant open cracks in the bottom surface of the bottom slab.

Service 11

The response from the first load application differed significantly from subsequent
applications of the same load as for Service 1.

The average crack width was 21 mils (0.021 in.) while the maximum was 24 mils (0.024
in).

The deflection in the critical failure region close to center support was non-linear and
there was evidence of localized distortion in the bottom plate. Buckling of the bottom
plate occurred at relatively low loads (below 50 kips - see Fig. 6.23 to 6.25).

The strain recorded in the top flange exceeded 0.95F, (47.5 ksi) limit (see Fig 6.34). The
strain recorded for the bottom flange was non-linear (see Fig. 6.36). Comparison of strain
with fatigue and service I load test reveals that there is a reduction in the stiffness of the
specimen due to increased strain in the bottom plate on the hold down side (see Fig.
6.38). This increase in strain is observed at very low loads.

The concrete bottom slab underwent stress reversal at low loads. There is degradation of
concrete at higher loads. Concrete showed signs of low stiffness consistent with partially
open cracks at loads below 50 kips (see Fig. 6.33).
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7. ULTIMATE LOAD TEST RESULTS

7.1 Introduction

Three series of service load tests were planned following completion of the fatigue test
reported in chapter 5. The first two of these service tests is reported in the previous chapter.

The final service test was designed to evaluate the response when the applied load (894
kips) corresponded to a stress of 0.95F, (66.5 ksi) in the Grade 70 steel. The test was to be
conducted in the same manner, that is, the load would be applied and removed a total of 5 times
with the instrumentation remaining unchanged (see chapter 4 for details). The targeted ultimate
load was 1200 kips or failure whichever occurred first. However, as the specimen failed in the
first cycle of the third service test it is referred to as the ‘ultimate’ load test.

This chapter summarizes the results of the ultimate load test. A description of the failure
mode is first presented in Section 7.2 followed by results in Section 7.3. A summary of results is
presented in section 7.4 with the conclusions listed in Section 7.5. As for the Service II results all
data presented have initial non-zero (residual) values (see Table E.2, Appendix E) to account for
buckling caused at a relatively low load. For completeness, zeroed-out results from all the tests
are presented in Appendix E.

7.2 Failure Mode

The specimen failed due to crushing of bottom slab caused by premature buckling of the
bottom flange close to the center support on the hold-down span while the maximum 894 kip load
was being maintained to allow inspection of the extent of cracking of the top slab. Since buckling
is not possible if the flange were continuously bonded to the concrete bottom slab, failure was
inevitably initiated due to debonding of the concrete. Indirect evidence of such debonding was
reported in the previous chapters (see Fig. 5.5, 6.11, 6.16, 6.33 and 6.38).

7.2.1 Description

Fig. 7.1 shows the failed bottom flange in the hold down span. The buckled flange
extended transversely over almost its entire 6 ft width and between the first and second shear stud
lines (11 in. and 34 in. from the center support) in the longitudinal direction. Immediately
following failure, the applied load dropped from 894 to 394 kips.

Fig. 7.2 shows the condition of the bottom slab at the failed location. This picture was

taken after the top slab had been taken out and debris from the bottom slab removed. While parts
of the slab are bonded to the steel flange, there are regions where the concrete crushed and
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debonded from the steel. The absence of shear studs suggests that the concrete bond with the
shear stud was not compromised.

Additional photos are shown in Figs. 7.3-7.6. Fig. 7.3 provides different views of the
buckled flange plate. Unlike Fig. 7.2, these photos were taken immediately after failure and show
the damage. In Figs. 7.4-7.5, sections of the concrete separated exposing the reinforcement.

Figure 7.2 View of Bottom Slab on Hold Down Side After Clean-up
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Buckled Bottom Flange |
on Hold Down Side
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Figure 7.3 Failed Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side
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Figure 7.5 Failed Bottom Concrete Slab on Hold Down Side
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Buckled Web on Hold Down
Side (East Elevation)

Figure 7.6 Views of Buckled Bottom Flange

7.3  Ultimate Load Test Results

The intent of this test was to determine the service response when the stress in the steel
flanges reached 0.95F, or 66.5 ksi. Results are presented for deflection, slip, rebar strain, crack
width and concrete/steel strains at critical locations.

7.3.1 Deflection

The deflection was measured at the cantilevered end, along the span at the hold down
frame end and near (2 ft % in.) the center support. Instrumentation details may be found in Figs.
4.12-4.13.

Fig 7.7 is a photo of the deflected shape of the box specimen as it approached failure. Fig.
7.8 shows the variation in the deflection along its length with increasing load. The permanent
deformation caused by the last application of the Service II load (Fig. 6.21) at 2 ft % in. from the
center support in the hold down span is reproduced in this case. This is shown in Table 7.1 in
which the deflection measured by LVDT 23/24 from the 5" cycle (Service II) and the ultimate
load case are compared.

Since the structure failed at a load that was 40% higher than 638 kips (894 kips) this
response clearly shows that loads were still being transferred despite the serious distress in the
thin bottom flange.

The maximum recorded deflection at the cantilevered end of 8.12 in. was 70% greater
than the predicted value of 4.78 in. based on a cracked transformed section. This is primarily due
to plastic yielding of the top flange, parts of the web and the bottom flange at the center support,
which resulted in significant rotation of the cantilever span. Other contributing factors are thought
to include reduction in the concrete stiffness arising from fatigue loading (Fig. 5.4) and
environmental effects, e.g. shrinkage cracking and localized debonding.
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Table 7.2 compares the ultimate deflection at different loads with those from fatigue
(static and 5.65 million cycles), and the first and fifth cycles from service I and II. The results
show that for the same load, the deflections from the ultimate test were comparable to those from
the earlier tests. For example, the deflection at ultimate at 400 kips was 4.015 in., larger than the
value recorded for the 5" cycle in Service II and comparable to that for the 5" cycle in Service I
(2.966 in.). This trend is followed at 600 kips (4.565 in. vs 4.545 in. from the 1* cycle).

Fig. 7.9 shows the variation in the deflection at the cantilevered end with load. This
shows that following failure, the load immediately dropped from its maximum value of 894 kips
to 394 kips.

-

Figure 7.7 Deflection of Double Composite Box Beam
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Figure 7.8 Deflection of Double Composite Box Beam at Load Intervals (downwards = +tive).
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Table 7.1 Deflection in Failure Region (downwards = +tive)
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Deflection in Failure Region (inch)
LVDT 23 LVDT 24
Load Service 11 Service 11
(kips) 5th Cycle Ultimate | S5th Cycle | Ultimate
0 0.0893 0.137* 0.0864 0.110%*
50 0.1098 0.132 0.0943 0.093
100 0.1273 0.152 0.1044 0.105
200 0.1771 0.197 0.1360 0.134
300 0.2368 0.224 0.1833 0.178
400 0.2922 0.253 0.2348 0.239
500 0.3322 0.351 0.2852 0.279
600 0.3966 0.382 0.3573 0.350
638 0.4163 0.413 0.3784 0.384
700 - 0.444 - 0.425
800 - 0.532 - 0.482
894 - 0.571 - 0.531

" Includes permanent deflections introduced by prior tests

Deflection (mm)
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® 400 |
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|
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Figure 7.9 Deflection at Cantilevered End
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Table 7.2 Average Deflection at Actuator End (downwards = +tive)
Average Displacement at Cantilevered End (inch)
Fatigue
Load Fatigue (5.65m Service I | Service II | Servicel | Service II
(kips) (Cycle 1) Cycle) 1st Cycle 1st Cycle | 5th Cycle | 5th Cycle | Ultimate
0 0 0 0 0.6654" -0.228" 0.034 0.56"
50 0.314 0.387 0.093 1.0575 0.430 0.438 1.27
100 0.614 0.737 0.483 1.3907 0.912 0.861 1.67
200 - - 1.155 2.1505 1.603 1.624 2.46
300 - - 2.025 2.9063 2.293 2.375 3.23
400 - - 2.890 3.5388 2.966 3.118 4.015
421 - - - - - - -
500 - - - 4.2742 - 3.762 4.59
600 - - - 5.1064 - 4.497 5.36
638 - - - 5.4580 - 4.726 -
700 - - - - - - 6.12
800 - - - - - - 7.064
894 - - - - - - 8.179
" Includes permanent deflections introduced by prior tests
Deflection (mm)
-36.6 -16.6 34 23.4 43.4 63.4
1000 T T T T
24 23 | 4000
800
m | 3000
§ 600
E 400 41 2000
|
200 -1 1000
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Figrue 7.10 Deflection at Failure Region on Hold Down Side
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Table 7.1 compares the deflection measured by LVDTs 23 and 24 at the critical section 2
ft ¥4 in. from the center support on the hold down span from the 5™ cycle of service II and the
ultimate load case. Inspection of this table shows there is an initial downward deflection
measured even at zero load during the ultimate test due to permanent deformation caused by
Service II test. The data also indicates that the deflection measured at ultimate was lower than 5"
cycle of service II in some cases. This is consistent with earlier tests where the deflection
measured in the first cycle was significantly lower compared to later cycles (see Fig. 6.5, 6.24 and
6.25). In the absence of buckling, these locations would be expected to deflect upwards (-tive
deflection). The downward deflections measured are a result of the local buckling of the bottom
flange. The results for the ultimate load case tabulated in Table 7.1 are also plotted in Fig. 7.10
for completeness.

7.3.2 Slip

Slip was recorded in both the top and bottom slabs under ultimate load. The variation of
slip in the top slab at the actuator end is plotted in Fig. 7.11 (LVDT # 31). This shows that there
was no slip prior to failure when a slip of 0.55 in. was recorded.

Slip was recorded in both the top and bottom slabs at the hold down end. The variation of
slip with load at this location is plotted in Fig. 7.12. The slip was significantly greater in the top
slab registering a maximum value of 0.038 in (LVDT # 32). In contrast, the slip was less than a
third of this value in the bottom slab (0.008 in.) in LVDT # 37 and 38.

Slip (mm)
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- 4000
800 |
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= 12000 ©
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Figure 7.11 Slip in Top Slab at Actuator End
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Figure 7.12 Slip in Top and Bottom Slab at the Hold Down End
Table 7.3  Strain in Top Slab Reinforcement
Maximum | Maximum Maximum | Maximum
Rebar gages Strain Stress Rebar gages strain Stress
(Actuator Side) (pne) (ksi) (Hold Down side) (ne) (ksi)
1A 2767 - 1 3299 -
2A 2051 59 2 2075 60
3A 3113 - 3 7410 -
4A 3359 - 4 6957 -
5A 8020 - 5 6066 -
6A 2727 - 6 1726 50
7A 2914 - 7 2810 -
8A 4734 - 8 2552 -
9A 3637 - 9 2715 -
10A 2135 62 10 2205 64
11A 2904 - 11 2916 -
12A 3308 - 12 1219 35
13A 15588 - 13 3540 -
14A 5850 - 14 3689 -
15A 3345 - 15 3245 -
16A 2928 - 16 2714 -
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7.3.3 Top Rebar Strain

The strain in the rebars was monitored as before. Since loads were much higher at
ultimate, 26 of the 32 instrumented bars yielded. Table 7.3 summarizes the recorded maximum
strain and the corresponding calculated stress in the rebar for both the actuator and hold down
spans. Where the rebars yielded, no calculated value of stress is shown. The maximum strain
recorded on the actuator side was 15588 pe and 7410 pe on the hold down side.

The variation in strain with load is plotted in Fig. 7.13 and 7.14 for rebars in the hold
down spans. The strain variation of the rebar in the actuator span can be found in Appendix F
(Fig. F.7 and F.8 on pg F.5).

The static moment on the actuator and hold down sides were 21456 kip-ft and 21378 kip-ft
respectively.
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Figure 7.13 Strain in Rebars on Hold Down Side
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Figure 7.14 Strain in Rebars on Hold Down Side

7.3.4 Crack Width
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Crack width was monitored for the top slab as before approximately 1 ft from the center
support on the actuator and hold down sides. Fig. 7.15 shows the variation in crack width with
load up to the maximum load of 894 kips. The maximum increase in crack width of 0.0624 inch
was recorded at the hold down span by crack gage # 4 (see Fig. 4.15 and 4.16). A summary of the
recorded crack widths is presented in Table 7.4.

Table 7.4 Crack Width on Top Slab for Ultimate

Crack Initial Crack Final Crack width | Cumulative Crack width
gages Width (inch) (inch) (inch)
Actuator side
1 0.013 0.0257 0.0387
2 0.013 0.0356 0.0486
Hold Down Side
3 0.013 0.0325 0.0455
4 0.016 0.0624 0.0784




Double Composite Final Report

Crack Width (inch)

0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07
1000 T T T T T T T
3 1 2 4
4000
800 -
EGOO 13000
£ <
=
=
S | 2000 3
S 400 S
_x
200 Initial 1, 2, 3 = 0.013inch 1 1000
Initial 4 = 0.016 inch
e . 0

0] 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 16

Figure 7.15 Crack Width on Top Slab

7.3.5 Strain in Concrete

Strain in the bottom concrete slab was monitored on either side of center support 4 ft 10%
in. (see Figs. 4.19 and 4.20) away. There was no strain gage in the failure region.

Fig. 7.16 shows the variation in strain with load in the two gages (#109, 111) closest to
the failure location on the hold down side of the center support. The variation is initially non-
linear but is largely linear subsequently. The concrete underwent stress reversal from tension to
compression at low loads in gage 109. Analysis presented in Chapter 8 suggests that the initial
non-linearity is caused by presence of shrinkage cracks near the bottom fiber of the bottom slab.
A wide crack would lead to no load transfer to the concrete until the crack is closed. This type of
behavior is seen in SG109, where the strain is extremely low until a load of 200 kips. A moderate
crack is expected to reduce the stiffness of the concrete until the crack closes, which is the type of
response seen in SG 111, where there is a noticeable change in stiffness between the actuator load
of 100 kips and 200 kips.

While the strain in gage 109 reduced to zero at failure, there is a residual strain of
approximately 400 pe in gage 111. The maximum recorded strain was 1150 pe by gage 111.
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Fig. 7.17 and 7.18 compare the variation in strain measured by gages 109 and 111 from
fatigue (1.5 million, 5.65 million cycles), service I, IT (5" cycle) and the ultimate load. Results for
gage 109 follows the same path indicating that there was no change in stiffness. In contrast, gage
111 shows significant change after the 5.65 million cycles that is carried over in the service tests.
Data measured afer 1.5 million cycle of the fatigue tests shows lack of measurable strain for
actuator loads of nearly 70 kip, which is consistent with open cracks. The non-zero strain
response measured at 5.65 million cycles at the same loads indicate that the cracks had partially
closed. This could be a result of loads redistributing due to shrinkage of top and bottom slab and
fatigue loading. This could also result from local buckling of the bottom flange (due to fatigue
loading and shrinkage) causing the longitudinal strains to be high enough at low loads to close the

cracks.
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Figure 7.16 Strain in Concrete on Hold Down Side
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Figure 7.18 Comparison of Concrete Strain of Fatigue and Service Test for SG 111
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7.3.6 Strain in Steel

Strain in the steel box was monitored as before. The nearest instrumented section was
located 4 ft 10% in. from center support on the hold down side. Unfortunately there was only one
transverse strain gage located in the failure region (see Fig. 4.19, 4.20 and 4.21 for details). Strain
was also recorded in the top flange, webs and the bottom flange.

Fig. 7.19 plots the variation in strain developed in the top flange at the location of the
maximum moment at the center support. The top flange began to yield at 839 kips and the
maximum recorded strain was 3850 pe.

The behavior of the bottom flange is more complex. Small transverse strains (<300 pe)
were recorded by gage 122. The variation of strain with load for the three gages (123-125)
located at the exterior surface of the bottom flange 4 ft 10% in. from the center support in the hold
down span is shown in Fig. 7.20. The maximum compressive strain was 2533 pe from gage 123
and 2947 pe from gage 125. The response of these gages is slightly non-linear with a
discontinuity at a load of 638 kips. Data indicates that bottom fiber of bottom flange near SG125
yields at actuator load of 725 kip. Unlike the top flange, there is no significant increase in strains
past yield because the flexural stresses in the buckled flange cause tensile strains in the bottom
fiber, which reduces the strains from the net compressive load acting on the section.

A similar discontinuity was recorded by gage 124 but at a lower load. The strain in this
gage started as compressive but changed to tensile at around 150 kips. Subsequently, it continued
as tensile reaching a maximum value of around 600 pe. This reversal signifies localized bending
stresses caused by buckling of the bottom flange.
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Figure 7.19 Strain in Top Flange at Center Support
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Figure 7.20 Strain in Bottom Flange on Hold Down Side
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7.3.7 Neutral Axis

As with earlier tests, strains measured at three coincident locations on the web were
averaged and used to plot the neutral axis.

Figs. 7.21-7.24 plot the neutral axis for each web on the actuator and hold down spans
respectively. Table 7.5 summarizes this information. Results show that the neutral axis drops with
increasing load from 30 to 33 in. for the actuator span and from 31 to 33.5 in. the hold down end.

7.4 Summary

In the ultimate load test, the specimen was loaded up to 894 kips and held at the
maximum load for inspection. During the first minute that the load was maintained, the specimen
failed close to the center support on the hold down side (Fig. 7.1-7.6).

The bottom concrete slab crushed near center support on the hold down span, followed
by significant buckling of the steel bottom flange in the region. The failure region was located
about 2 ft. from the center support on the hold down side. Deflection data from LVDT 23
suggested localized buckling of bottom flange in the compression region due to prior loading
(Service II test). Bottom flange strain gage data at 4 ft.10% in. from the center support towards
on the hold down side indicate that the bottom fiber of the bottom flange yielded at a load of 725
kip. Bottom slab top fiber strain measured at the same location was only 1235 e just prior to
failure. There was no slip recorded on the actuator side until the specimen failed. The stress in
top slab rebars exceeded the yield point in 26 of the 32 rebars.

Table 7.5 Variation of Neutral Axis

Actuator Side (inch) Hold Down Side (inch)

Load East Elevation West Elevation East Elevation West Elevation

(kips) S-11 Ultimate S-11 Ultimate S-11 Ultimate S-11 Ultimate
100 32 32 30 30 31 31 31 31
200 32 32 30.5 30 31 31 32 31.5
300 32.5 32 31 31 32 31.5 32 32
400 325 32.5 31.5 31 32 32 32.5 32
500 32.5 32.5 32 32 32 32 33 32.5
600 33 33 32.5 32 32.5 32.5 33.5 32.5
638 33 - 32.5 - 32.5 - 33.5 -
700 - 33 - 32 - 32.5 - 33
800 - 33 - 32 - 33 - 33
894 - 33 - 32.5 - 33 - 33.5
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Figure 7.22 Neutral Axis on Actuator Side (West Elevation)
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Strain data for the concrete and steel indicated that the response was non-linear. The top
flange yielded at a load of 839 kips. This exceeded the 0.95F, limit that was used to calculate the
applied load. Gages #124 and #119 indicated that buckling had been initiated at relatively low
loads (30 kips) in Fig. 7.20.

7.5 Conclusions

- Even though the bottom flange had buckled during prior tests, load transfer was not
affected.

- The strain in the bottom slab and the bottom flange indicated that the section cannot be
designed for full plastic capacity. This is because the concrete failed at a much lower
strain and was unable to act compositely with the steel.

- Measured strain in the top flange at the center support was significantly higher than
predicted from simple analysis.
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8. FINITE ELEMENT ANALYSIS

Introduction

As noted in Chapter 2, the double composite test specimen was designed in accordance

with the AASHTO LRFD design guidelines and classical beam theory using transformed section
properties to account for composite action (see Appendix A). Since this analysis primarily
accounts for linear behavior, it is incapable of duplicating the complex non-linear response
observed during the test (see Chapter 7).

The primary objective of the numerical analysis presented here is to explain various

observations that were un-anticipated based on the design calculations, and several counter-
intuitive responses that are difficult to explain from a superficial inspection of the test data. Some
key items that needed to be understood include:

Failure of the test specimen at a significantly lower load than predicted by the original design
analysis. As noted in Chapters 6 and 7, many of the measurements obtained during the test
suggest that the bottom flange buckled at a low load and this was believed to be responsible
for the premature failure of the test specimen. However, this simplified hypothesis does not
explain all the observations. Additional questions that needed to be answered, include:

0 What caused the bottom flange to buckle and at what load?

0 Does the bottom flange carry any load once it has buckled? If so, until what load is it
effective?

0 How does the bottom slab respond after the bottom flange buckles?
0 What was the stress and strain in concrete at failure?

The test specimen failed on the hold-down side despite being subjected to a lower moment
than the corresponding location on the actuator side.

During Service | tests, the bottom slab strain gages 106, 107 and 109 developed tensile
stresses for actuator load of up to approximately 100 kips (see Fig. 6.10) that subsequently
reversed to compression.

The bottom slab strain gage 111 predicted nearly infinite stiffness for loads up to nearly 70
kips after 1.5 million cycles of fatigue loading (see Fig. 6.11). In subsequent tests, the gage
displayed low stiffness for loads up to approximately 30 kips (see Fig. 6.11) and then
stiffened significantly at higher loads.

The bottom flange longitudinal strains measured by gages 123 and 125 (see Fig. 6.36) show a
stiffening response at higher loads. The slope of gage 124 changes directions at actuator load
of approximately 200 Kips.
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A three-dimensional non-linear finite element model was developed to numerically
simulate the ultimate response of the double composite test specimen and better understand the
observed behavior. Section 8.2 describes the finite element model, including mesh, material
properties, boundary condition and loading. Section 8.3 compares numerical predictions for
deflection and strain to measured values. Section 8.4 provides an outline of the behavior of the
test specimen during ultimate test starting from initial loading to eventual failure. The results of
parametric studies performed to assist in double composite design based on the findings of this
chapter are presented in Section 8.5. Finally, key findings from the chapter are summarized in
Section 8.6.

8.2 Finite Element Model

As noted in Chapter 7, the failure mechanism involved crushing of the bottom slab and
buckling of the bottom flange on the hold-down side near the center support. This meant that the
numerical model developed to duplicate the test specimen failure needed to:

e accurately predict stresses resulting from the construction procedure (including changes in the
structure by the addition of the bottom and top slabs, the use of temporary bracing on the
bottom flange during the bottom slab pour, and the use of different support conditions during
the bottom slab and top slab construction (see Section 3.3 and 3.4).

e account for shrinkage strains developed due to elapsed time between pouring of the bottom
slab and the top slab, and between pouring of the top slab and final tests.

e consider cracking of concrete including accurately accounting for open and closed cracks.

e incorporate large deformation analysis (p-delta effects) to capture non-linear buckling
response.

e model contact between the bottom slab and the bottom flange to accurately capture post-
buckling interaction between these two parts

e capture elastic-plastic response of HPS and rebar steel.
e include non-linear stress-strain response of the top and bottom concrete slabs.

A three-dimensional finite element model was developed using the general purpose
structural analysis software, ANSYS 11 [8.1]. ANSYS has an extensive library of element types
(including linear and quadratic shells, solids and beams) that facilitates the modeling of complex
non-linear behavior listed above to duplicate the structural response observed during the test.
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8.2.1 Finite Element Mesh

Prior to testing, finite element analysis was performed assuming perfect composite action
between the bottom flange and the bottom slab based on prevailing practice [8.2] (see Section
H.2.1 for details). This approach failed to correctly predict the observed failure load and the
failure mode (bottom slab crushing caused by bottom flange buckling). However, once the failure
was found to be a result of bottom flange buckling, the finite element model was refined
accordingly so that the numerical results captured the experimental observations.

Fig. 8.1 shows the final post-test finite element mesh that was used for the analysis. Due
to symmetry about the centerline box, only half the specimen was modeled. The top flange and
concrete slabs were modeled using 8 node brick elements and the web and bottom flange were
modeled with 4 node shell elements. The model incorporates diaphragms, cross-frames, loading
frame, temporary bracing members used prior to curing of the bottom slab and individual shear
studs. Interface between the bottom slab and the bottom flange was modeled with contact
elements. The use of contact elements ensures that mating surfaces do not penetrate each other
while allowing the surfaces to separate (such as when the bottom flange buckles).

Figure 8.1 Finite Element Mesh
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This mesh is far more complex than typically used in bridges [8.2] due to the need to
explicitly model individual shear studs, temporary bracing of the bottom flange, the cross-frames,
loading frame and diaphragms. Available computational resources limited the size of the mesh
that was considered practical given run-times and data storage requirements. The mesh density
was selected based on studies performed on representative simpler models of the bottom flange to
ensure it could accurately predict buckling based on closed-form predictions available in the
literature such as Roark's Handbook [8.3]. The final model comprised of 31K nodes and 46K
elements. The run time for the model varied between 28-36 hrs on a Quad core Q9300 PC with
Vista 64 and 6GB of RAM. The size of a typical result file generated from a single analysis
ranged from between 30 GB to 120 GB. In combination with the inherent complexity of non-
linear analysis, the long run times and computational resources required for the final model made
the refinement and debugging process extremely time consuming.

8.2.2  Material Properties

To accurately account for the observed behavior of the structure, material models of the
structural steel (HPS), reinforcing steel and concrete incorporated the non-linear portion of the
stress-strain curves. Steel response was modeled as elastic and nearly perfectly plastic. Concrete
model included cracking at tensile stresses exceeding the modulus of rupture and included
parabolic stress-strain curve (see section H.3 and H.4 for details). Based on measured material
properties (see Appendix B), different concrete strengths were used for the bottom slab, and the
two spans of the top slab. Also, different yield strengths and elastic modulus were used for the top
flange, web and bottom flange based on material testing data (see Appendix B).

8.2.3  Boundary Conditions and Loading

As stated in Section 8.2.1, only half the section was modeled due to symmetry.
Symmetry boundary conditions were applied at the vertical plane located at the center line (CL)
of the box section. The center support was treated as a hinge (vertical and longitudinal
displacements were constrained). Temporary vertical constraints were used at the soffit at the
actuator and hold down ends during analysis of the construction of the bottom and top slab. For
the test loading, top slab nodes at the hold down location were constrained vertically. Test
loading was applied as a vertical displacement in increments of 0.02 inches to the top flange
nodes at the actuator locations. The loading was incremented until the structural analysis stopped
due to structural instability.

8.3  Model Results

Unlike the actual specimen which was subjected to multiple cyclic loads, the finite
element model was loaded monotonically to failure. Consequently, numerical results from the
finite element model are compared primarily with the results of the ultimate test. However, in
some instances, numerical results are also compared to service tests to explain non-linear
behaviors observed only during the first cycle of the Service | and Service Il tests. In graphs that
follow, numerical results are represented using lines or dashed-lines, while experimental data is
shown using symbols. Also, since only half the specimen was modeled numerically, the
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numerical results for east and west sensors are identical. Since the finite element model does not
include residual deflections caused by Service | and Service 1l tests, in most cases, experimental
displacements shown are zeroed out at the beginning of the ultimate test. However, since residual
strains are required to identify onset of yielding, experimental strains presented are not zeroed. To
ensure accurate comparison with experimental data, numerical results do not include strains and
deflections caused by dead load. Table 8.1 summarizes the findings from the comparison of
strains and displacements that follow.

8.3.1 Global Behavior

Fig. 8.2 shows vertical deflections measured near the center support of the specimen and
the hold down end. Numerical predictions for these locations are nearly zero since supports are
modeled by constraining the vertical displacement, i.e., assuming infinitely stiff supports.
However, the structural members used as supports in the experimental setup (see Fig. 4.2) are
flexible and result in measurable deflections. At the center support there was a downward
displacement of nearly 0.4 in. measured on the actuator side (L\VDTs A and B) and about 0.25 in.
on the hold down side (LVDTs C and D). This means that there is a rigid body deflection of
approximately 0.325 in. (average of all four gages) at the center support. At the hold down end,
there is an upward deflection of nearly 0.4 in. (LVDTs 28 and 29 going from about -0.2 in to -0.6
in). This upward movement results in a rigid body rotation of the entire test specimen about the
center support. The amount of vertical deflection caused by this rotation can be computed by
using simple geometric principle of similar triangles. For example, an upward 0.40 in deflection
at the hold down end would result in a downward deflection of 25 ft/23 ft x 0.40 in = 0.43 in at
the actuator end. The rigid body displacement caused by flexibility of the center support and hold
down has been removed from all measured displacements subsequently shown in this chapter.

Fig. 8.3 shows a graph of the actuator deflections at LVDTs 7 and 8. Numerical results
show an excellent match to the experimental measurements. Both numerical and experimental
results show a drop of in stiffness towards the end of the test. Numerical results are available for
loads exceeding the experimental failure load because the concrete bottom slab in the numerical
model does not crush abruptly as observed in the experiments. Allowing the concrete to crush in
the model causes numerical instability leading to solutions stopping at moderate load levels. To
overcome this problem, crushing is modeled by significantly reducing the stiffness of concrete at
high compressive stresses. This leads to the structure being stable for loads slightly higher than
the observed failure load. The exact failure point in the numerical results is obtained by
determining the load at which the average bottom fiber concrete strains in the bottom slab
exceeds the ultimate strain limit of 3000ue. This is discussed further in Section 8.4.
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Table 8.1 Summary of Comparisons between Numerical Results and Experimental Data

Item Comparison Comments
Numerical model deflections are nearly identical to measured
Overall Excellent . . .
. : deflection (after experimental results are adjusted for support
Stiffness (see Figs. 8.3 ) .
8.6) deflections) at locations except at buckled zone.
Numerical model over predicts exact load where significant
Stiffness in Fair buckling occurs, but captures the qualitative behavior well.
buckled (see Fig. 8.5 Variation are thought to be caused due to cracks in the bottom
zone 87 and 88) " | slab (see Section 8.3.3) and finite element mesh density (see
Appendix H).
Eail Predicts failure load accurately (failure criteria is defined as
ailure . . .
Lo:';tg Excellent bottom slab strain reaching 3000 e average strain at the bottom
(see Fig. 8.12) | fiper of the bottom slab).
Numerical predictions do not match strains measured in the
Bottom buckled region during ultimate test, but match qualitatively.
Flange Fair They match better with strains measured in during Service | and
Strains (see Fig. 8.13) | Service Il tests (see Appendix H). The mismatch is a result of
accumulated plastic strains in the from prior service tests.
Bottom . . .
Slab Fair Numerical results match on an average basis. Mismatch results
. ; from varying crack sizes on the bottom slab.
Strains (See Flg 814) ying
Top Numerical predictions are accurate except at center support.
Flange Very good Experimental data shows significant non-linearity at lower loads
Strain (see Fig. 8.18.) | due to residual strains from prior service tests.
Web Numerical predictions capture the response and are close to
. Excellent
Strains measured values.

(see Fig. 8.19)
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Figure 8.6 Top Flange Deflection (+tive Downwards).

Figs. 8.4 through 8.6 show deflections at other locations along the span. Again, the
numerical results match very well with experimental data at all locations except at LVDT 23 and
24 on the hold-down side, where the specimen failed due to buckling.

LVDTs 23 and 24 are located 2'-0 1/4" from the center support on the hold down side.
LVDT 23 is located 1'-6" east of the centerline box, while LVDT 24 is located 1'-6" west of the
centerline box. Experimental measurements from LVDTs 23 and 24 for the 1* cycle for Service |
and Service Il tests are shown respectively in Fig. 8.7 and Fig. 8.8. From Fig. 8.7, it can be seen
that LVDT 23 first shows response characterized by significant loss of stiffness at a load of 300
kip. The corresponding point for LVDT 24 from Fig. 8.8 occurs at a load of 420 kip. A similar
response is obtained in the numerical predictions at a load of 500 kip. Analysis presented in the
next section shows that this level of loss of stiffness is expected to occur about 180 kip after the
onset of buckling. This suggests that the bottom flange at LVDT 23 buckled at a load of about
120 Kip, while that at LVDT 24 buckled at 240 kip. The numerical prediction of buckling load of
the bottom flange is 320 kip (see Section 8.3.2).

These results show that buckling occurred at different loads on the east and west side of
the bottom flange despite being located at the same distance from the center support. Since the
east side (LVDT 23) buckled at a lower load, the bottom flange stress has to be higher on the east
side than on the west side. Also, since experimental buckling loads of 120 kip and 240 kip are
both lower than numerical prediction of 320 Kip, it is reasonable to conclude that stress in the
bottom flange at these locations was higher than estimated by the numerical analysis. Careful
review of experimental data suggests that this could have occurred due to different degrees of
cracking of bottom slab (see Fig. 8.14 and Section 8.3.3). Clearly, it is difficult to capture

8-9



Double Composite Final Report

variability of crack sizes in numerical analysis and thus differences between numerical
predictions and experimental data in regions affected by cracking is inevitable.
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Figure 8.7 Service I, Cycle | Bottom Flange Deflection (+tive Downwards) Near Failure
Region on Hold Down Side. See Figure 4.12 For LVDT Locations.
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Figure 8.8 Service Il, Cycle | Bottom Flange Deflection (+tive Downwards) Near Failure
Region on Hold Down Side. See Figure 4.12 for LVDT Locations.
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8.3.2 Buckling Response of Bottom Flange

Fig. 8.9 shows bottom flange longitudinal stresses for actuator loads up to 600 kip. At a
load of about 320 kip, the top and bottom fiber stress starts to increase rapidly in a non-linear
manner, indicating onset of buckling. The mid-plane stress at that load is approximately 25 ksi.
As noted in the previous section, the computed 320 kip load is higher than the 120 kip buckling
load observed for LVDT 23 (Fig. 8.7) and 240 Kkip buckling load observed for LVDT 24. This
may have resulted from different degrees of cracking of the bottom slab (see section 8.3.3.2 for
details).

To verify the buckling load obtained from the full model, a separate ANSYS model was
created consisting of three continuous 23 in (long) x 72 in (wide) spans of the composite bottom
flange and bottom slab to determine the buckling stress using linear Eigen value analysis (instead
of non-linear p-delta analysis). To accurately model rotation constraints, individual shear studs
were explicitly modeled. The analysis predicted the longitudinal buckling stress to be 25.3 ksi,
which is identical to the 25 ksi mid-plane stress obtained from the full model.

Fig. 8.10 shows that the top fiber of the bottom flange begins to yield at a load of around
620 kip indicated by significant change in slope. Note that the longitudinal stress at yield is
higher than the uni-axial yield stress value of 80.9 ksi determined from tests because Von-Mises
stress used to determine the yield criteria is affected by the biaxial state of stress (see Fig. 8.11 for
computed transverse stress). The onset of yielding results in a drop in mid-plane stresses, which
continues until the bottom fiber of the bottom flange yields at a load of about 840 kip. At that
point the bottom flange has nearly zero mid-plane stress indicating an inability to carry any load
due to net section yielding. Fig. 8.10 also includes mid-plane and top fiber stresses at the same
location from a separate model, which assumed full composite action (i.e., design assumption). It
can be seen that the response of the mid plane stress for the test specimen model is nearly
identical to that for the full composite model up to loads of about 620 kip. This shows that
despite having buckled at a load of 320 kip, the bottom flange could effectively carry loads
exceeding 600 Kkip, beyond which plastic buckling causes significant loss of stiffness. In Fig.
8.10, the mid plane stress in the bottom flange where this occurred is nearly 40 ksi.

As shown above, the effective capacity of the bottom flange was reduced by about 50%
(from 80.9 ksi to 40 ksi) due to buckling. Fig. 8.12 shows the computed bottom slab bottom fiber
strain for the test specimen (composite at shear studs only) and from additional analysis of the
design assuming perfect composite action (the design assumption). It can be seen that between
actuator loads of 0 and 620 Kip, the slopes of the two curves are comparable, indicating similar
stiffness. However, beyond a load of 620 kip, the bottom slab in the test specimen model
develops significantly higher strains at the same loading. The higher bottom slab load eventually
leads to section failure by crushing. This explains the cause of premature failure of the specimen
when compared to the predicted ultimate load of nearly 1200 Kkip (see Fig 8.12, Full Composite
curve). A more detailed account of the failure is presented in section 8.4.
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Figure 8.12 Computed Average Bottom Slab Bottom Fiber Strains (+tive Compression) at
Center of the Box in the Buckled Region

8.3.3 Critical Strain Comparison

8.3.3.1 Bottom Flange Strain

Results presented so far show that the bottom flange buckles at a load of 320 Kip,
followed by the onset of loss of bottom flange capacity at a load of 620 kip. At an actuator load
of 840 Kkip, the bottom flange is completely ineffective. Note that due to premature buckling
observed in experimental data, the bottom flange will yield at loads significantly below
numerically predicted yielding load of 620 kip. Fig. 8.13 shows the bottom flange strain
measured on the hold down side at 4'-10 1/8 in. from the center support. There is a zero shift in
the experimental data of about 500 pe caused by plastic yielding of the region due to multiple
applications of the service Il loading of 638 kip. Other than that, the curves are qualitatively
similar for gages 123 and 125. It can be seen that for all actuator loads, gage 123 located on the
east side has lower compressive strain than gage 125 located on the west side. Fig. 8.9 shows that
superposition of tensile stresses resulting from local flexural response (due to buckling) with
compressive strain from global section bending causes the compressive strain in the bottom fiber
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to decrease. This suggests that at a given load, the flexural component of strain is higher for gage
123, which is consistent with the lower buckling load obtained on the east side from the
displacement response (see Figs. 8.7 and 8.8).

Note the change in slope at a load of about 620 Kip in all three gages, which is consistent
with behavior shown in Fig. 8.10. Strain predictions for gage 124 do not match numerical
predictions for ultimate load due to prior plastic yielding. Since gage 124 is located at centerline
box section, where the flexural stress from buckling are maximum, it reasonable to expect it to
accumulate significant plastic strain. Notice that the general behavior obtained is consistent with
that predicted by Fig. 8.10 for the bottom fiber at the failure location. Appendix H contains
comparison of these gages for the first cycle of Service I, Service Il and ultimate load. The
comparison between numerical predictions and experimental data for SG 124 is better for Service
I and Service Il loads due to absence of plastic buckling.
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Figure 8.13 Bottom Flange Strain (-tive compression) on the Hold Down Side. SG 123,124 and
125 located 4'-10 1/8" from Center Support. SG 124 at Center Line Box Section, SG 123 1'-6"
East and SG 125 1'-6" West

8.3.3.2 Bottom Slab Strain

Fig. 8.14 shows the measured top fiber strain of the bottom slab 4'-10 1/8" from the
center support on the hold down side. Experimental data for gage 109 shows increase towards
tensile strains for loads up to nearly 100 kip, beyond which the slope is comparable to the
numerical predictions. Careful investigation of this response and comparison with numerical data
at other locations suggests that this is a result of cracking of the bottom slab starting at the bottom
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surface of the bottom slab due to shrinkage (there was no bottom layer of shrinkage steel
provided in the bottom slab). The cracking shifts the neutral axis upwards, thereby causing small
tensile loads on the top fiber until the crack closes sufficiently to cause compression in the whole
section. It can be seen that strain measurements for loads upto 100 kip are nearly zero confirming
that the slab is not actually carrying significant loads until the crack closes. This type of behavior
is qualitatively seen in Fig. 8.15 which was obtained from numerical results near the actuator.
Notice that the curve changes direction when the bottom fiber stress becomes zero, indicating
crack closure and a shift in the neutral axis.

Data for SG 111 shows reduced stiffness response for the first 160 kip of actuator
loading, where the strains increase rapidly. This again is believed to have been caused by
cracking of the bottom slab. The extent of cracking is moderate and does not shift the neutral
axis signficantly, however results in reduced stiffness until the crack closes. To confirm this
hypothesis, a separate model was run with computed shrinkage strains increased by 50%. Fig.
8.16 shows the comparison of experimental data with high shrinkage run. The numerical data is
seen to better match the observations from gage 111.
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Figure 8.14 Bottom Slab Strain (-tive compression) on the Hold Down Side. SG 109 and 111
Located 4'-10 1/8" from Center Support. SG 109 1'-6" East and SG 125 1'-6" West of Centerline
of Box Section.
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Figure 8.15 Computed Bottom Slab Top and Bottom Strain (-tive Tension) at Center Line Box,
1.5ft from the Actuator Towards the Center Support.
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Figure 8.16  Bottom Slab Strain (-tive Compression) on the Hold Down Side. Shrinkage
Strains Increased by 50% Over CEB FIP Predictions. SG 109 and 111 Located 4'-10 1/8" From
Center Support. SG 109 1'-6" East and SG 125 1'-6" West of Centerline of Box Section.

The above comparisons show that bottom slab strain measurements are very sensitive to
concrete cracks including shrinkage cracks formed at the bottom surface of the slab. Although
the data match is not as good as other strain measurements, Fig. 8.14 suggests that the average
experimental strain near the failure zone is close to the numerical predictions. For example, at a
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load of 800 kip, gage 111 reads close to 1000 pie while gage 109 reads about 650 e, the average
of the two is close to the numerical prediction of 825 pe.

The key finding from the review of bottom slab strains is that the bottom slab had
significant cracks including many at the bottom surface of the slab due to shrinkage. An open
crack results in the bottom slab not carrying any loads until the crack closes (see Fig. 8.14, gage
109). This means that the steel bottom flange in these regions has to carry excessive loads. This is
confirmed by reviewing bottom flange strain data in the same region prior to buckling (Service I,
Cycle I) shown in Fig. 8.17. Here gage 123 located on the east side (same side as gage 109 in Fig.
8.14) has higher strain because the cracked concrete slab does not carry significant loads until the
crack closes. This variability in response due to different crack size explains the different
buckling loads obtained on the east side and west side (see Figs. 8.7 and 8.8). It is also the
primary cause of the difference between the numerical predictions of buckling load and those
obtained from experimental measurements.
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Figure 8.17 Bottom Flange Strain (-tive Compression) on the Hold Down Side from Service |
Test, Cycle I. SG 123 And 125 Located 4'-10 1/8" from Center Support. SG 123 1'-6" East from
Centerline Box Section and SG 125 1'-6" West.

8.3.3.3 Top Flange Strain

Fig. 8.18 shows the top flange strain at the center support (gages 73 and 74) along with
gages on the hold down side (gages 75 and 76 ) located 4'-10 1/8 in. from the center support. The
experimental measurements for gages 75 and 76 near the failure zone agree well with the
numerical predictions and are essentially linear until 620 kip with a slight change in slope beyond
that load.

The top flange strain data at the center support from gages 73 and 74 has essentially the
same response as the numerical predictions (except for the zero shift) until a load of 800 kip.
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Both numerical and experimental results show a change in slope at an acuator load of 620 Kip.
Experimental results show significant non-linearity at loads exceeding 820 Kip, at strains of about
2600 pe and yielding response at strains exceeding 3000 pe. The response from the numerical
analysis shows yielding at a strain of 2833 pe, which is consistent with the input value used in the
analysis. This difference between the experimental and numerical results at center support did not
impact the final failure load prediction since strain at the failure region (see gages 75 and 76) is
still in the linear range and match well.
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Figure 8.18 Top Flange Strain (+tive Tension) at Center Support and the Hold Down Side from
Ultimate Test. SG 73 and 74 Located at Center Support on East and West Side Respectively. SG
75 and 76 Located 4'-10 1/8" from Center Support on East and West Side Respectively (See
Figure 4.20 for Location)
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8.3.3.4 Web Strains

Web strains measured 4'-10 1/8" from the center support on the exterior face on the west
side are shown in Fig. 8.19. The agreement between experimental data and numerical predictions
is quite good. The response is practically linear for the entire range. Fig. 8.20 shows the computed
web strain obtained at 200 kip load increments 4'-10 1/8" from the center support on the hold
down side. This indicates a downward shift in the neutral axis as the load is increased from 200
kip to 600 Kip, but then a slight upward shift at 800 kip. This is better illustrated in Fig. 8.21
which shows the variation of neutral axis as a function of the actuator load. This shows that as
the top slab cracks and the rebar yields, the neutral axis of the section shifts downwards until a
load of 600 Kip, beyond which point the bottom flange yields (see Section 8.3.2) and causes the
neutral axis to shift upwards.

8.3.3.5 Rebar Strain

The east side top slab rebar strain measured 1 ft from the center support on the hold down
side are shown in Fig. 8.22. It is not possible to provide an accurate comparison of the rebar
strains since the numerical model had more bars but of lesser area each than the actual test
specimen. The total area of the rebars matched that provided in the test specimen. The rebar was
distributed evenly in the numerical model to avoid numerical instabilites that result from cracking
of concrete in localized areas. Numerical data reported is for the bars located closest to the
position of the gage. The sudden increase in numerical strain data at a load of about 40 Kip results
from cracking of the top slab. Fig. 8.22 shows that the numerical prediction is close to the
experimental data for gage 59B, which is located over the web. For rebars located on the
overhang region (57B and 58B), the strain is overpredicted, however, it is consistent with
experimental data in predicting that the strain measurement for gage 57B is larger than that for
gage 58B.

Fig. 8.23 shows the cracked regions of the top slab from the numerical analysis (red
circles indicate cracks). The hold down side is seen to crack extensively when compared to the
actuator side. This is due two reasons (a) first, the concrete strength on the hold side is lower
than that on the actuator side (7.6 ksi versus 10.1 ksi) and (b) the diaphragm located at the center
support rotates due to actuator loads in such a manner that it pulls the entire top slab more
uniformly on the hold down side. This results in a more severe cracking on the hold down side
and causes the neutral axis to shift lower at a low load. The resulting lower stiffness lead to
higher strains on the bottom flange on the hold down side which eventually lead to the buckling
failure. This explains why the bottom flange fails in the hold down side despite having slightly
lower moments (<1% lower) than on the actuator side. This hypothesis was further supported
from results from models where the diaphragm was not explicitly modeled, but approximated by
suitable boundary conditions. These models predicted more severe buckling on the actuator side
than on the hold down side.
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Figure 8.19 West Web Strain from Ultimate Test (+tive Tension) 4'-10 1/8" from Center
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Figure 8.20 Determination of Neutral Axis 4'1- 1/8" from the Center Support on the Hold
Down Side from Numerical Results
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Figure 8.21 Neutral axis position 4'-10 1/8" from the center support on the hold down side from
numerical results
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Figure 8.22 Rebar Strain 1 ft from Center Support on Hold Down Side. See Figure 4.18 For

Location.
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Hold down side

Figure 8.23 Cracked Regions (in Red) from the Numerical Model at Actuator Load of 34 Kip

Failure Mode

Based on the results presented so far, events leading to failure of the double composite

test specimen can be summarized as follows:

The initial part of the structural response at a load of about 50 kip is marked by slight non-
linearity due to top slab cracking. Other than that the initial response is largely linear (see
Fig. 8.9). The top slab cracks more severely on the hold down side due to lower concrete
strength and nature of diaphragm rotation (see Fig. 8.23) than the actuator side. This results in
higher reduction of section properties on the hold down side than on the actuator side.

Downward deflection of the bottom flange under dead load of the steel and the bottom slab
results in eccentricity of the load from full box section loads. This eccentricity results in local
flexural stresses. The superposition of local flexural stresses with compressive stress caused
by global section bending causes the highest compressive stress to occur on the top fiber of
the bottom flange (see Fig. 8.9). The bottom fiber stresses are lower than the mid-plane stress
due to superposition with tensile flexural stress. The out of plane deformation leads to nearly
linear increase in section stress (see Fig. 8.9) until an actuator load of 320 kip. At that load
the non-linearity seen in the top and bottom fiber stresses start to increase rapidly indicating
buckling.
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e The buckling load observed in experiments was 120 kip for the east side and 240 kip for the
west side (see Figs. 8.7 and 8.8). This premature buckling is thought to have been caused by
inability of the cracked concrete to carry loads until crack closure (see Figs. 8.14 -8.16).

e The response of the bottom flange is stabilized due to embedment into concrete. The bottom
flange continues to resist additional loading until an actuator load of 620 kip at which the top
fiber starts to yield in compression (see Fig. 8.10 and Fig. 8.13).

o Fig. 8.12 showing concrete strains suggests that prior to onset of plastic yielding of the
bottom flange due to buckling, the response of the structure is similar to fully composite
design.

e At an actuator load of 620 kip, the bottom flange mid-plane stress reaches its maximum
useful limit. The mid plane stress keeps reducing as further load is applied. Analysis of the
results indicates that shear lag effects on the bottom flange are important only after the
bottom flange yields significantly. At failure load, the bottom flange region adjacent to the
web is still effective in carrying a small fraction of the applied load, while the region close to
center-line box carries practically no load (see Appendix H, Fig. H.42).

o All additional load is carried by the concrete slab until it fails when the bottom fiber reaches a
strain of 3000 pe (see Fig. 8.12). See Appendix H, Section H.4and Appendix | for a
discussion on choice of concrete ultimate strain limit.

The above results show that shear studs embedded in concrete provide rotational stiffness
at edges increasing the buckling load significantly beyond that predicted by using a simply
supported plate assumption found in handbooks (ex. [8.3]). The difference in buckling load in
this case is nearly 200% (8.7 ksi versus 25.3 ksi).

Another interesting point to note is that although buckling occurred at a lower load in the
experiments, the final analytically predicted failure load agrees well with the test data (see Fig.
8.12). The reason for this is that the failure resistance of the section is determined by the
combined resistance of the bottom flange (say, Rgr) and the bottom slab (say, Rgs). Rgr is
determined by buckling behavior of the flange and Rgs is determined by the compressive strain in
concrete. At ultimate load, Rgr is only about 9% of Rgs. This is because as extreme fibers of the
bottom flange start to yield (both in compression and tension) due to buckling, it sheds significant
portion of its load to the bottom slab. This load transfer is seen to start at an actuator load of about
620 kip in Fig. 8.10 and Fig. 8.12. This means that the ultimate capacity of the section is
primarily a function of the bottom slab strength and thus not very sensitive to the exact bottom
flange buckling load.

8.5  Parameter Study

As noted in Section 8.4, the ultimate capacity of the double composite section is dictated
by the combined capacity of the bottom flange and the bottom slab. The latter is easy to
determine based on current design guidelines and an upper strain limit of 3000 ue. The effective
capacity of the bottom flange is difficult to determine due to the inherent complexity in
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computing the buckling and post-buckling load carrying capacity. This section presents findings
on studies performed using a simpler model of the bottom flange with 3/8 in. thick 70 ksi yield
strength steel of the same dimensions as the test specimen and 7 in. thick bottom slab. The shear
stud spacing was varied to understand the options available to a designer to improve the bottom
flange capacity.

Table 8.2 shows the results from the study. Since the mesh used was considerably finer
than that for the full model and the loads applied are purely axial, the effective stress capacity is
lower than that obtained from the full model. Note that the stress reported is at mid span of the
buckling region at centerline box. This is the location with the maximum buckling stress. The
results shown indicate that the bottom flange capacity can be increased by about 80% by reducing
the shear stud spacing by 50%. This doubles the number of shear studs. A zig zag pattern can be
used to retain the same number of shear studs as the baseline and still increase the bottom flange
capacity by 37%. It must be pointed out that as long as bottom flange buckling is a possibility, a
significant increase in bottom flange effective resistance will still only result in a marginal
increase in the section ultimate capacity since the bottom flange resistance is a small fraction of
the bottom slab resistance (see last paragraph of Section 8.4).

Table 8.2 Results of Parametric Study

;;?;Srvstrjg Longitudinal Effective Bottom
Case . Shear Stud Flange Resistance Comment
Spacing L .
. Spacing (in) Stress (ksi)
(in)
1 8 23 27 Baseline configuration
2 4 23 31.5 Marginal improvement
3 8 115 49 80% improvement
i 0,
4 3 115 37 Zig .zag pattern. 37%
improvement

8.6 Summary

This chapter presented results of the numerical study performed using a non-linear finite
element model. The model was complex due to multiple sources of non-linearity including
buckling, cracking and contact. Comparison of deflection and strain data from the model showed
that the model captured the global behavior of the structure quite well. The analysis was able to
explain the causes of many of the experimental observations that were difficult to understand (see
Section 8.1). Many of the complex behaviors result from open cracks in the bottom slab resulting
from concrete shrinkage. Numerical results suggest that the theoretical buckling capacity of the
bottom flange is 25 ksi, which occurs at a load of 320 kip. However, due to cracking of the
bottom slab it was ineffective until the cracks closed; the bottom flange buckled at a lower load in
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the experiment (120 kip and 240 Kip at the east and west side). Despite this difference, the
ultimate capacity of the structure was predicted well by the models (see Section 8.4). Parametric
studies of the composite bottom flange suggest that the effective bottom flange capacity can be
increased by varying shear stud spacing.
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9. DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 Introduction

The test specimen was tested under fatigue, service and ultimate loads that enabled its
structural response to be evaluated. For the fatigue and service tests, the double composite box
girder behavior was as expected. However, the flexural strength capacity of the double composite
box was less than anticipated. In order to establish design recommendations, numerical analyses
were undertaken to understand the behavior of the double composite steel box. This chapter
summarizes these findings. A description of the failure mode is first presented in Section 9.2,
followed by an evaluation of the beam behavior in Section 9.3. A discussion of the results is
summarized in Section 9.4 with the design recommendations listed in Section 9.5. Section 9.6
provides construction guidelines.

9.2  Failure of Test Specimen

Sudden failure of the specimen occurred at an actuator load of 894 kips which produced a
moment of 22,350 ft-kips at the center support. A visual examination of the failed specimen
showed that the concrete had crushed between one and three feet from the center support on the
hold down side of the specimen (see Fig. 9.1) in conjunction with buckling of the steel bottom
flange. The bottom slab on the actuator side did not show any signs of deterioration (see Fig.
9.2). Due to the unsymmetrical support layout, the moment on the hold down side at the pertinent
strain gage location is approximately 2% lower than that of the actuator side. The top flange
strain gages at the center support, labeled 73 and 74, recorded strains of approximately 3800
e which exceeds the theoretical yield strain of approximately 2800 ue. Note that these were the
only strain gages located at the center support. Additional gages located 4 ft 10'/5 in. from the
center support (see Fig. 4.19, 4.20 and 9.3) recorded strains as shown in the Tables 9.1 and 9.2.

9.3  Mathematical Model of Double Composite Behavior

From a design efficiency standpoint, it would be beneficial to be able to evaluate double
composite behavior using classical beam theory. The customary method is to devise a cross
section of a single material whose deformational response to loading is equivalent to that of the
actual composite section for which:

e sections that were plane prior to loading are assumed to remain plane after loading,
whereby strain varies linearly with respect to distance from the neutral axis
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materials are assumed to behave elastically and to follow Hooke’s Law, whereby stress is
directly proportional to strain (i.e.,o = E¢&)

Figure 9.1 Bottom Slab Showing the Extent of Concrete Crushing

Figure 9.2 Bottom Slab on Actuator Side Showing No Signs of Deterioration
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Figure 9.3 Strain Gages Located Along Depth of Web

Table 9.1 Strain Gage Measurement on the Hold Down Side at Ultimate Load

Gage No. Strain (ue)
Element East Elev. West Elev. East Elev. West Elev.

Bottom of TF 75 76 1912 1827
Web 1 85/132 97/138 1614 1481

Web 2 87/133 99/139 =217 -213

Web 3 89/134 101/140 -952 -941
Top of Bottom Slab 109 111 -789 -1080
Bot. of Bottom Flange 123 125 -2586 -3010

“+ive” = Tension, “-ive” = Compression

Table 9.2 Strain Gage Measurement on the Actuator Side at Ultimate Load

Element Gage No. Strain (ue)
East Elev. West Elev. East Elev. West Elev.

Bottom of TF 71 72 1916 1834
Web 1 79/129 91/135 1558 1464
Web 2 81/130 93/136 255 218

Web 3 83/131 95/137 -1098 -1131
Top of Bottom Slab 106 108 -517 -835
Bot. of Bottom Flange 118 120 -2090 -2444

“+ive” = Tension, “-ive” = Compression
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9.3.1 Linear Strain Behavior

By plotting the strains associated with top flange and web mounted gages, one can
observe that for actuator loads greater than 421 kips, the neutral axis location does not
significantly change. The shift of the neutral axis below 421 kips is attributed to the cracking of
the top slab. Strains for each loading, Service I, Service II and Ultimate were generated for the
four measured locations; Top Flange, Webs 1, 2, and 3 (refer to Tables 9.1 & 9.2 and Fig. 4.19,
4.20 and 9.3). As can be seen from Fig. 9.4, the strain variations are nearly linear.
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Figure 9.4 Strain Gage Data Used to Determine Location of Neutral Axis
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9.3.2 Modular Ratio

In order to compare the laboratory test results to predicted values from classical beam
theory, it was first necessary to calculate the transformed section properties for the test specimen.
Transformed sections are commonly used to analyze the behavior of composite members
comprised of two or more materials with different strength properties (see Fig. 9.5). The modular

ratios (i.e.n=E,/E_) used to perform the mathematical transformations were based on the

average elastic modulus for the box girder steel, E, =30,300 ksi, as determined through

laboratory tests.

The initial elastic modulus for the concrete, E, was computed using AASHTO [9.1]
Equation 5.4.2.4-1, whereby;

E, =33,000K,w "/ f,

For this equation, the compressive strength of the bottom slab concrete was taken as

fC' = 8428 psi, the average strength determined from cylinder tests. Also, a correction factor of

K, =0.9 was employed to account for the presence of Florida limerock aggregate [9.2].

Whereby, E, =4761 ksi.
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Stress-Strain Diagram for Steel and Concrete
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Figure 9.5 Concrete and Steel Strain Diagram

However, the relationship of stress to strain for concrete, particularly at high stress levels
is non-linear (see Fig. 9.6). Therefore, the stress-strain diagram was utilized to determine the
elastic modulus at any given level of strain.

The stress-strain diagram was plotted using a Modified Hognestad [9.3] model, whereby

the maximum compressive stress, . and corresponding strain, &,, are set at f, =0.85f,

andg, =2f, /E_, respectively. For strains at or below the &, limit, the relationship of stress to

strain is defined by the formula;

2

|26, [ &

f.=1

c c

&y &y

For strains exceeding ¢&,, the stress-strain relationship linearly decreases to

f, =0.85 fC" at an ultimate strain value of &, = 0.0038.
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The stress-strain diagram is then used to determine a strain-dependent elastic modulus by
first drawing a straight line from the plotted strain value to the origin. The slope of this line,

E . scant » 1S then used to compute the modular ratio as N =E /E_ . ... As evident from Fig.

9.6, the secant elastic modulus decreases in value at an increasing rate as strain increases to and
beyond the point of maximum stress.

Stress-Strain Diagram for Concrete
8000 -
f'c =0.85 f¢
7o00 4 T e e
/|=.
6000 | 1
5000 -
=
\87 J Ec,secl
ot 1
g 4000 -
3000 -
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1
2000 -
&c fc Ec,sec
0.001300| 4852.1 3732.4
1000 -
0.002600| 7031.0 2704.2 : :
g0 =2f"c/E¢ | £u=0.0038 :
0 . . . . . t . : :
0.0000 0.0005 0.0010 0.0015 0.0020 0.0025 0.0030 0.0035 0.0040
Strain, g (in./in.)
—— Stress-Strain Diagram for Concrete —— Secant Modulus 1 —— Secant Modulus 2

Figure 9.6 Concrete Stress-Strain Diagram
To fulfill the composite beam assumptions using transformed section properties, the use

of the secant elastic modulus, which follows Hooke’s Law, can then be used to determine the
stress distribution of the composite section.

9.3.3 Shear Lag in the Concrete Bottom Slab

The test specimen was designed using AASTHO LRFD Article 4.6.2.6, which specifies
effective flange widths for composite members. The test specimen had a seven inch thick
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concrete bottom slab, six feet in width. A set of three gages was placed across the top of the
concrete bottom slab at locations 4 ft 10'/s in. from the center support on both the actuator and
hold sides (see Fig. 4.19 and 4.20). Gage readings are summarized in Table 9.3 and the plotted
results are shown in Fig 9.7. Gage 110, which was located in the middle of the cross section on
the hold down side, did not function. Gage 107 measurements were always greater than the
minimum edge gage readings.

Fig. 9.7 below shows that the strain variations remained essentially linear as loads were
increased. Considering the above finding and results from the FEA, it appears that the entire

width of the concrete bottom slab was effective in resisting bending for negative moments.

Table 9.3 Strain Gage Readings at Bottom Slab for Service I, Service I and Ultimate

Gage Service 1 Service 2 Ultimate

109 110 111 | -243 * -580 | -460 * =792 | -789 * -1080

106 107 108 | -200 | -269 | -385 | -371 | -537 | -591 | -518 | -940 | -835

Strain (pe)
-1200 -1000 -800 -600 -400 -200 0
1000 T T T T T
111 107 108109 106
-+ 4000
800 -
—_ 4 3000 __
b4 =
2 600 =
x S—
=1 ®
-4 2000
8 400 - S
|
200 [ 7 1000
0 1 1 1 1 1 0
-1200 -1000 -800 -600 -400 -200 0
Strain (He)

Figure 9.7 Strain Recorded on Bottom Slab

9.3.4 Steel Bottom Flange Capacity

The test specimen was designed with a thin steel bottom flange, studded with shear
connectors, which was intended to provide composite action with the concrete bottom slab and
aid in the flexural strength of the composite section. However, test data and the FEA indicate that
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the steel bottom flange may not have been fully effective due to the longitudinal spacing of the
shear connectors. Using classical plate buckling equations and assuming simple supported edges
with a span length equal to the shear connector spacing, the buckling strength of the */s in. thick
plate is approximately 9 ksi, which would indicate that the steel bottom flange was ineffective in
providing flexural strength to the composite section. However, the results of the FEA showed that
the onset of buckling of the bottom flange started at an actuator load of 320 kips, but was
effective up to a load of 620 kips corresponding to stresses of approximately 25 and 40 ksi,
respectively. Further explanation on the effectiveness of the steel bottom flange is given in
Section 8.3.2.

9.3.5 Elastic Section Properties

Strain gage readings recorded during the laboratory tests were used to compute stresses at
critical locations for the test specimen assuming a) that a member cross section that was plane
before loading remained plane under load, and b) strains varied linearly along the length of the
member as a function of the length of the moment arms. Based on these assumptions, strain
values for the critical locations were extrapolated using the available web and top flange strain
gage data as shown in Tables 9.5B and 9.5C. Recorded data from gages directly affixed to the
bottom slab and bottom flange were affected by shrinkage cracking (See Chapter 8 for additional
information); therefore, for comparison, strains for the bottom slab were computed using linear
extrapolation of the web gage readings. Note, however, that the strains reported are cumulative
and may reflect plastic deformation caused by a prior load application.

Stresses for the critical locations were then computed using Hooke’s law, whereby stress
is proportionally related to strain (i.e.,0 = E€) when materials are not stressed beyond their
elastic limit. The elastic moduli shown in Tables 9.5, 9.6 and 9.7 for the steel top flange and web
sections were determined through laboratory testing. The elastic moduli used to calculate stress
in the concrete bottom slab were computed using a stress-strain diagram and the secant modulus
method as described in Section 9.3.2. Due to the limited effectiveness of the bottom flange as
discussed in Section 8.3.2, stresses based on classical beam theory (CBT) were computed using
transformed section properties under two different scenarios.

The first scenario, Case 1, assumed buckling of the steel bottom flange whereby the
bottom steel flange is not included in the section property calculations. The second scenario,
Case 2, assumed that some portion of the bottom flange was effective in resisting bending of the
specimen. The effective width of the bottom flange was determined by adjusting the flange width
until the calculated neutral axis for the transformed section matched the actual neutral axis
location (see Table 9.4) based on experimental data.
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Table 9.4 Summary of Neutral Axis Locations

Load Case, P (Kips) Neutral Axis
320 25.92
620 25.33
894 25.59

For both scenarios, the modular ratio used to compute the transformed section properties
(see Table 9.5A, 9.6A, and 9.7A) was based upon the elastic modulus at mid-depth of the bottom
slab (average) as previously computed using the stress-strain diagram and secant modulus
method. The modulus of elasticity for the steel section was based on averaging the values from
the top and bottom flanges and web determined by laboratory testing (see Appendix B). In
addition, the section properties are based on the assumption that the top slab has significantly
cracked whereby only the reinforcing bars are included in the section properties calculations.

Inspection of the results revealed that one could reasonably predict the stresses at the
critical locations using classical beam theory for experimental loads at or below 620 kips (see
Tables, 9.6B and 9.6C). At a load of 320 kips (see Tables 9.5B and 9.5 C), classical beam theory
somewhat under predicts stresses since the top slab in the test specimen has not cracked
significantly and is still contributing to the flexural resistance. At 620 kips, the effective width of
the bottom flange based on the experimental determined neutral axis is small which compares
well with the FEA results that indicated the steel bottom flange did not contribute to the flexural
resistance. In addition, Figure 8.12 indicates that the strain in the bottom fiber of the bottom slab
is approximately 1200 compared to 1650u¢ using classical beam theory. However, for greater
loads, up to the maximum applied load of 894 kips (see Tables 9.7B and 9.7C), stress at mid-
depth of the top flange could not be accurately predicted using CBT since the top flanges have
yielded.
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Table 9.5A P =320 kips — Transformed Section Properties

Girder Ht. bBF.eff Icg STF.micI SBS,top NA Eg Ec n
(in) (in) (in*) (in%) (in%) (in) (ksi) (ksi)
Case 1 58.125 0.0 100350 4068.0 5831.9 24.582 30300 4106 7.38
Case 2 58.125 0.0 100350 4068.0 5831.9 24.582 30300 4106 7.38

Table 9.5B P =320 kips — Stresses at 4 ft 10'/s” from Center Support (HD Side)

Test Results Beam Theory
Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case2
(in) East West (ue) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ksi) Awks)| oks) © (ki)
4 4
Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 8907 8152 28400 28400 80.471 25.29 23.14 24.21 38.50 38.50
Bot of TF 48.375 75 76 " o725t 7 681t 28400 28400 80.471 20.59 19.34 19.97 35.86 35.86
Web 1 44.375 85/132 97/138 ' 610° 553 31690 31690 80.458 19.34 17.53 18.43 29.83 29.83
Web 2 28.375 87/133 99139 "~ 70t " 72t 31690 31690 80.458 2.20 2.27 2.23 5.72 5.72
Web 3 12.375 89/134 101/140 " -375' " -3e5! 31690 31690 80.458 -11.87 -11.58 -11.73 -18.40 -18.40
Top of Bot Slab 109 111~ -153 7 514!
Topof BotSlab  7.375 T 545° | 516° | 4329 © 4352° 8428 236 225 230 | -351  -355
Mid-depth of 3.875 T s e zast | 472t 8428 271 264 423 -424
Bot Slab i ) i i -2.70 ) )
Bot of Bot Slab 0.375 " 760° 7 717° 7 4159° ' 4193° 8428 316 301 309 | -494  -494
! recorded data from strain gages 3 extrapolated using Web strain gage data "-" Compression
2 calculated based on length of momentarm 4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus "+" Tension

Table 9.5C P =320 kips — Stresses at Center Support

Test Results Beam Theory
Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case?2
(in) East West (ue) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ksi)  Aw ks o (ks) O (ks)
Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 711280 7 1032 28400 28400 80.471 32.04 29.31 30.67 48.77 48.77
Bot of TF 48.375 75 76 " 918° " 863° 28400 28400 80.471 26.08 24.50 25.29 45.43 45.43
Web 1 44.375 85/132 97/138 ' 7732 | 7012 31690 31690 80.458 24.50 22.20 23.35 37.79 37.79
Web 2 28.375 87/133 99/139 7 882 " 912 31690 31690 80.458 2.79 2.87 2.83 7.24 7.24
Web 3 12.375 80/134 101/140 " -475° 7 4637 31690 31690 80.458 -15.04 -14.67 -14.86 -23.31 -23.31
Top of Bot Slab 109 111 -1942 7 6512
Top of Bot Slab 7.375 T 690° | -654° | 4214* | 4243 8428 291  -2.78 284 | -445  -4.45
- r r r r
'\B"[')‘:'gf;;h of 3.875 826°  -781%  4107*  4142* 8428  -339  -324 332 | 536  -536
Bot of Bot Slab 0.375 T -963° ' 900 | 3999° ' 4041° 8.428 -3.85 -3.67 -3.76 -6.26 -6.26
! recorded data from strain gages S extrapolated using Web strain gage data "-" Compression
2 calculated based on length of momentarm 4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus "+" Tension
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Table 9.6A P = 620 kips — Transformed Section Properties
Girder Ht. bBF,eff Icg STF.mid SBS.top NA Es Ec n
(in) (in) (i) (in%) (in% (in) (ksi) (ksi)
Case 1 58.125 0.0 95915 4036.7 5295.1 25.489 30300 3644 8.32
Case 2 58.125 38 96822 4047.7 5392.5 25.330 30300 3644 8.32
_ . 1, - .
Table 9.6B P = 620 kips — Stresses at 4 ft 10 /5 in. from Center Support (HD Side)
Test Results Beam Theory
Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case2
(in) East  West  (ug) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ksi) Awks)| oK) O (ks)
v L4
Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 15022 1429 28400 28400 80.471  42.66  40.58  41.62 | 38.85  38.73
Bot of TF 48375 75 76 " 1282' " 12141 28400 28400 80.471 36.41  34.48 3544 | 36.09  36.00
Web 1 44375 85132 07/138 ' 10870 ' 993' 31600 31690 80.458  34.44 3146 3295 | 2078  29.75
Web 2 28.375 87/133 99/139 7 152! " 151! 31690 31690  80.458  4.81 4.79 4.80 455 476
Web 3 12.375  89/134 101/140 © -632' " -622' 31690 31600 80.458 2003 -19.72 -19.88 | -20.68  -20.24
Top of Bot Slab 109 111 -461% 7 793!
TopofBot Slab  7.375 T 926° ~ -886° 4028 ~ 4059° 8428 -3.73  -3.60 -366 | 337  -355
. - y y v
'\B"c"‘f'gfggh of 3.875 1114 -1063° 3879 3920  8.428  -432  -417  -424 | -403  -424
Botof BotSlab  0.375 7 1302° | 1239° | 3731° | 3780° 8428  -4.86  -469 477 | 469 494

1 recorded data from strain gages

3 extrapolated using Web strain gage data

"-" Compression

2 calculated based on length of momentarm 4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus "+" Tension
Table 9.6C P = 620 kips — Stresses at Center Support
Test Results Beam Theory
Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case?2
(in) East West (ue) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ksi) Awksh|| oks) o (ks)
Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 1903' ' 1810 28400 28400 80.471  54.05 5140 5272 | 49.21  49.07
Bot of TF 48.375 75 76 " 16247 " 15382 28400 28400 80.471 4612  43.68 4490 | 4572 4560
Web 1 44375 85/132 97/138 ' 13772 ' 12587 31690 31690  80.458  43.63  39.85  41.74 || 37.73  37.69
Web 2 28.375 87133 99139 " 1922 " 1912 31690 31690  80.458  6.10 6.07 6.08 5.77 6.03
Web 3 12.375  89/134 101/140 "~ 8012 " -7882 31690 31690 80458 2537 2499 -2518 | 2620 -25.64
Top of Bot Slab 109 111 | -584%7 7 -1005°
Top of Bot Slab 7.375 T 1173°  1123° | 3833° | 3873 8428 450  -435 442 | -435  -4.27
Mid-depth of 3.875 f 14118 i -1346° f 3645* f 3696% 8.428 5.14 -4.98 -5.06 5.19 -5.11
Bot Slab
Bot of Bot Slab 0.375 7 .1649° ' -1570° @ 3456 @ 3519° 8428 570 552 561 | -603 594

! recorded data from strain gages
2 calculated based on length of momentarm

3 extrapolated using Web strain gage data
4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus

""Compression

"+" Tension
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Table 9.7A P = 894 kips — Transformed Section Properties

Girder Ht. b eff leg StEmid Sgs,top NA ES ES n
(in) (in) (in) (in) (in®) (in) (ksi) (ksi)
Case 1 58.125 0.0 89703 3988.8 4627.2 26.761 30300 3058 9.91
Case 2 58.125 2.2 96285 4069.5 5286.0 25.590 30300 3058 9.91
. 1 .
Table 9.7B P = 894 kips — Stresses at 4 ft 10 /5 from Center Support (HD Side
8
Test Results Beam Theory

Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case2

(in) East West (ue) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ks))  Awksh|| oks) o (ks)

- -

Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 28692 28022 28400 28400 80.471  81.47  79.57 (5) 3940 3854
Bot of T 48.375 75 76 " 1012' " 1827 28400 28400 80471 5430 51.89  53.09 | 3644 3579
Web 1 44375 85/132 97/138 ' 1614® @ 14811 31690 31690  80.458  51.15  46.94  49.04 | 29.70  29.51
Web 2 28375 87/133 99139 " 2171 " 213! 31690 31690 80.458  6.88 6.75 6.81 2.72 4.37
Web 3 12.375 89/134 101/140 © 952 " -941' 31690 31690  80.458  -30.17  -29.82  -30.00 | -24.26  -20.76
Top of Bot Slab 109 111 | -789' ' -1080!
Top of Bot Slab 7.375 7 1301° ' -1338° ~ 3660° = 3702° 8428 500  -496 502 | -330  -2.89
Mid-depth of I 3 T 3 T 4 " 4
Bot Slab 3.875 41672°  -1603% 3438 3492 8.428 5.75 560 o 3.89 3.44
Bot of Bot Slab 0.375 7 1952° 7 .1868° ' 3216° | 3283 8428 628 613 621 | -449  -4.00

! recorded data from strain gages

2 calculated based on length of momentarm

3 extrapolated using Web strain gage data
4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus

""" Compression

"+" Tension

Table 9.7C P = 894 kips — Stresses at Center Support

Test Results Beam Theory

Location Elev. Gage Strains E oy Stress Casel Case2

(in) East West (ue) (ue) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) (ksi) ksi) Awks)| o ki) o (ks

Middle of TF 49.250 73 74 7 3634 | 3549' 28400 28400 80471 © (5) . (5 = () 50.10  48.82

Bot of TF 48.375 75 76 " 24202 " 23142 28400 28400 80.471 6879 6573  67.26 | 46.36 4534

Web 1 44.375 85/132 97/138 ' 20452 @ 18767 31690 31690  80.458  64.80  59.46  62.13 | 37.82  37.38

Web 2 28375 87/133 99139 " 2752 " 270° 31690 31690 80.458  8.72 8.55 8.63 3.64 5.54

Web 3 12.375  89/134 101/140 " -1206° " 1192 31690 31690 80.458  -38.22 -37.78  -38.00 | -30.54  -26.30
Top of Bot Slab 109 111 | -9997 ' -13687

Top of Bot Slab 7.375 7 1762° | -1696° | 3367° = 3420° 8428 593 580 587 | -416  -3.66

- . y y r
g";‘tj'gf;;h of 3.875 2118%  2031° 3086 3125 8428  -653 641 647 | -491  -436
Bot of Bot Slab 0.375 7 2473% 7 2367° ' 2805° @ 2889 8428 694  -6.84  -6.89 -5.67 -5.06

! vecorded data from strain gages

2 calculated based on length of momentarm

9.4 Discussion

B extrapolated using Web strain gage data
4 from stress-strain graph using secant modulus

"-" Compression

"+" Tension

The test specimen was tested under fatigue, service and ultimate loads that enabled its
structural response to be evaluated. For the fatigue and service tests, the double composite box
girder behavior was as expected. However, the flexural strength capacity of the double composite
box was less than anticipated. The above numerical analyses were undertaken in order to
understand the behavior of the double composite steel box and are discussed in the following

sections.
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9.4.1 Plastic Moment

Initially, the maximum flexural strength of the test specimen was computed to be 27,963
ft-kips (see Appendix A), which correlated with an applied load of 1118 kips (or 559 kips per
actuator). However, the specimen failed during testing at an applied load of only 894 kips (refer
to Chapter 7). The predicted failure load assumed that the section would reach plastic moment
capacity in which the top and bottom steel flanges would reach yield stress while the stress for the
concrete bottom slab would be limited to 0.85f.. The predicted material strengths for the steel
and concrete were 80,000 psi and 7500 psi, respectively. The actual material strength for the steel
plates ranged between 75,900 and 83,000 psi. The concrete strength for the bottom slab ranged
between 7925 to 8884 psi. Using strengths for the steel and concrete of 80,600 psi yield strength
and 8428 psi cylinder strength, respectively, the plastic moment for negative bending would be
29,046 ft-kips. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 9.3.4, the steel bottom flange was ineffective
below an applied load of 620 kips, thus assuming it failed, the plastic moment would reduce to
23,783 ft-kips. Both of these values are still greater than the actual failure moment of 22,350 ft-
kips.

As stated previously, only top flange strains were measured at the center support. At
failure, these gages indicated that the steel had yielded, Realizing that the load was being held
(and actually decreasing until jack pressure was reapplied) at the time of failure, it appears that
both the concrete bottom slab and the steel top flanges were behaving as plastic springs in the
vicinity of the center support until the concrete finally crushed. It is evident that the failure load
may have been lower if a previous load had been held for a sufficient length of time to allow the
ultimate strain of the concrete to be reached resulting in failure.

To understand why the test specimen failed at an applied moment less than that predicted
by plastic analysis, one must consider two significant differences between single and double
composite box girders that affect structural behavior. One difference is related to how and when
dead loads are applied to the concrete slabs. In bridges using single composite action, the steel is
erected first and the top slab is then placed in a specified sequence. This sequence is intended to
minimize the amount of stress that the slab experiences due to dead loads, while the box girder
steel is strained significantly. For a double composite steel box, the construction sequence will
most likely require the bottom slab to be placed prior to any portion of the top slab, as was the
case for the test specimen. The bottom slab is thereby stressed under dead loads and will have a
similar strain history compared to that of the steel box.

The second difference is related to the geometry of a box girder cross section. When a
single composite box girder experiences positive bending, the effective flange area available to
resist compression is so large that the plastic neutral axis is typically located within, or in close
proximity to, the concrete top slab. This leads to relatively small strains in the concrete slab
when the steel tension flange reaches yield stress. For a double composite box girder undergoing
negative bending, the effective flange area is limited to the width of the bottom steel flange,
whereby the plastic neutral axis may lie in the box girder webs some distance from the concrete
bottom slab, as was the case for the test specimen. This causes the bottom slab to experience
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significant strains in order to maintain geometric compatibility with the top tension flanges when
yielding. For the test specimen in positive moment, the concrete effective flange width is 16 feet
versus 6 feet for negative moment. As shown in Figure 9.8, the locations of the elastic and plastic
neutral axes (ENA and PNA) vary significantly between the positive and negative moment
sections due to the relatively large top slab.

Both of these issues, in conjunction with the issues discussed in Sections 9.4.2 and 9.4.3,
lead to the recommendation that double composite steel box girders are to be designed as non-
compact sections using transformed section properties (see Section 9.3.5) for strength design.

L= L= =3 o =3 =] o =3 o o o L= L= L= o =3 o =3 =3 o =3 o o L= L= L= o o =3 o o =3 o
L= o o =] o o =3 o o L= L= =3 o L= o L= =] o o =3 o o o o =3 o
. kA
w::::::\ i T IHA
- =
58125
i
48425
37.348"
. mm e e e e e e e Mm e M m e mm e m e e e mmmmm e e n—m e .
ID =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 =3 [=3 =3 [=3 [=3 =3 [=3 [=3 [=3 [=3 [=3 [=3 [=3 (=] L=} [=3 L=} L=} [=3 L=} L=} (=] L=}
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24.201 \ f 23.073"

‘?h o o o o ﬂ']f

Figure 9.8 Location of Neutral Axes for Positive Moment (top) and
Negative Moment (bottom) Sections

9.4.2 Concrete Compressive Strength Limitation

When designing a double composite steel box, of primary importance is the construction
sequence. Namely, when load is applied to the steel section alone versus when the concrete
bottom slab is in place. For the test specimen, the difference between the strain histories of the
steel section alone versus the composite section consisting of the steel box and concrete bottom
slab only involved the dead load of the steel box and the bottom slab concrete. This is
insignificant when compared to the applied loads and, therefore, one can assume that the steel tub
and concrete bottom slab have the same strain history. Thus, at low strains relative to the steel
properties, the concrete will “soften” due to the non-linearity of its stress-strain curve as shown in
Figures 9.5 and 9.6, and as discussed in Section 9.3.2.
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Referring to Fig. 9.9, the value of the secant modulus up to 0.6f. does not significantly
differ from the AASHTO formula computed value when considering the effects on the entire
composite beam properties. Furthermore, using the AASHTO formula for E; to compute the
transformed section properties would give a conservative estimate in regards to calculating the
concrete stress.

Stress-Strain Diagram for Bottom Slab Concrete
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Figure 9.9 Stress-Strain Diagram for Bottom Slab Concrete

9.4.3 Ductility

Another important design principle for providing a safe structure is ductility. The
AASHTO LRFD specifications provide an equation to prevent premature crushing of the
concrete. The preferred failure mode is excessive yielding of the steel which would show visual
distress of the structure prior to collapse. In order to evaluate this concept, Fig. 9.10 was plotted
to compare applied moments to the rotation of the cross section, ¢. ¢ is calculated by taking the
top flange strain and dividing it by the distance to the neutral axis, y,,,. As shown in Fig. 9.10,
the test specimen exhibited some ductility by failing approximately 23% past the theoretical yield
rotation (i.e. yielding of the top flanges). Realizing that the test specimen did not meet the
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ductility limits set forth in AASHTO but still provided ductility, it appears that the AASHTO
LRFD criteria could be applied for the design of a double composite section.

Momentvs. ¢
dy =119.2
25000
—/—/H
20000 -
& 15000 -
Q.
g
=
c
£
S 10000
=
5000 -
0 ; ; ; ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0 120.0 140.0 160.0
¢ (nelybar)

Figure 9.10 Moment v/s Curvature Diagram for Ductility
9.4.4 Double Composite Action

As discussed in Chapter 8, the steel bottom flange was ineffective above an actuator load
of 620 kips, yet the bottom slab continued to provide resistance to additional loads. The test data
and results of the FEA clearly indicate that the concrete bottom slab was fully effective and
composite with the steel tub even though the steel bottom flange was ineffective in regards to
flexural strength. This then provides a designer with additional options: a) utilizing the steel
bottom flange for flexural strength by using a sufficiently thick flange or using smaller shear
connector spacing to adequately brace the flange against buckling; or b) using a thin steel bottom
plate primarily acting as formwork for the concrete bottom slab. In either option, the steel bottom
flange needs to meet any requirements for constructability.

9.5  Design Recommendations

These design recommendations pertain to bridge superstructures comprised of fabricated
straight steel tub sections in a continuous bridge of moderate length whose negative moment
areas incorporate a composite concrete bottom slab. Based on the findings of this research, it is
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recommended that the design of this type of structure be based on the AASHTO LRFD Bridge
Design Specifications as modified by the following sections.

9.5.1 Fatigue Limit State

The fatigue characteristics of the shear connectors utilized in the bottom slab in the
negative moment region were expected to be similar to those for the top slab shear connectors,
since they were designed using the same design criteria. The test findings showed no significant
deviation in behavior within the limitations as stated in Chapter 5. Therefore, using the current
AASHTO LRFD specifications for shear connector design appears to be valid.

9.5.2 Service Limit State

The primary objective of the service test was to evaluate the adequacy of the longitudinal
reinforcing steel in the concrete deck to limit excessive cracking in order to insure durability of
the deck. Based on these findings, the AASHTO LRFD criteria of providing an amount of steel
equal to 1% of the total cross sectional area of the deck, with two-thirds located in the top layer,
appears to be adequate. However, when utilizing Grade 70 steel, designers may want to check
that the stress in the top slab reinforcement is less than nominal yielding at Load Combination
Service I1.

9.5.3 Strength Limit State ~ Flexural Design

For strength design, a double composite box girder shall be evaluated as a non-compact
section and must satisfy the following additional requirements:

e The maximum longitudinal compressive stress in the concrete bottom slab at the strength
limit state, determined as specified in AASHTO Article 6.10.1.1.1d, shall not exceed

0.6f.. The modular ratio should be taken as n=E /E
defined in Article 5.4.2 4.

.» where E; is determined as

e In order to prevent premature crushing of the concrete, the section shall satisfy the
ductility requirement (see Figure 9.11):
D, <0.42 D,
where:
D, = distance from the bottom of the concrete bottom slab to the neutral axis of the
composite section at the plastic moment (in.)
D, = depth of the composite section measured from the top layer of reinforcing to the
bottom of the concrete bottom slab (in.)
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Figure 9.11 Ductility Requirement for Double Composite Box

o The steel bottom flange must meet AASHTO LRFD criteria for box flanges for all stages
of construction. This also includes the following:
O limiting the deflection to L/360 when considering, but not limited to, self-weight,
dead load of the concrete bottom slab, and construction live loads.
O limiting the through-thickness bending to 20 ksi.

The designer may want to consider using temporary bracing to satisfy the above criteria.

o This study did not evaluate creep effects and therefore makes no design recommendations
on this matter. Designers are referred to AASHTO LRFD C6.10.1.1.1a for additional
information.

e [t is recommended that a bottom layer of reinforcing steel be provided in the bottom slab
to reduce cracking due to shrinkage.

9.5.4 Recommendations for Using an Refined Analysis (FEA)

Considerable effort was needed to get the analysis results presented in Chapter 8 to
accurately predict the observed behavior. To accurately predict ultimate load of a double
composite section, any refined analysis needs to include several sources of non-linearity noted in
Chapter 8, including those from buckling, contact between bottom flange and bottom slab,
cracking and plasticity. It also needs to include all geometric details, such as individual shear
studs and diaphragms. This type of analysis is not considered practical for everyday design tasks
due to need for expensive software and hardware, and the amount of manpower needed to achieve
good results. Consequently, a slightly conservative design based on classical beam theory and
guidelines provided in this chapter is recommended.
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9.6 Construction Guidelines

When a double composite steel box is utilized under actual field conditions, several
additional steps are necessary compared to traditional bridge construction procedures. These
include the following:

e During fabrication of the steel box:
0 Shear connectors attached to the bottom steel flange can be installed during
fabrication.
0 Install any temporary bracing for the bottom steel flange.
0 Install guide rails for screeding the concrete bottom slab using a bolted and/or
approved welded connection (these can be left in place if needed).

e After delivery of the structural steel to the job site, erection of the structural steel is
dependent on the installation of the concrete bottom slab (see note below). In general,
the erection of the framing system follows normal procedures but must identify the
sequence in which the concrete bottom slab is placed. This sequence also needs to
include:

0 Installing the reinforcing bars for the bottom concrete slab,
0 Placing and screeding the bottom slab concrete to the designated thickness.

e After the bottom slab concrete has cured, remove the temporary bracing of the steel
bottom flange (if applicable).

e Continue with steel erection and/or normal bridge construction (i.e., complete top deck
construction).

One of the primary decisions the designer needs to make is to determine when to place
the bottom slab concrete. One needs to consider whether to have the concrete placed in the
fabrication shop, at the job site prior to erection of the steel girders, or during or after erection of
the steel framing system. The primary concern is stability of the unstiffened steel bottom flange.

To meet the stress demands from handling the box during fabrication and loads induced
by shipping, the bottom steel flange should be of sufficient thickness to resist buckling during
these operations. The designer can then decide whether to place the bottom concrete slab prior to,
during or subsequent to the steel erection. In all cases, the unstiffened bottom flange needs to be
of sufficient strength to resist all applied loads in addition to the dead load of the wet concrete
bottom slab.
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10. MODEL DESIGN OF A DOUBLE COMPOSITE BRIDGE

10.1 Introduction

A model design of a double composite box girder bridge is presented in this chapter.
Normal grade 50 steel is used. The design is based on the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design
Specifications, 3" Edition, 2004 [10.1], the FDOT Structures Design Guidelines (FSDG), January
2005 [10.2] and design recommendations presented in the previous chapter based on the results of
the testing.

A three span continuous twin box girder bridge consisting of two 190 ft. end spans and a
236 ft. main span is designed. This configuration was selected because it is identical to an AISI
design example for a composite box girder bridge [10.3]. The design illustrates the application of
the design provisions for flexure and shear at an interior pier section where the moments are
negative. In the design it was assumed that the bottom slab was cast first, with the top slab cast
after the bottom slab had hardened. As a result, the weight of the top slab is resisted by the
composite bottom flange.

Design moments were determined using QConBridge [10.4], a software program
developed by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). All detailed
calculations were carried out using MathCAD v14.0 as shown in Appendix G.

10.2 Design Overview

The design of double composite bridges involves designing two composite sections
corresponding to both the positive and negative moment regions in the continuous element. The
basis of design for both sections is similar; differences arise because the load for which the
section acts compositely is not identical and depends on the sequence in which the slabs are cast.
Since efficient design requires the bottom steel flange to be as thin as possible, limits are set on
its minimum thickness based on buckling considerations. Additional requirements have been
proposed in this study that limit the maximum stress in the bottom concrete slab as outlined in the
previous chapter.

10.2.1 Design Steps

The steps involved in the design example are summarized in this section. Only a design
for the negative moment section is presented here. The steps listed below are consistent with
those in the design example included in the AISI [10.3] as follows:

1) General information and bridge geometry (Section 10.3).
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2) Material properties in accordance with AASHTO and ASTM specifications (Section 10.4).
3) Calculation of loads in accordance with AASHTO LRFD provisions (Section 10.5)

4) Calculation of load factors and load combinations for Strength I and Fatigue limit states in
accordance with Article 3.4 of LRFD guidelines (Section 10.6 and Section 10.8).

5) Structural analysis for the load distribution in accordance with Article 4.6.2.2 of LRFD
provisions (Section 10.7).

6) Calculation of section properties for non-composite, short-term composite and long-term
composite sections (Section 10.9)

7) Determination of the plastic neutral axis location in accordance with Article D6.1.

8) Checking section for Strength I limit state and flexural requirements. Specifically the
section should be checked for web slenderness, nominal flexural capacity and flexural
resistance of box flanges, stresses in the concrete bottom slab, and shear (Section 10.11 and
10.13).

9) Check that bottom slab satisfies slab ductility requirement to avoid premature crushing of
concrete slab (Section 10.11).

10) Detail shear connectors in bottom flange per prevailing LRFD provisions for fatigue and
strength limit states (Section 10.14).

11) Consider provisions for temporary bracing of bottom flange to support the bottom concrete
slab until it hardens (Section 10.15).

10.3 General Information and Geometry

This section presents general information on the bridge and its geometry. General
information is summarized in Table 10.1. Information on the bridge geometry including its cross
sectional dimensions are summarized in Table 10.2. Figure 10.1 shows the entire cross-section of
the double composite bridge with two box girders. Figure 10.2 shows the typical cross-section of
the box girder section considered for the design of negative flexure section.
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Figure 10.1 Typical Cross-Section of Double Composite Bridge
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Figure 10.2 Typical Cross-Section of Double Composite Box Girder
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Table 10.1 General Information

General Information Notation Parameter
Number of box girders N, 2
Number of spans Np 3
Number of design lanes NL 3
Length of middle span L, 236 ft.
Length of side span (equal length) L, 190 ft.
Girder spacing GS 11.375 ft.
Roadway width R, 40 ft.
Concrete deck thickness (structural) tis 9in
Concrete bottom slab thickness ths 13 in.
Concrete deck overhang (width) OH, 4.5 ft.
Side walks None
Haunch thickness th 3in.
Reinforcement ratio R, 0.01

Table 10.2 Geometry of Box Girder Section

Girder Dimensions Notation Parameter
Web Depth (plumb) D, 70 in.
Inclination to vertical is 14.03 deg C] 14.036°
Web Depth (inclined) D 72.15 in.
Web plate thickness tw 0.75 in.
Top flange thickness ter 2.65 in.
Top flange width bt 25 1n.
Bottom flange thickness tor 1.00 in.
Bottom flange width bye 100 1in.
Height of girder HG 73.65 in.
Top slab width b 507 1n.
Top slab thickness tis 9 in.
Bottom slab width b 99.25 in.
Bottom slab thickness ths 13 in.
Area of web plate A, =2Dt,, 108.23 in.?
Area of top flanges A= 2bytis 132.5 in.
Area of bottom flange Aps = byitby 100 in.?
Area of Steel Section A=Ay + A FAue 340.73 in.?
Area of top slab A = byt 4563 in.?
Area of bottom slab Aps = bpstys 1290.25 in.?
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10.4 Materials

Table 10.3 summarizes information on the compressive strength of the concrete, the yield
strength of the steel and the unit weight of the stay-in-place form and future wearing surface
assumed in the design.

Table 10.3 Material Properties

Material Notation Unit Weight Notation Des1%ll(1Si\)7alue
Concrete Ye 145 pcf f, 6.5
Structural steel Ys 490 pcf F, 50
Reinforcing steel - - for 60
Shear connectors - - fys 60

Stay in place form Ysip 20 psf - -
Future wearing surface Vs 21 psf - -

10.4.1 Concrete

The compressive strength of the concrete is assumed to be 6500 psi. The concrete used
in the bridge must conform to AASHTO Specifications. Normal weight concrete is used with a
unit weight of 145 pcf. Table 10.4 summarizes design parameters assumed in the design.

Table 10.4 Design Parameters

Design Parameters Notations Des1%lr(18i\)7alue
Design concrete strength fe 6.5
Modulus of concrete E. 4181
Yield strength of steel F, 50
Modulus of steel E, 29000
Shear modulus of steel G 12000

The modulus of concrete in Table 10.4 was calculated in accordance with FSDG for
limestone aggregates as:

L5 L5
E, = 09x33000xw_ x [T = 09x33000x (0.145)  x V63 =418lksi

10.4.2 Structural Steel

Grade 50 structural steel conforming to ASTM A709 specifications was used for the box
girder plates. Nominal yield strength is 50 ksi and unit weight is 490 pcf.
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10.4.3 Steel Reinforcement

Grade 60 steel bars conforming to ASTM 615 specifications are used for reinforcing both
the top and bottom slabs. Nominal yield strength is 60 ksi.

10.4.4 Shear Connectors

Shear connectors used are in accordance with AASHTO M 169 and ASTM A108
specifications. The % in. diameter shear connectors used in the top and bottom concrete slab
have a nominal yield strength of 60 ksi.

10.4.5 Miscellaneous

Stay-in-place forms are used for the placement of the top concrete slab. Unit weight is 20
psf. The unit weight of the future wearing surface is taken as 21 psf. The unit weight of the 1.5
ft. wide concrete barrier is taken as 581 plf.

10.5 Design Loads

This section provides information for the design dead, live and fatigue loads which were
calculated in accordance with AASHTO LRFD provisions. The loads presented here were
calculated for the negative moment section at an interior pier. Since the model bridge is straight
and has uniform deck and overhang widths, the design loads are equally shared between the two
box girders.

10.5.1 Dead Load

Dead loads used in the design were grouped into four separate load cases to account for
the various stages of construction and differing load factors specified in AASHTO LRFD.
Permanent loads which generated moments resisted by the steel girder only (i.e., non-composite
section) were grouped into load case DC1 as shown in Table 10.5. This included the self-weight
of the steel girder, an additional 10% allowance for steel detailing elements (e.g., shear studs,
stiffeners, etc.) and the reinforced concrete bottom slab prior to curing.

Table 10.5 Non-composite Dead Loads Per Box Girder

Dead Loads Load UI'lit Cross-sec'ti?nal Area Load

Case Weight (in") (KIf)
Steel Section DCl1 490 pcf 340.73 1.16
Steel Details DC1 490 pcf 31.82 0.116
Bottom Slab DC1 150 pcf 1287 1.34
Total 2.62
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Permanent loads which resulted in negative moments carried by the composite section,
comprised of the structural steel and the bottom slab, were grouped into load case DC2 as shown
in Table 10.6. This included the weight of the stay-in-place forms and the reinforced concrete top
slab, including haunches.

Table 10.6 Composite Dead Loads Per Box Girder

Dead Loads Load UI'lit Cross-sec'ti?nal Area Load

Case Weight (in”) (KIf)
SIPs DC2 20 psf n/a 0.27
Haunches DC2 150 pcf 132 0.156
Top Slab DC2 150 pcf 2281.5 2.377
Total 2.803

The superimposed loads resulting from the placement of the concrete traffic barriers and
future wearing surface were classified as separate load cases (i.e., DC3 and DW) in order to
account for the differing load factors specified in AASHTO LRFD. The weight of the barrier and
the weight allowance for the wearing surface, as shown in Table 10.7, were selected to match the
values used in the AISI example in order to maintain a consistent loading condition.

Moments generated by the superimposed dead loads are resisted by the fully composite

box girder, including the structural steel webs and flanges, the bottom slab concrete and the
longitudinal reinforcing steel located in the top slab.

Table 10.7 Superimposed Dead Loads Per Box Girder

Load Unit Length Load
Dead Loads Case Weight (ft.) (klf)
Concrete barrier DC3 n/a n/a 0.581
Wearing Surface DW 21 psf 20 0.420

10.5.2 Live Load

Vehicular live load considered for the design was based on the AASHTO HL-93 model,
whereby live load is a combination of a design truck or a design tandem and design lane loads
(see AASHTO 3.6.1.2). The design truck used was the HS 20 truck.

Since the calculation of live load moments for multi-span continuous bridges is tedious,
QConBridge, a free software program from the Washington State Department of Transportation
[10.2], was used to calculate the design live load moments, as well as the dead load moments.
The calculated live load moments are resisted in full by the short-term composite section, D, as
defined in section 10.9.
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10.5.3 Fatigue Load

The fatigue loading used in the design of the bottom slab shear connectors was calculated
in accordance with AASHTO Article 3.6.1.4. An HS 20 design truck was used to calculate the
maximum fatigue related moments using the QConBridge software.

10.6 Load Factors and Load Modification Factors

This section provides information on the load factors for the Strength I and Fatigue limit
states and the load modification factors used in the design.

10.6.1 Load Factors

The load factors for dead load, live load and fatigue load for the Strength I and Fatigue
limit states are specified in Table 10.8. These factors are in accordance with Article 3.4 of LRFD
guidelines.

Table 10.8 Load Factors for Strength I and Fatigue

.. Dead Load Wearing Surface Live Load
Limit State
Ypc Yow YLL
Strength I 1.25 1.50 1.75
Fatigue - - 0.75

10.6.2 Load Modification Factors

Load modification factors are multipliers associated with ductility, redundancy and
operational importance as described in Articles 1.3.2, 1.3.3 and 1.3.4 of the AASHTO LRFD
specifications. Once determined, the individual modification factors are multiplied together to
obtain a single number. They can also vary in relation to the limit state under consideration.
However, in this design example, the load modifier for each of the limit states considered,
Strength I and Fatigue, is simply one. Therefore, the final design moments are unaffected by the
load modification factors.

10.7 Distribution Factors

Distribution factors are used to distribute the live load moments and shears in the lateral
direction. The distribution factors used in this design were determined using the approximate
method for beam-slab bridges in accordance with Article 4.6.2.2 of the LRFD guidelines. The
following conditions must be satisfied to use the approximate method:

a) Width of the deck is constant.
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b) Number of beams is not less than four unless otherwise specified.
c) Beams are parallel and have approximately the same stiffness.

d) The roadway portion of the overhang does not exceed 36 inches, unless
otherwise specified.

e) The cross-section is consistent with one of the cross-sections shown in Table
4.6.2.2.1-1 in the LRFD specifications.

Since the conditions specified above are met, live loads may be uniformly distributed
among all of the beams. The following equation is used for determining the distribution factors
for live load moment and shear. The live load distribution factor, DF;;, for moment and shear
works out to be 1.467.

N .
] L 0425 (AASHTO Table 4.6.2.2.2b-1)

DF,, =0.05+|0.85x—-
N N,

9

N = Number of lane, N, = Number of girders

-.DF, =0.05 +(0.85x%}+% =1.467

In this example there are 3 design lanes (Np) and two box girders (N,), so the ratio Ni/N,
is 1.5. If this ratio exceeds 1.5, a more refined analysis is required to take into consideration
torsional effects.

Since fatigue load is placed only on one lane, its distribution factor must accordingly be
adjusted using the above equation. This distribution factor turns out to be 0.9 as follows:

DF,, =0.05+ (0.85 x %j + ﬁ =0.9

In addition to lateral distribution, live load has to account for dynamic effects in
accordance with Article 3.6.2. The dynamic load allowance factor for the strength and fatigue
limit states are 1.33 and 1.15, respectively.
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10.8 Load Combinations

The AASHTO LRFD load combinations considered for the model design were Strength |
and Fatigue. The box girder section was designed for Strength I, and the shear connectors were
designed for strength and fatigue. The maximum negative moment occurs at the interior pier
supports. The maximum unfactored and factored moments for the Strength I load combination
are summarized in Table 10.9. Table 10.10 summarizes the maximum unfactored and factored
shear forces at the interior pier section.

In these tables, the DC1 load case represents dead load forces resisted by the non-
composite steel girder section only, DC2 forces are resisted by the composite steel girder and
bottom slab section, the DC3 forces were generated by the placement of the concrete traffic
barriers, DW represents loads from a future wearing surface, and LL+IM are live load plus
impact forces.

Table 10.9 Maximum Unfactored and Factored Moments at Interior Pier Section

Max.
1.25 1.25 1.25 1.5 1.75 Neg.
DC1 DC2 DC3 DW | LL+IM | Moment
M,
6536 | 12410 | 2670 1930 10580 8170 | 15513 | 3338 2895 18515 48430
Note: All moments are expressed in ft-kips

DC1 DC2 | DC3 DW | LL+IM

Table 10.10 Maximum Unfactored and Factored Shear at Interior Pier Section

Max.
1.25 1.25 1.25 1.5 1.75
DC1 DC2 DC3 DW | LL+IM DCI DC2 DC3 DW | LL+IM Shear

206 321 70 49 302 258 401 88 74 529 1348
Note: All shear forces are expressed in kips

10.8.1 Location of Inflection Points

The negative moment section extends from the points of inflection in the end span (L)
and the main span (L,). The location of these inflection points is affected by several factors such
as the type of loading (uniform or concentrated), position of load (placement of truck load for
maximum effect), span geometry (interior to exterior span ratio).

In this example, the ratio of the main to the end span is 1.24 (236/190). For this case, the
inflection point is 0.27L; [10.5] from the interior support. This works out to be 0.27 x 190 = 51

ft. from the interior support in the end span.

The inflection point in the main span (L,) for different span ratios ranging from 1.0 to 1.7
was found to vary from 0.2L, to 0.25L,. For this case where the ratio is 1.24, the inflection point
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is at a distance of 0.22L, (52 ft.) from interior support in the main span. The total length of the
section under negative moment is therefore 51 ft. + 52 ft. = 103 ft.

On a conservative note, the inflection points can be generalized to be taken as 0.3L,
where L is the span length for span ratio varying from 1.2-1.4.

10.9  Section Properties

The section properties of the steel box girder cross-section must be calculated for both
non-composite and composite action. Composite action additionally takes into consideration the
effects of concrete creep for transient (i.e., short-term) and sustained (i.e., long-term) loading by
using different values of the modular ratio, n, in accordance with Article 6.10.1.1. The modular
ratio is given by:

E

s _
E 4181
C

29000 =
N = 6.9 whereby 3n = 20.7

Section properties for five different sections must be calculated. These are non-
composite (Section A), short-term composite section with bottom slab (Section B), long-term
composite section with bottom slab (Section C), short-term composite section considering top
slab rebars, bottom slab and structural steel (Section D), and long-term composite section
considering top slab rebars, bottom slab and structural steel (Section E). These properties are
summarized in Table 10.11. The section property calculations can be found in Appendix G.

Table 10.11 Section Properties for Non-composite and Composite Sections

Section Properties
Cross- Neutral Axis Section Modulus
Section . Moment . .3
sectional R (in.) (in.”)
of Inertia
Area (in.%) Bottom To Bottom Bottom Top

(in.%) ) P Flange Slab Flange
A 341 340456 39.707 33.943 8574 - 10030
B 528 449569 28.295 45.355 16551 118390 10325
C 403 395991 34.726 38.924 11403 243044 10173
D 549 525077 30.329 55.321 17312 123529 12120
E 424 439256 37.039 48.611 11859 252302 11997
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10.10 Plastic Neutral Axis

The location of the plastic neutral axis must be determined in order to ensure that the
section meets the ductility requirement described in Article 6.10.7.3 of AASHTO LRFD. The
location of the plastic neutral axis can be determined using the formulas presented in Article D6.1
of the LRFD guidelines. The following steps are used to calculate the plastic moment:

1). Determine general location of the plastic neutral axis by comparing forces in the flanges and
webs

Calculate forces due to structural steel, bottom concrete slab and reinforcement in top concrete
slab. Table 10.12 shows the calculation of forces in the cross-section.

Notation
P, = Force in Top Rebars
P, = Force in Bottom Rebars
Py = Force in Top Flange

P,, = Force in Web

P,s = Force in Bottom Slab
Py = Force in Bottom Flange
Note: Drawing not to scale

Figure 10.3 Forces in the Cross Section
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Table 10.12 Forces in the Cross Section

. Force
Force Expression Input Values (kips)
= 0.0067 x 232 in.
i P. =0.0067xb . xt_xf

Force in top rebars " e X XDy o 60 ke 841.2
= 0.0033 x 232 in.

Force in bottom rebars | P, =0.0033xb_; xt x fyr % 9 in. x 60ksi 414.3
=2x25in.x 25 1in.

Force in top flange R =2xby xty xF, x 5Oksi 6625
=2x72.15 in.

Force in web P,=2xDxt, xF, ] _ 5411.4
x 0.75 in. x 50ksi

Force in bottom R, =by, xt, xF =100 in. x 1.0 in. 5000

flange g x 50ksi
=0.85%6.5ksi x99 in.

Force in bottom slab P, =0.85 x f, x bbs xt, x121n. 7128

The total tension force in the top slab rebar, flanges and webs is greater than the
compression force in the bottom flange and bottom concrete slab. Therefore, the plastic neutral
axis lies somewhere in the web.

P.+P +P,>P +P_

2). Calculate the location of the plastic neutral axis from the bottom of the bottom flange.

The plastic neutral axis (Ypna) is taken from the bottom of the bottom flange. Its location
is determined by summing forces as follows:

D, +t:)-Y Yo, —t
Pre+Ptf+&x (w+bf) PNA _be_Pbs_&x P ~ ot | _
D cosd D cosd

Substituting values obtained in the previous step in the above equation, Ypna is found.

70in.+1in.)=-Y
. 1255.5+ 6625 +(5411'43)>{( ) PN

72.15in. cos(14.036)

_(5411.43]>< Yo —lin. o
72.15in.) | cos(14.036)

A }— 5000 — 7128
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oy - 1335Kp g hsin,

M 154 .s(ki%j

Thus, Ypna is located 8.603 in. from the extreme bottom fiber of the box girder section,

which places it within the concrete bottom slab.

Note: The equilibrium equation used here does not account for the loss of compressive force for
the bottom slab concrete above the plastic neutral axis. However the result is adequate for the
design.

10.11 Strength I Limit State

Design checks related to the Strength I limit state are presented in this section. The
model design section must satisfy the AASHTO LRFD requirements for composite members and
the design recommendations presented in Chapter 9 of this document, including limits for web
slenderness, concrete compressive stress, steel top flange stress and concrete slab ductility.

10.11.1 Web Slenderness

Web slenderness criterion is checked as per Article 6.10.6.2.3 of the AASHTO
specifications. The following equation defines the slenderness limit of the web in composite and
non-composite sections in the negative flexure region.

D E
2—=<57 |=
t F

w y

Where D, = depth of the web in compression in the elastic range determined as specified
in Article D6.3.1.

D, =| L d-t, = ~(296.90) 5559
fo|+ f, | |- 46.90|+ 52.64
- D, =30.32in.

Substituting the value of D, in the above equation.

29000ksi
32in, RH.S =5.7x | _ 1377
LH.S =2x 3(?735_'” — 80.89 50ksi

~LHS<RHS
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Therefore, the section satisfies the AASHTO web slenderness criteria.

10.11.2 Slab Ductility Requirement for Bottom Slab

In order to prevent premature crushing of the concrete in the bottom slab, the ductility
requirement for the bottom concrete slab must be satisfied. The following equation gives the
ductility criteria to avoid premature crushing of concrete.

D, < 0.42D,

where: D, = distance from the bottom of the concrete bottom slab to the neutral axis of the
composite section at the plastic moment (in.)

D, = depth of the composite section measured from the top layer of reinforcing to the bottom of
the concrete bottom slab (in.)

Do =Yoo 1y = 8.603in —1.0in = 7.603 in

D, =D, +t, +t +1t  —2in=70in+2.65in + 3in + 9in — 2in = 82.65in

D -
Yo _ 7.603_|n. _0.092
D 82.5In.

t

Therefore, the bottom slab satisfies the slab ductility requirement to avoid the premature
crushing of concrete.

10.11.3 Compressive Stress in Concrete Slab

As explained in Chapter 9 of this document, stress in the composite concrete bottom slab
shall be limited to 0.6fc.

The maximum stress developed in the bottom slab due to factored loads is given by:

M Mg, +M M M Mg, +M M
_ Voca , Mbps ow , M 5 Moca , Mbps ow , My

fbsu - =
bsB SbsD SbsD SbsC SbsE SbD
_ 15513 ft - k3|p , 3338 + 2895 .ftz— kip , 18515 ft - k3|p 3.97ksi
bsu 118391 In 123529 In 123529 In

~f  >0.6x6.5ksi = 3.9ksi
bsu
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Eventhough, the stress in bottom concrete slab exceeds 0.6f’c by 2 %, for the purpose of
this example the bottom slab is acceptable.

" fog, £0.6 ", is satisfied for the bottom slab

bsu —

10.11.4 Flexural Resistance of Steel Flanges

The flexural resistance of the bottom steel flange in compression and the top steel flanges
in tension to resist negative moments are checked in this section. The flexural resistance of the
box flanges in negative flexure shall be determined in accordance with Article 6.11.8 of the

LRFD guidelines.

Assuming that torsional shear stresses in the flange are negligible, the nominal flexural
resistance of the compression flange is determined in accordance with Article 6.11.8.2.

FncszthxFyxA

Where, R, = 1.0, web load-shedding factor determined as specified in Article 6.10.1.10.2.
Ry, =1.0, hybrid factor determined as specified in Article 6.10.1.10.1.
A =1.0 (assumed)

o Fhe =1.0x1.0x1.0x 50ksi = 50ksi
Similarly the flexural resistance of the tension flange is F, = F, .
. Fy, =50ksi
Flexural Resistance limit state of Compression Flanges
fou <@ x Fy

The maximum stress developed in the compression flange due to factored loads is given

by:
f = MDCI n MDCZ + MD3 +MDW + MLL > IleCl n MDCZ n MD3 +MDW n MLL
bu -
SbA SbB SbD SbD SbA SbC SbE SbD
_ 8170 f’[-— i(lp N 15513 ft-— i(lp N (3338 + 2895-)1"[ — kip N 18515 ft.— i(lp _ 46 .90ksi
bu 8574 1in. 16551 in. 11859 in. 17312 in.
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. oy £1.0x50ksi = 50ksi

‘- fb

be checked using the same criteria. Calculations for the tension flange are shown in Appendix G.

y < @y xF, is satisfied for the compression flange. Similarly, the tension flange can

10.12 Shear Design

The section must be checked for the maximum shear force. Since the maximum shear is
at the interior support section, this section will be checked. Shear design of the web is in
accordance with Article 6.10.9 and 6.11.9.

Table 10.10 indicates that the maximum factored shear is 1348 kips for Strength I limit
state. This shear is not accounted for the impact at ultimate limit state. The total shear for
ultimate limit state is 1348 kips. However, this shear is equally distributed to both webs of the
box girder section.

Maximum shear for the single web V. = 674 Kips

The inclination of the web should also be taken into consideration.

v, - Vis _ 674Kkips _ 695Kips
cos @ cosl14.036

Therefore the maximum shear considered for design is 695 kips.
10.12.1 Nominal Shear Resistance of Unstiffened Webs

The nominal shear resistance for the unstiffened webs is calculated as per Article 6.10.9
in this section. The resistance factor (®,) for shear design is 1.0 as per Article 6.5.4.2. The
following steps show the shear design of the web.

1). Determine plastic shear force in accordance with Article 6.10.9.2.

Vp =0.58xF, xDxt,, - Vp =0.58x50ksi x 72.15inx 0.75in
~.Vp =1569 kips
2). Determine the nominal shear resistance of the web.

V, =CxV, Where C is the ratio of shear buckling stress to the yield strength
C should be determined in accordance with Article 6.10.9.3.2-6.
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E, xk
1t 25140 [EK then ¢ = 15T | Es
t, F, DY F
ty

y
Where, k = 5.0, shear buckling co-efficient.

E. xk i
Inthiscase, p 72 15in and 1.40 |— X =1.40x JM =75.392
Z o= 962 F, 50ksi

t 0.75in

w

W

Since, tB >1.40 /ESF—Xk hold true, the above equation for calculating C can be used.
y

- 1.57_ 2 (29000 ks.l ><5j — 0.49
(72.15m.) 50 ksi
0.75in.
“V, = 0.492 x 1569 = 772 kips g, xV, =1.0x 772 = 772 kips

Therefore, the nominal shear capacity of single web is 772 kips. Since, Vu = 695 kips is less than
¢, xV_ =772 kips > the section satisfies the nominal shear criteria.

10.13 Shear Connectors

There is no change in the design procedure of the shear connectors for the top flange in
the negative flexure region. The shear connectors on the bottom flange are designed for the same
provisions as the top flange in Article 6.10.10 and 6.11.10.

The fatigue life and nominal fatigue resistance of shear connecters are designed as per
Article 3.6.1.4 and Article 6.6.1.2.5. The detailed calculations for the design of shear connectors
are presented in the Appendix G. However, the steps in the design of shear connectors are
summarized below.

1) Ultimate resistance of shear connectors shall be calculated in accordance with Article
6.10.10.4.

2) Number of shear connectors shall be determined based on the ultimate resistance of the
shear connectors.

3) Determine the fatigue life of the bridge in accordance with the Article 3.6.1.4 and Article
6.6.1.2.5.
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4) Determine the nominal fatigue resistance of shear connectors as per Article 6.6.1.2.5 and
Article 6.10.10.2.

5) Lateral spacing and longitudinal pitch of shear connector should be determined as per
existing LRFD guidelines.

In this case, the total number of shear connectors required to connect the bottom slab to
the bottom flange is 1940 with a longitudinal pitch of 18 in.

However the bottom flange should be checked for buckling between the shear stud lines.
The spacing between two shear stud lines on bottom flange is 18 in. Classical theory on stability
of plates is used to determine plate buckling. From the analysis it was found that the longitudinal
spacing of 20 in. was adequate to prevent buckling failure. Refer Appendix G for the detailed
calculations.

10.14 Temporary Bracing of Bottom Flange

Temporary bracing of the bottom flange should be considered by the designer to support
the dead weight of the bottom concrete slab until it cures. The bottom flange deformation should
follow the L/360 criteria for deflection and the through thickness bending stress in the bottom
flange during construction should not exceed more than 20 ksi. The bottom flange should always
be in accordance with the Article 6.10.3 and 6.11.3 which describes the construction related
guidelines. Lateral bracing of the bottom flange should be removed once the bottom slab hardens.

In this case, the bottom flange was braced with WT 8 X 13 members. The maximum
spacing between the braced sections was 2 ft. and maximum stress was limited to 7.8 ksi. The
maximum deflection of 0.287 in. was observed with bracing at 2 ft. Detailed calculations of the
composite section properties, load, deflection and stress are included in the Appendix G.

10.15 Material Cost Comparison

The material (concrete and steel) cost of the double composite bridge was compared with
the referenced AISI example having the overall dimensions, span configuration under the same
loading. The difference in cost is due to the difference in the amount steel required by the
negative moment region for the two designs. Several alternates with different concrete strength
and different thickness of bottom flange and bottom slab were compared to select optimum
section.
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Table 10.13 Cost Analysis of Materials used in Negative Flexure Region for Single
Composite Section

Single Dimensions Total
Composite X-Sect
. Length | Width | Thickness | Area | Volume | Weight Cost
Qty Section
(ft.) (in.) (in.) (in.%) (ft.) (Ibs) (&)
4 Bottom 1000 | 1000 | 1.375 - | 381.94 | 187153 | $402,378
Flange
Stiffener
4 (WT 12x34) 100.0 - - 10.0 27.78 13611 $71,458
Total $473,837

Table 10.14 Cost Analysis of Materials Used in Negative Flexure Region for Double
Composite Section

. Dimensions Total
Single
Composite X-Sect
. Length | Width | Thickness | Area | Volume | Weight Cost
Qty Section
(ft.) (in.) (in.) (in.%) (ft.%) (Ibs) ®
4 Bottom 11900 | 1000 1.0 100 | 278 | 136111 | $292,639
Flange
4 Bottom Slab | 100.0 99 13 1290 3575 518375 | $105,926
) Reinforcing i ) ) ) ) 17875 $19,663
Steel
Shear 0.75
1940 Connectors 0.5 - (diameter) - 3.31 1620 $2,430
204 | Temporary | g 33 i i 3.84 | 3317 | 22213 | $19,437
Bracing
Total $440,094

In the comparison, costs are based on the FDOT cost data; these are $ 800 per cubic yard
for structural concrete and $ 2.15 per pound of steel. The corresponding costs per cubic feet are
$30 for structural concrete and $1053 for structural steel.

Table 10.14 and 10.15 shows the cost analysis of the materials used in negative flexure
region for both ‘single’ and ‘double’ composite sections. The inspection of Table 10.14 and 10.15
shows that there is approximate saving of $ 33,743 in terms of materials used in negative flexure
region for double composite section. In terms of the overall savings, 7 % can be saved by using
double composite design.
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Cost Comparison of Double Composite Sections

Double Composite Sections
Concrete Bottom Bottom Cost Cost Cost
Alternate Strength Slab Flange Savings | Savings* | Savings*

(psi) Thickness | Thickness ® ($/sq. ft.) (%)

1 6,500 13 1.0 33,743 1.3 0.70

2 7,500 10 1.0 62,215 2.39 1.30

3 8,500 9 0.875 107,375 4.12 2.23

4 10,000 7 0.875 126,860 4.87 2.63

* Based on the estimated structural cost of $ 185/Sq. ft. and deck area of the 26026 sq.ft.

10.16 Summary

The thickness of the bottom flange in the referenced AISI example was 1.375 in. and the
bottom flange was stiffened by WT sections with an approximate cross-sectional area of 10 sq. in.
In contrast, in the double composite section, the bottom flange thickness reduced to 1.0 in. and no
stiffeners were needed. The thickness of bottom concrete slab between the contraflexure points
was maintained constant at 13 in. in the proposed design.

Several other alternates with high strength concrete were considered. Table 10.16
summarizes cost savings for all the different alternates for double composite section. In all the
cases, stress in the bottom concrete slab was limited to 0.6f’c. Table 10.16 shows that by using
high strength concrete, the thickness of bottom slab and steel bottom flange can be reduced. This
increases the cost savings significantly for double composite sections in the negative flexure
region. However, cost savings in terms of entire bridge is nominal.

The double composite design required the bottom slab to be checked for the new slab
ductility requirement to avoid premature crushing of the concrete slab. Also, the section was
designed as non-compact in the negative flexure region. The concrete slab continuously braces
the compression flange and therefore eliminates the need for lateral bracing.

The bottom flange was temporarily braced every 2 ft to limit deflection and through
thickness bending while it supported the weight of the concrete during construction.
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APPENDIX A

Design of Double Composite Box Girder Test Specimen
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A.1  Description

Design calculations for the double composite box girder test specimen are presented
herein. The test specimen was designed using the Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD)
method in accordance with AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, 3" Edition, 2004 and
FDOT Structures Design Guidelines for LRFD, January 2005.

The total length of the test specimen was 53 feet 0 inches. The test span arrangement
included a simple span measuring 23 feet between supports, and a cantilever segment with loads
applied near the tip, 25 feet from the adjacent support.

High performance structural steel (HPS) of grade 70 ksi (ASTM A709) and reinforcing
steel of grade 60 ksi (ASTM A615) were used in the design. The specified concrete compressive
strength was 5500 psi. The modulus of elasticity for the concrete was calculated with
consideration of the effects of Florida limerock aggregates, as per the FDOT Standard Design
Guidelines.

Hydraulic actuators were used to apply the test loads to the box girder system. Load
factors were not considered for live loads since the actual values of the applied loads were
known. However, load factors were applied to the dead loads calculated for the specimen.

The design of the test specimen included calculations for the following:

e Box Girder Section Properties using Design and Predicted Material Strengths
e Plastic Moment for Negative Flexure using Design Strengths

e Plastic Moment for Negative Flexure using Predicted Strengths

e Quantity and Layout of Shear Connectors based upon Predicted Fatigue Life
e Design of Double Composite Box Girder Test Specimen and all Components

e Natural Frequency of the Box Girder
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A.2 General Design Information

Material Properties
Weight of Concrete, w,

Weight of Reinforced Concrete, w,

C

Design Concrete Strength, f, 4

Design Concrete Modulus of
Elasticity, E

¢ des

Design HPS Steel Yield Strength, F 4

Predicted Concrete Strength, f

Predicted Concrete Modulus of
Elasticity, E,

Predicted HPS Steel Yield Strength, F,

Steel Modulus of Elasticity, E,

Steel Shear Modulus, G
Reinforcement Steel Yield Strength, F

Reinforcement Ratio, R,

yrebar Fyrebar *

W, = 145-pef
Wy = 150-pef
fo des = 5500-psi
1.5

We .
Ec_des = 0.9-33-[;} - ch_des'psd
E. ges = 3845.83 ksi
Fy des = 70-ksi
f. == 7500-psi

W

1.5
C
Eg = 0933 — | - [[Topsi)
¢ Epcfj ¢

E. = 4490.96 ksi
Fy = 80-ksi

E := 29000-ksi
Gg := 11165-ksi
= 60-ksi

R, = 0.01
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Girder Geometry
Height of girder, Hg;

Web depth (plumb), D,,

(inclination to vertical is 14.036 deg)
Web depth (inclined), D

Web plate thickness, t,,

Top flange thickness, t,;

Top flange width, b,

Bottom flange thickness, t,¢

Bottom flange width, by,

Top slab width, b,

Top slab thickness, t,

Bottom slab width, by

Bottom slab thickness, t;

Total length of the test specimen,
consists of simply supported span
and cantilever span. L

Simply supported span length, a

Cantilever span length, b

Hg = 50.125-in
DW = 48-in
0 := 14.036-deg
Dy,

- cos(0)
ty = 0.75-in
tep := 1.75-in
by = 16:in
tyf := 0.375-in
byg == 76:in
by = 192-in
tig := 8-in
by = 72-in
thg = 7-in
L, =481t
a:= 23-ft
b = 25-ft

D =494771in
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Figure A.1  Typical Cross-Section of Double Composite Box Girder
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Section Properties
Area of steel box girder, Ay Agird = 2:t4pbip + typbpe + 2:Dety

Agird = 158.716 in”

Moment of inertia of bare steel, I I = 62469-in4 (see pg-A.9)
Top fiber section modulus, S St_st = 2930.5-in3 (see pg-A.9)
Bottom fiber section modulus, Sy, Sp st= 2168.4-in° (see pg-A.9)
Design SVC level composite moment Iy = 208282-in4 (see pg-A.11)

of inertia, I,

Design SVC level composite moment oo = 92093-in4 (see pg-A.15)
of inertia with bottom slab only, I,

Predicted SVC level composite moment of [ := 229010-in4 (see pg-A.19)

. . p
inertia, I,

Predicted ultimate level composite I[,=11 1354-in4 (see pg-A.21)
moment of inertia, I,
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A.3 Loads

Dead Loads

Girder weight, w4 (KIf)
steel details (10%) (klf)

Top slab, w,, (klf)

Stay in place forms, wg;, (klf)

Bottom slab, wy (klf)

Actuator Loads
Service load, P (kips)

Ultimate load, P, (kips)

Fatigue load, P, (kips)

ngl'd = 490pCng1rd

Wdet = OIOngrd
Wis = bigrtig Wre

Wsip = 20-psf-6.667-ft

) . 7-in)\ _.
Whg = 72-in + T -71n-wrc

Pgyc = 168-kip

27963 ftkip-1.15
u’ 25-ft

—

Pg:= 100-kip

Wairg = 0.54KIf
Wit = 0.054 KIf
wig = 1.6KIF

Weip = 0.133 KIf

Wpg = 0.538 kIf

P, = 1286.298 kip

Note: Ultimate load was determined using the plastic moment calculated for the
"predicted" material strengths (see pg-A.28). In addition, the ultimate load was
increased 15% to ensure that the box girder failed before other test

specimen components.
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A.4 Design Section Properties

Non-Composite Section Properties (n=infinity) A

(Uncracked)

a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web

tyy = 1.75in tpf = 0.3751in t,, = 0.75in

by = 161in bps = 76in D = 49.477in
Atf = 2:Lig Dy Apf = tof Dpf Aw = 2ty D
A = 56in’ Aps = 285 in’ A, = 74.216 in’

Total area of steel box girder, A

Ag:= A + Aps + Ay A = 158.716 in”
The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)
a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web
t t D
tf bf w
hie == t¢ + Dy, + — hye = — hy,, = the + —
tf bf wh o, bf 2 w = “bf 2
hyf = 49.25in hp = 0.187 in hy = 24.3751in
Ais-hie = 27 in° Ans-hpe = 44'3 h, =1 11'3
tf Nt = 58in bf Npf = 5.344 in AW w= 809.011in
.3
YAh = Atf-htf + Abfhbf + AWhW Y Ah = 4572.354 in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole section, Y (inch)

_ ZAh
As

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole section, Y/ (inch)

Y : Y}, = 28.808 in

Y;=Hg~ Yp Y; = 21.317in
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Distance between Neutral Axis (N.A.) and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web
dif = heg — Yp dpf = hps = Yp dy =Ny = Yp
dyf = 20.442in dpf = —28.621in dy, = —4.433in

Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3 3 3 2
N btf'ttf | 3 bbf'tbf N tW~D -cos(0)
.4 4 4
lotf = 14.292in lops = 0.3341in low = 14249.438 in
) .4
los = lotf + lobf + low lps = 14264.064 in
A-Oys” = 23400.025in” Apg-dps” = 23346in’ A0y, = 1458.738in"
Ad - 2 2 2 .4
YAd = Atf-dtf + Abfdbf + AWdW Y.Ad = 48204.763 in

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
section, 1, (in)

It := lgg + ZAd |y, = 62468.826 in"

Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3)

. 4 3
Qi = Arg| Y- - Qi = 1144.7281n

It 3
Qbf = Abf Yb - 7 Qbf = 815.697 in
Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)

|
st .3
St_St = 7 St st = 2930.53in
t -

|
st 3
Sp_st = v Sp_st = 2168.4211n

Note: St_st and Sh_st defines the section modulus of top fiber and bottom fiber of secction
respectively.
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Short-term Composite Properties (n=7.5) B

(Uncracked)
Modular Ratio, n
ES
n := round ,1 n=175
Ec_des
a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
Ao bistts Ao e bhs ths
tsB - n bsB n
.2 .2 .2
Aggg = 204.81in Apsg = 67.2in Ag = 158.716in
.2
AB = AsB + ApsB + A Ag = 430716 in

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)

a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
t t
ts bs
Msg = tpf + D + tf + — Npsg = tof +
hisg = 54.1251in hpsg = 3.8751n
A h —114'3 A h =2 4'3 A Y = 4572 4'3
tsB NtsB = 084.8in bsB NbsB = 60.4in s Th = 572.354in
.3
ZAhB = AtSBhtSB + AbSBhbSB + ASYb ZAhB = 15917.554 in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch)

Yog = 1 Ypg = 36.9561in
B
Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch)

Yig = Hg + tts — YbB Yig = 21.169in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch).

a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
dsB = NtsB ~ YbB dhsB = Nbs ~ YbB dsg = Yb ~ YbB
dysg = 17.169in dpsp = —33.08Lin dgg = -8.148in

A-10
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

4
lotsg = 1092.267 in

3 3

bts'tts bbs'tbs

I =—
0tsB 12-n

I =
ObsB 12:n

4
lopsg = 274.41n

2log = lotsB * lobsB + Ist

2 .4
Aspdigg” = 60369.496 in

2 2 2
YAdg = A disg + Apse'dpse + Asdsp

2 4
Apsgdpsg = 73540.704in

|y, = 62468.826 in"
4
Slyg = 63835.493 in
2 4
Agdgg” = 10536.127in

YAdg = 144446.326 in4

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
section, 1, (in%)

IdC = EIOB + EAdB

Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).

. R ts
Qg = | Hg — YhB — > A + | Hg + 5 YbB | AtsB

i ths
Qpf = Abf'[YbB - TJ + AbsB'EYbB “lf ~

t
ts
QTslabB = AtsB'(HG S Yij

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)

IdC-n
StslabB = ——
tslabB YtB
ldc
StheamB = Vg -
S
s lde
bbeamB =
Y
bB
Idc-n
SpslabB = 5
Yhp —t
bB ~ ‘bf

A-11

lyc = 208281.819in”

Qi = 4204.663in°
. 3
Qbe = 3270.95in

Qrglapp = 3516.201in°

3
Sislabg = 73792.676 in

3

Stpeamp = 15816.127 in

s _ 5635.933in°
bbeamB = -Jss1n

3
Shslabp = 42702.813 in
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Short-term Composite Section Properties (n=7.5) C
(Negative Live Load Moment)

Modular Ratio, n

n=75
a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
bbs'tbs
Arebarc = Rrbis s Apsc = n
.2 .2 .2
ArebarC =15.361in AbsC =67.2In AS = 158.716in
Ac = ArebarC + ApsC + As Ac = 241276 in’

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of
gravity, h (inch)

a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel

ts ths
NrebarC == thf + Dy + ttf + > hpsc = tof + >

Nreparc = 54.1251in hpsc = 3.8751n Y, = 28.808 n
h in° h ind .3
ArebarC Nrebarc = 831.361n Apschpsc = 260.41n AgYp = 4572.354in
.3
EAhC = Arebarc-hrebarc + AbSChbSC + ASYb EAhC = 5664.114in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch)

SAhG _
Yoci= Ypc = 23.476in
C

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch)

th = HG + ttS - YbC th = 34.649in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
drebarC = Nrebarc ~ YbC dpsc = Mbsc ~ Ybe dsc = Yp ~ Ybe
dreparc = 30.6491in dpsc = —19.601in dgc = 5.3331n

A-12
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3
00t o Postes
rebarC -= ¥- ObsC - 12:n
4 4
lreparc = 0 lopsC = 274.4in ls¢ = 62468.826 in
: 4
EIOC = IrebarC + IObSC + ISt EIOC = 62743.226 in

2 .4 2 .4 2 .4
Areparc-dreparc = 14428.888in"  Apgc-dpec” = 25817.3481n"  Agdgs” = 4513.6011n
2 2 2 .4

EAdC = Arebarc~drebarc + AbSCdbSC + AS'dSC EAdC = 44759.837 in

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
section, 1. (in)
e = Sloe + SAde I, = 107503.063in"

Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).

t t
tf ts .3
Qtfc = [HG = Ypc - ?j'Atf + EHG S YbCJ'ArebarC Qifc = 1914.1351n

' Iof ths 3
Qpbfc = Apf'| YbC ~ -t Apsc’| YbC ~ tbf — > Qpfc = 1980.8791n

ts 3
QBslabC = AbsC'(YbC ~ tpf -~ TJ Qpslabc = 1317.1661n

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)
|
zC

_ 3
StrebarC = Strebarc = 3507.5191in
v s
tC~
2
|
zC . 3
StheamC = 3¢ SipeamC = 4033.9891in
tC ™ ts
|
C
SpheamC = —YZ Sppeamc = 4579.337in°
b
Len
zC 3
SpslabC = — ShslabC = 34902.562 in
Ybe ~ tbf

A-13
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Short-term Composite Section Properties (n=7.5) D
(For Bridge Deck Loading)

Modular Ratio, n

n=75
b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
bb -tb
Apsp = —— A = 158.716 in”
n
2
Apsp = 67.2in
Ap = ApsD + As Ap = 225.916 in

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)

b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
_ ths
MpsD = tpf + =~
hpsp = 3.8751in Y}, = 28.8081in
.3 . 3
ApsD Npsp = 260.4in AgYp, = 4572.3541in
SAND = Apsphpsp + As Yy SARp = 4832.754in°

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch)

YbD = A YbD =21.392in
D
Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch)

Yip = Hg * ts ~ YbD Yip = 36.733in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
dhsD = MpsD ~ YbD dsp = Yp = YbD
dpsp = —17.5171in dgp = 7.417in

A-14
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

lobsD =

.4
lopsp = 274.41in

2lop = lopsD + Ist

2 .4
AbSDdbSD = 20619.619 in

2 2
YAdp = Apsprdpsp + Agdgp

|y, = 62468.826 in"
4
Slop = 62743.226 in
2 4
Agdgp” = 8730.311in

SAdp = 29349.93in”

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole

. -
section, I, (in%).

IbSC = EIOD + ZAdD

Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).

. b
Qttp = | Hc ~ YD — > At
' Uof
QpfD = Abf'| YbD — >t Apsd| YbD ~

ths
QBslabD = AbsD'EYbD — lpf — 7}

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)

s _ Ihsc
tbeamD - Yip - tis
) Ibsc
ShbeamD = Yib
s _ IpscM
bslabD - Vi — tof

A-15

.4
lpsc = 92093.156 in

Qifp = 1560.057in’
3
Qpfp = 1781.455in

Qpgjabp = 1177.131in°

3

Stheamp = 3205.117n

s — 4305.061in°
bbeamD = Lol

.3
SbslabD = 32864.064 in
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A.5 Predicted Section Properties

Non-Composite Section Properties (n=infinity) A

(Uncracked)

a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web

ttf =1.75in tbf = 0.375in tW =0.75in

btf =16in bbf =76in D =49.477in
At 1= 2t by Apf = tof Dpf Ay = 2ty D
Ay = 56in° Ayt = 285in” A, = 74.216in°

Total area of steel box girder, Ag

Ag= A + Ags + Ay A = 158.716 in”
The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)
a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web
t t D
tf bf W
his = the + Dy, + — hpe = — hy, = the + —
tf - bf wh bf 5 wTThf T
htf =49.25in hbf =0.187in hW: 24.375in
. 3 .3 . 3
A‘tfhtf = 2758in Abfhbf =5.344in AWhW = 1809.011in
.3
YAh = Atf.htf + Abfhbf + AVVhW YAh = 4572.354 in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole section, Y (inch)

Yb = Yb = 28.808in

As

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole section, Y (inch)

Y; = Hg - Yp Y; = 21.317in

A-16
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Distance between Neutral Axis (N.A.) and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

a.) Top Flange b.) Bottom Flange c.) Web
dif = hye = Y dyf = Mt = Yp Ay = Py = Y
dif = 20.442in dpf = —28.621in dy, = —4.433in

Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3 3 3 2
| > btf'ttf | _ bbftbf | > tW‘D -c0s(0)
nee = 14.292in” Inne = 0.334 i I = 14249.438 in”
otf = 14.292in Obf = Y-0041n Ow ~ 490N
Ine = loer + | | Ine = 14264.064 in”
os = lotf * 'obf + low 0s = Jo41n
Aty = 23400.025in” Apg-dps” = 233461in’ A0y, = 1458.738in"
SIAG = A Oir? + Ane-dye d. 2 SIAd = 48204.763 in”

= Al + Apedpr + Ay ldy = 763 1n

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
section, 1 (in)

.4
It == log + SAd Ig; = 62468.826 in
Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3)
ttf 3
Tt 3

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)

lst

.3
St_S'[ = 7': St_S'[ = 2930.53in
st .3
Sb_St = Y_ Sb_St = 2168.421in
b

Note: St_st and Sh_st defines the section modulus of top fiber and bottom fiber of secction
respectively.

A-17
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Short-term Composite Section Properties (n=6.5) B
(Uncracked)

Modular Ratio, n

Es
n:= round| —,1 n==6.>5
Ec

a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
_ bistts Ao e bps ths
AtsB n bsB - n
.2 .2 .2
At = 236.308n Apsp = 77.538in Ag = 158.716in
.2
AB = AtSB + AbSB + AS AB = 472.562 in

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of
gravity, h (inch)

a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
t t
ts bs
Nisg = tof * D+t + = Npsg = tof + —-
hsg = 54.125n hpsg = 3.875in
.3 . 3 .3
Atsg Nisg = 12790.154 in Apse Npsg = 300.462in AgYp = 4572.354in
.3
EAhB = AtSBhtSB + AbSBhbSB + ASYb EAhB = 17662.97in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch).

SAhg .
YbB = A YbB = 37.377in

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch).

YtB = HG + ttS — YbB YtB = 20.748in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

a.) Top Slab b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
disg = NtsB ~ YbB dhsg = Nbse ~ YbB dsg = Yp ~ YbB
dsg = 16.7481in dpsp = —33.5021n dgg = -8.569 in

A-18
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3 3
bs tts | _ bps-ths
12 ObsB ™ ~15.n

lotsB =

.4 .4 4
IOtSB = 1260.308in IObSB = 316.615in ISt = 62468.826 in

.4
EIOB = IOtSB + IObSB + ISt EIOB = 64045.749 in

Apdip’ = 66282.897in"  Apgdpep’ = 87028.158in"  Acdgg” = 11653.085in"

2 2 2 .4
EAdB = AtSBdtSB + AbSBdbSB + AS.dSB EAdB = 164964.139in

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
. -
section, IpC (in%).

. 4
Lo = Elog + SAdg ¢ = 229009.888 in

p
Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).

o

Qi = 4622.556in°

. if ts
Qs = (He— YbB ~ - | A + | He + - ~ YbB | AtsB

. Uf ts 3
Qofs = Apf| YoB ~ | + AbsB| YbB ~ tof ~ Qpfp = 3657.599in

t
ts 3
QTslabB = AtsB'(HG T Ybsj Qrelabp = 3957.671in

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)
N

._ P .3
StslabB = Sislabp = 71745.105in
tB
: 'pe . 3
StoeamB = 3~ Stheamp = 17964.4in
tB ™ 'ts
I ;

S = —
bbeamB
YbB

IpC

YpB ~ tpf

-n
ShslabB =

A-19

SbbeamB = 6127.02in

.3
SbslabB = 40229.244 in
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Short-term Composite Section Properties (n=6.5) C
(Negative Live Load Moment)

Modular Ratio, n

n==65
a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
bps ths
ArebarC = RrPistis ApsC = N
.2 .2 .2
Areparc = 15.361in Apsc = 77.538in Ag = 158.716in
AC = ArgbarC + ApsC + As Ac = 251614 in’

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)

a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel

. s . ts
MrebarC = tof + Dw + Ut + = Mpsc = tof + —-

hrebarc = 54.125in hpec = 3.875in Y}, = 28.808in

ArebarC Nrebarc = 831.361n Apschpsc = 300.462in AgY), = 4572.3541in
.3

EAhC = Arebarc'hrebarc + AbSChbSC + ASYb EAhC = 5704.176in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch).
SAhc

YbC = AC YbC = 22.671in

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch).

YtC = HG + ttS — YbC YtC = 35.455in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

a.) Top Rebar b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
dreparC = Nrebarc = Ybc dpsc = Mpsc ~ Ybe dsc = Yp ~ Ybe
dyeparc = 31.455in dpsc = —18.795in dgc = 6.1381in

A-20
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3
I = 0.0 in4 | — M
rebarC -= * 0bsC - 12:n
.4 .4
lreparc = O lgpsc = 316.615in Iy = 62468.826 in
) .4
EIOC = IrebarC + IObSC + ISt EIOC = 62785.442 in

2 4 2 4 2 4
ArebarC drebarc. = 15197.1381n"  Apgerdpec” = 27391.547in°  Agdgs” = 5979.852in

2 2 2 . 4
EAdC = Arebarc'drebarc + AbSCdbSC + AS.dSC EAdC = 48568.537 in
Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
. . 4
section, 1, (in%).
.4
Iy = Slgc + ZAd: l, = 111353.9791in
Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).
. ttf tts 3
Qfc = (He = Ybc = 5 A | He + = ~ Ybc | Arebarc  Qtfc = 1971.6061n
t t
bf bs .3
Qvfc = Abf'[YbC - 7) * AbsC'(YbC ~of - 7) Qpfc = 2098.121n
. tbs 3
OBslabC = Absc’| Ybe ~ tbf ~ OBslabc = 1457:36n
Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)
: y .3
StrebarC = t Strebarc = 3940.141n
S
Y —
_ ly 3
StheamC = Yo 1 Stheamc = 4055.921in
tC~ 'ts
. ly .3
SbbeamC = Y SbbeamC = 4911.884in
bC
lyn .3
Sbslabc = —Y " Sbslabc = 32464.253 in
bC ~ *bf
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Short-term Composite Section Properties (n=6.5) D
(For Bridge Deck Loading)

Modular Ratio, n

n==65

b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel

bb 'tb
Apep = —— A = 158.716 in”
n
.2

Apsp = 77.538in

AD = ApsD * A Ap = 236.254 in”

The distance from the extreme bottom fiber to the centroid of item center of gravity,
h (inch)

b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
_ s
MpsD = tpf + =~
hpsp = 3.8751n Y}, = 28.8081in
. 3 .3
ApsD Npsp = 300.462 in AgYp = 4572.354in
.3
EAhD = AbSDhbSD + ASYb EAhD = 4872.8161in

Distance from bottom of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y
(inch).

SAhp _
YbD = A YbD = 20.625in

Distance from top of section to the Neutral Axis (N.A.) of the whole section, Y, (inch)

YtD = HG + tts — YbD YtD =37.5in

Distance between Neutral Axis and Item center of gravity, d (inch)

b.) Bottom Slab c.) Steel
dpsD = NbsD ~ YbD dsp=Yp ~ YbD
dbSD =-16.75in dSD = 8.183in
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Moment of Inertia, I (in%)

3
| _ bps-ths
0bsD - 12:n
4 4
|0bsD = 316.615in 'st = 62468.826 in
. .4

Apspdpsp” = 21755.169in"  Acdgp” = 10628.193in"
dp: dpsp” + Agdgp’ dp = 32383.362in"
¥Adp = Apsp'dpsp *+ Asdsp ¥Adp = -3621n

Moment of Inertia of whole section with respect to Neutral Axis (N.A.) of whole
section, 1 (in“)

.4
IZD = EIOD + EAdD IZD = 95168.804 in

Section Modulus required for the weld, Q (in3).

t
tf 3
Qi = (HG ~YbD - 7)'Atf Qifp = 1602.983 in
. L tbs 3
QoD = Apf| YbD ~ 5 | * AbsD’| YbD ~ bf ~ Qpfp = 1881.271n
: tbs .3
OBslabD = ApsD'| YbD ~ tof ~ - QslabD = 1298.793in

Section Modulus of entire section, S (in3)

IzD

— . 3
StoeamD = 3, SibeamD = 3226.094in
tD ~ lts
2D .3
SpbeamD = 3 — Shpeamp = 4614.177in
bD
I,pn
zD .3
SpslabD = 3 ShslabD = 30547.555 in
YbD ~ tof
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A.6 Calculation of Design Plastic Moment

This section shows detailed calculation of Plastic Neutral Axis (Y pya) and Design

Plastic Moment.

Calculation of Forces

Force in top slab, P,
Force in top flange, Py
Force in web, P,

Force in bottom flange, Py

Force in bottom slab, P

Pre == Arebar Fyrebar

Pf = 2Dt Fy des
Pw = 2Dty Fy e

Pbf = Dot ot -Fy des

Pps = 0'85'fc_des'bbs'tbs

Calculation of Center of Gravity of Forces

Height of rebar from bottom

fiber, h,

Height of top flange from
bottom fiber, hy

Height of web from bottom
fiber, h,,

Height of bottom slab from
bottom fiber, hy,

Height of bottom flange from

bottom fiber, hy¢

. ts
hre = tbf + DW+ ttf + 7

t
tf
htf = tbf + DW+ ?

hy o= the + ﬂ
w = ‘bf 5
t
bs
Nye i= the + —
bs bf 5
t
bf
hpe = —
bf 5

Pre = 921.6 kip

Pes = 3920 kip

Py = 5195kip

Py = 2356.2 kip

hye = 54.1251in

hyy = 24.375in

hbS =3.875in

hbf =0.187in

Assuming Plastic Neutral Axis to be in the web of box girder section.

D
W
Ypm = [tbf + 7)

Yom = 24.3751n
P Dy, +the) =Y P Yom —t
rootl Po + Pys + W ( W bf) pm _ Pht — Pps — L ~M,Y ml| = 26.573in
Dy cos(6) D) cos() P

Ypna is the actual position of Plastic Neutral Axis (P.N.A) from the bottom of the section.
Yom Was the trial value used for calculating actual position of neutral axis.
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Tension force in the cross section, T,

Py ) [(Dy + te) — Y
Tom P+ Py +| | (P + tf) ~ YA T, = 7273.88 kip
Dw cos(6)

Compression force in the cross section, C,

P ) [ Yona -t
Coim Py + Pog + | — .[Mj C, = 7273.908 kip
Dw cos(0)

Calculation of Moment Arms

dre = |Pre = YpNa dye = 27.552in
dif = |Per — Ypna dyf = 22.677in
dy = [y = Ypnal dy, = 2.1981in

dys = |hps — Ypna| dpys = 22.698in

Case: 1 Plastic Neutral Axis is in the web.

2 2
P Y -t D+tyr—Y
w PNA ™ "bf bf PNA
Mpm = - + + Pl + Preedie + Ppo-dpe + Ppg-d
pm (Z'DWJ {( cos(6) j ( cos(6) j} rere T Tt Ut T Ths™Mbs T Thf Ybf

Mpm = 2425233 ftkip
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Web Slenderness (AASHTO 6.10.6.2.2)

. L A Dcp Es
The section satisfies the web slenderness limit if, 2-t— < 3.76- =
w y

D, = Depth of web in compression at the plastic moment determined as specified in
Article D6.3.2 (in)

t,, = Web thickness of the box girder
E, = Elastic Modulus of the Steel

F, = Yield strength of the girder (flange and web)

DCp = YPNA - tbf DCp = 26.198in
D E
2.—P _ 69,861 3.76. |—— = 76,531
tw Fy_des
Dep E,
CHECK_1:= if| 2.—2 < 3.76. |— ,"OK" ,"NG" CHECK_1 = "OK"
ty Fy

Therefore, section satisfies web slenderness criteria.
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A.7 Calculation of Predicted Plastic Moment
This section shows calculation of Plastic Neutral Axis (Y pya) and Predicted Plastic

Moment.

Calculation of Forces

Force in top slab, P, Pre = Arebar Fyrebar Pre = 921.6 kip
Force in top flange, Py Pis = Z'btf'ttf":y Pi = 4480Kkip
Force in web, P,, Pw = 2Dty Fy P\ = 5937kip
Force in bottom flange, Py Pbf = bpftof-Fy Pps = 2280kip
Force in bottom slab, Py Ppg := 0.85-f.-bpg-tps Pps = 3213kip
Calculation of Center of Gravity of Forces
Height of rebar from Bottom Uts .
flber, hre hre = tbf + DW + ttf + ? hre = 54125 In
Height of top flange from _ th 3 .
bottom ﬁber, htf htf = tbf + DW + > htf =49.251in

. I:)W
I—_|e|ght of web from bottom hy = thf + - hyy = 24.375in
fiber, h,,

. ths
Height of bottom slab from hie i= the + — hj,e = 3.8751n

. bs -~ *bf 2 bs

bottom fiber, hy,

: It .
Height of bottom flange from hye = — hi,¢ = 0.187in

; bf 2 bf
bottom fiber, hy;
Assuming Plastic Neutral Axis to be in the web of box girder section.
Dy :
Ypm = tbf + 7 Ypm = 24.375in
P Dy + the) = Y P Yom — t
00l Prg + Pyg + | — ( w* tor) = Ypm _ Pof — Pps — | — _pm_Bbf ol = 24.017in
Dy cos(6) Dy cos(0) P

Ypna IS the actual position of Plastic Neutral Axis (P.N.A) from the bottom of the section.
Yom Was the trial value used for calculating actual position of neutral axis.
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Tension force in the cross section, T,

Py ) [(Dy + tof) = Y
=Pt P+ | —2 | (P o) ~ Yena T, = 8507.238 kip
Dy cos(6)

Compression force in the cross section, C,

C. = 8507.349kip

Pw ) YPNA ~ Tbf
DW

Cri=Pps + Ppe + | — |
c bf bs ( cos(6)

Calculation of Moment Arms

dre:= [Nre = Ypna| dye = 30.108in
dif = [hf ~ Ypna) dyf = 25.233in
dy = |hw = Ypnal dy, = 0.358in

dps = |Pbs — YpNA| dpg = 20.142in
dbf = |hbf - YPNA| dbf = 23.83in

Case: 1 Plastic Neutral Axis is in the web.

2 2
P Y -t Dy, + the — Y
W PNA ~ *bf w " bf PNA
M. = . + + Pradpa + Pys-dis + Ppo-dpe + Pps-d
pm (Z'DWJ {( cos(6) j ( cos(6) j} re“re T TtfUtf T Ths™bs T Tbf Ybf

Mpm = 27963 ftkip
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Web Slenderness (AASHTO 6.10.6.2.2)

D E

. . . c ’ S
The section satisfies the web slenderness limit, if: 2‘t—p < 3.76- F_
w y

D¢p = Depth of web in compression at the plastic moment determined as specified in
Article D6.3.2 (in)

t,, = Web thickness of the box girder
E, = Elastic Modulus of the Steel

Fy = Yield strength of the girder (flange and web)

DCp = YPNA - tbf DCp = 23642 in
D E
2.—® _ 63045 3.76. |— = 71.588
ty Fy
Dep E,
CHECK_1:= if| 2—=2 <376. |— "OK" ,"NG" CHECK_1 = "OK"
t Fy

Therefore, section satisfies web slenderness criteria.
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A.8 Design of Shear Connectors (AASHTO 6.10.10)

First moment of transformed short- Q:= 1317 .459-in3 (see pg-A.13)
term composite section, Q

Diameter of shear stud, dg4 dgiyg = 0.75-in
2
™ dgtud )
Area of shear stud, A, Ay = — Ao = 0.442in
Ultimate strength of shear stud, F F g = 60-ksi
Resistance factor for shear studs, @, Py = 0.85 (AASHTO C6.5.4.2)

Fatigue Limit State
Number of cycles, N Ny = 5650000 (see Appendix D)
ai= 345 - 4.28log(Ng)  (AASHTO 6.10.10.2-2)

a = 5.601

2
5.5:d .
As per (AASHT0 6.10.10.2-1) Z = oed 4 > S - Inthis case

2
2. . . L. 5.5-dgtud . .
ovdgy,q -ksi=3.151 kip which is greater than T-km = 1.547kip .

Therefore,

2. . .
Zr: ovdgp, g -ksi=3.151 kip

Z, = oedg g ki Z, = 3.151 kip

stu
Ultimate Limit State

Nominal shear resistance of one Q= Ay Fug (AASHTO 6.10.10.4.3-1)
shear stud, Q,, (kips)

Qp = 26.507kip

As per (AASHTO 6.10.10.4.3-1) Q, = 0.5A /fC-EC < Ay 'F s - In this case

us -’
0.5A4. /fC~Ec = 40.54kip which is greater than A -F, (= 26.507kip . Therefore,
Q, . Ay Fyg Q= 26.507kip

Therefore, design of shear stud is governed by Fatigue limit state and not by Ultimate
limit state.
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Force in Top slab, P, (AASHTO 6.10.10.4.2-6)

Piglab = 0'45'fc_des'tts'bts Piglab = 3801.6kip

Number of shear studs in Top flange

P
Niop = round( d):iaanJ Niop = 169
Force in Bottom slab, P, (AASHTO 6.10.10.4.2-2)
Phslab = 0-85-T¢ des tbs Pbs Pl = 2356.2kip
Number of shear studs in Bottom flange
Dhottom = round[ PbS.lzl)b ] Npottom = 103
SC ~n

Distribute 169 on two top flanges equally. Distribute 105 connectors throughout the bottom
flange.

Pitch of the shear connectors along longitudinal axis (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2).
P .<— (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-1)

where, V. = horizontal fatigue shear range per unit length (kip/ft)

n = number of shear connectors across the width of cross-section n := 9

Z, = fatigue resistance of individual shear connectors

P, = Pitch of shear connector along longitudinal axis

Pe-Q
o= lf_ Vg = 14.198kIf (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-2)
u

where, P;= fatigue loading

Q = first moment of the transformed short-term area of the concrete slab
about the neutral axis of the short term composite section

I, = moment of inertia of the short-term composite section.

n-Zr-ksi
= Py = 287.606 kIf (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-1)

P
sc
Vsr

Provides shear connectors @ longitudinal pitch of 23 inch for both top and bottom
flange.
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A.9 Tip Deflection

All the deflections are reported at the location of actuator load application. The deflections
at the tip are 2 times the deflection of a fixed end supported cantilever beam. Neglect the
reduction in section properties 1 feet prior to load application point. Deflection calculation

assumes that the slab continues to the point of actuator.

Shear deflections are based on shape or form factors and the shear modulus of the beam.
The formula for shear deflection comes from Design of Welded Structures, by Blodgett.
However the simplified form factor comes from Mechanics of Materials by Gere and
Timoshenko.

A . .2 o
o= total Aota] = 472.6+in Ayep = 2:Drty,

Aweb

shape factor,

Ayep = 74216in”

Atotal
Qcomp = -
LN gomp = 6:368
A .
d
For Steel only: Qg = Agi O = 2139
web
At Ulii ) ) L2 ) Ault
t Ultimate: Ault = 241.3-in oyt = A— oy = 3.251
web

Dead Load Deflections (Bending and Shear)

Considering steel only

4 2
Agi=2( + W) b il A, = 0.061
st = <\ Wgird T Wdet)® st = VVolm
¢ 8-Eglg 2'Agird'Gs
Bottom slab on steel
b4 b2'O‘stl .
Abs = Z'Wbs' + Abs =0.0551in
8-Eqlg 2'Agird'Gs
Top slab on steel with bottom slab
b4 bz'o‘stl
Ats = 2'Wts' + Ats =0.1161in
8-Eglpgc 2'Agird'Gs
Total Deadload Deflection
ADL = At + Aps + B App = 0231in
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Actuator Load Deflections

Deflection considering only service load

b b-0comp

A,.i=2P + A,.=05771in
sve sve sve
3'Es'lpc Atotal s

Deflection considering only fatigue load

b b-Ccomp
Pf +
3'Es'lpc Atotal Cs

Deflection considering only ultimate load

b3 b-ay ¢

A 2-Pu- +
3'Es'lu Ault'Gs

Aye = 8.047 in

ult = ul

Note: Maximum calculated deflection does not account for portion of deflection
that occurs prior to the top slab cracking.
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A.10 Flange Bracing Requirements

Bottom Flange in Compression (AASHTO 6.11.3.2)

Largest moment causing compression in an unbraced section of the bottom flange, My ;.;

(ngrd T Wet + Wbs)'b2

My pp = 442.126 fi-kip
The stress in the bottom flange under this loading is defined as, f},, ;

Mpmb
Sb_st

foy =

i = 2.447 ksi

Nominal flexural resistance of the bottom flange in compression, F_

The slenderness of the bottom flange is defined by A;;

b
A= ot Ap = 202.667 (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-4)
t
bf
For the case of zero torsion on the member; (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2)

f, = St. Venant torsional shear stress in the flange due to the factored loads at the
section under consideration. (ksi)

As there is no torsion in the member (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-6)
£, = 0-ksi

kgr is the plate buckling coefficient for uniform normal stress

kBF =40
k. is the plate buckling coefficient for shear stress

k= 534

f
A= /1 Y p— A=1 (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-5)
Fy des

R = constant which when multiplied by
1

yields the slenderness ratio equal to 0.6
y_des

times the slenderness ratio for which F, _from Eq. 3 is equal to Rb'Rh'Fyfdes'A'
Where R, = web load shedding factor and R, = hybrid factor.
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R, = . (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-8)

kprE
Ry =057 R, BF s

=23.204
F y_des

F,, = smaller of the compression-flange stress at the onset of the nominal yielding,

with consideration of residual stress effects, or the specified minimum yield of
the web (ksi)

Fypi= (A= 04)Fy gog  Fy = 42ksi
kgp-Eq
R = constant which when multiplied by , yields the slenderness ratio for
2 y_des
which F . from Eq. 3 is equal to F,
1.23
RZ " 2 2 2
L. Fyr + Fyr + 4. fv . —kBF
1.2 l:y_des l:y_des l:y_des kg
kppEs
R, =1.23 R5- = 50.071
2 2 F
y_des

kppE

> F is defined by (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-3).

As ) is less than R,-
F y des ¢

f

Rb =1.0

When computing the nominal flexural resistance of the compression flange for checking
constructibility according to the provisions of Article 6.10.3.2, Ry, is always taken equal to

1.0. (AASHTO C6.10.1.10.2)

2
09E Ry kgp  Ryf, 'k
Foo-—— o BE by BR, 2 (AASHTO 6.11.8.2.2-3)
e 09-Egk,

Fpo = 2.542 ksi

CHECK 3 := if (Fy, > fi,,"OK" ,"NG" ) CHECK 3 = "OK"
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Top Flange in Compression (AASHTO 6.10.3.2)

Largest moment causing compression in an unbraced section of top flange, M.,
Worst case would be loading only the specimen between the supports

2
(ngrd t Wdet T Wbs * Wts)'a

8

Mt = 1.25- My = 225.804 frkip

The top and bottom fiber stresses in the girder are based on the section with a
composite bottom flange (see pg-A.15).

.3 .3
St_bsc = 3205-in Sb_bsc = 4305-in

Stresses in Tension and Compression respectively

a Mpmt
= _ .
Sb_bsc fi = 0.629 ksi
M
bmt .
cm T S foy = 0.845ksi
t bsc

The depth of web in compression

Do [ —em |y
Ty + £y G tf D, = 26.983in
Top flange bracing requirements are given by (AASHTO 6.10.1.6)
The limiting flexural unbraced length to achieve nominal flexural resistance of Fis L, In

order to calculate L, we must calculate effective radius of gyration for lateral torsional
buckling, r,

byr
= = 41461
Dt =4 in
1201+ —2
3bypetyp
ES
L, =1 L, = 84.393in (AASHTO 6.10.8.2.3-4)
p tF p
y_des
ES
L, = mr L, =316.889in (AASHTO 6.10.8.2.3-5)
0.7-Fy ges
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L =12-L_-
b . .
max P ~921499in  (AASHTO 6.10.1.6-2)

Lb_max

We will use intermediate diaphragms at 12.5 feet each side of the center support.

Therefore
Ly = 12,5t

Lateral Bending Moment Due to Placement of Top Slab

Conservatively the vertical reaction at one brace,
1 . .
Vp = E-wrc-8-1n-12.5-ft-4-ft Vi = 2.5kip

The slope of the bracing is approximately 1:1. This make the lateral force equal to the
vertical force.

The distributed lateral force on each top flange due to deck placement is defined as
Wiat.

Vi
W]at i= L_ Wiat = 0.2kIf
b
The maximum factored lateral moment experienced by the top flange is M,
2
Wiat L ,
My, = 1.25-T My, = 4.883 frkip

The lateral section modulus of the top flange is defined by Sy |

2
tefber ;
6 STE | = 74.667in

STF 1=

The lateral stress in top flange is defined by f;

fl = fl = 0.785 ksi

Ly - Ly
Fpe ¢=|1-(1 =07 - Fy des (AASHTO 6.10.8.2.3-2)
Fpe ¢ = 64.074ksi
f
CHECK 2:= if| Fye ¢> fom + 7, "OK","NG" (AASHTO 6.10.3.2.1-2)

CHECK 2 = "OK"
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A.11 Design of Loading Cross Frame
Design of Diagonal Members

The fatigue loading at the mid point of the cross frame will control design of the
diagonals. The top tie of the cross frame will not experience any bending during
loading. The angle of the diagonals with the top tie is defined as 64 s The angle

of the diagonal with the top tie is approximately 40 degrees.
Qd_lcf = 40deg

Fatigue force in the diagonal is defined as F ;¢

1
2- sin(ed_lcf)

Try double angle (6 x 4 x 1/2) with F,= 50 ksi

Fy_cf = 50-ksi

The maximum length of the diagonal is 4.5 feet depending on the size of member chosen
for the top tie.

The length of the diagonal member is defined as Ly ¢,
The gross cross sectional area of the double angle section is defined as As ¢
The minimum radius of gyration is defined as r

min_lcf.
. 2 i = 1.91-in
Ld_lcf =45t Asd_lcf = 9.5in min_lcf

k:=0.75 (AASHTO 4.6.2.5)
k-L

lef
el 0
T'min_lcf

Calculate the factored resistance in pure compression which is defined as P, ;¢

Resistance factor in pure compression is defined as ¢,

b =09 (AASHTO 6.5.4.2)
Nominal compressive resistance is defined as P, (AASHTO 6.9.4)
2
k-L F
\i= dlef | Zyef (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-3)
T'min_lef™ ™ Eg
A =0.079
As X <225 then Py = 0.66"F,, op-Asy |p from (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-1)
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P, = 459.748 kip

P.i= &Py P, = 413.773 kip (AASHTO 6.9.2.1-1)

CHECK_4:= if(Fy o <Py."OK","NG") CHECK_ 4 = "OK"

Check the number of 7/8 inch diameter A325 bolts required to resist the
compression in the double angle diagonals.
Minimum number of bolts required

dbOlt := 0.875-in

Tensile strength of A325 bolts is defined as F
Fup = 120-ksi

Area of bolt is defined as A, ;.

2
dbolt

4

.2
AbOlt =TT AbOlt = 0.601 1n

Number of shear planes is defined as N,

NSh =2

Minimum numbers of bolts required based on (AASHTO 6.13.2.7)
Shear capacity of bolts.

Nominal shear resistance of the bolt is defined as R, ;.

Rn_bolt = 048 Ay o1 Fub Nsh (AASHTO 6.13.2.7-1)

Ry polt = 69-272kip

F

d lcf

Nb_min := round R Nb_min =2
n_bolt

Minimum number of bolts required based on bearing (AASHTO 6.13.2.9)

strength of the bolt holes.

Assume for Grade 50 Angles
F, = 70-ksi

The minimum material thickness is defined by t = 0.5 inch and the clear edge
distance is L, = 0.781 inch. This value is used since the top tie will likely use

same connection and will be in tension.

LC = 0.781-in t:= 0.5-in
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Assuming that the angles control :

Ry hole = 1-2FytLe (AASHTO 6.13.2.9-4)

= 32.802 kip

0.5-Fd_lcfj

Rn_hole

Rn_hole

Nbh min = Cei{ Nbh min =3

Assuming that connection plate controls.
Length and thickness of connection plate are defined as L oo, and tg,,, respectively.

Lc_conpl = l-in tconpl = 0.75-in
R =12.L -t -F )
nc_hole c_conpl ‘conpl u Rnc_hole = 63 kip
F
d_lcf
N, = cell| ————
bc_min L=
B [Rnc_hole) Nbc_mln 3

Use double angle (6 x 4 x 1/2) inch connected with three 7/8 inch diameter High
Strength bolts at each end. Use 3/4 inch minimum connection plates.

Note: A doule angle (8 x 8 x 1/2) inch member was used in the final design to
accommodate the top bearing plate and fatigue load bearing stiffeners.

Design of Top Tie

The top tie of the loading cross frame will be controlled by the ultimate loading which
is applied equally to each flange. The load experienced by the top tie is due to angle of the
web. The inclination of web is 1 : 4.

The horizontal tension load that must be carried by Top Tie is defined as T ¢

Py

Tiep i= 0.25— T} = 159.706 kip
By inspection, double angle (L8 x 8 x 1/2) inch are more than adequate to carry the
tension required for the ultimate loading. Therefore only design of connection is

considered.

Minimum number of bolts required based on the shear capacity of the bolts :

o Ter
Nbt min = ceil R Nbt min =3
n_bolt

Minimum number of bolts required based on the bearing (AASHTO 6.13.9.2)
strength of the bolt.
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Assume that angle controls:

L= 1in
Rpt hole = 2Lyt Fy Rt hole = 42Kkip
) . O-S'Tlcf
Nbtb_min = ceill 2= Nbth min = 3
n_hole

Use double angle (8 x 8 x 1/2) with four 7/8 inch diameter high strength bolts
per end and use 5 bolts spaced at 6 inch max to connect the top and middle 7/8
inch thick connection plate to the cross frame to the angles.

Design of Connection Plate Welds

Assume that the top flange to connection plate weld carries the horizontal force. The
minimum weld thickness assuming welds on both sides of the connection plate is
defined by t,,

'~ dmin.

t 3 Tier
w_dmin = 5 4 48.70.ksi-0.707-(8-in — 0.375-in — 1.5-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in)

tw dmin = 0-656 in

Use 11/16 inch welds for top flange to the connection plate.

Check fatigue in the weld.

N = 5.65-106

cycles *
Welds loaded longitudinally are category 'E' Details on the weld metal.

Allowable fatigue stress is defined as F¢

1

3

11-10% ksi® ,
Fpom | ———L Fp = 5.796 ksi

Ncycles

The actual longitudinal stress in the weld is based on the angle of the diagonal with
the web.

Pp
Tfatigue = 0257

Tfatigue =125 klp

) Tfatigue
Oweld = . : . ) ; ;
2-0.707-0.6875-in-(8-in — 0.375-in — 1.5-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in)
GWCld = 2.509 ksi
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CHECK S = if (0,¢q < Fy,"OK","NG" ) CHECK_5 = "OK"

Assuming that connection plate to web weld transfers the vertical force from the
diagonals. This vertical force is defined as T,

P
£ .
Tyeri= 175— Tyof = 87.5kip

The minimum thickness of weld required to resist this force is defined as t,, i,

Twcf

t <=
W_MIM ™" .0.48-0.707-70-ksi-(33-in — 4-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in)

t = 0.066 in

w_min
Try 5/16 inch weld and check fatigue.

Twcf

1.75
g =
weld W™ 5.0.707.0.3125-in-(33-in — 4-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in)

O-WGId W 4.041 ksi

CHECK 6 := if(cr < Fg,"OK", "NG") CHECK 6 = "OK"

weld w

Use 5/16 inch weld for connection plate and web.

Design of Bottom Tie
The ultimate force in the bottom tie is defined as Ty e,

1

_— T - = 104.278 ki
bot_tie p
2-tan(6d_lcf> —

TbOt_tiC = 175Pf
By inspection, the double angles (L4 x 4 x 1/2) inch have sufficient section area to
resist tension force.

The number of bolts required to transfer the forces into the bottom flange is defined as

Nbb min.

T .
bot_tie
N, o= cell| ————— N, . =4
bb_min bb_min
- ( 0.5- Rn_bolj -
Based on the bearing strength of the bolt holes (AASHTO 6.13.2.9)

Assuming that bottom flange controls

Rnb_hole = 2.4-0.875-intp ¢ F Rnb_hole = 55.125kip
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T )

. bot_tie

Nps min = ceil R Nps min = 2
- nb_hole -

Use 2 L4 x 4 x 1/2 angles with 13 numbers of 7/8 inch dia HS bolts to connect to the
connection plate. Use 15 bolts (per angle 30 total) to connect angles to the bottom
flange of the box girder.

Design of Loading Plate Stiffeners

The bearing area required for Loading plate is defined as A pqping

1.75-P¢ 5
A g T A e = 2.51n
bearin bearin
& L4Fy of &
For four, two sided stiffeners, the minium thickness required is tyeying
A .
bearing :
thearing = (8-in — 0.5-in)-4-2 tbearing = 0-0421n
The minimum thickness based on b = 8 inch is defined as t,pering
) 8-in .
tabearing = 5 tabearing = 0-692in
0.48. | —
Fyﬁcf

Design of weld for stiffeners. The minimum thickness required of weld is defined

as tweldmin.

1.75-P¢

8
t s =
weldmin ™= 5 6 48.0.707-70-ksi-(8-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in)

tweldmin =0.0711in

Try 5/16 inch weld and Check for Fatigue.
Allowable stress in the weld for the stiffeners is defined as cyq1q
Pe

8
g = .
sweld ™ 5 0.707.0.3125-in-(8-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in — 0.5-in Tgyeld = 4352 ksi

CHECK_7 = if (0 yelq < Fp,"OK" ,"NG" ) CHECK_7 = "OK"

Use 3/4 inch Stiffeners and 5/16 inch welds
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Figure A.2 Loading Cross Frame
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A.12 Design of Intermediate Cross-Frame

The intermediate cross frames are primarily used to brace the top flanges during the
placement of the concrete deck slab. However, they will also help to maintain the shape of
the box as it is loaded.

The force in the top member of an intermediate cross frame is defined as Fy,,
The force in the two diagonal members is defined as F; as the force in both

members is the same.

The angle of inclination between the top horizontal member and the diagonal
members is defined as 0,

O)cf = 45.67-deg

Fiop = 125Wigr Ly Fiop = 3125kip
F
t
Fyi= — 2 Fq = 4472 kip
cos(elcf)

Assume that the cross frame members are L4 x 4 x 1/4 angles with two 7/8
inch diameter bolts at each ends.

The maximum length of each diagonal is approximately 4.5 feet. This is also the
maximum unbraced length for all cross frame members. The length is defined as
Ld cf.

The gross cross-sectional area of the section is defined as As4 ¢

The minimum radius of gyration is defined as r,,;, o

The section modulus is defined as Sy ¢

Ld—Cf s Asd of = 1.94-in2 rmin_cf = 0.78:in

.3
Sd_Cf = 1.05-in

k = 0.75 (AASHTO 4.6.2.5)

k'Ld_cf

T'min_cf

=51.923
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Calculate the factored resistance in pure compression which is defined as P, ¢

Resistance factor in pure compression is defined as ¢,

b =09 (AASHTO 6.5.4.2)
Nominal compressive resistance is defined as (AASHTO 6.9.4)
k-L F
Nef = dof | 2 (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-3)
I'min_cf ™ Eg
Aef = 0.471
>‘cf

As . <2.25, then Pn_cf = 0.66 ‘Fy_cf'ASd_cf from (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-1)

Py of = 79.759kip
Proop = &c Py of P, o = 71.784kip (AASHTO 6.9.2.1-1)
CHECK 8:= if(Fq <P, o,"OK","NG") CHECK 8 = "OK"

Moments applied due to the eccentricity of the connection are defined as M, and

M,

M, = Fy(1.5 - 1.18)-in M, = 0.119 frkip

M, = Fg:(1.18 = 0.25)-in M, = 0.347 fekip

The maximum resisting moment of the angle is defined as M,

Mr = Fy_Cf.Sd_Cf Mr = 4.375 ftklp

Check beam/column interaction :

Fq M, + My
CHECK 9 = if + < 1.0,"OK","NG" | CHECK 9 = "OK"
P r cf M;

Use L4 x 4 x 1/2 inch angles for all members of the intermediate cross frame and
connect them using two 7/8 inch diameter HS bolts per end. Use 3/4 inch
connection plate thickness to match the plates used elsewhere.
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A.13 Design of the Bearing Diaphragms

The "pier" diaphragm shall be fully designed since it is subjected to the largest
loads and the end diaphragm shall use the same design.

The bearing diaphragm plate should be sized to meet the D/t ratio of the stiffened
vertical web of an I girder as per AASHTO LRFD 6.10.6.2.

The thickness of the diaphragm plate is defined as t;

The depth of the diaphragm plate is defined as Dy

Assuming that the thickness of the diaphragm plate is t4 := 0.75-inand the depth of the
diaphragm plate is D4 := 48-in.
2Dy E

CHECK_10 := if <5.7 > ,"OK" ,"NG" (AASHTO 6.10.6.2.3-1)
t4 Fy_cf

CHECK 10 = "OK"

Since the bearings being used are rated at 800 kips and are 27 inches wide, three
bearings would be required when the member is fully loaded. However, the three
bearings are wider than the bottom flange which would lead to uneven loading of the
bearings and the concrete floor.

In order to better distribute the load, four bearings will be used and we will add diaphragm
extensions on the exterior of the box to distribute reactions over the full width of the
bearings. To prevent the extensions from influencing the bending capacity of the box
girder, the extension will not be attached to the bottom flange.

Due to the support condition at the "pier", the bearing diaphragm web plate need only be
sized for the slenderness criteria above. It is present to essentially maintain the shape of the
box and distribute the reaction load to the bearing stiffeners. Each stiffener uses a tributary
area of the diaphragm plate to carry the reaction load.

Size Bearing Stiffeners (AASHTO 6.10.11.2)

Thickness of the stiffener plates is defined by t,,
Assume that the stiffener plates are 3/4 inch thick.

tp = 0.75-in

The maximum projecting width of each stiffener plate is defined by by 1,

E

bt_max:: 0.48-tp- - =8.67in (AASHTO 6.10.11.2.2-1)

bt_max
y_cf
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Assuming that each of the 4 interior stiffeners carry 20% of the reaction and that the
outside full height stiffeners carry 5% each, the bearing reaction carried by one
interior stiffeners is defined by Ry;

Ry == 0.20-2-P, Ry,; = 511.06 kip

Check the bearing resistance of fitted end of the stiffeners

The end of the bearing stiffener will need to be clipped by 1-1/2 inch to be clear of
the flange and diaphragm weld and leave room to weld the bearing stiffener to the
flanges.

The area required for each bearing stiffener plate is defined by A

pn_min.

Ry

Fonmin =3 T4k, o

.2
Apn_min =3.65in
y_cf

Therefore, for two-sided stiffeners, the minimum width is defined as b

Apn_min

%

t min.

+ 1.5:in = 6.367 in

¢ min*= b min
Use 0.75 inch thick by 7.5 inch wide stiffener plates on each side of the bearing
diaphragms.

Check that the nominal axial resistance of the stiffener to diaphragm plate is greater
than Ry

By AASHTO LRFD 6.10.11.2.4b, the effective portion of the diaphragm plate is
2-9-0.75-in = 13.5in However, since the stiffeners are approximately one foot apart, use 12
inches as the tributary width of the diaphragm plate for the column element to be analyzed.

The width of the bearing stiffener is defined as b,

by:= 7.5in tp = 0.75in

The area of the diaphragm plate is defined by A

ACS = 12-1n-td + Z'bt'tp Acs = 9025 in2

The inertia of the diaphragm plate is defined by I

2
b+t
1 .3 3 tTd .4
log = E-(lZ-m-td + 2'tp'bt ) + 2-bt-tp-[ 5 j I.g = 244.5821in
The radius of gyration of diaphragm plate is defined by r
_ |l
fes ™ A rog = 3:475in
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I TC E

N2 F
Nes = [wJ gl Mg = 0.019 (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-3)
Cs S

The nominal compressive resistance of the diaphragm plate is defined as P, ¢
Since A\ g <2.25;

A
Py cs= 0:66 Fy opAcg (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-1)

n_cs

Py cs = 1004.645 kip

The factored compressive resistance of the diaphragm plate is defined as P,

be =09

P (AASHTO 6.9.2.1-1)

res T b Pnics

Py ¢ = 904.18kip

CHECK 11 := if(Rbi <P. ., "OK" ,"NG") CHECK 11 = "OK"

rcs’

Diagphragm Top Flange Plate

There is no bending force in the top flange. Therefore, the plate width will be based
upon what is necessary to engage the full width of the bearing stiffeners and the plate
thickness will match the top flanges of the box for ease of connection.

Use 16 inch wide by 0.75 inch thick top flange plate for diaphragm. In order to
maintain continuity with the composite box girder section, place shear studs at 1 foot
spacing along the diaphragm top flange.

Connection of diaphragm top flange to top flange of girder

Design the top flange of the diaphragm connection to top flange of box to carry the
horizontal component of maximum web shear that is introduced into the diaphragm at
the "pier".

The forces to be resisted by bolts and splices is defined as P

splice.

PU

P — P
4

= =319.412kip

splice * splice

Minimum number of bolts required :
The diameter of A325 bolts is defined by d .
dbOlt =0.8751n

Tensile Strength of A325 bolts is defined by F

Fyp = 120ksi
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Area of A325 bolts is defined by A
.2
AbO]t = 0.601 in

Number of shear planes is defined by Ny,
Ny, = 2

Based on shear capacity of bolt : (AASHTO 6.13.2.7)

The nominal resistance offered by the bolt is defined as R 1,4

Rnsﬁbolt = 0.48- A1 Fyp Nep Rnsﬁbolt = 69.272kip
The minimum number of bolts required to resist Py is defined by Nygjice min.
Nbsplice min ‘= Ceﬂ(RPSpﬂj Nbsplice min = 2

N ns_bolt N
Based on bearing strength of the bolt holes : (AASHTO 6.13.2.9)

Assuming Grade 50 ksi plates, F; = 70ksi the minimum material thickness of the

plate is defined as t,g, and the clear edge distance is defined as L ¢ in inches.

ttfd = 0.5:in
L¢ tfg = 1.5in - 0.4375:in Lc tfg = 1.063 in
R =12.L teyF .
n_sp_hole c tfd""tfd " u Rnfspfh ole = 44.625kip
N i O'S‘Psplice
sp min = cell| ———— o
P Rp) sp hole Nsp_min = 4

For "sealing bolts" maximum spacing is 6 inches. (AASHTO 6.13.2.6)

Use 2 rows of 4 bolts each side of splice and use 1/2 inch splice plates for the
connection of top flange of diaphragms to top flange of girder, as shown below.
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SYMMETRICAL ASOUT

_‘T — (LROX GIRDER AND — f_

f % (DIAPHRAGM |
e P

T | I
| ' : |
e i
||i—%ﬁ£==:::==:=:=:::=:==:=:=::T:y'\'|-:;=||
ISASE )
,J|+W¢—T - | it
i il e
iﬂf “‘U'ﬂg e Poasos Hs BoT J"Tr
| TOP FLANGE (T¥F) '

— © T PLAN

(SHEAR STUDS NOT SHONN)

BOX GIRDER
TOP FLANGE

GDIAPHRAGM AND
j@EEﬁRmG

w
1

J

/

Figure A4 Plan View of Pier Diaphragm
SYMMETRICAL ASOUT
" GEoX GIRDER AND
| ¢ DIAPHRACM
e . & l'_n'=&'"_n" 1e
5 SPACE @ [I'-0"=5'"-0 | Qi,x—a"'DlA . 4"
4_| " SHEAR STUDS
A
L o Dy
L \—9..]— \“FINISH TO BEAR/
e /- 16
= f \
I'.II'.I ﬁ T = | _\l /\ X\I
"3 | ) & NN
W & H ) A I
i\ [} ) ) 1
I:_I:' | R73X3 I
o SN i
'.\ g g™ / !
e “'. —H-TIGHT FIT
z \ / if
N | O 1 O 97
"1 - O -0
P

DAIPHREAGM 1

Figure A5 Pier Diaphragm

A-52




Double Composite Final Report

A.14 Design of Welds
Design of Bottom Flange to Web Welds

The minimum weld size from the bottom flange to web is 1/4 inch. However, the
minimum size for the top flange to web weld is 5/16 inch. (AASHTO 6.13.3.4)

The first moment of the bottom flange and slab at the section over the "pier" is defined as
Q,, as calculated on pg-A.21. The value used is based on predicted material properties,

since we want to ensure that the welds do not fail prior to the predicted plastic moment
being reached.

Qy = 2098.120-in3 (see pg-A.21)

The required weld strength for the four web to bottom flange welds is defined by

Rw_bot.

Rw_bot = PUI' i Ry bot = 288.88 kIf
u

Four 1/4 inch welds have a resistance which is defined as R,

Ry pot := 4:(0.6:0.8F,-0.707-0.25-in) Ry pot = 285.062 kIf

CHECK 12 := if (Ry, pot < Ry pot:"OK","NG" ) CHECK_12 = "NG"

Say "OK", only 0.8 % over limit.
Use 1/4 inch fillet welds for all bottom flange to web and diaphragm welds.

Top Flange to Web Welds

The first moment of the top flange and slab at the end of the girder is Q, (see pg-A.19).

The value used is based on predicted material properties, since we want to ensure that
the welds do not fail prior to the predicted plastic moment being reached.

.3
Qp = 4623-in
The required weld strength for the four web to top flange weld is defined as R,
_
Ry top = 7 Ry, top = 309.501 KIf
pc
The resistance of four 5/16 inch weld is defined as R, ,,
R top = 4:(0.6:0.8F,-0.707-0.3125-in) R top = 356328 kIf
CHECK 13 := if (Ry, 1o <Ry tp:"OK","NG" ) CHECK_13 = "OK"

Use 5/16 inch fillet welds for all top flange to web and diaphragm welds
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A.15 Design of Loading End Bearing Stiffeners

Size Bearing Stiffeners (AASHTO 6.10.11.2)
The thickess of the stiffener plates is defined by t;;¢

Assume that stiffener plates are 7/8 inch thick.

t]bS = 0.875-in

The maximum projecting width of each stiffener plate is bypg oy

ES
= 0.48-t)¢

= 10.1151in

blbsﬁmax : blbsﬁmax

Fyﬁcf

Each pair of stiffeners carries the load imparted by one actuator. In order to allow maximum
load application, size the stiffeners to carry the capacity of the load cell
which is R, := 600-kip

Check the bearing resistance of the fitted ends of the stiffeners :

The end of the bearing stiffener will need to be clipped by 1-1/2 inch to be clear of the weld
and leave room to weld the bearing stiffener to the flanges.

The area required for each bearing stiffener plate is defined as A s i

P

2

Aps min = 14

.2
- . Apsimin =4.563 in
y ¢

Therefore, for two-sided stiffeners, minimum width is defined by by i,

Apsimin

. + 1.5:in b]beml.l’l =6.7151n
Ibs

blbsﬁmin =

Use 7/8 inch thick by 7.5 inch wide (normal to web) stiffener plate on each side of the
web.

Check that the nominal axial resistance to the stiffener/web plate is greater than R
By AASHTO 6.10.11.2.4b, the effective portion of the web plate is 2-9-0.75-in = 13.5in

ble = 7.5in
The area of the bearing stiffener plate is defined by A

. .2
AbS = 13.5~1n-tw + 2bletle AbS =2325in

2
b+t
1 . 3 . 3 ) Ibs ™ 'lbs
IbS = E-(lZ-mt]bS + 20751nb1bs ) + 2b]bSO751H[T)
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Ty = 250.675 in”

’ I

bs .

Ty = |[—— Thg = 3.2841in
Abs

As per AASHTO 6.9.4: maximum length is 48 inches, though actual stiffeners are not full
height.

. \2 F
Nps = (0'75'48'mj —ycf (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-3)
S
I'bs'Tf ES

Mg = 0.021

: Mbs (AASHTO 6.9.4.1-1)
Py s 1= 0.66 Fy, oA 9.4,
Py bs = 1152401 kip
P = -P .

r bs = PP bs P, 1= 1037.161 kip

CHECK_ 14 := if(Ru <P, 1..,"OK" ,"NG") CHECK_ 14 = "OK"

r_bs’
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A.16 Bracing System for Bottom Flange

Non-Composite Section Properties

Area of the bottom flange, Agp Agp = 12in-tppe
Note: Transverse section properties A = 4 Sin2
are calculated on per foot basis. BF — ™
Moment of inertia of the bottom flange, I Igp = 2 Igg = 0.053in
: IBF 3
Section modulus of the bottom flange, Sgp SRF = Sgg = 0.281in
0.5tp¢
Composite Section Properties
ES
Modular ratio, n n := round ,1 n=75
Ec_des
12-in-7-in .
Location of Neutral Axis of composite ABp0-5tpp + N '(tbf +3.51
bottom fiber section, Yy, ¢omp Yy comp = o P
BF n
Yy, comp = 2.818 in
. . . 12in-t 3
Moment of inertia of composite I _ bs I 45733 int
bottom slab section, Ty, bslab =~ bslab — =
. .2
Area of bottom slab, Ay, Apglab = 12in-tyg Apglab = 84in

Moment of inertia of composite bottom fiber section, I .,

2
t A
bf bslab N2
Icomp = IgF + Tpglap * ABF'(chomp T j + [ N j'(chomp - 3.8751n)

.4
Icomp = 89.4371n

Note: 3.875 inch is the distance from extreme bottom fiber to centroid of bottom slab.
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I

Bottom section modulus of composite _ “comp
bottom fiber, S, ¢omp b_comp - Yb comp
S = 31.7371 3
b comp = 7371
. . Lcomp
Top section modulus of composite St ¢ omp =
top fiber, S comp - b * tbs = Yb_comp
S = 19.6271 3
t comp = 19-6271n
Loads
Dead load of steel bottom flange, DL DL := 490-pef-Agp

Note: i it wei .
490 pcf'is the unit weight of steel DLy, = 0.015KIf

Dead load of concrete bottom slab, DL . DL.onc = Wre'Abslab
DL, = 0.087 kif
Total factored loading used in the DLy = 1.25 '(DLstl + DLconc)

analysis, DL,
DLy = 0.129 kIf

If we consider entire flange the pressure DL

. . tot
acting on the plate is Py Ppp = °

12-in

Ppp = 8.925 x 10 *ksi

Calculate Stress Without Bracing

For the unbraced bottom flange, the bottom flange will span between webs like a
sinple beam under its own self-weight and weight of wet concrete.

Using the rectangular plate tables from Design of Welded Structures by Blodgett,
the stress in the plate can be calculated from the loading and plate thickness.

Stress in the bottom plate, o, 0'75'PDL'(7Zin)2
0'1 =

5 oy = 24.675 ksi

th
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CHECK 1 := if(0'1 > 20ksi, "OK" ,"NG”) CHECK 1 = "OK"

We need to provide bracing along bottom flange to temporarily support concrete
until it cures.

Calculate Stress With Bracing

Assume bracing at every 10 feet in the form of back-to-back angles supported from two
inch bottom flange extension to the exterior of box girder.

The width of the panel, w (feet) w = 6-ft
The length of the panel, L (feet) Ly, = 10-ft
L
b
=~ 1.667
w
.2
0.5448-Ppy; -(72in)
The stress considering bracing, 6y,,..q Obraced =
2
t
bf

Opraced = 17:924ksi

. 4
0.0964-Ppy; -(72in)

The maximum deflection of plate, A, ,..4 Apraced =

3
Egtpr
Abraced =1.512in

Deflection criteria v 47.624
Abraced

Once the braces are removed the bracing force is applied back to the composite
section.

Conservatively, if the entire load is then reapplied to the section and that stress is added
to the non-composite stress, we will have the upper bound of the solution.

. (2
0.75-Ppyy +(72in)

o, Tn)’
bf n

O'braced 2= 2.027 ksi

Stress due to bracing, Gy,,ced 2 Opraced 2 =

Total stress in the composite bottom _
flange, G,y Ttotal ‘= “braced * Obraced 2
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Ttotal = 19.951 ksi

CHECK 2 := if(20ksi > 051, "OK" ,"NG" ) CHECK 2 = "OK"

The stress is within the limits required by AASHTO, however the deflection is not. The
bracing would have to be moved even closer to limit the deflection of the bottom plate

to L/360

The allowable deflection, A

allowable

Deflection for bracing at 4 feet, A,q

Deflection for bracing at 3 feet, Asy

Composite deflection after removal

of braces, A p ace

w

Aallowable = 360 Aallowable = 0-2in
.4
0.0843-Pry; -(48in)
. DL
Apfy = 3
E._-t
s 'bf

Agp=0261in

. 4
0.1106-Ppy; -(36in)

Aqp =
3ft 3

Egtye
Asg = 0.108 in
.4
0.1422-Ppy; -(72in)

. N\3

7in
E.| tp.p + —
s(bf nj

= 0.053 in

A

abrace "~

Aabrace

Calculate Deflection for Selected Bracing Member

The actual member selected as a bottom flange brace is a WTS5 x 9.5 based on less
assembly than the double channel option.

Inertia of WT5 x 9.5, I, e

Deflection of WT5 x 9.5, A

wbrace

.4
Ibrace = 6.68in
5:(Ppp3ft + 9-pif) (61
A =
wbrace
384- Eglprace
Ayprace = 0059 in
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Conservatively, the maximum deflection A

tot max ‘= A31“'{ + Aabrace + Awbrace
after removal of braces, D -

tot_max

A =0.221in

tot max —

This the composite deflection assuming the full load is applied to the composite section.

Check deflection criteria _ ot = 326.809

Atotﬁmax

Since the above conservative estimate basically negates the portion of the slab

supported by the bottom flange under the braced case, in reality maximum
deflection should be below 0.2 inch.

W |'IlI l""’ M~
\ i r%“ | 4 |
¢ ¢
5 BOLTE(TF) 'ﬂ .
/ TEMPORARY BOTTOM FLANGE BRACE T
WT5K9.5
VEW A-A
£ BSPACES @ 8'=5'-4" '
R T
I"::'.I n AUTD B&l}; :,-i'(gw?mq _E~HE=? .:::'Ill
i 177 N WELD(TTP) { CONSECTOR ) :
i A 17 1)
f

BOTTOM FLANGE SHEAR CONNECTOR DETAIL.

Figure A8 Temporary Bracing System of Bottom Flange
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A.17 Calculate Beam Natural Frequency

To ensure the safety of testing equipment and lab personnel, compare the loading
frequency for fatigue to the natural frequency of the test specimen and assure they are not
equal.

From Theory of Vibration with Application, 3" Edition by Thomson, the natural frequency
of a cantilever beam is determined as follows.

Mass per unit Length of the beam, p (plf) pi= l'(ngrd + Wejet + Wig + Wsjp + Wbs)
g

Ib
— 28652
P ft

(B,*L)? is selected from the chart in

: (By*L)2=352
Fig 8.4-2 on page 223

EgIne

O¥

The fundamental natural frequency, o, - wq = 3.52-
1

wq = 128.17 —

S

The frequency of second and third mode are even higher than the fundamental frequency.
The fatigue loading is 3 Hz, well below the natural frequency of the test specimen.
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B.1  Concrete Compressive Strength of Top Slab (6 x 12) cylinders

Table B.1 summarizes information on the compressive strength of concrete for the top
slab. Average compressive strength of concrete for the top slab prior to service and ultimate load
test was 10124 psi for truck # 1 (actuator end) and 7650 psi for truck # 2 (hold down frame end).

Table B.1 Compressive Strength of Top Slab

Cast Date | Test Date Compressive Strength (psi) Average Compressive
Truck # 1 Truck # 2 Strength (psi)
Cy#1 | Cy#2 | Cy#1 | Cy#2 | Truck#1 | Truck#2
12/12/2007 | 3/7/2008 8522 8759 6245 6517 8641 6381
12/21/2007 | 5/15/2008 | 9776 9724 6909 7121 9750 7015
12/21/2007 | 8/14/2008 9856 9955 7606 7574 9905 7590!
12/21/2007 | 10/3/2008 9817 10430 7487 7814 10124 7650°

1. Compressive strength after fatigue test was completed.
2. Compressive strength prior to commencement of service and ultimate load test.

Note: The concrete with high compressive strength (truck # 1) is towards actuator end and
concrete with low compressive strength (truck # 2) is towards hold down frame end.

B.2  Concrete Compressive Strength of Bottom Slab (4 x 8) cylinders

Table B.2 summarizes information on the compressive strength of concrete for the
bottom slab provided by FDOT. Compressive strength was corrected to account for the 4 x 8
cylinder size, that is, values were reduced by dividing by 1.05. The corrected values are presented
in Table B.3. The average compressive strength of the concrete for the bottom slab prior to
commencement of service and ultimate load test was 8118 psi.

FDOT also tested 6x12 cylinders for the bottom slab only for service and ultimate load
test dated 10/03/08. The data for the 6x12 cylinders is also presented in Table B.3.

Table B.2 Compressive Strength of Bottom Slab (FDOT)

Compressive Strength (psi)
Cast Date Test Date Cylinders
Cy#1 Cy#2 Cy#3 Average
7/17/2007 5/15/2008 8492 8536 8719 8514 4x8
7/17/2007 8/14/2008 8473 8032 8237 82531 4%8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 8317 8764 8480 85412 4x8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 8543 8421 8468 84822 4x8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 8884 8679 8772 87782 6x12

1. Compressive strength after fatigue test was completed.
2. Compressive strength prior to commencement of service and ultimate load test
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Table B.3 Compressive Strength of Bottom Slab with Correction

Compressive Strength (psi)
Cast Date Test Date Cylinders
Cy#1 | Cy#2 Cy#3 Average
7/17/2007 5/15/2008 8091 8133 8308 8178 4%8
7/17/2007 8/14/2008 8074 7653 7849 7859! 4%8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 7925 8351 8080 8118’ 4x8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 8140 8024 8069 8078? 4%8
7/17/2007 10/3/2008 8884 8679 8772 8778’ 6x12

B.3  Yield Strength of Rebars

Table B.4 summarizes the information on yield strength of rebars from mill certificates.

Table B.4 Yield Strength of slab rebars

Yield Stress | Tensile Stress
L . El o i o
ocation (ksi) (ksi) ongation % in 8 in
Bottom Slab 72.9 110 10%
Top Slab 73.1 112.9 9%

B.4  HPS Steel Testing Data

This section summarizes the information on coupon tests from HPS steel plates and
important material parameters obtained from the testing. Values of elastic modulus, yield strength
and ultimate tensile strength are summarized in Table B.5-B.7. Corresponding plots of the
respective stress-strain curves are appended. Table B.8-B.10 summarizes information on yield
strength and ultimate tensile strength from mill certificates.

Figure B.1 Photograph of Coupon Test Specimens Tested at Gainesville — August 2008
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AMO 16 bottom flange 3
1pos

p
HExTH 2533
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i coupons cut approvimately 17 x 187 “‘“«l

/

]

Figure B.2 Location of Coupons Test Specimen in Plates

Table B.5 Coupon Test Data of HPS Steel of Bottom Flange

l'_r||

Thickness Modulus of Yield Tensile
Sample no. (inch) Elastic.ity Stren.gth Stren.gth Comments
(Mpsi) (psi) (psi)
1-A 0.375 32.2 81,500 81,500 Fig. B.3
2-A 0.375 30.4 80,900 81,000 Fig. B.4
3-A 0.375 29.8 80,700 80,800 Fig. B.5
4-A 0.375 29.3 78,200 78,300 Fig. B.6
5-A 0.375 32.2 79,600 79,800 Fig. B.7
6-A 0.375 32 82,400 82,400 Fig. B.8
1-B 0.375 33.6 81,900 82,000 Fig. B.9
2-B 0.375 28.6 80,400 80,400 Fig. B.10
3-B 0.375 30.4 81,600 81,800 Fig. B.11
4-B 0.375 30.3 79,500 79,500 Fig. B.12
5-B 0.375 315 82,500 82,300 Fig. B.13
6-B 0.375 30.2 81,300 81,200 Fig. B.14
Average - 30.875 80,875 81,000 -
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Thickness Modulus of Yield Tensile
Sample no. (inch) Elastic.ity Stren.gth Stren.gth Comments
(Mpsi) (psi) (psi)
2-A 1.75 30.6 82,000 82,100 Fig. B.15
3-A 1.75 26.1 76,000 76,800 Fig. B.16
4-A 1.75 28.6 83,000 83,000 Fig. B.17
5-A 1.75 31 80,700 80,800 Fig. B.18
3-B 1.75 30.2 81,100 81,200 Fig. B.29
4-B 1.75 23.4 77,600 77,600 Fig. B.20
5-B 1.75 28.9 81,900 82,000 Fig. B.21
Average - 28.4 80,471 80,500 -
Table B.7 Coupon Test Data of HPS Steel of Web Plates
Thickness Modulus of Yield Tensile
Sample no. (inch) Elastic.ity Stren‘gth Strength Comments
(Mpsi) (psi) (psi)
1-A 0.75 33.6 78,000 78,700 Fig. B.22
2-A 0.75 30.1 77,800 78,200 Fig. B.23
3-A 0.75 34.1 86,000 87,100 Fig. B.24
4-A 0.75 31.5 84,500 85,700 Fig. B.25
5-A 0.75 32.6 78,300 79,200 Fig. B.26
6-A 0.75 30.3 75,900 76,600 Fig. B.27
1-B 0.75 27.7 77,800 78,100 Fig. B.28
2-B 0.75 32.3 77,800 78,500 Fig. B.29
3-B 0.75 28.7 88,200 88,100 Fig. B.30
4-B 0.75 34.7 83,200 85,400 Fig. B.31
5-B 0.75 31 80,100 80,600 Fig. B.32
6-B 0.75 33.7 78,000 78,700 Fig. B.33
Average - 31.69 80,458 81,242 -
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Table B.8 Yield Strength of Bottom Flange (Mill Certificate)

Sample

Thickness of plate

Yield Strength

Ultimate Strength

(inch) (psi) (psi)
1 % 81600 102900
2 Y 80200 102200

Table B.9 Yield Strength of Top Flange (Mill Certificate)

Thickness of plate

Yield Strength

Ultimate Strength

Sample (inch) (psi) (psi)
1 1.75 78400 92500
2 1.75 77100 91400

Table B.10 Yield Strength of Web Plates (Mill Certificates)

Thickness of plate

Yield Strength

Ultimate Strength

Sample (inch) (psi) (psi)
1 Y 79800 97700
2 Y 75700 98900
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Strain Plot for Web Plates Sample 6-A
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Figure B.31 Stress — Strain Plot for Web Plates Sample 4-B

Figure B.32 Stress — Strain Plot for Web Plates Sample 5-B

B-21



Double Composite Final Report

Rl s s ey i [—¥h H
| SR 1 H
S e e ) F s | SR
SEEEEEEES:zaissneesmariane: e .
ox B EEaiasais: _;—';::,isz Ee
R s == -_J / Ir
" - - -.I .;: ; g
S EEE e 1
sox | = .-.;'__i,zf: SRRRY hues ST EETEEaRLi il i EEEEE '
: Ep A |
s / ; £ ']
30 K it "1' = - 3323 fooS232saaRsss = +
7.8 BEEEE! i
~. [ 71 a8
Fig J : ,":  E=n! E
1 '; t i .’I. - { |: T
10 k l._' ..-"' | 1 L ! =i
[ iSEEEESE Eiigiziims saast S3iiiSisiaiisissisas
a.490 020 o.30 040 0.50 0.60 o.70 1.00
STRAIN, %
Figure B.33  Stress — Strain Plot for Web Plates Sample 6-B
References
B.1 Mehta, P.K. and Monteiro, P.J.M. (1993), “Concrete: Structure, Properties, and
Materials” 2nd Ed. (Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1993), pp. 60.
B.2 Potter W. (FDOT), 03/07/08, 05/15/08 and 10/03/08, ‘“Compressive strength data™, e-
mail correspondence.
B.3 Nucor Steel Birmingham, Inc., Birmingham, AL., 03/13/07 and 11/12/07, ““Certified Mill
Test Report”.
B.4  Potter W. (FDOT) and FDOT’s State Materials Office, FL, 08/18/08, ““Coupon test data™,

e-mail correspondence.

B-22



Double Composite Final Report

Appendix C

Instrumentation Specifications

C-1



Double Composite Final Report

C.1 Introduction

This appendix describes the Instrumentation specifications of all the sensors used in the fatigue,
service and ultimate load tests.

C.2 Instrumentation Specifications of Sensors Used in Fatigue Test
This section describes the instrumentation specifications for sensors used in Fatigue test.
C.2.1 Electronic Hardware and Software
DAQ Software
e National Instruments LabVIEW Professional Development Version 8.5
e Measurement and Automation Explorer Version 4.3
e DAQmx Version 8.6.0f5
DAQ Hardware
o Embedded Controller: National Instruments PXI-8106
e Main Chassis: National Instruments PXI-1052
e Expansion Chassis: National Instruments SCXI-1001
e ADC (Analog to Digital Converter): National Instruments PXI-6251

e Signal Conditioning: National Instruments SCXI-1520 with SCXI-1314 terminal block
for load, displacement and strain and SCXI-1112 for temperature

Filtering

e 10 Hz Butterworth low pass hardware filter was applied to each channel on the signal
conditioning module before the ADC.

Sampling and Recording

Fatigue

Data was acquired at 200 samples per second with a recording duration of 4 seconds. Recording
was triggered based on cycle count and the record increment was set at every 20000 cycles. Files
were recorded to a LabVIEW TDM (Test Data Management) file (.tdm) which is a binary file

C-2



Double Composite Final Report

that is described with an XML header. The files can be viewed in Excel using the TDM add-in for
Excel which can be downloaded here: http://zone.ni.com/devzone/cda/epd/p/id/2944

Static

Each static test was ran and recorded at an increment of 500000 cycles. Data was acquired
continuously at 1000 samples per second. The first 250 samples of each 1 second window of the
1000 points were averaged, resulting in 1 sample per second recorded to disk. Files were recorded
to a LabVIEW Measurement File (.lvm) which is an ASCII tab delimited file that can be directly
imported into Excel or many other analysis packages for review.

C.2.2 Strain Gages
Steel

Nomenclature of Sensors

e SG 69-SG_78 (Top Flange)

e SG 79-SG _102,SG_129-SG_140 (Webs)

e SG 115-SG_128 (Bottom Flange)

e SG_57 AB-SG_68 AB (Top Slab Reinforcement)

Instrumentation Specifications

e  Manufacturer: TML

e Model Number: FLA-5-11-3LT
e Gauge Length: 5Smm

e Gauge Factor: 2.11

e Gauge Resistance: 120 Q

e [Excitation Voltage Used: 1 Volt

e Surface Preparation: surface sanded using 120 grit sandpaper, then cleaned with acetone
before application

e Surface Pre-coating: None
e Adhesive: TML CN

¢ Environmental Coating: TML SB tape
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e (Cable connection at gage: TYCO S01-02-R solder sleeve

e Cable connection at DAQ: screwed into 1314 terminal block

Concrete

Nomenclature of Sensors

e SG 40-SG 56 (Not used in fatigue test as slab cracked in initial static test.)
e SG 103-SG_114 (Bottom Slab)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Manufacturer: TML

e  Model Number: PL-60-11-1L

e Gauge Length: 60mm

e Gauge Factor: 2.09

e Gauge Resistance: 120 Q

e [Excitation Voltage Used: 1 Volt

e Surface Preparation: surface ground using concrete grinding disk, ground surface sanded
using 120 grit sandpaper, then cleaned with acetone before application

e Surface Pre-coating: TML PS

e Adhesive: TML RP-2

e Environmental Coating: TML SB tape

e (Cable connection at gage: TYCO S01-02-R solder sleeve

e (able connection at DAQ: screwed into 1314 terminal block

C.2.3 Displacement
Slip
Nomenclature

e (LV 30-LV 38)
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Instrumentation Specifications

e TML Model# CDP-50
e +] inch range
Deflection
Nomenclature
e (LV_07-LV_08)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Omega Model# LD620-50

e =£2inch range

Deflection
Nomenclature
e (LV 21-LV 24,1V 28,LV 29)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Omega Model# LD620-15
e 0.5 inch range
C.2.4 Loading Apparatus
Hydraulic Actuator System
Actuator Load: MTS, 110 kip capacity
Load Cells
Nomenclature
e (LC _03-LC _04) (Hold Down End)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Interface Model# 1232

e 100 kip capacity
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C.2.5 Thermocouples

Instrumentation Specifications

e Omega Part# SA1-T-SRTC Type T fine wire surface mount thermocouple
C.3 Instrumentation Specifications of Sensor Used in Service and Ultimate Test

A complete instrumentation specification of all the sensors used in Service and Ultimate load test
is described in this section.

C.3.1 Electronic Hardware and Software

DAQ Software
e National Instruments LabVIEW Professional Development Version 8.5
e Measurement and Automation Explorer Version 4.3
e DAQmx Version 8.6.0f5

DAQ Hardware

e Chassis: National Instruments PXI-1052 combination PXI/SCXI signal conditioning
chassis with SCXI-1001 expansion chassis

e Embedded controller: National Instruments PXI-8106
e ADC (Analog to Digital Converter): National Instruments PXI-6251
e Signal Conditioning:

e Strain, displacement, load cells: National Instruments SCXI-1520 Wheatstone bridge
module with SCXI-1314/SCXI-1314T terminal block

Filtering

e A 10Hz Butterworth low pass hardware filter was applied to all channels on the signal
conditioning module before the ADC.

Sampling and Recording

Data was sampled at 1000 samples per second. Every 100 samples were averaged in real time
resulting in 10 samples per second recorded to disk. Files were recorded to a LabVIEW
measurement file (.Ivm) which is an ASCII tab delimited file.
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C.3.2 Strain Gages
Girder Steel

Nomenclature of Sensors

e SG 69-SG_78 (Top Flange)
e SG_79-SG_102,SG_129-SG_140 (Webs)
e SG 115-SG_128 (Bottom Flange)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Manufacturer: TML

e Model Number: FLA-5-11-3LT
e Gauge Length: Smm

e Gauge Factor: 2.11

e Gauge Resistance: 120 Q

e Excitation Voltage Used: 1 Volt

e Surface Preparation: surface sanded using 120 grit sandpaper, then cleaned with acetone
before application

e Surface Pre-coating: None

e Adhesive: TML CN

e Environmental Coating: TML SB tape

e (Cable connection at gage: TYCO S01-02-R solder sleeve

e (Cable connection at DAQ: screwed into 1314 terminal block

Reinforcing Steel

Nomenclature of Sensors

e SG 57A-SG _68A, (A —indicates actuator Span)

e SG 57B-SG_68B, (B — indicates Hold Down Span)
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The nomenclature of strain gages on rebars was modified from (SG 57 AB-SG 68 AB) to

(1 AB-16 AB) for simplicity in presenting results.

Instrumentation Specification

Manufacturer: TML

Model Number: FLA-5-11-3LT
Gauge Length: Smm

Gauge Factor: 2.11

Gauge Resistance: 120 Q
Excitation Voltage Used: 1 Volt

Surface Preparation: cross ribs ground in gage area and surface sanded using 120 grit
sandpaper, then cleaned with acetone before application

Surface Pre-coating: None
Adhesive: TML CN

Environmental Coating: 1 layer of TML SB tape, then overwrapped with Scotch 2228
rubber mastic tape.

Cable connection at gage: TYCO S01-02-R solder sleeve

Cable connection at DAQ: screwed into 1314 terminal block

Concrete

Nomenclature of Sensors

SG 40-SG 56, (Not used in service and ultimate load test as top slab was cracked.)

SG_103-SG_114 (Bottom Slab)

Instrumentation Specifications

Manufacturer: TML
Model Number: PL-60-11-1L

Gauge Length: 60mm
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e Gauge Factor: 2.09
e Gauge Resistance: 120 Q
e Excitation Voltage Used: 1 Volt

e Surface Preparation: surface ground using concrete grinding disk, ground surface sanded
using 120 grit sandpaper, then cleaned with acetone before application

e Surface Pre-coating: TML PS

e Adhesive: TML RP-2

e Environmental Coating: TML SB tape

e (Cable connection at gage: TYCO S01-02-R solder sleeve

e (Cable connection at DAQ: screwed into 1314 terminal block

C.3.3 Displacement
Slip
Nomenclature

e LV 30-LV 38

Instrumentation Specifications

e Manufacturer: TML

e Electrical Circuit: 350 Q Wheatstone full bridge
e Mechanical: Shaft, spring return

e Model Number: CDP-50

e Gauge Length: 50mm

e Rated Output: SmV/V Full Scale

e Non-linearity: 0.3% Rated Output

e Excitation Voltage Used: 5.0 Volts
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Deflection

Nomenclature
e LV 09-LV 14 (Top Flange)
e LV _A-LV_D (Center Support)
e LV 21-LV 24 (Bottom Flange)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Manufacturer: TML

e Electrical Circuit: 350 2 Wheatstone bridge

e Mechanical: Shaft, spring return

e  Model Number: CDP-100

e Gauge Length: 100mm

e Rated Output: SmV/V Full Scale

e Non-linearity: 0.3% Rated Output

e Excitation Voltage Used: 5.0 Volts
Deflection
Nomenclature

e LV 07-LV_08 (Cantilevered End)

e LV 28-LV_29 (Hold Down End)

e LV I8LV 20,LV 25-LV 27 (Bottom Flange)

Instrumentation Specifications

e Manufacturer: Psi-Tronix

e Electrical Circuit: “B” circuit Wheatstone bridge
e Mechanical: stainless cable, spring return

e Model Number: DT-40-B

e Gauge Length: 40 inches

e Rated Output: ImV/V/inch
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Non-linearity: 0.05% Rated Output

Excitation Voltage Used: 10.0 Volts

C.3.4 Load Cells

Cantilevered End (South End)

Nomenclature

LC 01-LC_02 (Cantilevered End)

Instrumentation Specifications

Manufacturer: Interface

Model Number: 1260CHG-600K-B
Range: 600 kips

Rated Output: approx. 4mV/V Full Scale
Non-linearity: 1% Full scale

Excitation Voltage Used: 10.0 Volts

Hold Down End (North End)

Nomenclature

LC 03-LC_04 (Hold Down End)

Instrumentation Specifications

Manufacturer: Geokon

Model Number: 3000-1500-8

Range: 1000 kips

Rated Output: approx. 0.800mV/V/full scale
Non-linearity: 1% Full scale

Excitation Voltage Used: 10.0 Volts
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General Note

The reaction load cells, manufactured by Geokon, were found to have disparities between each
other at the same loads. For this reason, the raw voltage was recorded from the two load cells
during the testing (without using excitation for scaling) in order to investigate the disparity at a
later date. As of 11/10/08, discussion has begun with Geokon on re-calibrating the load cells
using more points. Hopefully, this will yield a more accurate characterization of the load cell
output at known loads.

C.3.5 Hydraulic Test System
Manually controlled at a rate of approximately 1 kip/second using V-182 flow valves
Enerpac 10000 psi hydraulic power unit

(2) Enerpac RRH-40018 400 ton hydraulic cylinders
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APPENDIX D

Fatigue Test Results
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D.1  Predicted Fatigue Life
In order to yield results, the life of shear connectors was based on the fatigue limit state
and not on the ultimate limit state criteria of the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications

2004. The predicted fatigue life was calculated to be 5.65 million cycles. It is an iterative
procedure. In this case, shear connectors were designed for the fatigue limit state.

Number of cycles to be applied is calculated based on AASHTO 6.10.10.2-2. Number of
cycles are assumed and substituted in the following equation.

a=34.5-4.28(log(N. ) (AASHTO 6.10.10.2-2)
N — ]0(34.570()/4,28

Where, N, = Number of fatigue cycles

These calculations are given below:

Input Parameters

Effective length of the girder, L, = 25 feet

Diameter of shear stud, d=0.75in

Ultimate strength of shear connector, F, =60 ksi

Compressive strength of concrete,  f « =7.5 ksi

Elastic modulus of concrete, E =4491ksi
Width of the top slab, w, =16 feet
Thickness of the top slab, t,=81in
Width of the bottom slab, w,, =6 feet
Thickness of the bottom slab, t,, =8 in
Thickness of the top flange, ty=1.75in
Width of the top flange, b, =16in

Thickness of the bottom flange, by = 0.3751in
Width of the bottom flange, bbf =721in

Vertical shear force, V,=108.7 kips
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Modular ratio, n=6.5

Moment of Inertia of the composite box girder section (For Negative Live-Load Moment), |
I = Its + [bs + [st + (Ats x dtsz )+ (Abs x dhsz )+ (As x dsz)
= 1260.31+316.62+62468.415+(236.31x16.75" )+ (77.54x 33.50° )+ (158.71x 8.57°)

=229009.19 in’

Where,

1, = Inertia of top slab, 1, = Inertiaof bottom slab, I, = Inertia of steel
A, = Area of rebar, A, = Areaof bottom slab, A, = Area of steel

d, = distance between centroid of top slab and neutral axis of composite section
d,, = distance between centroid of bottom slab and neutral axis of composite section

d,, = distancebe tween centroid of steel and neutral axis of composite section

First moment of area of the transformed short-term area of the concrete of bottom slab about the
neutral axis of the short-term composite section, Q

0, =4, X(Yb ~t, —%j =77.538 in’ ><(37.377 in—0.375 in—%)

-0, =2597.67 in’

First moment of area of the transformed short-term area of the concrete of top slab about the
neutral axis of the short-term composite section, Q;

0, =4, X(Yt —%j =236 in’ x(zo. 748 in 87’”j

-0, =3952.528in’
Where,

Y, =distanceof neutral axis (N.A) fromthe extremebottom fiber of the box girder section.

Y, =distanceof neutral axis (N.A.) fromthe extremetop fiber of the box girder section.
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TYPICAL SECTION

Figure 1.1 Typical Cross-section of Double Composite Box Girder Test Specimen

Calculations:

Step 1 Calculate area of shear stud

wxd’ wx0.75°

Area of shear stud, 4, =
‘ 4 4

A, =044 in°

Step 2 Calculate value of a based on assumed Number of cycles
Let, Number of cycles N, = 5,650,000
a=34.5-4.28(log(N.)) (AASHTO 6.10.10.2-2)
coo=34.5-4.28(log(5650,000))
Sa=5.60
Step 3 Fatigue Resistance of individual shear stud

2
Z =axd’ > % (AASHTO 6.10.10.2-1)

2
"7 =5.60%0.75% » 222075
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S Z, =3152154
S Z,=3.15 kips
Step 4 Horizontal fatigue shear per unit length (kip/in)

Horizontal fatigue shear for the top slab

V., x
V., = fTQt (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-2)
. . 3 .
s 108. 7klps><3952..5428 in” _ ].876@
229009.19in in

Horizontal fatigue shear for the bottom slab

V/' xQ,
Vi = 7 (AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-2)
108.7 kips x 2597.67 in’ kip
srb = . 4 = ]23 -
229009.19in in

Step 5 Pitch of shear connectors along longitudinal axis for top and bottom slab

Pitch of the shear connectors along longitudinal axis for top and bottom slab are based on
assumed number of shear connectors across the width of cross section

Pitch for the shear connectors of the top slab

Assumed number of shear connectors for top flange 7, =6

P<n,><Zr _6x3.15kip
Vs 1.876 XP
mn

(AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-1)

S P<10in
Provide shear connectors at the pitch of 10 inch in longitudinal direction for top flange.

Pitch for the shear connectors of the bottom slab

Assumed number of shear connectors for bottom flange n, =9

n,xZzZ, _ 9x3.15kip
Vi 1234
mn

P<

(AASHTO 6.10.10.1.2-1)
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S P<23.05in
Provide shear connectors at the pitch of 23 inch in longitudinal direction for bottom flange.

Step 6 Nominal Resistance of one shear connector (Ultimate Limit State)

0, =05xA, x| xE <A, xF, (AASHTO 6.10.10.4.3-1)

50, =0.5%0.44 in” x~J7.5 ksi x 4491 ksi < 0.44 in” x 60 ksi
5.0, =40.54kip<26.51 kip
-0, =26.51kip

Minimum of the two is considered as the nominal resistance. Fatigue limit state governs the
design of shear connectors.

Step 7 Number of shear connectors in top flange and bottom flange

Number of shear connector on both, top and bottom slab are governed by fatigue limit state
criteria. Therefore, number of shear connectors are calculated based on pitch and number of shear
connectors provided across the width of the cross section.

Number of shear connectors in top flange
Pitch of shear connectors in the top slab p, =10in

I XLy  6x25ftx12in
t Dus 10in

., =180

Number of shear connectors provided in the top flange is 185. Distribute 185 shear connectors
equally on both the top flanges.

Number of shear connectors in bottom flange
Pitch of shear connectors in the top slab p, =23 in

Ny XLeff _ 9><25ft><]2ll’l
DPos 23in

son, =117

n, =

Therefore, the number of shear connectors provided in the bottom flange is 117 at longitudinal
pitch of 23 inch and 9 shear connectors across the width of the cross section.
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D.2 Deflection
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Figure D.2 Deflection at Actuator End LVDT # 8
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Figure D.4 Deflection at Center End LVDT # 22
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Figure D.5 Deflection at Center End LVDT # 23
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Figure D.8 Deflection at Hold Down End LVDT # 29
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D.3 Slip
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Figure D.10 Slip at Actuator End in Top Slab LVDT # 31
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Figure D.11 Slip at Hold Down End in Top Slab LVDT # 32
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Figure D.12 Slip at Hold Down End in Top Slab LVDT # 33
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Figure D.13 Slip at Actuator End in Bottom Slab LVDT # 34
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Figure D.17 Slip at Hold Down End in Bottom Slab LVDT # 38
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D.4 Strain in Top Slab Rebars
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Figure D.18 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 57A
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Figure D.19 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 58A

250

500

400

300

200

100

500

400

300

200

100

Load (kips)

Load (kips)



Load (kips)

Load (kips)

Double Composite Final Report
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Figure D.20 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # sparel A
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Figure D.21 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 59A
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Figure D.22 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 60A
Strain (pe)
0 100 200 300 400 500 600
— Statictest i
—a— 0.5 million
—a— 1.5 million |
—=— 3.0million
—— 4.9 million i
—e—5.65 million
0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Strain (He)

Figure D.23  Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 61A
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Figure D.24 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # 62A
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Figure D.25 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # spare2 A

500

400

300

200

100

500

400

300

200

100

Load (kips)

Load (kips)



Load (kips)

Load (kips)

120

100

80

60

40

20

120

100

80

60

40

20

Double Composite Final Report

Strain (pe)
0 50 100 150 200 300 350 400
— Statictest i
—a— 0.5 million
—a— 1.5 million |
—=— 3.0million
—— 4.9 million i
—e—5.65 million
0 50 100 150 200 300 350 400
Strain (He)
Figure D.26 Strain in Rebars on Actuator Side SG # spare3A
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