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Analysis of the Rational Width of Wet Joint in the Composite
Box Beam Built by Construction Stages
CHEN Chaowei', PENG Dawen’, LIN Zhrping'

(1. College of Civil Engineering, Fuzhou University, Fuzhou 350002, China;
2. Department of Civil Engineering and Architecture, Shanghai Institute of T echnology, Shanghai 200235, China)

Abstract: Taking a box bridge in Guangdon province as engineering example, the buckling safety factor and the control
stress at the bottom and the top of the mid span section during tendon tensioning, and the buckling safety factor during
lifting are calculated for the different width of the flange slab. T he results show that the width of the flange slab should be
greater than 1.2 m and corresponding width of the wet joint should be less than 0.98 m during tendon tensioning. The
becket should be kept as vertically as possible during lift ing, the corresponding width of the wet joint should also be less
than 0.98 m. The model experiment and finite element method analysis show that the experimental results of the mid span
lateral displacement and mid span upward deflection conform to calculational ones, the differences are 9.5% and 2. 9% re
spectively.
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