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Abstract

Unbonded Pre-tensioned Bridge Columns with Hybrid Fiber-Reinforced Concrete Shells

Gunnsteinn Finnsson

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor Marc O. Eberhard and
Professor John F. Stanton

Many bridges in the United States are obsolete or deficient, and will need to be replaced in the
near future. If the new bridges are constructed with conventional cast-in-place concrete, the
construction will cause traffic congestion, which is a costly problem. Furthermore, cast-in-place concrete
structures are susceptible to earthquake-induced damage, such as concrete spalling, bar buckling, bar

fracture and residual displacements.

A new pre-tensioned precast bridge bent system has been developed to meet these challenges.
The system makes use of (1) precast technology to accelerate the bridge construction, (2) unbonded pre-
tensioning to minimize residual displacements, and (3) high-performance materials to reduce earthquake

damage and extend the bridge’s durability.

The seismic performance of the system was investigated with pseudo-static tests of two column-
footing subassemblies. Both specimens featured a shell of ductile concrete (HyFRC, developed by
Ostertag) in the plastic-hinge region of the columns. The longitudinal reinforcement consisted of
conventional steel bars in one column and stainless steel bars in the other .The test results showed that
the use of HyFRC delayed spalling of the concrete, and to a lesser extent, buckling of the bars. The use of

stainless steel had little effect on the observed damage.
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1 Introduction

This report describes the development and laboratory testing of a new concrete bent system for

bridges. The system was developed:

e to accelerate bridge construction,
e toimprove the seismic performance of the bents compared with conventional
reinforced concrete bents, and

e toincrease the durability of the bents.

The system is shown schematically in Figure 1-1.

Cast-in-place diaphragm

Pre-stressed pre-cast girders

Pre-cast cap beam

Hybrid fiber reinforced concrete (HyFRC)

—Strands, bonded at ends, sleeved in middle

Pre-stressed pre-cast column

Longitudinal rebars

Hybrid fiber reinforced concrete (HyFRC)

Cast-in-place footing

Footing steel

Figure 1-1: Elevation of prestressed concrete column system (adapted from Davis et al. (2011)).

The main differences between this system and a conventional reinforced concrete footing-

column-beam bent system are:

e the system has precast columns and beams.



e the system has a socket connection between the column and the cast-in-place footing,
(Haraldsson et al. 2011) and a grouted duct connection to the precast crossbeam (Pang
et al. 2008)

e the columns of this system contain unbonded prestressing tendons that encourage re-
centering of the columns after an earthquake.

e the system uses Hybrid Fiber Reinforced Concrete (HyFRC), epoxy covered strands and

(possibly) stainless-steel reinforcement.

The non-prestressed versions of the socket connection to the footing (Haraldsson et al., 2011)
and the grouted duct connection to the precast crossbeam (Pang et al., 2008) have been shown by
laboratory tests to provide good resistance to cyclic loading. The non-prestressed versions of these
connections have also been deployed in the field (Khaleghi et al., 2012) and found to be easy to
construct. The pre-tensioned column version (with conventional concrete) has been tested in the
laboratory (Davis et al., 2011). While it provided the desired re-centering properties, spalling and bar
buckling in the plastic-hinge region started at a lower drifts than in comparable non-prestressed

columns.

The two tests described in this report were conducted to evaluate whether the inclusion of high-
performance materials would improve the performance of the pretensioned, spread-footing connection
(PreT-SF) tested by Davis et al. (2011). In this study, Specimen PreT-BS was tested with the same
geometry and reinforcement as PreT-SF, but a shell of HyFRC was added to the plastic-hinge region.
Specimen PreT-SS was nominally identical to PreT-BS with the exception that the conventional

longitudinal bars (“Black Steel”) were replaced with stainless-steel reinforcing bars.

1.1 Precast Columns and Beams for Accelerated Bridge Construction

Precasting columns and crossbeams has many advantages over casting them in place. One
advantage is that precasting reduces the work that needs to be done on site. If less work is done on site,
there will be fewer traffic delays and therefore, there will be fewer greenhouse gasses released to the
atmosphere (Khaleghi et al., 2012), and less money will be wasted on gas. Precasting in a fabrication

plant also makes it easier to ensure good quality control.

Structural elements have often been precast in the United States and elsewhere. For example,
precast bridge girders have been used to accelerate bridge construction in Washington State for more

than 50 years (Khaleghi et al., 2012). In contrast, bridge columns and beams have rarely been precast in
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seismic areas. Such designs are challenging, because the locations at which the connections are most

conveniently made (the beam-column interface) are also the locations with the highest force and

deformation demands.

1.2 Socket Connections

The column-to-footing socket connection was developed at the University of Washington in
collaboration with Berger/ABAM Engineers, Concrete Technology Corporation, Tri-State Construction
and the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) (Haraldsson et al., 2011). Typical,
cast-in-place columns are connected to other elements with continuous reinforcement that is anchored
in the footing by bending it outwards. This configuration would make it hard to fit the column inside of
the footing if the columns were precast and the footing has top steel. Having rebars sticking out of the
columns would also make it harder to transport the columns from the precasting plant to construction
site. Thus the columns were designed with straight longitudinal bars and anchor heads. Forces are

transmitted from the precast column to the surrounding footing concrete by the concrete alone.

At the top of the column (Figure 1-2), the connection to the crossheam features a small socket

(Davis et al., 2011) and longitudinal bars grouted in ducts (Pang et al., 2009).

Cap Beam
Reinforcement bar grouted in duct

Py o Py a

Y v - v

—Duct for concrete octagon to be grouted

Octagon (part of column) with roughened
surface for shear friction connection

Figure 1-2: Main parts of column to cap beam socket connection.

Figure 1-3 shows the construction process of placing the columns in the footing using a socket
connection. First the ground is excavated, and then the footing rebar is placed. When the footing rebar

has been placed the columns are placed inside the footing rebar cage, and then the footing is cast. When



the footing concrete has gained sufficient strength, a precast crossbeam is then placed at the top of the
columns using the grouted duct connection at top of the columns, designed by Pang et al. (2008) and

Davis et al. (2011).

L A

1. Excavate and prepare ground

2. Place Rebars (and formwork)

|

3. Position and brace precast column

4. Cast footing

5. Position precast cross-beam and grout
projecting column segment and bars

Figure 1-3: The process of using socket connection to accelerate construction.
1.3 Prestressing to Limit Residual Displacements

The proposed precast column system was designed to have earthquake resistance superior to

that of traditional precast columns. Unbonded prestressing tendons have been used by researchers to
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reduce residual displacements of systems after an earthquake, and therefore limit the repair cost (e.g.,
Cohagen et al., 2008). The rationale for debonding the prestressing tendons is to spread the
deformations in the tendons over the unbonded length so the resulting strains will be small enough for
the tendon to remain elastic. Since the tendons will remain elastic, they will tend to restore the element

to its initial position.

When a material yields, it does not return to its original state after unloading. A reinforced
concrete column responds similarly, and may display residual drift after cyclic loading on it stops. Figure
1-4 illustrates the benefits of including an unbonded prestressed element within a system. In a
conventional reinforced concrete system (Figure 1-4 a) the system is loaded up to yielding point, up to
maximum load and then unloaded. When the force is removed from the system, the displacement will
not be zero. By continuing to load (in the opposite direction) the system the will yield again and when
there is no displacement relative to the initial position of the system, the load is again not zero. If loading
continues to maximum force and then releases, the displacement at zero load will not be zero relative to

the initial displacement.

In a system with sufficient unbonded prestessing (Figure 1-4 b) the system will be loaded
through yielding and up to maximum load. When it is unloaded, the unbonded tendons cause the
unloading path to rejoin the loading path down to the origin. Thus, when the load is removed, the

displacement returns to zero. The same behavior occurs in the opposite direction.

Prestressing tendons can either be pre-tensioned or post-tensioned. The proposed system is pre-
tensioned, which requires that the prestressing strands be anchored to the concrete by bond alone. In
contrast, post-tensioned tendons transfer their load to the concrete by mechanical anchors at the end of

the tendons, so bond is unnecessary.



—>

(a) (b)

Figure 1-4: Theoretical hysteresis loops for both traditional reinforced concrete system (a) and
unbonded prestressed concrete system (b) (adapted from Stanton et al., 1997).

Two concrete re-centering systems have been tested at the University of Washington, one by
Cohagen et al. (2008) and one by Davis et al. (2011). The system tested by Cohagen was a reinforced
concrete column that had one unbonded, post-tensioned bar in the middle of the column with
mechanical anchorages at the ends. The system was connected to a cap beam, using both the unbonded
post-tensioned bar and conventional deformed bar reinforcement configured with the large-bar-to-duct
connection proposed by Pang et al. (2008). The system proposed by Cohagen showed improved re-

centering compared with a non-prestressed column, as shown in Figure 1-5.

The system developed by Davis also showed improved re-centering, as shown in Figure 1-6.
Davis used unbonded pre-tensioned strands to achieve the re-centering effect because the prestressing
operation is done in a plant, off-site, thereby saving on-site construction time. Pre-tensioning also avoids
the need for mechanical anchors, which are viewed by some as susceptible to corrosion. His columns
showed better re-centering than Cohagen’s column, but the concrete spalled earlier than expected. This
was attributed to the fact that the concrete was conventional but experienced additional initial stress
from the prestressing, and the longitudinal bars were smaller. The system proposed in this thesis is
similar to the one tested by Davis, but it differs in that the conventional concrete in the plastic hinge

region is replaced by a ductile concrete in order to delay spalling.
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Figure 1-5: Effective lateral force versus lateral displacement, Cohagen et al. (2008).
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1.4 Hybrid Fiber Reinforced Concrete

The bent system that is evaluated in this thesis is intended to be an improved version of the
systems developed by Davis et al. (2011). In Davis’ columns, the concrete in the plastic hinge zone
spalled much earlier than predicted by models based on the performance of conventional columns
(Berry et al., 2004). For this research, high-performance concrete that is very ductile was added in those
the places where maximum moment is expected, that is, at the column-footing interface at the bottom

and at column-cap beam interface at the top.

The concrete is called Hybrid Fiber Reinforced Concrete (HyFRC), which was developed by
Ostertag et al. (2012). The concrete is called Hybrid because it contains both steel fibers and polymer

fibers. The fiber dosage is quite heavy. Detailed information on HyFRC is given in Section 2.2.3.

1.5 Stainless Steel

Ductility is usually of concern in seismic regions. Therefore to use stainless steel rebar was used
for longitudinal reinforcement in one of the columns. The goal was to take advantage of the higher
ductility provided by most stainless steel bars compared with conventional steel reinforcing bars (ASTM
A706). Many alloys of stainless steel are available for rebars. For the systems proposed in this thesis,

Type 2205 alloy was selected. More details on that alloy are provided in Section 2.2.1.

Another benefit of incorporating stainless steel in the columns is that stainless steel has
corrosion resistance superior to that of conventional reinforcing steel. The additional corrosion
resistance increases the life of the columns (Schnell et al., 2008) as does the use of epoxy coating on the
prestressing strands. Better corrosion resistance is beneficial in all cases, but particularly in corrosive
environments, such as marine locations or regions where de-icing salts are extensively used on the

roadway.



2 Design of Test Specimens

The specimens tested here are the result of a long development process, supported by testing of
many of the contributing components. The primary goal of the column design is to accelerate bridge
construction. Bottom and top column connection concepts have been developed for the system and
they make it possible to accelerate bridge construction. The second goal is to limit residual
displacements. Unbonded pretensioning helps to limit residual displacements, but in the first laboratory
tests (Davis et al 2012) it caused the concrete to spall earlier than expected. In the work described in this
thesis, an HyFRC shell was added to the columns where maximum moment is expected in the columns
with the objective of delaying spalling. It is expected to prevent concrete spalling since the HyFRC keeps
its compressive strength longer and has higher tensile strength than regular concrete (Ostertag et al.

2013).

2.1 Geometry of the specimens

The columns tested here simulate prototype columns with an outside diameter of 48 in. (or 4
ft.). Due to size restrictions in the structures lab at the University of Washington the test specimens were
scaled down to have an outside diameter of 20 in. Therefore the scale factor for the test specimens was
0.417 and all dimensions and material were scaled down by a number as close to the scale factor as

possible.

The columns were octagonal in cross-section. This choice was made to simplify the formwork
and the casting procedure. To facilitate pre-tensioning, the columns were cast horizontally, and the
concrete was deposited through the open top of the form. The flat faces of the octagon made the
formwork easier to build than if the shape had been circular, and the flat top of the concrete was easier
to finish than a curved surface would be. These arguments would also hold true at full scale. Other
shapes, such as square, would have been led to equal of greater simplicity in fabrication, but the octagon
was preferred because it allows the use of spiral transverse reinforcement and its strength and stiffness
are, for practical purposes, equal in all directions. The columns were reinforced with a combination of
regular reinforcement bonded to the concrete and unbonded prestressing strands. The reason for
choosing this combination was to have the regular reinforcement yield cyclically and dissipate energy
while the unbonded prestressing strands remain elastic and re-center the column. To dissipate as much

energy as possible and have maximum moment capacity the regular reinforcement was placed as close



to the outside of the column. The unbonded prestressing strands were placed as close to the center of

the columns as possible because the geometry of the top connection requires that.

The configuration of the top and bottom connections to the columns permits accelerated bridge
construction. The column-to-footing connection consists of only a roughened surface, with a saw-tooth
detail, to transfer shear between the precast column and the spread footing concrete that is cast in place
round it. No steel projects out of the bottom or sides of the column. Therefore it is much easier to

transport the columns from a precasting plant to a construction site.

A top connection had already been developed for the pre-tensioned columns. It was tested by
Davis et al. (2011) and the connection worked as well as the bottom connection, so this thesis only looks

at the bottom connection.

Although the top connection is not of concern in this thesis it is useful to introduce the design
concept for it, because it influences the configuration of the reinforcement. The configuration is
governed by the fact that the cap beam is to be precast, which prevents the use of a socket connection
similar to the bottom one. The strands in the columns should be unbonded over as long region as
possible in the columns, which means that they should be bonded within the depth of the cap beam,
which in turn implies the need for extending the precast column up into an opening in the cap beam. To
minimize the size of that opening, and therefore the width and weight of the cap beam, the column
section is reduced, as shown in Figure 2-1. This geometry also provides a shoulder on the column on

which the cap beam can be set during erection, and obviates the need for column clamps.

The reduced column section is grouted into the opening in the cap beam, and the non-
prestressed bars project up into ducts where they too are grouted. The grouted duct connection is
similar to the large-bar concept tested by Pang et al. (2008), but the bars are likely to be smaller since
some of the column’s flexural resistance is provided by the prestressing strands and less bar steel is

needed.
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Reduced section containing strands |———

Bars Projecting into ducts in the cap beam ~

===
e

Figure 2-1: Hybrid grouted socket connection, Davis et al. (2011).

The unbonded pre-tensioning in the columns is intended to provide re-centering after an
earthquake. The strands were bonded at the top and bottom of the column, as shown in Figure 2-3, and
debonded in the central region by placing them in plastic sleeves. When the column is bent by transverse
load, the strands elongate, but the deformation is spread over the whole unbonded length and causes a
strain increment small enough that the strands remain elastic and thus provide an elastic restoring force.
The column must also have sufficient strength in resisting transverse load and should dissipate as much
energy as possible without jeopardizing the re-centering feature. The design variables to achieve these
performance include the total area of strand and deformed bar, and the initial stress in the strands. For
consistency with the previous tests conducted by Davis et al (2011), the reinforcement consisted of six

3/8” dia. epoxy-coated strands and six No. 4 deformed bars.

When the column is loaded laterally, the maximum moment and the highest compressive stress
in the concrete occur at the bottom of the column. In previous experiments related to this thesis, the
concrete spalled earlier than expected (Davis et al. 2011). That was probably because the prestressing
increased the initial stress in the concrete beyond that caused by the applied axial load. It was therefore
decided to use much more ductile concrete in the present columns, in the hopes that that would delay
the onset of damage at the bottom of the column. The concrete used was the HyFRC mentioned before.
Figure 2-2 compares shows the compressive stress-strain properties of the HyFRC with those of

conventional concrete with comparable strength.
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Figure 2-2: Typical compression stress vs. axial compression strain for HyFRC compared to plain concrete,
Ostertag et. al (2011).

In a multi-column bent in the field, the column would have an inflection point at approximately
mid-height. To facilitate testing, only the bottom half of the column was tested, as a cantilever.
Structurally the two are equivalent, but, because the columns contain unbonded pre-tensioned strands,
the detail at the inflection point has to be different. In the field, symmetry shows that, at mid-height,
the strand will not slip relative to the surrounding concrete. Therefore in the test specimens the strand
could be bonded there without influencing the behavior. However, anchoring the strands requires a
finite distance, and in the test specimens the bonded region extended 12 inches below the inflection
point. This meant that the unbonded length was slightly shorter than it would be in the field, which in
turn meant that the strand would yield at a slightly smaller drift than it would in the field. The strands
were bonded for anchorage for 24 °/,5” at the bottom and 24" at the top. Figure 2-3 shows clearly that

the test specimens had shorter unbonded region.
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Bonded

Unbonded Bonded

Unbonded

' Bonded Bonded

Figure 2-3: Differences between the bonded regions in a column in the field and the test specimens (adapted
from Davis (2011)).

The bond requirements for the strand were also affected by the scale factor. The smallest epoxy-
coated strand that was commercially available was 3/8” diameter, which corresponds to 0.90” diameter
at prototype scale. Because full anchorage of the strand is critical but the available bond length is
essentially limited to the depth of the cap beam or footing, the strand size should be chosen with bond

in mind.

ACI 318-11 requires a development length of 150d, if the strand has an effective stress, f;., of
150 ksi. Then, to achieve anchorage within a typical 42” deep cap beam, the strand diameter should be
no more than 42”/150 = 0.28”. 0.25” strand is available, but a large number (60 to 100) strands would
be needed in the prototype, and configuring them in the reduced section would be difficult. Thus, larger
diameter strands would be needed for practical reasons, and bond testing would be necessary to
demonstrate the adequacy of the anchorage because it would be less than 150d, long. If 5” strand
were to be used in the prototype, the available development length would be 84 d,, and the
corresponding diameter at laboratory scale would be 0.2083”. The 3/8” diameter strand that was

actually used is 1.8 times this size. This situation was undesirable, but unavoidable.
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The consequence of using oversize strand in the tests is that the bond stresses would be higher
than in the prototype and spurious bond failure would be possible. In order to prevent such failure,
prestressing chucks were fitted onto the strands at each end of the column, as shown in Figure 2-4, after
the release of the strands. To ensure that they were tight, a screw thread device was placed between
them and the face of the column. It consisted of a 7/8” diameter ASTM A490 bolt with a hole drilled
through middle. After the chuck was installed, the bolt was turned until it caused a load of approximately
4 kips in the strand. This load set the wedges in the chuck so that, if the strand lost bond in the test, the
chucks would provide anchorage with almost no further strand movement. At one end of the column
(the top) a strand load cell was placed between the screw thread device and the chuck. Any load change
detected by the load cell would indicate slip in the bonded region, but the chucks would nonetheless

anchor the strand and allow the test to continue.

Figure 2-4: System to prevent the strands from fully slipping and losing prestressing.

2.2 Materials

2.2.1 Reinforcement steel

The flexural strength of the column is provided by a combination of prestressing strand and
deformed reinforcing bars. The columns were designed so that about 40% of the flexural strength would
be provided by the bonded reinforcement bars and about 60% would be from the unbonded
prestressing strands. Thus the cross-sectional area of deformed bar is less than in a conventional column,
and was provided here by six #4 longitudinal bars to give a reinforcement ratio of p, = 0.36%. Using #4
bars in the test column is equivalent to using No. 10 bars in the field (since the specimens where scaled

down by 0.417 scale factor). The bars are grouted into ducts in the cap beam. Pang et al. (2008) showed
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that such large bars can be anchored reliably within the cap beam depth despite having a development
length shorter than that required by ACI, because the confinement provided by the duct leads to

improved bond.

All longitudinal rebar used in both the columns, except for the stainless steel described later, was
ASTM A706 Gr. 60, as required for seismic design. For the footings, some #3 bars were needed and these
were not available in A706, so A615 steel was used instead. The reduced ductility of A615 steel was
expected to make no difference because the footing bars were expected to remain elastic. First, the
footing is overdesigned, as described in Section 2.4 and second, most of the #3 rebar in the footing were
in the top mat and the top mat was expected to be mainly in compression. The footing also had stirrups
made from #3 rebar but previous tests showed that they would not yield in which case the reduced

ductility would not affect response.

For shear reinforcement in the columns, spiral made from No. 3 gauge smooth steel wire was
used. It has a cross-sectional area of A, = 0.041 in’. The spiral had an outer diameter of 18 >/ 16 iN. SO
the smallest cover to the spiral (and therefore the reinforcement) was /¢ in. This corresponds to 2”
clear cover to the spiral in the prototype. The pitch of the spiral was 1.25 in. center to center. The spiral
was discontinuous just above the HyFRC shell (25” above column-footing interface) and was terminated ,
as required by ACI, by adding three closely spaced turns of spiral and bending the end in the core of the

column. The same method was used at the top and bottom of the column to anchor the spiral.

One of the goals of this thesis was to evaluate the benefits of using of using stainless steel
instead of regular “black” steel for the longitudinal reinforcement, and stainless steel was therefore used
in one of the columns for two reasons. The first reason was that stainless steel is typically both more
ductile and stronger than regular black steel (see later in this section). Yielding of longitudinal rebar is the
main source of energy dissipation in the columns and it is improved by the higher levels of both strength
and ductility of the stainless steel bars. The second reason why stainless steel was used is that it has
superior corrosion resistance compared with regular steel. While this benefit would not be seen in the

laboratory testing, it would be beneficial in the field.

For the stainless steel column everything except the longitudinal reinforcement was exactly the
same as for the black steel column. Detailed information about the stainless steel used and other steel

types investigated can be found in Appendix D.
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Stainless steel bars are available in at least five alloys: ASTM A304LN, 316LN, XM-28 (sold
commercially as Enduramet 32), XM-29 (sold commercially as Enduramet 33), and alloy 2205. The alloys
all have higher strength and greater ductility than conventional ASTM A706 steel. They differ slightly in
mechanical properties, and more widely in their corrosion-resistance and magnetic properties.
Commercial availability and price emerged as two of the more important criteria, and Alloy 2205 proved
to be the most readily available and economical. It offered good mechanical properties including low

cyclic strain hardening, and was thus selected for use in this program.

Discussion with the bar manufacturer revealed that small diameter bars were commonly stored
and shipped in coils, to be straightened on site prior to placement if necessary. Such small bars were
expected to be used for spiral or other transverse reinforcement for which any lack of straightness would
be unimportant. Coiled storage is commercially convenient, but necessarily introduces some plastic
bending and would leave some residual curvature if the bars were straightened. Residual curvature
risked affecting the onset of bar buckling in the present tests, so it was necessary to specify straight bars
that had never been coiled. This issue was important at lab scale but, since large bars are not coiled, it

would not be relevant at prototype scale.

2.2.2 Prestressing strands

Each column was prestressed with six epoxy coated strands. Epoxy coating increases the

corrosion resistance of the strands.

The bond characteristics of the stand are important. Previous investigators (Cousins et al, 1990)
tested the bond capacity of epoxy coated strand and compared it with that of bare “black” strand.
Epoxy coating alone decreases the bond capacity of the strand, so manufacturers add fine silica sand to
improve it. Cousins et al. (1990) were able to test strands with three different grit levels (described as

light, medium and heavy). In general, more grit provided better bond.

Commercial availability was investigated. It was found that only two US manufacturers make
epoxy-coated strand (Sumiden and RAIL-CO International), because it is a patented item and the market
is anyway small, so availability is not good, especially for the small size (3/8”) needed for these tests.
Furthermore, those manufacturers make only one level of grit impregnation today. The grit is applied by
a manual process and is therefore subject to variability both along any one strand and from strand to
strand, and no ASTM exists to govern it. For this reason, samples of the strand that was obtained were

tested for bond in a separate investigation and were reported by Jimenez (2012).
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Bond of black strand has been an ongoing problem in the pre-tensioning industry for
approximately 20 years. The primary problem has been large variations in bond capacity among strand
manufacturers. While the great majority provides bond that leads to transfer lengths equal to or less
than that specified by ACI, a few samples have proved unsatisfactory. Consequently the North American
Strand Producers’ Association (NASP) has developed a strict testing protocol for acceptance testing of

strand. It is based on testing 4" diameter black strand embedded in grout cylinders.

Jimenez (2012) followed that protocol as closely as possible in his tests on the 3/8” epoxy-coated
strand used here. NASP specifies that the bond be evaluated at a front slip of the strand relative to the
grout cylinder of 0.1”. However, additional measurements were made at a slip of 0.02”, because, for the
short unbonded length used in these tests, 0.1” slip corresponds to a change in stress of approximately

60 ksi.

Jimenez found considerable scatter in his results. He also found that the peak bond force was
not reached until a slip of approximately 0.5” in many cases. In the columns used here that slip would
cause the loss of all of the prestress, so the peak bond force was considered an inappropriate
characteristic. Overall, Jimenez found that epoxy coated strand had a higher bond peak strength than
that of black strand (but at very large slip values), and a bond strength at low slip values (0.02” and 0.1")
that was very close to that of black strand. The low-slip bond capacity values were in fact slightly less
than those for black strand but the difference lay within the scatter band. Thus they were treated as

being the same.

In conventional prestressed systems, the strand is usually stressed to the highest permissible
stress in the interests of economy. The stress is usually limited by the jacking stress, which is typically
0.75f,,. However, in the pre-tensioned columns used here, the drift at first yield of the strands is directly
related to the initial stress, because the strand experiences additional stress due to column bending that
is approximately proportional to drift. Therefore the initial stress should be chosen based on the yield
drift desired. Here the target initial stress was 170 ksi, which was intended to provide a yield drift of 3%
(Davis et al. 2011). The additional 80 ksi required to bring the strands to yield would add approximately

40 kips to the axial force on the concrete.

2.2.3 HyFRC

The column used both conventional concrete and HyFRC. Relative to conventional concrete,

HyFRC has better tensile properties and better ductility in compression because of the fibers in it. It is
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also much more expensive and less workable in the fresh state, so it was used only in the plastic hinge
region where its superior mechanical properties would be advantageous. That was achieved by first
casting a hollow octagonal section, or shell, of HyFRC, 29 inches long, as shown in Figure 2-5. When that
had gained strength it was placed in the main column form, and the remainder of the column was cast

using conventional concrete.

HyFRC

- Regular Concrete

Figure 2-5: Section through the column at the level of the HyFRC shell.

The word “hybrid” in the name indicates that two types of fiber, steel and polymer, are used in
the concrete. The purpose is to optimize the mechanical properties. The steel fibers are shown in Figure
2-6, and were Dramix ZP 305 produced by Bekaert (2010). The fibers are 30 mm long (or 1.18 in.), have a
diameter of 0.55 mm (0.02 in.) and have one hook on each end of every fiber. The tensile strength of the
fibers is 1,345 N/mm?” (195 ksi) and the Young’s modulus is 210,000 N/mm? (30,500 ksi). The dosage was
4.4% by weight. This is much heavier than in typical fiber-reinforced concretes, where dosages of about
1% by weight are the norm. 4.4% by weight results in approximately 1.3% by volume. If the fibers are

oriented randomly, it can be shown that the fibers confer on the concrete a tensile strength of

ft = 0.125p,f, 2-1
where f; = effective tensile strength of concrete

f, = yield strength of steel fiber

Py = volumetric ratio of fibers

Using p, = 0.013 and f, = 195 ksi, the contribution of the fibers to f; is predicted to be 0.317.
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Figure 2-6: Dramix ZP 305 steel fibers.

The polymer fibers were Kuralon RECS 15x8mm. Their function was to make the concrete more
ductile and to minimize crack opening. They were much smaller than the steel fibers, both in diameter
and length. The length of each fiber was 8 mm (0.31 in.) but the diameter was very small. The amount of
polymer fibers in the HyFRC was only 0.1 % of the total weight of the mix. The tensile strength of the

fibers is 1,300 N/mm?® (190 ksi)and the Young’s modulus is 40,000 N/mm? (5,800 ksi), (Kuraray 2012).

Figure 2-7: Kuralon RECS 15x8mm polymer fibers.

The mix for the HyFRC consisted of both regular cement, type 1/type 2, and fly ash. Both the

cement and the fly ash provide strength to the concrete paste that binds all the aggregate together. The
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cement gives the mix strength more quickly. The fly ash, which is a byproduct from coal production, gives

the paste strength slower than does cement. Figure 2-8 shows the strength gain of the HyFRC over time.
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Figure 2-8: Strength gaining of batch #5 of the HyFRC.
2.2.4 Concrete

The concrete was supplied by CalPortland, a local readymix company. The mix is given in Table
2-1, and the goals were to achieve a slump of 7.0 inches and a compressive strength of 5,000 psi when

the tendons were released. Data on the strength gain with time can be seen in Appendix A.

Table 2-1: Design mix for one cubic yard of concrete used for both column and footings.

Material Design Quanity
Fine Aggregate 1250 |b
Pea Gravel 1980 Ib
Cement Type I/ 752 b
Water 240.0 b
Water Reduce Admixture 30.00 oz
High-Range Water Reducer 30.00 oz

The columns and footings were cast in separate batches. Some difficulty was experienced with
the column concrete because it started to set before casting was complete. This was due partly to the
mix design, partly to the fact that the truck was delayed on the way to the site and partly to the difficulty

of casting the columns with their tight spiral spacing. The design mix had the mix code 0171 (at
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CalPortland) and the design water cement ratio was 0.319. However, all the concrete reached strength

of at least 6000 psi at release, which easily exceeded the design value of 5000 psi.

2.3 Detailed Design of the Socket Connection

The socket connection was developed by Haraldsson et al. (2011). The connection makes it
possible to accelerate bridge construction since by using this connection it is possible to prefabricate

columns in a fabric and simply ship the columns to site and cast the foundation around the column.
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Figure 2-9: Details of the socket connection.

Since the footing was cast around the column the only thing that connects the column to the
footing was the roughened surface at the bottom of the column. Haraldsson et al. (2011) showed that
this connection works very well. Since the longitudinal rebar was not bent out of the column other
means of anchorage were needed. Therefore Erico Lenton terminator heads were put on the end of
every longitudinal rebar. A strut and tie model shows that the heads help to transfer the internal force
from the diagonal strut in the column to the vertical tension reinforcement by means of a CCC node.

Such nodes are extremely stable and lead to excellent behavior.

Other details of the connection can best be seen in Figure 2-9.
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2.4 Detailed Design of the Spread Footing

The design of the spread footing was almost exactly the same as used by Davis et al. (2011) specimen
PreT-SF. This footing was designed according to the AASHTO Load and Resistance Factor Design
Specification (2009), the AASHTO Guide Specifications for LRFD Seismic Design (2009), the WSDOT Bridge
Design Manual (2008) and the Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria (2006) (Haraldsson et al. 2011). The
reinforcing layout of the top mat can be seen in Figure 2-10, the detailed drawings of the footing can be

found in Appendix B.
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Figure 2-10: Detailed drawing of the top steel of the footing.

The footings were almost identical to the ones built by Davis et al. (2011). The first difference
was that the footing was thicker overall, because the column had to be raised higher above the base
block of the test rig to accommodate the modified (and longer) strand anchorage devices on the end of
the column. The thickness of the concrete surrounding the column was the same but the void under the

center of the block was higher. The second difference concerned the details of the steel plate in the
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bottom of the footing that transferred shear force from the footing to the base block. Since the force

was in fact all transferred by friction, those details served only as back-up and were never activated.

2.5 Construction of Specimens

Both specimens were constructed in the Structural Laboratory at the University of Washington.
For each column, the HyFRC shell was cast first in a separate form. This was necessary because the main
column was to be cast horizontally to facilitate prestressing, whereas the shell needed to be cast
vertically in order for the HyFRC to flow properly into the shell form. (The shell wall was only 4” thick, but
it contained spiral steel at 1.25” pitch, longitudinal rebar and inserts for instrumentation. The
anticipated poor flow properties of the HyFRC and the small spacing between spiral turns were expected
to make filling the forms and consolidating the material difficult.) The shell forms also had to be made

to tight dimensional tolerances to ensure that the shell would fit correctly in the main form.

The HyFRC was designed to be self-consolidating, but this property was not achieved, because
the workers had a little experience with this mix. Thus the design batch quantities of superplasticizer
(SP) and Viscosity Modifying Admixture (VMA) were modified to achieve good flow. When the concrete
was cast its workability was very good and depositing the concrete into the shell forms was relatively

easy.

The available drum mixers were too small to make all the HyFRC in a single batch, so it was
necessary to mix it in five batches. The three day strength tests revealed a large difference in strength
between Batch #1 and Batch #5. The difference was attributed to two causes. First, the materials for
Batch #5 were the first to be weighed and took gravel and sand from top of the barrels, where the
materials were driest. Second, Batch #5 was the last to be mixed, so more water from the aggregates

would have evaporated than in the lower numbered batches.

The HyFRC shell for the black steel column was mainly made up Batch #1 and Batch #2, only
about 10% of Batch #3 (and only the top of the shell). The for the stainless steel column was made
mostly out of batches #3 and #4 and 20% of the shell was from batch #5. So the HyFRC in the stainless
steel shell was expected to be stronger than the material in the other shell. The fact that Batch #5 had 18
cylinders, but each of the others had only 3, made the testing procedure difficult. Every testing day of
the HyFRC batch #5 was tested and the results from that batch were used to calibrate the results of the

other batches.
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Figure 2-11: Lineup of batches. Batch #1 mixed first, then Batch #2 and so on.

In the mid-height region of the column, all of the strands were unbonded to the concrete so the
strands would remain elastic and provide a restoring force so the column would re-center itself. The
strands were bonded for 2 ft. at the top and 2 ft. and %/.6 in. at the bottom of the column. The central

unbonded region was 4 ft. 6 in. long.

Figure 2-12: Strands prepared for stressing. Epoxy coating taken off so chucks can grip safely to strand.
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In both of the columns the strands were put in the column in a special pattern, shown in Figure
2-13. The pattern was dictated by the hole pattern in the stressing plates of the prestressing bed. That
pattern had been chosen to minimize the space used by an 8-strand pattern, while maintaining a center-
to-center distance between strands of about 3 in. That spacing was governed by the need for special
hardware on the ends of the strands. The pattern of the strands was different to the one used by Davis
et al. (2012). Those columns were made in a different facility and used a traditional circular strand

pattern.

Figure 2-13: Strand patterns for the present columns (left) and Davis’ columns (right).

The strands were stressed individually by using a 100 kip hydraulic ram powered by an electric
pump. The goal was to jack each strand to 14.4 kips, corresponding to 170 ksi. Immediately after seating

the chucks, the average force in each strand was 14.48 kips.

The columns were stressed at two different days; therefore the compressive strength of the
concrete was collected twice since the column concrete was so young. Since the HyFRC was about 50
days when the columns were stressed it was decided only to collect data on the compressive strength
once. Since the cross section of the columns was 20 in. diameter octagon the total area of column was
331.4 in’. Remembering that the minimum thickness of the HyFRC shell was 4 in. it can be calculated that
the area of HyFRC in the cross section was 218.3 in” therefore the area of the regular concrete in the

plastic hinge region was 113.1 in’.

The properties of the HyFRC and conventional concrete and the geometry for the column were

used to estimate the elastic shortening loss at 2.2 ksi. The shrinkage loss was assumed to be the same 9
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ksi as taken by Davis (based on 300 u¢ free shrinkage strain), and the creep loss of 4.4 ksi was taken as

twice the elastic shortening loss. Thus the total losses are as shown in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2: Loss factors of prestressing.

Loss factor

Stress loss [ksi]

Elastic shortening

2.2

Shrinkage 9.0
Creep 4.4
Total loss 15.6
Loss per strand 2.6

From Table 2-2 and the initial stress in each strand the stress after every loss factor the final

stress in the strand could be calculated. The result for the final force was 14.26 kips per strand. And

therefore a stress of 167.8 ksi per strand.

The results on stress calculations are presented in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3: Stresses after releasing prestressing strands, f.’ uses average strength of batches and batches are
scaled from batch #5.

Column Part of conlumn f’ [psi] | Ec[ksi] | Ecmeas. [ksi] | Stress after stressing [psi]
L _ € HyFRC shell 5353.7 | 4170.6 4688 170.1
S $ E [ concrete inside of HyFRC 88.1
m B o 5289.4 | 4145.5 2894
© | Above/below HyFRC shell 258.2
$ 5 € HyFRC shell 6407.1 | 4562.5 4306 170.1
< 2 5[ concrete inside of HyFRC 88.1
S o9 5406.3 | 4191.1 2911
" O | Above/below HyFRC shell 258.2
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Figure 2-14: Strands stressed inside the HyFRC shells, ready for casting.

Both columns were cast at the same time. The columns were cast inside the prestressing rig seen
in Figure 2-14 and the forms were filled directly from a concrete truck. Since the HyFRC shells were pre-
positioned in the column forms, the conventional concrete had to flow into the void in the center of the
shells. To be sure that the concrete had filled up the void in the HyFRC shell, a small bleed vent was

made through the shell wall on the top through which the height of the concrete could be detected.

The strands were released after the concrete had cured for a week. After the release of the
strands the STDs, load cells and chucks were placed on the ends of the column. Then the columns were
removed from the stressing rig and erected and braced in the footing forms. The two specimen footings
were planned to be cast from a single truck, but were in fact cast separately. That was mainly because
when the concrete arrived it had started to cure. The measured slump was much lower than the design
slump. The footing for PreT-BS was cast with the partly cured concrete but the concrete had cured so
much it was decided to get another truck later (to cast the PreT-SS footing). When the PreT-SS footing
was cast a retarder was added to the concrete to delay the curing of the concrete. Casting the second
column was much smoother and the concrete was workable all the time during the casting. That was not
only because the retarder was added, it was also because the second concrete truck driver was more

experienced and took less time to arrive at the Structural Laboratory at the laboratory.
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3 Experimental Setup

This chapter describes the test setup (Section 3.1), instrumentation (Section 3.2), and testing

protocol (Section 3.3) for the two subassembly tests.

3.1 TestSetup

The loading configuration for both tests is shown in Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1: Testing rig.

The columns were subjected to a constant vertical load and cyclic horizontal loads. The vertical
load was provided by the laboratory’s 2.4-million-pound Baldwin Universal Test Machine. The horizontal
load was applied by a 220-kip capacity MTS actuator bolted to a self-reacting steel reaction frame, which
was attached to a large concrete base block. The specimens were anchored to the block using four 1.25-

in. diameter Williams bars, each stressed to 100 kips.
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Each specimen was placed on the concrete block, centered and leveled. Hydro-stone (a high-
strength gypsum plaster) was then poured under the specimens to ensure that all of the footing was in

touch with concrete block.

To transfer the axial load from the Baldwin Universal Testing Machine to the column a special
loading cylinder had to be used since the strands were sticking out of the ends of the columns, along
with the screw threading device (STD), load cells and pre-stressing chucks (Figure 3-2). The loading
device consists of a circular steel tube (with 12 in. inner diameter and 0.5 in. thick). To transfer the
vertical load, 16 in. x 16 in. x 7/8 in. steel plate was welded on top of the cylinder. To accommodate
rotation of the column, a spherical bearing was placed on the steel plate. To minimize friction and to
ensure that the column moved in the desired vertical plane, the top of the bearing contained a greased
PTFE pad that slid against a stainless steel sheet placed inside steel channel that was attached to the

head of the Baldwin Universal Testing Machine.

Figure 3-2: Strand slip detecting setup (left) and the setup covered by the vertical loading device (right).

The MTS actuator was attached to the column using four 1-in. diameter threaded rods. To
ensure that the actuator was always tightly packed against the column, the threaded rods were

prestressed to 15 kips. The stroke of the 200-k actuator was two feet.

3.2 Instrumentation

The specimen instrumentation is summarized in Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1: Instrumentation summary.

Instrument Measured response Number used
Strand load cell Detect slip in strands 6
MTS load cell Horizontal load 1
Baldwin load cell Axial load 1
Linear potentiometer Horizontal and vertical movement 11
Rotation w/ curvature rods
String potentiometer Horizontal displacements 5
Linear variable differential transformer | Deflection of testing rig 1
Inclinometer Rotation of specimen 4
2-wire strain gauge Strain in reinforcement steel 20
3-wire strain gauge Strain in pre-stressing stands 12

Figure 3-3 shows the locations of each external instrument (internal strain gauges not shown). In
Figure 3-3, items 1-11 are linear potentiometer, items 12-16 are string potentiometers, 17 is the Baldwin
load cell, 18 is the MTS load cell, 19 is the linear variable differential transformer and 20-23 are

inclinometers.
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Figure 3-3: Instrumentation setup.
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3.2.1 Applied Loads

The vertical load from the Baldwin and the horizontal load from the MTS actuator were

measured using internal load cells in both devices.

3.2.2 Strain Gauges

Strain gauges were used to measure strains in the longitudinal steel, transverse steel and the
prestressing strands. The strain gauge configuration (Figure 3-4) was the same for both columns. Both
2-wire and 3-wire gauges were used during the test. It would have been preferable to use only 3-wire
strain gauges, because the 3-wire gauges are less sensitive to temperature changes. The 2-wire gauges
were used in some locations, because they were immediately available, whereas the delivery time for

the 3-wire gauges was longer than expected.
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Figure 3-4: Strain gauge setup. Figure only shows 2-wire gauges. Middle strain gauge pairs on
longitudinal reinforcement bars are on the column-footing intersection.

Two-wire gauges were placed on the longitudinal reinforcement at the column-to-footing
interface, 7 in. above the interface, and 7 in. below the interface. At each location, pairs of strain gages
were placed on the North and South bars (total of 12 gauges). The gauges above the column-footing
intersection were placed to monitor the strain distribution over the length of the longitudinal rebar
within the column. The pair 7 in. below the interface was placed there to verify that the longitudinal

reinforcement was anchored within the footing, even before the anchor heads were activated.
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Two pairs of two-wire gages were placed on the spiral reinforcement on each side of the column
at two elevations (total of 8 gages). The two lower pairs were placed (at about 3 in. above the interface)
to measure the strains where the longitudinal rebar was likely to buckle. The higher pair was placed 2.5
in. above the lower pair to measure the strains in the spiral and detect if buckling occurred higher than

expected.

To monitor strand strain, 3-wire strain gauges were placed on the unbounded region of the pre-
stressing strands, near the middles of the unbounded region. The 3-wire gauges were designed to be

placed on pre-stressing stands, so the gauge itself is smaller than a gauge for regular rebar.

3.2.3 Load Cells on Pre-Stressing Strands

To measure if slip occurred in the strands, load cells were placed at the end of the strands at the
top of each column, as shown in Figure 3-5. The anchorage length of the strands were a little bit longer
at the bottom of the columns than the top, so slip was less likely to occur at the bottom, so no load cells

were placed there.

The same strand load cells were used when the pre-stressing strands were stressed. When the
columns had been cast and the strands were released to transfer the stress in the strands to the column,
concrete chucks were placed at both ends of the columns on top of the STD. On the top of the columns
load cells were placed between the STD and the strand chucks. The bolts in the STD were twisted to
touch the load cells, and the goal was to place a force in the part of the strands above the top of the
column close to 5 kips. This load was applied to ensure that the STD, load cells and the strand chucks

were tightly packed together. These load cells would then detect any potential slipping in the strands.
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Figure 3-5: System of STD, strand load cells and strand chucks on top of one specimen.
3.2.4 Curvature Rod System

A curvature rod system was used to measure relative rotations of the columns. The setup of the
system can be seen in Figure 3-6 (the setup was the same on both sides of the column). The lowest linear
potentiometer measured the changes in distance between the column-footing interface and the lowest
threaded rod. The other linear potentiometers measured the change in lengths between pairs of

threaded rods.

The threaded rods were placed in a vertical line. The lowest rod was placed 1.5 in. from the
column-footing interface, the second lowest 6.75 in. from the interface, the third lowest 11.75 in. from
the interface and the highest rod 17.5 in. from the interface. To be able to fit the curvature rods between
the spiral reinforcement, the height where the coupler for the threaded rod was placed had to be
adjusted when it interfered with a spiral. Four linear potentiometers where used on each curvature rod
system on both sides of columns, resulting in a total of eight potentiometers for the curvature rod

system.
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Figure 3-6: Curvature rod tracking system.

3.2.5 Potentiometers to Measure Specimen Displacement

Both linear potentiometers and string potentiometers were used to measure displacements of
the specimen. The linear potentiometer had a plastic plunger sticking out of the main part of the device,
whose movement was measured by the device. The string potentiometers on the other hand had a
string on a drum attached to a circular spring, and the string could be dragged out of the main part of the
string potentiometer. The potentiometer measured how much the string is extended in each direction.
The string potentiometers can measure larger displacements, whereas the linear potentiometers are

better suited for measuring smaller length changes.
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Figure 3-7: Linear potentiometer

Figure 3-8: String potentiometer

The setup of the potentiometers can be seen in Figure 3-3. The instrumentation tower shouldn’t
have moved when the tests were performed, because the tower was only attached to the specimen
through the string potentiometers. One of the string potentiometers was attached to the middle of the

reaction region (where the MTS actuator was attached to the specimens).

Linear potentiometers were also used to see if the specimens (column and footing) was sliding or
rocking. Vertically placed linear potentiometers were used to detect rocking and the horizontal one to

detect sliding of the specimens.

3.2.6 Linear Variable Differential Transformer

Only one linear variable differential transformer (LVDT) was used for each specimen. The LVDT is
more accurate than the linear potentiometer and therefore it was decided to use a LVDT to measure
how much the testing rig deformed during testing. That was done because the displacements of the rig

were expected to be small compared to the column displacements.
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Figure 3-9: Linear variable differential transformer
3.2.7 Inclinometers

Four inclinometers were used to measure rotations at elevations of 4 in., 12 in., 24 in. and 34 in.
above the column-footing interface. Davis had a crack plane in his spread footing column therefore the
height of the inclinometers from the column-footing intersection was not the same as in his test. His
crack plane was 6 in. above the column-footing intersection, so therefore, the inclinometers were placed

6 in. closer to the column-footing intersection in these tests.

Figure 3-10: Inclinometer

3.2.8 Motion Capture System

An Optotrac motion capture system was used in both tests to track the three-dimensional
motion of points during the tests. The system consists of LEDs that were attached to the column and two
cameras that captured the motion of the LEDs. The configuration of LEDs (Figure 3-11) was similar to
that used in Phil Davis’ tests. LEDs were attached to three sides of the column; the north side, the west

side and the south side. The west side has three lines of LEDs, and two other faces had a single line.
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Over the first 24 in. above the column-footing interface, the LEDs were placed at 2 in. spacing.
Above that elevation, the LEDs were spaced at 4 in., and only one LED was placed at each elevation on
each face. This configuration was chosen, because most of the rotation was expected to be concentrated

at the bottom of the column.

Figure 3-11: Setup of LEDs, left picture shows north and west sides and the right picture shows the south and
west sides of the column

3.3 Testing Protocol

Both specimens were subjected to axial and horizontal loads. The axial load applied to the
specimen was 159 kips. The axial load was calculated as the un-factored dead load on a prototype bridge
according to the AASHTO LRFD 2009 Specification and scaled down to 42% scale (AASHTO, 2009). The
lateral displacement history applied to the columns was a modified version of the NEHERP
recommendations for precast structural walls (Building Seismic Safety Council, 2004). Both the axial load
and the lateral displacement history were the same as used by Davis et al. (2011) and Haraldsson et al.

(2011).

A test cycle was run the day before the both actual test. To ensure that no damage would occur

in the columns during the test cycle the axial load was reduced to 90 kips and the lateral drift was only
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0.05%. The main reason for doing this test cycle was to make sure that all instruments were working

properly; if some instrument were not working, it was fixed or replaced.

The lateral displacement history consisted of 10 set of 4 cycles each, resulting in a total of 40
cycles. The target lateral displacement history is displayed in Table 3-2 and shown graphically in Figure
3-12. The four-cycle sets had peak drift values of close to 1.2X, 1.44X, 1.44X and 0.48X where X is the
maximum drift from the previous set. Notice that 1.2%=1.44 and 1.44/3 = 0.48. The first set was chosen
so that the columns would remain elastic. The drift values controlled the experiments and the lateral
displacement was found by multiplying the distance from the center of the action area of the MTS

actuator to the column-footing interface (66 in.).
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Table 3-2: Target displacement history.

Drift Displacement Drift Displacement
Set Cycle [%] [in.] Set Cycle [%] [in.]
1 +0.33 +0.22 1 +2.06 +1.36
1 2 +0.40 +0.26 6 2 +2.48 +1.64
3 +0.40 +0.26 3 +2.48 +1.64
4 +0.13 +0.09 4 +0.83 +0.55
1 +0.48 +0.32 1 +2.97 +1.96
5 2 +0.58 +0.38 7 2 +3.57 +2.36
3 +0.58 +0.38 3 +3.57 +2.36
4 +£0.19 +0.13 4 +1.19 +0.79
1 +0.69 +0.46 1 +4.28 +2.82
3 2 +0.83 +0.55 3 2 +5.14 +3.39
3 +0.83 +0.55 3 +5.14 +3.39
4 +0.28 +0.18 4 +1.71 +1.13
1 +1.00 +0.66 1 +6.16 +4.07
4 2 +1.19 +0.79 9 2 +7.40 +4.88
3 +1.19 +0.79 3 +7.40 +4.88
4 +0.40 +0.26 4 1247 +1.63
1 +1.43 +0.94 1 +8.87 +5.85
5 2 +1.72 +1.14 10 2 +10.65 +7.03
3 +1.72 +1.14 3 +10.65 +7.03
4 +0.57 +0.38 4 +3.55 +2.34

The columns were pushed and pulled towards north and south end of the building respectively.
Columns displacement to the South was defined as positive, and therefore, displacements toward north
were negative. The maximum displacement in each cycle the South direction was called “peak”, and the
maximum displacement in the North direction was called “valley”. For the first two cycles of each set the
specimens were held at the maximum displacement in both north and south direction. That was done so
the specimens could be inspected and the crack progression mapped. The last two cycles of each set
were run without any stop between cycles. To ensure that the lateral displacement would not be applied
too fast, sets 1 to 6 took 20 seconds to reach maximum displacement, sets 7, 8 and 9 took 30 seconds to
reach maximum displacement and set 10, the final set, took 60 seconds to reach its maximum
displacement. A small-displacement cycle at the end of each set was applied to be able to measure the

residual stiffness of the columns.
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Figure 3-12: Graphical representation of the target displacement history.
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4 Observed Response

While the columns were being tested, the damage was recorded, cracks were marked, the width
of the cracks was measured and the columns were photographed. The pictures can be seen in Appendix

C. The main purpose of this chapter is to document the progression of damage to the specimens.

4.1 Definitions of Damage States in Columns

While the specimens were being tested, they were monitored closely to identify the occurrence
of the key damage states defined previously by Barry and Eberhard (2004). In previous experiments at
the University of Washington, these definitions of damage states have also been used. Using the same
definitions as previous researches makes it easier to compare the levels of damage between specimens.

Table 4-1 lists the definitions of the damage states.

Table 4-1: Definitions of damage states in specimens.

Description/observation
Crack width 2 0.5 mm
Crack width =2 0.5 mm and crack extends

Damage state

First significant horizontal crack

First significant diagonal crack
1/4 of column diameter
Residual crack width > 0.25 mm

First strain gauge that reaches yield strain

First open residual crack

First yield of longitudinal rebar
First yield of transverse reinforcement

First strain gauge that reached yield strain

First spalling in footing Observed spalling on surface

First spalling in column Observed flaking, minor spalling

Significant spalling in column

Spalled height > 1/4 of column diameter

Fully spalled

Spalling height no longer increases with
increasing deformation

Exposure of longitudinal reinforcement

First observation of column longitudinal
reinforcement

Buckling of longitudinal reinforcement

First observation of buckling of longitudinal
reinforcement bars

Large cracks in concrete core

Crack width =2 2.0 mm

Fracture of transverse reinforcement

Observation or sound

Fracture of longitudinal reinforcement

Observation or sound

Loss of axial capacity

Instability of member (column)
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4.2 Damage Progression

The day before each test, the specimen was subjected to a test cycle to verify that all
instruments were working and, after the test cycle, the specimens were checked for damage. As noted in
Section 3.3, the specimens were only loaded axially to 90 kips and the lateral target drift was 0.05% for
these test cycles. In the actual tests, the specimens were loaded axially to 159 kips and subjected to 10
sets of lateral displacement that each consisted of 4 cycles (total 40 cycles) where the maximum target

drift was 10.65%.

During the tests, the specimens were carefully monitored for damage. During both tests, each
damage state was noted down as it occurred. The only damage stage that could not be recorded during
the tests was the yielding of the longitudinal rebar and spiral, because these were detected by the strain

gages and not visual observation.

Table 4-2 lists the set, cycle and drift ratio when each defined damage state was reached in both
specimens. The positive and negative values correspond to the maximum south drift (peak) and north
drift (valley) respectively. The main reason why the values for the north and south drift are not the same
is due to deflections of the test frame during test. The configuration of the frame connections results in
its having different stiffnesses in the two directions. The onset of bar buckling was also difficult to detect
with any accuracy, because he HyFRC cover did not fall away after it was cracked, and therefore

obscured the view of the rebars.

In most cases, the two columns reached a given state at approximately equal drift ratios. The
most notable differences occurred with bar buckling and bar fracture. The buckling observations should

be regarded as unreliable, for the reasons stated above.

Table 4-2: Summary of damage state progression for both specimens.

PreT-SS PreT-BS

Damage state : "
Set | Cycle | Drift[%] | Set | Cycle | Drift [%]

First significant horizontal crack 3 2 0.54/-0.73 3 1 0.46/-0.62
First significant diagonal crack 7 2 3.29/-340 | 6 2 2.24/-2.36
First open residual crack 5 2 1.38/-1.63 | 4 1 0.73/-0.88
First yield of longitudinal rebar 3 2 0.54/-0.73 3 1 0.46/-0.62
First yield of transverse reinforcement 5 2 1.38/-163 | 5 2 1.46/-1.61
First spalling in footing n/a | n/a n/a nfa | n/a n/a

First spalling in column 6 2 2.12/-237 | 5 2 1.46/-1.61
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Significant spalling in column 7 2 3.29/-3.40 | 7 1 2.77/-2.88
Fully spalled 9 1 5.97/-5.98 9 1 6.07/-6.01
Exposure of longitudinal reinforcement 7 2 3.29/-3.40 | 8 1 2.32/-2.47
Buckling of longitudinal reinforcement 8 1 4.01/-411 | 9 1 6.07/-6.01
Large cracks in concrete core 8 2 491/-498 | 9 1 6.07/-6.01
Fracture of transverse reinforcement 8 2 491/-498 | 10 1 8.90/-8.66
Fracture of longitudinal reinforcement 9 2 7.17/-7.17 | 8 1 4,14/-4.23
Loss of axial capacity n/a | n/a n/a nfa | n/a n/a
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Figure 4-1: Comparison of drift levels when each damage state was reach between both specimens.
4.2.1 Crack Development and Initial Yield

In both columns little damage occurred during the first four cycle sets (drift ratios up to 1.19%)
other than opening of new cracks and yielding of longitudinal rebar. During the first 12 cycles (first 3
sets) of PreT-BS all cracks closed after returning to zero displacement and for the PreT-SS specimen the
same happened but all the cracks remained closed during the 16 cycles (first 4 sets). All the cracks that

formed in the first four sets of cycles were horizontal cracks. During the first set, all the cracks were only
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hairline cracks. During set four the biggest crack had opened up to 4 mm in the PreT-BS specimen, and

for the PreT-SS specimen, the biggest crack opened up to 1.5 mm.

Figure 4-3: PreT-SS after cycle 5-2 when first residual crack was observed.

4.2.2 Crack Widening and Spalling

The damage in the specimens for the next three sets was more dramatic. The main damage that
was observed during sets 5 to 7 (drift ratios up to 3.57%), were that the existing cracks from the first four
sets started to widen, and some new cracks formed. But at the later stages of the testing both columns
started to rock in the plane of the biggest cracks. One surprising thing happened during the test of the

PreT-BS test; on the north side of the column two cracks opened equally and therefore spread the strains
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in the longitudinal rebar between those two cracks. Diagonal cracks formed in both specimens during

those sets, but the diagonal cracks formed earlier in the PreT-BS specimen than in specimen PreT-SS.

It is worth noting that all of the large cracks that formed in the columns did not form at the
height of the maximum moment, the bottom of the columns. Only hairline cracks opened at the column-
footing interface. The larger cracks all opened from 4 in. to 10 in. above the column-footing interface.
The addition of the HyFRC caused the cracks to open higher than at the top. That might have been
because the fibers were not uniformly distributed in the HyFRC and giving the section at the column-

footing interface higher strength than higher in the HyFRC shell.

Both columns started to spall during sets 5 to 7. The PreT-BS specimen began to spall in Cycle 5-2
but specimen PreT-SS in Cycle 6-2. The difference between those cycles can possibly be explained by the
fact that the HyFRC shell of the PreT-SS specimen was stronger than the HyFRC shell of the PreT-BS
specimen, as explained in Section 2.5. Another explanation is that the damage states identified by the
researchers depend on their judgment, although the damage states are well defined. After those two
cycles, both specimens continued to spall and reached the state of significant spalling, as defined in

Table 4-1, during cycles 7-1 (PreT-BS) and 7-2 (PreT-SS).

Figure 4-4: PreT-BS significant spalling in column during Cycle 7-1.
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Figure 4-5: PreT-SS significant spalling in column during Cycle 7-2.

When the significant spalling damage state had been reached there were only two damage
states related to concrete damage that were yet to be observed in both tests. These were the states of
fully spalled column and large cracks in column core. In both specimens the spalling height of the
concrete in the plastic hinge region stopped increasing in Cycle 9-1 (Drift ratio of 6.16%). Even though
the height of the spalling area did not continue to grow the spalling area continued to grow slightly at
the sides. That is mainly because the outermost concrete in the specimens had lost most of its strength.
The specimens could still have had the same strength (or close to the same strength) the concrete closer
to the core of the concrete had to contribute to the strength. At this stage in the tests, the spalling
continued on the sides as the concrete closer to the core of the specimen contributed more strength to

the specimens.

By the time the columns reached the fully spalled state, large cracks were found in the concrete
core. The cracks in the core might have occurred earlier, but they could not be seen because the fibers in
the HyFRC prevented the spalled pieces of cover concrete from falling away. The cracks in the core were
observed in Cycle 9-1 for Specimen PreT-BS and in Cycle 8-2 for Specimen PreT-SS. This level of damage
might have happened earlier for the PreT-BS specimen since the cracks on the north and south side of
the HyFRC did not form at the same elevation as the core crack. That probably happened because the
bond between the conventional concrete and the HyFRC was not perfect. To make the void in the HyFRC
shell, a 12-in. Sonotube was placed inside the HyFRC form. Having a Sonotube made the inside face of

the HyFRC too smooth so the bond between the two concretes types was not good enough to form both
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the outside cracks and the core crack at the same elevation. Since it was very hard to get good pictures

of the core cracks, only the fully spalled column is shown in Figure 4-6 and Figure 4-7.

Figure 4-7: PreT-SS fully spalled.

4.2.3 Damage to Longitudinal and Transverse Reinforcement

Table 4-1 lists four damage states related to the reinforcement other than first yield. They are:
exposure of longitudinal reinforcement, buckling of longitudinal reinforcement, fracture of transverse
reinforcement and fracture of longitudinal reinforcement. In both specimens all those damage states
were reached during the later stages of the tests. In both tests the exposure of the longitudinal rebar

was the first damage state out of those four mentioned before to occur. Therefore point at which the
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longitudinal rebar was visible, through cracks, is listed into Table 4-2. During the tests, the longitudinal
rebar was never fully exposed, except when the spalled part of the HyFRC was pulled away from the rest

of the column.

After the column had spalled there was less material to prevent the longitudinal rebar from
buckling. For both columns the rebar buckled after significant spalling occurred, and the first buckling of
the longitudinal rebar was first noticed in Cycle 9-1 for PreT-BS and in Cycle 8-1 for PreT-SS. It’s likely that
the longitudinal rebar in Specimen PreT-BS might have bucked earlier but it was not observed from the
outside of the column, probably because the spalled part of the HyFRC blocked the view and the buckling
couldn’t be seen through the cracks. Another reason why that it is likely that the rebar had probably
buckled earlier in Specimen PreT-BS is that the north rebar fractured during Cycle 8-1 and the south
rebar during Cycle 8-3. Therefore the noted Cycle 9-1 for buckling in PreT-BS was when first buckling of

rebar was actually seen and that was the north-east bar that buckled at that time.

The fracture of the longitudinal rebars in PreT-BS happened somewhat earlier than expected,
especially the north bar. Since stainless steel is more ductile than conventional rebar, it was expected
that the rebars would fracture later than the longitudinal rebar of specimen PreT-BS. That was actually
what happened, and both the north and the south reinforcing bars fractured during Cycle 9-2 or at drift
17.17%, but the rebar of specimen PreT-BS fractured at drift levels of -4.98% and 4.01%. This difference
is very significant. When the south bar of the PreT-SS specimen broke a video was captured where the
breaking of the longitudinal rebar was very obvious. The final damage related to the reinforcement of
both specimens was the fracture of the transverse reinforcement. In both columns the fracture was
detected by the sound of the spiral breaking. The fracture of the spiral happened much earlier for the

PreT-SS specimen then for the PreT-BS specimen.
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Figure 4-9: PreT-SS buckled rebar and broken spiral.
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Figure 4-10: PreT-SS broken longitudinal rebar and broken spiral after spalled concrete had been peeled off after
the test was finished.

Two of the predefined damage states never occurred during the tests; those damage stages
were loss of axial capacity and spalling in the footing. This behavior was as expected since in former tests
by Haraldsson et al. (2011) and Davis et al. (2011), the axial capacity was not lost nor spalling in footing
was observed. In Haraldsson’s tests, the axial capacity of the column-footing connection was tested after
completing the combined axial and lateral loading test. When the axial load reached about 3.5 times the
factored design axial load, the column exploded, but no damage was observed in the footing. Spalling in
the footing was never expected since the footing was capacity-designed to force damage into the

columns while leaving the footings undamaged.
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5 Measured Response

5.1 Material Properties

The specimens were constructed in the Structural Engineering Laboratory at the University of
Washington. The columns were constructed in a prestressing rig, and a hydraulic ram was used to
prestress each strand of the columns individually. The columns were cast in the lab, cured, and then
placed in the footing forms where the footings were cast around the columns. For every concrete batch
(both regular concrete and HyFRC) concrete cylinders were cast: 4 in. by 8 in. cylinders were used for the
HyFRC and 6 in. by 12 in. cylinders were used for the conventional concrete. The cylinders were stored in
a fog room at the University of Washington where the relative humidity was kept at 100%, and the

temperature remained at around 70°F.

Material tests were performed on the main structural materials of both specimens, including the
HyFRC, regular concrete, regular longitudinal reinforcement bars, stainless steel longitudinal

reinforcement bars and spiral reinforcement.

5.1.1 Conventional Concrete

For each of the three batches of regular concrete (columns, PreT-BS footing and PreT-SS footing)
cylinders were tested at 3 days, 7 days, 14 days, 28 days, and the test day. Both columns were cast and
released on the same day. For that concrete, cylinders were tested also on the day of release. The
compressive strengths of the concrete on the test day are reported in Table 5-1. The compressive
strength history for all of the batches is provided in Appendix A. Table 5-1 shows that the column
concrete decreased in strength as it aged from 70 days to 89 days. This is unlikely in practice, and the
small difference in strengths is attributed to random variations in strength rather than a systematic

trend.

Table 5-1: Compressive strengths of concrete on test day

) Column Footing
Specimen - -
Strength [psi] | Age [days] | Strength [psi] | Age [days]
PreT-SS 6740 70 8760 51
PreT-BS 6660 89 5650 72
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For the column concrete, the elastic modulus of the concrete was measured on every day that
the strength was measured. The elastic modulus was measured only for one batch of footing concrete,
because such measurements were needed for another project. The elastic modulus of the concrete for
both specimens is displayed in Table 5-2. A time history of the elastic modulus of the concrete can be

found in Appendix A.

Table 5-2: Elastic modulus of the column concrete on test day.

Specimen | E-mod [ksi] | Age [days]
PreT-SS 3556 70
PreT-BS 3310 89

The split-cylinder strength was measured. The tensile strength is computed as:

2P

= — 5-1
fCt T[ld

where P is the maximum load applied in the test, | is the length of the specimen (12 in. for 6x12
in. cylinders) and d the diameter of the specimen (6 in. for 6x12 in. cylinders). The split cylinder tests

were only performed on the testing days, and the results are displayed here below.

Table 5-3: Tension strength of conventional concrete on test days.

Specimen | f. [psi] | Age [days]
PreT-SS 555 70
PreT-BS 515 89

5.1.2 HyFRC

With the exception of Batch #5, only three 4 in. by 8 in. cylinders were cast for each HYFRC
batch. On day 3, cylinders from Batch #1 and Batch #5 were tested, and a large difference in the
compressive strengths was observed where Batch #5 was much stronger. All batches were tested on
test day. Since Batch #5 included many cylinders, the compressive strength of Batch #5 was measured
on days 3, 7, 28, the first day when the prestressing strands were released (day 52), and on test days.
For batches 1-4 the compressive strength on the test day (and earlier days, if any were available) was
used to estimate the compressive strength history. The compressive strength histories for all the batches

of HyFRC can be found in Appendix A.
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Table 5-4: Compressive strength of HyFRC on test day.

Batch | Strength [psi] | Age [days]
1 6980 134
2 6580 134
3 6770/6960 116/134
4 6780 116
5 8230 116

For all the batches of HyFRC, the elastic modulus was measured every day that the HyFRC was
tested for strength. Table 5-5 below shows the elastic modulus of all the batches on test day. For the
same reason as the strength measurement, Batch #3 was only tested once for elastic modulus. Appendix

A lists the history of the elastic moduli of all the batches.

Table 5-5: Elastic modulus of HyFRC on test day

Batch | E-mod [ksi] | Age [days]
1 4718 134
2 4723 134
3 4374 116
4 4303 116
5 4830 116

Split cylinder tests were performed on the HyFRC 4 in. by 8 in. cylinders from Batch #5. The

results from the split cylinder tests are reported in the Table 5-6.

Table 5-6: Tension strength of HyFRC Batch #5 at testing day.

Batch | f [psi] Age [days]
5 1040 120
5 1160 139

The average tensile strength (1100 psi) for Batch #5 on the test days corresponds to 12.2 times
the square root of the compressive strength on the test day (8230 psi). This factor is approximately
twice the corresponding factor for the conventional concrete. When the HyFRC was tested for tension

strength the break was very ductile. The maximum strength was reached when a crack formed. The
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loading was continued and the cylinder still held together. For conventional concrete cylinder splits into

two half cylinders, but that did never happen for the HyFRC cylinders.

5.1.3 Conventional (Black) Steel Reinforcement

Except for the longitudinal reinforcement in the PreT-SS specimen and the spiral in both
columns, conventional (black) steel reinforcing bars, #3, #4 and #5, wer used for all reinforcement, both
in the footings and the columns. Both columns used 3-gauge smooth wire spiral. The key features for
every type of reinforcement are displayed in Table 5-7. Complete stress-strain curve for all types of the
reinforcement can be found in Appendix A. It should be noted that the spiral was supplied in coils. The
wire had therefore been subjected to some plastic bending, and it had to be straightened, which
imposed reversed plastic bending, before testing. The absence of a yield plateau in these tests is

therefore not surprising. It is not known whether the virgin wire would have a yield plateau.

Table 5-7: Yield strength, ultimate strength and elastic modulus for black steel used in tests.

Type f, [ksi] | f, [ksi] | E-mod [ksi]
#3 66.1 102.2 | 28200
#4 67.1 92.6 28100
#5 61.9 86.0 26500
3 gauge spiral | 86.3 96.0 30500

5.1.4 Stainless Steel Reinforcement

Since stainless steel reinforcing bars were only used for longitudinal reinforcement in the
stainless steel column, only one size (#4) was tested. Two tests were performed. The gauge length used
for the test was 8 in. and the stress in the bar was determined by dividing the load in the bar by the
nominal bar area. The strain in the bar was measured by using two strain gauges on each side of the bar
tested, and so is a local value. The main results from the tests on the bars are displayed in Table 5-8; the
values in the table are averages from the two tests. Yield was taken as being the stress where the stress-
strain curve crosses a line with a slope of the E-mod and crosses the strain axis at a strain of 0.2%. The

complete stress-strain curves for the stainless steel can be found in Appendix A.

Table 5-8: Summary of tests on stainless steel reinforcement bars #4

f, [ksi] | f, [ksi] | E-mod [ksi]
91.2 117.7 | 22546
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The minimum yield strength for Stainless Steel Alloy 2205 is 65 ksi (ASTM International, 2010).
The test bars had yield strengths of 90.9 ksi and 91.5 ksi, or about 50% higher than the specified
minimum. The Young’s modulus was also lower than expected. Young’s modulus varies somewhat
among different stainless steels, but is generally 3 to 9% lower than that of black steel. The samples
were 22% lower than the 29,000 ksi typically assumed for black steel. The reasons for the difference are

unknown.

Both stainless steel specimens tested broke at a strain of approximately 0.20 in/in, which was
larger than the fracture strain of the black steel bars. This value was estimated by re-assembling the
broken pieces after testing. The strain gages stopped working at a strain of about 0.030 in/in so the
recorded stress-strain curves for the stainless steel bar