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Experimental Research of Shear Lag Effect of Cantilever Concrete Box Girder under
Double-deck Uniform Load

ZHU Ming-qiao, WEI Fu-jia, ZHAO Zhen-zhong, SHI Wei-hua
(Hunan University of Science and Technology, Xiangtan Hunan 411201, China)

Abstract. Through the experimental research and analysis on the flexural behavior model of single-box 3-
room cantilever concrete box girder within elastic range under large proportion of double-deck uniform loads,
we discussed the shear lag effect distribution pattern of such kind of box girder under double-deck uniform
loads. It shows that (1) in different load cases, its cantilever roots generate positive shear lag effect, the
position at 1/2 cantilever generates negative shear lag effect; (2) the distance of the positive and negative
shear lag critical points from the cantilever roots is 18% to 23% of the cantilever length respectively, the
shear lag effect is most obvious under the roof uniform load, the distance of positive and negative shear lag
critical points from the cantilever roots is the shortest, it is less obvious under the double-deck uniform load,
and it is least obvious under the floor uniform load. It is recommended that the bending structure of the
double-deck traffic concrete cantilever box girder designed in accordance with the shear lag effect under the
roof loads are partial safety.
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