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Abstract: This paper studies the behavior of lattice girder composite slabs with monolithic joint
under bending. A full-scale experiment is performed to investigate the overall bending resistance, de-
flection and the final crack distribution of latticed girder composite slab under uniformly distributed
load. A finite element model is given for the analysis of the latticed girder composite slabs. The
effectiveness and correctness of the numerical simulations are verified against experimental results.
The experimental and numerical studies conclude that the lattice girder composite slabs conform to
the requirement of existing design codes. A parametric study is provided to investigate the effects of
lattice girder with following conclusions: (a) the lattice girder significantly increases the stiffness of
the slab when comparing with the precast slab without reinforcement crossing the interface; (b) the
additional reinforcement near the joint slightly increases the stiffness and resistance, while it prevents
damage near the joint.

Keywords: precast concrete structure; lattice girder semi-precast slabs; bending resistance; FE
modelling; concrete damage

1. Introduction

Among various types of components in the precast concrete structures, slabs are
particularly suitable and achievable for precasting since the loads on slabs are usually
uniform and their shapes are regular. As a result, precast and composite slabs have been
used for concrete structures for more than 200 million m2 in China, 2018. It is also predicted
that in the coming 5 years, the usage of precast slabs will expand to 2 billion m2 in China,
which will bring about CNY 600 billion to the construction market. According to the
construction demands and economic considerations, it is of great interest in studying the
experiments and numerical simulations of the precast concrete slabs.

One of the most widely used precast floors is the latticed girder composite slab (LGCS)
system. As depicted in Figure 1, it consists of steel lattice girders which are cast with the
precast plank, and cast-in-place concrete is poured after the installation of precast plank. It
combines the cast-in-place and precast slab to utilize the advantages of both forms which
increases construction efficiency, quality control and construction savings. In addition,
since the precast and cast-in-place planks are fully continuous and tied together without
the need for shuttering on site, they show better connecting behaviors when comparing
with total precast concrete slabs.

In order to investigate the mechanical behavior of composite slabs, a number of exper-
imental studies [1–5] have been provided for the flexural bearing capacity, shear strength,
bonding assessment and interface behaviors of precast planks without reinforcement cross-
ing the interface. Meanwhile, the existence of latticed girder resists the interface shear force
and avoids slippage, delamination and debonding at the interface. Some experimental
studies have been conducted on the mechanical behavior of LGCS. Du et al. [6] provided
an experimental work on the flexural bearing capacity of lattice girder composite slabs.
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Newell and Goggins [7] carried out experiments of the lattice girder composite slabs at
construction stage and examined the key parameters which influence their behavior at
both serviceability and ultimate bearing limit states.
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Figure 1. Latticed girder composite slabs (LGCS).

As for the numerical modeling of the precast concrete structures, two kinds of numeri-
cal models are developed, namely the macro level element models and three-dimensional
(3D) solid finite element (FE) models. In the first kind models, the fiber elements are
adopted to simulate the beams and columns [8–10], and layered shell are utilized to simu-
late the precast slabs [11,12]. It is obvious that the macro level element models is simple and
computationally efficient. Nevertheless, the macro level element models cannot precisely
simulate the latticed girder and the contact between precast and cast-in-place concrete.
Models of the second kind are 3D solid finite element models, which can provide sim-
ulations of the local region and detailed set up of RC structures [13–15]. Thanks to the
development of computational speed, 3D finite element modelling provides the promising
results in the numerical analysis of precast concrete structures, due to its ability to describe
the complex connection behavior in an elaborate manner.

Based on the aforementioned background, the aim of this paper is to experimentally
and numerically investigate mechanical properties of LGCS under bending. Full-scale
experiment of LGCS with monolithic joint under uniformly distributed load is carried out
to obtain the load–deflection curve, strain distribution of concrete and reinforcement and
the crack distribution of the bottom surface of the slab. It is shown in the experimental
results, the mechanical properties of latticed girder composite slab completely satisfy the
design criterion under bearing capacity limit state. Furthermore, the safety of the slab
can also be achieved under the load of 2.5 times of bearing capacity limit states. In order
to thoroughly analysis the mechanical behavior of latticed girder composite slabs, a 3D
FE model by ABAQUS is provided, with a particular emphasis on the bending behavior
and damage of the slab. In the FE model, the nonlinear material behavior of the steel and
concrete all both considered, and all components in contact with the concrete are properly
modeled. The proposed FE model is validated by the experimental results of several
indexes, such as load–deflection curve, reinforcement strain, final crack width, etc. Then, a
parametric study is performed to quantify the influence of the lattice girder and additional
reinforcement. It is concluded that: (a) the lattice girder provides stiffness and the bonding
between precast plank and cast-in-place concrete; (b) the additional reinforcement has no
evident influence on the stiffness of the slab, but it helps preventing the damage of concrete
near the joint.

2. Experimental Study
2.1. Test Specimen

A full-scale experiment is undertaken on LGSC with monolithic joint in the Engineer-
ing Research Center of Precast Concrete of Zhejiang Province, Hanzhou, China. According
to the layout of the frame structure in the engineering applications, the whole slab is
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supported by reinforced beams on 4 sides (Figure 2). Four columns are settled at the corner
of the beams and the bottom of the columns are rigidly connected to the ground. In the
experiment, x direction is used to represent the direction along the slab, namely parallel
to the monolithic joint direction, and y direction is used to represent the direction vertical
to the monolithic joint direction. In this experiment, the size of specimen is 5.0 m × 5.0 m
(measured from the axis of beams). Many precast factories require supports at a maximum
of 2.4 m to limit deflection during transportation. The whole slab is composed by 2 precast
planks with the size of 2.31 m × 4.62 m and this is chosen so that the limitation of supports
can be fulfilled. As depicted in Figure 2, the precast bottom plank of the whole slab is
composed by 2 precast concrete lattice girder planks. Therefore, one monolithic joint
(Figure 2) is settled between precast concrete lattice girder planks.
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Figure 2. Layout plan of LGCS.

The thickness of precast bottom plank is chosen as 60 mm, and the thickness of the
cast-in-place top plank is 80 mm [16]. The beams and columns are cast-in-place, where the
strength of precast bottom plank and cast-in-place top plank are both C30 and the steel bars
are all made of HRB400. The reinforcement in these two precast planks is C 8 at 150 mm (C
8@150) spacing in both the longitudinal and transverse directions and the concrete cover
to the reinforcement at the plank bottom surface is 25 mm. Reinforcement is settled near
the support as C 8 at 150 mm (C 8@150). It is shown in Figure 3, four latticed girders are
settled in one precast bottom plank (PCB1). The first lattice girder is placed 140 mm from
the joint, which is equal to thickness of the slab. The second lattice girder placed 280 mm
from the first lattice girder. These two lattice girders are arranged to strengthen the joint.
A lattice girder is settled in the middle region of the precast plank at intervals of 850 mm
from the second lattice girder. The last lattice girder is placed 200 mm from the joint to the
beam to enhance the beam–slab connection.
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The configuration of latticed girder is illustrated in Figure 4. The detailed latticed
girder and monolithic joint are shown in Figure 5. In order to further enhance the resistance
of the slab near monolithic joint, additional reinforcement with C 10@130 is arranged along
the joint. The length of the additional reinforcement is 970 mm (Figure 5). As shown in
Figure 6, reinforcement near the support is installed to strengthen the connection between
slab and beam. The length of the support reinforcement is 120 mm. It is emphasized that
the design parameters, such as size, thickness and reinforcement of the slab, are strictly
followed “Code for Design of Concrete Structures (GB50010-2010) [17]” and “Technical
Specification for Application of Lattice Girder Slab (T/CECS 715-2020) [16]”.
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2.2. Testing Method

In order to investigate the strain condition of different components in the LGCS,
electrical resistance (ER) strain gauges are bonded to the longitudinal reinforcement and
the concrete surface of the slab. The arrangement of strain measuring point of concrete is
illustrated in Figure 7a. It can be seen in Figure 7a that C1a and C1b are symmetrically
arranged. In the experiment, the strain is calculated as the mean value of C1a and C1b,
the remaining strain measuring points are the same. Since lattice girder and longitudinal
reinforcement are both set in the slab, the strain distribution is much complex than that
of cast-in-place slab. We apply 13 strain measuring point of bottom slab longitudinal
reinforcement depicted in Figure 7b, and the final strain is also calculated as the mean
value of S1a and S1b. With regard to the adopted instrumentation, five linear variable
differential transformers in Figure 7c are applied to measure the vertical displacement at
midspan, in the middle of each precast plank and at edge of the bottom slab. With regard
to the adopted instrumentation, five linear variable differential transformers in Figure 7c
are applied to measure the vertical displacement at midspan, in the middle of each precast
plank and at edge of the bottom slab.
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The loading scheme is carried out with reference to the “Chinese Standard for Testing
Methods of Concrete Structures (GB/T 50152-2012) [18]”. A uniformly distributed load is
applied by pile loading of sandbags in Figure 8. The serviceability limit state is calculated as
8.4 kN/m2 and the bearing capacity limit state is calculated as 16.4 kN/m2 [17]. In order to
investigate the ultimate bearing capacity of the composite slab in this study, the maximum
value of the uniformly distributed load is chosen as 40 kN/m2, which is corresponding
to 2.5 times of the value of ultimate bearing capacity of the slab. Before the maximum
distributed load (40 kN/m2), the loading procedure (including the weight of the slab and
pile loading) is applied progressively by steps, and for each step the load is 2.0 kN/m2.
When the sandbags are piled up, they are distributed evenly to avoid arch effect. It should
be noted that for each loading step, sandbags are evenly piled to the slab by forklift. After
each loading step, the load should be kept for 15 min until the measured stress, strain and
deflection are stable.
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2.3. Test Results

During the entire loading process of the slab, the crack development of the slab
is carefully observed and monitored. The crack distribution at different loading stages
is shown in Figure 9. No visible crack is observed under the serviceability limit state
(8.4 kN/m2), which satisfy the crack width limit 0.2 mm of the design code [17]. When
the slab is loaded to 10 kN/m2, the first crack appears in the midspan of the precast
bottom plank at 45◦, which width is recorded as 0.06 mm. After loaded to 10 kN/m2, the
existing cracks in the midspan of the precast bottom plank gradually extend and pass
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through the monolithic joint. With further increase of load, the cracks in the precast bottom
plank continue to increase, and gradually develop towards the direction of 45◦. It is also
observed that some paralleled cracks developed near the main crack. Finally, when the
load reaches 40 kN/m2, the maximum width of the crack at the precast bottom plank is
0.76 mm, located at the joint, and the maximum width of the crack at the joint is 0.10 mm.
Under the maximum loading value of this test is 40 kN/m2, which is about 2.5 times of
the design value of bearing capacity, the crack width of the LGCS does not reach the crack
width limit of 1.50 mm corresponding to the bearing capacity limit, and no shear failure is
observed near the joint.
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Figure 9. Cracking distribution of bottom plank at different loading stages: (a) Crack distribution at load q = 10 kN/m2;
(b) Crack distribution at load q = 16 kN/m2; (c) Crack distribution at load q = 22 kN/m2; (d) Crack distribution at load
q = 28 kN/m2; (e) Crack distribution at load q = 34 kN/m2; (f) Crack distribution at load q = 40 kN/m2.

Before the distributed load of composite plate reaches 10 kN/m2, the deflection
increases linearly with the load. The lattice girder slab is a hybrid system and, therefore,
its initial stiffness is due to the composite action between the lattice girders, concrete and
reinforcement. When cracking in the concrete plank progressively occurs, there is a load
redistribution and stiffness degradation. At this stage, the strength of concrete decreases
and the stiffness of the slab is primarily provided by the lattice girder and the reinforcement.
When loaded to the ultimate state at 40 kN/m2, the midspan deflection of the bottom slab
reaches 24.07 mm, which is about 1/208 of the span of the slab. However, the deflection
is far below the limit of the maximum deflection (1/50 of the span of the slab) according
to the Code for Design of Concrete Structures (GB50010-2010) [17]. The load–deflection
curve of the latticed girder composite slab is depicted in Figure 10. In this figure, W1 curve
represents the load–deflection curve of the midspan from measuring point W1 in Figure 7.
W2 and W3 curves represent the mean load–deflection curves of W2a and W2b, W3a and
W3b, respectively. In this test, the deflections of x direction and y direction are basically the
same in the whole process, indicating that the LGCS has compatible deformation capability.
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Under the uniformly distributed load, the vertical deformation of the slab is similar to that
of the traditional concrete two-way slab.
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Figure 10. Load–deflection curve.

It can be concluded from both the crack distribution and the load–deflection curve
that the design of LGCS meets the requirement of existing design provisions. Admittedly,
the safety and serviceability of LGCS under uniformly distributed load can be achieved.
However, the crack width and deflection of LGCS is relatively small, even under 2.5 times
design value of bearing capacity, which reflect conservative design of LGCS.

According to the ER strain gauges at the bottom plank of concrete, the strain dis-
tribution of the concrete can be recorded. It can be seen from Figure 11 that the tensile
strain εx of concrete which parallels to the joint is greater than that εy in the vertical direc-
tion after reaches 7.5 kN/m2, which indicates that the slab presents a certain mechanical
characteristic of orthogonal anisotropic due to the existence of monolithic joint.
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Figure 11. Load–strain curves of concrete at bottom plank.

Figure 12a,b show the load–strain curves of bottom longitudinal reinforcement which
are parallel and vertical to monolithic joint, respectively. As for the reinforcement parallel
to the joint, it can be seen from that the reinforcement strain is small before loading
to 16 kN/m2. After being loaded to 16 kN/m2, the strains from all measuring points
paralleled to joint increases progressively, and their value exceed that of vertical to joint.
The maximum strain value appears in the midspan. As for the reinforcement vertical to the
joint, similar strain distribution can also be observed. The load–strain curves of the vertical
longitudinal reinforcement are more irregular when comparing with that of paralleled
longitudinal reinforcement, probably due to the existence of the joint which cuts off the
steel bars and brings the discontinuities.
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Figure 12. Load–strain curves of reinforcement: (a) Load–strain curves paralleled to the joint; (b) Load–strain curves vertical
to the joint.

3. Numerical Simulation
3.1. Numerical Model

In this study, a finite element (FE) model based on ABAQUS [19] is established to
investigate the behavior of the latticed girder composite slab. The main components
affecting the behavior of latticed girder composite slab are the thickness of the precast and
cast-in-place slab, the set-up of latticed girder, and the material properties. In addition,
to obtain accurate results from the FE analysis, the contact between precast slab and cast-
in-place slab must be properly modelled. Therefore, the nonlinearities, such as contacts
between slabs and material properties are considered in the FE models.

As for the steel material modeling, the von Mises criterion is adopted, where the
option (*PLASTIC) in ABAQUS used in association with the plastic flow rule. In the plastic
model of ABAQUS, the steel material behavior is initially elastic with Young’s modulus
Es followed by strain hardening and then by the yielding criterion. In the modeling,
the Young’s modulus of steel is chosen as Es = 2× 105MPa and the Poisson’s ratio is
ν = 0.3. The yield strength of steel is chosen as fy,r = 400Mpa and the ultimate strength is
fst,r = 540MPa. In the FE analysis of ABAQUS [19], the uniaxial behavior of the steel in
can be automatically transformed into a multiaxial stress state.

When comparing with the steel, concrete exhibits complex nonlinear properties, such
as stiffness degradation, lateral effect and strain softening. In this study, concrete damage
plastic (CDP) [20] model is used to represent the mechanical property of concrete. In
CDP model, the stiffness degradation which is represented by damage variables and
constitutive relations, can be decoupled from the plastic evolution equations. Two damage
variables, namely tensile damage and compressive damage, account for the different
stiffness degradation states. The constitutive equations for elastoplastic responses are
established from the degradation damage response. To control the evolution of the yield
surface, the effective stress function is applied, so that the material parameters can be
conveniently calibrated. In the application of CDP model, the stress–strain law and damage
law are thoroughly studied and discussed [21,22].

Under the framework of the plastic damage model, the total strain can be divided as

ε = εe + εp (1)

εe = E−1 : σ (2)

where E is the elastic stiffness tensor; εe is the elastic strain and εp is the inelastic strain.
The constitutive relationship can be attributed as

σ = E0 : (ε− εp) (3)
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ε. p = λ.∇σ Φ(σ) (4)

κ. = λ.H(σ , κ) (5)

where σ is the effective stress; E0 is the initial elastic stiffness tensor with E = (1− D)E0;
λ. is a nonnegative function referred to as the plastic consistency parameter; Φ is a scalar
plastic potential function; κ is the damage variable tensor which can be the compressive
damage variable dc and tensile damage variable dt in the scalar damage model; H is the
damage evolution function.

For uniaxial tension and compression, the following stress-strain law can be defined as

σt = (1− dt)E0ε (6)

σc = (1− dc)E0ε (7)

In this study, we adopt the suggested damage law of concrete by Code for Design of
Concrete Structures (GB50010-2010/2015) [17]. Under uniaxial compression, the damage
law is given as

dc =

{
1− ρcn

n−1+xn
c

xc ≤ 1
1− ρc

αc(xc−1)2+xc
xc > 1 (8)

ρc =
fcr

E0εcr
(9)

n =
E0εcr

E0εcr − fcr
(10)

xc =
ε

εcr
(11)

where E0 is the Young’s modulus of concrete; αc is the concrete compressive damage curve
shape parameter; fcr is the ultimate compressive strength of concrete; εcr is the strain
corresponding to the ultimate compressive strength fcr.

Under uniaxial tension, the tensile damage law is given as

dt =

{
1− ρt

(
1.2− 0.2x5

t
)

xt ≤ 1
1− ρt

αt(xt−1)1.7+xt
xt > 1 (12)

xt =
ε

εtr
(13)

ρt =
ftr

E0εtr
(14)

where αt is the concrete tensile damage curve shape parameter; ftr is the ultimate tensile
strength of concrete; εtr is the strain corresponding to the ultimate compressive strength ftr.

In this modeling, we choose the concrete material value as: E0 = 2.55× 104MPa;
fcr = 26.8MPa; εcr = 1.64× 10−3; αc = 1.36; ftr = 2.15MPa; εtr = 1.02× 10−4; αt = 1.51.
In the application of ABAQUS [19], the following parameters should be determined for the
CDP model given Table 1.

Table 1. Parameter value of CDP.

Dilation Angle Eccentricity fb0
/fc0

k Viscosity Parameter

30 0.1 1.16 0.667 0.0005

The concrete is the modelled by eight-node solid FE (C3D8R) in ABAQUS. Ad-
ditionally, the reinforcement is modelled by Truss Element in ABAQUS. To avoid nu-
merical inaccuracies, the shape of the C3D8R satisfies the limits and aspect ratio as
recommended by ABAQUS [19]. The mesh size of the composite plate is selected as
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100 mm × 100 mm × 20 mm (length × width × depth). To model the loading process
of the slab, the distributed load is applied on the top surface of the slab. The boundary
condition of the composite plate is set as four side fixed support.

To obtain accurate results from the FE analyses, all components in contact with the
concrete must be properly modelled. There are two surfaces of interaction: (a) the pre-
cast concrete plank and cast-in-place concrete interface; (b) the contacts between concrete
and reinforcement, including the latticed girder and longitudinal reinforcement. As for
interaction (a), a surface-to-surface contact is chosen, where normal behavior and tan-
gential behavior were considered. Therefore, the default contact option in ABAQUS [19]
is utilized. This default contact option consists of a hard contact pressure-over closure
relationship. Regarding the tangential direction, the penalty frictional formulation with a
friction coefficient equal to 0.3 is employed. When it comes to the interaction (b), the fully
coupled contact between reinforcement and concrete is adopted and the embedded region
in ABAQUS is used in the simulation.

3.2. Simulation Results

Figure 13a,b depict the maximum principal stress of the concrete and reinforcement
stress at the bottom of the slab, respectively. It can be seen that the overall stress distribution
of slab shows the strong characteristics of two-way slab, and the reinforcement stress near
the support and mid-span of the slab is relatively large. It is found that a region of
additional reinforcement near the joint has smaller stress value when comparing with the
neighboring region. This is probably due to the arrangement of additional reinforcement
near the joint.
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Figure 13. (a) Maximum principal stress of slab bottom concrete; (b) Reinforcement Stress of slab.

Figure 14 demonstrates the simulation results of load–strain curves concrete at bottom
plank. As shown, the numerical curves are compared to the experimental results, where
numerical results show satisfactory accuracy within the band corresponding to the exper-
imental results, verifying the reliability of the proposed numerical model. The detailed
comparison between numerical and experimental results are given in Table 2. As proposed
in Table 2, the maximum error is 7.6%, which further indicates accurate simulation results.
The midspan load–deflection curve of the composite slab shows the deformation devel-
opment under the load. Figure 15 demonstrates the comparison between the simulation
results and the test results of the load–deflection curve of the mid-span of the composite
slab. The simulated maximum deflection of the midspan is 25.13 mm, and the experimental
maximum deflection is 24.07 mm. The result is in agreement with the experimental result,
which testify correctness and effectiveness of the proposed numerical model.
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Figure 14. Simulation of concrete strain.

Table 2. Comparison of simulation and experimental value of concrete strain

Strain/(10−6) C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6

Experiment 112 81 287 432 656 603
Simulation 118 80 265 438 653 569

Error 5.4% −1.2% −7.6% 1.4% −0.4% −5.6%
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Figure 15. Load–deflection of the test and simulation.

Apart from the bearing capacity and deformation of the concrete structure, the investi-
gations of concrete cracking, including crack spacing and crack width, is also important in
the numerical simulation of concrete structure. To estimate the crack spacing and the crack
width of simple concrete components, empirical equations had been proposed in some
design codes such as Code for Design of Concrete Structures (GB50010-2010) [17]. When it
comes to the RC structure with complex reinforcement and loading status, the estimations
of crack spacing and crack should rely on numerical methods. In the past decades, several
advanced numerical models had been put forward to simulate the cracking process of
concrete, ranging from cohesive elements [23,24], element-free methods [25–27] to extended
finite element method (XFEM) [28,29]. Admittedly, these numerical methods provided
relatively accurate ways to simulate and evaluate the cracks of concrete. However, for the
finite element modelling of real structure, which usually contains huge amount elements,
the aforementioned numerical methods might bring undesirable computational costs. In
the continuum damage models of concrete, the damage variables, the tensile and com-
pressive damage variables, are adopted to represent the tensile and compressive damage
mechanisms which brought by the development of cracks. Therefore, the damage vari-
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ables could partially represent the cracking status without the introduction of additional
numerical costs.

The interface between precast and cast-in-place concrete is the weak zone of the
composite slab. The bonding in this interface is mainly provided by the chemical adhesive
force, interfacial friction, mechanical interaction and the resistance brought by lattice girder,
which contains complex mechanisms. Observing the concrete damage at this interface is
conducive to determining whether full composite action up to the ultimate loading capacity
without interface failure can be achieved. The bottom surface of the precast plank is also
intriguing in the simulation that the cracks at bottom surface might induce the leaks and the
reinforcement corrosion. Since the cracks in the concrete is usually brought by the tension,
the tensile damage of the interface and bottom surface are shown in Figures 16 and 17b.
As demonstrated in Figures 16 and 17b, the tensile damage distribution reveals a typical
crack pattern of the two-way slab. However, it can be seen from Figure 16 that the damage
value is relatively small in the region where additional reinforcement is settled near the
joint. This numerical result in Figure 17b is correspondent to the experimental crack pattern
depicted in Figure 9 (Figure 17a).
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4. Parametric Study

Once the FE model is testified by the experimental tests, a parametric study can be
performed by using the aforementioned numerical model of the slab. The parametric
simulation analyzes (1) the influence of the lattice girder to the mechanical behavior of slab;
(2) the influence of the additional reinforcement near the joint (Figure 5) to the stiffness
and load–deflection curve of slab. Three FE models are generated in this parametric study
that M1 is the original FE model, M2 is the FE model without additional longitudinal
reinforcement and M3 is the FE model without lattice girder. It is emphasized that the
material properties, sizes, boundary conditions and the surface contacts are the same in
these FE models.

The comparison of load–deflection curves is given in Figure 18. It can be seen in this
figure that M1 and M2 curves are similar. As for M2, the maximum deflection is 26.41 mm,
which increases 5.1% compared to the deflection of M1. It is implied that the existence of
the additional reinforcement has only slight influence on the resistance and stiffness of
the slab. However, the additional reinforcement plays a part in preventing the cracks near
joint. Tensile damage distribution of M2 is shown in Figure 19 that the maximum value
is bigger than M1 given in Figure 17b. Furthermore, the damage of M2 near the joint is
severer than M1 (Figure 17b) with the absence of additional reinforcement.

Crystals 2021, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  14 of 16 
 

 

slab without the lattice girder. The maximum deflection of M3 reaches 134.90 mm (1/37 of 

the span of the slab), almost 5 times that of M1, which exceeds the limit of the maximum 

deflection (1/50 of the span of the slab) according to the Code for Design of Concrete Struc‐

tures (GB50010‐2010) [17]. Therefore, the existence of the lattice girder plays an essential 

role in the mechanical behavior of the slab. 

 

Figure 18. Comparison of load–deflection curves from FE modeling. 

 

Figure 19. Tensile damage contour of concrete bottom plank from M2 simulation result. 

5. Conclusions 

A comprehensive experimental and numerical modelling has been conducted to in‐

vestigate the structural performance of LGCS. A full‐scale experiment is performed to in‐

vestigate the bending resistance, deflection and the final crack distribution of LGCS under 

uniformly distributed  load. The experimental  results are used  for  the validation of FE 

models, which were then employed to conduct a series of parametric studies to extend the 

current test data over a broader range of the  influences of  lattice girder and additional 

reinforcement. The main conclusions are summarized below: 

(1) Before the distributed load reaches 10 kN/m2, the deflection increases linearly with 

the load. When cracking in the concrete plank progressively occurs, there is a load redis‐

tribution and stiffness degradation. The final midspan deflection LGCS of the bottom slab 

is 24.07 mm (about 1/208 of the span) which is far below the limit of the maximum deflec‐

tion (1/50 of the span of the slab) according to the Code for Design of Concrete Structures 

(GB50010‐2010), under 2.5 times of the bearing capacity limits (40 kN/m2). It also can be 

observed by the load–deflection curve that the LGCS has sufficient stiffness and bending 

-20 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

0

10

20

30

40

L
oa

d 
(k

N
/m

2 )

Deflection (mm)

 M1
 M2
 M3

Figure 18. Comparison of load–deflection curves from FE modeling.
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Figure 19. Tensile damage contour of concrete bottom plank from M2 simulation result.

As for M3, the shape of load–deflection curve and maximum deflection in Figure 18
are significantly different from M1 and M2, which indicate a much lower stiffness of
the slab without the lattice girder. The maximum deflection of M3 reaches 134.90 mm
(1/37 of the span of the slab), almost 5 times that of M1, which exceeds the limit of the
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maximum deflection (1/50 of the span of the slab) according to the Code for Design of
Concrete Structures (GB50010-2010) [17]. Therefore, the existence of the lattice girder plays
an essential role in the mechanical behavior of the slab.

5. Conclusions

A comprehensive experimental and numerical modelling has been conducted to
investigate the structural performance of LGCS. A full-scale experiment is performed to
investigate the bending resistance, deflection and the final crack distribution of LGCS
under uniformly distributed load. The experimental results are used for the validation of
FE models, which were then employed to conduct a series of parametric studies to extend
the current test data over a broader range of the influences of lattice girder and additional
reinforcement. The main conclusions are summarized below:

(1) Before the distributed load reaches 10 kN/m2, the deflection increases linearly
with the load. When cracking in the concrete plank progressively occurs, there is a load
redistribution and stiffness degradation. The final midspan deflection LGCS of the bottom
slab is 24.07 mm (about 1/208 of the span) which is far below the limit of the maximum
deflection (1/50 of the span of the slab) according to the Code for Design of Concrete
Structures (GB50010-2010), under 2.5 times of the bearing capacity limits (40 kN/m2). It
also can be observed by the load–deflection curve that the LGCS has sufficient stiffness
and bending resistance. Therefore, the LGCS meets the requirement of existing design
code [16,17]. Experimental test data in the presenting paper can be used to determine
the load–deflection of the LGCS that can result in significant efficiencies for propping
arrangements on site.

(2) No visible crack is observed under serviceability limit state, which is below the
limit of maximum crack width (0.2 mm) under the design code. The GLCS satisfies the
criterion of the serviceability. The final cracks reach to the 4 corners of the slabs along
the direction of 45◦, which illustrate typical cracking pattern of the two-way slab. Under
2.5 times of the bearing capacity limits (40 kN/m2), the final maximum crack appears at
the monolithic joint with the value of 0.76 mm which is much bigger than the other areas.

(3) An elaborate FE model to simulate the LGCS is presented in this study. From
the numerical analyses, it has been demonstrated that the numerical model successfully
predict the composite slab’s resistance capacity, the load–deflection behavior and the final
cracking pattern of the on-site test. The proposed FE model can be applied in the numerical
modelling of LGCS in the further precast structural nonlinear analysis.

(4) A parametric study is performed to observe the following conclusions: (a) the
existence of lattice girder provides significant stiffness to the slab and helps the precast
plank and cast-in-place layer working together; (b) the additional reinforcement to the joint
has slight effect on increasing the stiffness of slab, but it prevents the cracks near joint.
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