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ABSTRACT

This paper is a part of research series for the verification of the proposed Moon/Lim design equation. An analytical
study was performed to examine the relation between the flexural behavior and the unbonded tendon stress of PSC
members. The strain compatibility assumption was used in this study since previous studies showed that the stress
variations of tendon had a close relation with the member displacements. The proposed equation has been developed
with the same assumption of strain compatibility. Therefore the analytical procedure with the strain compatibility
assumption was developed to compute the member displacements of previous tests. Then the analytical results were
compared with tests results. The comparison showed that the strain compatibility assumption can be properly
applicable to the design equation. Based on the analytical results, the relation between the tendon stress and the
member flexural behavior at ultimate was examined. A parametric study also carried out with regard to the member
displacements. As results, the parameters used for the proposed equation were proven to be proper for the
computation of tendon stress.
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