Damage Evaluation of Non-Structural RC Walls using Experimental Results

Background

In the world, most of buildings are designed for the life safety of structural components. Non-
structural components are designd without much care about seismic performance. After Tohoku
and Kumamoto earthquakes it was observed that, even if there is minor or no damage in structural
components, damage to non-structural walls can cause serious dysfunction and sometimes leading

to the demolition. This damage hinder functionality of building and requires repair.
Fig. 1: Damage of RC non-structural walls after the 2011 Tohoku Earthquake.
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b . . The damage evaluation method of non-structural shear walls facilitates post-earthquake damage assessment for engineers.
Contrl utions to SOCletV Thanks to this method, the functionality and repair requirements of buildings can be properly decided by engineers.




