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Analytical Study on Effect of Bond-Slip of Longitudinal Bars on Inelastic Behavior of RC Framed Structure
Retrofitted with Steel Braces Failing in Flexure
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*Daichi Ito!, Yasutaka Yamane?, Hitoshi Kobayashi®, Kazuki Tajima®, Nobuaki Shirai*

Abstract: RC framed structure retrofitted with the brace failing in flexure was simulated by 3-D FE analyses with different bond-slip
relations for longitudinal bars. Consequently, the initial stiffness and the ultimate strength were reduced by inclusion of the bond-slip
model. When the bond-slip was included, contribution of shear in the independent columns to total shear was reduced. Thus, it may
be concluded that the stiffness reduction of the independent columns due to the bond-slip leads to the reduction in ultimate strength
of RC frame.
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Figure 6 Load (Q) - Story Drift Angle (R) Relationship
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