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Nonlinear FE Analysis on Retrofitting Effect of Steel Brace on Capacity of RC Frame Using Round Bars
(Part2) Analytical Results and Discussion for Specimen RCB
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Abstract: In Part-2, the analytical model was established for retrofitted specimen, RCB. Two different of models were adopted: one is

a continuum model and the other is the discrete model with the joint element for simulating fracture process along retrofitted joints.

Properties of the bi-directional springs in the joint element were derived with reference to the previous studies. As a results, the discrete

model gave better predictions than the continuum model. The discrete model was roughly able to represent degradation in the shear
transfer capacity of the steel bracing system with the fracture development along the retrofitted joints.
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Fig.1 Geometry and Detail of Specimen RCB
— Test e Shear Crack e Cracks at Retrofitted Joint

Maximum Strength
-400 L 442 3kN g 1
-0.02 -0.01 0 0.01 0.02
Story Drift Angle R(rad)

z | Maximum Strength

= 400 A2AGRN D

O o
& 200 7=
S

w 0

«

£ 200 j

n

b

=t

n

Fig.2 Observed Q-R Response of Specimen RCB
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Fig.3 Final Failure Pattern of Specimen RCB
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Fig.5 Result of Analysis (Base Model)
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Fig.6 Modeling of Retrofitted Joint
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Fig.7 Result of Analysis (Improved Model)
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