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ABSTRACT

Results of a 1/8 scale, 3-story, three-bay by one-bay lightly reinforced te (LRC

bare frame bull.dmg tested on the Cornell University shake table are resecrftneiim';h( ' )
forccmenl de.taJIS of the model were based on typical reinforced concfete ira.me; str:c:f:;
-onstructed 1n the Central and Eastern United States since the early 1900’s, in which the

design Was ba*sed prlmar:'lly on gravity loads without regard to significant lateral forces.
Special attentl?n -W&S paid -to the duplication of the characteristic reinforcement details of
‘his kind of building, especially at critical sections, such as joint regions and splices.

During the seismic tests, the model building showed a high degree of flexibility associated
with a significant P-A effect and considerable stiffness degradation. The inadequate non-
-eismic reinforcement details did not form a serious problem to the model as most of the
damage occurred in the columns, outside the joint regions. The building finally collapsed
. 2 soft-story mechanism that took place in the first story columns. The seismic response
of the model was compared with the predicted response obtained using program IDARC
(Park et al 1987). The comparison indicated a very good agreement between prcdict:ed
and measured global responses (top story displacement and base shear). Predicted specific

member responses did not correlate well with the measured response.
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DISCUSSION OF TEST RESULTS

Global response
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Local response
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Figure 1
_ General Layout of The 3-Story Prototype Building.
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