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REINFORCED CONCRETE BUILDINGS
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PRECAST REINFORCED CONCRETE BUILDINGS MSA == D/C (elements/connections; UPD and GC) == Fragility curves and Failure rates

Nonlinear modelling + Multi Stripe Analyses
Both the structural and non-structural elements were explicitly modelled
e Column Base (plastic hinge)
e Connections
* Roof element-to-beam
 Panel-column

Case study buildings: single-storey precast buildings derived from RINTC-Project «  Panel-beam

e Panel-column

Objective: The study aims to assess the seismic risk of single-story existing RC industrial buildings, both in their non-
retrofitted and retrofitted states. The research is conducted by four units: EUCENTRE (Building EE1),
UNIBG (Building EE2), UNINA (Building EE3), and UNINSUBRIA (Building EE4).

Hysteretic models
e Columns and dowels: Modified
Ibarra-Medina-Krawinkler

*  Friction connection: Coulomb
Friction

* New connections: Elastoplastic
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Conclusions: The study suggests that local retrofitting, especially at the roof level, can improve seismic resistance in existing buildings. However, retrofitting strategies should be tailored to site

conditions and structural features.
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