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General Test Parameters: 10.3 kip mass ~ 570 psi (Low pressure s in a house can achieve higher response 1o Robe, Japan

friction levels).
Types of Testing:
A. Cyclical testing (at varying velocities from quasi-static to 16 in/s)
B. Five dynamic time histories (Each record was chosen to exhlblt Iarge sliding displacements up to
10 - 15" with 20% friction).

Dlsh lesting:

Recommended Material Interface

Advantages of HDPE and GF PTFE:

*High friction - lower displacements
Stiffer material > less pressure dependence
*No damage by significant sliding
e[nexpensive

Advantages of Galvanized Steel:
*High friction - lower displacements
°lnexpensive

2 tests run on a galvanized steel dish base (80 in
radius of curvature)

e Desire to minimize peak and residual
displacements.

e Materials Tested: GF PTFE and HDPE on Galv Steel.

 The restoring force of this dish can be assessed
using the formula:

CONCLUSIONS

This project has the potential to mitigate billions of dollars to the state in damages during
the next large event by adhering to the shelter-in-place method to allow families to remain
In homes that would otherwise been uninhabitable after a large event without protection.
- Inexpensive and common materials can be used effectively in isolation systems.

> Wear and tear is insignificant for the low pressures in light frame construction.

H = Weight of House = 0.128 kip/in —>Uncertainty in interface friction and the use of a Coulomb friction model would suggest that
Radius of curvature of Dish Figure 2: Test set up for sliding unit on galvanized steel dish isolator a designer use a friction value 0.01 to 0.02 lower than those gathered from any material
testing.
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