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Note that information included in this poster is preliminary from an ongoing research project. LARGE COMPONENT TESTING - CRIPPLE WALLS
See final research reports for final characterization of data.
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This figure illustrates load-deflection behavior of cripple walls both with and without retrofit,
and having varying original bracing materials and heights. When considered as a group there
 Sill anchorage condition is a significant overlap between walls with and without retrofit (the highest capacity shown is
for a wall without retrofit). This illustrates the complexity of information, and the importance
of this information to the Working Group 5 analytical studies.
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Small component testing was the primary method for capturing load-deflection behavior
for use in the Working Group 5 analytical modeling. The size of the specimens permitted a
significant number of tests, exploring a range of variables in original construction and retrofit. 1 25
An example of a resulting hysteresis curve is shown, with behaviors annotated. The full

hysteresis is simplified into a backbone curve for subsequent illustrations.

The testing of an occupied story with plaster
on wood lath interior and shiplap exterior
siding identified the plaster to contribute
significantly to the peak capacity, but also
to sustain significant damage at small
deflections, leading to a drop in capacity.
The remaining capacity continued to large
deflections, and is thought to be due to the
05 shiplap siding with some remaining strength

-20 0 _ 20 contribution from the plaster.
Actuator Input Displacement (in)

Load (Ibf)






