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SUMMARY
Japanese Guidelines for Seismic Evaluation and Retrofit proposes the eccentricity factor associated with their elastic
stiffness to evaluate the distribution of seismic elements in plan. However, at the ultimate stage of structure, the
unbalanced distribution of strength could be predominant over the torsional response rather than that of stiffness. To
estimate the effects of unbalanced distribution of strength on the torsional response of structures, numerical analyses are
carried out based on the load-deflection characteristics obtained from the static loading tests. The results show that the

maximum rotational angle of a structure retrofitted with steel framed brace is larger than that retrofitted with R/C wall.
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Table 4 Major test results
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