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Fig. 1 Plan view of prototype building and scale model specimen (unit: mm)
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Fig. 2 Dimension of specimens (unit: mm)
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Fig. 7 Design stages of direct displacement-based design method (DDBD)
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Fig. 15 Story displacement response of specimen BBFDI1
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Fig. 16 Story displacement response of specimen BBCF2

(a) Out-of-plane deformation of BRB in the 1st story  (b) Slab cracks near right column in the 1st story
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Fig. 17 Failure modes of specimen BBFD1
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Fig. 19 Story shear versus story drift relationships of specimen BBFD1
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Fig. 20 Story shear versus story drift relationships of specimen BBCF2
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