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story wall.  To the authors’ knowledge, this was the 



large deformations of the gravity system (frames) and eventually led to a “pancake”

walls are commonly utilised on the perimeters of buildings (e.g. “peripheral walls”
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To the authors’ knowledge 

High Strength Concrete (HSC) ≥ 45MPa



building core with door opening) that was ‘designed to best represent current building practices in 

Australia’.



“Collapse Prevention” (discussed in Section 2).  The circle symbol in Figure 

. (2017) before ‘lateral load failure’ 

The experimental specimen S02 was found to fail with degradation of the concrete ‘due to 

and reinforcement in the previous reversed load cycle’ (Menegon 
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