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( FAILURE INTERACTION CURVE OF NATURAL RUBBER BEARINGS )
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SUMMARY
The application of seismic isolation technology is spread to various structures, and the most of them use lamin-
ated rubber bearings. The research of ultimate characteristics of laminated rubber bearings has been advanced
theoretically and experimentally, but there are no standard testing methods for estimating them. In this paper,

severa testing methods for estimating the ultimate capacity of the Natural Rubber Bearings were present and
the failure interaction curve of them is clarified according to proposed methods.
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Fig.1. Feature of Natural Rubber Bearings.

Tablel: Specification of NRB

4.9 29.4 N/mm?
50 + 400%

I+

Table2: Test conditions of shearing tests
| Shear strain g (%)

Diameter of arubber sheet D (mm) 500 | 700 | 800 | 900 | 1000

Thickness of arubber sheet tg (mm) 38 53|60 |68]|75

Numbers of rubber sheets n 26| 26| 26| 26 | 26
Totd thickness n><tz (mm) 975 |137.8|156.0 | 176.8 | 195.0
Shapefactor Sl 3
Shapefactor 2 51
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Fig.4. Vertical characteristics by compressive tests (G0.34).
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