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Abstract: Unreinforced masonry (URM) is one of the most popular construction materials around the
world, but vulnerable during earthquakes. Due to its brittle nature, the URM structures may lead
to a possible collapse of the wall of a building during earthquake events causing casualties. In the
current research, an attempt is made to enhance the seismic capacity of URM structures by proposing
a new innovative composite material that can improve the shear strength and deformation capacity
of the URM wall systems. The results revealed that the fiber-reinforced plastic having high tensile
and shear stiffness can significantly increase in-plane as well as out-of-plane bending strength of
the URM wall. It was recorded that the bending moment of the prism increased up to 549.5% by
increasing the bending moment from 490 N*mm to 3183 N*mm per mm deflection of prism upon
using glass fibers. Moreover, the ductility ratio amplified up to 5.73 times while the stiffness ratio
increased up to 4.16 times with the aid of glass fibers. Since the material used in this research work is
low cost, easily available, and no need for any skilled labor, which is economically good. Therefore,
the URM walls retrofitted with fiber-reinforced plastic is an economical solution.

Keywords: unreinforced masonry (URM); fiber-reinforced; steel mesh; out of plane bending; diagonal
tension; compressive test; retrofitting

1. Introduction

Unreinforced masonry (URM) structures are the most favorable way of construction for
human beings since far-off ages due to their resilience to environmental effects, durability
as well as ease of construction. It can be seen around the world in various forms which
mainly depend upon construction material availability, in different forms around the globe
depending upon the availability of construction materials, the monetary condition of the
area, and its local culture [1]. Placing pebbles, bricks, or blocks one above the other using
any binding agent, such as mortar, is the easiest form. Blocks of concrete are the most
contemporary type of construction unit, while the stone is considered the first unit used in
the construction of masonry structures pursued by sun-dried and burnt clay bricks.

Nowadays, the utmost number of unreinforced masonry structures are constructed
without considering any seismic resistance features, especially in rural areas [2]. On
the other side, it has been observed from the recent earthquake around the globe that
masonry structures are highly seismic vulnerable [3]. A devastating earthquake having a
magnitude of 7.6 caused more than 73,000 fatalities, injuring about 70,000 local residents
and ultimately affecting 3.5 million people in the northwest region of Pakistan, specifically
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Kashmir [4]. The Asian Development Bank and World Bank Report [ADB-WB 2005] show
that the earthquake devastated around 203,579 residential units and damaged 196,574 other
facilities [5]. Since the damaged buildings suffered during the earthquake consist of stone
and brick masonry constructions [6]. Therefore, it is necessary to improve the seismic
performance of unreinforced masonry buildings by retrofitting or rehabilitation.

An earthquake triggers various types of structural damage in masonry structures [7].
Various aspect of different types of damages generated by an earthquake in a masonry
structure has been summarized in a technical report prepared by The Applied Technology
Council [8]. Reconstruction of the affected facility due to an earthquake is very expensive,
causing substantial economic loss. For this reason, retrofitting the affected building is
considered the most economical solution and recommended alternative to mitigating
the associated seismic risk [9]. Several conventional techniques, such as ferrocement
overlay [10], grout injection [11], reinforced concrete jacketing [12], application of steel
elements [13], bed joint reinforcement [14], polypropylene band [15], etc., and modern
techniques such as the application of fiber-reinforced plastic [16], center core technique [17],
and post-tensioning [18] are currently being used around the globe for retrofitting and
rehabilitation of masonry structures [19]. However, non-conventional techniques are costly
and require special materials and technologies [20]. To cope with this situation, a thorough
literature survey about several retrofitting methods, and glass fiber retrofitting techniques
were selected for this particular research. The availability of local materials and skilled labor
was one of the main criteria for selecting this technique. This study focuses on comparing
unreinforced masonry structures retrofitted with glass fibers. The primary objective of
the research study is to investigate the strength, stiffness, and durability of unreinforced
masonry walls utilizing glass fiber retrofitting techniques.

Several research works have investigated the stability of unreinforced masonry walls
and retrofitted masonry walls under static and dynamic loading conditions [21]. El-
gawady et al. [22] performed experimentation on unreinforced masonry walls, which
are retrofitted with shotcrete overlay. Three prototype masonry walls by means of half-scale
clay bricks and the required amount of mortar were made. Keeping one of them as a
controlled unit, the performance of shotcrete layer thickness has been assessed using the
remaining two walls by retrofitting one wall with a single-sided 40 mm dense shotcrete
layer and providing a 30 mm layer on both sides of the other wall. The results reveal that
the lateral load strength of the tested wall increased by three while providing shotcrete
layers on both sides, enhancing the ductile failure. Adopting the same technique, Lawrence
F. Kahn [23] prepared fifteen three square feet (91.44 cm × 91.44 cm) and four square feet
(121.92 cm × 121.92 cm) brick masonry panels and retrofitted them with 3.5 inches of
reinforced shotcrete layer. Exposing the panels to the diagonal tension test, he observed
a 6 to 25 times increased ultimate load. Sivaraj et al. [24] experimentally investigated the
out-of-plane shear behavior of two types of masonry wall: a controlled burned clay brick
masonry wall strengthened with glass fiber-reinforced polymers (GFRP) glued externally.
It has been observed from the failure mode on the wall that GFRP reasonably controls the
impact of an earthquake. Thus, several attempts have been made to control the damage
to the masonry walls; however, the seismic performance of the URM still needs proper
attention. This research focuses on the shear strength and deformation capacity of the URM
wall systems retrofitted with glass fiber and ferrocement strips. For this purpose, a prism
of a specific size is constructed and tested through compressive strength, flexural strength,
and diagonal tension tests. The results obtained indicated significant improvement of the
URM retrofitted walls, highlighting the applications of glass fiber and ferrocement.

2. Experimental Section
2.1. Preparing Prisms for Testing

All the casted prisms have dimension of 228.6 mm thickness, 609.6 mm height, and
609.6 mm length. A motor paste was prepared using 1:4 (cement:sand). A wooden base
having a dimension equal to 762 mm × 304.8 mm (length × width) has been used to
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construct a prism. First-class bricks and the above-mentioned materials were used to
construct prism adopting the English bond of bricks.

2.1.1. Glass Fiber Sample

Seven samples out of twenty-one samples were coated with glass fiber. Glass fiber
sheet was prepared locally and then cut into strips of dimension 609.6 mm (2ft) in length
and 50.8 mm (2 inches) wide and then fixed on the wall with screw and steel washer and
also the specified bonding solution was sprayed before fixing the strips for a proper joint
with the wall as shown in Figure 1a.
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Figure 1. (a) Glass fiber strip and (b) ferrocement arrangement.

These samples were fitted so that a 50.8 mm gap was fixed between each successive
strip; also, at the ends of the wall (228.6 mm thick), glass fiber strip was coated for continuity
purposes as shown in Figure 1a.

2.1.2. Ferrocement Strip Samples Casting

Out of twenty-one, seven samples were plastered with wire mesh used (dimension).
The wire mesh was cut in 50.8 mm thickness and 304.8 mm in length, as shown in Figure 1b,
and then was fitted on brick masonry with screw and steel washer in such a way that each
strip was fixed on the wall with 50.8 mm gap between two successive strips. These samples
were then plastered in 1:3 (cement:sand) and then cured.

2.2. Testing of Brick and Prisms
2.2.1. Compressive Strength Test of Brick

The compressive load-bearing capacity of bricks used in the tested prism has been
investigated, following the guidelines of ASTM C67 [25]. According to the prescription,
capping has been provided using cement sand mortar to fill frogged bricks and allow
uniform loading. A universal testing machine (UTM) (UH-200A Shimadzu, Kyoto, Japan)
was utilized to investigate the compression capacity of bricks by applying the compression
load on the bed (228.6 × 228.6 mm2) of the brick.

2.2.2. Prism Flexure Test

The out-of-plane strength of the prism has been investigated following the guidelines
of ASTMC78/C78-M18 [26]. Six samples having dimensions 0.609 m × 0.609 m (2ft × 2ft)
with 228.6 mm (9 inches) thick prism were tested in flexure. A controlled sample and two
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prisms retrofitted with glass fiber retrofitted were tested. The test was conducted in such
a way that the prism was supported by two steel rods, each having a 50.8 mm (2 inches)
diameter and 609.6 mm (2 ft) length separated at a 508 mm (20 inches) distance. The vertical
force was applied at the center of a steel road placed in the middle of a prism using a
hydraulic loading jack having a capacity of 200 kN (20 tons) as shown in Figure 2a. Rubber
pads having a thickness equal to 12.7 (0.5 inches) were placed beneath each steel rod to
ensure uniform distribution of stresses, avoiding stress concentration and local failure.
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logger setup.

The testing was carried out in a movable straining frame allowing movement in the
horizontal direction and applying vertical load through hydraulic jacks. Firstly, the prism
was placed on supports of steel rods while the hydraulic jacks were set on the center of the
prism. In order to record the real-time load, a data logger (UCAM-70A; Kyowa, Japan) was
connected to the calibrated cell as well as a displacement sensor was used to record the
vertical displacement of the prism, as shown in Figure 2b.

2.2.3. Prism Diagonal Compression Test

This test was carried out according to the ASTM E519/E510-10 [27]. The objective/goal
of the test was to find out the tensile capacity, shear stress, shear strain, and shear modulus
of the samples. The dimension of the sample that was used was 609.6 mm in length,
609.6 mm in width, and 2743.2 mm in thickness. A total of 9 specimens were made and
then 6 of them were retrofitted because of the local failure in the specimens.

To record the horizontal lengthening and vertical shortening of the prism two displace-
ment sensors were installed in the diagonal direction having an average gauge length of
490 mm. Load cell was also installed at the top of the shoe of the sample. Load cell and
displacement sensors (Kanetec Peacock, Japan) were then connected to the data logger for
the data record. Vertical load causes shear stress in the sample. The diagonal tension test
setup is shown in Figure 3.
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2.2.4. Compressive Strength Test of Prism

The compression test of samples was carried out in accordance with ASTM E447-
74 [28]. The dimension of the compression specimen was 609.6 mm in length, 609.6 mm in
width, and 2743.2 mm in thickness. A total of three compression samples were constructed.
All compression specimens were tested after 28 days. The compression specimens of
samples were tested under uni-axial compressive loading till failure as shown in Figure 4a,b.
The compressive strength for all compression specimens of samples’ compressive stresses
was calculated by dividing the peak load by the area exposed to the load.
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Compression test of samples was carried out in universal testing machine (UTM)
having 200 tons load capacity. Two displacement sensors were installed, one in the front of
the specimen and one in the back of the compression specimen of samples. The compressive
strength of masonry was calculated by dividing peak vertical load by the cross-sectional
area of a prism. Modulus of elasticity was calculated from the stress–strain curve as a secant
modulus between two points corresponding to 1/20th and 1/3rd of the peak vertical stress.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Brick Compression Strength

The compression capacity of three days cured bricks used in the construction of the
test prism is illustrated in Figure 5. It can be seen in Table 1 that the mean strength of three
randomly taken bricks is about 12,064.37 kN/m2. Moreover, it has been learned that the
average strength of middle to high-class bricks ranges from 10,342.14–13,789.51 kN/m2 [29].
Therefore, it can be stated that middle to high-class bricks was used in the assessment of
unreinforced masonry wall retrofitting using glass fibers.
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Table 1. Compression capacity of three bricks taken randomly.

S. No Max Load in kN (Tons) Loaded Area in cm (in) Compressive Strength
in kN/m2 (Psi)

Ave. Strength in
kN/m2 (Psi)

1 288.95 (29) 21.5 × 10.2 10,975.97 (1591.93)
12,064.37 (1749.79)2 328.81 (33) 21.5 × 10.2 12,236.74 (1774.79)

3 348.74 (35) 21.5 × 10.2 12,978.34 (1882.35)

3.2. Prism Flexural Strength Adopting Bilinear Idealization Approach

Load displacement bilinear idealization is based on the envelope curve of load–
displacement response, identifying the transition behavior of a structure from elastic
to inelastic deformation [30]. Reviewing the existing idealized bilinear methods for various
nonlinear testing data interpretation procedures [31], the author decided to utilize it for the
unreinforced masonry prism retrofitted by glass fiber. Figure 6 illustrates the bilinear ideal-
ization of an elasto-plastic behavior of a structure, assuming that area under the bilinear
curve is equivalent to the area below the curve.
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Additionally, the straight line between 0.0 to 0.4 Pu defines initial stiffness while
the maximum deformation (post-peak displacement) occurred at a 20% reduction of Pu.
Moreover, Py (yield load) can be obtained using Equation (1) [32].

Py = [∆failure −
√

∆failure2 −
2 × w f ailure

K
]× K (1)

where Py is the yield load, ∆failure represents the deformation at failure, w f ailure which
indicates the energy dissipated until failure occurs.

The load-taking capacity, as well as the bending moment of the prism using glass
fiber, were assessed. The bending moment capacity of two tested prisms is shown in
Figure 7. It can be observed that one prism (GF1) attains a maximum bending moment of
3166.67 N-mm with a maximum deformation of 11.55 mm. While the other prism (GF2)
reaches the highest value of bending moment, up to 3184.72 N-mm with deformation of
8.98 mm. According to the Australian masonry code (AS3700), the permissible flexural
strength of the unreinforced masonry wall is about 200 N-mm. It can be observed that both
the prism retrofitted with glass fiber satisfies the minimum permissible strength criteria due
to the higher bending capacity caused by the glass fiber confinement [33]. Similar studies
have been reported by Messali et al. [34]. Moreover, Kalali and Kabir [35] have proved
that glass fiber significantly reduces the seismic risk of the masonry wall by increasing the
bending capacity and ductility.
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Figure 7. Graph between bending moment and deformation of glass fiber coated samples.

Figure 8 illustrates the load–displacement curve of the two tested prisms and their
corresponding bilinear idealized curves. It is evident from the idealized bilinear curve that
the glass fiber retrofitted prism possesses considerable load-bearing capacity in inelastic
deformation zone. It indicates that glass fiber increases the ductile behavior of the unrein-
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forced masonry wall (URM). D.P. Abrams [36] claimed similar findings for the unreinforced
masonry walls. All the characteristics and parameters of the idealized bilinear envelope
are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Characteristic parameters of the equivalent bilinear curves of GF1 and GF2.

Test Specimen Pmax (N) Pu (N) ∆y (mm) ∆u (mm) ∆max (mm)

GF1 7563.34 7000 4 11 11.36

GF2 7640 6250 1.1 8.98 9

3.3. Stiffness and Ductility of Prisms

Stiffness and ductility are the two parameters often used to assess the out-of-plane
failure of unreinforced masonry walls [37]. Stiffness indicates the ability of a structure
to withstand external loading in an elastic region, while ductility reflects the ability of a
structure to experience inelastic deformation without significant loss is worth deriving [38].
Ductility can be defined in many ways depending on the parameter under consideration.
According to the definition of ductility stated in ASTM E-2126, the ratio of ultimate dis-
placement (∆u) at 80% of the peak load to the displacement (∆yield) at yield limit state
(Pyield) [39]. It can be expressed mathematically by Equation (2).

Du =
∆failure
∆yeild

(2)

Comparing the stiffness of the control prism coated with ferrocement and glass fiber,
it can be witnessed from Figure 9 that the stiffness ratio increased up to 12.93 times
using ferrocement and 4.16 times using glass fiber. The lower stiffness of the glass fiber
retrofitted prism compared to ferrocement is due to the stretchable nature of the glass fiber
strips yielding higher ultimate strength as evidenced by Kalali and Kabir [35], while the
higher stiffness ferrocement-coated prism indicates brittle nature depreciated in earthquake-
prone zones [40].

The ductility ratio of the glass fiber-coated prism is 5.73 times greater than the con-
trolled one, while the ferrocement-coated prism enhances ductility up to 0.75 times, as
shown in Figure 10. The higher ductility exhibited by the glass fiber is due to its stretchable
nature as evidenced by Kalali and Kabir [35]. Therefore, the enhanced results of using glass
fiber coating have proven its feasibility in retrofitting unreinforced masonry walls.
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3.4. Elastic Modulus (E) of Prisms

The elastic modulus is a ratio between stress and corresponding strain while the stress
should be below the proportional limit. It measures the rigidity and stiffness of a material.
In terms of the stress–strain curve, the slope of the curve in the range of proportional limit
is the modulus of elasticity.

The ASTM E447-74 [28] was used to evaluate the elastic modulus, and the secant
modulus was utilized to determine the value based on the peak vertical stress of 1/20th
and 1/3 peak. Figure 11 and Table 3 present the results of the controlled sample (CS), prism
coated with glass fiber (GF), and ferrocement (FCS). The modulus of elasticity of the CS is
1.64 MPa, while that of GF and FCS is 2.28 MPa and 2.48 MPa. The percent increase in the
modulus of elasticity of FCS and GF as compared to CS is 71.45% and 59.68%, respectively.
The confining effect caused by the ferrocement and anchorage properties provided by the
glass fiber noticeably increases the elastic properties of the coated prism [41].
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Figure 11. Combined stress–strain curves of compressive strength test of all prisms.

Table 3. Compressive strength, corresponding strain, and modulus of elasticity of brick prisms.

S. No Sample

Properties

Max Stress
MPa (psi)

Ultimate Strain
(mm/mm)

Yield Strain
(mm/mm)

E in MPa
(psi)

1 CS 1.657
(240.3) 0.019 0.0015 151.5

(21,968)

2 GF 2.195
(318.2) 0.021 0.0069 266.6

(38,657)

3 FCS 2.471
(358.4) 0.020 0.0044 248.3

(36,013)

3.5. Shear Modulus (G) of Prisms

The shear modulus, often denoted by G is a measurement of the prism’s rigidity and
it is calculated from the ratio of shear stress to shear strain.

The shear strength, corresponding strain, and shear modulus are presented in Table 4.
The shear modulus of CS is given as 275 MPa, while that of GF and FCS is 227.3 MPa and
393.86 MPa. The shear modulus values were obtained from the stress strain curves shown
in Figures 12–14. The percent increase in the shear modulus of FCS as compared to CS was
43.22%, while a 16.25% decrease was observed in GF. The increase in the shear modulus of
FCS is attributed to the combined effect of steel fiber and ferrocement overlay.

Table 4. The ultimate shear stress, strain, and shear modulus of the controlled specimen and retrofitted
with glass fiber and ferrocement.

S. No Samples
Properties

Max Stress in MPa
(psi)

Max Strain
(mm/mm)

G in MPa
(psi)

1 CS 0.1815 ± 0.167
(26.31) 0.0013 ± 0.002 275

(39,875)

2 GF 0.25
(36.25)

0.0026
±0.0001

227.3 ± 136.08
(32,967)

3 FCS 0.224 ± 0.013
(32.55)

0.0014
±0.00021

393.86 ± 28.52
(57,110)
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Figure 12. Shear stress–shear strain curve of control sample 2.
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Figure 13. Shear stress—shear strain curve of ferrocement strip samples.
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4. Conclusions

The feasibility of utilizing glass fiber as a means of retrofitting material in unreinforced
brick masonry (URM) walls has been investigated in this research. The flexural strength of
the brick’s prism was investigated along with the ductility and stiffness ratio. The following
conclusions can be stated from the results.

• A significant increase has been observed in the bending moment of prism utilizing
glass fiber. It can be seen that the bending moment of a controlled specimen is about
490 N*mm/mm while it raised to 3183 N*mm/mm (average bending moment of two
prisms) by means of glass fibers.

• The ultimate load-bearing capacity of a prism using glass fibers has been increased
considerably along with the ductility and stiffness ratios. It can be observed that
the ductility ratio amplified up to 5.73 times while the stiffness ratio increased up to
4.16 times with the aid of glass fibers.

• It has been observed from the failure pattern that glass fibers de-nailed firstly followed
by the cracking of the brick prism.

Based on the results obtained, it is clear that retrofitting with glass fiber and ferroce-
ment significantly enhances the performance of the URM which is an economical solution.
In addition, it is recommended for future work to assess the seismic performance of the
URM walls retrofitted with glass fiber and ferrocement.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, F.H., A.A., M.A. (Mohammad Adil) and A.M.Y., M.G., F.A.
and F.H.; Data curation, F.H. and M.A. (Majed Alzara).; Formal analysis, A.K., M.A. (Muhamad Adil),
F.H., S.M.E. and A.M.Y.; Funding acquisition, S.M.E., M.A. (Majed Alzara) and A.M.Y.; Investigation,
S.M.E.; Methodology, A.A. and A.M.Y.; Project administration, M.A. (Mohammad Adil); Supervision,
S.M.E. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Vishal, A.; Ali, S.M.; Kumar, M.B.; Harsha, K.; Nagarathinam, L. Comparitive Analysis on Reinforced and Unreinforced Brick

Masonry Walls. Int. J. Recent Technol. Eng. 2019, 7, 677–681.
2. Wu, M.; Wu, G. An analysis of rural households’ earthquake-resistant construction behavior: Evidence from pingliang and yuxi,

China. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 9079. [CrossRef]
3. Jia, S.; Cao, W.; Zhang, Y.; Yuan, Q. Analysis of the Stiffness Ratio at the Interim Layer of Frame-Supported Multi-Ribbed

Lightweight Walls under Low-Reversed Cyclic Loading. Appl. Sci. 2016, 6, 21. [CrossRef]
4. History.com. 2005 Kashmir Earthquake. History 2018.
5. Bank, W. Pakistan 2005 Earthquake Preliminary Damage and Needs Assessment; World Bank: Bretton Woods, NH, USA, 2005.
6. Calabrese, G. Conservation of historic earth buildings. Woodhead Publ. Ser. Energy 2012, 401–424. [CrossRef]
7. Ingham, J.; Griffith, M.C. Damage to unreinforced masonry structures by seismic activity. Struct. Eng. 2016, 89, 2–4.
8. ACT. Evaluation of Earthquake Damaged Concrete and Masonry Wall Buildings; ACT: Redwood City, CA, USA, 1998.
9. Steneker, P.; Filiatrault, A.; Wiebe, L.; Konstantinidis, D. Retrofit vs. Repair: Economic Benefits and Costs of Seismic Retrofit of

Non-Structural Components. In Proceedings of the 4th International Workshop on the Seismic Performance of Non-Structural
Elements (SPONSE), Pavia, Italy, 22–23 May 2019; pp. 1–13.

10. Kaish, A.B.M.A.; Jamil, M.; Raman, S.N.; Zain, M.F.M.; Nahar, L. Ferrocement composites for strengthening of concrete columns:
A review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 160, 326–340. [CrossRef]

11. Fan, W.; Mao, J.; Jin, W.; Zhang, J.; Li, Q. Repair effect of cracked reinforced concrete based on electrochemical rehabilitation
technology. J. Build. Eng. 2022, 61, 105211. [CrossRef]

12. Júlio, E.N.B.S.; Branco, F.A.B.; Silva, V.D. Reinforced concrete jacketing–Interface influence on cyclic loading response. ACI Struct.
J. 2008, 105, 471–477. [CrossRef]

13. Foster, S.J. The application of steel-fibres as concrete reinforcement in Australia: From material to structure. Mater. Struct. Constr.
2009, 42, 1209–1220. [CrossRef]

14. Łukasz, D. Study of impact of bed joint reinforcement on load-carrying capacity and crack resistance of masonry walls made of
calcium silicate units. J. Build. Eng. 2021, 33, 101841. [CrossRef]

15. Mustafaraj, E.; Yardim, Y.; Corradi, M.; Borri, A. Polypropylene as a retrofitting material for shear walls. Materials 2020, 13, 2503.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17239079
http://doi.org/10.3390/app6010021
http://doi.org/10.1533/9780857096166.3.401
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.11.054
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2022.105211
http://doi.org/10.14359/19861
http://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-009-9542-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2020.101841
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13112503


Materials 2023, 16, 257 13 of 13

16. Achudhan, D.; Vandhana, S. Strengthening and Retrofitting of RC Beams Using Fiber Reinforced Polymers. Mater. Today Proc.
2019, 16, 361–366. [CrossRef]

17. Pareek, K.; Ansari, M.S.; Saha, P.; Verma, S. Seismic Retrofitting of the Structure: An Overview. 2016.
18. Lee, H.; Jung, W.T.; Chung, W. Post-tension near-surface mounted strengthening system for reinforced concrete beams with

changes in concrete condition. Compos. Part B Eng. 2019, 161, 514–529. [CrossRef]
19. Reinhorn, A.M.; Prawel, S.P.; Jia, Z.H. Experimental Study of Ferrocement As a Seismic Retrofit Material for Masonry Walls.

J. Ferrocem. 1985, 15, 247–260.
20. Farghaly, A.A.; Abdallah, A.M. Evaluation of Seismic Retrofitting Techniques Used in Old Reinforced. IOSR J. Eng. 2015, 4, 1–7.

[CrossRef]
21. Griffith, M.C.; Lam, N.T.; Wilson, L.J.; Doherty, K. Experimental Investigation of Unreinforced Brick Masonry Walls in Flexure.

J. Struct. Eng. 2004, 130, 1–10. [CrossRef]
22. Elgawady, M.A.; Lestuzzi, P.; Badoux, M. A review of conventional seismic retrofitting techniques for URM. In Proceedings of the

13th International Brick and Block Masonry Conference, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, July 4–7 2004; pp. 1–10.
23. Kahn, L.F. Shotcrete Retrofit for Unreinforced Brick Masonry. 1982. Available online: https://smartech.gatech.edu/handle/1853

/35058 (accessed on 30 August 2022).
24. Saileysh Sivaraja, S.; Thandavamoorthy, T.S.; Vijayakumar, S.; Mosesaranganathan, S.; Rathnasheela, P.T.; Dasarathy, A.K. GFRP

strengthening and applications of unreinforced masonry wall (UMW). Procedia Eng. 2013, 54, 428–439. [CrossRef]
25. ASTMC67/C67-M18; Standard Test Methods for Sampling and Testing Brick and Structural Clay Tile. ASTM International: West

Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2018.
26. ASTMC78/C78-M18; Standard Test Method for Flexural Strength of Concrete (Using Simple Beam with Third-Point Loading).

ASTM International: West Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2018.
27. ASTM_E519/E519-10; Standard Test Method for Diagonal Tension (Shear) in Masonry Assemblages. American Society for Testing

and Materials; ASTM International: West Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2010; pp. 1–5.
28. ASTM_E447-74; Standard Test Methods for Compressive Strength Of Masonry Prisms. American Society of Testing Materials;

ASTM International: West Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2017.
29. Khan, J.; Bhatti, N.; Ansari, A.; Khoso, S.; Wagan, F. Qualitative analysis of baked clay bricks available in Larkana region, Pakistan.

Archit. Civ. Eng. Environ. 2014, 7, 41–50.
30. Mohamed, N.; Farghaly, A.S.; Benmokrane, B.; Neale, K.W. Drift capacity design of shear walls reinforced with glass fiber-

reinforced polymer bars. ACI Struct. J. 2014, 111, 1397–1406. [CrossRef]
31. Paulay, T.; Priestly, M.J. Seismic Design of Reinforced Concrete and Masonry Buildings; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: New York, NY,

USA, 1995.
32. Muñoz, W.; Mohammad, M.; Salenikovich, A.; Quenneville, P. Determination of Yield Point and Ductility of Timber Assemblies:

In Search for a Harmonised Approach. In Proceedings of the Meeting 41 of CIB-W18, St. Andrews, NB, Canada; 2008.
33. Chang, L.; Messali, F.; Esposito, R. Capacity of unreinforced masonry walls in out-of-plane two-way bending: A review of

analytical formulations. Structures 2020, 28, 2431–2447. [CrossRef]
34. Messali, F.; Ravenshorst, G.; Esposito, R.; Rots, J. Large-Scale Testing Program for the Seismic Characterization of Dutch

Masonry Walls. 2017. Available online: http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:7f4baaa0-b1d4-49ad-b41c-584f324c102e (accessed on 1
August 2022).

35. Kalali, A.; Kabir, M.Z. Cyclic behavior of perforated masonry walls strengthened with glass fiber reinforced polymers. Sci. Iran.
2012, 19, 151–165. [CrossRef]

36. Abrams, D. Strength and behavior of unreinforced masonry elements. In Proceedings of the 10th World Conference on Earthquake
Engineering, Madrid, Spain, 19–24 July 1992.

37. Erdal, M. Improving out-of-plane strength and ductility of unreinforced masonry walls in low-rise buildings by centrally applied
FRP strip. Int. J. Phys. Sci. 2010, 5, 116–131.

38. Kazaz, I.; Gulkan, P.; Yakut, A. Deformation Limits for Structural Walls with Confined Boundaries Deformation Limits for
Structural Walls with Confined Boundaries. Earthq. Spectra 2007, 28, 1019–1046. [CrossRef]

39. ASTM_E2126-19; Standard Test Methods for Cyclic (Reversed) Load Test for Shear Resistance of Vertical Elements of the Lateral
Force Resisting Systems for Buildings. American Society of Testing Materials; ASTM International: West Conshohocken, PA,
USA, 2019.

40. Cheah, C.B.; Ramli, M. Composites: Part B The structural behaviour of HCWA ferrocement–reinforced concrete composite slabs.
Compos. Part B 2013, 51, 68–78. [CrossRef]

41. Álvarez-Pérez, J.; Chávez-Gómez, J.H.; Terán-Torres, B.T.; Mesa-Lavista, M.; Balandrano-Vázquez, R. Multifactorial behavior of
the elastic modulus and compressive strength in masonry prisms of hollow concrete blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 241, 118002.
[CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2019.05.102
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2018.12.149
http://doi.org/10.9790/3021-046401422
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9445(2004)130:3(423)
https://smartech.gatech.edu/handle/1853/35058
https://smartech.gatech.edu/handle/1853/35058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2013.03.038
http://doi.org/10.14359/51687099
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.istruc.2020.10.060
http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:7f4baaa0-b1d4-49ad-b41c-584f324c102e
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scient.2012.02.011
http://doi.org/10.1193/1.4000059
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2013.02.042
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.118002

	Introduction 
	Experimental Section 
	Preparing Prisms for Testing 
	Glass Fiber Sample 
	Ferrocement Strip Samples Casting 

	Testing of Brick and Prisms 
	Compressive Strength Test of Brick 
	Prism Flexure Test 
	Prism Diagonal Compression Test 
	Compressive Strength Test of Prism 


	Results and Discussion 
	Brick Compression Strength 
	Prism Flexural Strength Adopting Bilinear Idealization Approach 
	Stiffness and Ductility of Prisms 
	Elastic Modulus (E) of Prisms 
	Shear Modulus (G) of Prisms 

	Conclusions 
	References

