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Abstract
Wood structural panel sheathed shear walls and diaphragms are the primary lateral-load
resisting elements in wood-frame construction. The historical performance of light-frame
structures in North America are very good due, in part, to model building codes that are
designed to preserve life safety, as well as the inherent redundancy of wood-frame
construction using wood structural panel shear walls and diaphragms. As wood-frame
construction is continuously evolving, designers in many parts of North America are
optimizing design solutions that require the understanding of force transfer between loadresisting elements.
The North American building codes provide three solutions to walls with openings. The
first solution is to ignore the contribution of the wall segments above and below openings
and only consider the full height segments in resisting forces, often referred to as
segmented shear wall method. The second approach, which is to account for the effects of
openings in the walls using an empirical reduction factor, is known as the “perforated shear
wall method”. The final method, which has a long history of practical use with
surprisingly little research and testing, is the “force transfer around openings method”.
This method is accepted as simply following “rational analysis”. Typically walls that are
designed for force transfer around openings result in the walls being reinforced with nails,
straps and blocking in the portions of the walls with openings. The authors are aware of at
least three techniques which fall under the definition of rational analysis. These techniques
result in prediction of the internal forces in the walls as differing by as much as 800% in
extreme cases. This variation in predicted forces is resulting in either some structures
being over-built or some structures king less reliable than the intended performance
objective.
A joint research project of APA - The Engineered Wood Association, the University of
British Columbia (UBC), and the USDA Forest Products Laboratory (FPL) was initiated in
2009 to examine the variations of walls with code-allowable openings. This study
examines the internal forces generated during these tests and evaluates the effects of size of
openings, size of full-height piers, and different construction techniques by using the
segmented method, the perforated shear wall method and the force transfer around
openings method. Full-scale wall tests as well as analytical modelling were performed.
The research results obtained from this study will be used to support design methodologies
in estimating the forces around the openings. This paper provides test results from 2.4 m x
3.6 m (8 feet x 12 feet) full-scale wall configurations, which will be used in conjunction
with the analytical results from a computer model developed by UBC to develop rational
design methodologies for adoption in the U.S. design codes and standards.

1. Introduction
The North American building codes provide three solutions to walls with openings. The
first solution is to ignore the contribution of the wall segments above and below opening
and only consider the full height segments in resisting forces, often referred to as
segmented shear wall method The second approach, which is to account for the effects of
openings in the walls using an empirical reduction factor, is known as the “perforated shear
wall method”. The final method, which has a long history of practical use with
surprisingly little research and testing, is the “force transfer around openings method”.
This method is accepted as simply following “rational analysis”. Typically walls that are
designed for force transfer around openings result in the walls being reinforced with nails,
straps and blocking in the portions of the walls with openings. The authors are aware of at
least three techniques which fall under the definition of rational analysis. The “drag strut”
technique is a relatively simple rational analysis which treats the segments above and
below the openings as “drag struts”. This analogy assumes that the shear loads in the full
height segments are collected and concentrated into the sheathed segments above and
below the openings. The second simple technique is referred to as “cantilever beam”. This
technique treats the forces in the openings as a series of moment couples, which are
sensitive to the height of the sheathed area above and below the openings. A graphical
representation of these two techniques are given in Figure 1, the mathematical
development of these two techniques is presented in Martin (2005).

Figure 1. Representation of the drag strut technique (left), and the cantilever Beam
technique (right) for estimating forces around wall openings (Martin, 2005)
Finally, the more rigorous mathematical technique is typically credited to a California
structural engineer, Edward Diekmann and well documented by Breyer et al. (2007). This
technique assumes that the wall behaves as a monolith, and internal forces are resolved by
Creating a series of free body diagrams as illustrated in Figure 2. This is a common
technique used by many west coast engineers in North America; however, it can become
tedious for realistic walls that include multiple openings.
Of the three common techniques, the predicted internal forces can vary significantly, based
on wall geometry. In extreme cases discussed below, the differences in the predicted
internal forces may vary by 800%. The purpose of this research is to provide tangible data
for comparison and perhaps improvement to the rational. analysis methods.

Figure 3.
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3. Results
3.1 Global Response
Figure 4 are hysteric plots of the applied load versus the displacement of the walls. The
response curves are representative for all walls tested. One can observe the relatively
increased stiffness of perforated shear walls (Wall 2) versus the segmented walls (Wall 1);
however, also note the relatively brittle nature of the perforated walls. As one might
expect, the walls detailed for force transfer around openings (Wall 4d and 5d)
demonstrated both increased stiffness and strength over the segmented walls. In addition,
the response of the walls was related to opening sizes, with the larger openings resulting in
both lower stiffness and lower strength.

Figure 4. Hysteretic behaviour of various walls, typical of the cyclic tests
Table 1 represents the maximum loads resisted by the various walls and calculated load
factors. The expected wall capacity is based on the code listed allowable stress unit shear
multiplied by the length of the wall. For the perforated shear walls, a further factor of Co
was included

In general, the segmented walls (Wall 1 and Wall 7) resulted in the lowest load factors of
the walls tested The perforated shear wall (Wall 2) also performed at a lower level than
the walls specifically detailed with force transfer around openings. Surprisingly, the
compression blocking with no straps (Wall 3a) resulted in a significantly improved
performance over Wall 2. Another general observation is that the larger the wall opening,
the lower the load factors. The wall global behaviour seemed to be insensitive to the
different loading rate (Walls 8a and 8b). Finally, for walls with typical window openings
with sheathing both above and below openings, the walls with the narrowest piers (height
to-width ratios of 3-1/2:1) based on minimum pier width in North American codes, resulted
in higher load factors than walls with full width piers (height-to-width ratio of 2:1).

3.2 Local Response
The internal forces around openings were measured with calibrated tension bolts, as
discussed in the test plan above. Although data is not presented in this paper, the tension
forces in the hold-downs were also collected. Figure 5 illustrates the notation of the force
gages as well as a typical response curve of wall load versus internal force around opening.
The response curves show hysteretic behaviour, which is likely due to cumulative damage
of the wall as well as the orientation of the bolt recording tension forces, which may be
influenced by the differential displacement of the hold-down seats in the vertical direction.
Deflection measurements were taken which could potentially be used to correct the load to
“pure horizontal tension”. However, in the range of the ASD capacity, the internal bad
response was relatively linear elastic. Table 2 provides a summary of measured internal
forces at the allowable stress capacity of the walls. Test results on Wall 12 are not
included in this paper due to the need for additional analysis and will be reported in a
future paper.
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Figure 5.

Notation of internal force gages (left), and typical response curve (right)

As shown in Table 2, the measured strap forces were based in the mean east and west strap
forces for the top of the opening and the bottom of the opening. As demonstrated in Figure
5, the strap forces were symmetric about the y-axis, thus averaging strap forces was
justifiable. Also shown in Table 2 are the predicted strap forces at wall capacity for the
three techniques discussed above. The calculation of these forces is beyond the scope of

this paper. However, Martin (2005) covers the drag strut and cantilever beam calculations,
and Breyer (2007) covers the Diekmann calculations.
The Diekmann technique assumes symmetric forces at the top and the bottom of the wall;
hence the maximum of the two measured strap forces was used for the error calculation.
Also included in Table 2 is the error, in percent, of the calculated strap forces. There is
shading for predictions that fall below 100% of the observed strap forces, which would be
considered under-conservative. The errors are also shaded when the predictions exceed the
measured forces by three times (300%), which are considered excessively conservative.
Several items may be observed from the test results reported in Table 2. First, in general,
the forces at the bottom of the window openings were higher than the forces at the top of
the window opening in all cases except for Wall 6. The measured strap forces for Wall 6
were the smallest strap forces of any of the walls tested. This is due to the fact that the
forces were transferred through the wrap-around OSB sheathing, thus little demand was
placed on the straps at this low load level. Also, as one would expect, as the openings in
the walls increased, the strap forces increased. In addition, as the width of the full height
pier decreased, the relative magnitude of the strap forces increased. The largest strap
forces, relative to the applied load, were observed for the large garage type openings, Wall
10 and Wall 11. Other observations are that the strap forces are reasonably repeatable
(Walls 4a and 4b, Walls 8a and 8b), and that the strap forces are relatively insensitive to
loading rate (Wails 8a and 8b).
Several observations can also be made about the three methods for predicting strap forces.
First, the drag strut technique, arguably the simplest method for estimating strap forces,
resulted in predicted strap forces that were less than the observed strap forces for nearly
every wall. The cantilever beam technique was, by far, the most conservative method. For
every wall tested, the cantilever beam technique over predicted at least one of the strap
forces by more than 300 percent. It should also be noted that although the cantilever beam
technique decouples the strap forces at the top and the bottom of the window, it always
predicted the strap forces at the top of the wall as higher than the bottom of the wall, which
is based on the underlying assumption of the moment couples, since the height of the
sheathed area above the wall was consistently less than the height of the sheathing below
the opening.
Finally the Diekmann technique provided reasonable predicted results (within 190 percent)
for all walls with the exception of Walls 6, 10, and 11. As discussed above, Wall 6 was an
atypical wall since the sheathing wrapped around the opening, thus thus forces were
transferred through the sheathing as opposed to the strap forces. For the large openings, it
is believed that the Diekmann technique was very conservative due to the assumption that
the walls behave as a homogeneous monolith. However, much wood crushing separation
between ends of header and pier studs and compression between adjacent pieces of OSB
resulted in the observed forces as being significantly less than the predicted strap forces for
all three techniques.

4.

Summary and Conclusion

Twelve different wall assemblies were tested to study the effects of openings on both the
global and local response of walls. Several of these assemblies were tested with multiple
replications. The replications showed good agreement between each other, even when test
duration was extended to ten times greater the original duration. In terms of global
response, the segmented wall approach resulted in walls with the lowest load factors (based
on observed global load divided by allowable capacity of the walls), followed by walls
built as perforated shear walls (i.e. no special detailing for forces around openings), and
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finally the walls specifically detailed for force transfer around openings. In general, as
opening sizes increased, the wall strength and stiffness values were negatively impacted.
An observation that was not expected is that for walls with typical window openings, the
walls with the narrowest piers based on minimum pier width in North American codes,
resulted in higher load factors than walls with full width piers (height-to-width ratio of
2:1).
Of the twelve walls tested, internal forces were collected on eight of the assemblies. For
the walls tested, the measured forces at the bottom of the windows were greater than the
measured forces at he top of the window. Also, as expected, as the window opening
increased and as the pier width decreased, the strap forces increased relative to the global
applied force to the wall. Of these eight assemblies, one can conclude that the drag strut
technique consistently underestimated the strap forces, and the cantilever beam technique
consistently overestimated the strap forces. The Diekmann technique, the most
computationally intensive, provided reasonable strap force predictions for the walls with
window type openings. The Diekmann technique significantly over predicted the strap
forces for large garage type openings.
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