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Abstract: Unreinforced masonry structures are susceptible to man-made hazards such as impact
and blast loading. However, the literature on this subject mainly focuses on masonry wall behavior,
and there is a knowledge gap about the behavior of masonry arches under high-strain loading. In
this context, this research aims to investigate both quasistatic and impact response of a dry-joint
stone masonry arch using the discrete element method. Rigid blocks with noncohesive joint models
are adopted to simulate dry-joint assemblages. First, the employed modeling strategy is validated
utilizing the available experimental findings, and then sensitivity analyses are performed for both
static and impact loading, considering the effect of joint friction angle, contact stiffness, and damping
parameters. The outcomes of this research strengthen the existing knowledge in the literature
regarding the computational modeling of masonry structures that are subjected to usual and extreme
loading conditions. The results highlight that applied discontinuum-based numerical models are
more sensitive to stiffness parameters in high-strain loading than static analysis.

Keywords: impact; DEM; masonry arches; collapse mechanism; computational modeling

1. Introduction

Masonry represents the most widespread construction technique worldwide with
different load-bearing structural forms (arches, domes, piers, etc.) and is known as the
oldest construction technique, which mankind has been using since the earliest times.
Despite their widespread use, masonry structures are vulnerable to hazards. In addition
to threats from natural hazards, infrastructures have suffered a lot from extreme loadings
resulting from man-made hazards. These include impacts from fast-moving projectiles,
blasts, and shocks resulting from explosions.

Early studies on the impact and blast response of masonry focused on testing of
unreinforced (URM) [1] and reinforced masonry walls [2], investigating the vehicle-induced
impact loading. A recent experimental work [3] demonstrated the differences in the
structural properties of a masonry infill wall after an internal blast in a full-scale building.
Pourfalah et al. studied the out-of-plane behavior of masonry walls reinforced with
cementitious composites subjected to blast loading [4]. However, experimental studies on
the impact and blast-induced response of masonry structures are still limited, given the fact
that they are costly and challenging to perform in the laboratory environment. As a result,
most of the literature on this topic comprises numerical simulations. Amongst various
approaches, the researchers mostly applied finite element analysis (FEA) with different
levels of complexity and utilized various tools. Refs. [5,6] evaluated the collapse mechanism
and performance of masonry structures subjected to high strain loading by considering
the masonry as a homogenous medium, referred to as macromodeling. Alternative to
macromodeling, joint interfaces can be considered explicitly in both static and high-strain
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loading to address the joint opening, sliding, and unit detachment that may occur during
the analysis, referred to as simplified micromodeling [7–10]. Recently, Rafsanjani et al. [7]
proposed a dynamic interface model and implemented into a commercial finite element
code to capture high strain rate effects on the unreinforced masonry walls subjected to low-
velocity impacts. Burnett et al. [8] used deformable solid elements in FEA and specifically
formulated contact models for masonry joints to capture nonlinear effects. These FEA-
based simulations were performed using different commercial FE software packages (e.g.,
ABAQUS, ANSYS, etc.), but researchers also developed different modeling strategies using
noncommercial codes. For instance, a rigid-plastic homogenized model [11] and a rigid
block and spring homogenized model [12] were proposed as non-commercial solutions for
impact-load analysis on masonry structures. Furthermore, a mixed discrete-finite element
model was used by Forgacs et al. [13] to investigate dynamic response of a masonry bridge.
In addition to the knowledge acquired in previous numerical research, recent analyses
focused on the damage and failure of URM walls with and without openings due to
low- [14] and high-velocity [15] vehicular impact.

Despite the work carried out on the impact and blast response of masonry walls with
a flat geometry, the behavior of curvilinear geometries under these types of loadings has
not been widely studied, as indicated by Masi et al. [16]. Their study is a rare example of
research investigating the blast behavior of curved masonry structures, particularly vaults,
using the discrete element method (DEM).

As evident from the briefly presented literature, there is still a need to determine the
behavior of curved masonry elements under impact and blast loading. In this context, the
masonry arch is the most commonly used structural element; especially, masonry arches
constitute the vast majority of historic buildings, bridges, and monumental structures.
Arches also form the basis of more complex elements such as vaults and domes. Their
response to impact and blast loading is crucial to prevent catastrophic local and global
damage and total collapse of structures.

Hence, this study aims to investigate both quasistatic and impact response of a single
span stone masonry arch using DEM, which falls into the category of simplified micromod-
eling. The explicit solution-procedure of DEM provides computationally efficient solutions
for highly discontinuous systems and better captures the dynamic response of blocky struc-
tures subjected to impact loading. First, the applied modeling strategy is validated using
recent experimental findings. The benchmark study consists of quasistatic and impact
testing of dry-joint masonry arches. Six dry-joint stone masonry arches were used with
different test setups corresponding to nonidentical impact energies to investigating the
impact behavior. Then, the effect bond properties were explored through the proposed
computational models in light of the results given in the reference study.

2. Background: Discrete Element Modeling

The computational modeling of masonry structures can be categorized under two
groups: continuum and discontinuum-based solutions. Typically, the former approach rep-
resents the composite nature of masonry as a fictitious homogenous isotropic/orthotropic
continuum without making any distinction between the masonry constituents, referred to
as macromodeling [17–19]. The material properties employed in macromodels correspond
to averaged constitutive relationships obtained from experiments or homogenization tech-
niques [20]. Moreover, the damage is smeared out through continuous medium unless any
special crack-localization algorithm is employed (e.g., proposed in [21,22]). Conversely, the
discontinuum-based approach, called micromodeling, explicitly considers the mortar, unit,
and unit-mortar interface in the numerical formulation, allowing to simulate crack localiza-
tion and address the distinctive morphological features of masonry structures [10,23,24].
However, micromodels require a large number of input parameters and demand a high
computational cost to analyze even a small section of complex load-bearing masonry
systems (e.g., wall, arch, vault, etc.). Therefore, simplified micromodeling is preferable to
compromise the computational cost and accuracy, where the masonry units are expanded
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up to the half-thickness of the mortar joints, whereas the effect of mortar joints is taken
into account via zero-thickness interfaces. In the case of dry-joint masonry constructions,
masonry units are directly represented by discrete blocks [25,26], as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Illustration of dry-joint wall construction and its DEM representation.

In this study, a simplified micromodeling approach is utilized to analyze both static
and impact responses of dry-joint stone masonry arches using the discrete element method
(DEM). In the early 1970s, DEM was developed by Cundall [27] to analyze the progressive
collapse mechanism of the jointed rock masses. Since then, it has been adopted by various
disciplines and utilized to simulate a wide range of engineering problems (from micro- to
macroscale). In DEM, the discontinuous nature of the material is explicitly demonstrated
by distinct rigid and/or deformable blocks that can mechanically interact along their
boundaries. This research uses rigid blocks with six degrees of freedom (three translational
and three rotational) to analyze the stone masonry arch, considering that the failure is
governed by the joint opening and sliding phenomena.

Briefly, the computational procedure of DEM relies on the integration of the equations
of motion (both translational and rotational), including gravitational, external, and contact
forces to compute the translational and angular velocities at each time step [28,29]. The
governing differential equations of translational and angular motion for a discrete block
are given in Equations (1) and (2), respectively.
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where
.
u is the velocity (prescribed for the centroid of the block); m is the block mass; g is

the acceleration vector; ΣF denotes the sum of the forces (including external and contact
forces); ω corresponds to the angular velocity; ΣM is the sum of moments (including
moments produced by contact and applied forces); I is the moment of inertia (computed
approximately based on the average distance from the centroid of the vertices of the
blocks), and finally, α is the damping parameter. The differential equations are solved via
the central difference method in an explicit scheme for each block in the system. Note that
new velocities are obtained by evaluating the translational and angular velocities at the
midintervals of the time step (∆t; t+ = t + ∆t/2, t− = t + ∆t/2) as follows:
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Once the new velocities are obtained, displacement and rotation increments are
calculated (∆ui =

.
ut+

i ∆t, ∆θi = ωt+
i ∆t), and block positions are updated accordingly.
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The new configuration of the discrete block system is further utilized to compute relative
displacements among the adjacent blocks, where orthogonal springs are defined at the
contact points. In Figure 2, a typical example of a point contact is illustrated in a 2D
setting for simplicity in the drawing. The recognized point contacts (PC) follow the soft-
contact approach, meaning that the interpenetration between the blocks is allowed and
controlled by the defined contact stiffness in the normal and shear directions (see Figure 2).
Since deformations are lumped at the joints, both linear and nonlinear response of the
discontinuous system is governed by the elasto-plastic contact constitutive laws defined at
the contact points. In other words, the elastic behavior is controlled by the contact springs
prescribed in the normal (kn) and shear directions (ks). Furthermore, the Coulomb slip joint
model (i.e., τ = c + σtanφ; c: cohesion, φ: friction angle and σ: vertical stress) with tension
cut-off is used as the nonlinear constitutive model for shear. Tensile forces are limited by
the assigned tensile strength ( fT) while no compression failure is considered since it does
not influence the collapse mechanism. It should be noted that the cohesion and tensile
strength are taken as zero, given the fact that the focus of this research is dry-joint masonry
arch analysis.
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Figure 2. Representation of point contact (PC) in 2D defined between two blocks (c and fT are taken
as zero to obtain dry-joint contact behavior).

The new contact stresses are multiplied with the associated contact area and then
utilized as contact forces in the equations of motion (Equations (3) and (4)). The explained
calculations are executed in an explicit dynamic scheme both for static and dynamic
analysis. It is also worth mentioning that quasistatic solutions are obtained by adopting
Cundall’s local damping formulation [9,30], whereas Rayleigh damping (consisting of
mass and stiffness proportions) is used for the dynamic analysis [31,32]. Moreover, the
common-plane approach is utilized to trace and recognize new contact points during
the analysis, which is essential for impact simulations [33]. Throughout this study, a
commercial three-dimensional discrete element code, 3DEC, developed by ITASCA, is used
to perform quasistatic and dynamic analysis [34].

3. Benchmark Experiment: Static and Impact Loading on the Single-Span Stone
Masonry Arch

In this section, experimental findings associated with the benchmark study [35] are
presented. An experimental setup was designed to assess the quasistatic and dynamic
response of a free-standing stone masonry arch in the civil engineering department labora-
tory at the University of Minho (Portugal). The masonry arch was assembled utilizing a
steel frame composed of I-section steel girders, providing a much more robust and stiffer
support system to the arch specimen, as illustrated in Figure 3. The arch consisted of
12 voussoirs, a keystone, and abutment stones, all made of granite stone blocks. The stone
units were prefabricated by a company, Artecanter, and prepared using a rotary sawing
machine to cut the stones. It should be noted that stone surfaces were not perfectly smooth.
The rise, clear span, and thickness of the arch are, HA = 400 mm, LA = 1200 mm, and
tA = 200 mm, respectively.
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Figure 3. Quasistatic testing of a stone masonry arch (dimensions are in cm) [35].

The physical and mechanical characterization of the granite stone blocks and the joint
interfaces were performed via extensive laboratory tests. The unit weight of granite stones
was obtained as γ = 24 kN/m3 [36]. The uniaxial compressive strength of stone units,
fc,u, tensile strength, ft,u, the Young’s modulus under compression and tension, Ec and Et,
and the tensile fracture energy, GI

f , were obtained. The results pertinent to this study are
presented in Table 1, and the reader is referred to another study [36] for the details.

Table 1. Uniaxial mechanical properties of granite stone units.

Fresh Granite Weathered Granite

Compressive Strength fc,u
(
N/mm2) 148 90

Elasticity Modulus Ec
(
N/mm2) 52,250 35,090

Tensile Strength ft,u
(
N/mm2) 6.01 3.52

Elasticity Modulus Et
(
N/mm2) 12,550 3180

Fracture Energy GI
f (N/mm) 0.148 0.200

3.1. Quasistatic Loading

First, a quasistatic loading of the dry-joint masonry arch was performed. A wooden
bearing was glued to the fifth voussoir at the quarter span, where the load was applied and
gradually increased until the failure during the quasistatic tests. A steel bearing and a roller
on top were placed between the actuator so that no rotational restraint exists among the
arch and the actuator. Five linear variable displacement transducers (LVDTs) were used to
measure the displacements. Two LVDTs aimed to measure the sliding at the arch-abutment
interfaces, one LVDT measured the displacement at the loading point, and the other two
LVDTs were placed at the right and left quarter spans to measure the openings between
the stones at the expected hinge locations.

The displacement-controlled loading with 0.005 mm/s loading rate, was applied and
the peak load was recorded as 2.71 kN. Maximum vertical displacement reached 12 mm as
the peak strength decreased by 35%, and the loading was removed before the collapse. The
deformed shape of the arch at the ultimate displacement is presented in Figure 4. Three
rotational and one sliding hinges were observed during the testing, as depicted in Figure 4.
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3.2. Impact Loading

To characterize the performance of stone masonry arches at high-rate loading, single-
span stone masonry arches were subjected to impact loading. The arches were constructed
using the same stone units and then tested using a drop-weight apparatus. The abutments
were laterally restrained using steel ties to prevent any premature support failure during
the testing. Six different test setups were configured for various combinations of drop
weight and height. The test setups were labeled to refer to the drop weight and drop
height, as presented in Table 2. For instance, M60H30 indicates a test specimen subjected
to an impact from a mass of 60.93 kg dropping from a height of 30.5 cm. The testing
details, together with the observational data are given in Table 2. Note that the different
results obtained for similar target kinetic energies represents the inherent variability of the
masonry properties and real-life experiments.

Table 2. Impact test setups and observed global response after test execution.

Test Setup Drop Weight (kg) Drop Height (cm) Target Kinetic
Energy (J)

Response after
Impact

Dry-joint Masonry

M80H45 81.00 45.0 357.6 Full collapse
M75H45 74.35 45.5 331.9 Full collapse
M75H20 74.35 20.5 149.5 Full collapse
M60H20 60.93 20.5 122.5 Hinge (3R+1S)
M60H25 60.93 25.5 152.5 Hinge (3R+1S)
M60H30 60.93 30.5 182.3 Hinge (3R+1S)

The failure mechanisms observed for the dry-joint masonry arch were the total col-
lapse of the arch and the formation of three rotational and one sliding hinge. Two rotational
hinges centered at the extrados and intrados of the left and right quarter span, one rota-
tional hinge at the right arch-abutment interface, and one sliding hinge at the left quarter
span below the loading point were formed. Two of the dry-joint masonry arches at their
deformed status after the impact tests are shown in Figure 5.

During each test, an ultra-high-speed camera, recording 3000 fps, was positioned at
the quarter span to track the position below the impactor point (see Figure 6). Recorded
videos were then processed to determine the displacement, velocity, and acceleration of
the tracking point. The peak values obtained for each test are presented in Table 3. The
maximum displacement (vertical) recorded during the experiment was 0.053 m for M60H30,
while no recording was obtained for half of the testing (M75H20, M75H20, and M80H45)
due to the failure of the masonry arch. The progressive joint failure due to impact loading
of the dry-joint stone masonry arch is presented in Figure 6.
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Table 3. Maximum vertical responses obtained at quarter span during the experiments.

Test Setup Displacement (m) Velocity (m/s) Acceleration (m/s2)

Dry-joint Masonry

M80H45 * 3.19 5115.4
M75H45 * 2.99 2138.6
M75H20 * 1.91 1416.3
M60H20 0.034 1.99 1417.1
M60H25 0.040 2.13 1588.6
M60H30 0.053 2.08 1440.1

* The arch fully collapsed during the test.

4. DEM-Based Analysis of the Masonry Arch under Static and High-Rate Loadings

In this section, experimental findings associated with the benchmark study [35] are
simulated using the proposed DEM-based models explained earlier. The same geometrical
properties are adopted in the numerical model consisting of rigid blocks with noncohesive
contact properties. There are 15 contact points defined along each joint edge in the discrete
element model to obtain accurate stress distributions, discussed in [10,37]. The normal
and shear contact stiffnesses are predicted as 4 GPa/m and 1.6 GPA/m, in line with the
previous studies [38,39], which corresponds to the combined stiffness of masonry unit and
stone masonry joints (related to the joint roughness and irregularities). Furthermore, joint
friction angle is estimated through inverse engineering discussed in the following section
in detail.
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4.1. Modeling Quasistatic Loading Using DEM

Initially, quasistatic analysis of dry-joint masonry arch is performed imposing a vertical
displacement rate to the loading plate (prescribed as fix velocity to the block), shown in
Figure 7. The support blocks (abutments) are fixed, and zero cohesion and zero tensile
strength are employed, allowing only frictional resistance at the joints. Furthermore, the
initial friction angle (φ0 = 30.5 degrees) is also used for residual friction angle (φres) to
obtain elasto-plastic shear (sliding) failure based on the experimental findings [40]. The
reaction forces (normal to the contact surface) under the loading plate are recorded during
the analysis using a FISH function (an executable programming language in 3DEC). The
obtained failure mechanism captures closely the experimental results where combined
rotational (three hinges) and sliding failures were noted (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Collapse mechanism (three plastic hinges and sliding failure) obtained by discrete ele-
ment model.

The deformations are monitored at two points in the computational model, (i) vertical
displacement of the loading plate and (ii) horizontal displacement of the stone unit located
adjacent to the support (see Figure 7). Discrete element models are used to perform
quasistatic analysis under small and large displacement assumptions, in which the latter
one takes into account the geometrical nonlinearities while the former does not. The
results presented in Figure 8 indicate a good agreement between numerical solutions
and the experimental findings, especially when considering geometrical nonlinearities.
Although large deformation assumption provides a better fit for the post-peak response
of the test results compared to the other one, the difference in terms of maximum load is
negligible. This result aligns with the previous findings of different computational models
as discussed in [41].
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To better understand the influence of frictional resistance and the contact stiffness,
a set of sensitivity analyses are performed using the validated discrete element models,
including large displacement formulation. It is observed that the friction angle has no
significant effect on the maximum vertical load unless it is below 30 degrees; however,
it has a clear effect regarding the post-peak response of the numerical models, as shown
in Figure 9a. The premature failure mechanism is obtained using a 27 degrees friction
angle, where no hinging mechanism is noted, and the arch failed due to pure sliding failure
(Figure 10). On the other hand, failure is governed merely by the plastic hinges when
relatively high frictional resistance is defined at the joints (φ0 = 35 degrees), given in
Figure 10. Since the experimental findings are in-between those cases, friction angle is
estimated via inverse-engineering to better match the experimental collapse mechanism, as
discussed by the authors in another study [42]. The numerical solution suggests that an
excellent match is obtained when φ0 = 30.5 degrees, in terms of collapse mechanism and
force-displacement behavior. The relation between the maximum vertical force and the joint
friction angle is shown in Figure 9b. The results clearly reveal that approximately 30 degrees
of friction angle can be considered as a limit to shift the structural behavior from plastic
hinging mechanism to sliding—induced failure mechanism. Additionally, lower and higher
contact stiffnesses are defined at the joints compared to the reference value (kn = 4 GPa/m)
while keeping the friction angle as φ0 = 30.5 degrees. Although results do not indicate any
substantial difference in the failure mode and capacity, the deformation limit obtained for
the maximum load is considerably varied, and post-peak response is remarkably influenced
by the contact stiffness, shown in Figure 9c. This suggests that input contact stiffness
should be carefully determined, given that this kind of dry-stone masonry assemblages
exhibits nonlinear behavior even under low pressures due to the absence of leveling mortar
and imperfections at the joints with localized contact points. Finally, the imposed vertical
displacement rate is investigated since the applied numerical formulation employs artificial
damping to converge quasistatic solutions (Figure 9d). Different velocities prescribed for
the loading plate and almost identical curves are obtained when the displacement rate
is equal or smaller than 1 × 10−2 m/s, whereas higher rates (e.g., 5 × 10−2 m/s) cause
unnecessary oscillations and stability problems during the analysis. It is worth noting
that throughout this study, quasistatic analyses are performed using a displacement rate
of 5 × 10−2 m/s.

Therefore, with the validated DEM-based simulation of the dry-joint masonry arch,
a comprehensive understanding is achieved. In the next section, the reference contact
properties (kn = 4 GPa/m, ks = 1.6 GPa/m and φ0,res = 30.5 degrees) are used to analyze
the impact response of the same stone masonry arch.

4.2. Modeling Impact Loading Using DEM

In this section, the discrete element model (used for quasistatics analysis) is modified
to better capture the impact response of the same masonry arch subjected to impact loading.
A drop-weight apparatus used in the benchmark study is modeled, where new rigid blocks
are added to simulate the frame and the free-falling object, illustrated in Figure 11. The
blocks representing frame are fixed and noncohesive bonds defined between the falling
object and frame-blocks. The dimensions and specific weight of the free-falling object are
adjusted to get the same mass employed in the experiment (as mentioned earlier in the
article). Furthermore, the height of the object is arranged according to the benchmark study,
which was varied during the testing. Similarly, abutments are fixed in the discrete element
model. However, unlike the quasistatic analysis, dynamic calculations are performed in
the real-time domain using stiffness proportional Rayleigh damping with a value of 1%
critical at the fundamental frequency of 25 Hz. Real inertia tensor and masses are utilized.
The typical time step is determined around 3.5 × 10−2 s, satisfying the numerical stability
of the explicit solution scheme employed in DEM.
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The predicted damage mechanism for M60H30 is shown in Figure 12a,b, which is in
line with the experimental observations. No total collapse is observed in both experiment
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and computational model, but a permanent deformation is noted due to progressive sliding
failure at the joint where the impact load acts, as shown in Figure 12a. Furthermore, three
rotational hinges are observed once the block (subjected to direct impact load) slides, which
is demonstrated in Figure 12b. However, the deformed configuration did not yield a
collapse mechanism, and the dry-joint masonry arch found another state of equilibrium
with a permanent deformation at the joints.
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Figure 12. (a) Progressive sliding mechanism at the joints under impact loading (free-falling object–
snapshots are taken at t = 0, t = 2.7 ms and t = 8.9 ms—from left to right) and (b) overall response of
the masonry arch (M60H30).

Additionally, the quantitative comparison between the predicted maximum deflec-
tions and experimental results are shown in Figure 13, where reasonable agreement can
be observed for all three impact loadings with different heights of drop-weights (rang-
ing from 20 cm to 30 cm). These are the only tests where the stone masonry arch did
not fail and only attained a maximum vertical deformation momentarily, accompanied
by sliding failure. Moreover, it is interesting that in all three experiments with different
dropping heights, the same structural behavior was noted during the experiment (as in the
numerical predictions).
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As mentioned earlier, the reference properties used for the computational model
is assigned in the dynamic model comprised of kn = 4 GPa/m, ks = 1.6 GPa/m,
φ0,res = 30.5 degrees and 1% stiffness proportional damping. A parametric analysis is
done by considering different stiffness and damping ratios, ranging from 2 to 8 GPa/m and
from 0.5 to 2.0%, respectively (see Figure 14). The results show that the influence of each
of these parameters becomes more pronounced when the initial height of the free-falling
object (or block) gets higher. As can be seen from Figure 14a, softer joints (i.e., = 2 GPa/m)
cause higher maximum deflection in the structure, whereas no stable solution is obtained
when 0.5% stiffness proposal damping is used for M60H30 (Figure 14b). The analyses indi-
cate that the applied modeling strategy indicates a sensitive response to contact stiffness
and damping parameters. This outcome underlines the necessity for extra caution when
determining these parameters in discrete element models.
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5. Conclusions

This research explores the structural behavior of a dry-joint stone masonry arch
subjected to quasistatic and impact loading using a discontinuum-based analysis. A unique
benchmark study is utilized to validate and further investigate the proposed computational
models based on the discrete element method. In all numerical models, rigid blocks
with noncohesive Coulomb slip contact constitutive law are employed, which fits the
nature of the examined problem. First, nonlinear quasistatic analyses are performed, and
experimental joint friction angle is predicted approximately by inverse engineering. The
identical collapse mechanism is obtained via an applied modeling strategy where three
rotational hinges and one sliding hinge are noted. Then, the same dry-joint stone masonry
arch, tested under high-rate loading, is simulated. A similar loading condition, including
a free-falling object (adopting different elevations), is generated using rigid blocks. The
results demonstrate that DEM is able to capture large deformations accurately.

Moreover, contact stiffness has less influence on the capacity in the static analysis than
the impact loading. It is revealed that discrete element models are very sensitive to the
input parameters, especially for the impact type of loading. The stiffness and damping ratio
are found influential on the displacement response of the arch, highlighting the need for
more research. Therefore, the use of DEM to simulate dry-joint masonry arches subjected
to low- and high-strain loading is exemplified, which has not been investigated in depth in
the literature. This study can be extended to more complex masonry structures, including
URM vaults and domes.
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