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Influence of Delayed Time Difference on Demolition Blasting
Effect of Multi-Section Load-Bearing Column Frame Structure
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[ABSTRACT] In order to explore the optimal delay time difference of multi-section load-bearing column frame structure
with triangular blasting cut, the finite element method was used to establish the separated common node model by using
ANSYS/LS-DYNA Software. The collapse effect of the structure under eight different delay time differences was numerically
simulated, and the influence law of delay time difference on demolition blasting effect of multi-section load-bearing column
frame structure was analyzed. Through the analysis and comparison, it is concluded that height and recoil distance of the
blasting pile first decrease and then increase with the increase of delay time difference, and finally tend to be stable. When
the delay time difference is 500 ms, the blasting height is the minimum. When the delay time difference is 400 ms, the

recoil distance is the minimum. And the actual blasting is also consistent with the numerical simulation results, which

shows that the numerical simulation can effectively guide the blasting construction.
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Fig. 1 Blasting environment( unit:m)
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