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SUMMARY:

A preliminary seismic design procedure for structural systems with or without passive energy dissipation devices
is developed. The procedure is displacement-based and different levels of seismic performance are considered.
For rare earthquakes and life safety performance level the yield displacement at the top of the system is
determined by assigning relative strengths, based on a normalized base shear, to the elements of the system
without energy dissipation devices. Then, the maximum displacement, based on ductility, damage indexes and
interstory drift considerations, is computed and the required strength is obtained from inelastic design spectra.
Finaly torsional effects are included. A similar procedure is applied to passive control systems with energy
dissipation devices where the yield displacement is that of the energy dissipation systems. Performance levels for
frequent earthquakes are verified for both cases. Application examples are presented, capacity design procedure
isused for the final design and the response is verified by inelastic analysis.

Keywords: preliminary seismic design; passive control.

1. INTRODUCTION

Within a performance-based environment it is currently accepted that seismic design be based on
displacements, instead of forces (Vision 2000, 1995; Paulay, 2002; Priestley et a., 2007), and the
acceptance criteria on limiting values of ductility, damage indexes (Fajfar, 1992) and interstory drift.

Besides, the application and devel opment of passive control techniques by devices that use the relative
displacements of structural elements to dissipate energy (Soong and Dargush, 1997) with the aim of
concentrating damage in these devices, seem promising.

The design procedure developed is conceptualy transparent, only a few and simple operations are
used, it is based on displacements and focused on performance. It is applicable to structures with or
without passive energy dissipation devices (PEDD).

The proposed methodology is described. The particular features corresponding to structures with or
without PEDD are highlighted. One illustrative example for each case is presented and the
performance is verified by inelastic static and dynamic analyses. Finaly, conclusions and suggestion
for future refinements of the methodology are proposed.

2. METHODOLOGY

The proposed methodology is based on displacements and it is applicable to multistory structural
systems with or without PEDD. Two performance objectives are considered: life safety performance
level for rare earthquakes (mean return period, T=475 years) and operationa performance level for
frequent earthquakes (T= 43 years) (Rubinstein et al., 2011).



Fig. 1 shows a generic structural system composed by planar components in two orthogonal directions
with metallic yielding energy dissipation devices. Flat infinitey rigid dabs are assumed. Gravity
columns are not shown. To get a system without PEDD, the dissipation devices and the assembly
braces are diminated (Fig. 1, 2). Besides, the connected walls (Fig. 3) are considered as one wall.

As the systems with PEDD and those without PEDD present particular features, a step-by-step
procedure is then described for each case.
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Figure 1. Structural system
2.1. Structural systemswithout PEDD

Fig. 2A shows the push-over curve of the system and its components. It will be used as reference to
describe the procedure.

1) Dy;: yield displacement at the top of each component, obtained by first principles (Paulay, 2002;
Priestley, 1998; Rubinstein et d., 2000).

i) Dy: Top system yield displacement
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ps: relative strength assigned to each component based on normalized total base shear

iii) Top limit displacements

Life safety performance level: The limit displacement at the top D", is obtained comparing that
based on ductility and damage indexes considerations (Fgjfar, 1992) with that on interstory drift,
whichever isless.

Operational performance level: For each component the limit displacement DLop_j, is obtained
comparing Dy;, corresponding to the elastic response, with the one associated to the maximum
interstory drift, whichever isless.

iv) Life safety performance level demands

With the ductility calculated by C; DY, / Dy, where Cr < 1 is a factor to account for torsion, the
strength demand, V, , and the period are obtained from constant ductility design spectrum for rare
earthquakes.

Total
S\V.j

Tota displacement of each component, D : trandational displacement (Cr D) and rotational



displacements due to torsional moment are added. To compute the torsional moment, the strength
eccentricity plus the accidental eccentricity is considered. It is assumed that the system is torsionaly
restrained thus the perpendicular walls responding in the elastic range control the twist.

It shall be verified:

Total L
Ds.v.j < Ds.v.j. (2_2)

If not aredesign should be performed

v) Operational performance level demands
With the period and the elastic spectrum for frequent earthquakes, translational displacement, D, , and
base shear, V, , are obtained.

Total displacement of each wall, Dgg_t?l . trandational and rotational displacements are added. To

compute the torsional moment, the stiffness eccentricity is used with the contribution of all walls in
both principal directions.

It shall be verified:
Total L
Dog-ti < DOP-J' (2.3

If not, aredesign is necessary.

(A) Without PEDD (B) With passive control with PEDD

V' base shear

V' base shear

D: top displacement D: top displacement
Figure 2: Push-over curves for aprincipal direction

2.2. Structural systemswith PEDD

Fig. 2B will be used as a reference to describe the step-by-step procedure. Push-over curves of each
component considering zero stiffness of the dissipation devices are shown in the Figure.

i) For frequent earthquakes operationa performance level is required, that is elastic behavior of the
dissipation devices (Dyg, V).

Code effective flexural stiffness is used in the elastic range. The devices are considered as rigid
connectors. Thus, two connected walls of length | are considered as one wall of length 2| and two
coupled walls at a distance s are considered as one wall of length 2l+s. These assumptions are based
on results from non linear static analyses (Rubinstein et a., 2009).



The stiffness k; of the system will be the sum of stiffnesses ky of each components obtained as
described above.

With k; and the effective weight of the first mode, the base shear and the top displacement are
obtained from the design elastic spectrum for frequent earthquakes.

Due to the high torsional stiffness of the structural system with elastic behavior of the dissipation
devices, torsional effects are considered adopting Vyq and Dy equal to 1.1 V. and 1.1Dy, respectively.
The base shear of thej component is:
Vyg = TJ Vya
1 (2.4
Vg Will be used to design the dissipation devices.
ii) Required strength V, :

For rare earthquakes, operationa performance is required, that is, elastic response of the main
structure and maximum interstory drift 64, given by:

Dgp. =Min.(Dy;,Ggp - H, f-Dyy) 25)

Where : f.Dyq is the local ductility available at the dissipation devices. According to results obtained
from non linear static analyses, f = 8 may be used.

For the system:

L_e i L
D" =C; -min. Dy, ; 2.6)

where Cr isareduction factor to account for torsional effects, that may be adjusted by iteration.

D" and Dyq define the limit ductility p.. With p. and Dy, and the design spectrum for rare
earthquakes, the required base shear V. is determined.

It should be noted that the design spectrum should correspond to the stiffness ratio ko/ky, Fig. 2(B). As
k, depends on V, a stiffness ratio should be adopted at the beginning and then proceed by successive
iterations.

iii) Required strength for the structural system, V,,

A relative normalized strength, p;, is assumed and with k; and p;, V; is obtained.
The strength of each element is:

Vi
Yl

2.7)

The term in brackets represents the contribution of the dissipation devicesto the base shear. Finally:

V=2V,
= (2.9)



iv) Total displacement of each element, DJTotaJ

Trandational and rotational displacements are added. To compute the torsional moment, Ve, the
stiffness eccentricity is used plus the code accidental eccentricity. The stiffnesses to be used for the
components are the post- yield stiffnesses of their dissipation devices for those located in the direction
being analyzed and the pre- yield stiffnesses of their dissipation devices for those on the orthogonal
direction.

It shall be verified:

'_I'otaJ < )
DJ - DYJ (2_9)

If the above condition is verified the preliminary design is finished and capacity design should be used
in the final design. If not aredesign is required.

3.NON LINEAR STATIC AND DYNAMIC ANALYSES

The preliminary designed structure according to the proposed methodology and sized and detailed by
capacity design, according to the new Argentine code INPRES-CIRSOC 103 (2005), is subjected to
nonlinear static and dynamic analyses for design verification purposes. The acceleration time histories
used are the same as those used to obtain the design spectra. Mean plus one standard deviation for
each response parameter is obtained.

To model the system, the structure is discretized in vertical elements connected at each level by arigid
diaphragm . The model has three degrees of freedom per floor, two horizontal and one rotational
around the vertical axis. (Méller et. a 2003). Each element is again discretized with bar elements to
consider the different mechanisms contributing to the hysteretic behavior of the critical zones of the
RC bars (Mdller and Foschi 2003). Bar element is incorporated to represent the energy dissipation
(Ascheri et. al 2009). It consists of three non linear springs located within an elastic bar representing
the assembly braces of the physical device.

The stiffness of the system is evaluated by assembling the stiffnesses of each component, which are
obtained from the stiffness of each bar element. Masses are lumped at each floor level. Rotary inertia
and mass eccentricity are also considered. Rayleigh proportional damping is assumed. Gravity loads
are included at each element. The lateral loads for the push-over or the accelerograms for time history
analysis are applied to the global system. Accidental torsion isincluded by moving the center of mass.
4. EXAMPLES

4.1. Structural system with PEDD

A five-story building with a rectangular plan (20mx15m) located in Mendoza city, Argentina, is
considered.

Fig. 3 shows the plan layout with the vertical elements with metalling yielding devices for passive
control.

Two pair of connected walls and two pairs of coupled walls are located in each direction. Fig. 4 shows
the elevation of the components.

The input data are: 6,,. = 0,7%, Cr = 0,8 and design spectra obtained from a seismic microzonation



study of Mendoza city (INPRES, 1995).

Results of the preliminary design are shown in the push-over curve of Fig. 5. The maximum total
displacement obtained is 11,89cm < Dy = 11,98cm.
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Figure 5. Push-over curves from the preliminary design.
4.2. Structural system without PEDD

The coupled walls of the above example are considered isolated and the connected walls are
considered as only one wall of 5m length.

Input data:B,. = 0,7%, 0s,. =2%, Park and Ang damage index: D.I.= 0,8 for each element .I1.D. = 0,6
for the structural system and design inelastic spectra for rare earthquakes with a strain hardening of
2%.

Results of the preliminary design are shown in Fig. 6.
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Figure 6. Push-over curves from preliminary design
Rare earthquake, life safety performance level:
Maximum total displacement: 18,7cm; limit displacement: 20,49¢cm.
Frequent earthquake, operational performance level:

Maximum total displacement: 4,04cm; limit displacement: 5,99cm.

4.3. Design verification with non-linear static and dynamic analyses

Figures 7 and 8 show the result from non-linear static analysis with the corresponding bi-linear
response. For the sake of comparison, the pushover curve from preliminary design is included.

In this example the agreement is good at yielding of the system without PEDD and specialy at



yielding of the dissipation devices and the main structure with PEDD. It should be noted that strain
hardening of the components is not considered in the preliminary design. Besides, the limit
displacement, DU at interstory drift of 2% is significantly greater than the limit displacement from the
preliminary design controled by available ductility and damage index (27.84 vs 20.49).

Table 4.3.1 shows non-linear dynamic analysis results, where D: maximum displacement at the top,
DIST (%): maximum interstory drift and V: maximum base shear.

For rare earthquakes and systems without PEDD, obtained results are similar to pushover results. For
frequent earthquakes design criteria are fulfilled, that is, elastic behavior and interstory drift 0.70% .

For rare earthquakes and systems with PEDD, maximum displacement at the top is less than that
corresponding to the preliminary design (9.81 cm vs 11.89 cm). On the contrary, maximum base shear
shows the opposite, partially due to the absence of strain hardening in the preliminary design.
Maximum interstory drift is greater than required because the actual distribution of forcesin height is
not linear as assumed in the preliminary design. For frequent earthquakes, design criteria are satisfied:
elastic behavior of the dissipation devices.

Comparing the results obtained from the preliminary design with those obtained from the nonlinear
analysis, it is observed that some results are conservatives while others are not.
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Figure 7. Push-over curves without PEDD.
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Figure 8. Push-over curves with PEDD

Table 4.3.1 Response from nonlinear dynamic analysis

Without PEDD With PEDD
Rare Frequent Rare Frequent
earthquakes earthquakes earthquakes earthquakes
D (cm) 28,28 4,59 9,81 2,67
DIST (%) 2,11 0,40 0,82 0,21
V(KN) 7.260,20 2.521,60 10.330,00 3.795,30

5. CONCLUSIONS

A methodology for preliminary seismic design of multistory structura systems with or without PEDD
is developed. For systems without PEDD, two performance objectives were considered: rare
earthquakes-life safety and frequent earthquakes-operational. For systems with PEDD, also two
performance objectives were considered: rare earthquakes-operational and frequent earthquakes fully
operational.

The methodology was applied to two illustrative examples: one with PEDD and the other without
PEDD. It was shown that the methodology is conceptualy transparent and only a few and simple
operations are needed to perform a preliminary design.

The results obtained from an example system were verified by nonlinear static and dynamic analyses
showing some differences acceptable for a preliminary design.

It is to be noted that the yield base shear of the dissipation devices is determined by the elastic design
spectrum for frequent earthquakes. However, the base shear of the main structure is related to the
difference between the required base shear from the inelastic design spectrum (corresponding to the
maximum available ductility) for rare earthquakes, and the yield base shear of the dissipation system.
In some cases, the strength ratio (main structure/ dissipation system) obtained is significantly low. The
effects on design of thisratio should be analyzed in future studies establishing criteriato optimizeit.

AKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The authors whishes to acknowledge to Universidad Nacional de Rosario and Instituto Nacional de Prevencién
Sismicafor the support received during the development of this study.



REFERENCES

Ascheri, J.P., Mdller, O., Rubinstein, M.(2009). Implementacion de un elemento no lineal para la modelizacion
del comportamiento de un disipador de energia por fluencia de acero. Mecanica Computacional XXVIII,
363-379.

Fajfar, P., (1992). Equivalent ductility factors, taking into account low cycle fatigue. Earthquake Engineering
and Structural Dynamics, 21, 837-848.

INPRES, (1995), Microzonificacion sismicadel Gran Mendoza, Publicacion técnicaN° 19.

INPRES - CIRSOC, (2005). Reglamento Argentino para Construcciones Sismorresistentes Parte I,
Construcciones de Hormigén Armado, INPRES-CIRSOC 103. Argentina.

Mdller,O., Foschi, R.O.(2003). Reliability evaluation in seismic design : a response surface methodology.
Earthquake Spectra, 19:3, 579-603. I SSN: 8755-2930.

Madller,O., Rubinstein,M., Coceres, H.(2003). Combinacion de planos sismorresistentes para andlisis dindmico
no lineal de estructuras espaciales. Mecanica Computacional XX11, 997-1011, AMCA. ISSN 1666-6070.
Paulay, T., (2002). An estimation of displacement limits for ductile systems. Earthquake Engineering and

Structural Dynamics, 31, 583-599.

Priestley, M.J.N., (1998). Brief comments on elastic flexibility of reinforced concrete frames and significance to
seismic design. Bulletin of the New Zealand National Society for Earthquake Engineering, 31:4.

Priestley, M. J. N., Calvi, G. M., Kowalsky, M. J., (2007). Displacement-Based Seismic Design of Structures.
IUSS Press.

Rubinstein,M., Mdller,O., Giuliano, A., (2007). Preliminary design and inelastic assessment of earthquake-
resistant structural systems. Structural Engineering and Mechanics. 26:3, 297-313. ISSN: 1225-4568.

Rubinstein, M., Mdller, O., Ascheri, J. P,, Aira, R., (2009). Disefio preliminar de tabiques sismorresistentes
acoplados con brazos de instalacion y disipadores de energia. Mecanica Computacional XXVII1, 801-813.

Rubinstein, M., Mdller, O., Ascheri, J. P., Giuliano, A.P. (2011). Disefio preliminar de estructuras
sismorresistentes, con o sin control pasivo. Memorias del 9 Encuentro de Investigadores y Profesionales
Argentinos de la Construccién 2011.

Structural Engineers Association of California, (1995). Performance based seismic engineering of buildings.
SEAOC Vision 2000 Committee. Sacramento , California, U.S.A.

Soong, T. T., and Dargush, G. F., (1997). Passive Energy Dissipation System in Structural Engineering. John
Wiley & Sons Ltd.



