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Abstract

In this paper, the optimal passive control of adjacent structures interconnected by nonlinear hysteretic devices is studied.
For nonlinear devices the versatile Bouc—Wen model is adopted, whereas for seismic excitation a Gaussian zero mean
white noise and a filtered white noise are used. To solve nonlinear equations of motion a simplified solution is carried out
using a stochastic linearization technique. The problem of the optimal design of the devices is studied and solved in the case
of a simple two-degrees-of-freedom model. In the optimization problem, an energy criterion associated with the concept of
optimal performance of the hysteretic connection is used. The energy performance index is defined as a measure of the
ratio between the energy dissipated in the device and the seismic input energy on the structure. Only two parameters are
considered in the optimization problem of the device yielding force and elastic stiffness. The rigid and elastic plastic models
for the device are studied and compared. The design procedure leads to very simple indications on the optimal values of the
device’s mechanical parameters; these optimal values substantially depend only on the mass and stiffness ratio between the
two structures. Finally, some concise results about the effectiveness of the hysteretic connection for the seismic response
mitigation of coupled structures are also given.
© 2006 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

The control of structural vibrations can be done by using innovative techniques, such as passive, hybrid,
semi-active and active control [1]. In civil engineering, the most useful technologies to provide seismic
protection of structures are based on the passive control that can be provided through (i) base isolation, (ii)
energy dissipation, and (iii) tuned mass dampers. Among these different passive control technologies, the one
based on energy dissipation deserves special attention. This technique is based on the artificial increase of the
dissipative capacity of the structural system through special dissipating devices. In order to obtain the most
desiderable energy dissipation, the devices have to be placed in proper locations where relative motion between
components is expected. Among the different situations in which energy dissipating devices can be beneficial
[2], use of dissipative connections between either adjacent structures or adjacent parts of the same structure
has received special attention [3—6]. A typical example is the one of contiguous buildings, which are usually
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separated by structural joints and connected through of dissipative devices. Another example is the dissipative
coupling of wall and frame, where the wall acts as stiffening element. In both situations, it is essential that the
two structures have different dynamic properties, so that relative movements may develop during their
dynamic response.

The concept of dissipative connection between adjacent structures has found several application in Japan,
[7-10]. Dissipative connections have also been proven beneficial in preventing pounding damage between
adjacent buildings [11].

Typically, passive energy dissipation devices are modelled as linear elements, e.g. viscoelastic [1,12] and fluid
viscous dampers [1,13], or nonlinear hysteretic elements, e.g. steel elastic plastic [1,14-16] and friction dampers
[1,17-18].

In a large part of the available literature referring to adjacent structures coupled with passive dampers,
the dampers are modelled as linear elements, with constant viscous damping and, in some cases, also
constant stiffness arranged in parallel and series [19-22]. The principal aim of these works is to provide
indications about the optimal design of the dissipative connection using different design principles and
using both two and multi dof adjacent systems. Only few works are present in the literature that involve
nonlinear devices with an elastic or rigid plastic behavior, sometimes referred to as hysteretic dampers.
Typically, these studies are about coupled structures modelled as multi dof systems. As an example, the work
of Ni et al. [23-24] show a parametric study of two adjacent multi dof systems, having 20 and 10 floors,
respectively, in order to evaluate the optimal parameters of hysteretic connections and their optimal positions
and numbers.

Among the very few works which give simple, concise and general information about optimal design of
hysteretic devices, the work by De Angelis and Ciampi [3] has to be cited, where a rational design criterion for
the hysteretic connection is proposed.

This study aims to present a simple approach to the optimal design of hysteretic dampers connect-
ing two adjacent structures, each modelled as a single dof system, and excited by ground motion. In order
to describe the nonlinear behavior of the damper the Bouc—Wen model is adopted and only two para-
meters, (the yield force and elastic stiffness), are considered in the optimization procedure. The optimum
parameters of the hysteretic damper are determined by an energy criterion [2]. The optimal design of both a
rigid plastic device, RPD, defined by one parameter, the yield force, and an elastic plastic device, EPD, defined
by two parameters, the elastic stiffness and the yield force, is considered. The results for both devices are
compared, leading to useful information for the optimal design. The seismic analysis is developed by a
stochastic approach, and a simplified solution of the nonlinear problem is carried out by stochastic
linearization [25,26]. In order to obtain brief results a white noise, WN, ground excitation is used first. Then,
the optimal design procedure is extended by using a more realistic filtered white noise, FWN, ground
excitation.

2. Coupled structure systems
2.1. Structural model

The most basic representation of the coupled structures problem is the two-degrees-of freedom system (2-
dofs) as shown in Fig. 1. The two structures, each modelled as an elastic one-dof, are connected with a
dissipative coupling link. This simple model is used for investigating the effectiveness of using dissipative
passive devices as connections between two structures, to reduce dynamic response of each structural system.
Such case is then compared to the case in which the structures are rigidly connected and the case in which they
are completely independent, as proposed in [3].

The equations of motion for such a system, excited by a base acceleration, j,(7), are:

miyy + iy + kiyp = F(1) —mijy(2), .
gy + by + kayy = —F(1) = o (1) M
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Fig. 1. The structural model.

where m;, k; and ¢; (i = 1, 2) are the mass, stiffness and damping coefficient, respectively, y; (i = 1, 2), are the
relative displacements, while F(¢) is the force in the connection. Introducing the following parameters:

my: mass of the first structure

T =2n/w; = 2n(m /’q)l/2 : natural period of the first structure
¢ = ¢i/2mw; (i =1, 2): damping ratio (both assumed 5%)

/.= ky/ky : stiffness ratio

W =my/m : mass ratio

F(t) = F(t)/m, : normalized force in the passive device connection

the structural model is completely described by:

i+ 281013 + oty = F() — J,(0),

) . F(y . )
Py 4 2800 + w3y, = o Vy(0),

where 03 = w}i/u.

2.2. The hysteretic devices

Let us assume that two adjacent structures shown in Fig. 1 are interconnected by a nonlinear hysteretic
damping device. These devices present a high capacity of hysteresis damping, through plastic deformation or
friction, and are characterized by stable and non-degrading mechanical behavior.

The Bouc—Wen model [26] has been and still is commonly used in the field of structural engineering in many
applications, especially in the random vibration field. This success is principally related to its versatility and
especially to the possibility of expressing the linearization coefficients in a closed form, as will be discussed in
the next paragraphs.

Using the Bouc—Wen model to represent hysteretic behavior, the restoring force has the following
expression:

F(1) = C1Ay + Cyz, (€)
with Ay = y, — y, and where:

Ci=v-—2, (4)
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Cy = (1 - VF, 5)

where v is the post-to-pre-yield stiffness ratio, F, the yield force and u, the yield displacement.
The function z is related to Ay through the following first-order nonlinear differential equation:

Z49(z,Ap)Ay =0, (6)

with:

9(z,Ap) = ysgn(Ap)z|zl""" + Blz|" — 4, ()

where A4, f§, y and n are model parameters.

Usually, Eq. (7) is expressed in non-dimensional form as §(z,Ay) = g(z,Ap)u,, with dimensionless
parameters 4 = Au,, B = puy, 7 = yu, and n. Parameters B and 7 control the shape of the hysteresis loop, A
the restoring force amplitude, and n the smoothness of the transition from elastic to plastic response.

As shown in Fig. 2, if the parameters respect the conditions f+7=1 and 4 =1, F, and u, have the
meaning of yield force and yield displacement, respectively.

The Bouc—Wen model is useful for its capability of reproducing different types of deformation paths; in
fact, by properly selecting the model parameters, it can describe different constitutive laws, softening as well as
hardening, with and without degradation.

Since typical experimental hysteresis loops, e.g. steel EPDs, Fig. 3, show small values of post-yield stiffness,
the parameter v is fixed equal zero. Therefore, the restoring force can be expressed:

F(t) = Cyz = F)z, (®)

F(0) = (Fy/m)z. ©)

In general, the parameters describing the Bouc—Wen hysteretic model are A4, f, 7, n F,, k., v. In design
problems, some parameters can be fixed a priori, while others are the design variables. In this paper, the
dimensionless model parameters of the connecting damper are assumed to be 4 =1, f =0.5, 7 = 0.5 and
n=1, v=0, whereas F,, yielding force, and k. = F/u,, elastic stiffness, are selected by using an optimal
design criterion.

Fig. 2. z(y)—Ay graph for A =1, f=05,7=05n=1. F, and u,, have the meaning of yield force and yield displacement.
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Fig. 3. Experimental force—displacement relation for a steel elastic plastic device.
2.3. Seismic excitation model

In the field of structural engineering more and more frequently probabilistic methodologies are used in
order to asses, in a rational way, the structural safety. Especially in the field of structural dynamics, the
excitations related to natural phenomena, such as seismic excitation, have an unquestionable probabilistic
character.

In this study, a Gaussian zero mean white noise, WN, stochastic input, characterized by its power spectral
density Sy is first considered. Subsequently, the ground excitation is also modelled as a filtered white noise,
FWN, corresponding to the Kanai—Tajimi spectrum [27-28]. The time domain equation of the Kanai—Tajimi
filter is

j}g+2égwgyg+w§yg = _j}br’ (10)

where jy, is the excitation at the bedrock.

When approaching zero frequency, earthquakes have low energy contents. To better represent the real
frequency content of seismic excitations at low frequencies, an additional filter is typically prepended to the
Kanai-Tajimi filter [29].

In time domain analysis, the equations representing the two filters are

{ Vg +2840gp, + wjyg = 2C,0py, + w;.yp + Jue(0),

. . . 11
3, + 2,000, + 02, = (D). ()

Here, the bedrock excitation is considered a zero mean Gaussian WN process, E[j, ()] = 0, where E[-]
indicates the expected value, with autocorrelation E[j,.(s)i,.(1)] = 2nd(s — ?).

The parameters of the first filter are assumed as w, = 12rad/s and &, = 0.6 (Soong and Gregoriou [30]),
whereas the second filter has ®, = 2.2rad/s and &, = 0.6 (Clough and Penzien [29]). Fig. 4 shows the power
spectral density of the two seismic excitation models. It is clear that the second model (11), shows a better
representation of seismic excitation at low frequencies with respect to the first model (10).

2.4. Stochastic equivalent linearization

Since the connecting damper is a nonlinear hysteretic device, Eq. (2) are also nonlinear. Having considered a
stochastic seismic excitation, it is possible to find a simplified solution of Eq. (2) by means of a stochastic
linearization technique [23,25]. In fact, when the seismic excitation is a zero-mean stationary Gaussian process,
the equations of motion are directly linearized in closed form, and the coefficients of the linearized system are



M. Basili, M. De Angelis | Journal of Sound and Vibration 301 (2007) 106—125 111

10.0 T T

1.00

S (o) [m?/s3]

0.10

0.01 R R e
1 10 100 1000

o [Hz]

Kanai-Tajimi filter, double filter.

Fig. 4. Power spectral density of ground excitation.
obtained as algebraic functions of the response variable statistics. In this case, Eq. (6), representing the
hysteretic connecting device, has the following linearized equivalent form:

z4+ CAy+K,z=0. (12)

The two coefficients C, and K, can be evaluated in terms of the second moments of Ay and z, and, forn =1,
they have the following expressions [25]:

\[ [ﬁ T4y E[Ayz] 13)
[Ay]
E[Ayz]
K, \/w E 2]+ 14
y ﬁm (14)

where the terms +/E[z2] and \/E[Aj?] are, respectively, the standard deviations of variables z and Aj; while
E[Ayz] is the covariance of the above mentioned variables.
2.5. Equation of motion in the space state

Having considered a stochastic input, the seismic excitation, the responses and the physical parameters of
the hysteretic device can be normalized in the following way:

% Pr(0)
= 2ot 15
Yor 2SOCU1 ( )
o= 20 i =12, (16)

Vi BV 2SOCU]

ot z, (17)

«/250601 ny
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9 =Ly 000, (18)
)
B= b DA, (19)
Ny
~ A
A="yJ0, (20)
",
with:
Fy
L E— 21
ny Wl]VZS()(J)l ( )
Ve = kefka, (22)

where 7, is the normalized yield force of the hysteretic device and v, the stiffness ratio.
Considering these new definitions, Egs. (2), (9) and (12) can be rewritten in the space state, as a system of
first-order differential equations:

X(7) = AX(?) + Be(1), (23)
in which:
A A A A T
XO=5 5oz BB, 24)
B=[0 0 0 1 1], (25)
o) = =y, (). (26)
[0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1
A — 0 0 —I%e C, —C, , (27)
-} 0 ny —2& 1w 0
0 _CU% _’7};/# 0 _2620)2
where “7” indicates the transpose.

Expressions (24)—(27) are valid when seismic input is the WN. If seismic input is an FWN, described in
Section 2.3, the expressions (24)—(27) change as follows:

A A A A A A A ~ 1T
XO=[F B2z 0B B B B B (28)
B=[0 00000 -1 0 1], (29)

e(t) = —Pp(), (30)
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0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 -k C. -C, 0 0 0 0

-} 0 Ny -2 wy 0 coi 2¢ 40, 0 0

A= 0 —w} —n,/u 0 —2&m, wé 2¢,0 0 0 (31)

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 —wé —2¢,04 w; 28,
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 —a)lz) —2&,m,

2.6. Solution of equations of motion

Defining with Gxx = E[XX'] the covariance matrix of X, Lin has proved [31] that Gxx satisfies the
following differential equation:

Gxx = AGxx + GxxAT + wil BB (32)

For the stationary response of the system under stationary random excitation, Eq. (32) reduces to the
algebraic Liapunov equation:

AGxx + GxxAT + wllBBT —0. (33)

It is important to note that matrix A depends on Gxx, since é’e and I%e are related to response statistics.
Then Eq. (33) is nonlinear and an iterative procedure is required to solve it. To start the iteration, at the first
step, the solution of a linear system can be used, with a stiffness equal to the pre-yield stiffness, k., of the
nonlinear device. Rearranging the covariance matrix of the response, Gxx, in the vector G, to reach a
converged solution requires solving iteratively Eq. (33) until the quantity |G — Gk||/||Gk|| is sufficiently
small.

The statistics E[Aj*], E[Ayz] and so on, can be obtained from the covariance matrix of the output vector
X, = CX:

Gx.x, = E[X.X!] = CGxxC", (34)

where C is the output matrix.

3. Energy approach as design criterion of the dissipative connection

In order to give an optimal design of the nonlinear dissipative hysteretic device, different criteria may be
followed. The most useful criterion for seismic design refers to energy-based methods, [1]. Here, an energy
criterion associated with the concept of optimal performance of the dissipative connection is used. The idea is
that the connection performs at its best if it is capable of dissipating as much as possible of the energy input by
the earthquake.

In order to consider the energy balance in our problem, let us start from Eq. (2) where the relative energy
balance of the structural system is defined [32]:

Er(1) + Eqe(1) + Eo(1) = Ep(1) + Ei(0), (35)

where:

1
Ex(t) = 507 + upd). (36)
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is the kinetic energy of the system;

t t
Eal) = [ 2600i3dr e [ 250m73 (37)
0 0
is the energy dissipated by linear viscous damping in the structural system;
1
E (1) =5 (0] + poodyd), (38)
is the elastic energy of the system;
Er(t) = Eer + Eqr, (39)

is the energy associated with the device, which can be considered the sum of an elastic term, E.f, and of a
dissipative term, Eqp.
Finally,

t t
E()=— /0 5, dy, — /0 5, dya, (40)

is the relative input energy.

It is noteworthy that each term of the energy balance (Egs. (36)—(40)) is normalized with respect to the mass,
my, of the first structure.

To select the optimal device, an energy performance index, named EDI, energy dissipation index, is used.
The index is defined as the ratio of the maximum value of the energy dissipated in the dissipation device, to the
corresponding maximum value of the energy input by the earthquake, both evaluated over time:

(Edr)max
EDI = — 224 41
(EDmax @

In [2], it is demonstrated that maximizing EDI leads to satisfactory design for a large class of applications of
passive control.

In order to formulate the relative energy balance in the stochastic approach, Eq. (35) can be rewritten in
terms of the mean values:

EIEQ + ElEce] + EIE.] = EIEF] + E[E, “2)
where:
1. .
E[E] = 3[ED ]+ RET, 3
22 22
E[Ea] = 2[¢101 E) + ExonnEL3) 1 (44)
1
E[Ec] = 5[] E[71] + uo E[3). (45)

To estimate the mean value of the energy associated to the connection, E[EF], it is convenient to assume
that the force in the connection device has the following constitutive differential law (Eqs. (12) and (17)):

F(t) = —n, CoA) — R E (). (46)

A similar expression is obtained using a Maxwell model for the device. Such a model consists of a linear
spring, k,,, and a linear viscous damper, c;,, in series:

F(t) = kyAy — ’Z—ZF(z). 47)
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Dissipated and elastic energies associated to the Maxwell device have the following form:

2

ElEar) =1 1 @)
2

ElEer] = E,E'; I, (49)

where E[F?] represents the expected value of the restoring force of the device. Comparing the two expressions,
(46) and (47), leads to:

Cm = _r,y k_ and kM = _nycea (50)
and using Eqs. (48) and (49):

2
FlEq] = -k, 2L, (51)

nyce

E[F]
E[Ef] = ————. (52)

nyce

Since C’e is negative, ¢y, kur, E[Eqr] and E[E.r] are positive quantities.

This analysis shows that the equivalent linearization of a nonlinear hysteretic device identifies an equivalent
viscoelastic Maxwell model.

Considering the energy increments corresponding to a time increment Af, the energy balance (42) is
rewritten as:

E[AEq] + E[AEqr] = E[AE]], (53)
or in explicit form:
%)
22 22 ~ E[F
2 [flle[yl] + 52w2uE[yZ]}At +R, [é] At = E[AE)]. (54)
ny e

In Egs. (53) and (54), both the expected values of elastic and kinetic energies disappear because they do not
depend on ¢.
At this point, a new definition of EDI index, used in the stochastic approach, can be derived considering a
time interval At:
ETAEqF] ETAE4F]

EDI = E[AE;] ~ E[AEq] + E[AEqr]’ Y

In order to maximize EDI, it is necessary: (i) to reduce the energy input and/or (ii) to increase the dissipative
capabilities by modifying the physical characteristics of the dissipative system.

In the passive control strategies, the capacity of dissipating energy is increased by using special devices
expressly made for the purpose.

In the particular case of WN input, Inaudi et al. [33], demonstrated that for single dof system the expected
value of the dissipated energy is:

E[E4a1] = mSot. (56)
Here, according with the normalization Egs. (15)—(20), Eq. (56) becomes:

T
E[E4] = 2or L. (57)
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Consequently, for an uncoupled 2dofs, the total energy dissipated by the system is:
T
E[Eger] + E[Eqer] = 5 (1 + t. (58)
w1
In this study it has been numerically verified that the total dissipated energy is equal to:
s
E[Egc1] + E[Eac2] + E[Eqgr] = 2—w1(1 + wt. (59)

Each term depends on the structural parameters. This consideration leads to the important result that the
total dissipated energy is independent on the position and type of dissipative connection.
Consequently, Eq. (53), the increment of input energy has the following simple expression:

E[AE]] = 2%1 (1 + wAt, (60)

which is particularly useful when performing an analysis with the WN process. In fact in this case, maximizing
the EDI index is equivalent to maximizing the dissipated energy E[AE4g]. On the contrary, for the FWN
process, the two quantities, mean value of AE4r and EDI, are not equal.

Finally, it is important to note that Eq. (55) does not depend on the time increment A¢, and that the same
expression of EDI in the stochastic approach can be obtained by writing the power balance.

4. Optimal design of the system with RPD and with white noise input

To evaluate the effectiveness of the solution, some response quantities will be considered, such as:

Y= \/E[(j/[)z]/\/E[(fz?)z] : relative displacements (i = 1, 2);

A =\ E[G)Y/ E[@?)z] : absolute accelerations (i = 1,2);

AY = \/ E((, — }71)2] / \/ E[(j/g — j}? %] : relative displacements between the two structures.

where j/?, j/? are, respectively, displacements and absolute accelerations obtained for the uncoupled system.

The optimal passive control of adjacent structures excited by WN seismic input and connected by a rigid
plastic device, RPD, has been studied. In this case, the hysteretic device is defined only by the normalized yield
force 1, whereas the two parameters A, stiffness ratio, and p, mass ratio, completely define the two structures.

For a given couple of values of the parameters 2 and u (u = 1, A = 5), the stochastic response, as a function
of n,, has been evaluated, Fig. 5. The graph includes three typical situations: (i) no connection, #,—0, (ii)
dissipative connection, 0<1#, <10, and (iii) rigid connection, #,,>10. The two limit cases, no connection and
rigid connection, respectively, are important for comparison purposes. The optimal yield force has been
selected as the one which maximizes the EDI index value. Such a force also produces a general and
simultaneous reduction of all response quantities. The effectiveness of the dissipative connection clearly results
by the comparison with the cases of the uncoupled and rigidly connected structures, since all response
quantities appear substantially reduced with respect to both cases. However, this is not always true, since there
are also cases where, for different values of A and y, in particular when the mass of the second structure is
comparatively smaller g = 0.1, an increment of Y, is observed, Fig. 6.

A concise presentation of the results of an extended parametric analysis is shown in Fig. 7, in which, for
some values of 4, the optimal #, values versus u are reported.

By looking at Fig. 7, it appears that all curves present a discontinuity for u = A. This is because when the
two structures have the same vibration period, the connection cannot be activated. In any case, the optimal
parameter of the dissipative rigid plastic connection has a very regular behavior. Moreover, it is possible to
observe that for low u, the optimal #,, value increases with 4 while, for large p, it decreases with A. However,
the preliminary design of an hysteretic connection may be performed with reference to an RPD and Fig. 7
provides a very simple way for optimal design of hysteretic connections in adjacent structures.
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Moreover, it is possible to estimate the effectiveness of the connection in order to reduce the structural
response of the system. In fact, the response reduction by using a RPD, designed by using the spectrum of
Fig. 7 obtained under WN excitation, can be considered for different values of the structural parameters
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wand A, Fig. 8. By looking at the single quantity, there are more regions where the seismic response is reduced
with respect to no connection case. In particular, Fig. 8a shows that u<4 is preferable for reducing the
displacement of the first structure, Y;; moreover, the reduction improves when the relative stiffness A increases.
The best reduction of the second structure in term of displacement, Y>, instead, occurs when p> A. The use of
dissipative connections leads always to reduction of the absolute accelerations, 4; and A4,, and the relative
displacement, AY, as Figs. 8b and ¢, respectively, show.

Indeed, these results can be used in different applications regarding some typical control and design
problems of adjacent structures. Different approaches may be considered with regard to (i) control strategies
and (i) design parameters.

For case (i), two control strategies may be considered:

e Global protection,
e Seclective protection.

In global protection, the attention is focused on protecting both structures. In selective protection, it is
important to reduce the vibration response of only one structure (here defined as structure 1, main structure),
with possible sacrifice of the other structure, (here defined as structure 2, auxiliary or secondary structure).

For case (ii), two situations may occur:

e The first is the design of the entire system, where all quantities, 4, u and #,, are design parameters; for the
WN input case, this situation coincides with the case in which the first structure is considered known;

e In the second situation, the two structures may pre-exist, and consequently A, u are considered known,
while only the connection device is unknown. In this case the design problem is to determine the yield force
of the hysteretic device.

It is clear that the two approaches presented here must be considered together. In fact, there could be the
situation where the first structure exists, whereas the second structure and the connection have to be designed.
In addition, it may be requested that the entire system be protected against earthquake damage. In this case,
for example, the A and p values can be selected by the graphs of Fig. 8. If the goal is protecting both structures,
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a good choice of the structural parameters could be u = 0.8 and 4 = 5. Using RPD leads to reduction of
~60% for Y, the displacement of the first structure, and ~30% for Y,. Moreover, normalized accelerations
A, and A4, are reduced by over 40%. Corresponding to these values of 4 and y, the optimal yield force , = 2.1
of the hysteretic device is obtained by using the spectrum of Fig. 7.

Similarly, when the attention is focused on the main structure only (selective protection), 4 could be chosen
equal to 5, as the previous case, while u could have small values (0.1-0.2). This situation can represent the case
of structural control with dissipative bracing. The protected structure has a reduction of ~70% for the
displacement, while the acceleration is reduced by over 40%. Finally, by using curves of Fig. 7, the selection of
the optimal parameter for the hysteretic connection leads to #, = 2.2.

5. Applications of the methodology to practical problems

The optimal design methodology defined in the last section, can be easily applied and extended to solve
practical problems by using more realistic modelling, for both the device and the seismic input.

In fact, considering the difficulties of realizing a RPD, an elastic plastic device, EPD, should be considered.
The EPD is characterized by two parameters, #,, and 7., Egs. (21) and (22). In the RPD the parameter y, was
omitted because it approaches infinity (y.— o0). As an example, for given values of 1 and u, Fig. 9 shows
contour lines of the EDI index versus #,, and y.. An important observation can be immediately made: the EDI
index does not show a well defined maximum versus y.. This means that, while it is possible to select an
optimal value for the yield force, n,~ 1.5, the same is not possible for the relative stiffness y.. However, it
results also that, for #, = 1.5, y. = 1 already leads to a value of the index close to its maximum. This is also
confirmed by Fig. 10, where, for the optimal value of #,, the response quantities are presented as function of
y.. For y.>1 the EDI index does not practically increase, while at y. = 1 all the response quantities appear
substantially reduced. This conclusion, which was already suggested in a previous work, De Angelis [3], allows
us to design an EPD by fixing y. = 1, and by optimizing only 7.

Fig. 11 presents the optimal design curves of the y, parameter of an EPD with y. =1 compared with
corresponding curves obtained for an RPD. The two design spectra appear very close to each other expecially
for high values of the stiffness ratio 4. From this observation, it emerges that the optimal design for an
hysteretic connection is simply carried out by fixing y. = 1 and by using, for the optimal #, parameter, the
design spectrum of Fig. 7. For this reason, an EPD is adopted in the following applications.

5

My

Ye

Fig. 9. WN and EPD: EDI contour lines versus 7, and ., u =1, A = 2.
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The methodology may be also applied even if a filtered white noise is applied. As an example, the FWN

defined in Section 2.3 has been used. Since in this case the excitation depends on frequency (or equivalently on
period), as shown in Fig. 4, a further parameter, the natural period of the first structure 7, has been
considered.
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It is important to remark that the two energy quantities, the mean value of AE r and EDI, are not equal, as
previously discussed. In fact, in this case, the mean value of AE; is not a constant value like in WN, Eq. (60). In
this case, EDI index has been adopted as energy criterion.

In this context the optimal design of the connection has been carried out by performing a parametric
analysis where the varying parameters are 4, y, 1, and 7).

Fig. 12 shows, for the EPD, some examples of optimal value of #, versus T, for different values of 4 (1, 2, 5)
and pu = 0.5. All response quantities and EDI versus 7 for different values of A (1, 2, 5) and u = 0.5 are
presented in Fig. 13. In all cases, the period 7' is greater than the period 75, implying that the first structure is
more flexible than the second structure.

For given values of 4, u and 7 by maximizing EDI index versus #,, each optimal force and the
corresponding response quantities, are presented in Figs. 12 and 13.

It is observed that the optimal #, parameter, depends on the period. Moreover, different values of 7,
depending on the stiffness ratio 4, are obtained, however each curve has a regular and similar shape versus 77.
Spectra as the one depicted in Fig. 12, can be used to design the optimal hysteretic device; in this case the
variables which need to be used are A, u and T. For the structural parameters A and p used in this particular
study, the optimal #, is obtained from the graph by selecting the value corresponding to the natural period of
the first structure 7. By looking at Fig. 13, it is important to notice how, in all the examples, EDI index
appears almost constant versus the period 7;. Moreover, the EDI index appears to increase when the
difference between A and p increases. In fact the greatest value for EDI is obtained when A =5, which
corresponds to the maximum value of relative stiffness, Fig. 13c. In this situation, the two structures have very
different dynamic characteristics and a large reduction of the seismic response of the flexible structure, with
respect to the case with no connection, is observed. As for the optimal hysteretic device, the curves of Fig. 13
can be used to obtain the response reduction of the controlled system. In fact, by selecting the proper
structural parameters x4 and A, the reduction of each response quantity is obtained by selecting the values
corresponding to the period of the first structure 7.

Having considered a wide range of variation of the parameters A and p (here not reported), the results lead
to the conclusion that, as the stiffness ratio 4 is large and the mass ratio u is small, the connection works at its
best in protecting the flexible structure, whereas the stiff structure is sacrificed (an amplification response is
observed). Instead when the quantities u and A tend to have similar values, a reduction of all the responses for
both structures is obtained.

6. Conclusions

An optimal methodology for the design of hysteretic dampers used as connection for two single dof systems
has been proposed. For the hysteretic dampers the Bouc—Wen model has been adopted and a simplified
solution of the nonlinear problem has been carried out using a stochastic linearization technique. To select the
optimal hysteretic devices, an energy performance index, named EDI, has been introduced. This index is
defined as the ratio of the maximum value of the energy dissipated in the devices, to the corresponding
maximum value of the input energy.

At first a simple rigid plastic device, RPD, behavior is considered and the seismic excitation is modelled as a
Gaussian zero mean white noise stochastic process.

In this case, the main results can be summarized as follows: (i) very simple curves are obtained for the
optimal design of the hysteretic devices; (ii) the effectiveness of the RPD is evaluated by looking at the
important response quantities as functions of the structural parameters; (iii) finally, some typical control
applications have been discussed as a function of the control strategy, global and selective protection, and
design parameters.

The optimal design methodology has been applied to solve practical problems by using more realistic
modelling, for both the device and the seismic input.

With respect to the device, the difficulty to realize in the reality an RPD conducts to carry out an EPD
characterized by the two parameters 7, and y.. It has been demonstrated that the relative stiffness y. can be
chosen equal to one. The optimal design of the EPD with y. = 1 is carried out in comparison to the optimal
design of the RPD. Considering the filtered white noise input, the same procedure leads to optimal design of
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the connection, now depending also on the period of the first structure 7. Considerations about the behavior
of response quantities versus 77 are finally made.

It is important to remark that the proposed methodology refers to a typical situation in civil engineering.
However, in general, the procedure can simply be applied to solve any problem in other engineering fields,
which refers to two structures, or two parts of the same structure, excited by an input that can be represented
by a probabilistic approach.
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