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Abstract

Coupling adjacent structures with supplemental control devices appears to be a useful method to mitigate structural
response. In this work, a reduced order model for optimal design of two multi-degree-of-freedom (2-mdof) structures
connected by hysteretic dampers is studied. The seismic input is modeled as a Gaussian white-noise stationary stochastic
process. Since the passive connection is modeled as a nonlinear hysteretic element, represented by the differential
Bouc-Wen law, a stochastic linearization technique is applied in order to simplify the problem. The design procedure is
based on replacing the 2-mdof system, with a generalized two single-degree-of-freedom (2-sdof) system, by using the
principle of virtual displacements; here, each structure is represented by an elementary oscillator interconnected by a
hysteretic device. Once the equivalent structural parameters of the generalized 2-sdof system is known, it is possible to
carry out the optimal design of the connection by using simple spectra obtained by the authors in a previous work, where
the optimal design of a horizontal hysteretic link connecting a 2-sdof system has been studied and solved. Illustrative
examples confirm the entire methodology and also verify the effectiveness of hysteretic connection on seismic response.
© 2007 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Interconnecting two adjacent structures with special devices which are passively, semi-actively or actively
controlled, represents a valid approach for preventing damage due to general dynamic inputs. Such
applications can be found in many fields, from aerospace, to mechanical, industrial, and civil engineering.
A good way to improve response reduction in the system is to create properly located special links for
enhancing damping, stiffness, or strength [1]. The simplest as well as most effective devices applicable to this
objective appear to be based on passive energy dissipation [2]. The mechanical behavior of passive devices may
be linear and nonlinear: the linear behavior is typically modeled as Voigt or Maxwell model, while the non-
linear behavior is generally modeled as Bouc—Wen model [3].

The optimal design of linear passive connection (PC) devices coupling two adjacent single-degree-of-
freedom (sdof) [4,5] and multi-degree-of-freedom (mdof) systems [6] is treated in literature. In particular, the
paper by Aida et al. [7] proposes: in order to increase the structural damping performance, a simple procedure
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should be administered that entails interconnecting two adjacent mdof structures with a member consisting of
a spring and a damper (Voigt model). By using only the first vibration mode of each structure in the modal
dynamic equations, the resulting equations of motion correspond to those of an equivalent 2-sdof system, and
the optimum parameters of the connection are calculated by using a tuning method. This procedure furnishes
synthetic indications about the optimal values of spring and damping coefficients, and yields a simple relation
between the optimal design of 2-mdof and 2-sdof model of adjacent structures.

The analogous problem regarding optimal design of two adjacent structures interconnected by nonlinear
hysteretic devices has also been treated in literature [8—12]. In this case, simple and general information about
the optimal design of nonlinear connecting hysteretic devices is given, though only for two adjacent sdof
structures [9]. Whereas, for 2-mdof systems, only a small amount of synthetic and general information about
number and position of devices is evidenced.

This paper thus aims to give a simple methodology to perform an optimal design for nonlinear hysteretic
devices interconnecting two adjacent structures described by a 2-mdof system excited by seismic input, where
the input is modeled as a Gaussian white-noise stationary stochastic process. As the entire system is nonlinear,
a stochastic linearization technique is applied in order to simplify the problem. Since the optimal design of
such devices generally implies that a large number of equations must be solved iteratively, a procedure based
on a simplified structural model is thus proposed within this paper. The 2-mdof system connected by nonlinear
hysteretic devices, is replaced with a reduced order model represented by a generalized 2-sdof system. Here
each structure is represented by an elementary oscillator interconnected by a hysteretic device through the
principle of virtual displacements [13]. Once the equivalent structural parameters of the generalized 2-sdof
system are known, the optimal design is carried out through simple spectra obtained by the authors in a
previous work [9]: here, the optimal design of horizontal hysteretic links connecting a 2-sdof system has been
studied and solved. Finally, the proposed methodology and the effectiveness of hysteretic connection on
seismic response are evaluated performing the analysis on the 2-mdof system through three different
illustrative numerical examples.

2. Problem definition
2.1. Equations of motion for 2-mdof systems

The structural problem of interconnecting 2-mdof plane structures (Fig. 1), having N; and N, degrees of
freedom (N;>=N»), by N, horizontal hysteretic passive devices (N, <N»), can be expressed by the following
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Fig. 1. The 2-mdof structural model.
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Fig. 2. u-Ay graph for A=1, f=0.5,7=0.5,n= 1.

system representing the equations of motion:

MY (1) + C Y 1(1) + K Y1(1) = Bjju(r) — Myt 3, (1),

M,Y5(1) + C2Y2(1) + Ko Ya(t) = —Bu(r) — Myt (0), )
where (i = 1, 2): M,, C;, and K; are, respectively, the N; x N; dimensional mass, damping and stiffness matrices;
Y, is the N; dimensional lateral displacement vector; u(z) the N, dimensional device force vector and B,,; the
N, x N; dimensional allocation matrix; finally, y,(¢) the ground acceleration, (which represents the seismic
excitation), while t1; is the N; dimensional unit vector.

The PC is modeled as a nonlinear hysteretic element [3]; the jth device, with zero post-yield stiffness, has the
following constitutive law:

uj(t) = ijZj(l) j = 1,2, ey Nu, (2)

where F); is a force parameter and z; is the auxiliary argument, expressed in nondimensional form, and defined
by the Bouc—Wen model through the nonlinear first-order differential equation:

with
i(zj, (M) = —7; sgn(z;, (Ay)zlz 1"~ = Bilz " + 4, (4)

where Ay; = j,; — yy; is the relative velocity between the two structures, where the jth device is located; u,; is a
displacement parameter; A; = Ajuy;, f; = Buy;, 7; = y;u,; and n; are parameters which model the shape of the
hysteresis loops.

By assuming that ﬁj + 7, =l and le = 1, the parameters F); and u,,, respectively, correspond to yield force
and yield displacement (Fig. 2).

2.2. Solution of equations of motion

The seismic input is here modeled as a Gaussian white-noise stationary stochastic process, which is
characterized by the power spectral density S,. The white-noise process is chosen in the analysis for its
simplicity; however, the procedure proposed to find the solution to the equation of motion holds for general
inputs [9,10].
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By using the stochastic linearization technique, as discussed in a previous work [9], the hysteretic
constitutive relation (Eq. (3)) can be replaced by the following linearized equation:
Zj =+ C‘Q/‘A).{/ + IZ@ZJ = 0, (5)

where for n; = 1:

E[Ay.z/] _
f \JEE+7, T[Afyf/ -, ©)

and

_ 2 [y /]
Ke:\/ 7\ EIA] + B, ——L 7

where the terms , /E[z_/g] and , /E[Aj/f] are, respectively, the standard deviations of variables z; and Ay;, while

E[Ay;z] is the covariance of the mentioned variables. Different expressions for C’ej and K,; for n#l1 are
reported in [14].
It is possible to rewrite Egs. (1), (2) and (5) in the state space by using the following formulation:

{ X(7) = AX(?) + Be(?),

X,(1) = CX(t) + De(?), )

in which X(#) is the N x 1 state space vector (N =2N;+2N,+N,); A the N x N matrix; B the N x N,
allocation input matrix; X.(¢) the N, x 1 output vector which depends on the number, N,, of the selected
response quantities, C and D are, respectively, the N,x N allocation matrix and the N,x 1 direct-
transformation vector. The quantities are defined as follows, where “T” indicates the transpose:

. . T
Xo=[YI vI & ¥ Y], 9)
T
=[0 0 0 1 rg], (10)
e(1) = —yy(1), (1
[0 0 0 I 0 ]

0 0 0 0 I,
A=| 0 0 K. c -cY (12)

-M; 'K, 0 M'FY —MyiC 0

0 -M;'K, —M;'F 0 —M;‘C2

where (i = 1,2): I, is the N; x N; identity matrix; C,\” is an N, x N; matrix where the first N, x N, part is a
diagonal matrix C, containing C(,, terms and the other parts are zero elements; F, @ is the N;x N, matrix
containing elements F,; and zeros; K, is an N, x N, diagonal matrix containing K,; terms

Since the excitation is stationary, this problem can be solved through the Liapunov equation:

AGxx + GxxA" + 27S;BBT = 0, (13)

where Gxx is the N x N covariance matrix of the state space vector [10]. Eq. (13) is nonlinear because A
depends on the response statistics trough C, and K, matrices; for this reason an iterative procedure is
necessary. Rewriting the symmetric covariance matrix Gyyx into the one-dimensional vector G, the solution is
obtained by solving Eq. (13) iteratively until the following quantity ||G**!' — G¥|| / I1GK|| — 0.
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It is worthwhile to specify that each parameter contained in Eq. (1) has been normalized by the quantity
/So. In particular, the force parameter in Eq. (2) is normalized as

F = Fy/\/So. (14)

2.3. Optimal design of hysteretic dampers

The aim of this study is the optimal design of nonlinear hysteretic devices interconnecting two adjacent
structures described by a 2-mdof system (Fig. 1).

In order to perform the optimal design of nonlinear dissipative control systems, different criteria may be
followed [1,16]. Among the large number of design methodologies, the criterion used in this work refers to an
energy-based approach. Such criterion is associated with the concept of optimal performance of the dissipative
connection. This concept means that the connection performs at its best if it is capable of dissipating the
maximum amount possible of the earthquake input energy.

The optimization procedure to select the optimal device consists of maximizing an objective function named
Energy Dissipation Index (EDI), proposed in [16]. The index is defined as the ratio of the maximum value of
the energy dissipated in the dissipation devices, to the corresponding maximum value of the energy input by
the earthquake, both evaluated over time. Maximizing the EDI index leads to a satisfactory optimal design for
a large class of applications of dissipative passive control [16]. The definition of EDI, rearranged in the
statistical representation [9], for one device (V, = 1), has the expression:

- Ke_ E[u?]At
E[AE 4] FiCe

E[AE]  (OCmy + > m)rnAr

in which E[AE;,] represents the expected value of the increment of the energy dissipated by all the hysteretic
devices, and E[AE]] represents the expected value of the increment of the total input energy introduced to the
system by the seismic event, both normalized by +/Sp. By making the two energy increments explicit, E[u?]
represents the expected value of the square of the control force u, obtained from the covariance matrix of the
output vector X,, m; and m; (with k=1,2,...,N; and /=1,2,..., N,) are the modal masses associated,
respectively, with the kth and /th mode, and At is the time increment. Details about how the energy increments
have been obtained are reported in [9].

Through this optimization procedure, the optimal design of passive control systems based on energy
dissipation can be carried out. According to this procedure, the design of hysteretic devices interconnecting
mdof structures implies the solution of a large number, n,, of equations (n, = 2N;+2N,+ N,, Eq. (8));
moreover, equations must be solved iteratively. Finally, the increment of the energy dissipated by all the
hysteretic connections and the increment of the total input energy in the system must also be calculated. It
seems clear that the application of this methodology can be computationally wasteful.

Consequently, the next section proposes a simple procedure leading to the optimal design of the PCs by
means of a simplified structural model.

EDI =

(15)

3. Reduced order model: generalized 2-sdof system
3.1. Brief review on optimal design for 2-sdof system

In a previous work by the authors [9], the optimal design of a horizontal hysteretic dissipative link
connecting two adjacent structures represented as a 2-sdof system was studied and solved.
Equations of motion for such 2-sdof systems (Fig. 3) excited by a base acceleration a,(f) were:

P+ 280 +oly, = Fyz —ay(0).

. . F, 16
»t 252\/%(91)’2 + ,%w%b = _%Z — ay(2), (16)
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Fig. 3. The 2-sdof structural model.
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Fig. 4. Force design spectrum, [N 4 = 1, A=2, N/ = 5.

where (i = 1,2): y; is the relative displacement; ¢&; the damping ratio; w, the natural frequency of the first
structure; F \, = F, /m; the force in the PC normalized with respect to the mass m, of the first structure; A and u
are, respectively, the stiffness ratio, 4 = k»/k;, and the mass ratio, 4 = m,/my; finally, z is described by the first-
order Bouc—Wen equation, Egs. (3) and (4), by assuming j = 1. The seismic input was modeled as a Gaussian
white-noise stationary stochastic process, characterized by the power spectral density Gy.

In order to solve the nonlinear problem, the stochastic linearization technique explained in Section 2.2 was
applied and z was represented by Eq. (5), always with j = 1. In this case, each parameter in Eq. (16) was
normalized by the quantity +/2Gow;. In particular, the force parameter was normalized as:

ﬂy = -y/\/ 2G0(D1. (17)

The optimal device of the hysteretic connection was obtained by utilizing the energetic criterion explained in
Section 2.3, Eq. (15).

The main results obtained in [9], performing a parametrical analysis for each couple of the structural
parameters u and A were: (i) the optimal behavior of hysteretic device was found to be rigid plastic (the elastic
stiffness of the connection k.= F,/u, — 00); (ii) a synthetic optimal design spectrum for #, had been
obtained (Fig. 4); and (iii) the effectiveness of the connection on reducing vibrations has been demonstrated
(Fig. 5).

In particular, by using Fig. 4, once the u and A values are known, it is possible to design the optimal
hysteretic device by simply selecting the corresponding #, parameter. The performance of the passive (optimal)
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control is then evaluated in terms of response reduction. For example, for uy = 1 and A = 5, Fig. 5 shows the
following response quantities vs. n,: Y;, 4; (i = 1,2) and AY represent, respectively, the root mean square of
the relative displacements, the absolute accelerations and the relative displacement between the structures,
each normalized with respect to the case of no connection (NC). Moreover, the EDI index defined in Eq. (15)
is also shown. The graph includes two limit situations: NC when #,,— 0, and rigid connection when #,, reaches
high values. Within these limit cases, the device works as a dissipative connection. It can be observed how the
maximum EDI value selects the optimal parameter for the device (,=2.2) and all the response quantities are
significantly reduced, with respect to both limit cases.

The results discussed here may be applied to the optimal design of nonlinear hysteretic devices
interconnecting 2-mdof adjacent structures. This objective is reached by utilizing a reduced order model, a
generalized 2-sdof system, for the 2-mdof systems. The procedure will be explained in the following section.

3.2. Generalized 2-sdof system

It is worthwhile to study the 2-mdof system (Fig. 1), connected by hysteretic passive devices, by employing a
generalized 2-sdof system, where each structure is represented by an elementary oscillator interconnected by
a hysteretic device (Fig. 3).

In order to obtain a generalized 2-sdof system the principle of virtual displacement has been used [13]. By
considering a model of 2-mdof structures interconnected by only one control device, N, = 1, Eq. (1) may be
rewritten in the form:

K, Yi(1) + CY (1) = BJu(t) — My Y (1) — Myt 35,(0),
K> Y5 (1) + CoYa(1) = —=Blu(t) — MyY5(1) — Moty (o). (18)
It is reasonable to consider only one device, as it has been demonstrated by numerical analysis that a small
number of devices, one at least, is sufficient to obtain a good reduction of the seismic response. This result is
already underlined in other works [10,12]. Moreover, as reminded by Section 3.1, and in order to simplify the

explanation of the used procedure, a rigid plastic model described by the only yield force parameter F, has
been used for the device. In this case, Eq. (2) becomes:

u(t) = Fyz,, (19)
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with
z = [=7sgn(Ap)z 2" = Blz " + AIAY, Juy, (20)

r being the rth degree of freedom where the device is placed.
In order to obtain the generalized 2-sdof system the displacements of the structures are approximately given
as follows:

Yi() = Wig,(n), =12, 21

where \; are predefined vectors which give the displacement shapes along the structures, whereas ¢,(¢) are the
generalized displacements, depending on time. The shape function ; must satisfy the displacement boundary
conditions.

The principle states that if the equilibrate system is subject to virtual displacements 8Y; (i=1,2) the
external virtual work, 6 W, is equal to the internal virtual work, 6 W

SWg=3W;. (22)
By using Eq. (21), the increments of virtual displacements have the following expression:
dY; =V\,0¢q;, i=1,2. (23)
By applying Eq. (22) and considering Eq. (18), (21), and (23) we obtain:

s (WM + W Crlndy + WK g — W BLLFy 2, + WMy (1)
+ 50> (W Mawhsdiy + W Cothad + Wi Kalhags + WIBLF, 2, + Wi Moo (0)] = 0. 4)

Eq. (24) is satisfied when the two quantities within brackets are identically equal to zero for every virtual
displacement d¢,#0. Developing and rearranging Eq. (24), the following system of equations is obtained:

mlél + Clq.l + klgl = "plrF)’Zr _plj}g(t)r (25)
My, + 24y + kagy = =Y Fyzy — priy(0),
where (i = 1,2)
mi =Y M, ;= Cal, ki =V K,
Vi =B, p;= U M. (26)

By assuming, ¢, = ¥/»,y; and ¢, = )5, with lﬁfr = (p,/py)(m; /my) and lﬁ%r = (p,/p)(my/my), Eq. (25) is
rewritten as:

. . ki o F .
Nnt—n+—n= : yz,.—ocyg([),

m m prmy 7
. C2 . kz ple . ( )
Mt —+t—=- zr — oy, (),

my my pPomy

where o = +/(p,p,)/mimy; note that in Eq. (20) the relative velocity Ay, at the rth degree of freedom is
expressed as

Ay, =B, Yo — B, Y1 = V0,45 — V1,4, = Y, Yo, (0 — 1) = 3, — 3y = A (28)

Eq. (27) represents the expected generalized 2-sdof system. In fact, by comparing these equations and
Eq. (16), the parameters of a generalized system may be identified and evaluated by using expressions shown in
Table 1. Such equations are also formally equivalent, Eq. (28), for the parameters z,, Eq. (20), and z. This
means that it is possible to design the nonlinear hysteretic connection of 2-mdof adjacent structures by
defining a generalized equivalent 2-sdof system, with dynamic features shown in Table 1, and by using the
optimal design procedure discussed in Section 3.1, as will be explained below.
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Table 1
Reduced order model parameters

Generalized 2-sdof system 2-sdof system
k ol
m
a 280,
ny
nFy F,
Y21
z, z

. DD ay
Wy = \/mlmzyg
k Y,
X2 “w?

2\’ i
1 ni

k> p2ml>2 !

k] lmz

3.3. Optimal design of hysteretic damper

The key step of the procedure is the evaluation of all parameters of generalized 2-sdof system through Table 1,
such that, by taking into account Eq. (17), it is possible to evaluate the optimal force value for the device inter-
connecting 2-mdof adjacent structures, being G, = o>S, and by using the spectrum of Fig. 4, in the following way:

F, =21 /2S0m,. (29)

- lp]r
Finally, taking into account Eq. (14), the normalized optimal force is computed as
F, V2
Fr=—r v, (30)
vV SO lplr

4. Illustrative examples

In order to verify the developed methodology, three different numerical examples are considered. In the
following, a detailed description of these cases is reported:

Case A: Two 10-story structures (N, = N, = 10) interconnected at their roof level by one hysteretic damper
(N, =1 and r = 10). The mass of each floor for the structure “1” is 1.6 x 10°kg, for the structure “2” is
0.8 x 10°kg; the interstory stiffness for first structure is 0.6 x 10'°N/m, for the second structure it is
1.2 x 10'°N/m; finally, for both structures each mode has a damping ratio of 2%.

Case B: A flexible 20-story structure (N, = 20) interconnected to the roof of a stiff ten-story structure
(N, = 10) by one hysteretic damper (N, = 1, r = 10) [10]. For both the structures the mass of each floor is
1.6 x 10°kg, the interstory stiffness is 1.2 x 10'°N/m, and each mode has a damping ratio of 2%.

Case C: A four-story structure (N; = 4) interconnected to the roof of a stiff two-story structure (N, = 2) by
one hysteretic damper (N, = 1, r = 2). The mass of each floor for both structures is 125kg, the stiffness
matrices for structures 1 and 2 are:

723 =353 022 0.16

-3.53 6.12 =345 0.15

8.09 —3.82
K; = 10° x [N/m], K;=10°x [

022 =345 69 =35 —-382 342

0.16 015 =35 313

| o5,
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the modal damping ratios of structures 1 and 2 are, respectively, &, = 6.46, 2.21, 1.61, 1.75, and &, = 1.23, 0.8.
Such values are used to obtain the damping matrices C; and C,. This example refers to a physical model used
in an experimental campaign [17].

In all the applications hysteresis model parameters for the connecting dampers are taken as 4 = 1, f = 0.5,
7=0.5 and n=1.

In order to investigate the influence of the shape of displacement vectors on the design problem, Eq. (21),
three different \;, (i = 1, 2), are chosen: (i) the first represents the first modal shape for each structure in a no-
coupled case (NC); (ii) the second represents the first modal shape for each structure in a rigidly-coupled case
(RC); (iii) in the last shape vector displacements have been assumed to increase linearly with the height above
the base (linear deflection LD).

Note that in this work the optimal place of the device is not investigated. In all cases considered here, the
device is always installed at the top of the low structure, r = N,, as suggested in Refs. [10,12].

Two objectives must be reached for such examples:

(1) The primary objective is the optimal design of the hysteretic device performed by applying the developed
method based on the reduced order model (see Section 3). In order to validate the proposed method, the
results obtained with this procedure will be compared with the ones obtained by performing the optimal
design on the 2-mdof adjacent structures (see Section 2.3). By summarizing the proposed procedure in few
steps, the problem for each case is formulated in the following way:

e to define the shape vectors \;, (i = 1,2);

e to estimate the parameters of generalized 2-sdof system (Table 1);
® to choose the optimal parameter #, (Fig. 4);

® to estimate the optimal force F),* for 2-mdof system, Eq. (30).

(i1) The second objective is the evaluation of the effectiveness of hysteretic connection on the seismic response.
Concerning this aspect, the response analysis is performed on the 2-mdof system. It is interesting to
compare the responses of the passive controlled structures by means of the hysteretic connection, PC, with
the situation of no-coupled structures, NC, and the situation of rigidly-coupled structures, RC, as already
done with reference to the 2-sdof system, (see Section 3.1, Fig. 5).

The response quantities chosen for comparison are the root mean square of the relative displacement, the
shear of the two structures, and the relative displacement between the two structures. It must be taken into
account that each quantity has been normalized with respect to +/.Sy.

4.1. Case A: 10-10 mdof systems

This first example has been chosen because it refers to two structures which have equivalent degrees of
freedom and the same floor elevation. In order to perform the optimal design of the hysteretic connection, the
parameters in the generalized 2-sdof system are evaluated by using Table 1; some reduced order model
parameters, computated for the assumed three shapes of the displacement vectors, are reported in Table 2.

By using Fig. 4 and with these values, it is possible to design the optimal force of hysteretic device F,*,
interconnecting the two structures, Eq. (30), for the three different shape vectors previously defined, see Fig. 6;
these values are reported in Table 3.

Concerning the issue of choosing different shape displacement vectors, it appears that the structural
parameters of the generalized 2-sdof system do not significantly change—see Table 2; in fact, the values of
equivalent mass and stiffness ratios are similar. As a consequence, the force parameter 7, is equal; even wy,
and the ratio p;/i;, parameters are quite similar, thus the optimal force F,* selected with the simplified
methodology is similar. Whatever shape vector is assumed, the optimal force selected has the same order of
magnitude—see Table 3.

In order to validate the simplified methodology, the general procedure for the optimal design of a hysteretic
connection in the 2-mdof system (introduced in Section 2), is also applied. For the two ten-story structures the
EDI index has been calculated and the parametric analysis performed in order to get the best value of F,* is
carried out; the results are plotted in Fig. 7. The optimization leads to the optimal force value of
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Table 2
Case A: 10-10 mdof system, reduced order model parameters

Y, A n My (21 Py,
NC 2 0.5 1.61 9.15 122.77 x 10°
RC 1.98 0.49 1.61 9.76 140.40 x 10°
LD 2 0.5 1.61 9.86 886 x 10*
(a) (b)
10 ;o
9
B L
7
6
8 5 3
i i
4
2
1
O i i L i
0 2 4 6 0 2 4 6
x 107 x 10
Fig. 6. Different shape vectors. —e— NC: no-coupled case, RC: rigidly-coupled case, + LD: linear deflection, for (a)

structure 1, (b) structure 2.

Table 3

Case A: 10-10 mdof system, optimal parameter for different shape vectors

vy F, (NS™2/m)
NC 7.4 % 10’

RC 9.3 x 10’

LD 6.3 x 107

F*=175x 107 [Ns™*?/m], that is quite similar to those obtained with the simplified method. This
demonstrates the validity of the simplified methodology proposed here. Furthermore, it appears that the
choice of the shape vector does not substantially modify the result in terms of optimal force.

At this point, it is useful to investigate how the control device, designed here, leads to the reduction of the
structural responses of the system. Figs. 8 and 9 show the displacement responses for the two structures. It can
be noted that for both structures, the case of PC always reduces the responses if compared with the case of
NC. In particular, for structure 1, the reduction of the top displacement with respect to NC is approximately
equal to 70%, while for structure 2 the reduction is almost equal to 50%. It is also interesting to point out how
the two rigidly connected structures behave. For structure 1, this link could guarantee a reduction of around
40% with respect to the case of NC, while for structure 2 an amplification of the response of approximately
42% 1is observed. In addition, better displacement reduction (for both structures) is obtained with the PC,
rather than with the rigid connection. Fig. 10 shows the relative displacement between the structures. The case
of PC results useful if compared with the case of NC; infact the roof reduction is around 70%. The rigid
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Fig. 8. Case A: 10-10 dof system, first structure displacement s PC, NC, —8— RC.

connection clearly acts in a manner which avoids the relative displacement at the roof level, but at lower levels
the response can also increase if compared with the situation of PC. However, both ways of interconnecting
the structures appear to be convenient for the reduction of relative displacement—of course this result was
predictable on its own.

Finally, Fig. 11(a) and (b) shows the shear forces of the two structures. For structure 1, the situation with
PC guarantees good reduction, both in comparison with the case of uncoupled structures than in rigidly
coupled structure cases. In particular, the reduction of the base shear with respect to NC case is almost equal
to 60%. Even for structure 2, good results are obtained by using the PC; the base shear appears reduced by
around 60% in comparison with results obtained for uncoupled structures. Concerning shear force reduction
by using the rigid connection, results are not as effective as for the passive case. In fact, structure 1 shows a
response reduction with reference to NC especially at the lower floors (base shear reduction of around 45%),
but in correspondence of the floor where the link is placed, an amplification is observed. Additionally, for
structure 2 an amplification of the shear along all the elevation is also observed.
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Fig. 10. Case A: 10-10 dof system, relative displacement between the structures —X— PC, NC, —G— RC.

Taking into account the objectives to be reached throughout the applications, it is possible to summarize for
case A that:

(i) the simplified methodology is successful having conducted to the optimal force F,* value in good
accordance with the general procedure. Concerning the choice of shape displacement vectors \;, it has
been verified that optimal force F,* has low dependence on the assumed shape. This circumstance has also
been confirmed in the other examples and for this reason, in the following, only the results obtained with
linear deflection will be shown;

(ii) a good performance in terms of response reduction has been obtained through the PC, since an effective
suppression of the motion for the two structures has been observed, in comparison with both uncoupled
and rigidly coupled structures.
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Table 4
Case B: 20-10 mdof system, reduced order model parameters

A u 1y [} P/,

0.97 0.26 1.13 7.22 495.8 x 10°

4.2. Case B: 20-10 mdof systems

This second case has been studied because the two structures do not have identical numbers of degrees of
freedom. The aim is to demonstrate the validity of the simplified methodology in such situations, keeping in
mind that this case is representative of typical structures in several engineering fields.

Some parameters in the generalized 2-sdof system are evaluated by means of the expressions shown in
Table 1, and are summarized in Table 4. By using Eq. (30) the optimal force parameter obtained with the
reduced order model is F},* = 1.4 x 103 [N s~%/m].

Fig. 12 shows EDI index vs. F,*, in the 20 ten-story structures; the maximum value of EDI is attained for
the optimal force value of F,* =1.3 x 108[Ns™?/m]. Again, the simplified methodology and the general
procedure match well in selecting the optimal force value F,*.

Figs. 13 and 14 show the displacement responses for the structures. As in the previous application, the case
of PC, always reduces displacements along the elevation if compared with the case of NC. The top
displacements of structures 1 and 2 are, respectively, reduced by approximately 50% and 60%, with respect to
the case of NC. As for case A, the rigid connection, if compared with NC, improves the response of structure
1, but it has a negative effect on protection of structure 2. As a consequence, better displacement reduction
(for both structures) is still obtained with the PC rather than with the rigid connection. Fig. 15 shows the
relative displacement between the structures. With the PC, the relative displacement reduction at the roof with
respect to the case of NC is more than 60%. For the particular characteristics of the two structures, (identical
floor mass and interstory stiffness) relative displacement is avoided with the rigid connection.

Fig. 16(a) and (b) shows the shear force of the two structures. On the elevation a good reduction is reached
through the hysteretic link, having the base of around 50% of reduction for both structures with respect to the



M. Basili, M. De Angelis | Journal of Sound and Vibration 306 (2007) 297-317 311

EDI

F: x 108

20
18 }
16 |
14 |
12 }
10 }

Floor

o N OB O

1 1 L L L 1

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0.5 0.6 0.7

Displacement 1 (s"¥2)

Fig. 13. Case B: 20-10 dof system, first structure displacement —x- PC, NC, —G— RC.

case of NC. The solution obtained with a rigid connection compared with respect to case NC, contrarily,
furnishes reduction only for structure 1 and only for the first nine floors. From the 10th floor, where the link is
supposed to act, a large jump is noticed. Even observing the shear force on the elevation for the PC case, a
little increase at the 10th floor appears; however, the response preserves reduction in the upper floors.
Structure 2 shows large amplification in the RC case. Interconnecting with a rigid device does not appear to be
a convenient solution for such adjacent structures. Even in case B, the effectiveness of PC is demonstrated and
appears to be a good solution for response reduction among the different connections proposed here.

4.3. Case C: 4-2 mdof systems

The third case deals with the physical model of two actual structures subject to dynamic tests on a shaking
table [17] (Fig. 17). Such structures are interconnected with a hysteretic steel-yielding device, designed for the
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Fig. 15. Case B: 20-10 dof system, relative displacement between the structures —X— PC, NC, —e— RC.

experimental campaign by using the discussed method presented here. Even this example involves the response
of two structures having different degrees of freedom. As done for the previous examples, the structural
parameters, in the generalized 2-sdof system, are reported in Table 5.

The optimal force obtained with the reduced order model using Eq. (30) is F,* = 6937 [N s732/m]. By
performing the optimal design on the 2-mdof system, the maximization of the EDI index vs. F),* leads to the
value F,* = 6500 [N s73/2/m], as shown in Fig. 18. Again the two methodologies yield quite similar results.

Figs. 19 and 20 show the displacement responses of the structures. For the particular characteristics of this
system, both solutions (PC and RC) of interconnecting the adjacent structures imply a reduction for the
displacements, if compared with the case of NC. In any case, the PC is better than the rigid connection. In fact,
with respect to the NC situation, the reduction of the top displacement for structure 1 is almost 30% for the
PC case, whereas the reduction is less than 10% for the RC case. For structure 2, reductions of approximately
60% for the PC case and 30% for RC case, are observed. Fig. 21 shows the relative displacement between the
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Fig. 17. Physical model of the 4-2 dof structures.
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Table 5
Case C: 4-2 mdof system, reduced order model parameters
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Fig. 19. Case C: 4-2 dof system, first structure displacement + PC, NC, —G— RC.

structures. Also in this case a reduction of almost 60% of the response is observed by interconnecting
structures with the passive device, with respect to NC. In this case, the reduction obtained with a rigid
connection is greater than that obtained with a PC. Fig. 22(a) and (b) shows the shear force of the two
structures. The PC guarantees good and regular reductions of the shear force on the elevation for both
structures. The reduction at the base is around 30% for structure 1, and around 40% for structure 2. A rigid
link shows improvements in terms of displacements for structure 2 with respect to the case for NC, but, for
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Fig. 21. Case C: 4-2 dof system, relative displacement between the structures —X— PC, NC, —e— RC.

structure 1, an amplification of the shear force is shown with a large jump at the last floors. In any case, the
best performance is obtained by using the hysteretic device.

In this example, the best advantages due to the presence of the interconnection are observed regarding
structure 2. In fact, all the response quantities attain the largest reduction.

5. Conclusions

A reduced order model for optimal design of 2-mdof structures, connected by hysteretic dampers, has been
studied. The seismic input has been modeled as a Gaussian white-noise stationary stochastic process, whereas
the passive nonlinear hysteretic connection has been modeled by the differential Bouc—Wen law. In order to
simplify the problem, a stochastic linearization technique has been applied. The design procedure is based on
replacing a 2-mdof system, with a generalized 2-sdof system, in which each structure is represented by an



316 M. Basili, M. De Angelis | Journal of Sound and Vibration 306 (2007) 297-317

(a) (b)
4 ¥ x T 2
3 L
5 2 § 1 *x oo
L o
1 k
0 0 -
0 1 2 0 1 3
Shear 1 (Ns¥2/m) Shear 2 (Ns32/m)
x 104 x 10*
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elementary oscillator interconnected by a hysteretic device. Assuming predefined vectors which give the
displacement shape along the structures, it has been possible to obtain the expected reduced order model by
applying the principle of virtual displacements. Once the equivalent structural parameters of the generalized
2-sdof system have been discovered, the optimal design of the connection is carried out by using simple spectra
obtained by the authors in a previous work, where the optimal design of a horizontal hysteretic link
connecting 2-sdof systems has been studied and solved.

Illustrative examples have been treated in order to reach double objectives:

(i) performing the optimal design of the hysteretic device by applying the developed method based on the
reduced order model. In order to validate the proposed method, the results obtained with this procedure
have been compared with the results obtained by performing the optimal design on the 2-mdof adjacent
structures by using the energetic criterion;

(i1) the evaluation of the effectiveness of hysteretic connection on the seismic response by performing the
response analysis on the 2-mdof system.

Results confirm the proposed methodology as successful for the optimal design of the connection.
Concerning the choice of shape displacement vectors, it has been verified that optimal force parameter has low
dependence on the assumed shape; for this reason a linear deflection has been selected for the analysis.
Moreover, the PC led to good performances in terms of response reductions; this is directly due to an effective
suppression of the motion for the two structures, in comparison with both no-coupled and rigidly-coupled
structures, which have been observed.
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