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Abstract: An efficient design procedure for building structures with damping systems is proposed
using nonlinear response history analysis permitted in the revised Korean building code, KBC 2016.
The goal of the proposed procedure is to design structures with damping systems complying with
design requirements of KBC 2016 that do not specify a detailed design method. The proposed
design procedure utilizes response reduction factor obtained by a limited number of nonlinear
response history analyses of the seismic-force-resisting system with incremental damping ratio
substituting damping devices. Design parameters of damping device are determined taking into
account structural period change due to stiffness added by damping devices. Two design examples
for three-story and six-story steel moment frames with metallic yielding dampers and viscoelastic
dampers, respectively, shows that the proposed design procedure can produce design results
complying with KBC 2016 without time-consuming iterative computation, predict seismic response
accurately, and save structural material effectively.
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1. Introduction

There were no seismic design provisions for the application of damping systems in the Korean
Building Code (KBC) 2009, therefore, Korean engineers encountered many difficulties in the practical
application of damping devices [1]. The KBC was revised in 2016 with the addition of design criteria
for structures with damping systems [2]. The design provisions for structures with damping systems in
KBC 2016 adopted only nonlinear response history procedure. In the case of ASCE 7, both equivalent
lateral force procedure and response spectrum procedure are allowed. However, the use of those two
procedures is restricted for strict conditions and nonlinear response history procedure is adopted major
design procedure in ASCE 7-16 [3].

In spite of being adopted as a major design procedure, nonlinear response history analysis
procedure requires much more computational efforts compared to linear analysis. It is difficult to
design damping devices by trial and error using nonlinear response history analysis. Therefore,
many design procedures adopt equivalent linearization technique to take into account the nonlinear
characteristics of either damping device or building structure [4–10]. Some design procedures
adopt nonlinear static analysis to take into account the inelastic behavior of the structure more
directly [11,12], which utilizes the equivalent linearization technique to determine the performance
point. Many equivalent linearization techniques for different nonlinear damping devices have been
proposed [13–15]. Most of them utilize damping correction factors, which represent response reduction
for a specified amount of damping ratio developed for linear or nonlinear systems [13,14,16,17].
However, those design procedures based on equivalent linearization technique have limitations in
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that they assume deformed shape based on elastic analysis and are difficult to identify localized
nonlinear behavior of a structure, such as weak story mechanism and force or deformation demands
on structural components and damping devices with sufficient accuracy for detailed design. Besides,
proposed optimization procedures have been developed. Some of those procedures adopt stochastic
analysis [18,19] or linear response history analysis [20]. The others make use of nonlinear response
history for evaluation of objective function or boundary conditions [21–23]. However, the latter
methodologies repeat nonlinear response history analysis for every iterative step during optimization
and, as a result, are computationally demanding in the case of actual building structures with many
degrees of freedom

This study is to propose and validate an efficient and systematic design procedure for inelastic
multi-degree-of-freedom (MDOF) structures with damping systems complying with KBC 2016, which
requires nonlinear response history analysis but does not provide methodology for detailed design.
Two design examples for steel moment frames using nonlinear response history analysis are presented.
The proposed design procedure makes use of nonlinear response history analysis of an MDOF structure
directly to determine design parameters of damping devices and captures complex inelastic behavior
of building structures more realistically. Differently from the existing optimization procedure, the
design procedure performs only a small number of nonlinear response history analyses, which is
usually three to five times. As a result, the proposed design procedure requires only a small amount of
computational efforts compared to the existing optimization-based design procedures that perform
nonlinear response history analysis repeatedly until convergence. The proposed design procedure
can be implemented using commercial structural analysis software and can be applied to design code
except for KBC 2016.

2. KBC2016 Seismic Design Provisions for Structures with Damping Systems [2]

2.1. Damping Systems

The damping system is intended to reduce the seismic demand to a structure and refers to a
subsystem that includes both damping devices and structural elements that transmit forces from the
damping devices to seismic-force-resisting systems or foundations of the structure. The damping device
is a structural element that dissipates energy by relative motion between two ends of the device and
includes all the elements such as pins, bolts, gusset plates, braces, etc. necessary to install the damping
device. The damping device may be installed in a separate structure out of the seismic-force-resisting
system or in the seismic-force-resisting system. Figure 1 shows examples of configurations of damping
devices and damping systems connected to a seismic-force-resisting system.
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A damping device is classified into a velocity-dependent damping device whose force response
depends on the relative velocity between the two ends of the device and a displacement-dependent
damping device of which force response is determined by the relative displacement between the two
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ends of the devices. A mathematical model of the velocity-dependent damping system shall include
the velocity coefficient corresponding to the test data. Displacement-response characteristics of the
displacement-dependent damping device shall be modeled considering the dependence of seismic
force response on the frequency, amplitude, and duration of ground motion clearly.

The components constituting the damping system shall be designed so that the damping device
works normally without interruption. Thus, structural elements in the damping system are designed
to remain elastic when subjected to design earthquake including forces transmitted from the damping
device. The forces from the damping devices shall not be calibrated by the intensity reduction factor
or the response correction factor. Moreover, the damping device shall be designed so as not to break
when subjected to the maximum considered earthquake.

2.2. Seismic-Force-Resisting System

A building structure to which damping systems are applied shall have a seismic-force-resisting
system defined in the KBC in each direction. Table 1 shows design factors of steel moment-resisting
frame systems, which are appropriate to install damping devices due to relatively low stiffness and
used in design examples of this study. At the initial stage, the seismic-force-resisting system of a
building structure with damping systems are designed in order to resist the minimum base shear Vmin
independently. Vmin is calculated by Equations (1) and (2).

Vmin = ηV (1)

η ≥ 0.75 (2)

where V is the design base shear calculated by equivalent lateral force procedure and η is the expected
damping correction factor representing the degree of seismic force reduction acting on the structure
obtained by damping systems. The expected damping correction factor η shall be validated through
nonlinear response history analysis of the seismic-force-resisting systems combined with damping
systems as described in the next section.

Table 1. Design factors for steel moment-resisting frame systems.

Steel Moment-Resisting Frame
Systems

Design Coefficients

Response
Modification

Factor
R

Overstrength
Factor

Ωo

Deflection
Amplification

Factor
Cd

Special 8 3 5.5

Intermediate 4.5 3 4

Ordinary 3.5 3 3

2.3. Damping Performance

The expected damping correction factor η applied to the minimum base shear Vmin of the
seismic-force-resisting system shall be higher than or equal to the actual damping correction factor ηh
shown in Equation (3).

ηh =
Vh
Vhe

(3)

where Vh and Vhe are the base shear calculated from the analysis of the structure with damping systems
and from the analysis of the structure in which velocity-dependent components of damping devices
are removed and displacement-dependent components of the damping devices are substituted into the
effective stiffness, respectively.
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The effective stiffness for the displacement-dependent component of the damping device is
calculated based on the peak displacement and corresponding force of the damping device obtained
from the analysis to calculate Vh as follows.

ke f f =

∣∣∣F+
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣F−∣∣∣

|∆+|+ |∆−|
(4)

where ∆+ and ∆− is the peak displacement of each damping device in positive and negative directions,
respectively, and F+ and F− are corresponding forces, respectively.

3. Damping System Design Procedure

An efficient and systematic seismic design procedure for damping systems using nonlinear
response history analysis is proposed in this section. The goal of the proposed procedure is to design
structures with damping systems complying with the design requirements of KBC 2016 that does not
specify a detailed design method.

3.1. Elastic Design of Seismic-Force-Resisting Systems

Seismic-force-resisting systems are designed to meet strength requirement for the minimum
base shear with a target value of η. Then, the story drifts are checked using allowable story drifts
corresponding to the seismic risk category. If some story drifts exceed the allowable story drifts, it is
necessary to use damping systems in order to reduce the demand for those story drift. The allowable
story drifts are 1.0%, 1.5%, and 2.0% for seismic risk category S, I, and II, respectively.

3.2. Target Damping Ratio Calculation

In order to estimate the target damping ratio, nonlinear response history analysis of the
seismic-force-resisting system designed in Section 3.1 is performed repeatedly with a damping ratio
raised at a constant increment. The peak story drift and peak base shear of the seismic-force-resisting
systems are computed for each analysis until those peak responses reach their target values, respectively.
Both peak story drift and peak base shear are determined as average responses obtained from nonlinear
response history analysis using seven or more ground motion records. The target base shear V*
is determined as the minimum base shear corrected by the demand-capacity ratio (DCR), which is
determined in the elastic design of the seismic-force-resisting system and represent redundancy in
the design.

V∗ =
Vmin
DCR

(5)

The damping ratio of the seismic-force-resisting system is composed of inherent damping and
damping added by damping systems. In this study, the damping ratio of the structure is assumed to
be 5%. The target damping ratio βt is calculated by Equation (6).

βt = βIH + βv (6)

where, βIH is the inherent damping ratio and βv is the damping ratio added by damping system. In the
nonlinear response history analysis, βv is increased at a constant increment, and the increment need
not be too small because the response can be interpolated numerically. Thus, three to five times of
nonlinear response analysis for a given ground motion set is adequate.

Response reduction ratio with respect to effective damping ratio can be plotted in order to
determine the target damping ratio and design of damping devices. An illustrative example of such
plots is represented in Figure 2, where response reduction ratios for both base shear and maximum
story drift are plotted in broken lines.
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3.3. Damping Device Design

Damping device design is to determine design parameters that can provide damping parameters.
Both displacement-dependent damping device and velocity-dependent damping device are addressed
for illustrative design examples in this study. Metallic yielding dampers, friction dampers and
many other types of dampers belong to displacement-dependent damping devices. The TADAS
(triangular-plate added damping and added stiffness) system is adopted as an example of
displacement-dependent damping devices in this study. Velocity-dependent damping devices include
viscous dampers and viscoelastic dampers of which the latter provides a displacement-dependent
force component. The viscoelastic damper is adopted as an example of velocity-dependent damping
devices in this study.

3.3.1. Effective Damping of Displacement-Dependent Damping Devices

The force-displacement relationship of the TADAS system is defined as a bi-linear model with
a post-yield stiffness ratio of 0.02. The strength and stiffness characteristics of the TADAS system
including deformation capacity are calculated by Equations (7) to (9) using metal plate dimensions and
material strengths of which details can be found in Ramirez et al. [24].

δy =
3
2

εyh2

t

 (7)

Vy =
Fybt2

4h
(8)

δmax =
εmaxh2

t
(9)

where δy, Vy and δmax are yield deformation, yield strength and deformation capacity, respectively,
and b, h and t are width, height and thickness of the triangular metal plate, εy is the yield strain of
the material, εmax is the strain limit of the damping device and can be calculated by the following
equation [25–28].

εmax = AN−B
f (10)

where N f is the number of deformation cycles and assumed to be 100, A and B are constant and
assumed to be 0.08 and 0.3, respectively [24]. The peak deformation demand on the damping device is
calculated as follows.

δu = hiθi (11)
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where θi and hi are the peak story drift angle (rad) and the story height of the i-th story.
For given peak deformation demands, the effective damping ratio can be calculated by Equations

(12) in accordance with ASCE 7-10 based on the energy dissipation due to cyclic deformations illustrated
in Figure 3 [29].

βv =

∑
Edj

4πEs
(12)

where Es is the strain energy stored in the structure Edj is the energy dissipated by the j-th damping
device. Es and Edj are calculated by the following equations.

Es =
1
2

∑
Fiδi (13)

Edj = 4
(
Fyjδuj − Fujδyj

)
(14)

where Fi and δi are the peak lateral force and peak lateral displacement at the i-th story, respectively,
δyj, δuj, Fyj and Fuj are the yield displacement, peak displacement, yield strength and peak force of the
i-th damping device.
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3.3.2. Effective Damping of Velocity-Dependent Damping Devices

The characteristics of the viscoelastic damping device adopted in this study are based on the
experimental results of Soong and Dargush (1997) represented in Table 2 [30]. Kelvin model illustrated
in Figure 4 is adopted for numerical modeling of the viscoelastic damping device. Effective stiffness
and damping coefficients of the model are given by the following equations

Kd =
AG′

td
(15)

Cd =
ηd

ω
Kd (16)

where G′ and ηd are storage modulus and loss factor of the viscoelastic material, respectively, A and
td are the shear area and thickness of the viscoelastic damper, respectively, and ω is the excitation
frequency, which is taken as the fundamental frequency of the structure with effective stiffness of
damping devices. Added damping ratio βv can be calculated by the following equation on the basis of
the modal strain energy method [31].

βv =
ηd

2

(
1−

ω2
n

ωn2

)
(17)
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whereωn andωn are the natural frequency before and after installation of damping systems, respectively.
Although the modal strain energy method is applicable to linear elastic structures, it is assumed that
nonlinear damping devices is linearized using effective stiffness. Thus, ωn is calculated by eigenvalue
analysis of the structure with the effective stiffness of damping systems added. The thickness of the
viscoelastic damper tVED can be calculated as follows.

tVED =
∆u

γmax
(18)

where ∆u is the maximum shear deformation of the damping device and γmax is the maximum strain
capacity

Table 2. Properties of the viscoelastic damping device [20].

Temperature
(◦C)

Frequency
(Hz)

Strain
(%)

Shear Storage
modulus, G

′

(MPa)

Shear loss
modulus, G”

(MPa)

Loss
Factor
ηd

24 1.0 20 0.958 1.151 1.20
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3.3.3. Design of Damping Devices Considering Change of the Natural Frequency

Once damping device properties are determined, it is necessary to update the effective damping
ratio βv because the effective damping ratio βv given by Equations (12) or (17) is dependent on the
stiffness and/or strength of the damping device. A rational method to update the effective damping
ratio considering response reduction and stiffening effects of damping devices is described in this
section and Figure 2 illustrates the procedure for updating the effective damping ratio conceptually.

(Step 1) Base shear and maximum story drift reduction factors are plotted with respect to βt,
broken lines in Figure 2.

(Step 2) The target damping ratio βt1 corresponding to the initial base shear reduction factor
(V/Vo)1 is interpolated from the plot ‘Initial V/Vo’ (thick broken line) in Figure 2.

(Step 3) The maximum story drift reduction factor (D/Do)1 is interpolated from the plot ‘Initial
D/Do’ (thin broken line) in Figure 2.

(Step 4) Damping devices are designed to achieve the target damping ratio Equation (12) or (17)
subjected to deformations corresponding to (D/Do)1. Those deformations can be approximated by
multiplying (D/Do)1 to the initial response for only βIH.

(Step 5) Effective stiffness of damping devices is calculated and added to the structure without
damping devices. Then, the fundamental frequencies of the structure are updated.

(Step 6) Response reduction factors are updated corresponding to change of the fundamental
frequencies. The peak story drift reduction factor is reduced on the basis of displacement design
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spectrum, as shown in Figure 5a due to fundamental period shortening. The modified peak story drift
reduction factor is plotted as ‘Updated D/Do’ (thin solid line) in Figure 2.
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(Step 7) The effective damping ratio is updated to βt2 considering the decrease of deformations
in (Step 6), and corresponding maximum story drift reduction factor is interpolated from the plot
‘Updated D/Do’ in Figure 2.

(Step 8) The base shear reduction factor is determined on the basis of pseudo-acceleration
design spectrum and increased due to shortening of the fundamental period, as shown in Figure 5b.
The modified base shear reduction factor is represented as ‘Updated V/Vo’ in Figure 2 (thick solid line).

(Step 9) Damping correction factor η for βt2 is calculated as a ratio between V/Vo’s at βt2 and βIH

on ‘Updated V/Vo’ in Figure 2.
(Step 10) Adjust (V/Vo)1 and repeat (Step 2) to (Step 9) until η becomes sufficiently close to

the target.
(Step 11) If η converges to the target, nonlinear response history analysis is performed in order to

confirm whether the actual response reduction factor satisfies design requirements or not.
The design procedure proposed above utilizes nonlinear response history analysis only at Step 1.

Additional response prediction is performed using the elastic design spectrum. Thus, the proposed
design procedure is computationally efficient compared to the trial-and-error method based on fully
nonlinear response history analysis.

4. Design Example

Two design examples based on the proposed damping system design procedure are presented.
The first example is a three-story steel moment-resisting frames with metallic yielding dampers and
the second example is a six-story steel moment-resisting frames with viscoelastic dampers.

4.1. Nonlinear Modeling of Structural Elements

Nonlinear modeling of beams and columns of the steel moment frames is performed in accordance
with ASCE 41-13 [32]. Common load-deformation relationship for beams and columns subjected to
flexure is represented in Figure 6, where the yield rotation angle of beams and columns is calculated by
Equations (19) and (20), respectively.

Beams : θy =
ZFylb
6EIb

(19)

Columns : θy =
ZFylc
6EIc

(
1−

P
Pye

)
(20)
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where lb, lc, Z and l are the moment of inertia for beams and columns, the plastic section modulus and
member length, respectively. In addition, E, Fy, P and Pye are the modulus of elasticity, yield strength
of steel, the axial force acting on the member and the axial strength of member, respectively.
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The panel zone of the steel moment frame was explicitly modeled with Krawinkler’s model [33]
of which configuration is represented in Figure 7, and the load-deformation relationship is shown in
Figure 8. The characteristics of the panel zone model were calculated by the following Equations.

Ke = 0.95dbdctpG (21)

Kp = 1.04b f ct2
f cG (22)

My = 0.55Fytp0.95dbdc (23)

θp = 4θy (24)

where db, dc, b f c, tp, t f c, G and α are beam depth, column depth, column flange width, panel zone
thickness, column flange thickness, shear modulus and strain-hardening ratio (0.02), respectively.
Perform-3D software was used for modeling and nonlinear response history analysis.
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4.2. Three-Story Steel Moment-Resisting Frames with Metallic Yielding Dampers (3F-OMRF-MD)

4.2.1. Initial Design of Seismic-Force-Resisting System

An example building with displacement-dependent damping devices is designed based on the
KBC 2016, which is composed of three stories, five spans in X direction, three spans in Y direction.
Figure 9a,b shows a three-dimensional view and plan view of the building. All the X-directional
internal frames are identical and only one frame is used in this design example and represented
in Figure 9c. The dead and live loads of the structure applied to building floors are 5.0 kN/m2

and 3.5 kN/m2, respectively, and identical for all stories. The building is assumed to be located in
seismic zones I and belong to seismic risk category ‘Special’. Site class SD is assumed for the building.
The seismic-force-resisting system of the building is designed as an ordinary moment-resisting frame
of which design factors are listed in Table 1. Allowable story drift of 1.0 % for seismic risk category
‘Special’ is adopted.
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The initial design of the moment-resisting frame was performed for the minimum base shear with
η = 0.75. The properties of columns and beams of the designed frame are listed in Table 3. The same
section is used for each member in all stories. SM490 material was applied to all the members. The DCR
of the initial design result is 0.95. Thus, the target base shear reduction factor required for damping
systems is moderated to be 0.79, considering the DCR.

Table 3. Properties of moment-resisting frames.

Model Member Story Section Material

3F-OMRF-MD
Beam 1-3 H-506 × 201 × 11/19

SM490
fy = 315 MPa
fu = 490 MPa

Column 1-3 H-394 × 405 × 18/18

Brace 1-3 H-200 × 200 × 8/12

6F-SMRF-VED

Beam
5-6 H-354 × 176 × 8/13

3-4 H-450 × 200 × 9/14

1-2 H-496 × 199 × 9/14

Column
4-6 H-414 × 405 × 18/28

1-3 H-428 × 407 × 20/35

Brace 1-6 H-244 × 252 × 11/11

From linear dynamic analysis using the response spectrum method, the maximum story drift
without damping devices was 1.32%, which occurs at the first story and is higher than the allowable
story drift of 1.0%. Therefore, it is necessary to reduce the story drift as well as base shear using
damping devices. TADAS damping devices are installed at the center span using brace members
listed in Table 3. Thus, the center frame and the damping devices shown in Figure 9c comprises a
damping system.

4.2.2. Design of Displacement-Dependent Damping Devices

In order to achieve target reduction factors for base shear and maximum story drift, those two
response values are recorded from nonlinear response history analyses repeated with incremental
damping of 0.05. Thus, the nonlinear response history analysis was performed only five times.
Response reduction factors obtained from the nonlinear response history analysis are plotted in
Figure 10.
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Target damping ratio corresponding to the base shear reduction factor 0.79 is interpolated to
be 19.1%. The damping devices were designed to achieve an added damping of 0.141 except 0.05
inherent damping of the moment-resisting frame. To design each damping device, the total dissipated
energy

∑
Edj was calculated from Equation (12) in combination with Equation (13). Then

∑
Edj was

distributed to each story in proportion to the story shear force. It is taken into account that yield
strength or friction force of displacement-dependent damping devices are distributed based on the
distribution of story shear force to maximize energy dissipation [34,35]. First estimation of target βv

and corresponding βt were 0.141 and 0.191. Characteristics of damping devices determined to achieve
the target βv on the basis of Equation (14) are given in Table 4. The post-yield stiffness ratio of the
damping device was assumed to be 0.02 in the calculation of dissipated energy.

Table 4. Characteristics of TADAS damping devices to achieve target damping ratio.

βv Floor Story Force
Ratio

Vy
(kN)

Vu
(kN)

δy
(mm)

δu
(mm)

0.141
3 0.56 140 147 4.6 17.2

2 0.82 204 223 4.6 24.8

1 1.00 249 270 5.9 30.4

0.120
3 0.57 145 152 4.6 15.7

2 0.81 209 226 4.6 22.6

1 1.00 255 274 5.9 28.2

The fundamental period of the structure without damping devices was 1.04 sec. The fundamental
period of the moment-resisting frame with damping devices substituted by secant stiffness thereof
at respective peak deformations of them was reduced to 0.92 sec. Considering the change of the
fundamental period, the story drift reduction factor was decreased, as shown in Figure 10. Then, βv

and corresponding βt were modified into 0.12 and 0.17, respectively, using updated damping device
deformations corresponding to the adjusted story drift reduction factor. As a result, the corresponding
maximum story drift response is reduced to 64% compared to the structure with 0.05 damping ratio.
Using those updated damping device deformations, the fundamental period based on the secant
stiffness of damping devices was calculated to be 0.91 second. Then, the base shear reduction factor
was elevated corresponding to 0.91 second period as shown in Figure 10. Finally, damping device
yield strengths are modified in order to compensate reduced deformations due to period change and to
achieve an added damping ratio βv of 0.12. The final damping device properties are listed in Table 4 for
each story. Based on the modified base shear reduction factor represented by the thicker solid line in
Figure 10, the expected damping correction factor is 0.93/1.14 = 0.82, which is slightly higher than the
target η = 0.79. However, the damping performance obtained from the results of the nonlinear response
history analysis is 0.79, which mean that the expected damping performance goal was achieved with a
sufficiently accurate prediction of performance.

The average maximum story drift ratios for seven ground motion records representing design
earthquake were 0.66%, 0.65% and 0.48% for the first, second, and third story, respectively, as
summarized in Table 5 and all of those values are much smaller than the allowable story drift ratio
1.0%. This is because the base shear reduction factor 0.79 for seismic-force-resisting system governs
the design rather than story drift reduction in this design example. The average maximum TADAS
damping device deformation for seven ground motion records representing the maximum considered
earthquake was maximum at the first story and calculated to be 41.2 mm. The deformation capacity
of the example TADAS damping device is 60.3 mm. Therefore, damping devices can maintain the
damping performance even under the maximum considered earthquake.
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Table 5. Comparison of drift ratio and structural weight.

Seismic Design Model Story Story Drift Ratio
(%) Member Section (DCR) Weight (kN)

3F-OMRF-MD
(with damping devices)

3 0.48
Beam: H-506 × 201 × 11/19 (0.79)

Column: H-394 × 405 × 18/18 (0.81)
Brace: H-200 × 200 × 8/12 (0.29)

1492 0.65

1 0.66

3F-OMRF-SD
(without damping

devices)

3 0.39
Beam: H-692 × 300 × 13/20 (0.57)

Column: H-428 × 407 × 20/35 (0.58)
2212 0.59

1 0.61

KBC 2016 requires structural elements comprising a damping system to remain elastic subjected
to both seismic loads and forces induced by damping devices for design earthquake. DCRs for the
frame members and panel zones were computed in terms of rotation angle ductility from nonlinear
response history analysis and represented in Figure 11. In the case of columns and braces, higher
DCR among bending moment DCR and axial force DCR in a member is given in Figure 11a. All the
members that belong to the damping system at the central bay remain elastic since DCRs are lower
than 1.0. Therefore, the design result obtained by the proposed procedure satisfies all the requirements
of KBC 2016.
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Figure 11. Demand–capacity ratio (DCR) of three-story steel moment-resisting frames with metallic
yielding dampers (3F-OMF-MD): (a) Frame members, (b) panel zones.

To examine the effect of structural steel material reduction by damping devices, a bare ordinary
moment resisting frame is designed to achieve story drifts similar to the frame with damping devices.
Steel sections and story drifts of two models with and without damping devices are summarized
with the respective total weights in Table 5, where 3F-OMRF-SD represents the seismically designed
bare frame. The total weight of steel sections for the frame with damping devices is 149 kN, which
is 67% of 221 kN for the frame without damping devices. Thus, the proposed procedure can yield
efficient structural material-saving design. Ramirez et al. [5] provide similar design example, in
which three-story and three-bay frames are designed without and with metallic yielding damping
devices using equivalent lateral force procedure although the seismic-force-resisting system is a special
moment-resisting frame and target story drift ratio is set to 2% differently from this study. In the
comparative design example, the frame with damping devices has 76% of the weight for frames
without damping devices. In spite of several different conditions, this comparison supports the ability
of the proposed design procedure to reduce seismic demand on the seismic-force-resisting system with
supplementary energy dissipation relying on more accurate response prediction by nonlinear response
history analysis.
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4.3. Six-Story Steel Moment Frames with Viscoelastic Dampers (6F-SMRF-VED)

4.3.1. Initial Design of Seismic-Force-Resisting System

A six-story steel moment-resisting frame is designed in this example. Velocity-dependent damping
devices are added for seismic response reduction. The steel moment frame has five spans in the
longitudinal direction, and three spans in the transverse direction. The building is assumed to be
located in Seismic zone I of KBC 2016 and belong to seismic risk category ‘Special’ of which importance
factor is 1.5. Site class was assumed to be SD. The overall design was performed under conditions
similar to the example building with displacement-dependent damping systems. However, a special
moment-resisting frame was adopted for the seismic-force-resisting system. The numerical model of
the example building is represented in Figure 12.

Appl. Sci. 2018, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW  14 of 20 

4.3.1. Initial Design of Seismic-Force-Resisting System 

A six-story steel moment-resisting frame is designed in this example. Velocity-dependent 
damping devices are added for seismic response reduction. The steel moment frame has five spans 
in the longitudinal direction, and three spans in the transverse direction. The building is assumed to 
be located in Seismic zone I of KBC 2016 and belong to seismic risk category 'Special' of which 
importance factor is 1.5. Site class was assumed to be SD. The overall design was performed under 
conditions similar to the example building with displacement-dependent damping systems. 
However, a special moment-resisting frame was adopted for the seismic-force-resisting system. The 
numerical model of the example building is represented in Figure12. 

 
 

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

 
(c) 

 
Figure12. Six-story steel moment-resisting frames with viscoelastic damping devices: (a) Isometric view, (b) 

plan, (c) elevation of internal frame for design example. 
In the transverse direction, only two special moment-resisting frames placed at the outermost 

part of the building plan play a role of seismic-force-resisting system. Considering geometrical 
symmetry, only one moment-resisting frame is modeled in the example for simplicity. In addition, 
the P-Δ effect due to gravity loads at the center of the plan was taken into account using the leaning 
column as shown in Figure 12c. 

The initial design of the special moment-resisting frame was performed for the minimum base 
shear with 𝜂  = 1.0. The DCR of the initial design result is 0.88. Table 3 summarizes sections of 
members used in the designed frame. Since 𝜂 assumed in the design equals 1.0, it is unnecessary to 
confirm whether a target base shear reduction factor is achieved. The damping devices are installed 
at the center span of the planar frame with braces and illustrated in Figure 12c. Thus, the frame in the 
central bay and the damping devices shown in Figure 12c comprises a damping system. 

From linear dynamic analysis based on response spectrum method with response modification 
factor and deflection amplification factor defined in KBC 2016, it was observed that the highest peak 

Figure 12. Six-story steel moment-resisting frames with viscoelastic damping devices: (a) Isometric
view, (b) plan, (c) elevation of internal frame for design example.

In the transverse direction, only two special moment-resisting frames placed at the outermost part
of the building plan play a role of seismic-force-resisting system. Considering geometrical symmetry,
only one moment-resisting frame is modeled in the example for simplicity. In addition, the P-∆ effect
due to gravity loads at the center of the plan was taken into account using the leaning column as
shown in Figure 12c.

The initial design of the special moment-resisting frame was performed for the minimum base
shear with η = 1.0. The DCR of the initial design result is 0.88. Table 3 summarizes sections of members
used in the designed frame. Since η assumed in the design equals 1.0, it is unnecessary to confirm
whether a target base shear reduction factor is achieved. The damping devices are installed at the
center span of the planar frame with braces and illustrated in Figure 12c. Thus, the frame in the central
bay and the damping devices shown in Figure 12c comprises a damping system.
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From linear dynamic analysis based on response spectrum method with response modification
factor and deflection amplification factor defined in KBC 2016, it was observed that the highest peak
story drift was 1.75% and observed in the third and fourth stories. It is necessary to reduce the story
drift by the damping device because it does not satisfy the allowable story drift of 1.0%.

4.3.2. Design of Velocity-Dependent Damping Devices

The natural frequency of the first mode was 0.5 Hz from the eigenvalue analysis of the structure with
only the stiffness component of the viscoelastic damping devices. Viscoelastic damper characteristics
corresponding to an excitation frequency of 1.0 Hz, which is the closest one to 0.5 Hz, was adopted
among those dependent on excitation frequencies. The stiffness and damping coefficients of each
damping device were calculated using Equation (15) and (16).

The average maximum story drift ratios from nonlinear response history analysis for seven
ground motion records representing design earthquake are listed in Table 6. The maximum story drift
ratio is found to be 1.48% for the third story. Target story drift reduction factor is 1.0%/1.48% = 0.68.
The maximum story drift reduction factor was obtained from the nonlinear response history analysis of
the moment-resisting frame with an incremental damping ratio of 0.05 that substitute damping devices.
Thus, the nonlinear response history analysis was performed only five times and the maximum story
drift reduction factor was plotted in Figure 13 and the target damping ratio βt interpolated from the
plot is 0.20. To achieve the target damping ratio, βv = 0.15 excluding βIH = 0.05 is necessary to be added
by damping devices.

Table 6. Peak story drifts of six-story steel moment frames with viscoelastic dampers (6F-SMRF-VED).

Seismic Risk
Category

Importance
Factor

Story
Story-Drift Ratio without Damping

Devices (%)
Allowable
Story-Drift
Ratio (%)Equivalent

Static Analysis
Nonlinear Response

History Analysis

S 1.5

6 1.32 1.24

1.00
5 1.59 1.28

4 1.75 1.31

3 1.75 1.48

2 1.54 1.39

1 0.93 0.76
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The damping ratio added by viscoelastic damping devices is calculated by Equation (17), in which
the added damping ratio is dependent on the fundamental frequency of the structure with effective
stiffness of damping devices. In order to design damping devices, the stiffness Kd of damping devices
represented by Kelvin model are increased until the fundamental frequency becomes the target value
corresponding to the target damping ratio. This work is conducted by eigenvalue analysis of the linear
elastic model and does not require additional nonlinear response history analysis. The same stiffness
was applied to all the damping devices in this design example, but more efficient distribution may be
investigated [18]. When Kd is determined, a corresponding Cd can be calculated using Equation (16).

However, change of the fundamental frequency due to damping devices affects the maximum
story drift reduction factor. As a result, the maximum story drift reduction factor in Figure 13 is updated
repeatedly. For each update of the maximum story drift reduction factor, the target damping ratio
changes correspondingly. Four times of update were performed and updated parameters including
target damping ratios and target frequencies are summarized in Table 7. The final fundamental
frequency converged to 1.89 sec and Ka and Cd reached 6800 kN/m and 2718 kN·sec/m, respectively.

Table 7. Target damping ratio and frequency.

Structure without Damping
Devices

Iteration

Target
Damping

Ratio
βt

Added
Damping

Ratio
βv

Target
Frequency
¯
ω (rad/sec)

Target
Period
¯
T (sec)Fundamental

Period
T (sec)

Fundamental
Frequency
ω (rad/sec)

2.09 3.00

- 0.050 0.000 3.00 2.09

1st 0.200 0.150 3.47 1.81

2nd 0.142 0.092 3.26 1.93

3rd 0.166 0.116 3.34 1.88

4th 0.156 0.106 3.31 1.90

Fin 0.161 0.111 3.33 1.89

Nonlinear response history analysis was performed using the final stiffness and damping coefficient
of the damping devices. It is unnecessary to examine design base shear because the damping correction
factor was set to 1.0. The base shear reduction factor was 0.92 which is smaller than 1.0. The peak story
drifts of the final design are summarized in Table 8. Compared to Table 6, the maximum peak story
drift was reduced to 0.90%, which is slightly lower than the allowable story drift ratio of 1.0%. As a
result, the proposed design methodology can design damping systems with a sufficiently accurate
prediction of performance.

Table 8. Comparison of peak drift ratio and structural weight.

Seismic Design
Model

Story Story Drift
(%)

Member Section (DCR) Weight (kN)
Beam Column or Brace

6F-SMRF-VED
(with damping

systems)

6 0.51 H-354 × 176 × 8/13
(0.75) Column: H-414 × 405 × 18/28 (0.19)

Brace: H-244 × 252 × 11/11 (0.43)
297

5 0.68

4 0.83 H-450 × 200 × 9/14
(0.79)3 0.90

Column: H-414 × 405 × 18/28 (0.32)
Brace: H-244 × 252 × 11/11 (0.46)2 0.85 H-496 × 199 × 9/14

(0.78)1 0.51

6F-SMRF-SD
(without damping

systems)

6 0.62 H-506 × 201 × 11/19
(0.36) Column: H-498 × 432 × 45/70 (0.07)

590
5 0.77

4 0.90 H-606 × 201 × 12/20
(0.47)3 0.97

Column: H-498 × 432 × 45/70 (0.15)2 0.88 H-606 × 201 × 12/20
(0.45)1 0.48
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As with the displacement-dependent damping system design, the structural elements comprising
the damping system must be both elastic against the loads including seismic loads and forces induced
by damping devices for design earthquake. Braces to install damping devices transmitting damping
device force to the seismic-force-resisting force and the column at the right-hand side of the first story
damping device transmitting vertical component of damping device force to the foundation comprises
the damping system of the structure. DCRs for the frame members and panel zones were computed in
terms of rotation angle ductility from nonlinear response history analysis for design earthquake and
represented in Figure 14. In the case of columns and braces, higher DCR between bending moment
DCR and axial force DCR is given in Figure 14a. All the members that belong to the damping system
in the central bay remain elastic with DCRs lower than 1.0.
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Finally, damping device safety subjected to the maximum considered earthquake was checked.
The maximum shear strain of damping devices was 0.455 from the response analysis for the maximum
considered earthquake. The experimental data of Soong and Dargush used in the design of the
damping device does not provide the deformation capacity of the damping device [20]. Therefore, it is
necessary to ensure whether or not the damping device is broken for the strain demand subjected to
the maximum considered earthquake. Therefore, the design result satisfies all the requirements of KBC
2016 under the premise that the deformation capacity requirement for the damping device can be met.

Like the three-story frame example, a bare special moment-resisting frame is designed to achieve
story drifts similar to the frame with damping devices. Steel sections and story drifts of two models
with and without damping devices are summarized with the respective total weights in Table 8 where
6F-SMRF-SD represents the seismically designed bare frame. The total weight of steel sections for the
frame with damping devices is 297 kN, which is about 50% of 590 kN for the frame without damping
devices. Thus, the proposed procedure can yield efficient structural material-saving design in case of
viscoelastic damping devices. Ramirez et al. [5] provide similar design example, in which six-story
and three-bay frames are designed without and with viscous damping devices using equivalent lateral
force procedure although the damping device does not have stiffness component and target story
drift ratio is set to 2% differently from this study. In the comparative design example, the frame with
damping devices has 60% of the weight for frames without damping devices. Similar to the preceding
design example, the proposed design procedure can design damping devices effectively to reduce
seismic demand on the seismic-force-resisting system with better efficiency, which is owing to more
accurate response prediction by nonlinear response history analysis.
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5. Conclusions

This study proposed an efficient seismic design procedure for building structures with damping
systems subjected to requirements of the revised Korean building code, KBC 2016, using nonlinear
response history analysis. The proposed design procedure was validated by two design examples of
steel moment-resisting frame with metallic yielding dampers and viscoelastic dampers, respectively.
The conclusions from this study are summarized as follows.

• The proposed design procedure makes use of nonlinear response history analysis, but does not
repeat time-consuming nonlinear response history analysis until convergence of design solution.
Instead, design parameters of damping devices are determined using the response reduction
curve prescribed by a limited number of response history analyses. Only five times of response
history analysis is sufficient for practical application.

• The proposed design procedure can predict seismic response of nonlinear structures with
considerable accuracy because basic response reduction factors are obtained through nonlinear
response history although equivalent linearization technique is used partially to estimate effects
of damping devices with limited computational efforts.

• The proposed design procedure does not require an optimization procedure and can be conducted
using commercial structural analysis software. However, the proposed design procedure provides
a systematic process to update the design parameters of damping devices and converges to a final
design meeting design goals.

• The proposed design procedure for structures with damping systems can reduce structural
materials of seismic-force-resisting systems efficiently by 30 to 50% compared to those without
damping systems as illustrated by design examples for steel moment-resisting frames.
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