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Fig. 2. a) The pushover curves of model No. 8 in the Y direction for 5-story building. b, ¢, d) bilinear
diagrams of pushover curves for the left, middle, and right walls, respectively
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Table 1. Center configurations in 5-story models with abbreviations

No Model Eccentricity (%)

o IYleld » Strength Stéffness Dy, (eV)O/

o () e (T (@)% &)

1 Symmetric 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 CD -8.66 -135 4.84 -160
3 B25 5.0 1.35 -4.40 5.75 25
4 SS 0.00 -5.42 5.42 0
5 CD 9.0 -17.66 -26.45 8.78 -194
6 B25 2.26 -7.79 10.05 25
7 SS 0.00 -10.01 10.01 0
8 CD -23.79 -35.10 11.31 -194
9 B25 12.0 3.07 -11.69 14.76 25
10 SS 0.00 -14.87 14.87 0
11 CD -30.51 -41.70 11.19 -202
12 B25 15.0 3.76 -15.85 19.61 25
13 SS 0.00 -19.01 19.01 0

CD=code design model; B25= Balance-25% model, SS= symmetric strength model
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Table 2. Center configurations in 5-story models with abbreviations

No Model Eccentricity (%)
Displa:::r::nt =) Strength St(ieﬁness (D ) LY (ev) %
e ey °r a) 7 eq)
S <) % ()% A eq
1 Symmetric 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 CD -4.10 -8.39 4.29 -82
3 B25 5.0 1.25 -3.33 4.59 25
4 SS 0.00 -4.55 4.55 0
5 CD 90 -9.95 -16.59 6.64 -111
6 B25 ' 2.25 -5.83 8.08 25
7 SS 0.00 -7.95 7.95 0
8 CD -14.98 -22.71 7.72 -125
9 B25 12.0 3.00 -7.72 10.72 25
10 SS 0.00 -10.49 10.49 0
11 CD -14.14 -23.99 9.85 -94
12 B25 15.0 3.75 -9.56 13.31 25
13 SS 0.00 -12.94 12.94 0

CD=code design model; B25= Balance-25% model, SS=strength symmetric model
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Table 3. Results of Eigen values analysis in 5-story models
T1 T2 T3

No. ) s) (s) ™1 2
1 0.712 0.656 0.435 1.64 151
2 0.712 0.669 0.428 1.66 1.56
3 0.712 0.659 0.442 1.61 1.49
4 0.712 0.660 0.441 1.61 1.50
5 0.712 0.696 0.398 1.79 1.75
6 0.712 0.669 0.430 1.66 1.56
7 0.712 0.670 0.425 1.68 1.58
8 0.732 0.712 0.368 1.99 1.93
9 0.712 0.682 0.423 1.68 1.61
10 0.712 0.684 0.413 1.72 1.66
11 0.780 0.712 0.339 2.30 2.10
12 0.936 0.712 0.265 3.53 2.69

13 0.7913 0.712 0.364 2.17 1.96
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Table 4. Results of Eigen values analysis in 9-story models

T1 T2 Ts
No. ) s) s) w1 2
1 1.06 1.03 0.64 1.65 1.61
2 1.15 1.03 0.66 1.74 1.56
3 1.06 0.99 0.61 1.74 1.62
4 1.06 0.96 0.59 1.79 1.63
5 1.15 1.01 0.56 2.05 1.80
6 1.07 0.92 0.53 2.01 1.74
7 1.07 0.93 0.54 1.98 1.72
8 1.14 0.84 0.48 2.38 1.75
9 1.08 0.89 0.51 211 1.75
10 1.07 0.92 0.53 2.01 1.74
11 1.15 0.80 0.42 2.74 1.90
12 1.09 0.94 0.54 2.01 1.74
13 1.08 0.93 0.54 2.00 1.72
Bl giludoe
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Fig. 3. The composition details of the fiber element with the shear spring used in the simulation of both
bending and shearing behaviors in the shear walls
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25% model; ¢) Symmetric Strength model
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25% model; ¢) Symmetric Strength model.

Sl ca o ZSlas bl

Sl o (o559, stk Glis mhaw (0 5 lBw Glad oY Cpx jo obul cay s JiSlas 4 by e sl s
)I ASJ)szJLo.QW‘ W) f“"""")" AS’l?L:"‘ju;cj" u)ﬁ..aﬂ (ed/A:lZ%)Lin.Jad.aﬁdﬁ.Ja@J (_gLQJ..\.A 6‘)" VO 9\f

i 23595 9 Caml 008l 35l gl aiido 1o T o 1eS g 3T aib jo oluls Sy j0 o i cl astive b o ges



v4 “‘")&EVQJW‘&&L*J*?‘@W&U;&)%%

00,5 oo alaxdle abogs o JBI 51 AT (5 ehailen sl a8l (mali8l s Lo yE Ojgea Slab o sbule i
~owVb Joe 4 bogpa T 0 a8 g 009 slasbindl Jae 4 bogspe caliie Slinbs j0 Y g 50 (bl Ciy0 op b
(€l AS12%) b dinls iy cloplozslo yo obule cay o STao i Jlio lsie 4y o] taglio oy lize Joww 5 7¥0
G398 polie aids & ylaiBle 0 .08,5 oo dmle /oYY ael o] oo gl g o/ o Yo LY D= WU Jow slp s o

ol 0035 ,5 donslma [+ YV g [+ YOD plps i 5 4

5
(@) 1
1
4 1
e ]
-g ]
= 3 )
=g /
o
o 7
z 7
== == = Nedian-STDEV
Median
1 ! &2 255 o == Nedian+STDEV
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Peak displacement drift in Y direction
=
(b)
4
—
g 3
P
B
N
2
= = = MNedian-STDEV
Median
1 S = == Nedian+STDEV
0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Peak displacement drift in Y direction
s AT TR
© '
]
L]
4 ]
= '
E 3
=23 ]
g ]
g ]
A ’
I
2 -
= = = Nedian-STDEV
Median
2 /75 — — Median+STDEV
0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05

Peak displacement drift in Y direction

L Oo5,9,8 stk Gl mhaw jo g aab miy laisle i Slids oY Cyz j0 obule Ciy o JiSTas N F S
Sglie oyl Jow (C Y O- Vb Jow (0 ¢slaslnsT Jow @ ed/A=12%

Fig. 14. Peak displacement drift in Y direction of the 5-story model with ed/A=12%; a) Code Design model;
b) Balance-25% model; c) Symmetric Strength model.



bt Ol gladlext b (gloy Vs Shas ow) Ao

9 EBECEEEE| BIEEIDEE
(@) : '
S b | ]
i :
P 2 s ]
-g 6 i ]
: ]
25 . ’l
v
S 4 .
w ’
3 !
{/ === Median-STDEV
2 =1 Median
. [t — — Median+STDEV
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Peak displacement drift in Y direction
9 — L S S L ——
® : ]
8 . !
: 1
L ° : )
- e '
6 . )
g : ;
= 5 s =
>
S 4
»n
3 4 =
= = = Median-STDEV
2 Median
1 . = == Nedian+STDEV
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Peak displacement drift in Y direction
0 ———
i
8 )
7 :
. '
6 ]
[ !
:. =) — -
e 4
P
- = = = MNedian-STDEV
2 Median
1 - = == Median+STDEV
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05

Peak displacement drift in Y direction

L Oo5,9,8 sk Ol mhaw ;o g aab & laisle Glbee Slids 0 Y Cyz j0 abule cayjo JiSToas N0 S
Seglie yylite Jaw (€ g Y O- VU Jaw (B ¢slasl ST Jow @ ed/A=12%

Fig. 15. Peak displacement drift in Y direction of the 9-story model with ed/A=12%; a) Code Design model;
b) Balance-25% model; ¢) Symmetric Strength model.
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Abstract

In most current seismic codes, the stiffness and strength of seismic members are considered to be

independent, so that a change in the strength of the members does not result in a change in the

stiffness of the members. Recent studies show that these parameters are interdependent.

Therefore, the way these parameters are calculated and the arrangement of centers of mass,

stiffness and strength can be effective in determining the seismic response. In this research,

buildings with different levels of normalized yield eccentricity (es/A) were designed according

to the ASCE/SEI 07-22 seismic code (Code Design models) and compared with the Balance-25%

and Symmetric Strength models. The results of the nonlinear static analysis and incremental

dynamic analysis showed that the average spectral acceleration at the level of collapse in the

Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models increased by approximately 18% compared to the

Code Design model. Therefore, these models are safer than the Code Design model. In addition,

the average of the peak rotation of floors and the maximum inter-story drift at the collapse level

in the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models has decreased by 100% and 12%

respectively compared to the Code Design model. Therefore, the Code Design model had the

lowest and the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models had the highest dynamic seismic

performance.

Keywords: Asymmetric Building, Balance Design model, Code Design model, IDA, Yield

Displacement.

Introduction

Asymmetry in the building plan, especially in multi-storey buildings, has always been one of the
challenging issues in the design of structures. In the current seismic codes, including ASCE/SEI 07-
22, as well as some research (Tso and Smith, 1999), element stiffness is determined independently of
element strength. (Sommer and Bachmann, 2005) dealt with the seismic design of asymmetric multi-
storey buildings in plan. Their studies showed that the stiffness of an element is not independent of
its strength. proposed a new criterion for the distribution of strength and stiffness to obtain a uniform
distribution of ductility requirements in resistant elements. Many researchers have evaluated the
performance of single-storey structures by the arrangement of centers of mass (CM), stiffness (CR)
and strength (CV). The researches (Myslimaj and Tso, 2002; Myslimaj and Tso, 2004; Myslimaj and
Tso, 2005) and (Tso and Myslimaj, 2003; Tso and Myslimaj, 2005) showed that the balance model
(the center of mass between the centers of stiffness and strength) had better performance. Some other
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researchers (Chakraborty, 2013; Palermo et al., 2017; Das et al., 2021; Aziminejad and Moghadam,
2010; Makhdoom et al., 2022) stated that depending on the type of structural response, the
symmetrical strength model may have better performance. Eivani et al., (2022) proposed the proper
arrangement of stiffness and strength centers in asymmetric structures with flexible diaphragms.
The method of designing asymmetric structures based on current seismic codes leads to an uneven
distribution of forces and deformations in the lateral resistant elements, resulting in an uneven
distribution of ductility requirements in these elements. In this research, buildings with different
levels of normalized yield displacement eccentricity (e«/A) were designed according to the ASCE/SEI
07-22 seismic code (Code Design models) and compared with the Balance-25% and Symmetric
Strength models. In this study, nonlinear static analysis and nonlinear incremental dynamic analysis
were used for the seismic evaluation of multi-storey structures.

Materials and Methods
Modelling of archetype building

In this study, 5-storey and 9-storey building models were considered as selected multi-storey
structures to investigate the seismic behavior of the Balance-25 (e./e4=0.25), Symmetric Strength
(ev=0) and Code Design models with asymmetries of 0-15%. These building models included two
shear walls in the X-direction and three in the Y-direction. The eq value was determined according to
the eq/A ratio. The structures were asymmetrical in the Y-direction and symmetrical in the X-
direction. The plan width and length of the models was 17.32 m. The wall heights and thicknesses
were 3.5 m and 50 cm respectively for all models. The wall lengths in the X-direction were 4 m and
6 m for the 5-storey and 9-storey models respectively. The gravity and lateral seismic loads were
carried by a simple frame system and the shear walls, respectively. The fundamental period and
design base shear in the 5-storey building were 0.584s and 1700KN respectively, while these values
were 0.91s and 2022KN in the 9-storey building. The design base shear in all models was increased
to 2102 KN (~24%) and 3948 KN (~95%) in the 5 and 9 storey buildings respectively.

Nonlinear Modeling
The axial bending behavior of the wall was simulated by the fiber column beam element with the
stiffness formulation defined in Open Sees (displacement-based beam-column). In addition, non-
linear transfer shear springs were used to model the shear deformations likely to be significant in
short walls to compensate for the weakness in the fiber elements.

Results and Discussion
Figures (7, 8) show some results of the IDA analysis. Using the above graphs, the midpoint of the
curves known as IDA-50% is shown in Figure (9). This figure shows that the median spectral
acceleration values of the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models were the highest and the
Code Design model had the lowest median spectral acceleration values. For example, the mean
spectral acceleration at the collapse level in the 5-storey building with (es/A=15%) is calculated to be
1.3g for the Symmetric Strength model and 1.05g for the Code Design model. For the 9-storey
building, the above values were calculated as 1.25g and 1.11g respectively. Some curves of the peak
rotation of floors at the collapse level are shown in Figures (12, 13). The curves showed that the
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highest of peak rotation of floors at the level of collapse was associated with the Code Design model
and the lowest with the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models. For example, the peak rotation
of floors at the level of collapse with (es/A=12%) was calculated to be 0.009 for the Balance-25%
model and 0.018 for the Code Designh model. Some curves of the maximum inter-story drift at the
level of collapse are shown in Figures (14, 15). The maximum inter-story drift in the y-direction was
related to the Code Design model and its minimum was related to the Balance-25% and Symmetrical
Strength models. For example, the value of the maximum inter-story drift in the 5-storey building
with (es/A=12%) was calculated to be 0.020 for the Balance-25% model and 0.023 for the Code
Design model. For the 9 storey building the above values were calculated as 0.0255 and 0.0275
respectively.

Conclusions
In this research, the dynamic seismic behavior of multi-storey asymmetrical structures designed using
the ASCE/SEI 07-22 code was compared and evaluated with Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength
models. Based on the results of this study, the following findings can be highlighted:

1. The dynamic seismic behavior of the Balance-25% and the Symmetric Strength models have
been evaluated relatively the same.
2. The average spectral acceleration of the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models in the

Collapse Level has increased by about 18% compared to the Code Design model, which means that
these models are safer than the Code Design model.

3. The average of the peak rotation of the floors and the maximum inter-story drift in the
collapse level for the Balance-25% and Symmetric Strength models, compared to the Code Design
model, result in a decrease of 100% and 12% respectively.

4, According to the above results and based on the FEMA P695, it can be concluded that among
the investigated models, the highest dynamic seismic performance was associated with the Balance-
25% and Symmetric Strength models and the Code Design model had the lowest seismic
performance.



