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This work presents a strategy for dealing with reliability-based design problems of a class of linear and
nonlinear finite element models under stochastic excitation. In general, the solution of this class of
problems is computationally very demanding due to the large number of finite element model analyses
required during the design process. A model reduction technique combined with an appropriate opti-
mization scheme is proposed to carry out the design process efficiently in a reduced space of generalized
coordinates. In particular, a method based on component mode synthesis is implemented to define a
reduced-order model for the structural system. The re-analyses of the component or substructure modes
as well as the re-assembling of the reduced-order system matrices due to changes in the values of the
design variables are avoided. The effectiveness of the proposed model reduction technique in the context
of reliability-based design problems is demonstrated by two numerical examples.
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1. Introduction

Structural design via deterministic mathematical programming
techniques has been widely accepted as a viable tool for engi-
neering design [1]. However, in most structural engineering
applications response predictions are based on models involving
uncertain parameters. This is due to a lack of information about
the value of system parameters external to the structure such as
environmental loads or internal such as system behavior. Under
uncertain conditions the field of reliability-based optimization
provides a realistic and rational framework for structural optimi-
zation which explicitly accounts for the uncertainties [2-4]. In the
present work, structural design problems involving finite element
models under stochastic loading are considered. The design pro-
blem is formulated as the minimization of an objective function
subject to multiple design requirements including standard and
reliability constraints. The probability that any response of interest
exceeds in magnitude some specified threshold level within a
given time duration is used to characterize the system reliability.
This probability is commonly known as the first excursion prob-
ability [5]. The corresponding reliability problem is expressed in
terms of a multidimensional probability integral involving a large
number of uncertain parameters. Reliability-based design for-
mulations require advanced and efficient tools for structural
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modeling, reliability analysis and mathematical programming.
Modeling and analysis techniques of structural systems are well
established and sufficiently well documented in the literature [6].
On the other hand, several tools for assessing structural reliability
have lately experienced a substantial development providing
solution of involved systems [7-9]. In the field of reliability-based
optimization of stochastic dynamical systems several procedures
have been recently developed allowing the solution of problems
dealing with finite element models of relatively small number of
degrees of freedom [10-14]. However, the application of
reliability-based optimization to stochastic dynamical systems
involving medium/large finite element models remains somewhat
limited. In fact, the solution of reliability-based design problems of
stochastic finite element models requires a large number of finite
element analyses to be perform during the design process. These
analyses correspond to finite element re-analyses over the design
space (required by the optimizer), and system responses over the
uncertain parameter space (required by the simulation technique
for reliability estimation). Consequently, the computational
demands depend highly on the number of finite element analyses
and the time taken for performing an individual finite element
analysis. Thus, the computational demands in solving reliability-
based design problems may be large or even excessive.

In this context, it is the main objective of this work to present
a framework for integrating a model reduction technique into
the reliability-based design formulation of a class of stochastic
linear and nonlinear finite element models. The goal is to reduce
the time consuming operations involved in the re-analyses and
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dynamic responses of medium/large finite element models. Spe-
cifically, a model reduction technique based on substructure cou-
pling for dynamic analysis is considered in the present imple-
mentation [15]. The proposed method corresponds to a general-
ization of substructure coupling applicable to systems with loca-
lized nonlinearities. The technique includes dividing the linear
components of the structural system into a number of sub-
structures obtaining reduced-order models of the substructures,
and then assembling a reduced-order model for the entire struc-
ture. In summary, the novel aspect of this contribution involves a
strategy for integrating a model reduction technique into the
reliability-based design formulation of medium/large finite ele-
ment models under stochastic excitation. This represents an
additional area of application of substructure coupling which has
been already used for uncertainty management in structural
dynamics with applications in areas such as uncertainty analysis,
finite element model updating, and reliability sensitivity analysis
[16-19]. The organization of this work is as follows. The for-
mulation of the reliability-based design problem is presented in
Section 2. Next, the characterization of the structural systems of
interest is considered in Section 3. Implementation issues such as
reliability estimation, optimization strategy and model reduction
are discussed in Section 4. The mathematical background of the
model reduction technique is outlined in Section 5. The integration
of the model reduction technique into the design process is dis-
cussed in Section 6. The effectiveness of the proposed strategy is
demonstrated in Section 7 by the reliability-based design of two
structural systems. The paper closes with some conclusions and
final remarks.

2. Problem formulation

The reliability-based design problem is characterized in terms
of the following constrained non-linear optimization problem

Ming C(@)
st. g@<0 i=1,..,n
Pr(@)-P; <0, i=1,..n
0cO 1

where 6,0;,i=1,...,n; is the vector of design variables with side
constraints Hf <0; <6}, C(0) is the objective function, g;(@) <0,i=1
,...,N¢ are standard constraints, and Pr,(6)— P, < 0 are the reliability
constraints which are defined in terms of the failure probability
functions Pr,(@) and target failure probabilities Py, i=1,...,n,. It is
assumed that the objective and constraint functions are smooth
functions of the design variables. The objective function C(@) can be
defined in terms of initial, construction, repair or downtime costs,
structural weight, or general cost functions. The standard constraints
are related to general design requirements such as geometric condi-
tions, material cost components, and availability of materials. On the
other hand, the reliability constraints are associated with design spe-
cifications characterized through the use of reliability measures given
in terms of failure probabilities with respect to specific failure criteria.
For structural systems under stochastic excitation the probability that
design conditions are satisfied within a particular reference period T
provides a useful reliability measure [5]. Such measure is referred as
the first excursion probability and quantifies the plausibility of the
occurrence of unacceptable behavior (failure) of the structural system.
In this context, a failure event F; can be defined as F;(@,z)=
di(@,z) > 1, where d; is the so-called normalized demand function
defined as d;(@,z) = max;_; _jmax;. [O,T]|r]':(t, 0, z)|/rf, where z € 2,
c R™ is the vector of uncertain variables involved in the problem
(characterization of the excitation), ri(t, 0.2z),j=1,....1 are the

response functions associated with the failure event F;, and rjf is the

acceptable response level for the response 1. It is clear that the
responses 7;(t, 0, z) are functions of time (due to the dynamic nature of
the excitation), the design vector @, and the random vector z. These
response functions are obtained from the solution of the equation of
motion that characterizes the structural model (see next Section). The
uncertain variables z are modeled using a prescribed probability
density function p(z). This function indicates the relative plausibility of
the possible values of the uncertain parameters z e £2,. The probability
of failure evaluated at the design @ is formally defined as

i(t,0
Ppi(ﬂ):P{max maxL_*’z)l>1 )

j=1..lte[0T] r}
where P[] is the probability that the expression in parenthesis is true.
Equivalently, the failure probability function evaluated at the design @
can be written in terms of the multidimensional probability integral

Pr(0) = / p(@) dz 3)
di@.z) > 1

It is noted that the above formulation can be extended in a
direct manner if the cost of partial or total failure consequences is
also included in the definition of the objective function. It is also
noted that constraints related to statistics of structural responses
(i.e. mean value and/or higher-order statistical moments) can be
included in the formulation as well. Thus, the above formulation is
quite general in the sense that different reliability-based optimi-
zation formulations can be considered.

3. Mechanical modeling

A quite general class of structural dynamical systems can be
cast into the following equation of motion

Mii(t) -+ Cu(t) + Ku(t) = ku(t), u(t), 7(t)) + £(t) 4)

where u(t) denotes the displacement vector of dimension n, a(t)
the velocity vector, u(t) the acceleration vector, k(u(t), u(t), z(t))
the vector of non-linear restoring forces, z(t) the vector of a set of
variables which describes the state of the nonlinear components,
and f(t) the external force vector. The matrices M, C, and K
describe the mass, damping, and stiffness, respectively. Note that
some of the matrices and vectors involved in the equation of
motion depend on the vector of design variables @ and/or the
uncertain system parameters z and therefore the solution is also a
function of these quantities. The explicit dependence of the
response on these quantities is not shown here for simplicity in
notation. The evolution of the set of variables z(t) is described by a
first-order differential equation

(1) = ku(t), u(t), 7(t) )

where k represents a non-linear vector function. This character-
ization allows to model different types of nonlinearities including
hysteresis and degradation [20,21]. From Eq. (5) it is seen that the
set of variables z(t) is a function of the displacements u(t) and the
velocities u(t), i.e. 7(u(t),u(t)). Therefore, Eqs. (4) and (5) con-
stitute a system of coupled non-linear differential equations for
u(t) and z(t). The previous formulation is particularly well suited
for cases where most of the components of the structural system
remain linear and only a small part behaves in a nonlinear manner.
Such cases are of particular interest in the present work, that is,
linear finite element models with localized nonlinearities. The
external force vector f(t) is modeled as a non-stationary stochastic
process. Depending on the application under consideration dif-
ferent methodologies are available for generating these types of
processes. Such methodologies include filtered Gaussian white
noise processes, stochastic processes compatible with power
spectral densities, point source-based models, and record-based
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models [5,22-25]. A common aspect of the aforementioned
methodologies is that the generation of the corresponding sto-
chastic processes samples involves in general a large number of
random variables, e.g. of the order of hundreds or thousands.
Therefore, the evaluation of the reliability constraints for a given
design constitutes a high-dimensional problem which is extremely
demanding from a numerical point of view.

4. Implementation issues
4.1. Reliability estimation

The reliability constraints of the nonlinear constrained opti-
mization problem (1) are defined in terms of the first excursion
probability functions Pg,(@), i=1,...n,. As previously pointed out,
these reliability measures are given in terms of high-dimensional
integrals. The difficulty in estimating these quantities favors the
application of simulation techniques to cope with the probability
integrals [26]. It is important to note that each sample implies the
solution of the equation of motion that characterizes the structural
model (a dynamic finite element model analysis). Therefore an
efficient simulation technique is required in the context of the
present formulation. A general applicable method named subset
simulation is adopted here [7]. In this well known advanced
simulation technique the failure probabilities are expressed as a
product of conditional probabilities of some chosen intermediate
failure events, the evaluation of which only requires simulation of
more frequent events. The intermediate failure events are chosen
adaptively using information from simulated samples so that they
correspond to some specified values of conditional failure prob-
abilities. Therefore, a rare event simulation problem is converted
into a sequence of more frequent event simulation problems. The
method uses a Markov chain Monte Carlo method based on the
Metropolis algorithm for sampling from the conditional prob-
abilities [27]. This is the most widely applicable simulation tech-
nique because it is not based on any geometrical assumption about
the topology of the failure domain. In fact, validation calculations
have shown that subset simulation can be applied efficiently to a
wide range of dynamical systems including general linear and
non-linear systems [28,29]. In addition, subset simulation is very-
well suited for parallel implementation in a computer cluster [30].
For a detailed description and numerical implementation of subset
simulation see references [7,29,31].

4.2. Optimization strategy

The solution of the reliability-based optimization problem
defined in Eq. (1) can be obtained in principle by a number of
techniques such as standard deterministic optimization schemes
or stochastic search algorithms [1,12,32]. In particular, a class of
interior point algorithms based on the solution of the first-order
optimality conditions is considered for solving the numerical
examples presented in this work [33]. In general, the above
scheme has proved to be quite effective for a wide range of
applications in the context of deterministic and stochastic opti-
mization problems [34,35]. Since the focus of this work is not on
the optimization strategy but on the integration of a model
reduction technique into the reliability-based design formulation
of medium/large stochastic finite element models, the reader is
referred to [33,35] for a detailed description and implementation
of the aforementioned algorithm.

4.3. Model reduction

The solution of the reliability-based optimization problem (1) is
computationally very demanding due to the large number of
dynamic analyses required during the design process. In fact the
reliability estimation at each design requires the evaluation of the
system response at a large number of samples in the uncertain
parameter space (of the order of hundreds or thousands). In
addition, the iterative nature of the optimization strategy may
impose additional computational demands. Consequently, the
computational cost may become excessive when the computa-
tional time for performing a dynamic analysis is significant. To
cope with this difficulty, a model reduction technique is con-
sidered in the present formulation. In particular, a method based
on substructure coupling or component-mode synthesis is
implemented in order to define a reduced-order model for the
structural system [15,17]. The general idea is to divide the linear
components of the structural system into a number of linear
substructures obtaining reduced-order models and then assem-
bling a reduced-order model of the entire structural system.

4.4. Synopsis of proposed methodology

The mathematical background of the model reduction techni-
que and its integration into the design process are discussed in
Sections 5 and 6. In Section 5 the transformation matrix that
define the set of generalized coordinates of the reduced-order
model is first defined. Based on the new set of coordinates the
reduced-order model matrices are derived. Then, the response of
the system in terms of the reduced-order model is discussed. Next,
the design process based on the reduced-order model is outlined
in Section 6. First, a particular finite element model parametriza-
tion scheme that allows to represent the substructure matrices
explicitly in terms of the design variables is introduced. The
representation of the substructure matrices is then used to con-
struct an expansion of the reduced-order model matrices with
respect to the design variables. Based on this expansion it is
demonstrated that the reduced-order model matrices need to be
computed and assembled once during the entire design process.
This in turn implies a drastic reduction in the computational
demands involved in the design of complex structural systems.
Finally, some advantages and limitations of the proposed for-
mulation are discussed.

5. Component mode synthesis technique
5.1. Substructure modes

In the present formulation fixed-interface normal modes and
interface constraint modes are considered in order to define the
reduced-order model [15]. To this end, the following partitioned
form of the mass matrix M® e R**" and stiffness matrix K° € R™*"
of the substructure s,s=1,...,Ns, is considered

M. S K K
s _ ii ib s _ ii ib
w= { b ] = {Kzi K@J ©

where the indices i and b are sets containing the internal and
boundary degrees of freedom of the substructure s, respectively.
The boundary degrees of freedom include only those that are
common with the boundary degrees of freedom of adjacent sub-
structures, while the internal degrees of freedom are not shared
with any adjacent substructure. In this framework, all boundary
coordinates are kept as one set uj(t) € R% and the internal coordi-
nates in the set uf(t)eR"f. The displacement vector of physical
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coordinates of the substructure s is given by u$(t)" = (ui(t)", uj,(tH)")
€ R™ where ns = n{+nj, and the symbol () represents a row vector.
The fixed-interface normal modes are obtained by restraining all
boundary degrees of freedom and solving the eigenproblem

K;®@; - M;®;A; =0 )
where the matrix @;; contains the complete set of n® fixed-interface
normal modes, and Aj is the corresponding matrix containing the
eigenvalues. The fixed-interface normal modes are normalized with
respect to the mass matrix M satisfying @} M{®}; = E;, and
@K D5 = A} On the other hand, the interface constraint modes
are defined by setting a unit displacement on the boundary coor-
dinates uj(t) and zero forces in the internal degrees of freedom.
Then, the set of interface constraint modes is given by

KK [¥] [0 &
Ky K || 1 | 7[R,

from where the interface constraint-mode matrix ¥ can be
defined as

S s— 1,5
‘I‘iz{ Szb:| _ [_K”s K,-b} ©
bb bb

where W5, eR"*™ is the interior partition of the interface
constraint-mode matrix.

5.2. Reduced-order model

Based on the previous fixed-interface normal modes and
interface constraint modes a displacement transformation matrix
is introduced to define a set of generalized coordinates. Such
transformation corresponds to the Craig-Bampton method [15],
and it takes the form:

u;(t) v Wi | [ vi® s

o= {uim } - { e B ] {vz(t) } =¥ ovo a0
where @®;, e R *"™ is the interior partition of the matrix ®;; of the
n,’ kept fixed-interface normal modes, v5(t) represents the sub-
structure generalized coordinates composed by the modal coor-
dinates vj(t) of the kept fixed-interface normal modes and the
boundary coordinates vi(t)=u(t), W R s the Craig-
Bampton transformation matrix with A° =n;+n;, and all other
terms have been previously defined. The substructure mass matrix
M’ e R">*" and stiffness matrix K’ e R**"" in generalized coordi-
nates vi(t) are given by

M =¥ MY, K =P KW 11

Next, the vector of generalized coordinates for all the Ny sub-
structures

vty =w' ", vV ()T e RY (12)

where n, = >N | #° is introduced. Based on this vector, a new

vector (t) that contains the independent generalized coordinates
consisting of the fixed-interface modal coordinates vi(t) for each
substructure and the physical coordinates vé(t), I=1,...,Ny at the
N,, interfaces is defined as

q" =W, OO v o) e RY (13)
where ng= Y"1 n+ >\, nl, and n,' is the number of degrees
of freedom at the interface [ (I=1,...,N;). These two vectors are
related by the transformation:

v(t) =Tq(t) (14)

where the matrix TeR™ ™ is a matrix of zeros and ones that
couples the independent generalized coordinates q(t) of the

reduced system with the generalized coordinates of each sub-
structure. The assembled mass matrix M e R%*™ and the stiffness
matrix K eR"%*™ for the independent reduced set q(t) of gen-
eralized coordinates take the form:

) M 0 o ) K 0 o
M=T| o 0o |T, K=T'|o - o |T (15)
0o o M" o o K"

The number of fixed-interface normal modes to be used in the
reduced-order model can be established by using different criteria.
One particular criterion is discussed in the Numerical Examples
Section. Finally, it is also noted that further reduction in the gen-
eralized coordinates can be achieved by replacing the interface
degrees of freedom by a reduced number of interface modes. That
is, the displacement coordinates v! (t) e R at the interface [ can be
expressed in terms of a set of generalized coordinates [17]. For
simplicity and clarity all interface degrees of freedom are kept in
the present implementation.

5.3. Reduced-order model response

In order to write the equation of motion of the structural sys-
tem in terms of the reduced set of generalized coordinates q(t), it
is first observed that the independent physical coordinates u(t) of
the original unreduced structural model can be written directly in
terms of q(t) as

u(t) =TYTq(t) (16)

where T € R™™ is a constant matrix that map the vector u(t)” =
<u!@®, .., uM " > eR™ n,= >N  n° of the physical coordi-
nates of all substructures to u(t), and ¥ € R™*™ is a block diagonal
matrix defined in terms of the Craig-Bampton transformation
matrices of all substructures, that is, ‘I’:blockdiag(‘I’l,...,‘I‘Ns).
Based on this transformation, the equation of motion of the

reduced-order system can be written as

M) +Ca(6) +Kqt) =TT keu(t), u(t), 7(t) + TP T £(t)
17

where € e R%*™ is the assembled damping matrix for the inde-
pendent reduced set q(t), which can be defined in terms of the
substructures damping matrices in generalized coordinates vS(t) as
=W, s=1,..,N,, and all other terms have been pre-
viously defined. The assembled damping matrix has a similar
structure as M and K (see Eq. (15)). It is noted that the dimension
of the matrices involved in the equation of motion of the reduced-
order model can be substantially smaller than the dimension of
the unreduced matrices, e.g. ng<n. It is also noted that the vector of
non-linear restoring forces can be characterized in local compo-
nent specific coordinates, due to the localized non-linearities, with
a minimal number of variables. These local variables are related to
the vector of independent physical coordinates u(t) by a standard
linear transformation matrix. In this manner, the set of nonlinear
Egs. (5) and (17) can be integrated efficiently by an appropriate
step-by-step integration scheme [6] or by modal analysis
[19,36,37]. Finally, it should be pointed out that the matrices
involved in the equation of motion of the original system may
depend on the vector of design variables @, and therefore a
number of the quantities that appear in this section are also
function of . The explicit dependence of those quantities on @ is
examined in the following section.

6. Design based on the reduced-order model

The previous model reduction technique is quite general in the
sense that dividing the structure into substructures and reducing
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the number of physical coordinates to a much smaller number of
generalized coordinates certainly alleviates part of the computa-
tional effort. However, the generation of the reduced-order model
at each design implies the solution of the fixed-interface normal
modes eigenproblem and the computation of the interface con-
straint modes for each substructure. This procedure can be com-
putationally very expensive due to the substantial computational
overhead that arises at substructure level. In order to make the
model reduction technique more efficient a particular para-
metrization scheme in terms of the design variables is considered
in the present formulation. Specifically, it is assumed that the
stiffness and mass matrix of a substructure s,s=1,...,Ns, depend
on only one of the design variables. Such dependency can be linear
or nonlinear. Clearly, the case in which the stiffness and mass
matrix of a substructure s do not depend on the design variables is
also included in this parametrization scheme. It should be pointed
out that the previous parametrization is often encountered in a
number of practical applications [17,19]. The analysis of the
reduced-order model based on this particular parametrization
scheme is presented in this section. Some remarks regarding the
more general case for which the stiffness and mass matrices of a
substructure depend on more than one design variable are pro-
vided at the end of the section.

6.1. Normal and constraint modes

Let Sp be the set of substructures that do not depend on the
vector of design variables 6. In this case the substructure stiffness
and mass matrices are written as K° =K and M® = Mj. The sub-
structure fixed-interface normal modes and interface constraint
modes are independent of the design variables value. Thus, only a
single analysis is required to estimate the interface modes for the
particular substructure s. The substructure modes of these sub-
structures are computed once during the design process. In other
words, the eigenvalue problem to compute the eigenvalues and
mode shapes of the kept fixed-interface normal modes @}, as well
as the solution of the linear system to compute the interface
constraint modes ¥}, for a component s e Sy are not repeated at
each iteration of the design process.

On the other hand, let S; be the set of substructures that depend
on the design variable 8;. It is assumed that the stiffness and mass
matrices take the general form

K=KHr®©), WM=Mgae) (18)

where the reference matrices K’ and M" are independent of §;, and
W (0;) and g/(6;) are linear or nonlinear functions of the design
variable @;. It is clear that the partitions of the stiffness matrix K°
and mass matrix M® (see Eq. (6)) admit the same parametrization.
Then, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors associated with the kept
fixed-interface normal modes can be expressed as

s — (ej) < 1
k = Mk i DN (I)R = (I)i —
kk Ikg](ej) K k gj(e])

where the matrices Xik and Efk are the solution of the eigen-
problem

19)

—§—=—S  ——=§—=—5 =S
K?iq)ik - M?iq)ikAkk =0 (20)

where the matrices Efk and Xik of the reference eigenvectors and
eigenvalues, respectively, are independent of ;. Since the fixed-
interface normal mode are normalized with respect to the mass
matrix M;; (see Section 5.1), it is easily shown that the reference

mode  shapes 5;( satisfy the orthogonal conditions

ST

5 =S sT s

@, M;®;, =I,, and @, K;®;, = A,,. Furthermore, the interface
constraint modes are also independent of 6; since

—>s—1

¥, = K K=K O, KO- K K, =T,
21

Using (Egs. (19) and (20)), a single eigen-analysis of each sub-
structure is required to provide the exact estimate of the normal
and constraint modes for any value of the design variable &;. This is
a very important result in the context of the proposed formulation
since the computationally intensive re-analyses for estimating the
fixed-interface constrained modes and the interface constraint
modes of each substructure for different values of 6; required
during the design process are completely avoided. In addition, the
previous result allows to express the reduced-order model
matrices explicitly in terms of the design variables (see next sec-
tions). This in turn has a significant implication in terms of the
computational efforts involved during the design process (see
Section 7). Finally, it is emphasized that the restriction regarding
the matrices dependence on one design variable is at substructure
level. Of course different substructures can depend on different
design variables.

6.2. Substructure matrices

The substructure mass matrix M’ e R"*" and stiffness matrix
K’ e R™™ in generalized coordinates vS(t) are given in Eq. (11).
Based on the previous parametrization, it can be shown that the
partitions for the substructure stiffness matrices Ky, € R"*", K},
e R%*™ K, e R%*™ and mass matrices NI, e R, M, e R "
NI, € R%*™ of a substructure s e S; follow the parametrization

N . h’ 0. " T N _ e .
Kik = 7<k](79]) K;b = KZk =0y, KZb = (K +l(2i‘P?b)H ©))
g(0))
(22)
and
n N T S S -
Mik = Ik, Mib = MZk = (‘D?k Mfi\Pib +(I)?I<be) g9
S TRl Y R Y R T ol v TR v
M, = (W, M;; + M)W, + W, M, + M, 18 (6)) (23)

The partitions in Egs. (22) and (23) have been derived from (11)
using the form of ¥ defined in (10), after substituting the
matrices @}, Ay, and ¥, from the expressions (19) and (21).

6.3. Parametrization of reduced-order matrices

Substituting into Eq. (15) the previous characterization of the
substructure matrices partitions, the stiffness matrix of the
reduced-order system can be written as
h’(9j)
g0

N . L S A

K=Ko+ > Ky +K,i () (24)
i=1

where ng is the number of independent design variables, and the

matrices Ko, Ky and Ky, j=1,..,n4 are constant matrices.
Similarly, the mass matrix of the reduced-order system can be
characterized as

M =M, + Z{ﬁlj+ﬁ2j\/gj(9j)+ﬁ3jgj(6j)} (25)
i

where the matrices Mo, My;, My;, and M3, j=1,...,ny are also
constant matrices. The definition of the above matrices is provided
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in Appendix A. It is important to emphasize that the assembled
matrices Ko, K1j, K, Mo, My;, My and M3; in the expansions (24)
and (25) are independent of the values of the vector of design
variables 6. To save computational time these matrices are com-
puted and assembled once for a reference model obtained from
the original model by setting /(6;) =1, and g/(6;) = 1. Therefore
there is no need for this computation to be repeated during the
iterations of the design process due to the changes in value of the
design variables. This feature results in substantial computational
savings since it avoids re-computing the fixed-interface and con-
straint modes for each substructure and also avoids assembling
the reduced matrices from these substructures. The formulation
guarantees that the reduced model is based on the exact sub-
structure modes for all values of the design variables. In summary,
the reduced-order substructure matrices are computed once dur-
ing the design process.

6.4. Parametrization of global transformation matrix

Finally, it is noted that the transformation matrix T¥YT that
relates the independent physical coordinates u(t) with the gen-
eralized coordinates of the reduced-order model q(t) (see Egs. (16)
and (17)) can also be written explicitly in terms of the design
variables. In fact, using the structure of ¥° and the dependence of
@, and ¥, on 6; derived in (19) and (21) respectively, this
transformation matrix can be expressed as

TYT=T blockdiag (W1 510, ey WNS 6N50)T
ng _ _
+ ) [T blockdiag (‘I‘:éu, ...,‘I‘llvsrsNd»)T 1

iz \/8(6)

+T blockdiag (Wy51;, ..., ¥y Sy ,)T] (26)

where ¥’ is the Craig-Brampton transformation matrix of a sub-
structure s that does not depend on the design variables, Wﬁ and
W; are matrices associated with the Craig-Brampton transfor-
mation matrix of a substructure s that depends on the design
variable 6;, with

Wi _ |:(I2ik sib]’ W; _ |:OEI< \Pib:| 27)
bk bb

S
bk bb

Note that the matrices Wi and WSZ do not depend on the design
variables. Thus, from the previous expressions it is clear that
the products involved in the transformation matrix TWT are
computed once during the design process. Furthermore, due

to the structure of the matrices T and T it can be shown that
the previous products involve just permutations of rows and col-

umns of the block diagonal matrices blockdiag(wlﬁlo, WNS ON,0),
blockdiag(?iéu, ...,W’;’S&Ng) and blockdiag(W;éU, ...,W’z\’séNﬂ‘).

6.5. Final remarks

It is stressed that the efficiency of the above formulation in
terms of the number of substructure analyses required is based on
the assumption that the substructure matrices depend only on one
design variable. For the more general case, the normal and con-
straint modes have to be recomputed in each iteration of the
design process. In fact, when the substructure matrices depend on
two or more design variables, a representation similar to Egs. (24)
and (25) is no longer applicable and the reduced substructure
matrices of the reduced-order model should be re-assembled from
the substructure stiffness and mass matrices for new values of the
vector of design variables 6. This repeated computation, however,
is usually confined to a small number of substructures in many
practical applications. So, even in the more general case a

significant saving may still arise since the estimation of the fixed-
interface modes and the interface constraint modes for most of the
substructures need not to be repeated during the design process.
For the general case (dependence on two or more design variables)
it is also interesting to note that interpolation schemes can be
adopted to avoid re-analyses at the substructure level by approx-
imating the fixed-interface normal modes and the interface con-
straint modes at various values of the design variables in terms of
the corresponding modes of a family of models defined at a
number of design points [38]. The use of approximation schemes
is, however, outside the scope of the present work. This aspect of
the implementation is left for future research efforts (see Con-
clusions). Finally, it is noted that parallelization techniques are also
possible at the model level. In fact, the definition of all sub-
structure matrices in generalized coordinates can be carried out in
parallel, reducing the computational time of the proposed imple-
mentation even further.

7. Numerical examples

Two numerical examples are presented in this section. The first
example, which is considered as a test problem, deals with a
simple linear model while the second example, which is con-
sidered as an application problem, considers a bridge structure
with localized nonlinearities. The objective of the test problem is
to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed model reduction
technique in a relatively simple model, while the second example
examines the effect of the proposed technique in a more
involved model.

7.1. Example 1: test problem

7.1.1. Model description

The structural model shown in Fig. 1 is considered as a test
problem. It consists of a three-span two dimensional frame
structure. The structure has a total length of 30.0 m and a constant
floor height of 5.0 m, leading to a total height of 40.0 m. The finite

5.0

40.0
5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0
25,25

10.0 | 10.0 | 10.0
30.0

Fig. 1. Three-span eight-story two dimensional frame structure.
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element model comprises 160 two dimensional beam elements of
square cross section with 140 nodes and a total of 408 degrees of
freedom. The dimension of the square cross section of the beam
elements is equal to 0.4 m. The axial deformation of the column
elements is assumed to be small and they are neglected in the
model. Material properties of the beam elements have been
assumed as follows: Young's modulus E=2.0 x 10'° N/m?, and
mass density p=2500kg/m3. A 5% of critical damping for the
modal damping ratios is introduced in the model. The structural
system is excited horizontally by a ground acceleration modeled as
a non-stationary stochastic process. In particular, a stochastic
point-source model characterized by a series of seismicity para-
meters such as the moment magnitude and rupture distance is
considered in the present implementation [23,24]. The model is a
simple, yet a powerful means for simulating ground motions with
high and low frequency components. The methodology, which was
initially developed for generating synthetic ground motions, has
been reinterpreted to form a stochastic model for ground excita-
tion [39].

The input for the stochastic excitation model involves a white
noise sequence and a series of seismological parameters as pre-
viously pointed out. Details of the entire procedure can be found in
[23,40]. The duration of the excitation is equal to T=30s with a
sampling interval equal to AT =0.01s. Based on the character-
ization of the point source model, the generation of the stochastic
ground motions involves more than 3000 random variables for the
duration and sampling interval considered. Thus, the vector of
uncertain parameters z involved in the problem (see Section 2) has
more than 3000 components. The actual excitation generated for
the test problem corresponds to ground motions of low intensity
so that the structural response is expected to be dominated by
linear elastic behavior, which is compatible with the model under
consideration. For illustration purposes, Fig. 2 shows a synthetic
excitation sample generated by the stochastic point-source model.

7.1.2. Design problem formulation

The cost C represented by the total volume of the column
elements is chosen as the objective function for the design pro-
blem. The design variables comprise the dimension of the column
elements square cross section of the different floors. In particular,
the dimension of the column elements square cross section are
linked into two design variables in this example problem. To be
more specific, the dimension of the column elements square cross
section a is parameterized as a = 8a, where @ = 0.4 m denotes the
nominal dimension and € is a normalized parameter that repre-
sents the design variable. Design variable number one (6,) is
related to the dimension of the column elements square cross
section of floors 1-4, while the second design variable (6,)
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Fig. 2. Excitation time history sample.

controls the dimension of the column elements square cross sec-
tion of floors 5-8. To control serviceability, the design criteria are
defined in terms of the relative displacements of the first, fifth and
eighth floor with respect to the ground. The failure probability
functions are defined as

8c.0.2)_,

Ppi(o) =P |{max;. [0,T] = . i= 1,2,3 (28)
where §(t,0,z), i=1,2,3 are the relative displacements of the
first, fifth and eighth floor with respect to the ground, respectively,
and 5i*, i=1,2,3 are the corresponding critical threshold levels.
The threshold levels are defined in terms of a percentage of the
total height of the frame structure. In particular, the following
values are considered: 0.05%; 0.3%; and 0.5% for the threshold
levels corresponding to the failure events associated with the first,
fifth and eighth floor, respectively. The design problem is for-
mulated as

Ming C(©@)
st. Pr@)<107* i=1,2,3
91292
075<6; <200 i=1,2 (29)

Note that there are three reliability constraints plus one geo-
metric constraint in addition to the side constraints of the design
variables. It is also noted that the estimation of the probability of
failure for a given design @ represents a high-dimensional relia-
bility problem. In fact, as previously indicated, more than three
thousands random variables are involved in the corresponding
multidimensional probability integral (see Eq. (3)).

7.1.3. Reduced-order model

The structural model is subdivided into sixteen substructures
as shown in Fig. 3. Substructures 1-8 are composed by the column
elements of the different floors, while substructures 9-16 corre-
spond to the beam elements of the different floors. Based on this
subdivision it is noted that substructures 1-4 depend on the
design variable 6, substructures 5-8 depend on the design vari-
able 6,, while substructures 9-16 are independent of the design
variables. In connection with Section 6, the nonlinear functions of
the design variables 6;,j=1,2 are given by F(6;) = 9;-1 (related to
the area second moment of inertia term in the stiffness matrices)
and gf(ﬁj):ﬁjz (related to the area term in the mass matrices),
respectively.

For each substructure it is selected to retain all fixed-interface
normal modes that have frequency w such that w < aw., with a
being a multiplication factor and w. is a cut-off frequency which is
taken equal to 41.0 rad/s in this case (4th modal frequency of the
unreduced reference model). It is noted that the value of the factor
a affects the computational efficiency and accuracy of the model
reduction technique. The multiplication factor is selected to be
10.0 for substructures 1-8, and 2.9 for substructures 9-16. With
this selection of parameters only 1 fixed-interface normal mode is
kept for each substructure. Thus, the reduced-order model com-
prises a total of 16 generalized coordinates out of the 312 internal
degrees of freedom of all substructures (95% reduction in terms of
the internal degrees of freedom). Note that the total number of
interface degrees of freedom is equal to 96 in this case. Table 1
shows the error (in percentage) between the modal frequencies
using the unreduced reference finite element model and the
modal frequencies computed using the reduced-order model. It is
observed that the errors are quite small. In fact, the error for the
lowest 4 modes fall bellow 0.1%. The comparison with the lowest
4 modes seems to be reasonable since validation calculations show
that the contribution of the higher order modes (higher than the
4th mode) in the dynamic response of the model is negligible.
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Fig. 3. Substructures of the finite element model for design purposes.

Table 1
Modal frequency error between the modal frequencies of the unreduced reference
model and the reduced-order model. Test problem.

Frequency number Error (%)
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Fig. 4. Iso-probability curves associated with the failure events of the first, fifth,
and eighth floor (unreduced model).

It is important to note that the selection of the number of fixed-
interface modes per substructure, necessary to achieve a prescribed
accuracy, can be done off-line, before the design procedure takes
place. This calibration analysis can be carried out not only for the
reference model but for other configurations as well. Validation
calculations have shown that the reduced-order model is adequate
for the entire design space defined in (29). In summary, it is
observed that even for this simple model an important reduction in
the number of generalized coordinates is obtained with respect to
the number of the degrees of freedom of the original unreduced
finite element model. In fact, an almost 75% reduction is obtained in
this test problem. It is expected that a more significant reduction
will be obtained for more involved finite element models (see next
example problem).
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Fig. 5. Iso-probability curves associated with the failure events of the first, fifth,
and eighth floor (reduced-order model).

7.14. Results

The effectiveness of the model reduction technique in the
context of the design problem is investigated in this section.
Figs. 4 and 5 show some iso-probability curves in the design space
constructed by using the original unreduced model and the
reduced-order model, respectively. For clarity, the design space is
given directly in terms of the actual dimension of the column
elements square cross section. The iso-probability curves corre-
spond to the three failure events defined in Section 7.1.2. These
curves are constructed by using a set of failure probability esti-
mates distributed over the design space. Each of the estimate is
obtained by subset simulation as indicated before. The resulting
curves, which are somewhat rugged because of the variability of
the probability estimates, have been smoothed for presentation
purposes. It is observed that the iso-probability curves obtained by
the full and reduced-order model are almost identical. There is
only small differences for some iso-probability curves corre-
sponding to low probability events (< 10~3), but they follow the
same trend. The small differences at low probability levels are due
to the simulation scheme used to estimate such probabilities
(subset simulation in this case), but they are not due to the per-
formance of the reduced model which is very accurate. The pre-
vious result implies that the final design can be obtained with
sufficient accuracy by using the reduced-order model instead of
the full model.
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From the design point of view it is seen that the iso-probability
curves associated with the relative displacement of the first floor
(Pr,) show a weak interaction between the dimension of the col-
umn elements square cross section of the lower and upper floors
specially for flexible lower floors columns (i.e. a; < 0.4 m). Under
this condition, the iso-probability curves are controlled by the
dimension of the column elements square cross section of the
lower floors, as expected. For more rigid lower floors columns the
interaction between the design variables is somewhat more pro-
nounced. On the other hand, the iso-probability curves related to
the relative displacement of the fifth floor (Pr,) show a clear
interaction between the dimension of the column elements square
cross section of the lower and upper floors. Finally, the iso-
probability curves associated with the roof displacement (eighth
floor) (Pr,) show a strong non-linear interaction between the
dimension of the column elements square cross section of all
floors, as anticipated. These results give a valuable insight into the
interaction and effect of the design variables on the reliability of
the structural model.

Fig. 6 shows the feasible domain, some normalized objective
contours and some iso-probability curves as well as the final
design. It is observed that the geometric and side constraints are
inactive at the final design. The reliability constraints related to the
relative displacement of the first and eighth floor with respect to
the ground are active at the final design. Starting from the initial
feasible design 8, =2.0 (a; =0.8 m) and &, = 1.625 (a; = 0.65 m),
the final design is obtained in about ten iterations by using the
interior point algorithm described in [33,35] (see Section 4.2). In
terms of the computational cost, the number of finite element runs
involved during the design process depends on the number of
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Fig. 6. Feasible domain and optimum design.
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iterations and the number of simulations necessary to estimate the
failure probability and its sensitivity for the different designs
required by the optimizer. Thus, the computational effort for
assembling the finite element model and obtaining its dynamic
response for a given design is the key factor for comparison pur-
poses. The results indicate that the speedup achieved by the pro-
posed formulation is about 4, where the speedup is defined as the
ratio of the execution time of the design process by using the
unreduced original model and the execution time of the design
process by using the reduced-order model. As previously pointed
out, it is expected that even a more significant reduction in com-
putational cost will be achieved for the cases of more involved
models (see next example problem). Finally, it is important to note
that this reduction in computational effort is achieved without
compromising the accuracy of the final design. In other words, the
final design obtained from the reduced-order model is analogous
to the one obtained from the unreduced model.

7.2. Example 2: Application problem

7.2.1. Structural system

The bridge structural model shown in Fig. 7, which has been
borrowed from [18], is used in this section as an application pro-
blem. The bridge is curved in plan and has a total length of 119 m.
It has 5 spans of lengths equal to 24.0 m, 20.0 m, 23.0 m, 25.0 m,
and 27.0 m, respectively, and four piers of 8 m height that support
the girder monolithically. Each pier is founded on an array of four
piles of 35 m height. The piers and piles are modeled as column
elements of circular cross-section with 1.6 m and 0.6 m diameter,
respectively. The deck cross section is a box girder which is
modeled by beam and shell elements. It rests on each abutment
through two rubber bearings that consist of layers of rubber and
steel plates, with the rubber being vulcanized to the steel plates. A
schematic representation of a rubber bearing is also shown in the
figure, where D, represents the external diameter, D;=0.1 m is the
internal diameter, and H, = n;t, is the total height of rubber in the
bearing, where t, is the layer thickness and n, is the number of
rubber bearings. The force-displacement characteristics of the
rubber bearings are modeled by a biaxial hysteretic behavior. An
analytical model based on a series of experimental tests conducted
for real-sized rubber bearings is used in the present application.
For a detailed description of the analytical model that describe the
nonlinear behavior of the bearings the reader is referred to [41].
The interaction between the piles and the soil is modeled by a
series of translational springs along the height of the piles with
stiffnesses varying from 11,200 T/m at the base to 0.0 T/m at the
surface.

|

i L
D; :/0.1 m
trafe

Rubber Bearing

Fig. 7. Finite element model of bridge structure.



H.A. Jensen et al. / Reliability Engineering and System Safety 149 (2016) 204-217 213

Table 2
Nominal values of structural parameters.

Structural parameter Nominal value (m)

Dpyi,i=1,2,3,4 16
Dy 0.8
Hi, 0.17
Dy, 0.8
Hgr 0.17

The net effect of these elements is to increase the translational
stiffness in the x and y direction of the column elements that
model the piles. The following values of the material properties of
the concrete structure are considered. The Young's modulus is
taken to be E=2.0 x 10'° N/m?, the Poisson ratio »=0.2, and
mass density p=2500 kg/m>. Finally, a 3% of critical damping is
added to the model. The selected finite element model for the
bridge structure has 10,068 degrees of freedom. In what follows, it
is assumed that the previous model is representative of the actual
behavior of the bridge structure and it is referred to as the nominal
model. In this context, it is assumed that the structural compo-
nents such as the piers, piles and the deck girder remain linear
during the analysis while the nonlinearities are localized in the
rubber bearings response. In addition, the axial deformation of the
piers is neglected with respect to their bending deformation. The
bridge structure is subjected to a ground acceleration in a direc-
tion defined at 25° with respect to the x-axis as shown in Fig. 7.
Such ground acceleration is modeled as in the previous example,
that is, by a stochastic point-source model. The duration of the
excitation is equal to T=20s with a sampling interval equal to
AT =0.01 s. In this case, the generation of the stochastic ground
motions comprise more than 2000 random variables and therefore
the vector of uncertain parameters z involved in the problem has
more than 2000 components.

7.2.2. Reliability-based design formulation
The reliability-based design problem is defined in terms of the
following constrained non-linear optimization problem

Mil‘lg C(0)
Pr@) <P;, i=1,2

where 0,6;, i=1,...,8 is the vector of design variables, C(@) is the
objective function, Pr,(@), i=1,2 are the failure probability func-
tions, and Pﬁl,i= 1,2 are the corresponding target failure prob-
abilities which are taken equal to P;_ =10"%,i=1,2. The design
variables include the diameter of the piers circular cross section,
and the external diameter and total height of rubber in the bear-
ings. Design variables 60, 8,, 65 and 6, are related to the diameter
of the circular cross section of the four piers, while design vari-
ables 0s,06,0; and Oy are associated with the external diameter
and the total height of rubber of the bearings located at the
abutments. The relationship between the design variables and the
actual structural parameters is given by Dpizﬂiﬁpi, i=1,2,3,4,
Dyr = 05Dy, Hyy = OsHyr, Dry = 07Dgy, and Hg, = OgHpg,, where Dp;,
i=1,2,3,4 are the diameters of the circular cross section of the
piers, D;, and Dg, are the external diameters of the bearings
located at the left and right abutments, respectively, H;, and Hg,
are the total heights of rubber of the bearings located at the left
and right abutments, respectively, and Dy;, Dy, Hyr, Dy, Hg- are the
corresponding nominal values of the parameters which are given
in Table 2.

The side constraints for the design variables are given by:
0.75<6;<1.25,i=1,2,3,4; 0.75<6;<1.25,i=5,7, and
0.88 <0; <1.47,i=6,8. The objective function C(#) represents a

Fig. 8. Substructures of the finite element model used for design purposes.

cost function which is assumed to be proportional to the total
volume of rubber in the bearings and to the total volume of the
piers. Failure, that is unacceptable performance, is defined in
terms of the relative displacement of piers and the relative dis-
placement of the rubber bearings. Thus, the corresponding failure
probability functions are given by

Pr,©) = P{ may [Uomax 6020 1] ,

te0,] 0.10m
_ [Omax(t, 0,2)|
Pr,©@)=P L‘Z}%?%]W >1 S

where uymax(t, 0, 2) represents the maximum relative displacement
between the deck girder and the base of the rubber bearings at
each abutment (in the x or y direction), and Smax(t,@,z) denotes
the maximum relative displacement between the top of the piers
and their connection with the piles foundations (in the x or y
direction). Note that the estimation of the failure probability
functions for a given design @ represents a high-dimensional
reliability problem as in the test problem.

7.2.3. Substructures characterization

Considering the previous design formulation the bridge struc-
ture is divided into a number of substructures. The division is
guided by a parametrization scheme so that the substructure
matrices for each one of the introduced substructures depend on
only one of the design variables. In particular, the structural model
is subdivided into six linear substructures and two nonlinear
substructure as shown in Fig. 8. Substructure S; is composed by
the pile elements, substructures S5, S3, S4 and Ss include the dif-
ferent pier elements, and substructure Sg corresponds to the deck
girder. Finally, substructures S; and Sg are the nonlinear sub-
structures composed by the rubber bearings located at the left and
right abutment, respectively. With this subdivision substructures
S1 and Sg do not depend on the design variables, while sub-
structures Sy, S3, S4 and Ss depend on the design variables 6, 0,,
03, and 6,4, respectively, and design variables 8s, ¢, 6, and G5 are
associated with the nonlinear substructures S; and Sg. The non-
linear functions of the design variables 6;,j=1,2,3,4 corre-
sponding to the linear substructures are given by H(Qj) = QJ‘-‘, and
g) = 0]-2, respectively.

Based on an analysis similar to the one performed in the pre-
vious example problem it is concluded that retaining ten general-
ized coordinates for substructure S;, two for each one of sub-
structures Sy, S3, S4 and Ss, and ten for substructure Sg is adequate in
the context of this application. The error (in percentage) between
the modal frequencies using the full nominal reference finite ele-
ment model and the modal frequencies computed using the
reduced-order model is shown in Table 3. The modal frequencies for
both models are computed by considering only the linear compo-
nents of the structural system. It is seen that with this number of
generalized coordinates the error fall bellow 0.5% for the lowest
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Table 3
Modal frequency error between the modal frequencies of the full model and the
reduced-order model.

Frequency number Unreduced model Reduced-order model Error

 (rad/s)  (rad/s) (%)
1 4.214 4.216 0.05
2 4,282 4.284 0.06
3 4.569 4,572 0.06
4 12.197 12.249 043
5 15.424 15.462 0.25
6 23.419 23.421 0.01

MAC
o

o o

Fig. 9. MAC-values between the mode shapes computed from the unreduced finite
element model and from the reduced-order model.

6 modes. The corresponding matrix of MAC-values (modal assur-
ance criterion) between the first six modal vectors computed from
the unreduced finite element model and from the reduced-order
model is shown in terms of a 3-D representation in Fig. 9. It is
observed that the values at the diagonal terms are close to one and
almost zero at the off-diagonal terms. Thus, the modal vectors of
both models are consistent. The comparison with the lowest
6 modes is based on the fact that the contribution of the higher
order modes (higher than the 6th mode) in the dynamic response
of the model is negligible. In summary, a total of 28 generalized
coordinates, corresponding to the fixed interface normal modes of
the linear substructures, out of 10,008 internal DOF of the original
model, are retained for the six linear substructures. On the other
hand, the number of interface degrees of freedom is equal to 60 in
this case. With this reduction, the total number of generalized
coordinates of the reduced-order model represents a 99% reduction
with respect to the unreduced model. Thus, a drastic reduction in
the number of generalized coordinates is obtained with respect to
the number of the degrees of freedom of the original unreduced
finite element model. Based on the previous analysis, it is concluded
that the reduced-order model and the full unreduced model are
equivalent in the context of this application problem. Therefore, the
design process of the bridge structural model is carried out by using
the reduced-order model. As previously pointed out the calibration
of the reduced-order model can be done off-line, before the design
procedure takes place.

7.2.4. Design results
Taking advantage of the reduced-order model a couple of
design scenarios are investigated in detail in order to get insight
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Fig. 10. Design space in terms of the design variables associated with the rubber

bearings (Dr, Hy). P, : iso-probability curves of failure event F;. Pg, : iso-probability
curves of failure event F,. C: normalized objective function contours.

into the reliability and general performance of the bridge structure
under consideration. First, the design of the rubber bearings
(isolators) located at the abutments is considered. In particular, the
effect of the external diameter and the total height of rubber in the
bearings on the design of such elements is studied. To this end, the
design variables 64, 65, 05, and 6,4, which control the diameters of
the circular cross sections of the piers, are kept constant and equal
to their upper bound values 6;=1.25,i=1,2,3,4 (D,;=2.0m).
This is done in order to isolate the effect of the design variables
associated with the rubber bearings. Moreover, these variables are
linked into two design variables, one related to the external dia-
meter (0p, =65 =67) and the other related to the total height of
rubber (6y, =05 =0s). In other words all rubber bearings are
assumed to have the same geometrical properties. With the pre-
vious setting Fig. 10 shows some iso-probability curves and
objective function contours as well as the final design.

The design space is shown in terms of the actual values of the
external diameter (D,=60p D;) and the total height of rubber
(Hy =6y, H,). The objective contours are normalized by a cost
factor and the iso-probability curves are constructed by using a set
of failure estimates distributed over the design space. As in the
previous example these curves have been smoothed for pre-
sentation purposes. It is important to note that these curves were
constructed by the reduced-order model in a reasonable compu-
tational time. The construction of these curves from the full finite
element model is not practical due to the excessive computational
time required to estimate the failure probabilities over the design
space. From the figure it is seen that the probability of the failure
event F; decreases as the external diameter of the isolators
increases. This is reasonable since the isolation system becomes
stiffer with rubber bearings having larger external diameters and
thus the relative displacements between the deck girder and the
base of the rubber bearings at each abutment, which control the
failure event F;, are expected to decrease. On the contrary, the
failure probability increases as the height of rubber increases. In
this case the isolation system becomes more flexible and therefore
the relative displacements between the deck girder and the base
of the rubber bearings increase. A similar effect is observed with
respect to the failure event related to the relative displacement
between the top of the piers and their connection with the piles
foundations (F,). That is, an increase of the external diameter of
the isolators decreases the probability of failure event F, since the
overall system becomes stiffer. On the other hand, an increase of
the total height of rubber in the isolators increases the probability
of failure event F, since in this case the structural system becomes
more flexible. The corresponding final design is given by
D,=0.75m and H,=0.15 m. The side constraint associated with
the height of rubber and the reliability constraint related to the
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piers (Dp) and the external diameter of the rubber bearings (D,). Pr, : iso-probability
curves of failure event Fy. Pg,: iso-probability curves of failure event F,. C: nor-
malized objective function contours.

maximum relative displacement between the deck girder and the
base of the rubber bearings at each abutment are active at the final
design. Contrarily, the reliability constraint associated with the
maximum relative displacement between the top of the piers and
their connection with the piles foundations is inactive.

Next, the interaction between bridge structural components
and rubber bearing parameters is considered. Specifically, the
design space in terms of the diameter of the circular cross sections
of the piers and the external diameter of the rubber bearings is
constructed. For this purpose the design variables associated with
the diameters of the circular cross sections of the piers are linked
to one design variable Op ,, i.e. Op, =01 =0, =03 = 0,4, while the
design variables s and @, associated with the external diameters
of the rubber bearings are linked to one design variable p, i.e,
(Op, =605 =6;). Design variables related to the total heights of
rubber in the bearings are kept constants and equal to their lower
bound values, i.e, @5 = 03 = 0.88 (H,=0.15 m). Fig. 11 shows some
objective contours and iso-probability curves as well as the final
design. As in the previous figure, the design space is shown in
terms of the actual values of the diameter of the circular cross
sections of the piers (D, =6p,, Dp) and the external diameter of
the rubber bearings (D, = 0p,D;). From the figure it is observed
that the probability of failure event F, decreases as the diameter of
the circular cross sections of the piers increase. In this case the
piers become stiffer and therefore the relative displacements
between the top of the piers and their connection with the piles
foundations decrease. It is also seen that the failure event F, is
controlled by the diameter of the circular cross sections of the
piers for values of this quantity close to its lower bound, i.e.
Dy <1.45 m. In this range of values the iso-probability curves are
almost perpendicular. So, the effect of the external diameter of the
isolator is negligible. In other words, the flexibility of the pier
elements controls the relative displacements between the top of
the piers and their connection with the piles foundations, as
expected. Contrarily, for values of this quantity close to its upper
bound, i.e. D, > 1.70 m a strong interaction between the diameter
of the circular cross sections of the piers and the external diameter
of the rubber bearings is observed. Thus, for rigid pier elements
the relative displacements between the top of the piers and their
connection with the piles foundations is controlled by both design
variables, that is, D, and D.. In fact, the iso-probability curves
indicate that for example an increase in the diameter of the cir-
cular cross sections of the piers is compensated by a decrease in
the external diameter of the bearings. In other words, for such
combination of the design variables D, and D, the probability of
failure remains invariant. On the other hand it seen that the failure
event F; is mainly controlled by the external diameter of the

Table 4
On-line computational cost of different tasks for a given design.

Task Full finite element Reduced-order

model model

Time (s) Time (s) Speedup
Finite element 529 0.013 4069

generation

Modal analysis 0.74 0.052 14
Dynamic response 1.7 0.51 3
Sum of different tasks 55.34 0.58 95

rubber bearings. Actually, the iso-probability curves associated
with failure event F; show a relatively weak interaction between
the diameter of the circular cross sections of the piers and the
external diameter of the rubber bearings. The probability of failure
of this event decreases as the external diameter of the isolators
increases, which is the same behavior observed in Fig. 10. The final
design for this scenario is given by D,=1.64m and D,=0.67 m
(point B in the figure) where both reliability constraints are active.

The results shown in Fig. 11 can also be used to demonstrate
the benefits of designing the isolators and the bridge structure
simultaneously. For example, if the design process involves only
the isolators and the diameter of the circular cross sections of the
piers are kept constant at their upper bound values (D,=2.0 m),
the optimal design is given by D,=0.75 m (point A in the figure)
with a corresponding normalized cost equal to C=1.4. On the
other hand, if the diameter of the circular cross sections of the
piers is also considered as design variable the final design moves
from point A to point B, with a decrease of the normalized cost in
about 30%. Thus, taking into account the interaction between the
design variables associated with the bridge structure and the
isolators during the design process is quite beneficial in terms of
the cost of the final design. It is interesting to note that the final
design previously obtained can be improved just marginally if the
eight design variables are considered as independent during the
design process. It can be shown that in this case the nominal cost
is decreased in about 5% with respect the final design shown in
Fig. 11. The corresponding design process converges in less than
fifteen iterations starting from the initial feasible design given by
Dpi =2.0m, i= 1,2,3,4, Dy = Dg, = 1.0 m and Hir =Hg = 0.25 m.

Finally, it is noted that the above observations and remarks give
a valuable insight into the complex interaction of the design
variables on the performance and reliability of the bridge struc-
tural system.

7.2.5. Computational cost

Table 4 shows the on-line computational costs involved in the
assemblage of the finite element model and the computation of the
dynamic response for a given design considering the full finite ele-
ment model and the reduced-order model. These operations and
procedures are performed at each iteration of the design process. The
last column of the table indicates the speedup (round to the nearest
integer) achieved by the reduced-order model for the different tasks.
As previously pointed out, the speedup is the ratio of the execution
time by using the unreduced model and the execution time by using
the reduced-order model. It is seen that the difference is quite sig-
nificant. In fact, the overall speedup for the online calculations is
more than 90 in this case (last row of the table).

The off-line computational cost, that is the cost of calculations
related to the definition of the reduced-order model and the
characterization of the transformation matrix that maps the gen-
eralized coordinates to the physical coordinates of the unreduced
model, which are preformed once during the design process,
corresponds to approximately two full analyses (finite element
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model generation and dynamic response) of the unreduced model
in this case. Considering this cost an overall speedup value of
about 10 is obtained by the proposed methodology in solving this
particular design problem. However, once the reduced-order
model has been defined several design scenarios, i.e. in terms of
different objective functions and reliability constraints, can be
explored and solved efficiently. So, high speedup values (20, 40 or
even more) can be obtained for the design process as a whole. As
previously pointed out this reduction in computational effort is
achieved without compromising the accuracy of the final design.

8. Conclusions

A general strategy for dealing with a class of reliability-based
design problems of stochastic finite elements has been presented.
It consists in the integration of a model reduction technique with
an appropriate optimization scheme. The design process is carried
out in a reduced space of generalized coordinates. In particular, a
model reduction technique based on fixed interface normal modes
and interface constraint modes is considered in the present
implementation. The reduction technique, which is applied to the
linear components of the structural systems, produces highly
accurate models with relatively few substructure modes. Numer-
ical examples indicate that the integration of the proposed model
reduction technique in the framework of reliability-based opti-
mization is applicable for a class of linear and nonlinear finite
element models under stochastic excitation. The results also
demonstrate that the computational effort involved during the
design process is reduced significantly with respect to the process
considering the unreduced finite element model. In fact, good
speedup values were obtained. On the other hand, the reduction in
computational effort is achieved without compromising the
accuracy of the design process. Based on the results of this study it
is concluded that the proposed approach is potentially an effective
tool for solving a class of reliability-based design problems invol-
ving complex structural systems under stochastic excitation.
Future research directions aim at considering more involved pro-
blems from the optimization point of view (formulations with
more design variables) as well as the implementation of design
process in a fully parallel environment. In addition, the imple-
mentation of interpolation schemes for approximating fixed-
interface normal modes and interface constraint modes for cases
in which the substructure matrices depend on more than one
design variable is another research effort. Work in these directions
are currently under consideration.
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Appendix A

The matrices RO, ﬁu and ﬁzj,jz 1,...,ny4 are defined as
Kpso 0 0
Ko=T'| 0 - 0o |T
0 0 K)ono

a1
A Ké; 0 0
Ky;=T| 0 =~ 0 |T
-~ Ns
| 0 0 K;dy]

. -
Ky5;; 0 0

Ky=T'| 0 - No T (32)
0 0 K,dy,

where I"(zJ represents the stiffness matrix in generalized coordi-
nates v5(t) of a substructure that does not depend on the design
variables, i.e. 650 =1 if s e Sp, and ds9 = 0 otherwise, and

- A ~ 0; 0;

K = Ay Oy K= ick B E;S . (33)
bk K + K, Wi

where 64 =1 if s € Sj and 65 = 0 otherwise. On the other hand, the

matrices Mo, M, My, and M, j=1,...,n, are given by
Mo 0 O |

My=T'| o0 0 T,
0 0 Myéuo

ﬁzj:TT 0 0 T,
_~ N
0 0 M, Sy,
S .
) M5, 0 0
M3=T'| © 0 T (34)
_~ Ns
0 0 M; dy,

where l\?lf, represent the mass matrix in generalized coordinates
vS(t) of a substructure that does not depend on the design vari-
ables, and

N — [T O3
U O O |
i =T s s —sT__
¥ = ik D M; ¥, + P M,
27 | =T s—=s —sT__g
_(q’ikMiiTib +@; M;,)" 0
M nsS S
i Kk kb 35
3= —sT__ 5 =5  —=s__ —
_OZk (W, M + M)W, + W M, + M,

where all terms have been previously defined.
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