Evaluation of Dynamic Behavior of moment

resisting frame under probabilistic ground motions
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ABSTRACT

Base shear and roof drift relation was acquired from experiment of 3 story ordinary moment
resisting frame which was designed using gravity loads. To evaluate the dynamic behavior of the
frame, analytical model was generated from experimental result. Dynamic analysis was performed
using the analytical model subjected to earthquake ground motions with 500, 1000, and 2400 years
of return period. And capacity spectrum method was adopted to find the performance points of the
frame. Both dynamic analysis and CSM showed that the performance of the frame meet the life
safety objectives suggested by FEMA 273 and ATC 40.
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