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SUMMARY

A substructuring method has been implemented for the seismic analysis of bridge piers founded on vertical piles and pile
groups in multi-layered soil. The method reproduces semi-analytically both the kinematic and inertial soil—structure
interaction, in a simple realistic way. Vertical S-wave propagation and the pile-to-pile interplay are treated with sufficient
rigor, within the realm of equivalent-linear soil behaviour, while a variety of support conditions of the bridge deck on the
pier can be studied with the method. Analyses are performed in both frequency and time domains, with the excitation
specified at the surface of the outcropping (‘elastic’) rock. A parameter study explores the role of soil—structure interaction
by elucidating, for typical bridge piers founded on soft soil, the key phenomena and parameters associated with the
interplay between seismic excitation, soil profile, pile—foundation, and superstructure. Results illustrate the potential
errors from ignoring: (i) the radiation damping generated from the oscillating piles, and (ii) the rotational component of
motion at the head of the single pile or the pile-group cap. Results are obtained for accelerations of bridge deck and
foundation points, as well as for bending moments along the piles.
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge on the subject of dynamic soil—structure interaction has derived mainly from studies in the last 25
years for buildings and nuclear containment structures on mat foundations.1~9 The seismic response of
pile-supported bridge piers or similar structures has been the subject of considerably smaller research
effort.10~14 The results of such efforts have not yet led to design methods and/or code-type provisions
for pile-supported piers, such as the simple methods developed for directly founded structures
(Veletsos4, ATC-315). Therefore, much is yet to be learned on the subject before a complete understand-
ing can develop for the role of crucial problem parameters on the seismic response of pile—bridge
systems.

The goals of this paper are: (i) to outline a multi-step equivalent-linear method for analysing efficiently
a complete bridge—pier—pile—soil system, emphasising new solutions or improvements over previously
published methods (by the senior author and co-workers14,16~18); (ii) to present results for two typical
bridge—pier systems supported through a single large-diameter drilled pile or a pile group in a moderately
soft soil profile, illustrating the role of soil—pile—structure interaction (SPSI) and emphasising the potential
errors from some assumptions frequently made in practice. Since the number of the key variables influencing
the response is very large, a comprehensive parameter study would be a formidable task, and is certainly
beyond the scope of this work.
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Figure 1. The bridge—pier systems and the soil profile analysed in this paper

THE STUDIED PROBLEM

The two bridge—pier systems analysed in this paper are slightly idealized versions of actual bridges.
Portrayed in Figure 1, they involve a single-column bent on drilled pile of the same diameter (d"1·30 m)
and a one- or two-column bent founded on a group of 4]5 rigidly-capped d"0·50 m piles. The height of the
column is taken to be 6 m, and the load carried by it 3·5 MN—corresponding roughly to a typical two-lane
bridge with spans of about 35 m. Both systems represent widely implemented solutions for highway bridges
in many seismically active regions of the world19,20 and, in fact, several such bridge piers have been damaged
in the recent earthquakes of Northridge (1994) and Kobe (1995).

The developed method can handle a variety of realistic pier—bridge—deck support connections, some of
which are sketched in Figure 2. They range from a top free to rotate (appropriate for modelling lateral
vibrations of relatively long-spanned bridges, or when bridges column and beams are connected through
a hinge) to a top fixed against rotation (appropriate for longitudinal vibrations of relatively stiff beams fixed
to the column top). Support on elastomeric bearings can also be studied with the method. The results
presented herein are for the fixed and free supports only.

A slightly idealized actual soil profile is considered in this article. Its layering and effective S-wave velocity
are depicted in Figure 1, in which the length of the piles (computed with static foundation analysis) is also
indicated. This is a type S4 soil (according to NEHRP-199121) or category C (according to EUROCODE-
822). Since only (‘equivalent’) linear analyses are performed herein, the wave velocities shown in Figure 1
are strain-compatible (‘effective’) quantities. In view of the strong seismic excitation that is presumed
to be imposed, this means that the low-strain (‘elastic’) S-wave velocities would be larger than the
shown velocities by a factor of the order of 1·50. This makes the soil profile a typical soft soil
stratum. Detailed information on the soil, pile and structural properties used in the analysis is summarized in
Table I.

Results are obtained for excitation by vertical S waves, described through a horizontal ‘rock’ outcrop
motion. Both harmonic steady-state and time-history analyses are performed, in the frequency and time
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Figure 2. Typical column-deck support connections

Table I. Summary of soil, pile, and structural properties used in the analysis

Soil Pile Superstructure

»
41
"80 m/s

»
42
"330 m/s E"2·5]107kPa E"2·5]107 kPa

»
30#,

"1200 m/s d"1·3 m (single pile) I"0·14 m4
o
41
"1·5 Mg/m3 d"0·5 m (group pile) m

4
"350 Mg

o
42
"2·0 Mg/m3 ¸"15·5 m H"6 m

o
30#,

"2·2 Mg/m3 o"2·5 Mg/m3 b"5%
b
41
"10%

b
42
"7%

domain, respectively. In the time-domain analyses, two different acceleration histories are used as excitation,
both having a peak horizontal acceleration (pga) of about 0·40 g:

(a) an artificial accelerogram approximately ‘fitted’ to the NEHRP pga"0·40 g S1-soil elastic response
spectrum, or to the Eurocode EC8 soil-category-A spectrum. The 5 per cent damped peak spectral
response acceleration for this motion is 1·10 g, i.e. 2·60 times the pga value (compared to 2·50 of the
‘target’ response spectrum).

(b) the Pacoima downstream accelerogram, recorded recently (on ‘soft-rock’ outcrop) during the North-
ridge 1994 earthquake. (Since its pga value is 0·42 g, no scaling of this motion was considered
necessary).

The two motions and their 5 and 10 per cent-damped response spectra are plotted in Figure 3. The two
ground motions cover a range of possible ‘rock’ outcrop excitations, necessary for checking the limitations
(or showing the generality) of our conclusions. The present article studies the response of bridge structures in
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Figure 3. The two 0·40 g motions used in the time-domain analyses, and their 5 and 10 per cent damped response spectra

soft soil. Results for stiffer soil are presented in a companion paper (Part II).23 A summary of those results can
also been found in References 24 and 25.

OUTLINE OF METHOD OF ANALYSIS

¹he superposition of kinematic and inertial response

The response of bridge—foundation systems such as those of Figure 1 can be computed as the superposition
of two effects, as proved by Kausel and Roesset26 (see also References 9, 27—29): (1) a so-called kinematic
interaction effect (sometimes also referred to as ‘wave scattering’ effect), involving the response to base
excitation of a hypothetical system which differs from the complete actual system of Figure 1 in that the mass
of the superstructure is set equal to zero; (2) an inertial interaction effect, referring to the response of the
complete pile—soil—structure system to excitation by D’Alembert forces,!Mu(

k
, associated with the acceler-

ation, u(
k
, of the superstructure due to the kinematic interaction. This partition is exact for linear soil, pile,

and structure if the analysis in both stages is performed rigorously. Nevertheless, as an engineering
approximation, the superposition could be applied to moderately non-linear systems. To see how, recall that
pile deformations due to lateral loading transmitted from the superstructure attenuate very rapidly with
depth (they practically vanish below the ‘active’ pile length, l

a
, which is of the order of 10 pile diameters below

the ground surface). Therefore, shear strains induced in the soil due to inertial interaction may be significant
only near the ground surface. By contrast, vertical S-waves induce displacements, curvatures and shear
strains that are likely to be important only at relatively deep elevations. Thus, since soil strains are controlled
by inertial effects near the ground surface and by kinematic effects at greater depths, the superposition may
be a reasonable approximation even when non-linear soil behaviour is expected.9,26,30

For computational convenience and conceptual simplicity, each one of the above two stages is further
subdivided into two independent analysis steps, as follows:

(1) For the kinematic response: (a1) Analysis of the free-field soil response (i.e. without the presence of piles)
to vertically incident S waves; and (a2) Analysis of the interaction of the single pile or pile group with
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the surrounding soil, driven by the free-field response of step (a1). To capture in an (admittedly) crude
but simple way the effects of non-linear soil behaviour, different strain-compatible soil moduli can be
used for steps (a1 ) and (a2).

(2) For the inertial response: (b1) Computation of the dynamic impedances (‘springs’ and ‘dashpots’) at the
pile head or the pile-group cap, associated with the swaying (R

x
and R

y
), rocking R

3y
and R

3x
)

and cross-swaying-rocking (R
x,3y

and R
y, 3x

) motion of the foundation; and (b2 ) Analysis of the
dynamic response of the superstructure supported on the ‘springs’ and ‘dashpots’ of step (b1), subjected
to the kinematic pile-head motion of step (a2 ). The latter is also called ‘Foundation Input Motion
(FIM).

For each of the above analysis steps, several alternative formulations have been developed and published
in the literature, including finite element, boundary element, semianalytical and analytical solutions, and
a variety of simplified methods. Reference is made to Novak,31 Gazetas et al.,14 and Pender32 for recent
reviews on the subject. In the sequel we only outline some important aspects of each step.

Free-field and single-pile kinematic response analysis

The response to vertical S-wave excitation of a single pile embedded in a layered soil can be obtained
numerically in a single step, using a suitable finite-element (FE) formulation with ‘wave-transmitting’
boundaries (as the one described by Blaney et al.33), or a boundary-element-type code (as the one described
by Mamoon and Banerjee34). Instead, a beam-on-Winkler-foundation formulation is used herein. In this, the
role of soil-pile interaction is played through a set of continuously distributed springs and dashpots, the
frequency-dependent parameters of which [k"k (u) and c"c(u)] have been calibrated against results of
finite-element and boundary-element analyses. Such springs and dashpots connect the pile to the free-field
soil; the wave-induced motion of the latter (computed with any available method: e.g., References 35 and 36)
serves as the support excitation of the pile—soil system.

A frequency-domain method of solution to this problem, presented by Kavvadas and Gazetas,18 has been
extended to the time domain using the Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) method (see Veletsos and
Ventura37 for a detailed exposition of the method). This can accommodate precisely the frequency depend-
ence of k and c, contrary to methods that require frequency-independent parameters to obtain the response
directly in the time domain. It is noted that while such frequency dependence can usually be neglected in
single piles, it may be of profound importance in pile groups.38,39

In addition, whereas in Reference 18 the problem is solved by forming 4n algebraic equations (n"the total
number of layers penetrated by the pile) relating pile to free-field displacements (and their first three spatial
derivatives), the method used in this work follows a layer transfer matrix approach. This is computationally
more efficient, as it involves a sequence of transfer-matrix multiplications and is known in the literature as the
Haskell—Thomson or the Holzer method.40,36,41 Furthermore, the often unrealistic ‘rigid bedrock’ assump-
tion of that earlier formulation18 has been eliminated, and the motion can be prescribed at the surface of an
outcropping elastic ‘rock’.

One of the relative merits of the developed dynamic Winkler method is its versatility in handling
approximately moderate levels of non-linearity in the soil surrounding the pile. Such non-linearity arises
from the larger stresses induced in the immediate neighbourhood of the pile and could be modelled
approximately with a linear analysis of a radially inhomogeneous soil.42~44 The springs and dashpots
resulting from such a (plane-strain) analysis would reflect the non-linearities due to pile—soil interaction,
rather than the (additional) non-linearities due to shear waves propagating in the free field soil.

The computational advantages of the Winkler-based (‘Beam-on-Dynamic-Winkler-Foundation’ or
BDWF) method over the aforementioned numerical methods can hardly be overstated. At the same time, the
results of BDWF are in full accord with those of the more rigorous methods—not surprising in view of the
approximate validity of the main assumptions of the model31,45 and the calibration at the layer level of the
former with the results of the latter. As an example, Figure 4 illustrates a typical good comparison for
kinematic displacements and bending moments in a pile embedded in a shorter version (H

2
"20·5 m) of the

studied soft soil profile, computed with the two methods (BDWF and FEM).
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Figure 4. Comparison between kinematic steady-state displacement and bending moment diagrams, computed with a rigorous finite
element 33 and dynamic Winkler model (BDWF) at ¹"0·52 s for a pile embedded in the soil profile of Figure 1 with H

2
"20·5 m

It has been found that the kinematic interaction between pile and soil has, in general, two conse-
quences:18,38,46

(i) It filters out low-period components of the motion while at the same time it induces a rotational
component at the pile head

(ii) it induces axial, bending, and shear deformation on piles. Bending is significant at two locations: at the
top of fixed-head piles and at the interfaces of soil layers with sharply different stiffnesses.

Dynamic impedances for single pile

The dynamic response of a head-loaded pile has been studied in the literature far more extensively than the
kinematic pile response to seismic wave excitation. Two recent state-of-the-art papers, by Novak31 and by
Pender,32 provide comprehensive information on the subject. Much of the published work has modelled the
soil as a continuum and developed numerical and (semi) analytical methods to derive the dynamic
impedances (i.e. force to displacement ratios) R at pile head, in the form

R"K#iuC (1)

where K"K(u) denotes the dynamic stiffness and C"C (u) the dashpot parameter; the latter reflects both
radiation (geometric) and hysteretic (material) damping in the system. Winkler-type models have also been
developed, following the original work by Novak.47
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Figure 5. Comparison between inertial steady-state displacement and bending moment diagrams, computed with a rigorous finite
element (Blaney et al.33) and dynamic Winkler model (BDWF) at ¹"0·52 s for: (a) a unit force and (b) a unit moment atop the pile of

Figure 1(a)

The results of such studies have been utilized by several researchers in developing simple algebraic
expressions for directly estimating the dynamic impedances of single piles in some idealized (homogeneous
and inhomogeneous) soil profiles.48 On the other hand, the information published to date for the dynamic
internal forces (bending moments and shear forces) developing in a head-loaded pile is scarce.

In this work, use is made of a Beam-on-Dynamic-Winkler-Foundation (BDWF) formulation, analogous
to the one described in the previous section for the kinematic response, but with the supports of the springs
and dashpots fixed in space and the loading applied at the top.

In addition to its versatility, the developed Winkler model leads to results in accord with those of more
rigorous methods, as illustrated in Figure 5. Moreover, soil nonlinearity near the top can be taken into
account by using effective soil moduli that are only a fraction of the low-strain (‘maximum’) soil moduli.

Pile-to-pile interaction

The dynamic impedance of a group of piles in any mode of vibration cannot be computed by simply
adding the stiffnesses of the individual piles, since each pile is affected not only by its own load, but also by the
load and deflection of the neighbouring piles. Similarly, the seismic response of a pile group may differ from
the response of each individual pile taken alone, because of additional deformations transmitted from the
adjacent piles. This pile-to-pile interaction is frequency-dependent, resulting from waves that are emitted
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Figure 6. Schematic illustration of the wave interference method for computing the influence of the harmonically head-loaded ‘active’
Pile1 upon the adjacent ‘passive’ Pile2, in a layered soil54

from the periphery of each pile and propagate to ‘strike’ the neighbouring piles. A variety of numerical and
analytical methods have been developed to compute the dynamic response of pile groups accounting for
pile-to-pile interaction. Makris and Gazetas16 have shown that this group effect is of profound importance
only for head-loaded piles. For kinematic seismic loading the group effect could for all practical purposes be
neglected.

To determine the group impedances, use is made of Poulos’ superposition approach, extended to dynamic
loading by Kaynia38 and Sanchez-Salinero.49 Frequency-dependent interaction factors, i.e. displace-
ment ratios expressing the effect of one pile onto another, are a key ingredient of the method. Such
factors have been derived using rigorous boundary-element-type methods.38,50 For a homogeneous soil
in particular, a simple analytical solution proved possible: to this end Dobry and Gazetas39 and Makris
and Gazetas16 considered the cylindrical waves emanating from all points along the pile periphery and,
after some attenuation, striking the neighbouring pile. Using simple wave propagation theory, this
leads closed-form expressions for each of the principal (horizontal and vertical) modes of deformation. This
simple theory (termed ‘wave interference’ solution by Wolf51) is in very good accord with rigorous
methods.39,51,32

Soil layering, however, has been found to affect substantially pile-to-pile interaction factors. For example,
in the presence of a stiff soil layer (or of rock) at the pile base (tip), the vertical interaction factors (which
control both vertical and rocking oscillations) would decrease to only a small fraction of the values computed
for piles ‘floating’ in homogeneous half space.

For a number of layered and inhomogeneous soil profiles, complete sets of interaction factors are now
available in the form of ready-to-use non-dimensional graphs.52,53 Moreover, the aforementioned simple
‘wave interference’ method39,16 can be extended to a layered soil profile. To this end, Mylonakis54 considers
(as sketched in Figure 6) that the cylindrical waves are emitted from the periphery of the ‘active’ pile with
a different amplitude ¼

0j
and phase angle /

0j
in each soil layer j. Radial spreading of these waves leads to
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Figure 7. Dynamic horizontal stiffness (in the longitudinal 5-pile direction) for the 4]5 pile group embedded in the ‘Soft Clay’ profile.
Comparison of rigorous Boundary Element38 and the simplified developed method. Notice the errors from ignoring pile-to-pile

interaction

(different for each layer) attenuation and change in phase, in accordance with

¼
j
(S)+¼

0jS
r
0
S

e~(*`bj)u(S~r0)@Vj (2)

where S is the radial distance of interest r
0

the pile radius; i"J!1; b
j
hysteretic soil damping ratio; and

»
j
the appropriate wave propagation velocity for layer j. For vertical and rocking oscillations: »

j
"»

sj
(the

S-wave velocity); but for lateral oscillation »
j
depends on the direction of loading with respect to the line

connecting the two piles. Specifically: »
j
"»

sj
if the piles are off-line (at h"90° with respect to the direction

of loading), or »
j
"»

Laj
(the so-called ‘Lysmer’s analog’ velocity39) if the piles are in-line (at h"0° with

the direction of loading). For angles h between 0° and 90° interpolation is done as described in References 38
and 39.

The effect of the arriving waves ¼
j
(S) on a second (‘passive’) pile loaded at a distance S is computed by

considering ¼
j
(S) as the support motion of this pile, as was done for a homogeneous profile.16 Details can be

found in the dissertation of Mylonakis.54 The interaction factor, a, is defined as the ratio of the top
displacements of the ‘passive’ and ‘active’ pile: ¼

21
(0)/¼

01
(0).

For the aforementioned 4]5 pile group in the two-layer soil Profile of Figure 1, Figure 7 compares the
dynamic horizontal, stiffnesses (real and imaginary parts) of the group computed with the above-outlined
method and with a rigorous boundary-element-type formulation.38 Notice the generally good agreement
between the two methods. Also plotted in this figure are (i) the corresponding solution for a homogeneous
half space having the properties of the top clay layer, and (ii) the impedance (stiffness and damping) functions
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Figure 8. The model for the analysis of soil—structure interaction: (1) model parameters and notation and (2) sketch of response in terms
of absolute displacements and rotations

of the group if pile-to-pile interaction were completely ignored. Notice the substantial overprediction of both
impedances in this case.

Seismic response of the bridge pier

Having determined: (i) the two components (translation º
k
and rotation u

k
) of the kinematic response of

the foundation, (i.e. the ‘Foundation Input Motion’), and (ii) the pile-group dynamic impedances R
ij
, the

response of the bridge—pier, namely the (absolute) displacement and rotation of the pier top (deck) and
bottom (pile cap), can be computed from (Figure 8)
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]
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]
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where [K
ss
], [K

sb
], [K

bs
] and [K

bb
] are the four stiffness submatrices corresponding to the superstructure (s)

and its base (b)
j
[m

ss
], [m

bb
] are the mass-submatrices of the superstructure and the foundation, respectively

(see References 8 and 54).
Having computed the response of the superstructure, all the remaining response variables such as pile

displacements, bending moments and shear forces can be readily obtained. All the above quantities
are calculated in a complex-valued frequency domain form. It is then straightforward to obtain time-history
response functions, corresponding to a specific earthquake excitation, by using the aforementioned DFT
technique.
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Table II. The eight cases studied in the paper: A1, A3, A4, C1, C3, C4, A21, C21

Bridge—foundation Rock-outcrop Nature of analysis
systems excitation approximations

Single column-pile Harmonic case 1*: complete analysis (‘exact’)
(case A) case 21**: complete analysis (‘exact’)

Single column on 4]5 pile group Artificial case 3*: pile cap fixed against rotation
(case C)

Pacoima 1994 case 4*: pile radiation damping"0

*no rotation at column top ** column top free to rotate

Figure 9. Case A1, no rotation at the column top: results of the complete analysis in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer
functions and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

PARAMETRIC RESULTS

Table II summarizes the types of dynamic analysis performed for the two bridge—pier systems of Figure 1. In
most cases all three types of ground motion were used as excitation: harmonic (steady-state), artificial
time-history, Pacoima-downstream accelerogram. However, only in a few selected cases are the results
shown for all motions.

The results are portrayed in Figures 9, 11 and 15—19 in two parts. Part (a) shows non-dimensional
steady-state transfer functions, A(¹ ), relating bridge and foundation response amplitudes to the rock
outcrop and free field motion amplitudes; A are ratios between either displacements or accelerations. Part
(b) shows acceleration time-histories of the bridge, foundation, and free-field for the artificial accelerogram
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Figure 10. Case A1, no rotation at the column top: results of the complete analysis in terms of response acceleration histories for the
Pacoima (1994) downstream motion

applied at the rock outcrop. Figure 10 is similar to Figure 9(b) but for the Pacoima excitation; although
comments on the response to the Pacoima excitation under other conditions will be given later, only Figure
10 gives graphical output for this excitation.

In addition, steady-state amplitudes and peak values of bending moments in the pile are given in Figures
12—14. Figures 15—19 have the same format as Figures 9 and 11 with divisions into parts (a) and (b), but for
different assumptions.

Complete analysis: the case of no rotation at column top

Case A1 and C1, correspond to the (most) complete analyses of the two pier systems of Figure 1, with the
top of their column considered rigidly connected to a non-rotating deck. The results are portrayed in
Figures 9—11. The following noteworthy observations can be made with the help of these figures:

(1) The fundamental natural period, ¹
1
, of the whole soil deposit appears to be about 1·1 s. As it can

be easily checked, the response at this period is largely dominated by the characteristics of the thick-
and-stiff lower sandy layer (S-wave velocity 330 m/s, thickness 83.5 m, corresponding period:
4H/»

4
"4]83·5/330+1 s+¹

1
). The relatively small ‘impedance’ contrast, I

R
, between this layer and

the underlain soft rock:

I
R
"

o
3
»

3
o
42
»

42

"

2·2]1200

2]330
+4 (4)

generates sufficient radiation damping to reduce the soil amplification at this period to a mere 3.3. One
could have expected such a low value at resonance, on the basis of Roesset’s simple one-layer
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formula:36,55

A
1
+

1

(n/2) b
42
#(I

R
)~1

"

1

(n/2) (0·07)#1/4
+2·8 (5)

The second natural period, ¹
2
, of the soil deposit appears to equal almost 0·5 s and the respective

amplification,A
2
, is nearly 4—a rather substantial value for a second-mode resonance. Apparently, this

mode is dominated by the characteristics of the top clay layer: natural period of the top
layer"4H/»

4
"4]9·5/80+0·48 s+¹

2
). The relatively high amplification reflects the smaller radi-

ation into the underlain stiff soil layer, due to the now larger ‘impedance’ contrast:

I @
R
"

2]330

1·5]80
+5·5 (6)

compared to I
R
+4 between the second layer and underlying base.

(2) For the response of the bridge pier A (single column-pile), the role of the second resonance in the soil is
much more significant than the first, for two reasons: First, the fundamental natural period of the
pier—foundation—soil system ¹I , is about 0·65 s—much closer to ¹

2
(0·5 s) than to ¹

1
(1·1 s); hence, the

amplitude increase and broadening of the bridge amplification curve (with respect to rock outcrop) at
resonance. Second, in the time domain, the response spectra of both rock excitations (recall Figure 3)
show that most of the incident seismic energy is carried by harmonic components with periods smaller
than or about equal to 0·5 s. This is, in fact, the usual case with ‘rock’ motions. For periods exceeding
by far 0·5 s (e.g. ¹"¹

1
+1·1 s) the input motion is too weak to produce a substantial soil or structure

response, despite the unquestionable amplification by a factor A
1
+3·3. As a result, the bridge

acceleration histories show a prevailing period of about 0·60 s, with hardly an evidence of a role for the
fundamental period, ¹

1
"1·1 s, of the deposit.

(3) The fundamental period,¹I , of the pier-foundation—soil system for bridge pier C (single column on 4]5
piles) appears from Figure 11 to equal about 0·37 s. This is quite close to the fixed-based fundamental
period of the superstructure:

¹
45
"2nS

m
4

12EI/H3
+0·27 s (7)

This proximity of periods for pier C(¹I /¹
45
"0·37/0·27+1·3 as opposed to 0·65/0·27+2·41 for pier

A) stems of course from the presence in this case (C) of the group of twenty 0·50 m diameter piles, the
rotational stiffness of which is an-order-of-magnitude larger than of the 1·30 m diameter single pile of
pier A.24

Extending the arguments of earlier paragraphs in this section, it is seen that in this case the role of the
fundamental soil period, ¹

1
"1·1 s, is even less significant (compare the bridge transfer functions with

respect to rock at ¹"¹
1
: A+3·8 for pier C versus A+5·3 for pier A). The second natural soil period,

¹
2
+0·50 s, increases in importance as is evident from the fact that at this period the transfer functions

of both bridge and pile cap exhibit their largest peaks.
In addition, the two dominant periods of the system in this case, 0·35 and 0·50 s, fall within or very

close to the range of dominant periods of the rock accelerograms. Consequence: the response
acceleration peaks at both bridge-deck and pile-cap elevations (1·40 and 0·80 g, respectively) exceed
those of pier A (1·10 and 0·60 g, respectively).

(4) The response of the head of the single pile of pier A shows a somewhat different behaviour than the
response of the bridge deck. The pile-cap transfer function (with respect to the rock excitation) does not
exhibit any tendency to increase at ¹"¹

2
+0·5 s, as is the case with the bridge deck. The two peaks

in this transfer function, corresponding to periods ¹
1

and ¹I , are of nearly equal value, A+4. They
represent the kinematic and inertial response peaks, respectively.

This can be further illustrated by examining the (steady-state) bending moments developing in the
pile for periods ¹"¹

1
, ¹"¹I and ¹"¹

2
(Figure 12). It becomes evident that the first period (¹

1
)
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Figure 11. Case C1, no rotation at the column top: results of the complete analysis in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer
functions and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

Figure 12. Case A1, no rotation at the column top: steady-state pile bending moment diagram for ¹"¹
1

(fundamental period of the
deposit), ¹"¹

2
(second period of the deposit), and ¹"¹I (fundamental period of the pier—foundation—soil system)
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Figure 13. Case C1, no rotation at the column top. Steady-state pile bending moment for ¹"¹
1

(fundamental period of the deposit),
¹"¹

2
(second period of the deposit), and ¹"¹I (fundamental period of the pier—foundation—soil system)

controls the largest moment in the clay-sand interface (a clearly kinematic effect) while ¹I controls the
largest moment in the clay-stand interface (a clearly kinematic effect) while ¹I controls the largest
moment at the upper part of the pile (an inertial effect). At ¹"¹

2
the bending moment diagram has

similarities with both of the above diagrams: near the layer interface it nearly reaches the values of the
¹"¹

1
diagram (evidence of kinematic response); near the top it is similar to the ¹"¹I diagram

(evidence of inertial response).
An important conclusion from Figure 12 is that, in this case of a pier on a single pile, the inertial

bending moments in the upper half of the pile exceed significantly the kinematic moments at, and near
the interface. The reason for this is that the inertial force developed on the bridge deck is directly
transmitted as a shear force and bending moment onto the head of the pile. At resonance, ¹"¹I , this
inertial force is large and so is therefore the imposed moment on the pile.

(5) The above picture is not exactly valid for the response of the pile cap of pier C (Figure 11). At
¹"¹

2
+0·5 s both the bridge deck and the pile cap exhibit a strong peak in their transfer functions

(with respect to rock), similar with the peak in the free-field soil amplification curve. This is apparently
the result of a ‘constructive interplay’ between the soil in resonance and the structure in near-resonance.

The distribution with depth of steady-state bending moments at ¹"¹
1
, ¹I , and ¹

2
is plotted in Figure 13.

Again, the largest kinematically driven moment at the interface occurs at ¹"¹
1
and is nearly matched by the

moment at ¹"¹
2
. The largest inertia-driven moment at and near the top occurs at ¹"¹

2
(for the reasons

explained in the preceding paragraph) and is essentially matched by the moment at ¹"¹I . Notice that in this
case the moments at the interface are about the same as the moment at the top. This is because the
overturning moment produced by the bridge deck inertia is now resisted mainly by axial pile compres-
sion—extension rather than bending of the piles. The time-domain peak values of the bending moments
plotted for these two cases in Figure 14, also reflect the above trends.

It may be of engineering interest to take note of the peak values of bending moments in the 1·30 m diameter
pile (about 8 MNm) and in the 0·50 m diameter pile (about 0·3 MNm). Developing during strong seismic
excitation (pga+0·4 g at rock outcrop), these moments could be resisted by a properly reinforced concrete
cross-section at about its yield capacity.
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Figure 14. Envelopes of peak values of bending moments along the single pile of pier A (case A1, A3, A4) and the corner pile of the pile
group of pier C (cases C1, C4) for the artificial excitation

Complete analysis: the case of free-to-rotate column top

Cases A21 and C21 differ from A1 and C1, respectively, only in that the column top and the supported
bridge deck are free to rotate.*

The steady-state transfer functions plotted in Figures 15 and 16 reveal that the response is now dominated
to a greater extent by the characteristics of the structure. In each of the two figures there is essentially only
one significant resonant peak; it occurs at the fundamental period ¹I of the whole soil—structure system,
which in this case is larger than in the corresponding no-rotation case by a factor of nearly 2s: for pier A21,
¹I +1·24 s, compared with the 0·65 s value for A1; and for pier C21, ¹I +0·56 s compared with the 0·35 s
value for C1.

*It is of interest to note that C21 is the exact model of the failed bridge piers along the 600m section of the Hanshin Expressway in
Kobe, which collapsed in the 17 January 1995 earthquake

sIf the superstructure were fixed at the pile cap (or soil surface) the increase, of course, would be by a factor of exactly 2
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Figure 15. Case A21, column top free to rotate: results of the complete analysis in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer functions
and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

In both cases the amplification functions exhibit relatively sharp and high resonant peaks at periods
¹"¹I —sharper and higher than in the corresponding no-rotation cases. This may be attributed to three
factors:

First, since the column top is in these cases free to rotate and move laterally, even a small rotation at the
foundation level would lead to a large displacement at the top of the column, and hence to a larger
amplification of the bridge motion.

Second, it just happened that the periods ¹I are closer, respectively, to either the fundamental (¹
1
) or the

second (¹
2
) natural period of the soil deposit. Indeed, ¹

1
+1·1 s is relatively close to ¹I +1·25 s (pier A21)

and ¹
2
+0·5 s is relatively close to ¹I +0·56 s (pier C21). Hence, we are closer to experiencing a double

resonance in both ‘free-to-rotate’ cases.
¹hird, all the radiation damping of Pier A became zero at resonance (¹+¹I '¹

1
"¹

#650&&
). For pier

C the radiation damping was also reduced, due to the fact that ¹"¹I '¹
2
and ¹

2
is essentially a secondary

cutoff period of the system.
In the time domain, despite the substantial increase in peak amplification, the bridge deck of pier A21

experiences only half the acceleration levels of A1. This is obvious due to the fact that the excitation is weak at
long periods (1·25 s), and hence there is not much to amplify. Notice the dominant period of about 1·25 s in
the bridge response time history.

By contrast, C21 experiences an acceleration very slightly higher than C1. In this case, the higher
amplification barely outweighs the smaller spectral accelerations of the excitation.

Effect of ignoring pile radiation damping

To develop further insight to the problem and to assess the potential error from one of the frequently
introduced approximations in practice, namely, ignoring pile radiation damping, we present Figures 17—18.
They correspond to Piers A and C, respectively.
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Figure 16. Case C21, column top free to rotate: results of the complete analysis in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer functions
and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

A large-diameter pile, e.g. with d"1·30 m, radiates significant amounts of energy when it oscillates
laterally or vertically. This energy is carried from the pile periphery by radially spreading waves, propagating
to infinity. In the dynamic impedance of the pile, such spreading away of the supplied by the pile energy is
reflected (along with the hysteretic soil damping) in the dashpot constant C (equation (1)). With a group of
piles, the radiation damping can at certain frequencies become dramatically larger than of the single pile, as
a result of (additional) ‘constructive interference’ of the outward spreading waves.56,38,39,59

Indeed, the ‘observed’ resonant amplitudes at ¹"¹I in the correct steady-state transfer functions with
respect to free field (Figures 9 and 11) imply equivalent damping ratios greater than the assumed b"5%
structural damping of the pier column. Therefore, when radiation damping is (arbitrarily) set equal to zero, at
all periods, the amplitudes at resonance increase substantially. In Figure 17, the two values of amplification
A(¹I ), with respect to rock outcrop and to free-field soil surface motion, double over the correct values of
Figure 11. Since, however, the period ¹I "0·65 s lies just beyond the range of dominant periods of the
two excitation motions, the increase of the peak response accelerations is quite smaller: by a factor of 1·10
for the Pacoima (not shown) and of 1·40 for the artificial excitation. In both cases the dominant period
of oscillation remains the same as that of the complete system. On the other hand, in Figure 18 (pile
group), both A (¹I ) values have increased by a factor of about 1·50. The acceleration histories reveal a
change in the dominant response periods: The 0·35 s period is now more pronounced compared with the two
periods in the complete solution (0·50 and 0·35 s). The increase of the peak acceleration amplitudes is
approximately 10 per cent — again substantially less than the 50 per cent increase of the corresponding
steady-state value. The relatively narrow width of the A (¹ ) curve at resonance might be the explanation of
such discrepancy.

Finally, notice in Figure 14 that the bending moments change when pile radiation damping is set equal to
zero. Specifically, whereas the kinematic moments at the clay—sand interface remain unchanged, the moments
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Figure 17. Case A4, no rotation at the column top, neglecting radiation damping: results in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer
functions and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

at the top increase by about 50 per cent in both cases studied (Piers A and C). This increase in moment
diminishes with depth, vanishing at a depth equal to the ‘active’ length of the pile (l

!
+6 and 12 m for the piles

with 0·50 and 1·30 m diameter, respectively).
In conclusion, ignoring the radiation damping generated at the pile periphery leads to an overpredic-

tion of acceleration response at the bridge deck and pile bending moment, usually by not more than
50 per cent (‘conservative’ result). However, this should not be generalized to any bridge—foundation
system.

Effect of ignoring foundation rotation

The rotational component of the motion at the base of the bridge (produced by both kinematic and inertial
response) has been found to be significant primarily in the case of the single-pile foundations, such as the
foundation of pier A, or footings with a very small number of piles. Any spurious fixity of this rotational
degree of freedom will reduce the fundamental period and thereby change the dynamic response of the
system.

This is illustrated herein with the help of Figure 19, which presents the steady-state and time-domain
response of Pier A when no rotation is allowed to occur at the head of the pile. In this case the decrease of the
period had a beneficial effect on the steady-state transfer function of the bridge response (peak of about 8·5
compared with the 9·8 of the correct solution of Figure 9)—apparently due to substantially increased
radiation damping, once the period of the system became smaller (0·45 s) than ¹

2
(0·5 s). Since, however, this

shorter period (¹I "0·45 s compared with 0·65 s in Figure 9) falls in this case within the region of high
spectral accelerations in the input motions, the time-domain acceleration exceeds the correct one by about 30
per cent. Similarly the pier base exhibits accelerations larger by about 40 per cent of the values of the correct
motion.
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Figure 18. Case C4, no rotation at the column top, neglecting radiation damping: results in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer
functions and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

The rotational constraint provided by groups with a large number of piles renders the rocking
component of foundation motion secondary. Consequently, ignoring foundation rotation would have
a small effect on the response of the bridge or its foundation. No results of this effect are necessary to be
shown here.

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS

The importance of soil—pile—structure interaction in the seismic behaviour of bridge piers is investigated with
a multistep superposition procedure. Although the response seems to be influenced by a very large number of
parameters, significant insight to the complicated mechanics of the problem has been developed from
a parameter study involving two typical bridge piers in a realistic soft layered soil deposit excited by an
artificial and an actual seismic rock motion.

The conclusions drawn from the parametric studies should not be generalized to bridge piers, soil deposits,
and seismic excitations with characteristics vastly different from these of the studied cases. However, the
observed phenomena and the discussed inertplay between the various natural periods of the system and the
dominant periods of the ground excitation, can be of help in predicting qualitatively the response in other
cases, or in interpreting the results of numerical studies.60

It is emphasized that the results presented in this paper are strictly applicable to (equivalent) linear soil and
structure. Many of the quantitative results and some of the qualitative conclusions of the study might be
modified considerably if strongly non-linear response were allowed to take place in the soil, the pile, or the
superstructure. In bridge design (AASHTO57), such strong non-linearity is the rule for the superstructure
(‘ductility-based’ design), while piles are designed to remain essentially elastic. With approximate techniques
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Figure 19. Case A3, no rotation at the column top, neglecting pile cap radiation: results in terms of: (a) harmonic steady-state transfer
functions and (b) response acceleration histories for the artificial excitation

developed in structural dynamics,41,58 only rough estimates of the inelastic structural response could be
made using the equivalent-linear results of this study.
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