THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY
SCHREYER HONORS COLLEGE

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL ENGINEERING

A STUDY OF THE ENGINEERING SYSTEMS OF THE 8TH STREET OFFICE BUILDING IN RICHMOND,
VIRGINIA, WITH AN EMPHASIS ON STRUCTURAL DESIGN

CAROL GAERTNER
Summer 2010

A thesis
submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements
for baccalaureate degrees
in Architectural Engineering and Mathematics
with honors in Architectural Engineering

Reviewed and approved* by the following:
M. Kevin Parfitt
Associate Professor of Architectural Engineering
Thesis Supervisor
David R. Riley
Associate Professor of Architectural Engineering
Honors Adviser

* Signatures are on file in the Schreyer Honors College.

Abstract

The 8th Street Office Building is a government office building located in Richmond, Virginia whose main
purpose is to serve the needs of the Virginia General Assembly during renovations to the Virginia Capitol.
Once the renovations are completed, it is expected that the office building will be utilized by various Virginia
government agencies. The 8th Street Office Building consists of four underground parking garage levels, ten
floors above grade, and a mechanical penthouse. The building is approximately 307,000 square feet in size
and 176’‐5” in height, with floor to floor heights ranging from 10’‐0” for the parking garage levels to 18’‐10”
for the second floor.
The structural system of the 8th Street Office Building is comprised of composite steel framing and a
lightweight concrete slab on metal deck floor system. A typical bay through the interior of the building is 20’‐
0” by 30’‐0”, and a typical bay around the perimeter of the building is 20’‐0” by 40’‐6”. However, several
variations on these dimensions exist throughout the building due to façade and floor plan irregularities. The
lateral system consists of sixteen reinforced concrete shear walls located around four transportation cores
within the building.
Unfortunately, the 8th Street Office Building is not currently scheduled for construction due to a deficit in the
Virginia state budget. In fact, the design of the building has been stalled since 2008 at approximately 85‐90%
completion until funds are allocated for the remainder of the project. Through discussions with the
structural design engineers, it was discovered that the design for the current lateral system for the 8th Street
Office Building has not been finalized. Therefore, this final thesis report investigates several steel lateral
systems as alternative options to the reinforced concrete shear walls.
Steel plate shear walls were eliminated as a feasible system for the 8th Street Office building due to their
incompatibility with openings, despite having many advantages similar to those of braced frames. Therefore,
the first steel lateral that was designed in depth for the 8th Street Office Building consists of braced frames.
However, it was discovered that seismic drift limitations significantly governed the design of the braced
frames. For example, it was necessary to increase column sizes at the ground level from W14x283 to
W14x255 in order meet drift requirements. Moment frames were also evaluated for feasibility since they do
not obstruct openings. Unfortunately, a schematic design of the moment frames indicated that slenderness
issues resulting from large floor to floor heights could not be resolved. Finally, two dual steel systems of
braced frames and moment frames were analyzed in order to evaluate drift control. Ultimately, one of the
dual systems was chosen as the optimal steel lateral system for the 8th Street Office Building. The computer
modeling program RAM Structural System was utilized extensively in the designs of the various steel lateral
systems.
The architectural breadth study involves a redesign of the overall service core in order to maximize the
amount of useable space for the tenants. Ultimately, 1,440 square feet were gained as a result of eliminating
a corridor. The sustainable breadth study involves the selection of an extensive green roof as well as the
sizing of three 1,000 gallon collection tanks for greywater use within the 8th Street Office Building.
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Building Introduction
The new 8th Street Office Building will be located in the bustling Richmond, VA commercial district near
the Virginia State Capitol Building. It is intended to be a legacy building that will serve both the needs of
the state government and the general public. Initially, the Virginia General Assembly will occupy the 8th
Street Office Building for approximately five years while renovations to the Capitol Building are being
completed. After that time, it is expected that various Virginia government agencies will move into the
new office building.
The 8th Street Office Building will be comprised of four underground parking garage levels with spaces
for 201 cars, ten floors above and a mechanical penthouse. The completed building will stand 176’‐5”
tall and will enclose approximately 307,000 square feet. Rooftop terraces with planters will be an
integral part of the construction on the 3rd, 7th and 10th floors.
A secure main lobby on the first floor will efficiently handle high volume traffic to the large assembly
areas. Ground level retail will be located on the corner of East Broad Street and 9th Street. The
remainder of the floors will be open office spaces with meeting areas that can be flexibly rearranged to
meet the needs of the various tenants. Finally, a six story atrium will connect the building along its
southern edge to the existing 9th Street Office Building. The 9th Street Office Building is another Virginia
government office building, and the atrium is expected to provide seamless passage between the two
buildings. See Figure 1 on the next page for a general site plan.
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Figure 1 – Site plan

The façade will consist of several different glass curtain walls at varying angles and precast concrete
panels. Aluminum will be used to frame individual windows and doorways. Finally, a standing seam
stainless steel roof will cantilever dramatically over 30’‐0” off of the mechanical penthouse. See Figures
2 and 3 for elevations that display façade materials and the cantilevered roof. Also, select architectural
plans are available in Appendix A.
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Figure 2 – Broad Street Elevation

Figure 3 – 9th Street Elevation
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Existing Structural System
Foundation
The geotechnical engineering study was conducted by Froehling & Robertson, Inc. of Richmond, VA. A
total of nine test borings ranging from 50 to 100 feet were performed in September, 2006 and June‐July,
2007. Based on the data from the borings and experience with other buildings located in Richmond, it
was recommended in the geotechnical report that the 8th Street Office Building be supported on a mat
foundation system. The mat foundation is located at elevations of 130’‐0” and 140’‐0” since the fourth
and lowest level of the underground parking garage is only located on the western half of the site. See
Figures 4 and 5 for visual representations of the mat foundations locations. Based on the elevations, it
was recommended that the 4000 pounds per square inch concrete mat foundation be designed for a
maximum allowable bearing pressure of 3,500 pounds per square foot. Ultimately, the mat foundation
was designed to be 48” thick reinforced with #10 bars at 12” each way on the top and the bottom
throughout the entire foundation.
According to the geotechnical report, the mat foundation system at the proposed elevations will be
above the permanent groundwater table. However, the permanent perched water system may cause a
substantial flow of water. Therefore, it was recommended that the 12” thick foundation walls be
constructed with a minimum of 6” of free‐draining granular filter material. Furthermore, the 48” thick
mat should be placed on a 12” layer of free‐draining aggregate for drainage and to provide uniform
bearing pressure.

48” Thick Mat
Foundation
Elevation 130’‐0”

Unexcavated

Figure 4 – 4th Level of Parking Garage with General Mat Foundation Location
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48” Thick Mat
Foundation
Elevation 140’‐0”

Figure 5 – 3rd Level of Parking Garage with General Mat Foundation Location

Parking Garage
The 8th Street Office Building’s underground parking garage is comprised of 3 ½ levels and can
accommodate 201 vehicles. The concrete columns are sized to be 30”x30” and tend to be reinforced
with 16 #10 bars. Typical bay sizes are either 20’‐0” by 40’‐6” or 20’‐0” by 30’‐0”. The concrete beams
are typically sized to be 30”x30” although there are several exceptions. The longest span of the beams
is approximately 40’‐6”. Primary reinforcement for the beams ranges anywhere from #7 to #11 bars.
The one way concrete slabs span in the 20’‐0” direction, and the majority of the slabs are 8” thick and
reinforced with #5 bars spaced at 12”.

Superstructure
The most typical bay sizes for the 8th Street Office Building are either 20’‐0” by 40’‐6” around the
perimeter or 20’0” by 30’‐0” through the middle portion of the building. However, there are several
variations due to the shape of the building from floor to floor. The composite floor system consists of
3 ¼” of lightweight concrete and 2” deep, 18 gage metal deck for a total depth of 5 ¼”. The deck spans
W‐shape infill beams spaced at 10’‐0” on center. The beams tend to be W16x31, W18x35, or W18x40
depending on the length of their span, which most commonly ranges from 30’‐0” to 40’‐6”. Composite
action is achieved between the floor system and the beams through ¾” diameter, 4” long headed shear
studs. See Figure 6 on the following page for a detail of the floor system. The beams then transfer their
loads to W‐shape girders whose sizes vary greatly. The girders are connected to W14 columns that
range in size from W14x43 to W14x283. The columns are typically spliced every three floors. See
Appendix A for select typical floor framing plans.
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Figure 6 – “Concrete Steel Deck Parallel to Beam” Detail

Lateral System
The primary lateral load resisting system for the 8th Street Office Building consists of reinforced concrete
shear walls surrounding four cores within the building. The cores are the locations of the main elevators
and stairwells for the building. Therefore, openings are provided in the walls for doorways. There are a
total of 16 shear walls. Shear Walls 1 thru 4 extend from the 4th floor foundation of the parking garage
below grade to the roof. Shear Walls 5 thru 8 extend from the 4th floor foundation of the parking garage
below grade to the penthouse mezzanine. Shear Walls 9 thru 12 extend from the 3rd floor foundation of
the parking garage below grade to the penthouse mezzanine. Finally, Shear Walls 13 thru 16 extend
from the 3rd floor foundation of the parking garage below grade to the penthouse. See Figure 7 for the
exact locations of the shear walls in plan.
The shear walls are 12” thick and reinforced horizontally with #6 bars spaced at 12” on each face and
vertically with #8 bars spaced at 12” on each face. The shear walls are a constant 12” thickness
throughout without larger boundary elements. There is, however, heavier reinforcement of four #10
bars in each of the shear wall corners.
It is assumed that the floor system of the 8th Street Office Building acts as a rigid diaphragm and
transfers the lateral loads due to wind and seismic activity completely to the shear walls in relation to
their relative stiffness. The shear walls then carry those loads down to the mat foundation.
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Figure 7 – Locations of Reinforced Concrete Shear Walls
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Materials
The following materials were designated by the structural design engineers for the construction of the
8th Street Office Building:
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Design Codes and Standards
The following code references were used by the structural design engineers:

Design Loads
Gravity Loads:
The following superimposed dead and live loads were specified by the structural design engineers:

Table 1 – Existing Design Gravity Loads

Table 2 shows the snow loads determined by the structural design engineers. Notice that the snow load
of 15.4 psf is less than the minimum roof load of 30 psf.
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Table 2 – Existing Design Snow Variables and Loads

Lateral Loads:
The following wind variables were used by the structural design engineers:

Table 3 – Existing Design Wind Variables
The seismic variables that were used by the structural design engineers are not available.

10

Proposal
Structural Depth Study:
It was discovered through analyses performed in Technical Report #3 as well as through discussions with
the structural design engineers that the existing lateral system of concrete shear walls for the 8th Street
Office Building has not been fully optimized. Because the design of the building has been on hold since
2008 at approximately 85‐90% completion until funds are allocated for the remainder of the project, it
was suggested that an investigation into various steel alternatives for the lateral system could be useful.
Therefore, the following steel lateral systems will be the focus of the structural depth study for this
thesis:





Steel Plate Shear Walls
Braced Frames
Moment Frames
Dual System – Braced Frames combined with Moment Frames

Initially, each type of lateral system will be researched generally based on a variety of criteria including,
but not limited to, serviceability, constructability, and cost. Then, each system will be given
consideration as it specifically relates to the 8th Street Office Building, especially with regard to
configurations within the bounds of the architecture. It is expected that a minimum of two of the
proposed steel alternative lateral systems will display a sufficient level of feasibility to permit a full
design for the 8th Street Office Building. Structural computer modeling will be performed extensively
when completing designs, and RAM Structural System is the software program of choice. Ultimately,
one of the proposed steel lateral systems will need to be chosen as the optimal steel lateral system for
the 8th Street Office Building, so it can be incorporated into the new architecture and roof loads resulting
from the two breadth studies to be discussed next. Due to the glass curtain walls that surround the
building, serviceability is a large concern that will be given priority in the decision.

Architectural Breadth Study:
In conjunction with the investigation of alternative steel lateral systems, the architecture of the overall
service core of the 8th Street Office Building will be analyzed and redesigned. The goal of the redesign is
to minimize the effect of the service core on the useable floor space for the tenants. It is anticipated
that restrooms, means of transportation, main lobby aesthetics, and the number of parking spaces may
be affected by the redesign of the overall service core. Finally, it will be necessary to maintain all means
of egress as required by code. The new architecture will then be used to design the optimal steel lateral
system chosen for the 8th Street Office Building.
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Sustainable Breadth Study:
The design of the 8th Street Office Building incorporates several sustainable strategies in order to
achieve Silver Certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED for New Construction Version
2.2 Rating System. In order to achieve an even more sustainable building, a green roof will be designed
for the terraces on the 3rd, 7th, and 10th floors as an alternative to the existing planters. The green roof
will be designed with the intention of reducing stormwater runoff and providing a pleasant outdoor
atmosphere for the tenants. In addition to the green roof, a rainwater harvest system will be
considered for the inaccessible roof areas. The rainwater harvest system will collect greywater that will
be used within the building to flush toilets and urinals in the restrooms. Finally, the new loads on the
terraces due to the green roof will be used to design the optimal steel lateral system chosen for the 8th
Street Office Building.
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Structural Redesign of Lateral System
Design Codes and General Criteria
The following code references were used throughout the duration of this structural depth study:

The following general criteria were adopted throughout the duration of this structural depth study:




All material properties designated by the design structural engineers and previously
listed will be used.
All new columns will be limited to W14 shapes in order to remain consistent with the
existing design.
Total displacement will be limited to 1/400 of the total building height as recommended
in Section CC.1.2 of ASCE 7‐05.
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Design Loads
Gravity Loads:
The following dead, superimposed dead, and live loads were used throughout the duration of this
structural depth study:

Table 4 – Design Gravity Loads for Alternative Lateral Systems
The weight of the floor system was determined from a United Steel Deck Catalog using the properties
specified by the structural design engineers for the 8th Street Office Building. Furthermore, the weight
of the steel framing was determined by performing spot checks. An initial value of 7 psf was obtained,
and it was decided to use 8 psf in order to conservatively account for an increase in steel members from
the proposed steel lateral systems. Please refer to Appendix B for more information and calculations.
Appendix B also contains snow load calculations that confirm the use of a minimum ordinary roof live
load of 30 psf in accordance with the structural design engineers’ recommendation. Table 5 on the
following page displays the total weight of the 8th Street Office Building as it was summed for each level.
These values were later utilized in the calculation of seismic loads for the building.
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Table 5 – Building Weight by Floor

Lateral Loads:
The following hand calculated lateral loads were used throughout the duration of this structural depth
study. The main intent was to create a basis for comparison with the computer generated loads from
RAM Structural System.
Wind loads for the 8th Street Office Building were determined using Method 2, also known as the
Analytical Procedure, in ASCE 7‐05 Section 6.5. Because the building has a significant setback that
occurs at the 7th floor, two analyses were conducted. The first analysis utilized the first floor
dimensions, and the second analysis utilized average dimensions from the 7th through the 10th floors.
The wind variables common to both of the analyses conducted can be found below in Table 6. These
variables confirm the wind variables specified by the structural design engineers. The controlling
pressure was then selected for each floor in order to calculate the forces. Generally, the second analysis
produced the controlling pressures, although the results were not significantly different. Please see
Figures 8 and 9 on the following page for wind pressure diagrams. Detailed calculations for each of the
analyses can be found in Appendix B.

Table 6 – Wind Variables
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Figure 8 – North‐South Wind Pressure Diagram

Figure 9 – East‐West Wind Pressure Diagram
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Wind pressures were converted to concentrated loads by utilizing the tributary area of the building’s
façade at each level. See Figures 10 and 11 for the distribution of the wind loads and the base shear in
each direction. Finally, it should be noted that the 9th Street Office Building and St. Peter’s Church abut
the 8th Street Office Building and block the wind on the lower levels. However, wind was still examined
in these areas in the event that the adjacent buildings no longer exist.

Figure 10 – North‐South Service Wind Loads
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Figure 11 – East‐West Service Wind Loads
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Seismic loads for the 8th Street Office Building were determined using Chapters 11 and 12 of ASCE 7‐05.
It was determined that the Equivalent Lateral Force Procedure could be used in the calculation of
seismic forces. In order to accommodate the various alternative steel lateral systems, two analyses
were conducted. The results from the first analysis were used for the braced frame system and dual
system, while the results from the second analysis were used for the moment frame system. The
analyses include dead loads from floor slabs, steel framing, glass curtain walls and superimposed dead
loads. An additional allowance was also provided for the penthouse mechanical areas and the roof
terraces due to built‐up concrete and planters respectively. A summary of the seismic variables
common to both of the analyses can be found below in Table 7. Differences in variables obtained from
Tables 12.8‐2 in ASCE 7‐05 resulted in much lower seismic forces for the moment frame system. Please
see Figures 12 and 13 for seismic loading diagrams. Detailed calculations related to both seismic
analyses are available in Appendix B.

Table 7 – Seismic Variables
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Figure 12 – Braced Frames/Dual System Ultimate Seismic Loads
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Figure 13 – Moment Frames Ultimate Seismic Loads
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Steel Plate Shear Walls
The first steel lateral system that was investigated consists of steel plate shear walls. The steel plate
shear wall (SPW) system was chosen as a possible alternative lateral system because it has been
successfully used in a significant number of buildings for more than three decades. However, it has only
been four years since the American Institute of Steel Construction published Design Guide 20, Steel Plate
Shear Walls, which develops a complete design methodology for both low‐seismic and high‐seismic
applications. Therefore, the SPW system is considered relatively new and interesting among practicing
engineers today.
Several different types of steel plate shear walls are recognized globally in countries such as Canada,
Mexico, and Japan. Stiffened steel plate shear walls are primarily found in Japan to resist seismic forces.
See Figure 14 for an example of a building in Japan that utilizes a stiffened SPW system. Additionally,
Figure 15 features steel plate shear walls under construction in Canada. Stiffening is typically achieved
by welding plates to one or both sides of the steel web plate, which increases the shear‐buckling
strength. Steel web plates can also be stiffened by adding concrete to one or both sides, which results
in a composite SPW system. However, both of these types of stiffened SPW systems are significantly
less economical than walls that utilize an unstiffened, slender web plate. Furthermore, the thickness of
the wall must be increased with the stiffened systems. Therefore, SPW systems with unstiffened,
slender web plates are the most popular in the United States and are the focus of the remainder of the
discussion on steel plate shear walls.

Figure 15 – Canam Manac Group headquarters
expansion in St. George, Quebec, Canada
(courtesy of Richard Vincent, Canam Manac Group
and AISC)

Figure 14 – Nippon Steel Building in Tokyo, Japan
(courtesy of AISC)
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Steel plate shear walls are designed to resist lateral loads through diagonal tension in the web plate and
overturning forces in the columns, also known as vertical boundary elements (VBE). Likewise, beams are
referred to as horizontal boundary elements (HBE). In particular, unstiffened, slender web plates can
resist rather large tension forces but very little compression, which is analogous to tension‐only bracing.
However, the frame members around the web plate in a steel plate shear wall are designed differently
from the frame members around tension‐only bracing. The tension in the web plate is present along the
entire length of the boundary elements, as opposed to simply at the intersection of beams and columns.
Therefore, the boundary elements can be subjected to large inward forces, which must be resisted
through flexure. The flexural forces can be especially large for tall stories and may govern the design of
the VBE. See Figure 16 below for an illustration of the flexural deformation of boundary elements due
to these inward forces.

Figure 16 – Inward Flexure of Boundary Elements
(courtesy of AISC)
In the United States, unstiffened steel plate shear walls are typically designed as Special Plate Shear
Walls (SPSW), and high‐seismic design provisions for this system are found in AISC 341‐05. However, no
low‐seismic design provisions exist for the system when the redundancy factor R is less than or equal to
3. Therefore, ASCE 7‐05 and AISC 360‐05 are assumed to be the governing coded for low‐seismic design,
although certain equations from AISC 341‐05 are typically used as well.
There are several advantages to using a SPW system in building construction compared to concrete
shear walls. Wall thicknesses can be reduced, which results in more useable plan area. Overall building
mass can also be reduced, which is beneficial with regard to the design of the foundation. Steel plate
shear walls can also be erected much quicker than concrete shear walls. These advantages of an SPW
system can be considered comparable to the advantages of braced frames.
Unfortunately, the open plan architecture of the 8th Street Office Building limits the locations of any
steel plate shear walls to the four transportation cores where the existing concrete shear walls are
located. As a result of this required configuration, there are several disadvantages to using a SPW
system in the 8th Street Office Building. For taller buildings, drift control may be very difficult to achieve,
with respect to either the allowable seismic drift at the center of mass or the recommended limit of
H/400. Therefore, longer bays may be required in order to attain acceptable drifts, but many of the
shear walls in the 8th Street Office Building are limited to 10 feet in width. Furthermore, less torsional
23

resistance can be achieved by locating the steel plate shear walls at the building core rather than around
the perimeter. Therefore, it is usually recommended that a perimeter moment frame be used in
conjunction with the SPW system. However, the irregular floor plans prohibit perimeter moment
frames. It should be noted that these disadvantages may also be considered disadvantages of braced
frames.
However, there is one disadvantage in particular of the SPW system that causes braced frames to be a
better lateral system for the 8th Street Office Building. Each opening in a steel plate shear wall must be
framed by local vertical and horizontal boundary elements that extend the full story height and full bay
width respectively. Please see Figure 17 below. By locating the shear walls around the transportation
cores, a significant number of openings are required for stairwell and elevator doors. Steel tonnage and
thus cost will be increased if every opening is to be framed by local boundary elements. The only other
option is to eliminate between five and seven of the sixteen total shear walls in order to avoid most of
the openings. If braced frames are used around the transportation cores, only four of the sixteen must
be eliminated in order to accommodate the openings. In addition, a relative symmetry can be
maintained when braced frames are used. Therefore, it was decided not to fully design steel plate shear
walls as an alternative lateral system for the 8th Street Office Building in favor of braced frames instead.

Figure 17 – Steel Plate Shear Wall with an Opening Framed by Local Boundary Elements
(courtesy of AISC)
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Braced Frames
A braced frame system was the first steel lateral system to be fully designed for the 8th Street Office
Building as indicated in the previous section. The following advantages played a significant role in the
selection of braced frames:






Lightweight
Simple connections
Quick construction time
Economical
Configuration (specific to the 8th Street Office Building)
o More suited to handle openings than steel plate shear walls
o More capable of maintaining relative symmetry than steel plate shear walls

The design of the braced frames involved a five step process that utilized structural computer modeling:
1. Determine locations of the braced frames and finalize ideal bracing configurations.
2. Initially, size the columns and beams as gravity members in RAM Structural System.
Then, modestly increase the gravity sizes for the first iteration as lateral members.
Choose HSS members for the braces.
3. Analyze the lateral members in RAM Structural System by manually inputting the wind
and seismic loads that were determined using the Analytical Procedure and Equivalent
Lateral Force Procedure from ASCE 7‐05 respectively. Resize members for strength
when necessary.
4. Analyze the lateral members using wind and seismic loads calculated within RAM
Structural System. Compare these loads to the previously calculated loads. Upon
determination of accuracy of loads, tweak member sizes for strength when necessary.
5. Check that drift limitations are met. Utilize the Drift Control Module within RAM
Structural System to determine the contributions of individual lateral members to drift
resistance and resize members when necessary.
As previously discussed, the open and irregularly shaped floor plans of the 8th Street Office Building
limited the location of the lateral system to the four transportation cores. In Step 1 of the design
process, it was determined that four of the potential sixteen braced frames had to be completely
eliminated due to openings. Please see Figure 18 on the following page for the locations of the twelve
remaining braced frames. The locations that could not accommodate braced frames due to openings
are indicated as new gravity framing. It was also determined that one‐story X‐bracing would be used for
the approximately 10’ wide frames in the East‐West direction, and two‐story X‐bracing would be used
for the 30’ wide frames in the North‐South direction, with the exception of chevron bracing for Braced
Frame 10 due to openings.
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Figure 18 – Locations of Braced Frames
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In order to help resist torsion at the roof level, several of the braced frames were extended to a higher
elevation than their concrete shear wall counterparts. Specifically, Braced Frames 5, 6, 7, and 9 were
extended one story from the penthouse mezzanine level to the roof level.
The 8th Street Office Building was modeled in RAM Structural System in order verify the lateral forces
that were previously calculated. In addition, the RAM Frame module made it possible to perform
multiple iterations of lateral member analysis, which would have been time prohibitive to perform by
hand. The RAM Frame module was also vital to the obtainment of accurate drift values, which governed
the final design. The following assumptions were made during the modeling process:











All floors were modeled as rigid diaphragms. Therefore, inherent torsion, per Section
12.8.4.1 of ASCE 7‐05, due to the eccentricity between the locations of the center of
mass and center of rigidity for each floor was considered.
Columns were spliced every three floors.
All columns were assumed to be pinned at the base.
Columns in the braced frames were assumed to be fixed (except at the base), while the
beams and braces were considered to be pinned.
Accidental torsion of seismic loads, per Section 12.8.4.2 of ASCE 7‐05, was considered by
applying a 5% eccentricity. (RAM Structural System calculates the period at the center of
mass, and the seismic story forces that are derived from said period are then applied at
the specified eccentricity.) It was not necessary to consider amplification of the
accidental torsional moment, per section 12.8.4.3 of ASCE 7‐05, since the structure is
assigned to Seismic Design Category B.
131 load combinations were generated within the program. An additional 48 load
combinations were derived from the generic combination D + 0.5L + 0.7W, which is
recommended in Section CC.1.2 of ASCE 7‐05 for evaluating the recommended drift
limit of H/400, and manually input.
P‐Delta effects were taken into account within the model.

Please see Figure 19 on the following page for a three‐dimensional representation of the gravity
members and braced frames that were modeled in RAM Structural System for the purposes of designing
the braced frames and assessing the serviceability concern of drift.
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Figure 19 – RAM Model of Steel Gravity Framing and Braced Frames
In order to verify the adequacy of the lateral loads used in the design of the braced frames, the hand
calculated wind and seismic loads were compared to the RAM generated loads through the base shears
and periods. See Table 8 below for the percent difference between the hand calculated values and the
RAM generated values. All percent differences were less than 10%, which was deemed an acceptable
accuracy to proceed with the design of the braced frames. It was ultimately decided to finalize the
braced frame designs with the RAM calculated loads due to the geometry simplifications that were
made during the hand calculations.

Table 8 – Comparison of Hand Calculated versus RAM Structural System Calculated Lateral Loads
When designing the frame members, the interaction value of each member was based on the
controlling interaction equation from all of the load combinations. The target interaction value for the
columns was approximately 0.85 and was calculated from equations H1‐1a and H1‐1b in the AISC 360‐05
28

Specification. Upon completing the design of the braced frames for strength, typical member sizes
ranged from W14x283 to W14x48 for the columns, W12x14 in the 10’ direction to W21x44 in the 30’
directions for the beams, and HSS10x10x5/8 to HSS6x6x5/16 for the braces.
Next, seismic story drift was evaluated according to Section 12.8.6 of ASCE 7‐05 and compared to the
story drift limit, per Section 12.12.1 of ASCE 7‐05.
0.015

(Equation 12.8‐15)
3
1.25

(Table 12.12‐1)

0.015
0.00625

It was discovered that the design of the braced frames based solely on strength exceeded the allowable
drift ratio by almost 50%. In order to rectify the problem, the Drift Control module in RAM Structural
System was utilized. A virtual load case consisting of 100 kips applied at the roof was created for both
the East‐West and North‐South directions. Then, each virtual load case was paired with the appropriate
seismic load case in order to determine which lateral members provided the most resistance to drift.
The lateral members were viewed as a function of total displacement divided by volume, so it could be
determined where it would be most beneficial to increase a member in size. The appropriate members
were increased in size until seismic drift limitations were met. The final seismic story drifts and
corresponding drift ratios are tabulated in Table 9 below.

Table 9 – Braced Frames Seismic Drift
Finally, the recommended total displacement limitation of 1/400 of the building height found in Section
CC.1.2 of ASCE 7‐05 was evaluated. The load combination of D + 0.5L + 0.7W was used since it is
considered to be conservative. Displacements were checked at the center of mass of the roof level and
at eight points around the perimeter of the roof. These values were all found to be less than the limit of
5.29” and can be found in Table 10.
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Table 10 – Braced Frames H/400 Displacement
The final designs of the braced frames, after taking into account drift, can be found in Appendix C. Final
member sizes ranged from W14x455 to W14x53 for the columns, W12x14 in the 10’ direction to
W21x44 in the 30’ directions for the beams, and HSS10x10x5/8 to HSS6x6x5/16 for the braces.
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Moment Frames
The next alternative lateral system that was considered consists of sixteen ordinary steel moment
frames in the same locations as the existing concrete shear walls. The primary reason for investigating a
moment frame system is its compatibility with open floor plans since there are no obstructions such as
braces or walls associated with moment frames. Therefore, the openings around the four
transportation cores did not cause any problems as they did in the steel plate shear wall system and
braced frame system. Unfortunately, moment frames are much less economical than steel plate shear
walls and braced frames for the following reasons:



Complex connections that often involve more field‐welding
Larger column and beam sizes (higher steel tonnage) in order to achieve the required
stiffness for serviceability concerns

A preliminary design was modeled in RAM Structural System according to the same assumptions listed
earlier for the braced frames, with the exception of end conditions. All columns and beams in the
moment frames were assumed to be fixed (except for the columns at the base). Furthermore, different
seismic loads were manually input to reflect adjustments in variables due to the change in lateral
system.
However, it was quickly discovered that an ordinary steel moment frame system is less than ideal for the
8th Street Office Building. In fact, the chosen configuration was unable to meet the slenderness limit of
KL/r = 200 primarily due to large story heights, such as more than 18’ for the 3rd story. While the limit of
200 is no longer mandatory, it is still recommended in Section E2 of the AISC 360‐05 Specification for the
following reasons:



The flexural buckling stress for a very slender column is extremely low, resulting in an
inefficient column.
Extra care must be taken with very slender columns to avoid damage during fabrication,
transportation, and erection.

A new configuration was briefly considered that involved linking the 10’ wide moment frames in the
East‐West direction. However, it was still not possible to place moment frames around the perimeter of
the building due to irregularities. In addition, increasing the number of moment frames would only
serve to create an even more cost prohibitive lateral system, which would outweigh the advantage of
being able to avoid door openings. Therefore, it was ultimately decided not to finalize a moment frame
system for the 8th Street Office Building.
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Dual System
The final steel lateral system that was investigated combines braced frames and moment frames into a
dual system. The desire was to maintain the advantages of a braced frame system that were previously
discussed, while addressing the serviceability issue of drift in more detail. The locations of the braced
frames were kept the same as before, and two moment frames were added linking Braced Frames 5 and
8 and Braced Frames 6 and 9 in the East‐West direction. See Figure 21 on the following page for the
locations of the braced frames and moment frames in the proposed dual lateral system. The reasons for
deciding to locate the moment frames as indicated are the following:





The drift analysis from the lateral system consisting of only braced frames indicated that
drift was more of a concern in the East‐West direction, presumably due to the small 10’
widths of the braced frames in that direction.
Symmetry was maintained as much as possible.
It was possible to extend the moment frames to the roof level.

Two options were developed for designing the dual system in RAM Structural System after finalizing the
locations of the frames. The same assumptions were made during the modeling process as before, with
the end conditions depending on the frame type. The RAM generated wind and seismic loads were also
used again since accuracy was already been confirmed. See Figure 20 below for a three‐dimensional
representation of the gravity members, braced frames, and moment frames that were modeled in RAM
Structural System for the purposes of designing the dual lateral system.

Figure 20 ‐ RAM Model of Steel Gravity Framing, Braced Frames, and Moment Frames
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Figure 21 – Locations of Braced Frames and Moment Frames for the Dual Lateral System
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Option 1:
1. Keep the sizes of the braced frames that were previously designed for strength, without
regard for drift limitations.
2. Analyze the lateral members using RAM Structural System, using the gravity sizes for the
moment frame beams for the first iteration. Increase any sizes as necessary.
3. Evaluate drift limitations. Use the Drift Control module to assist in resizing of members
if story drift is not acceptable.
Again, the target interaction value for each member was approximately 0.85. Table 11 below shows
that the drift ratio at the center of mass of each level due to seismic loading was less than the allowable
drift ratio by code. Furthermore, Table 12 shows that the maximum total displacement from the control
points checked at the roof level decreased to 3.5 inches, which is well below the recommended limit
5.29 inches. Therefore, the design of the dual system was governed by strength rather than drift, and
the Drift Control module did not need to be utilized.

Table 11 – Dual System Option 1 Seismic Drift
The final designs of the braced frames and moment frames for the first option of the dual system can be
found in Appendix C.

Table 12 – Dual System Option 1 H/400 Displacement
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Option 2:
1. Keep the sizes of the final design of the braced frame system, in which all story drifts
and total displacements are acceptable.
2. Analyze the lateral members using RAM Structural System, using the gravity sizes for the
moment frame beams for the first iteration. Increase any sizes as necessary.
3. Examine the extent to which drift was reduced.
The second option was examined with the sole intention of reducing drift as much as possible since drift
presents a concern to the various glass curtain walls that clad the 8th Street Office Building. It was
discovered that the largest drift ratio, which occurs at the roof level, was almost halved from 0.0061 for
the braced frame system to 0.0032. See Table 13 below for the drift ratios due to seismic loading for
the second dual system option.

Table 13 – Dual System Option 2 Seismic Drift
See Table 14 below for the total displacements at the roof level at the center of mass and several points
located around the perimeter of the roof. It is interesting to note that while the maximum displacement
of 3.73” is well below the recommended limit of 5.29”, it is actually greater than the 3.5” displacement
from the first dual system option. The conclusion to be drawn from this observation is that the
increased column sizes are more effective at limiting drift at the center of mass than the total
displacement due to factored wind loading. This is expected though since the virtual load cases that
were created for the Drift Control module in the design of the braced frame system were applied at the
center of mass and paired with the seismic load cases.
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Table 14 – Dual System Option 2 H/400 Displacement
The final designs of the braced frames and moment frames for the second option of the dual system can
be found in Appendix C.
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Comparisons and Conclusions
The various steel lateral systems that were proposed for the 8th Street Office Building have been
investigated based on a variety of criteria. Table 15 provides a general summary of the advantages and
disadvantages of each system. The steel plate shear wall system and the moment frame system have
been eliminated as contenders for the optimal steel lateral system for the 8th Street Office Building
based on one or more disadvantages that could not be easily overcome, as indicated by the negative
signs in Table 15. It would appear from Table 15 that the braced frame system is the obvious choice for
optimal lateral system. However, serviceability is a significant concern for the 8th Street Office Building,
which should be given greater priority than other criteria.

Table 15 – General Comparison of the Alternative Steel Lateral Systems
Both dual systems have proven to be more successful at story drift and total displacement control than
the braced frame system. Please see Figures 22 and 23 on the following page for visual comparisons of
the maximum drift ratios and displacements among the braced frame system and dual systems. While
the braced frame system is more advantageous with regard to constructability and cost, the support for
better constructability and lower cost is simply derived from the fact that the braced frame system does
not contain moment connections. In fact, the first dual system option may be equal in cost to the
braced frame system because the smaller amount of steel tonnage may actually offset the complexity of
the moment connections. However, it would be necessary to perform a complete steel takeoff for each
fully designed lateral system as well as consult steel fabricators and contractors in order to make a
specific determination, which is beyond the scope of this study. Therefore, it has been concluded that
one of the dual systems should be chosen as the optimal system based on drift control. Furthermore,
the first dual system option has been chosen as the optimal steel lateral system for the 8th Street Office
Building because it uses less steel tonnage than the second dual system option.
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Figure 22 – Bar Graph Comparison of Drift Ratios due to Seismic Loading

Figure 23 – Bar Graph Comparison of Maximum Displacements due to Factored Wind Loading
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Architecture Study: Redesign of the Service Core
The main goal of the architecture study was to reduce the impact of the overall service core of the 8th
Street Office Building on the useable space available to the tenants. Because the layout of the existing
service core is already very efficient, there were few possible options to reduce the area of the core.
Ultimately, the primary solution was to eliminate the corridor between the restrooms and the farthest
east transportation core consisting of Stair A on the 3rd floor through the 10th floor. As a result, the
transportation core consisting of Stair A was shifted west by 6’‐0”. Therefore, each floor gained 180
square feet of office space since the transportation core is 30’ long, which is a total increase of 1,440
square feet for the tenants of the 8th Street Office Building. Please see Appendix D for the typical floor
plans of the overall service core. Existing plans and the revised plans that resulted from this study have
both been provided for the sake of comparison.
The following are the effects of the relocation of the transportation core on the surrounding
architecture of the parking garage:






The fourth level of the parking garage below grade was not affected since it is
unexcavated on the eastern half of the site.
On the third level of the parking garage below grade, parking spaces 117 and 151 were
relocated to the opposite side of Stair A as a result of the 6’ shift.
On the second level of the parking garage below grade, parking spaces 54 and 72 were
relocated to the opposite side of Stair A as a result of the 6’ shift. It is no longer possible
to designate parking space 54 as a handicapped space due to lack of pedestrian area
adjacent to the parking space. However, parking space 1 on the level above has the
potential to replace parking space 54 as a handicapped space.
On the first level of the parking garage below grade, parking space 15 was relocated to
the opposite side of Stair A as a result of the 6’ shift. Furthermore, the number and size
of bicycle racks were maintained, albeit less concentrated in one space.

The following are the effects of the relocation of the transportation core on the surrounding
architecture of the 1st and 2nd floors:




The assembly area to the east of the transportation core gained 180 square feet. While
the existing design provides enough space for seating for 321 people, the additional 180
square feet will increase the space for gathering and greeting near the main entrance to
the assembly area.
The exit passageway from the assembly area was increased in length by 6’‐0”. However,
means of egress as required by code was not violated because the length of exit travel
only increased from 143 feet to 149 feet, and the maximum length of travel for use
group A with a sprinkler system is 250 feet.
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The major drawback to the shift of the transportation core is the loss of 180 square feet
in the main lobby, which results in loss of symmetry with respect to the security
entrance and the escalators.

The following are the effects of the relocation of the transportation core on the surrounding
architecture of the 3rd through the 9th floors:





The entrance to the women’s restroom was relocated to the southern wall, with the
door swing oriented to minimize public view into the restroom.
Likewise, the entrance to the men’s restroom was relocated to the northern wall, with
the door swing oriented to minimize public view into the restroom.
The water fountains were also relocated to the outside of the southern wall of the
women’s restroom and the northern wall of the men’s restroom.
The entrance to Stair A was relocated to the northern wall of the transportation core.

All of the above effects occurred in the redesign of the 10th floor service core with the exception of the
relocation of the restroom entrances and water fountains. An existing access stairwell to the penthouse
mechanical room located adjacent to the restrooms on the 10th floor required the restroom entrances
and water fountains to be located on the southern and northern walls before the redesign of the overall
service core. The penthouse, penthouse mezzanine, and roof levels were not affected by the relocation
of the transportation core.
After evaluating the increase of 1,440 square feet in useable space for the tenants versus the effects on
the architecture of the 8th Street Office Building, it was concluded that the new overall service core
layouts are feasible. All means of egress, number of parking spaces, restrooms, and water fountains
were maintained. One minor drawback is the location of the entrances to the restrooms, but the line of
sight into the restrooms is still minimal and considered acceptable. The only significant negative effect
is the lack of symmetry in the main lobby, which may not be as aesthetically pleasing as the original
design. The pros and cons would need to be presented to the owner before making any final decisions.
For the purposes of this study, the new overall service core plans will be used in the redesign of the
optimal steel lateral system for the 8th Street Office Building.
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Sustainability Study: Green Roof and Rainwater Harvesting
Green Roof:
After consulting with American Hydrotech, Inc., it was decided that an extensive green roof would be
utilized on the 3rd, 7th, and 10th floor terraces of the 8th Street Office Building. Please refer to Appendix E
for the exact locations of the green roofs. The terraces were chosen as the locations for the green roofs
in order to provide the tenants with access to a relaxing and pleasant outdoor space. Initially, a shallow‐
intensive green roof was desired due to its ability to support sod lawns and perennials. However, the
lower cost, lighter weight, and minimal maintenance associated with an extensive green roof dictated
the final decision. Furthermore, extensive green roofs are still capable of creating an aesthetically
pleasing outdoor space for the tenants, as shown by the green roof atop the Milton Hershey School
Health Center in Figure 24 below.

Figure 24 – Milton Hershey School Health Center
(courtesy of American Hydrotech, Inc.)
The Hydrotech Extensive Garden Roof Assembly will provide the following benefits to the 8th Street
Office Building:






An enjoyable outdoor space for the use of the tenants
Stormwater retention
Additional thermal resistance
Reduced noise levels
Mitigation of the Urban Heat Island Effect
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The following figure shows a schematic design for a layout of the extensive green roof elements on the
10th floor terrace. The green indicates a variety of sedums that are provided by American Hydrotech,
Inc. The paths shown are composed of gravel, but other materials may be specified by the owner, such
as concrete pavers or wooden slats. Finally, benches have been provided for the use of the tenants.

Figure 25 – Schematic Design of the 10th Floor Green Roof
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The Hydrotech Extensive Garden Roof Assembly typically consists of the following components:








Vegetation
LiteTop Growing Media (soil)
System filter
Gardendrain GR30
Styrofoam
Root Stop with Hydroflex 30
Monolithic Membrane 6125
Figure 26 – Extensive Garden Roof Assembly
(courtesy of American Hydrotech, Inc.)

Please refer to Figure 27 below for a detail of a typical transition from a path for the tenants to the
green roof assembly.

Figure 27 – Detail of a Possible Transition Option for an Extensive Garden Roof Assembly
(courtesy of American Hydrotech, Inc.)
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In accordance with the earlier stated goal of reducing stormwater runoff, it was decided to design an
extensive green roof that would result in a 50% decrease in the volume of stormwater runoff from a
two‐year 24‐hour design storm for the green roof areas. For Richmond, VA, the rainfall from a two‐year
24‐hour design storm is 2.75 inches, so a 50% reduction in volume corresponds to approximately 1.38
inches of rainfall. Table 16 displays an extensive garden roof design courtesy of American Hydrotech,
Inc. that is capable of holding 1.57 inches of moisture, which exceeds the target 1.38 inches. It is
estimated that the designed extensive green roof will cost $32 per square foot, which results in a total
cost of $257,600 for the total area of 8,051 square feet.

Table 16 – Hydrotech Extensive Garden Roof Assembly Design
Unfortunately, the green roofs alone do not satisfy the criteria for the LEED Sustainable Site Credit 6.1:
Stormwater Design: Quantity Control. For Case 2, in which the existing imperviousness is greater than
50%, a 25% decrease in the volume of stormwater runoff from a two‐year 24‐hour design storm is
required. While a 50% decrease was achieved for the green roof areas, the terraces where the green
roofs are located only constitute a total area of 8,051 square feet, which is approximately 23% of the
total roof area.
The stormwater retention achieved by the green roofs is sufficient to meet the requirements of the
LEED Sustainable Site Credit 6.2: Stormwater Design: Quantity Control, in which the stormwater runoff
from 90% of the average annual rainfall must be treated using acceptable best management practices.
Of course, the Hydrotech Extensive Garden Roof Assembly is considered a best management practice. It
was determined that the average annual rainfall for Richmond, VA is 39.2 inches, and 0.75 inches must
be treated in order to meet the requirements of this credit. The green roofs retain 1.57 inches, which is
more than double the required amount.
See Figure 28 on the following page for a summary graph of the annual retention of the green roof area
in comparison to the retention capabilities of a “bare” roof and the total precipitation for Richmond, VA.
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Figure 28 – Summary Graph of the Stormwater Retention Capabilities of the Designed Green Roof

Rainwater Harvest System:
After investigating the use of a green roof on the terraces, a water collection system was considered to
take advantage of the significant amount of rainfall on the inaccessible roof areas. Once again, an
average annual precipitation of 39.2 inches was used. However, it was assumed that the rainfall is
uniformly distributed throughout the year in order to approximately size the water holding tanks.
Furthermore, it was assumed that little to no runoff will occur where the green roofs are being
implemented. Therefore, the total roof area that was considered for the rainwater harvest system was
determined by subtracting the green roof area from the total roof area. Please see Table 17 below for
the sizing of the water holding tanks for the 8th Street Office Building.

Table 17 – Design of Water Collection Tanks
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It should be noted that the tanks were not sized to treat the entirety of the anticipated stormwater.
Once the tanks are filled, the excess water will be redirected into the stormwater removal system. It
was determined that the best location for the water collection tanks is in the southern unexcavated area
of the first parking garage level below grade adjacent to Elevator 10 and an air exhaust shaft/plenum.
Please refer to Figure 29 for the exact location.

Figure 29 – Proposed Locations of the Water Collection Tanks
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In order to calculate the amount of water savings for the building’s sanitary system as a result of the
rainwater harvest system, it was assumed that the entirety of the uniform monthly rainfall will be
collected by the tanks and transferred to the system. Of course, the amount of rainfall that is actually
collected depends on the exact distribution of rainfall for Richmond, VA. Furthermore, it was assumed
that each occupant will utilize the restroom three times per workday and that an average of 23
workdays occur each month. See Table 18 below for the calculations that resulted in a water savings of
approximately 13.8% for the 8th Street Office Building’s sanitary system.

Table 18 – Calculated Water Savings Attributed to the Rainwater Harvest System
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Structural Design of Optimal Lateral System
Once the architecture and sustainability studies were completed, the chosen optimal steel lateral
system for the 8th Street Office Building was designed utilizing the revised architecture and roof loads.
Since the first dual system option of combined braced and moment frames was chosen, the only change
as a result of the revised architecture was a 6’ shift west of braced frames 10, 11 and 12. Because a
dead load of 100 psf was initially utilized for the terraces in order to account for pavers and other
various materials, an extensive garden roof assembly dead load of approximately 38 psf did not warrant
an increase in the overall terrace dead load. RAM Structural System was utilized once again in the
design of the dual system. See Figure 30 below for a three‐dimensional representation of the gravity
members, braced frames, and moment frames that were modeled in RAM Structural System for the
purposes of designing the optimal dual system. The same assumptions were made in the design of the
dual system as indicated previously. Please refer to Appendix F for the final design of the optimal
system. Braced Frame 11 was the only frame that changed as a result of its relocation in accordance
with the revised architecture. This was expected since its new location caused the braced frame to
receive more load from the mechanical penthouse.

Figure 30 ‐ RAM Model of Optimal Steel Lateral System combined with Revised Architecture and Loads
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Table 19 below shows that the drift ratio at the center of mass of each level due to seismic loading was
less than the allowable drift ratio by code. Furthermore, Table 12 shows that the maximum total
displacement from the control points checked at the roof level was 3.81 inches, which is well below the
recommended limit 5.29 inches. Notice that the seismic drift and maximum displacement results are
very similar to the results prior to the revised architecture as expected.

Table 19 – Optimal Steel Lateral System Seismic Drift

Table 20 – Optimal Steel Lateral System H/400 Displacement
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Conclusion
The main focus of this final thesis report was to analyze a variety of steel lateral systems as they apply to the
8th Street Office Building to be located in Richmond, VA. The existing lateral system of reinforced concrete
shear walls has not been fully optimized, so steel lateral systems were examined as possible alternatives.
Steel plate shear walls, braced frames, moment frames, and a dual system of combined braced and moment
frames were considered as viable options.
Both the steel plate shear walls and braced frames were considered because they are economical,
lightweight, and simple and quick to construct. However, the architecture of the 8th Street Office Building
prevented the systems from being placed in locations free of openings. Therefore, a braced frame system
was fully designed for the building, rather than a steel plate shear wall system, since it can be more fully
integrated with the openings. Unfortunately, the braced frame system was governed by a seismic drift ratio
of 0.00625 and a recommended total displacement limit of 5.29 inches.
The moment frame system was considered because it can be located and designed without regard to
placement of openings. Ultimately, a schematic design indicated that the moment frames alone could not
overcome the large floor to floor height of 18’‐10”. Finally, the dual system of braced and moment frames
was fully designed. The dual system was conceived by locating two central moment frames within the braced
frame system. Ultimately, the best dual system was able to reduce the seismic drift ratio to 0.0038, the
maximum displacement to 3.5 inches, and the overall steel tonnage from the braced frame system.
The architecture study involved a redesign of the overall service core for the 8th Street Office Building. It was
decided that the elimination of a corridor between the restrooms and Stair A on the 3rd through the 9th floors
would govern the redesign. Ultimately, 1,440 square feet were gained in useable space by the tenants and all
parking spaces and means of egress were maintained. The major drawback from the revised service core was
a loss of symmetry in the main ground floor lobby.
The sustainability study involved the selection of an extensive garden roof assembly for the terraces and the
implementation of a rainwater harvest system. The extensive green roof was chosen because of its light
weight, hardiness, stormwater retention capabilities, and pleasing aesthetic. The extensive garden roof
assembly provided by American Hydrotech, Inc. is capable of retaining 1.57 inches of rainfall and contributes
to the LEED certification of the 8th Street Office Building. The rainwater collection system consists of three
1,000 gallon holding tanks that are capable of saving the building approximately 13.8% of its sanitary system
water usage.
The goals of this thesis were to analyze alternative steel lateral systems, maximize useable space for the
tenants, and implement sustainable strategies. Based on the results discussed, these goals have been met.
All design methods and values utilized are in accordance with the applicable codes. Please refer to the
appendices for further review of detailed notes, figures, and tables.
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Appendix A – Existing Drawings

Figure 31 – 1st Floor Plan
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Figure 32 – 2nd Floor Plan
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Figure 33 – 3rd Floor Plan
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Figure 34 – 8th Floor Plan
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Figure 35 – 1st Floor Framing Plan
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Figure 36 – 2nd Floor Framing Plan
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Figure 37 – 3rd Floor Framing Plan

57

Figure 38 – 8th Floor Framing Plan
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Appendix B – Design Loads for Alternative Lateral Systems
Dead

Table 21 – United Steel Deck Composite Properties for 2” Metal Decking with 3 ¼” Lightweight Topping
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Snow
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Wind
Analysis 1:
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62

63

64

65
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Summary of Analysis 1:

Table 22 – Wind Analysis 1 Gust Effect Factor and Corresponding Variables

Table 23 – Wind Analysis 1 External Pressure Coefficients

Table 24 – Wind Analysis 1 Pressures
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Analysis 2:
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Summary of Analysis 2:

Table 25 – Wind Analysis 2 Gust Effect Factor and Corresponding Variables

Table 26 – Wind Analysis 2 External Pressure Coefficients

Table 27 – Wind Analysis 2 Pressures
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Combined Wind Analyses Results:

Table 28 – Design Wind Pressures and Forces
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Seismic
Braced Frames / Dual System:
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Table 29 – Design Seismic Forces for Braced Frames/Dual System
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Moment Frames:
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Table 30 – Design Seismic Forces for Moment Frames
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Appendix C – Designs of Alternative Lateral Systems
Braced Frames

Figure 39 – BF‐1 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 40 – BF‐2 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 41 – BF‐3 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 42 – BF‐4 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 43 – BF‐5 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 44 – BF‐6 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 45 – BF‐7 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 46 – BF‐8 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 47 – BF‐9 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 48 – BF‐10 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 49 – BF‐11 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 50 – BF‐12 Braced Frame Elevation
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Dual System Option 1
(The braced frames are sized independently of the moment frames to carry the lateral load without
regard to limiting drift. Then the moment frames are added to reduce drift.)

Figure 51 – BF‐1 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 52 – BF‐2 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 53 – BF‐3 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 54 – BF‐4 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 55 – BF‐5 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 56 – BF‐6 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 57 – BF‐7 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 58 – BF‐8 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 59 – BF‐9 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 60 – BF‐10 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 61 – BF‐11 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 62 – BF‐12 Braced Frame Elevation
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Figure 63 – MF‐1 Moment Frame Elevation
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Figure 64 – MF‐2 Moment Frame Elevation
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Dual System Option 2
(The braced frames from the final design of the braced frame lateral system remain unchanged, and the
following centrally located moment frames are added.)

Figure 65 – MF‐1 Moment Frame Elevation
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Figure 66 – MF‐2 Moment Frame Elevation
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Appendix D – Architectural Plans: Service Core

Figure 67 – Original Parking Garage P3 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 68 – Revised Parking Garage P3 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 69 – Original Parking Garage P2 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 70 – Revised Parking Garage P2 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 71 – Original Parking Garage P1 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 72 – Revised Parking Garage P1 Level Service Core Plan
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Figure 73 – Original 1st Floor Service Core Plan

111

Figure 74 – Revised 1st Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 75 – Original 2nd Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 76 – Revised 2nd Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 77 – Original 3rd Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 78 – Revised 3rd Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 79 – Original 8th Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 80 – Revised 8th Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 81 – Original 10th Floor Service Core Plan
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Figure 82 –Revised 10th Floor Service Core Plan
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Appendix E – Green Roof Locations

Figure 83 – Location of Green Roof on 3rd Floor Terrace
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Figure 84 – Location of Green Roof on 7th Floor Terrace
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Figure 85 – Location of Green Roof on 10th Floor Terrace
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Appendix F – Design of Optimal Steel Lateral System
Dual System Option 2 with Revised Architecture and Roof Loads
(All frames are the same as those for Dual System Option 2 in Appendix C except for Braced Frame 11.)

Figure 86 – BF‐11 Braced Frame Elevation
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