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F 3 (lead rubber isolation bearing : LR.B.)2 A4 23N &
HANE gAY EFRoz dd0He i Zolyeie ¢
o] HjARAES o]83 WAnje EAI FTREo THAES
1 24 AgdAY 7leg /e FAE 4FgE et LRB.
stFe 27 R Sxo wg 3o AsHA 547 @A ZHz
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SA AFE vie} o] LRB.E o83 AIMAT wge ARsF 84| v
AHATS sld AAAN A¥ad G2 EH(linear elastic response spect-rum)<
ol &3 4 flo} vl dE Aol H A (nonlinear time history analysis)o] &7}9 &}c}.
]7,\—% LRB.9] 848 AFE 713 AESA A& F U3 A 2L Azt

a2 3 2y 22 £dE 2384 Hol oj&sle 2L oy o] U
m}aw, E AFdAE LRB. A7 =233 PC-LEADeRZ HEH 73 &
ERAAR A 0AY 2H9ERE /X3 P§ FRIAYH T2 a9 LUSASE
148 AP E FPste dHEsn FHHA HAYHL o) gePt Y
$o2 FY FEAEA wdd HdA 2¥EHo] AASHTOS HAAHEH
sHoR A3 HEE 4 oenz B AFoA o83 HwWHE I AAHd
Zgst=d o] B ¥ Ay o ¥ £ gl

2 AT o] &% uFRFLE BF FPu G oz ‘?}%_‘E'— Ral-
EY HYe o)gdqon’” LRBS AEE4L #4Ux EI(bi-linear
model) & ©]§3tH 3, LRB.o|¥e BE 84F @4AFS Sn P‘é &t 4

mlo

Q

nr. sixds 2 »3
3.1 Yyl 59

DISA A HAIg 838 Aol sy AACEY DE & dFdA ol &
g LRB.&] dAE 9% PC-LEADeR$®} LUSASE W&o de 27y 2)
¢ vlas 2 AFNA ol &% Wi g4 E FHH 2u ddzHFe 369
ZHy 4747 dE&Eunz AZZole 24z 175(A1-Pl), 210, 170, 145fto)w, wzt
Folx 39ft, ARAEEE 06g, AvtERFE O, 2HEHL Caltran ARS =4 &
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Table 1 Comparison of time history with PC-LEADeR & linear elastic result

q, Displacement(it.) Force(kips)
Method |{ Method | Method | (D-@) [ Method | Method | Method | (D-®)
@ 3 B /@ D @ Q) /D
Ay 0.67 0.56 0.75 -16.4 % 229 2168 286 -539%
P, Deck 0.98 0.86 0.74 -12.2% 397 366.5 325 -17%
T Pier 0.15 0.13 0.12 -154 %
r Py Deck | 1.12 0.90 0.74 -19.6 % 445 380.1 325 -14.6%
a Pier 0.17 0.14 0.12 -17.6 %
n P Deck | 0.95 0.79 0.74 -16.8 % 380 328.2 325 -13.6%
s ™ Tpier | 014 | 012 | 012 |-143%
Ay 0.48 0.37 0.74 -23.0% 171 143.1 286 -16.3%
Period(sec) 1.97 1.82
Total 1622 1434.7 1547

* Method® : by LEAReR only

Table 1% zZo] A= wEFAzate] 79, ¥ycs i 23%, w3
HBE 163% TAsE RHoZ ey, o) Aol= PC—LEADeRC’ﬂ*‘] A E

Sk G
@ LRB.S #E240 Aztoldalals el tha #ol7t Uyl fE Aoz
2299, 24U, ¥ ATAAN o188 PEe Hstm WAARY Azto) s
Mol wa) ARt BRI AT =P Vel Y 4 Yo WS I
Aoz Az

32 THAAE T3 HALAS} A4 A 9 v

Fig. 13} #Zo] LRBJ A9 v 2§

=7 Bearing shear member
~ uperstructure shear and mass member

/ ,“ Girder member
/ /
Pier cap @ Pier cap mass /

Pier mass
20m & Rigid foundation

20m

=

i

Edz, 489 a3

ro
AN

®

20m
20m

Fig. 1 Four-span bridge model
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0.60 —
5%+Addtional damping
0.50 I — — — 5% damping

Period shift (0.47—1.28)

> H
1’
2
2og 4
;E

o
»
o
-

Acceleration (g)
(=)
w
[«

0.20 {0:205 N] 7 Additional
~ .
~ damping
0.134 ——
0.10 —
PPN Y S B PO B

.0
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50
Period (sec)

Fig. 2 Elastic and modified nonlinear response spectrum
Table 2= 543 Z=doz AAF U s A wFe] w32z

Table 2 The comparison of elastic force in seismic and seismic isolation design

Displacement{cm) Force(t)
. . Isolation
JLEADeR|Isolationfi LEADeR | Isolation | Conv. /R Conv./R
A 5.25 55 16.8 175 175
P, Deck 5.25 5.6 20.4 20.8 208
Pier 1.27 15
P, Deck 525 5.7 20.4 21.0 306.5 21.0 306.5
Pier 1.27 .15
P, Deck 5.25 5.6 20.4 20.8 20.8
’ Pier 1.27 15 :
Ay 5.25 55 16.8 175 ) 175
Total 94.8 97.6 3065 976 306.5
Base shear 20.4 25.15 306.5 8.4 102.2
Base moment 2000 | 2174 | 35340
(t-m)
Period(sec) 1.24 1.28 0.47
Period shift : 0.49 sec Additional damping ® 6.6 %
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ko] S 3(EH)eR & e /128 dvebdt, ndoey o wge A%
AE & 553t, RHEE 196t - m2 UEhyth

LRB.9 3% &Xé 71sg Uotrr) Y WAL Table 33 Zo) Yl 71A 7
2 wEsA 12 2 w3 2 % Aoz, oA HAny: vE
7459 2} v El—“— 7]Zo] #th A% 32 247F 98m YR (Py)
2 5m nE 2ZHP, P3)o] HX| g Awto] nfg- QAoksirts ZFA Sl o W Zbo
Fgste ANYE 51*:2}6}7 A3 BAARRE WEsty, YA BE FF x|
LRB.E a3 Aolth 7% 45 RE sE 720 gz ghe wjd3 solu}

Table 3 Response on arrangement of L.R.B and elastomeric bearings

Abut. 1 Pier 1 Pier 2 Pier 3 | Abut. 2
B S M S M
Case 1 | LRB. { 1639 | LRB. | 227 | 858 | LRB. | 21.15 | 182.7 | LRB. | LRB.

Case 2 | LRB. | 1739 | LRB. | 2593 | 1023 | Elasto. | 10.22 | 8829 | LR.B. | LR.B.
Case 3 | LRB. | 2297 | Elasto. | 11 439 || LRB. | 3152 | 2729 | Elasto. | LR.B.

Case 4 [ Elasto. | 17.56 | Elasto. | 23.98 | 94.68 {| Elasto. | 20.61 | 179.2 || Elasto. | Elasto.

B : Bearing shear force (t), S: Pier base shear force (t). M : Pier base moment (t -+ m)

Table 3% Zo] B¢ 2v FYUAP)Y 7Ix%o] TAse ey 3 2
EZF B¢ 190 B 52% 2R3, W 1, 39 w7 1R F wAse A9
g o TUEE 14%AE Z/FgPc =3 A 3 1, 3wzt vz wAE
€ dad 5’-3 EHEE 51%Y = S7He W, TEaZ(P)9 71 Hof wAse
ey % BHEs 49%7::} = Z7Hth olghge] LRB.E 71237 HSd wz
o] A 24 EHAEE GOE stRTxd Fuls 2R :ézﬂrzdﬂi HES LK
2M 3% 2EsHol @r%?é}— < T AAH
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