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Abstract

Bio-based materials like timber have been gaining in popularity due to sustainability reasons. Not only
for low-rise buildings but also for high-rise buildings. Providing enough structural stability with timber
can be challenging. To compete with traditional materials the timber stability system must be optimized
to reduce the material usage. From literature the externally braced stability systems were concluded to
be the most efficient for timber high-rise. The externally braced systems are the external braced frame
and diagrid stability system. According to various sources the diagrid systems are the most efficient.
Nonetheless, in practice only external braced frame systems are used for timber high-rise buildings.
This disconnect could be caused by the steel connections which are often times simplified or over-
looked in literature studies but have a large influence on the material usage of a timber stability system.
Consequently, the following main research question is studied to optimize the material efficiency of
timber high-rise stability systems:

How can different design choices influence the material efficiency of an externally braced timber
stability system for high-rise buildings, based on an integral comparison considering both

connections and timber elements?

To research this topic a 3D parametric model is made in grasshopper where the different design
choices are tested. To determine what is studied in the parametric model first the most significant
design choices according to literature are defined. These choices are the connection design, timber
element size, the slenderness of the building, the floor weight, the floor span and the angle of the
bracing. It is concluded that slotted-in steel plate connections are themost suitable for externally braced
timber systems and will be used in this research. The connection design will not be a parameter so
an exploratory study is performed where most connection parameters are fixed. The only parameters
that are not fixed are the timber element size and number of rows in the connection. The other design
choices are also defined. The timber element widths that are studied range from 400 𝑚𝑚 to 650 𝑚𝑚.
The slendernesses considered are 1.67 and 2.5, with a building height of 68 m and plot sizes of 27.2 x
27.2 m and 27.2 x 40.8 m. Three different floor weights ranging from 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 to 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and two
different floor spans of 3.4 m and 6.8 m are defined. The last design choice of the angle of the bracing
is included in the stability system designs. In an exploratory study where 2D models are researched,
three stability system designs are determined. One diagrid design with a top angle of 90∘ and a ring
beam every floor and two external braced frame designs. One external braced frame design has a
single brace with slope 1:2 and the other has a double brace with slope 1:2.

The parametric model will create preliminary designs for all the combinations of the parameters.
In the parametric model first the ULS element checks are performed where every timber element and
connection is sized individually. These checks include a regular ULS member check, a fire member
check and the connection design component. In the fire member check the reduced cross-section
method is used to account for fire safety. The connection design component can increase the number
of rows used in the connection and it can increase the timber element heights to increase the connection
capacity. The component also calculates the axial stiffnesses of the connections which is included in
the parametric model. After the ULS checks the model is sized based on the SLS checks including
the global displacement and the along-wind acceleration. When the SLS requirements are not met
the global stiffness of the stability system will be increased by increasing the timber element heights in
groups. In the exploratory study on the design for SLS it is seen that increasing the connection stiffness
can also be used to enhance the global stiffness. This is not included in the parametric model to reduce
the scope of the research.
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vi 0. Abstract

From the results it is seen that all buildings are sized on the connection design or on the along-
wind acceleration. The diagrid designs have a higher global stiffness so they are sized more often
on the connection design whereas the braced frame designs are sized more often on the along-wind
acceleration. The diagrid designs use 3x more steel than the braced designs. The results for the other
parameters are:

• Plot size: A smaller plot size requires a higher floor load to meet the acceleration requirement,
therefore the large plot size is more material efficient.

• Floor span: The floor span in the external braced frame has a large influence on the designs with
a small plot size. That is because the facade with the smaller span becomes normative for the
global displacement. When this happens a smaller floor span decreases the material efficiency
significantly. In the larger plot size the influence of the floor span on the braced frame designs
is insignificant. For the diagrid designs the larger floor span causes higher normal forces in the
diagonals. This increases the material usage in the facade. However, considering the internal
structure of the building the large floor span is still more efficient.

• Floor weight: A higher floor weight is more timber efficient for a small plot size, and the lowest
floor weight is the most material efficient for a large plot size. With a higher floor weight the steel
usage always increases since the connection designs are sized on the ULS checks only.

• Element width: The steel efficiency increases when the element width increases. This is a result
of the chosen connection design. The timber usage is similar for all the element widths.

Some of the designs with a small plot size and low floor weight are unfeasible since the elements in
the facade are too large. This is a result of the choice to only increase the timber element heights and not
the connection stiffness to improve the global stiffness. Therefore, it is recommended to study how the
global stiffness can be improved more material efficiently. Other recommendations for further research
are on the stability system design and the connection design. Since in this thesis many designs are
fixed in simplified exploratory studies to decrease the design space of the parametric model.
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1
Introduction

1.1. Introduction to the subject
The Netherlands is currently dealing with a housing shortage. In the coming years a decrease in
new construction of houses is expected. This is caused by the issuance of building permits that are
temporarily halted due to nitrogen and PFAS problems [45]. In a report by the CBS [27] a prognosis is
made about the number of inhabitants in the Netherlands. By the year 2035 the population will have
grown by 1.3 million. The biggest housing shortages will take place in the large cities and especially
those in the Randstad. To deal with this growth it is very important that enough extra houses are built in
the upcoming years. Next to the housing shortage, there is another big problem in the building industry
and that is the climate crisis. In a report from the United nations environment program (2020), it is
stated that the building industry was responsible for 38% of the CO2 emissions in 2019 [75]. In the
Netherlands we want to decrease the emission of greenhouse gasses with 50% in 2030 and 90% in
2050 [43]. Meaning that there is a lot of correction needed in the built environment. For this reason,
bio-based materials like timber have been gaining in popularity. Not only for low-rise buildings but also
for high-rise buildings. One example of a bio-based high-rise building is Haut in Amsterdam with a
height of 73 meters.

Providing enough structural stability with timber can be challenging as it has a lower material stiff-
ness and lower density than concrete or steel [25]. Building with timber is relatively expensive because
you need more material to achieve the same global stiffness and the material is expensive. Moreover,
the production of these structural timber elements is still quite new which drives up the prices. Con-
sequently, projects that were first fully imagined in timber can get a non-timber stability system due to
budget considerations. Using less material in the timber stability system can make the building cheaper
in order for the prices to compete with the concrete or steel stability systems. In addition, decreasing
the amount of material decreases the environmental load.

The type of stability system used in the building has an influence on the amount of material needed
to provide enough structural stability. From literature it is found that for timber high-rise stability systems
the diagrid system appears to be the most material efficient system [21] [41] [71] [62]. After this comes
the external braced frame system [74] [23] [41] [71]. Both the diagrid and the external braced frame
are externally braced stability systems and will be researched in this thesis. The less material efficient
stability systems that will not be studied are cores, shear walls, outrigger, semi-rigid frames, and internal
bracing.

1



2 1. Introduction

1.2. Problem description
Different types of stability systems can be used to make a high-rise timber building. Since timber has
a low material stiffness, putting the stability system as far away from the neutral axis of the building as
possible would increase the moment of inertia [23]. Thus increasing the material efficiency. Literature
attests this and states that a diagrid is the most material efficient system and after that the external
braced frame. Both systems have their stability systems along the perimeter of the building. Yet,
from reference projects mentioned in chapter 2 and appendix A it can be concluded that only external
braced frames are realised in practice, and could even be more material efficient than a diagrid [3].
No timber high-rise building with a diagrid structure has been built as of now. This means that there
is a disconnect between literature and practice. One of the reasons for this disconnect could be the
connections between the timber elements. When previous studies from literature compare hypothetical
stability system designs the connections are not taken into account in detail. Despite, the connections
having a lot of influence on the global deformation, element size and dynamic behaviour of a timber
high-rise building [41] [60] [71] [24] [33] [49]. The connections will have a connection stiffness that will
decrease the global stiffness and worsen the dynamic behaviour of the stability system. The dynamic
behaviour of timber stability systems for high-rise was found to be normative for the element sizes of
two reference projects [12] [5]. For another reference project the connection design was found to be
normative for the element sizes [69]. The influence of the connections on the global stiffness and the
element sizes makes an integral comparison considering both the timber elements and connections
crucial. When the connections are taken into account a fair comparison can be made on the material
efficiency of the diagrid and external brace frame stability systems. From this comparison it will be
possible to conclude if literature is correct by claiming the diagrid system is the most material efficient,
or if practice is right in using external braced frame stability systems for timber high-rise buildings.

1.3. Goals and objectives
Goal

The goal of this research is to perform a literature, exploratory and parametric study to determine the
influence of different design choices on the material efficiency of externally braced stability systems for
timber high-rise buildings. In this study both the material usage of the timber elements and steel in the
connections between the elements will be considered.

Objectives

The following objectives are set to accomplish the goal:

• Determine the relevant parameters that influence the material efficiency of timber high-rise exter-
nally braced stability systems

• Define the relevant ranges for the parameters with exploratory studies to reduce the options that
will be studied in the parametric model

• Develop a 3D-parametric model that can calculate the material usage of a stability system includ-
ing the connections

• Compare results of the parametric model to conclude how different parameters influence the
material efficiency of the timber stability system
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1.4. Research questions and structure
Main question

How can different design choices influence the material efficiency of an externally braced timber
stability system for high-rise buildings, based on an integral comparison considering both

connections and timber elements?

Report outline and sub-questions

• Chapter 1: Introduction

• Chapter 2: Externally braced timber high-rise

– What are the most significant design parameters and design considerations for the material
efficiency of an externally braced timber stability system?

– What is the most material efficient connection type for externally braced timber stability sys-
tems?

• Chapter 3: Connection design

– How can a slotted-in steel plate connection be designed to be more material efficient?

• Chapter 4: Model definition

– How can the global stiffness of an externally braced stability system be increased in a ma-
terial efficient way?

• Chapter 5: Parametric model

• General results

• Results per parameter

• Discussion

• Conclusion and recommendations

Structure

Figure 1.1 shows the structure of this thesis. Chapter 2 will start with a general explanation on timber
externally braced stability systems. Then knowledge gained from literature combined with knowledge
gained from personal correspondence on externally braced timber high-rise stability systems will be
reported. Chapter 3 will discuss the exploratory study on the connection design. First the calculation
method is explained and then results from the study will be shown. Finally, the parameters in the
connection design will be fixed to decrease the options that will be studied in the parametric model. In
chapter 4 the model will be defined. The chapter will start with defining the ranges of the parameters.
From these ranges stability system designs will be made. With an exploratory study the three most
material efficient designs will be chosen to study further to limit the options studied in the parametric
model. Then, the loads working on the models and the flow of forces through the stability systems
will be shown. The design constraints that are used to size the elements are also defined. Lastly,
an exploratory study to increase the global stiffness in a material efficient way for the SLS design
is performed. Chapter 5 will describe how the parametric model works and what assumptions are
made. Then the results will be shown and afterwards discussed. Finally, conclusions are drawn and
recommendations are made.
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Figure 1.1: Thesis structure

1.5. Methodology
Literature study & personal correspondence

In the literature study, first the external braced stability systems are studied in general. Next, litera-
ture on the most influential parameters will be studied. Then, reference projects with externally braced
timber stability systems will be studied. For the reference projects a lot of knowledge will be gathered
from literature. To gain even more insight multiple structural engineers who have worked on these
projects are contacted or interviewed. The information from the personal correspondence will be re-
ported among the findings from literature.

Exploratory study

The amount of design options for the stability systems and the connections are very large. Therefore,
exploratory studies will be conducted to decrease the number of options for the parametric study. First
a study will be performed on the connection design in chapter 3. This is done to find how the amount of
steel can be decreased while obtaining the biggest possible capacity efficiency of the timber elements.
After this study many parameters in the connection will be fixed. For the other parameters that can
not be fixed a method will be developed to create a connection design within the parametric model
without adding extra options to the parametric model. An exploratory study will also be performed on
the stability system designs. For this study simplified 2D models are compared in chapter 4 to find the
most material efficient stability system designs. This is done to decrease the amount of stability system
designs to three. Due to time constraints more designs are out of the scope. The last exploratory
study is on increasing the global stiffness efficiently of an externally braced stability system when the
SLS requirements are not met. The SLS requirements are the global displacement and along-wind
acceleration of the building. In this study it will be investigated what connections or timber elements in
the stability are the most material efficient to increase. Finally, it will be defined what timber elements
will be increased in the parametric model to increase the global stiffness to meet the SLS requirements.
Increasing the connection stiffness in the parametric model is out of the scope of this research.

Parametric study

With all the parameters and input determined a parametric study is performed. The parametric study
can give preliminary designs for many different stability system designs quickly. This is useful to study
the influence of different parameters. The parametric model will create a preliminary design for the
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stability system where the timber elements are sized and connections are designed individually for
all timber elements in the stability system. The design constraints that are checked in the model are
ULS timber element checks, fire safety for the timber elements, global deflection and the along-wind
acceleration requirement. The output of the models will be the amount of timber required per design
constraint, the amount of steel used and the global deflection and acceleration.

1.6. Scope
This study will have some scope limitations due to the time frame of the graduation thesis. These
limitations are:

• Location & building type: The building will be a residential building placed in Rotterdam the
Netherlands. Thus European Eurocodes and Dutch annexes will be used to perform the checks
and determine the floor loads. The building regulations from the dutch Bouwbesluit for residences
will be followed when designing the building. As well as, the foundation design being based on
soil conditions of the area.

• Material: Only timber stability systems will be considered. These stability systems can have
connections from other materials. Nevertheless, all structural elements should be made from
timber because the goal is to study the feasibility and optimization of timber stability systems.
The material stiffness as a parameter is out of the scope of this research and will therefore be
fixed.

• Building elements: This study focuses on the stability system design. That is why all the ele-
ments in the stability system will be designed including connections. To make a fair comparison
between the different floor systems the timber for the internal structural system is also calculated.
Other elements such as facades and installations are taken into account but not designed. Only
the material efficiency of the superstructure will be considered. The number of foundation piles of
the substructure will be determined based on the required amount of piles to resist the maximum
support reactions. Thus, the foundation will not be taken into account in the comparison of the
material efficiency but the internal floors, columns and beams will be.

• Building design: The building will have a fixed height and only two plot sizes will be considered.
Only three stability system designs will be studied in the parametric model. These designs will be
determined in an exploratory study to find material efficient stability system designs. The building
geometry will also be determined in the model definition.

• Design constraints: The timber elements are checked on axial stress, shear stress, bending
stress, combined stress, buckling and fire safety. The connections are checked on the Johansen
failure mechanisms, block shear of the timber, shear resistance of the bolts, bearing resistance
of the steel plate and block tearing of the steel plates. The global checks that are performed
are checking the global displacement and the along-wind acceleration caused by wind. The floor
vibrations are not taken into consideration. For the acoustics of the floor a minimum value of
200 𝑘𝑔/𝑚2 sand is added to the floors to comply with the acoustic requirements for floors. The
acoustics for walls, facade and connections are not taken into consideration.





2
Externally braced timber high-rise

In this chapter the literature review that was performed on externally braced timber high-rise buildings
will be discussed. First, the externally braced timber stability systems will be explained in general.
Secondly, the design parameters are studied. In this paragraph a summation of all design parameters
that influence the material efficiency according to literature is given. Next, three reference projects
that have a timber externally braced stability system, Treet, Mjøstårnet and Monarch will be studied.
From these reference projects insight will be gained on the design process, the most important design
considerations, and lessons learned during the making of the building. The three most important design
considerations from the reference projects will be discussed afterwards. These considerations are the
dynamic behaviour caused by wind, the fire design and the connections. All four paragraphs will be
used to answer the following questions:

What are the most significant design parameters and considerations for the material efficiency of
an externally braced timber stability system?

What is the most material efficient connection type for externally braced timber stability systems?

2.1. Timber stability systems
A structural system of a building must transfer the gravity forces to the ground but it must also withstand
lateral forces like wind. The elements in the structure that keep the building from failing under lateral
forces are called the ’stability system’ or the ’lateral load resisting system’ as can be seen in figure 2.1.
In structural engineering a stable building is one that will return to its equilibrium state when it gets a
small displacement. An unstable building will proceed to move away from the equilibrium, for example
by tipping over or collapsing [15].

7
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Figure 2.1: Stability system load path [67]

The stability systems in timber are made with either 2D-elements like timber panels or 1D-elements
such as timber columns, beams and braces. These elements are typically made of engineered wood.
Engineered means that the wood is processed after it arrives from the forest in boards. Timber is an
anisotropic material meaning that properties like the strength differs in different directions [82], thus
processing can create elements with a higher strength. To create 1D-elements a type of timber called
glulam, which is an abbreviation for glued laminated timber, is often used. The creation of this product
is shown in figure 2.2. The boards are selected on their strength and defects are removed. Then the
boards are connected in the length of the element, layered, glued and heated to create whatever length,
width, depth and shape is desired. When creating glulam all elements are layered in one direction to
create a timber that is strongest in the length of the element [37]. It is also possible to create elements
where the layers are stacked at a 90 degree rotation to their previous layer. This is done in the 2D-
elements to make the strength similar in both directions of the plate. Different stability systems for
timber are possible with 2D and 1D elements. Externally braced stability systems use 1D elements
to resist the lateral forces. Under the externally braced systems fall the externally braced frame and
diagrid stability systems.

Figure 2.2: Glulam production process [26]



2.1. Timber stability systems 9

2.1.1. Externally braced frame

Figure 2.3: Load path under lateral load for braced frame structures [31]

A braced frame structure can be used in the interior of a building but also on the exterior of a building
as an externally braced frame. It consists of beams and columns as well as, diagonal elements called
braces. The beams and columns are used to transfer the vertical loads. When a braced frame is
loaded laterally the horizontal forces are primarily taken up by the braces in the system. These braces
are loaded mainly axially. The usage of braces can eliminate all moments present in the beams and
columns of the system, depending on the placement of the brace. Figure 2.3 shows examples of
bracing patterns exposed to a lateral load. If an element is under compression a (c) is shown next to
the element, if it is in tension a (t) is shown, and if no force is present in the element a (0) is shown. Good
examples of timber structures with a braced frame stability system are Treet andMjøstårnet. Mjøstårnet
uses an external braced frame in the facade with a few large diagonals as braces. The bracing pattern
of the building is the same as the fourth bracing pattern in figure 2.3. Treet uses more small diagonals in
the exterior and interior of the building as braces. The bracing pattern is a more elaborate version of the
fourth bracing pattern in figure 2.3. Both Treet and Mjøstårnet will be discussed further in paragraphs
2.3.1. and 2.3.2. respectively.

2.1.2. Diagrid

Figure 2.4: Diagrid module under (a) gravity load, (b) overturning moment and (c) shear force [64]
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A diagrid system has a perimeter grid and uses triangulation to provide structural integrity. This
means that the connections between the members can be hinged [62]. The diagonals can take up
the vertical forces as well as the lateral forces making the use of columns unnecessary. A diagrid
in its purest form has only diagonals and beams. The beams are necessary to create the structural
triangulation. Figure 2.4 shows the forces present in a triangular diagrid module under gravity load,
overturning moment and shear force. Next to elements under compression a (c) is written and the
elements in tension are marked with a (t). Besides triangulation another defining feature of a diagrid
is the ring beam that encompasses the entire facade [65]. The tension present in the ring beam keeps
the diagrid structure from bulging outward. The lateral load path caused by wind forces in the plane of
the facade is shown in figure 2.5. In yellow the diagonals subjected to tension are shown and in red
the elements under compression. A diagrid has a uniform stress distribution across the whole facade.
According to literature this uniform stress distribution is the reason why a diagrid is more material
efficient than an external braced frame [41] [71]. Figure 2.6 shows the load path of the diagrid building
’Poly International Plaza’ in Beijing. This building is made of steel and concrete and has shear walls
in the middle. From this figure it can be seen that the lateral load between the facades is transferred
partially via the floor and partially via the facade.

Figure 2.5: 2D lateral load path of a diagrid in plane of the facade [32]

Figure 2.6: 3D lateral load path of a diagrid [63]
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2.2. Design parameters
A literature study is performed on the material efficiency of timber high-rise buildings. From this lit-
erature study multiple parameters are found that influence the material efficiency of externally braced
stability systems. This paragraph will give an overview of these parameters. The material strength also
has an influence but this is out of the scope and will therefore not be discussed.

2.2.1. Timber element size

According to Abrahamsen (2022) using fewer large elements is more material efficient than using more
smaller elements. This was learned from designing Treet and the reason why the design of Mjøstår-
net featured larger elements [3]. When the fire safety checks are performed the outer-layer of the
timber is not considered because of the reduced cross-section method, this method will be explained
in paragraph 2.4.2. For this reason, Ramage et al. (2017) state that mega structural members are
more efficient because a larger percentage of the element remains. Due to the reduced cross-section
method a square cross-section is also more efficient than a rectangular one [60].

2.2.2. Building height and slenderness

  The higher a building is the more dominant the lateral forces will be. The slenderness of a building
is determined by dividing the height of the building by the width of the building. According to Trinh &
Zhang (2020) with increasing height and slenderness the overturning moment increases with a power
of two and the sway at the tip of the building with a power of four [71]. For both Treet and Mjøstårnet
the lateral displacement and dynamic behaviour were normative for most element sizes. This results
in a limited height for timber high-rise buildings. Currently, the highest fully timber building reaches
a height of only 81 meters with a slenderness of 1:4.8. Theoretically heights of 140 meters for the
external braced frame system used in Mjøstårnet, and 200 meters for a diagrid can be reached [21].
However, these maximum heights are highly dependent on the acceleration comfort requirement used
for the building.

2.2.3. Foundation stiffness

  The foundation stiffness can have an effect on the lateral displacement of the building and therefore
also on the dynamic behaviour. In literature it is found that the rotational and horizontal stiffness of
the foundation piles do not influence the global stiffness and will therefore not have an effect on the
dynamic behaviour and material efficiency of the building. The vertical stiffness of a foundation pile
should however be taken into account when evaluating the dynamic behaviour of a building [33] [41].

2.2.4. Angle of bracing

 

Figure 2.7: Triangular module of diagrid with forces and reaction forces

The angle of the bracing can have a large influence on the global stiffness and optimal usage of
the timber elements. Trinh & Zhang (2020) describe that the smaller the size of the triangular module
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the smaller the lateral displacement for a diagrid structure [71]. Figure 2.7 shows a triangular module
with a horizontal and vertical force in green and the respective reaction forces of the module in blue.
When the width of the module (L) is constant the triangular module becomes smaller if the top angle
(𝛼) becomes larger. Felicita (2021) also concludes that the amount of material decreases with larger
top angles for the brace because it works more efficient to provide stability [21].

2.2.5. Floor weight

  The weight of the floors influence the dynamic behaviour of the building. Trinh & Zhang (2020)
suggest that the mass of the building should be increased when the eigenfrequency is lower than 1 Hz
to improve dynamic behaviour [71]. In practice it is also seen that concrete floors are added to timber
high-rise buildings to meet the comfort requirements caused by the dynamic behaviour [12] [6].

2.2.6. Floor span

  As stated by Ramage et al. (2017) it is important to lead as much of the vertical forces into the
stability system to resist the overturning moment caused by the lateral load [60]. This can either be
done by increasing the floor weight which would increase the loading on the internal structure of the
building requiring more material, or it can be done by changing the floor span. A larger floor span will
increase the amount of load that is taken up by the stability system in the facade. Changing the floor
span will change the design of the internal structure but does not increase the loading, therefore the
amount of material required is not necessarily increased.

2.2.7. Connections

  The connection stiffness plays an important role in the global stability and timber element sizes of a
building. Kawar (2020) declares that it is often the most critical part of the structure [41]. Slight move-
ments in the connection can weaken the global stiffness [60] [24]. These movements can be caused
by slip in the connection and this slip can worsen the dynamic behaviour [71]. Slip in a connection is
the same as the axial stiffness of a connection. In a diagrid stability system the rotational stiffness of
the joint is said to have no influence on the global design [28]. According to Hjohlman et al. (2020)
the axial stiffness of the beam connections does not have an influence on the design for an external
braced frame. However, it is mentioned that the axial stiffness in a diagonal and rotational stiffness
of a beam connection in an external braced frame do effect the required amount of timber [33]. The
slip and rotational stiffness of the connections were found to have an important impact on accurately
predicting the dynamic behaviour of the structure [73]. For this research only the axial stiffness of
the connection will be considered, the rotational stiffness of the connections is out of the scope. This
choice was made because assuming the connections as hinged will give larger timber element sizes
since the bending moment in the element will be larger and in the connection it will be smaller as is
shown in figure 2.8. The dynamic behaviour would be improved if the connections were assumed to
have a rotational stiffness therefore assuming they have no rotational stiffness will give safe results.

Figure 2.8: Bending moment diagram for a beam with hinged connections(top) and fixed connections (bottom)
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2.3. Reference projects

Figure 2.9: Braced frame system Treet
[76]

Figure 2.10: External braced frame sys-
tem Mjøstårnet [4]

Figure 2.11: Diagrid system Monarch
[69]

In appendix A a more extensive analysis of the reference projects can be found. This paragraph
will only discuss the most important findings.

2.3.1. Treet, Bergen Norway

Figure 2.12: Design process Treet

Treet is a residential building that was finished in 2015. It is 45 meters high and at the time it was
the highest timber building. The engineers were experienced with making timber bridges and used
this knowledge for the design of the building. The design process as can be seen in figure 2.12 first
started with wanting to built the highest timber building. After this the idea for stacking timber modules
on top of each other was born. These modules could not be stacked more than 4 floors so concrete
power storeys were made to support the groups of stacked modules [2]. The stability and vertical load
transfer system are made of many small glulam elements to create an external and internal braced
frame system, as seen in figure 2.9. Then the ultimate limit state (ULS) checks for the elements and
the service limit state (SLS) checks for the global behaviour of the building were performed. This led
to the conclusion that the dynamic behaviour of the building did not satisfy. To meet the requirements
a concrete roof was added and the sizes of the timber elements were adjusted [48]. As Treet was one
of the first fully timber projects a lot of research was done on the dynamic behaviour of the building.
This will be elaborated further in paragraph 2.4.1. Below an overview is given of the most important
properties of the reference project:
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Dimensions 45 meters high with 14 floors of 3-3.3 meters high, plot size 20.7 x 22.3 𝑚
Structural system Three small buildings with four modules each, on top of each other and power

storeys to support the small buildings
Stability system Braced frame with many small elements, complete facade used, hinges

assumed between all elements
Dynamic response The acceleration of the building was 0.045 𝑚/𝑠2, damping of 1.9% was a good

estimation, building reacts stiffer than expected, concrete floors needed,
no slip in connections assumed

Fire safety Reduced cross-section, all steel elements embedded 65 𝑚𝑚 in timber,
sprinklers used and structural elements covered by modules

Connections Slotted-in steel plates used because of experience, some elements had to be
enlarged due to connections & fire design

2.3.2. Mjøstårnet, Brummunddal Norway

Figure 2.13: Design process Mjøstårnet

Mjøstårnet is a mixed-use building with a height of 81 meters and was finished in 2019. The same
engineers who worked on Treet did the design for Mjøstårnet [5]. As can be seen in figure 2.13, again
the ambition was to built the highest timber building. Because the building is a mixed-use building
an open floor plan was required, leading to a stability system in the facade. Large glulam diagonal
elements act as a brace and are used to resist the lateral loads as is shown in figure 2.10. This is
different from the smaller elements in Treet. Being that, using less but bigger elements was found to be
more efficient by the engineers working on Treet, especially for higher buildings. It is even thought that
this stability system could make buildings up to 140 meters high [3]. After the ULS and SLS checks it
was found once more that the dynamic behaviour should be improved. Therefore, the top 6 floors were
made in concrete [4]. Next, the timber elements were increased due to added load from the concrete
floors. The fire and connection design were the last step and just like in Treet some elements had to
be enlarged [3]. For Mjøstårnet there were stricter requirements for the fire safety than for Treet due
to the height of the building. As Mjøstårnet was the first fully timber building of 80 meters or higher,
experiments were performed to see if using the reduced cross-section method from Eurocode 5 was
applicable. In paragraph 2.4.2. this research will be explained further. The reduced cross-section
method where you subtract the outer-layer of timber under an accidental fire load situation to check
structural safety will also be explained in this paragraph. Below an overview is given of the most
important properties of the reference project:

Dimensions 81 meters high with 18 floors of 4 meters high, plot size 17 x 37 𝑚
Structural system Columns and beams, grid determined by hotel rooms
Stability system External braced frame with a few big elements, not the complete facade is

used, hinges assumed between all elements
Dynamic response The acceleration of the building was 0.066 𝑚/𝑠2, determined with a damping

of 1.9% afterwards a damping of 1.5% and 2.3% was determined, acceleration
to high for the top floor & six concrete floors needed, no slip in connections
assumed

Fire safety Reduced cross-section, all steel elements embedded 85 𝑚𝑚 in timber,
and sprinklers

Connections Slotted-in steel plates used because of experience, some elements had to be
enlarged due to connections & fire design
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2.3.3. Monarch IV, the Hague Netherlands

Figure 2.14: Design process Monarch

Monarch IV is a project to create rapid availability of extra square meters of sustainable office space for
the dutch government in The Hague. To accomplish this a preliminary design was made for a timber
diagrid stability system by RHDHV. The stability system was based on having a flexible floor plan along
with architectural considerations [81]. In order to size the timber elements, first an example connection
was designed. From this connection a maximum allowable stress of 5.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 in the timber elements
was derived. This decrease in allowable stress caused by the connection design increased the timber
element sizes significantly. Afterwards the ULS element checks and SLS global checks were performed
as well as reviewing the fire design. No elements in the stability system had to be enlarged due to these
checks [69]. Below an overview is given of the most important properties of the reference project:

Dimensions 72 meters high with 20 floors of 3,6 meters high, plot size 20.7 x 44.7 𝑚
Structural system Columns and beams, grid determined by floor system and floor height
h Stability system Diagrid with many elements, complete façade is used, hinges assumed

between all elements and no columns used
Dynamic response Requirement of 0.2 𝑚/𝑠2 a lot less strict instead of 0.06-0.08 𝑚/𝑠2 like

in Treet and Mjøstårnet
Fire safety Reduced cross-section, but not for connection design
Connections Slotted-in steel plates because of fire safety and aesthetics

2.3.4. Comparison

Treet has a slenderness of 1:2 and 1:2.2, Mjøstårnet of 1:2.2 and 1:4.8 and Monarch of 1:1.6 and 1:3.4.
This means that Mjøstårnet is the most slender. Where Treet and Monarch use more small elements,
Mjøstårnet uses less but bigger elements. Treet and Mjøstårnet both have columns to transfer the
vertical forces, Monarch only has diagonals. In table 2.1 the amount of timber used in the buildings
is compared. From this table it can be concluded that the diagrid of Monarch uses more timber per
square meter floor than Mjøstårnet meaning it is less material efficient. However, Monarch has a higher
global stiffness and therefore less lateral displacement as can be seen from the unity check (UC) for
the global deflection. Treet seems the most material efficient but this is because the timber modules
add a lot of timber which is not considered here.

Height Floor plan Nr. Glulam Glulam per Glulam per Global
floors building floor area deflection

(𝑚) (𝑚𝑥𝑚) (-) (𝑚3) volume (-) (𝑚3/𝑚2) (-)
Treet 45 20.7x22.3 14 475* 2.29% 0.074 UC=0.79

Mjøstårnet 81 17x37 18 1400 2.99% 0.124 UC=0.86
Monarch 72 20.7x44.7 20 2787 4.18% 0.151 UC=0.57**

Table 2.1: Comparison amount of structural timber and global deflection [69] [77] [47]
*Treet’s internal structure not taken into account
** UC is H/1000 instead of H/500

For both Treet and Mjøstårnet the comfort criteria from the dynamic behaviour was the most impor-
tant design criteria. Minority of the elements had to be enlarged due to fire safety and the connections.
In Monarch the connection sizes were the most important even without using extra timber to embed
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the connections for fire safety. This could partly be explained by the fact that the dynamic require-
ments used in Monarch for comfort are less conservative than those used in the Norwegian buildings.
Monarch also has a larger global stiffness than the other buildings because of the large amount of
diagonal elements. Furthermore, the Norwegian buildings had a more extensive dynamic behaviour
assessment. The dynamic behaviour of Treet was tested on-site and gave good results that were better
than the expected behaviour. For Mjøstårnet the first outcome of the research based on the on-site
testing was not very accurate. However, the measured accelerations were higher than the expected
accelerations. This could mean that the dynamic behaviour caused by wind was underestimated. It
was also found that the actual damping for the short direction of 1.5% was lower than the considered
damping of 1.9%. Table 2.2 compares the dynamic behaviour of all three buildings. The maximum
allowable acceleration depends on the frequency of the building that is why the unity check (UC) is
different. Mjøstårnet and Treet both use the evaluation curve for wind acceleration of ISO 10137:2007
which can be seen in figure 2.16 and Monarch used the limit value curve for wind acceleration of NEN-
EN 1990+A1+A1/C2/NB which can be seen in figure 4.21. The limit curve used in Monarch is less strict
than the ones used in Treet and Mjøstårnet.

Damping Frequency Acceleration UC Damping Frequency
ratio calculated 𝑚/𝑠2 ratio measured

used % (Hz) measured % (Hz)
Treet 1.9 0.75, 0.89 0.048, 0.051 0.051/0.049 1.84, 1.61, 0.97, 1.12

=1.04 1.98 1.12
Mjøstårnet 1.9 0.33, 0.37, 0.045, 0.066 0.066/0.062 1.5, 2.3, 0.50, 0. 54,

0.59 =1.06 2.2 0.82
Monarch* - 0.66 0.2 0.2/0.2=1 - -

Table 2.2: Dynamic behaviour of the reference projects
*Monarch has only been checked to see if it falls within the acceptable range as it is a preliminary design

The fire design of the buildings is also very important for the global design of the building, and
especially for the design of the connections. Monarch did not use the reduced cross-section method
for the design of the connections. Nonetheless, the connections were still normative for the element
sizes. This could be explained by the comfort criteria being less strict. All reference projects use
slotted-in steel plate connections due to either experience or fire safety and aesthetics. The allowable
compression stress in the slotted-in steel plate connection of Mjøstårnet is 12.4 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 with a force
of -11500 𝑘𝑁 and a tension stress of 5.9 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 with a force of 5500 𝑘𝑁. This compression stress
is much higher than the allowable stress calculated for Monarch of 5.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2. When re-calculating
the estimated connection design for Mjøstårnet with the current Eurocode [57] a maximum allowable
compression and tension force of 5039 𝑘𝑁 is found. These calculations can be found in appendix B.
The large difference between -11500 𝑘𝑁 and -5039 𝑘𝑁 can be explained by the assumption made in
the Norwegian buildings that the column can be loaded end-grain to end-grain when it is loaded under
compression. In this study it is assumed that compression capacity is determined by the connection
design equal to the tension capacity and the columns will not transfer its forces end-grain to end-grain.

Another design consideration for the connections is that joints that connect two facades to each
other are important as making a 3D-connection can be complicated, this will be elaborated more in
paragraph 4.2.1. In paragraph 2.4.3. the connection design will be discussed further. A literature
review will be performed on different connection types and this will be compared to information on the
connections from the reference projects. This is done to investigate if slotted-in steel plate connections
are the most material efficient.
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2.4. Design considerations
From the comparison on the reference projects it can be gathered that the dynamic behaviour, fire safety
and the connections are very important design considerations. Therefore they will be elaborated further
in this paragraph.

2.4.1. Wind induced dynamic behaviour

In both Treet and Mjøstårnet the dynamic behaviour caused by wind was the most determining factor
for the sizing of the timber elements. There are three different responses to wind load as shown in
figure 2.15. According to the current Eurocode 1 on wind, the acceleration in the along-wind direction
needs to be checked for the serviceability assessments [55]. The along-wind response is the behaviour
for which the acceleration requirements were checked in Treet and Mjøstårnet and is the response that
will be discussed in this paragraph.

Figure 2.15: Wind response directions [50]

Dynamic behaviour of a building is caused by a temporary lateral force. This force will cause an
oscillation with a natural frequency that depends on the building parameters like geometry, stiffness,
weight and damping. The oscillating movement causes the building to have an acceleration that is
larger at the top of the building, as the deformation is largest there. The acceleration is calculated to
determine if the building meets the comfort requirements. To calculate the natural frequency the weight
and the global lateral displacement of the building are used. To calculate the acceleration the weight
and natural frequency are used.

Figure 2.16: Evaluation curves for wind-induced vibrations from ISO 10137:2007 [29]
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Since timber high-rise is a recent innovation not much was known about the dynamics of these
buildings before designing Treet and Mjøstårnet. Timber is a very light construction material resulting in
a low structural weight and proportionally high buildings. Meaning they fall within a range where natural
frequency can cause discomfort. The higher the acceleration the more discomfort users experience.
According to the standard ISO 10137 the perception acceleration limit for 50% of the population is
0.049 𝑚/𝑠2 and the limit for nausea is 0.098 𝑚/𝑠2 [36]. Figure 2.16 shows the graph of permitted
acceleration according to ISO 10137:2007 where line 1 is for offices and line 2 is for residences.

To study the dynamic behaviour of Treet multiple researches were done beforehand, and afterwards
the real wind-induced accelerations of the building were measured to see if the predictions were correct
[12]. The results from these studies were:

• The common approximation for the eigenfrequency for buildings of 𝑓1 = 46/ℎ is a vast underes-
timation [77].

• Increasing the mass will give a lower eigenfrequency and a lower acceleration [77].

• Reducing the height will give a higher eigenfrequency and a lower total mass. This reduces the
acceleration [77].

• A damping ratio of 1.9% is a good estimation for timber high-rise buildings [30].

When estimating the dynamic behaviour of Mjøstårnet the damping ratio of 1.9% was used as well.
In studies performed after construction a damping ratio of 1.5% was found for the short direction of
the building and 2.3% for the long direction [73]. Since Monarch was only a preliminary design the
dynamic behaviour was estimated by determining the global displacement from which the stiffness,
eigenfrequency and acceleration were derived [69].

The acceleration of both Treet and Mjøstårnet was calculated by using annex C of NEN-EN 1991-
1-4+A1+C2:2011. This method is shown in appendix D. During the calculations some important as-
sumptions were used. These assumptions are:

• A damping ration of 1.9% is used for the exponent of the mode shape 𝜉

• When calculating the mass per reference area 𝜇 analytically 30% of the live load can be added
to the weight of the building

• For the structural logarithmic decrement of damping 𝛿𝑠 a value of 0.12 for timber bridges is used.

2.4.2. Fire safety

In Eurocode 5 [57] a method is given to secure fire safety for a certain time period. This is called the
reduced cross-section method. Here the timber element is checked under loading of the accidental
design situation and the cross-section is reduced according to the time it needs to resist fire. The
following formulas can be used to calculate the reduced cross-section, where 𝑑𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑟,𝑛 is notional design
charring depth and 𝑑𝑒𝑓 is effective charring depth.

𝑑char ,𝑛 = 𝛽𝑛𝑡 (2.1)

𝑑ef = 𝑑char,n + 𝑘0𝑑0 (2.2)

For Mjøstårnet the main load bearing system must be able to endure a 120 minute fire and must
withstand a burnout scenario. Meaning the building must stop burning before it collapses [35]. This
was tested by calculating the parametric fire curve where the fire energy from the rest of the building
is taken into account. It was found that the charring would stop after 40 minutes with a depth of 30
𝑚𝑚 [35]. Another experiment was performed to see how the timber elements would burn during the



2.4. Design considerations 19

cooling-down phase of the building. Here as well, it was concluded that the fire would die out. After
a charring depth of 75 𝑚𝑚 with a fire of 90 minutes the fire would stop [10]. Nevertheless, the more
conservative reduced cross-section method was used.

Next to using the reduced cross-section method on the stability system, other measures are taken
for both Treet and Mjøstårnet. These measures include sprinklers, fire resistant paint in escape routes
and making fire stops to create compartments where the fire will remain [42] [35]. The connection
design for both buildings is based on the reduced cross-section method. All steel elements are placed
the effective charring depth within the timber. In this way it is assumed that the steel connections will
not fail in case of a fire situation [48]. At this time the fire safety design of Monarch is based on the
reduced cross-section method for the stability system but the connections are not yet placed within a
protective layer of timber [9].

2.4.3. Connection

In Treet and Mjøstårnet slotted-in steel plates are used. No other connection types were considered.
These types of connections were used many times before in projects with timber bridges and are shown
to have big tension capacities and have performed well in the past [3]. For Monarch two connection
types were considered, a slotted-in steel plate or a glued-in rod connection. Figure 2.17 shows an
example of how a slotted-in steel plate could be used to connect five elements and figure 2.18 shows
how a glued-in rod connection could be used to connect six timber elements. The glued-in rods have
the advantage that the compression capacity is larger and that could lead to smaller timber dimensions.
The slotted-in steel plate connection has a better fire safety since the steel parts are encapsulated by the
timber and it is more aesthetically pleasing. The slotted-in steel plates had the architectural preference
so they were chosen for Monarch [9].

Figure 2.17: Slotted-in steel plate connection [73] Figure 2.18: Glued-in rod connection [79]

To investigate if slotted-in steel plates and glued-in rods are the only connection types that can be
used for externally braced stability systems a comparison of connection types by Van Rhijn (2020) [79]
is discussed. The connection types explored are shown in figure 2.19 and are:

• Glued-in rods: In glued in rods steel or fibre-reinforced plastic rods are glued in the timber
elements to connect them. These rods can be directly glued into the connecting timber members.
Or the rods can be connected to for example a steel plate as can be seen in figure 2.19 option
A and H [66]. Connection B also uses glued-in rods but these are attached to a steel profile with
bolts. The tension forces of a glued-in rod connection need to be taken up by the adhesive that
connects the rods to the timber. The compression strength is taken up by the timber elements
end-grain to end-grain or by the steel element between the timber.
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• Nails: Option F shows an example of a perforated plate with nails. The tension forces are taken
up by the shear forces in the nails and the tension force in the steel plate. The compression in
the connection is taken up by the timber elements end-grain to end-grain.

• Steel plates with dowels or bolts: These types of connections can either have steel plates
slotted-in the timber like in option C,D and G or the steel plates can be placed on the outside
of the timber. The slotted-in steel plate connections are the connections used in all reference
projects. Both tension and compression forces are taken up by the connection.

• Screws: A connection with screws is shown in option E. The compression force is transferred
end-grain to end-grain by the timber elements. The screws will take up the tension forces and
can take up shear forces as well. Screws can be combined with steel elements similar to dowels
and bolts.

In the study it is found that glued-in rod connections, screws and nailed connections all have a
high compression strength that is the same value as the compression strength of the timber. The
slotted-in steel plate connections have a lower compression strength as the compression forces are not
transferred end-grain to end-grain but through the steel parts in the connection. The tension resistance
and axial stiffness of screw and nail connections is very low making them unsuitable for elements that
get big tension forces. The tension resistance of glued-in rod connections and slotted-in steel plates can
be large depending on the design of the connection. The axial stiffness of the glued-in rod is said to be
infinite as no slip can occur in the glue. The axial stiffness of the slotted-in steel plate is also dependent
on the connection design and can be increased by increasing the amount of dowels used. Only glued-
in rods and slotted-in steel plate connections would have enough tension capacity to be considered for
externally braced stability systems. Due to increased fire safety and the fact that slotted-in steel plates
have proven their good performance in practice, they are assumed to be the most suitable connection
type and will therefore be used in this study. However, without making detailed calculations for many
connection designs it can not be concluded if slotted-in steel plate connections are in fact more material
efficient than glued-in rod connections [79].

Figure 2.19: Side views of connections for which capacities are calculated [79]
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2.5. Conclusion
The sub-questions that need to be answered are:

What are the most significant design parameters and design considerations for the material
efficiency of an externally braced timber stability system?

What is the most material efficient connection type for externally braced timber stability systems?

The most significant design parameters for material efficiency from the literature review were:

• Timber element size: When using the reduced cross-section method larger timber elements are
more efficient because a higher percentage of the element remains. However, element sizes can
be limited due to architectural considerations or production.

• Building height and slenderness: The higher and more slender a timber building the more
determining the overturning moment and dynamic behaviour becomes. Extra material will be
needed to satisfy the comfort requirements. For this research only one height and two slender-
nesses will be studied due to the scope.

• Vertical foundation stiffness: The vertical foundation stiffness influences the lateral displace-
ment and dynamic behaviour of the building. Using a stiffer foundation will improve the dynamic
behaviour and decrease the lateral displacement. In this study the foundation stiffness is deter-
mined by the required foundation piles and the influence of the substructure is out of scope.

• Angle of the diagrid: When the lateral displacement and dynamic behaviour are determining for
the element sizes the material can be decreased by applying a bigger top angle. This gives the
diagonal or brace a flatter slope and more axial stiffness of the element in the lateral direction. To
reduce the scope only one angle for the diagrid and one angle for the external braced frame will
be modelled for the parametric study.

• Floor weight: Adding weight can improve the dynamic behaviour but this will increase the amount
of material needed. Three different floor weights will be modelled to see how the material effi-
ciency can be improved.

• Floor span: Adding extra loads to the short facade that must resist themost overturningmoments
and could improve the dynamic behaviour. This will also influence the amount of timber that is
needed in the internal vertical load bearing system.

• Connection stiffness: The connection stiffness is determined by the amount of bolts in the
connection. Adding more bolts would increase the global stiffness of the stability system and
therefore improve the dynamic behaviour and lateral displacement but it would also increase the
material usage. To simplify the parametric model the connection stiffness will be determined by
calculating the amount of bolts required for the ultimate limit state axial capacity of the connection.
An increase in connection stiffness will be studied in the exploratory study to increase the global
stiffness in paragraph 4.5 but will not be implemented into the parametric model.

The most significant design considerations from the reference projects for the timber element sizes
were the dynamic behaviour, the lateral displacement and the connection design. The fire safety design
also had a large influence on the connection design. From the research on Mjøstårnet it was found that
the stiffness of the connection should also be taken into account when analyzing the dynamic behaviour.
The dynamic behaviour can be improved by adding more mass to the floors. Adding more mass will
also require more timber and larger connections. The dynamic behaviour and lateral displacement can
also be improved by adding stiffness to the stability system by increasing the timber element sizes or
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increasing the number of bolts in the connections. In both cases extra material is needed but without
further research it can not be said what option is the most material efficient. When studying different
connection types slotted-in steel plate and glued-in rod connections were found to be the only suitable
connection types. Without more in depth research it can not be said what connection type is the most
material efficient. However, due to increased fire safety and their good performance in practice slotted-
in steel plates will be the only connections considered in this study. Chapter 3 will study how a slotted-in
steel plate connection can be designed to be more material efficient.



3
Connection design

In this thesis slotted-in steel plate connections will be used to connect the timber members. This chapter
will first give background information on the calculation method for slotted-in steel plates. Afterwards,
the exploratory study on thematerial efficiency of slotted-in steel plates will be discussed. To include the
connections in an efficient way in the parametric model a method must be created where the model can
calculate and design connections for every timber member individually without adding extra parameters
to the model. Therefore, the goal of the exploratory study is to fix as many parameters in the connection
as possible or create rules that can determine the parameters based on the timber element sizes. To
fix the parameters for the connection design the following sub-question must be answered:

How can a slotted-in steel plate connection be designed to be more material efficient?

3.1. Calculation method

Figure 3.1: Failure mechanisms from the Johansen model

Slotted-in steel plate connections are dowel type fasteners. For these types of connections the Jo-
hansen model is used to determine the capacity of the connection. Johansen (1949) created a general
theory that could predict the capacity based on the assumption that both the steel and timber elements
of the connection would behave as rigid plastic materials [39]. The dowel will behave in this manner
under bending stress and the timber under embedment strength. The capacity of the connection will
therefore be limited to when either the embedment strength of the timber is reached or a plastic hinge
is present in the dowel [13]. 11 different failure mechanisms are defined and can be seen in figure 3.1.
These failure mechanisms are either for the outer parts of the connection or the parts located between
the steel parts called the inner parts. For a connection with multiple plates three different failure mech-
anisms are possible for the outer parts, namely f, g and h. For the internal parts only mechanism l and

23
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m are possible. Figure 3.2 shows all the possible different combinations. From these six combinations
the option with the smallest capacity determines the connection capacity. The embedment strength of
the timber is 𝑓ℎ,𝑘 and the yield moment for when a plastic hinge occurs in the dowel is 𝑀𝑦,𝑘.

Figure 3.2: Failure modes for steel-to-timber connections with four steel plates

Next to the capacity of these failure modes of the Johansenmodel other capacities of the connection
are calculated as well. One of them is the block shear failure for the timber parts of the connection. In the
current Eurocode 5 [57] for timber this capacity is higher than in the draft version for the new Eurocode
5 [16]. This is because the calculation is made material dependent. In this study the calculation method
of the draft version will be used as it is presumed to be more accurate due to the material dependence.
The block shear capacity is determined by calculating the shear resistance of the side planes 𝐹𝑣,𝑑 shown
in figure 3.3 in yellow with the letter L and the tensile resistance 𝐹𝑡,𝑑 of the head plane shown in blue
with the letter H. The maximum of 𝐹𝑣,𝑑 and 𝐹𝑡,𝑑 is the block shear capacity of the connection.

Figure 3.3: Block shear of timber element with dowels [83]
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Other capacities that are checked can be seen in figure 3.4 and they are the shear resistance of
the bolts, the bearing resistance of the steel plates and the block tearing of the steel plates. In the
end the element with the lowest capacity will define the overall capacity of the connection. The load
carrying capacity of the connection will be tested for the ultimate limit state (ULS). Next to the capacity,
the stiffness of the connection is also determined. For timber dowel type fasteners the stiffness of the
connection is determined using the current Eurocode 5 [57]. The connection stiffness will be determined
for the serviceability limit state (SLS). In appendix B an example calculation for the capacity and axial
stiffness of a timber slotted-in steel plate connection with multiple plates is shown. The calculation
method used in appendix B is the calculation method used for all connections in this thesis.

Figure 3.4: Failure mechanisms steel [68][22][20]

3.2. Exploratory study

Figure 3.5: Example slotted-in steel plate connection with parameters

A slotted-in steel plate connection has a lot of parameters as is shown in figure 3.5. The exploratory
study has the goal to define as many parameters of the connection in order to decrease the options



26 3. Connection design

that need to be researched in the parametric model. The parameters ℎ and 𝑏 which are the height and
width of the timber element respectively, will not be defined in this exploratory study. The width of the
timber element will be a parameter in the parametric model and will therefore not be defined here. The
required element height of the timber will be determined by the unity checks performed in the parametric
model. The number of rows parallel to the grain 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 will also not be defined but will be researched
in this exploratory study. The component that calculates the connections will use the number of rows
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 to increase the capacity of the connection this will be elaborated further in paragraph 5.2.5.

The exploratory study is divided and structured per parameter. To explore the influence of different
parameters on the connection two different approaches are applied. The first approach takes the con-
nection calculated in appendix B and changes one parameter. The connection calculated in appendix
B is the estimated connection design of the corner column to the foundation in Mjøstårnet. The con-
nection has 4 steel plates and 100 dowels. The timber element has a height of 1485𝑚𝑚 and a width of
625𝑚𝑚. In a table the capacity of the connection and the normative mechanism will be given. The first
row in the table will always show the capacity for the connection design of appendix B which is 3786
𝑘𝑁. The second approach is to make multiple plots per parameter where the other parameters differ
as well. This is done because the most material efficient choice for a parameter depends highly on the
rest of the connection design. Some parameters will be dependent on the other chosen parameters
when they are not being researched. These parameters are:

• 𝑒2: the minimum value of 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 is used
• 𝑎4: the minimum value of 85 𝑚𝑚 determined by the reduced cross-section method is added to
𝑒2.

• 𝑎2: 𝑎4 on both sides is subtracted from the height ℎ and then divided by the amount of bolts 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤
• 𝑎3: is the minimum value of 7 ∗ 𝑑
• 𝑡2: 85𝑚𝑚 from the reduced cross-section method and 𝑡1 will be subtracted from the width 𝑏
for both sides as well as the plate thickness 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 times the amount of plates. The remaining
thickness of timber will be divided by the number of plates minus one to make 𝑡2. Figure 3.5
helps to clarify this explanation.

The results of both approaches will be discussed per parameter. Where first a table will be shown
with the results of the first approach. Afterwards, one or two plots of the second approach will be
shown with an accompanying table where all parameters of the connection are shown. When one of
the dependent parameters is defined it will also be documented in the accompanying table. Appendix
C shows a more extensive exploratory study on the connection design. In this appendix more plots for
the second approach are shown.

3.2.1. Diameter of the bolt 𝑑

It was chosen to determine a bolt diameter first as it gives the limits for a lot of other parameters.
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Approach 1

𝑑 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

15 3786 Block shear timber
10 4057 Block shear timber
8 3284 Johansen
5 1682 Johansen

From these results it can be seen that if the diameter is small the connection will fail on the capacity
of the Johansen failure modes. When the diameter is larger the block shear strength of the timber
becomes normative.

Approach 2

The minimum value of parameter 𝑎1 is dependent on 𝑑 that is why the maximum value of 100 𝑚𝑚 or
(4 ∗ 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛼) ∗ 𝑑 is used for the following plots.

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚

The first graph shows the capacity of the connection on the y-axis and the diameter of the bolt on
the x-axis. The second graph shows the capacity of the connection divided by the amount of steel
used in the connection on the y-axis. If the capacity per steel used is higher the connection design is
seen as more material efficient. For the connection design plotted in approach 2 a bolt diameter of 16.8
𝑚𝑚 is most material efficient and also gives the highest capacity. In appendix C 4 more connection
designs are researched where the most material efficient bolt diameters are 17.9, 14, 11.2, and 17.9
𝑚𝑚. The average of all five bolt diameters is 16 𝑚𝑚 and this will be used as the bolt diameter in the
rest of the study. The study on the bolt diameter was not extensive enough to conclude that this is the
most material efficient diameter. In Treet the bolt diameter is derived to be 12 𝑚𝑚, in Mjøstårnet it is
derived to be 15 𝑚𝑚 and in Monarch the diameter is 25 𝑚𝑚. The chosen bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 fits
within this range and is thus seen as an appropriate bolt diameter.

3.2.2. Edge distance of the steel plate 𝑒2

𝑒2 should have a minimal value of 1.2 ∗𝑑 and a maximum of 4𝑡+40𝑚𝑚. These values come from EC3
and can be seen in appendix B.
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Approach 1

𝑒2 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

120 3786 Block shear timber
18.2 3786 Block shear timber

The connection from appendix B has a bolt diameter of 15 𝑚𝑚 thus the minimum value for 𝑒2 is 18.2
𝑚𝑚. From approach 1 can be concluded that 𝑒2 seems to have no effect on the connection design.

Approach 2

The minimum value for 𝑒2 is 19.2 𝑚𝑚 for a connection with a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚. So the plots will
start at 𝑒2 is 19 𝑚𝑚.

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

From approach 2 it can also be concluded that 𝑒2 has no influence on the capacity. In appendix C
another connection is researched where this is also the case. This means that 𝑒2 is the most material
efficient for the minimum required value. This minimum is 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 or 19.2 𝑚𝑚. Rounding upwards a
value of 25 𝑚𝑚 is chosen to allow for production errors.

3.2.3. Thickness of the steel plates 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒

Approach 1

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

15 3786 Block shear timber
10 3993 Block shear timber
8 4075 Block shear timber



3.2. Exploratory study 29

If 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 increases the thickness of the timber 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 in the connection will decrease slightly. When
the block shear of the timber is normative for the connection a decrease in timber will decrease the
capacity slightly. Figure 3.6 shows how an increase from a smaller plate thickness to a larger plate
thickness can influence the timber thicknesses. The old plate is shown in grey and the new plate is
shown in red. In blue arrows the old sizes for 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 are shown and in red arrows the new reduced
sizes are shown.

Figure 3.6: Decreasing 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 with an increased plate thickness 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒

Approach 2

Connection 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Connection 2:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Here the results of approach 2 for two connection designs is shown. In appendix C three more
designs are studied. All designs had the same trends as connection 1 or connection 2. In connection 1
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the block shear strength is normative and in connection 2 the Johansen model is. For all connections
the material efficiency is the highest for the smallest plate thickness of 5 𝑚𝑚. However, this is a very
thin plate and in the reference projects plate thicknesses of 10, 15 and 25 mm are used. For this reason
a plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚 is chosen as it is the smallest thickness used in practice.

3.2.4. Edge distance of the timber 𝑎3

The smallest required value of parameter 𝑎3 should be the maximum of either 80𝑚𝑚, 7 ∗ 𝑑 and 1.2 ∗ 𝑑.
These requirements are determined in EC3 and EC5 and are shown in appendix B.

Approach 1

𝑎3 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

120 3786 Block shear timber
105 3786 Block shear timber

The connection of appendix B has a bolt diameter of 15 𝑚𝑚 thus the minimum value for 𝑎3 is 105
𝑚𝑚. 𝑎3 seems to have no effect on this connection design.

Approach 2

The minimum value of 𝑎3 is 112 𝑚𝑚 for a connection with a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 so this will be the
bottom value of the plots.

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

The other connection plotted in the appendix has the exact same trend as the graphs shown here.
Therefore it can be concluded from approach 1 and 2 that the value of 𝑎3 has no influence on the
capacity. A larger 𝑎3 will increase the amount of steel used so it is chosen to use the minimum value
for 𝑎3 and that is 112 𝑚𝑚.
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3.2.5. The number of steel plates 𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒

Approach 1

n𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 Capacity [kN] Type

4 3786 Block shear timber
3 3941 Block shear timber
2 3657 Johansen

The capacity for the connection can be increased slightly by decreasing the number of plates. This is
because of the block shear failure of the timber. With less plates the thickness of the timber increases
a little therefore increasing the capacity.

Approach 2

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

In a timber element with small dimensions the block shear will be normative more often than in a
larger timber element with the same number of plates. When block shear is normative adding steel
plates will decrease the capacity slightly as can be seen in approach 1. In the graphs in approach 2 it
can be seen that the capacity of the connection increases when going from two to three steel plates.
When using two steel plates the Johansen model is normative and from three plates and up the block
shear becomes normative. For this particular connection design the capacity per steel is the largest
for two steel plates. The maximum width of a timber element in the parametric model will be 650 𝑚𝑚,
this will be defined in paragraph 4.1.2. For connections with this timber width the optimal number of
plates is always two or three. For the researched elements with a width or height smaller than 500
𝑚𝑚, two plates give the highest capacity. In all three reference projects there are a lot of elements with
either a width or height smaller than 500 𝑚𝑚. Hence, it is expected that in the researched parametric
models there will also be large numbers of elements with a size smaller than 500 𝑚𝑚. This together
with the fact that for some connections the most material efficient connection design is with two plates
while the maximum capacity is with three as shown in approach 2, is the reason why two steel plates
will be used in the parametric model. Nonetheless, a connection design with three steel plates is more
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material efficient for larger timber elements for which the capacity is not determined by the block shear
strength. As well as, using more steel plates will increase the connection stiffness and this will increase
the global stiffness. The exact number of large timber elements versus the number of small elements
in the parametric models is unknown so it can not be concluded if using two steel plates is actually
more material efficient than using three plates. The number of plates will not be input in the model as
a parameter as this is out of the scope of the research.

3.2.6. Thickness of the timber parts 𝑡1 & 𝑡2

𝑡1 is the thickness of the timber outside of the steel plates, 𝑡2 is the thickness of the timber between the
steel plates. These parameters are both dependent on the width of the timber. If 𝑡1 gets larger 𝑡2 get
smaller.

Approach 1

𝑡1 [mm] 𝑡2 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

40 105 3779 Block shear timber
60 91.7 3642 Block shear timber
20 118 3930 Block shear timber

For the connection from appendix B the capacity increases when 𝑡1 decreases and 𝑡2 increases. This
occurs when the block shear strength of the timber is normative for the capacity.

Approach 2

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 5
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 63.8 38.8 13.8 -11.2
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Changing 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 adds no steel to the connection since only the location of the steel plates is
changed, consequently the graphs for capacity and capacity per steel are equal. When the block shear
strength of the timber is normative for the capacity, the smallest value 𝑡1 gives the highest capacity. This
can be explained by the calculation method of the capacity. The effective thickness of the inner parts
between the steel plates is always 𝑡2. For the outer parts the effective thickness is 𝑡𝑒𝑓 = 𝑡1 ∗0.65 when
brittle failure of the timber is normative and not the ductile failure of the bolt. For most of the connections
the block shear strength is normative and this is a brittle failure. This means that the effective thickness
of the entire timber element can be increased by increasing 𝑡2 and decreased by increasing 𝑡1 as 𝑡1
is reduced with brittle failure. In figure 3.7 the effective thickness of two different connection designs
is shown. The red dotted lines in the figure signifies the reduced effective thickness of the outer part.
In the top connection the total effective thickness of the inner and outer parts is smaller than that of
the bottom connection which has a larger 𝑡2. All connection designs researched in appendix C with
a timber element width within the allowed range, give the highest capacity for a 𝑡1 of 15.6 or smaller.
There is no bottom value for 𝑡1 and due to the calculation method having the smallest possible 𝑡1 seems
logical. However, 𝑡1 must have a certain length to transfer the forces to the outer timber part. In both
Treet and Mjøstårnet a 𝑡1 of 40 𝑚𝑚 is used. For that reason it is assumed that a value of 40 𝑚𝑚 is an
appropriate value for 𝑡1 and will be used in the parametric model.

Figure 3.7: Effective timber thickness during block shear

3.2.7. Distance between bolts in direction of the grain 𝑎1

The minimum value of 𝑎1 is the largest value of 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 or 5 ∗ 𝑑. The maximum value is the smallest of
14 ∗ 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 or 200 𝑚𝑚.
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Approach 1

𝑎1 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

100 3786 Block shear timber
75 3786 Block shear timber

The minimum value for the connection from appendix B is 75 𝑚𝑚 as the bolt diameter is 15 𝑚𝑚.
The capacity does not change when changing 𝑎1.

Approach 2

With a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 and plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚 the range for 𝑎1 is 80-140 𝑚𝑚.

Connection 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Connection 2:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Connection 1 fails on block shear of the timber and connection 2 on the Johansen model. This
means that 𝑎1 has no effect on the capacity when block shear occurs. When the capacity of the Jo-
hansen model is normative increasing 𝑎1 can increase the capacity slightly. However, the capacity per
steel usage is always the largest with a minimum value of 𝑎1. Therefore, a minimum value of 5 ∗ 𝑑 is
chosen which is 80 𝑚𝑚 for 𝑑 = 16 𝑚𝑚.
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3.2.8. Number or rows perpendicular to the grain and distance between the bolts
perpendicular to the grain 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 & 𝑎2

The number of rows of bolts 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 determines the distance between the bolts 𝑎2 since the height of the
beam is not a parameter. The minimum value of 𝑎2 is 4 ∗ 𝑑 or 2.4 ∗ 𝑑 the maximum value is 14 ∗ 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒
or 200 𝑚𝑚.

Approach 1

r𝑟𝑜𝑤 a2 [𝑚𝑚] Capacity [kN] Type

10 85 3786 Block shear timber
12 70 3636 Block shear timber
8 109 3955 Block shear timber

The minimum value for 𝑎2 for the connection calculated in appendix B is 60𝑚𝑚 as the bolt diameter
is 15𝑚𝑚. Decreasing the number of rows can increase the capacity for this connection. This is caused
by the block shear being normative. When calculating the block shear strength of the timber the tensile
failure resistance determines the capacity for this connection. The head tensile plane is shown in blue
and indicated with an H in figure 3.3. The length of the head tensile plane is 𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 and this is calculated
with the formula 𝑏net = (𝑎2 − 𝑑𝑛) ∗ (𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 1) and shown in figure 3.8. Decreasing the rows of bolts
will increase the area of the timber that can resist the tensile stress and hence increase the capacity.

Figure 3.8: Length of head tensile plane 𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 from the Eurocode 5 draft [16]
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Approach 2

For a connection with a bolt thickness of 16 𝑚𝑚 and a plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚 we get a range for 𝑎2
of 64 𝑚𝑚 and 140 𝑚𝑚.

Connection 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4 5 6
𝑎2 [𝑚𝑚] 130 98 78

Connection 2:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
𝑎2 [𝑚𝑚] 144 130 118 108 100 92 86 81 76 72 68 65

Connection 1 shows that the capacity of the connection increases when the number of rows in-
crease. The normative failure mechanism in this connection is the Johansen model. In connection 2
the capacity decreases when rows are added. The capacity of this connection is determined by the
block shear strength of the timber. As discussed in approach 1 adding more rows will decrease the
area of timber that can resist the tensile strength. In the parametric model some of the connection
designs will be determined by the block shear and others by the Johansen model. Consequently it is
hard to define the best value for 𝑎2 and 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤. Therefore, it is chosen to make the limits for the value of
𝑎2 leading. The minimum value is 64 𝑚𝑚 with a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 and the maximum is 140 𝑚𝑚
with a plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚. The number of rows in the connection design will be determined by
dividing the available space for the bolts by 100 𝑚𝑚 and then round the result and add one to give the
number of rows. In this way the value for 𝑎2 will stay within the limits but it will differ per connection
design.
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3.2.9. Number of rows in direction of the grain 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤

The exact number of rows in the direction of the grain will not be defined in this exploratory study. This
parameter will be used to be able to increase the capacity of the connection without increasing the
element size of the timber. A range for 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 will be defined.

Approach 1

𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 Capacity [kN] Type

10 3786 Block shear timber
8 3786 Block shear timber
6 3786 Block shear timber
4 3231 Johansen
30 3830 Block shear timber

For this connection the capacity stays the same for 10, 8 and 6 rows. This is because the tensile
capacity 𝐹𝑡𝑑 of the block shear strength of the timber is normative. For 4 rows of bolts the capacity
decreases and the Johansen failure mechanisms become normative. With 30 rows of bolts the capacity
increases as the capacity of the side shear planes 𝐹𝑣𝑑 becomes larger than that of the tensile head.
The block shear strength of timber is determined with the following formula:

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑑 = 𝑘𝑡 ∗ 𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 ∗ 𝑡 ∗ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑
𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ∗ 𝑘𝑣 ∗ 𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ∗ 𝑡 ∗ 𝑓𝑣,𝑑

Where 𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 and 𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 are shown in figure 3.8. 𝑘𝑡 and 𝑘𝑣 are material dependent factors, 𝑡 is the
thickness of the timber part and 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑 and 𝑓𝑣,𝑑 are the material design strengths. If the connection is
determined by the block shear increasing the rows of bolts does not increase the connection capacity
up until the point the capacity of the side shear planes 𝐹𝑣𝑑 becomes larger than the tensile capacity 𝐹𝑡𝑑.

Approach 2

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 650 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚
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When the block shear strength becomes normative for the connection the capacity will not increase
when the rows of bolts 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 increase. In the plots from approach 2 this happens at 14 rows. Adding
bolts can however increase the stiffness of the connection. The range for the number of rows 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤
will start at one row and end at 15 rows. According to Bjertnaes (2022) a connection design is good
when the head tensile plane determines the connection capacity. When the side planes are normative
the connection is too long [11]. In approach 1 the design with 30 bolts is a design that is too long as
the side shear planes are normative. In approach 2 the capacity only increases up to 14 rows of bolts
and the material efficiency decreases with every bolt. In Treet and Mjøstårnet the connection between
the corner column and the foundation gets the largest tension force in the building and consequently
have the largest connection designs of the building. The connection in Treet has seven rows and
in Mjøstårnet the connection has 10 rows. Since the connection should not be too long, the graph
in approach 2 stops increasing capacity after 14 rows, the material efficiency decreases for every row
added and the reference projects have seven and 10 rows a maximum number of rows of 15 is chosen.

3.3. Conclusion
In this chapter the connection design of slotted-in steel plate connections was discussed. First the
calculation method was explained where the load carrying capacity is determined for ULS and the con-
nection stiffness for SLS. Afterwards, an exploratory study was performed. The goal of the exploratory
study was to define as many parameters as possible to simplify the parametric model. To define the
parameters in the exploratory study the following sub-question needs to be answered:

How can a slotted-in steel plate connection be designed to be more material efficient?

From the exploratory study it can be concluded that a material efficient design is dependent mostly
on what failure mechanism is normative. All connections researched were either determined by the
Johansen model or the block shear strength of the timber. When the block shear strength is normative
adding more plates and bolts does not increase the capacity of the connection. When the Johansen
model is normative increasing the number of plates and bolts can increase the capacity of the connec-
tion. The block shear strength is normative more often for smaller timber elements and the Johansen
model for larger elements. The parametric models will have large timber elements and small timber
elements so it will differ what failure mechanism will be normative for which member.

However, the material efficiency of the steel is largest mostly when using less steel. Therefore, it
is chosen to use only two plates, a distance between the bolts in direction of the grain 𝑎1 of 80 𝑚𝑚
and a maximum of 15 rows of bolts 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤. These parameters needed to be defined to reduce the scope
but it cannot be concluded that they are more material efficient for the entire parametric model without
further research. For the number of rows perpendicular to the grain 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤, a middle ground was chosen
where the distance between the rows 𝑎2 is determined by the allowed range of the value 64−140 𝑚𝑚.
This is done by dividing the space for the bolts by 100 𝑚𝑚 and then rounding to give a distance of 𝑎2
that is within the range. This does not optimize the material efficiency but will give correct connection
designs. For some parameters the minimum value gives the most material efficient design as these
parameters do not influence the capacity. This is the case for the edge distance of the steel plate 𝑒2
and edge distance of the timber 𝑎3. For the parameters 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 there are no minimum values
given. For both 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 and 𝑡1 the smallest values gave the highest capacity and material efficiency due
to the calculation method. However, in practice these values can not be endlessly small. Therefore,
it was chosen to define these parameters based on the smallest values from the reference projects to
ensure a connection design that could be used in practice. The entire exploratory study is based on
the bolt diameter 𝑑 of 16 𝑚𝑚. If another bolt diameter were chosen the most material efficient design
of the connection would be different. So it must be noted that this choice has a lot of influence.
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The final defined parameters for the connection are:

• 𝑑 = 16 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑒2 = 25 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 10 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎3 = 112 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 2

• 𝑡1 = 40 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎1 = 80 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎2 = 64 − 140 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 = 1 − 15





4
Model definition

This chapter will discuss how the parametric model is defined. First ranges will be defined for the
design parameters. Then, the three stability system designs that will be studied in the parametric
model are defined in an exploratory study. This will start with some design considerations caused
by the connections. Based on the design parameters and design considerations for the connections
externally braced stability systems will be designed. From these stability systems one option for the
diagrid and two for the external braced frame will be chosen based on material efficiency of the design.

After the stability system designs are defined the input of the loads working on the parametric model
will be discussed together with the flow of forces through the stability systems. Later, the design con-
straints used in the parametric model are treated.

Lastly, the final exploratory study on the design for the serviceability limit state (SLS) is discussed.
In this study it is investigated how the global stiffness of the stability system can be improved in the
most material efficient manner. The study will consider increasing the stiffness of the timber elements
as well as that of the connections. However, it is chosen to only increase the stiffness of the timber in
the parametric model and not increase the connection stiffness as this would add a lot of options to the
model. With this exploratory study the last sub-question will be answered:

How can the global stiffness of an externally braced stability system be increased in a material
efficient way?

4.1. Ranges of the global design parameters
In this chapter the ranges for the parameters that will be input for the parametric model will be defined.
The conclusions are partially based on literature, partially on personal correspondence on the reference
projects and partially on personal correspondence with experts from RHDHV.

4.1.1. Material

In the model the material GL28c will be used for all timber elements. The material properties are given
in table 4.1.

41
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𝑓𝑚,𝑔,𝑘 28 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝐸0,𝑔,𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 12.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝜌𝑔,𝑘 390 𝑘𝑔/𝑚3
𝑃𝑔,𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 420 𝑘𝑔/𝑚3
𝑓𝑡,0,𝑔,𝑘 19 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑡,90,𝑔,𝑘 0.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑐,0,𝑔,𝑘 24 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑐,90,𝑔,𝑘 2.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑣,𝑔,𝑘 3.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝐸𝑔,0.05 10.4 𝑘𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

𝐸𝑔,90,𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 0.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝐺𝑔,𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 0.65 𝑘𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝐸𝑔,0.05 0.54 𝑘𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

Table 4.1: Properties GL28c [17]

4.1.2. Timber element size

Figure 4.1: Smallest timber element

All cross-sections in the model will have the same width to give a uniform facade design. The heights
of the elements will be determined in the parametric model. When the facade is thicker due to the
elements being wider there is less usable floor area in the building. This means that the width of the
elements should be limited. Since the largest element width in Monarch is 650 𝑚𝑚, and in Mjøstårnet
625𝑚𝑚, a maximum width of 650𝑚𝑚 is used in this research. The minimum width will also be defined
to reduce the scope. The minimum width of the timber will be 400 𝑚𝑚. The width can not be too
small as this would give very high timber elements that can block to much of the facade area. Also, the
element must be wide enough to ensure sufficient capacity in the connection. With a width of 400-650
𝑚𝑚 the capacity for a single bolt in the connection design is 47 𝑘𝑁 when the width decreases to 350
𝑚𝑚 the capacity decreases to 36 𝑘𝑁. That is why the range of 400-650 𝑚𝑚 is applied. The minimum
height of the elements is determined by the connection design. In figure 4.1 the smallest timber element
size is shown. The smallest height is 250 𝑚𝑚. When adding the 85 𝑚𝑚 of the reduced cross-section
method to the edge distance 𝑒2 of 25 𝑚𝑚 the height is 210 𝑚𝑚. As the timber sizes will be increased
in steps of 50 𝑚𝑚 the smallest height will be 250 𝑚𝑚. The maximum length of a timber member is 16
meters as this is the largest size available at producers, and that can be shipped.

4.1.3. Building height

  For this research only one building height will be chosen to reduce the scope. When looking at
residential towers in Rotterdam we find much taller buildings with concrete or steel used in the stability
system than with timber. Since in practice no height above 81 meters with 18 floors is reached for an
external braced frame timber structure, and a height of 70 meters with 20 floors for a diagrid structure
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seems feasible in Monarch, a building height of 70 meters with 20 floors was chosen, every floor level
had a height of 3.6 meters. Since Monarch is an office and the buildings in this research are residential
the floor height could be decreased to 3.4 meters which gives a building height of 68 meters. This height
of 68 meters will give relevant results because it is within a buildable range for timber high-rise but is
also challenging to realise fully in timber. As can be seen in the completed building Haut in Amsterdam
with a height of 73 meters and designs for the building Sawa in Rotterdam with a height of 50 meters.
From these buildings it can be seen that a concrete core is used to provide the lateral stability due to
financial considerations [19] [54].

4.1.4. Slenderness of the building

  To reduce the scope of this research only two plot sizes for the building will be considered with
their respective slendernesses. Table 4.2 shows the dimensions and slendernesses of the highest
timber buildings for whom all dimensions could be found. Slenderness ratios in timber buildings range
anywhere between 1 and 2.4 for the long side of the building and between 1.6 and 4.8 for the short
side. With a height of 68 meters the long side of the building ranges between 68 meters and 28 meters.
The short side will range from 43 meters to 14 meters. The chosen plot sizes are 27.2 x 27.2 meters
and 40.8 x 27.2 meters. The slenderness for 27.2 meters is 2.5 and for 40.8 meters it is 1.67. The plot
sizes are based on common plot sizes in residential buildings.

Timber building Height (𝑚) Length floor Slenderness Width floor Slenderness
plan (𝑚) plan (𝑚)

Treet 45 22.3 2.0 20.7 2.2
Mjøstårnet 81 37 2.2 17 4.8

Haut 73 31 2.4 16.6 4.4
Brockcommons 53 56 1.0 14 3.8

Stadthaus Murray Grove 29 18 1.6 17 1.6
Monarch 70 44.7 1.6 20.7 3.4

Table 4.2: Slenderness of timber buildings

4.1.5. Angle of bracing

Due to the scope only one angle of bracing for the diagrid and one angle for the external braced frame
will be considered. In paragraph 2.2.4. it was stated that a larger top angle of the triangular module
would cause a smaller triangular module and therefore decrease the lateral displacement. As well as,
a larger top angle using less material since it is more efficient in providing stability. That is why a top
angle of 90˚ is chosen for the diagrid in this research. The angle of the external braced frame designs
will be determined in the exploratory study on the stability systems in paragraph 4.2.3.

4.1.6. Floor weight

  The floor system consists of timber beams and timber box floors. These timber floors carry a lot of
noise so extra measures need to be taken when using such floors to meet comfort the requirements.
To decrease the noise sand will be put into the box floors. The sand increases the weight which will
decrease the sound transfer. The minimal required weight for a residential building is 200 𝑘𝑔/𝑚2, this
value is based on personal correspondence with a building physics expert from RHDHV. This value
will be used as the minimum added permanent floor load. The other added loads are 380 𝑘𝑔/𝑚2
and 520 𝑘𝑔/𝑚2. The latter is the maximum amount of sand that fits within the largest box floor of
Lignatur [46]. Figure 4.2 shows the three different floor designs per added floor load. The free height
in residences should be at least 2.6 meters [14]. Hence, the total floor should not be bigger than 800
𝑚𝑚. For permanent floor load 3 the floor with installations is higher than the allowed 800𝑚𝑚, however
the installations can be placed in the hallways of the residences where the minimum free height is 2.3
meters.
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Figure 4.2: Floor designs for the three floor loads, sizes in 𝑚𝑚

4.1.7. Floor span

  Since the overturning moment will be critical for the short facade the floors will span in the direction
that will transfer the loads onto this facade. Figure 4.3 shows the four different floor plan designs. The
columns are shown with black squares and the beams that carry the box floors are shown in green.
The box floors span in the direction of the red arrows. The ’short’ facade will now be referred to as the
head facade which is indicated with a H in figure 4.3 and the ’long’ facade will now be referred to as the
side facade which is indicated with a S. This is done to avoid confusion when discussing the square
floor plan. A larger floor span will result in higher beam elements and the span of the box floors is also
limited when under heavy loading. Floor spans of 3.4 meter and 6.8 meter are chosen to investigate
as larger floor spans would result in higher floors and are not very common in practice.

Figure 4.3: Top view four floor plan designs. Columns portrayed as black square, floor beams in green and span direction in red
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4.1.8. Foundation stiffness

  The vertical foundation stiffness in the building will be based on the vertical stiffness provided by
the required foundation piles. Information provided by RHDHV states that a regular foundation pole
has a capacity of 3000 𝑘𝑁 and a corresponding vertical stiffness of roughly 150𝑀𝑁/𝑚2 for Rotterdam.
All stability system designs for the three floor loads, two plot sizes and two floor spans are examined
and the maximum support forces are determined. From these maximum support forces the required
amount of foundation piles per support are defined. Figure 4.4 shows the amount of piles per support
for the stability system. When one foundation pile is required it is shown in grey, two piles in blue and
three in green.

Figure 4.4: Number of foundation piles per support

4.2. Exploratory study stability system design
In this exploratory study the most material efficient stability system designs for a diagrid and external
braced frame are researched. A system is seen as material efficient when the global lateral displace-
ment is smaller with the same amount of material used. A smaller displacement will cause a smaller
acceleration. The acceleration can also be decreased by adding weight but this will always increase
the required amount of material. First, some design considerations caused by the connections are
discussed as they influence the possible stability system designs.

4.2.1. Design considerations connections

The slotted-in steel plate connections give some considerations that need to be taken into account
when designing the stability systems.
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Diagrid

Figure 4.5: Diagrid with split-up members Figure 4.6: Diagrid with continuing member

The connection design for a diagrid will have less steel when one member continues, figure 4.6,
then when all the members stop at the intersection, figure 4.5. In a diagrid there are diagonals, beams,
and some corner columns that support the overhanging floors. The diagonals get the largest forces,
then the beams, and the corner columns get the smallest. Since slotted-in steel plate connections use
more steel with higher forces it is chosen to let the member with the largest forces be continuous. In this
way the most amount of steel can be saved. Consequently, the diagonals will continue where possible,
then the beams and finally the columns.

External braced frame

Figure 4.7: External braced frame connection with a slit

For an external braced frame, the forces are the largest in the columns, then in the brace, and the
smallest in the beams. This means that the columns will have the first priority to be continuous then
the brace and finally the beams. During assembly the steel plates are slid into slots in the timber and
then secured with dowels. As can be seen in figure 4.7, a connection where there are four diagonals
requires a large slot in the timber, this is indicated with a red dotted line. This will leave spaces in the
timber that need to be filled up. These empty spaces will decrease the capacity of the column. Due to
extra difficulty during assembly and decreased capacity this type of connection will not be used. And
therefore no crossed braces will be considered. Another consideration for the external braced frame
is that it is possible to make connections where one column meets two beams and two diagonals in
one point, figure 4.8. This type of connection will use less steel because there are less parts where the
steel plates need to cross the adjoining member, figure 4.9.
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Figure 4.8: Connection design when members meet in
one point

Figure 4.9: Connection design when members do not
meet in one point

Corner columns

Making connections in the corner columns is quite a challenge when trying to minimize the amount of
steel. When there is a connection that has four diagonal elements that meet both a column and beams
you must make a 3D-connection that will result in a steel box. A good example of this is the connection
of the Koning Willem I college shown in figure 4.10 and 4.11. In Mjøstårnet they avoided this problem
by not making the diagonals reach the corner columns in the longer facade. In Treet the connections
from the diagonals do not meet in one point. As can be seen in figure 4.12. To decrease the amount
of steel, making complicated 3D-connections must be avoided as much as possible. However, in the
diagrid stability system, corner columns are needed on some levels to support the overhanging floor.
As well as, the diagonals and beams from either facade are required to meet in one point for a diagrid
to work properly. When the corner columns have small forces and are not continuous the connection
design could be made simpler than a steel box. In this research it is assumed that the columns in the
diagrid can be connected with regular slotted-in steel plate connections without a large steel box.

Figure 4.10: Photograph corner connection Koning
Willem I college [44]

Figure 4.11: Detail corner connection Koning Willem I college
[38]

Figure 4.12: Corner connections Treet [8]
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4.2.2. Diagrid

Figure 4.13: Diagrid designs

The diagrid design will have a top angle of 90° as discussed in paragraph 4.1.5. This gives the following
two diagrid designs that are shown in figure 4.13. Option 1 has a finer mesh with ring beams on every
floor and option 2 has ring beams every other floor. In the figure the hinges of the members are
shown as round ends. In option 1 it can be seen that the diagonals spanning from bottom left to upper
right continue across multiple floors while the diagonals spanning in the other directions are split into
members only spanning one floor. The maximum element length of 16 meters only allows for the
diagonals to span three floors. This option requires columns every other floor to support the floors in
the corners of the building. For option 2 all diagonals span two floors and here columns are required
three out of four floors to support the floors. Only one design will be researched further due to the
scope and time constraints.

A 2D model is made in SCIA engineer to research the effect of the wind force on the different diagrid
designs. On every floor a wind load of 76 𝑘𝑁 is placed which is shown in figure 4.15. All member sizes
in both models are 200x300 𝑚𝑚 and are made of GL28c. The displacement under wind loading is
shown in appendix F. In table 4.3 the total length of all diagonals is shown together with the total length
of the columns and the displacement per option.

Diagonals(𝑚) Columns(𝑚) Displacement(𝑚𝑚)
1 769 68 769
2 385 102 1926

Table 4.3: Displacement and element lengths of diagrid options

The displacement of option 1 is 2.4x smaller than the displacement of option 2. Option 1 has twice as
many diagonals and 2/3rd of the columns of option 2. Both options have the same amount of beams.
This means that option 1 has less than 2.4x the amount of material of option 2. Therefore, option 1 is
seen as more material efficient and will be the only diagrid option that will be researched further in the
parametric study.
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4.2.3. External braced frame

Figure 4.14: External braced frame designs

The external braced frame design is based first on the assumption that the brace should connect in
a point where a column and beam meet, in order to decrease the amount of steel as discussed in
paragraph 4.2.1. In Mjøstårnet the slope of the brace on the short facade is 1:1.2 and on the long
facade the slope of the brace is 1:1.9. Multiple iterations of a slope of 1:1 and 1:2 are studied since
these are similar to Mjøstårnet and comply with the assumption of a brace, column and beam meeting
in one point. Figure 4.14 shows the different designs. The columns are shown in green, the beams in
grey and the braces in blue. The columns will span four floors and the brace will be split every time it
crosses a column. The beams are split when they cross a column or a brace. From these options only
two designs will be studied further in the parametric model due to time constraints.

Figure 4.15: Forces on SCIA model

Again a 2D model is made in SCIA engineer to test the effect of the wind force on the different
stability systems. Figure 4.15 shows how the forces are placed on the model, this is the same for every
option. The results for the horizontal global displacement, normal force, moment, and support forces
are shown in appendix F. All members have the same size of 200x300 𝑚𝑚 and are made of GL28c.
The larger the horizontal global displacement the larger the along-wind acceleration. From the literature
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research on Treet and Mjøstårnet in paragraph 2.3 it was concluded that the along-wind acceleration
was determining for stability system design. The most material efficient design will therefore be the
design that has the least amount of material and the smallest lateral global displacement. As mentioned
in paragraph 2.1.2 a uniform stress distribution is the reason why a diagrid is the most material efficient
[41] [71]. That is why when evaluating the options the ones with a more uniform stress distribution
are seen as more material efficient. In table 4.4 the slope of the brace, the length of the braces, the
displacement, the largest normal force in the column, the largest normal force in the brace and the
largest moment are shown.

Slope Brace(𝑚) Displacement(𝑚𝑚) 𝑁,𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑘𝑁) col 𝑁,𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑘𝑁) brace 𝑀𝑦 , 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑘𝑁𝑚)
1 1:2 152 428 1889 1688 16.7
2 1:2 304 297 1730 968 2.9
3 1:1 96 455 1880 2115 31.9
4 1:1 192 310 1671 1282 20.8
5 1:2 608 239 1633 524 4.4
6 1:1 384 243 1570 767 21.7

Table 4.4: Forces in external braced frame options

Options 3,4 and 6 all have a slope of 1:1. These options have shorter braces, higher moments in the
columns as well as moments in the braces. The normal force distribution is less uniform than for the
other three options. Next to literature stating that a more uniform stress distribution in material efficient
there is another reason why a uniform stress distribution would be beneficial. Since the stability system
will have elements who all have the same thickness a more uniform force distribution would be more
material efficient. Because of the more uniform force distribution and the smaller moments, options
with a slope of 1:2 are chosen to investigate further. When looking at options 1 and 2 we see that
with a doubling of the braces the deformation decreases with 31% . From 2 to 5, the braces are also
doubled but the deformation decrease is only 20%. That is why option 1 and 2 are chosen to study
further.

4.3. Loads
This section will describe the loads working on the model and the load combinations. Afterwards the
flow of forces through the different stability system designs will be shown.

4.3.1. Permanent loads

The permanent loads on the model are the self weight of the floor and the facade. There are three differ-
ent floor types for the model which were shown in paragraph 4.1.6. In the tables below the permanent
floor loads of these types is shown:

Load 1 𝑞𝑘 (𝑘𝑁/𝑚2)
Wooden floor 0.5

Topping 1
Sand 2

Total weight 3.5

Load 2 𝑞𝑘 (𝑘𝑁/𝑚2)
Wooden floor 0.5

Topping 1
Sand 3.8

Total weight 5.3

Load 3 𝑞𝑘 (𝑘𝑁/𝑚2)
Wooden floor 0.5

Topping 1
Sand 5.2

Total weight 6.7

These floor loads are withing the range of permanent floor loads used in Mjøstårnet which were 2.5
𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 for the timber floors and 8.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 for the concrete floors [11]. The chosen weights are limited
by the minimal required floor weight for acoustic requirements and the maximum size of the box-floors
as was explained in paragraph 4.1.6. How the floor loads work on the model is shown in figure 4.16. In
the figure a line load is displayed in green and the point loads are displayed with red arrows. For both
external braced frame designs the floor load is input as a line load on the head facade and as a point
load caused by the internal beam on the side facade. In the external braced frame the point loads are
transferred directly to the columns present in the facade. For the diagrid system the floor load is also
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input as a line load on the head facade. The point loads caused by the internal beams either transfer
directly into the joint between diagonals or in the middle of the beam, as is shown in figure 4.17. The
weight of the facade is 1.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2. The load of the facade is multiplied by the height of a floor which
is 3.4 meters. This gives a line load of 3.4 𝑘𝑁/𝑚. This line load is put on all beams in the head facade
and the side facade.

Figure 4.16: Floor loads working on the model

Figure 4.17: Diagrid side facade, load transfer of the floor beams

4.3.2. Variable loads

The variable loads working on the model are live loads, wind loads and moveable walls. For this re-
search the loads caused by snow and rain are not taken into account. The live loads are imposed loads
residencies for non-common floors of 1.75 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 from NEN-EN 1991-1-1+C1+C11:2019/NB:2019.
These loads work on every floor and the roof, this is done to simplify the model. The movable walls
have a weight of 1.2 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and work on every floor. The wind load is determined in appendix D and
works on the facades of the building. The 𝜓-factors per load are given in table 4.5.

𝑞𝑘(𝑘𝑁/𝑚2) 𝜓0 𝜓1 𝜓2
Imposed loads residencies, 1.75 0.4 0.5 0.3

non-common floors
Imposed load movable walls 1.2 1 1 1

Wind 2.0 0 0.2 0

Table 4.5: 𝜓-factors
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The live loads and moveable walls transfer their loads in the same manner as the floor loads in figure
4.16. The wind loads are put into the model as point loads. Figure 4.18 shows how the wind load is
put on the stability systems. For the external braced frame designs the wind is put on every joint where
a column meets a beam. This means that when the span of the loaded facade is 6.8 meters the wind
load is put in every 6.8 meters, and with a span of 3.4 meters every 3.4 meters as can be seen in figure
4.18. For the diagrid design the wind load does not change when the floor span changes.

Figure 4.18: Wind loads working on the model

4.3.3. Load combinations

The following classes and load combinations are determined according to NEN-EN 1990+A1+A1/C2/
NB:2019. The consequence class of the building is CC2 as the building height is 68 meters, the in-
dicative design working life is 50 years and has class 3. The load combinations are given below for the
ultimate limit state (ULS) and service limit state (SLS). Where the permanent loads are called perm, the
imposed loads residencies for non-common floors are called live, the movable walls are called walls
and the wind loads are wind. In the parametric model the wind is tested from all four sides to ensure
that all the elements are sized correctly.

ULS:
6.10.a: LCO perm*1.35 + live*1.5*0.4 + walls*1.5
6.10.b: LC1 perm*1.2 + live(top 2 floors)*1.5 + live(rest floors)*1.5*0.4 + walls*1.5

LC2 perm*1.2 + wind*1.5 + live*1.5*0.4 + walls*1.5
LC3 perm*0.9 + wind*1.5 + walls *1.5

6.11: LC5 perm*1 + wind*1*0.2 + var*1*0.3 + fire reduction + walls *1.5
LC5 perm*1 + wind*1*0.2 + fire reduction + walls *1.5

SLS
char: LC6 perm*1 + wind*1 + walls *1.5
freq: LC7 perm*1 + wind*1*0.2 + walls *1.5

4.3.4. Flow of forces

Figure 4.19 shows how the flow of normal forces is under vertical loading for the three stability systems.
In green the line load on the beams is shown. When a member is under compression the force is shown
in orange and a member in tension is shown in blue. In the external braced frame options the vertical
load is transferred to the foundation predominantly by the columns and a small share is taken up by
the braces. In the diagrid the diagonals are under compression and transfer the vertical loads to the



4.3. Loads 53

supports. The beams are in tension, this is because of the triangulation of the diagrid module as was
discussed in paragraph 2.1.2. In figure 4.20 3D images are shown of the normal forces in the systems
under wind loading. The wind load is portrayed with red arrows. One of the head facades is loaded
with wind in the figure. Again, a member with a compression force is shown in orange and one with a
tension force in blue. The scale of the normal forces is the same for all three stability systems shown.
The facade called the head facade is indicated with a H and the side facades with a S. The external
braced frame with a single brace transfers the loads to the foundation almost completely through the
side facades. In the external braced frame with the double brace the figure shows that the head facade
also takes up some of the normal forces. For the diagrid stability system the contribution of the head
facade is even more.

Figure 4.19: Flow of normal forces in stability systems under vertical loading

Figure 4.20: Flow of normal forces in stability systems under wind loading
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4.4. Design constraints
The sizes of the elements are based on the design constraints. These constraints can be divided in
element checks where the ultimate limit state (ULS) loads are applied and global checks where the
service limit state (SLS) loads are applied.

4.4.1. Element checks

The full calculations for the element checks of the timber are shown in appendix E. The timber elements
are checked on:

• Axial stress

• Shear stress

• Bending stress

• Combined axial and bending stress

• Buckling

• Fire safety

The fire safety of the elements is determined by using the reduced cross-section method. The cross-
section of the elements is reduced with 85𝑚𝑚 on every face. For the capacity of the timber the design
strength in fire is used. With this reduced cross section and altered strength the timber elements are
tested for axial strength, shear stress, bending stress, combined axial and bending stress and buckling
under the load combinations for fire.

The connections are checked according to the formulas in appendix B. The fire safety of the con-
nections is provided by encapsulating all steel elements within 85 𝑚𝑚 of timber from the reduced
cross-section method.

4.4.2. Global checks

The global checks under the service limit state load combinations that are performed are the global hor-
izontal displacement and along-wind acceleration. The along-wind acceleration is determined analyti-
cally with the natural frequency. The natural frequency is also determined analytically. The calculations
for the natural frequency and along-wind acceleration can be found in appendix D.

Global displacement

The global displacement should be smaller than :

𝑢𝑚𝑎𝑥 = ℎ/500 = 68/500 = 0.136 𝑚 = 136 𝑚𝑚 (4.1)

Natural frequency

The natural frequency (𝑛) can be determined with the wind load (𝑞), height of the building (ℎ), mass
of the building (𝑚) and global horizontal displacement (𝑢𝑚𝑎𝑥). Oosterhout (1996) developed this
method for timber high-rise buildings [78].

𝑛 = 𝑓(𝛼ℎ) ∗ √ 𝑞𝑚 ⋅ ℎ
𝑢max

(4.2)
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𝑓(𝛼ℎ) is a function that depends on the type of deformation behaviour. For bending 𝑓(𝛼ℎ) = 0.198
and for shear 𝑓(𝛼ℎ) = 0.176. As both diagrid and braced frame structures can deform in bending and
shear [51] [80] the average of the two values is chosen to determine the natural frequency
𝑓(𝛼ℎ) = 0.187.

Along-wind acceleration

The along-wind acceleration can be determined with the following formula from NEN-EN
1991-1-4+A1+C2:2011 annex C.

𝑎max(𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝑐f ⋅ 𝜌 ⋅ 𝐼v (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑣2m (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑅 ⋅
𝐾y ⋅ 𝐾z ⋅ Φ(𝑦, 𝑧)
𝜇ref ⋅ Φmax

⋅ 𝑘𝑝 (4.3)

The along-wind acceleration of the building should stay below the limit value of acceleration given
by the national annex NEN-EN 1990+A1+A1/C2/NB. This limit value is shown in figure 4.21. For resi-
dencies the value is that of gebruik 2 and gebruik 1 is for offices.

Figure 4.21: Limit value for wind acceleration for occupied spaces in buildings [59]

The maximum acceleration allowed is dependent on the natural frequency of building. That is why
the limit is approached with a formula in the parametric model:

𝑚𝑎𝑥(0.1 ∗ 𝑛−0.34, 0.1) (4.4)

4.5. Exploratory study design for SLS
The final step of the model definition is to define how the global stiffness will be increased in the para-
metric model when the SLS requirements are not met. The SLS requirements exist of the global dis-
placement and the acceleration. To meet the global displacement requirement the global stiffness of
the stability system needs to be increased. To meet the acceleration requirement the global stiffness
can be increased but also the weight of the building can be increased. When material is added to the
stability system only to increase the weight and not the global stiffness it is not seen as an efficient
use of the material. As well as, increasing the weight of the building is already accounted for with the
parameter of the permanent floor load. That is why an exploratory study is performed to find how the
global stiffness can be increased in a material efficient way. In this study the effect of increasing the
timber height, which increases the stiffness of the timber member, is researched per element type. The
increase of the connection stiffness by increasing the number of bolts is also studied per element type.
However, it is chosen to only increase the timber element height in the parametric model and not the
connection stiffness as this would increase the options in the parametric model significantly.
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This exploratory study is done by taking some first results of the parametric model. The single
brace, double brace and diagrid stability system design are all considered. The results are taken from
the design options with a plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m, floor span 6.8 m, permanent floor load 1 & 2 and
element width of 400, 450, 500, 550, 600 and 650. So, per stability system design 12 (2x6) options
are collected. In the tables with results the average value of the 12 options is shown. First the average
displacement andmaterial usage for the 12 design options after the ULSmember checks is determined.
Then the decrease in displacement (Δ d) and increase in material (Δ Steel or Δ Timber) are determined
for each options with increased stiffness. To find the influence of the decreased displacement per
increased material the Δ d is divided by the Δ Steel or Δ Timber. A higher number indicates more
material efficiency.

The options with increased material that are studied are:

• Multiplying the number of rows of bolts (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤) in the braces (in the external braced frame) or the
diagonals (in the diagrid) by 2

• Multiplying the number of rows of bolts (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤) in the beams by 2

• Multiplying the number of rows of bolts (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤) in the columns by 2

• Multiplying the number of rows of bolts (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤) in all elements by 1.4, these numbers are rounded

• Multiplying the timber element height (ℎ) of the braces or diagonals by 2

• Multiplying the timber element height (ℎ) of the beams by 2

• Multiplying the timber element height (ℎ) of the columns by 2

• Multiplying the timber element height (ℎ) of all elements by 1.33

4.5.1. Single brace

Increase rows of bolts

Brace * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4
Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 0 0.64 0 0.28
Δ Steel (𝑚3) 0.91 0.38 0.88 0.79
Δ d / Δ Steel 0 1.71 0 0.36

Increase timber element height (ℎ)

Brace * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4
Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 11.12 0.09 6.50 8.90

Δ Timber (𝑚3) 155 364 347 288
Δ d / Δ Timber 0.072 0 0.019 0.031

In the single brace increasing the rows of bolts of the brace and column does not influence the dis-
placement. Increasing the timber element height of the beam also has a very small influence of the
displacement. To give the single brace a higher global stiffness the connections of the beam or the
element size of the brace and column can be increased.
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4.5.2. Double brace

Increase rows of bolts

Brace * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4
Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 4.93 0.51 0 4.05
Δ Steel (𝑚3) 0.94 0.35 0.94 0.868
Δ d / Δ Steel 5.26 1.45 0 4.67

Increase timber element height (ℎ)
Brace * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4

Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 7.71 0.09 4.40 5.56
Δ Timber (𝑚3) 216 377 356 316
Δ d / Δ Timber 0.036 0 0.012 0.018

In the double brace the increase of the connection stiffness of the columns and the increase of the beam
height have little or no influence on the displacement. To increase the global stiffness the connections
of the brace and beam and the timber element height of the brace and column can be increased.

4.5.3. Diagrid

Increase rows of bolts

Diagonal * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4
Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 8.23 0.20 0 4.67
Δ Steel (𝑚3) 10.59 4.60 0.04 7.49
Δ d / Δ Steel 0.78 0.04 0 0.62

Increase timber element height (ℎ)

Diagonal * 2 Beam * 2 Column * 2 All * 1.4
Δ d (𝑚𝑚) 8.36 2.42 0 5.36

Δ Timber (𝑚3) 216 377 36 316
Δ d / Δ Timber 0.039 0.0064 0 0.017

In the diagrid increasing the connection of the column and increasing the element height of the column
does not change the global displacement. To increase the global stiffness the connections of the di-
agonals and the element heights of the diagonals and columns can be increased. The increase of the
beam connections also decreases the displacement. However, its influence per steel increase is 19.5
times smaller than that of the diagonal connection, so the effect is seen as insignificant.

4.5.4. Discussion

Now the results of the exploratory will be discussed for a single braced frame design to demonstrate the
relationship between the timber element stiffness and connection stiffness. In figure 4.22 a timber ele-
ment is shown with a steel connection. The timber element will act as a spring with a stiffness (𝐾𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟)
and the connection will also act as a spring with a stiffness (𝐾𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛). When the timber stiffness
is higher than the connection stiffness, the connection will cause more elongation of the element and
global displacement than the timber.
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Figure 4.22: Timber element with steel connection acting as springs

Figure 4.23 shows three average designs for a brace, beam and column. These average designs
are taken from the single brace design with a plot size of 27.2 x 27.2, floor span 6.8, permanent floor
load 2 and element width 400 mm. The average design of a brace has a height of 950 mm and 63
bolts, a beam has a height of 700 mm and 8 bolts and a column has a height of 1650 mm and 120
bolts.

Figure 4.23: Average element designs for a single brace design option

To calculate the spring stiffness of the connection the following formula from Eurocode 3 part 8
chapter 3 [56] can be used:

Stiffness per dowel per shear plane:

𝐾𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =
𝜌mean 1.5 ∗ 𝑑

23 ∗ 2 = 4301.5 ∗ 16
23 ∗ 2 = 12406 N/mm (4.5)

There are 4 shear planes per dowel:

𝐾𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 12406 ∗ 4 = 49623 N/mm

To calculate the axial stiffness of the timber the following formula can be used:

𝐾𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 =
𝐸 ∗ 𝐴
𝐿 (4.6)

For timber GL28c 𝐸 = 12500𝑁/𝑚𝑚2. The half length of a brace is 3800 mm, a beam is 3400 mm and
a column 6800 mm. Using the formulas, the amount of dowels per element, element sizes and lengths
we get the following stiffnesses:
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Brace
Timber 1250000 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

Connection 13126262 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

Beam
Timber 1029412 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

Connection 396986 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

Column
Timber 1213253 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

Connection 5954784 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

From the exploratory study for the single brace in paragraph 4.5.1 it was seen that the an increase
of the connection stiffness of the brace has no influence on the displacement. Increasing the timber
element height of the brace did have a positive influence on the displacement. This is in agreement with
the results shown in the table above where it can be seen that the connection stiffness is around 10x
larger than the timber stiffness. For the beam the opposite behaviour was observed, where increasing
the connection stiffness had an influence and increasing the timber stiffness had no influence. It can be
seen that the timber of the beam has a 2.5x larger stiffness than the connection. In the column again
increasing the timber stiffness has an influence similar to the brace. Here the connection stiffness is
almost 5x larger than the timber stiffness.

4.6. Conclusion
In this chapter the input for the parametric model was defined. First the global design parameters were
defined and based on that stability system designs were created. From these stability system designs
the three most material efficient were chosen. Then, the loads and design constraints that are put in
the model are discussed. Lastly, the approach for increasing the global stiffness for the SLS checks is
defined by answering the sub-question:

How can the global stiffness of an externally braced stability system be increased in a material
efficient way?

Parameters

The global design parameters can be divided in fixed design choices and parameters.

The fixed design choices are:

• Timber element size: Minimum height of 250 𝑚𝑚

• Building height: 68 𝑚 with 20 storeys

• Foundation stiffness: Determined by the capacity of the foundation piles not a parameter in the
model

• Angle of bracing: 90°for the diagrid and a slope of 1:2 for the external braced frame designs

The parameters in the model are:

• Timber element size: Six options for the width: 400 𝑚𝑚, 450 𝑚𝑚, 500 𝑚𝑚, 550 𝑚𝑚, 600 𝑚𝑚
and 650 𝑚𝑚

• Slenderness of the building: Two plot sizes: 27.2 x 27.2 𝑚 and 27.2 x 40.8 𝑚
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• Floor span: Two floor spans: 3.4 𝑚 and 6.8 𝑚

• Permanent floor load: Three permanent floor loads: 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2. The
permanent floor load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 will be called load 1, the load of 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 will be referred to
as load 2 and the permanent floor load of 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 will be called load 3.

Stability system designs

The three chosen stability system designs are shown in figure 4.24. The first design is a single brace
with slope 1:2. The second is the double brace with a slope of 1:2 and the last design is a diagrid with
ring beams every floor. In the figure the stability systems are shown all with different parameters for
the plot size and floor span.

Figure 4.24: Three examples of final designs

Increase global stiffness for SLS

The global stiffness of an externally braced stability system can be increased either by increasing the
connection stiffness or increasing the stiffness of the timber elements. It is found that in the single
braced frame increasing the stiffness of the beam connection, or increasing the timber stiffness of the
brace and column would increase the global stiffness. For the double braced frame increasing the
stiffness of the brace and beam connection and increasing the timber stiffness of the brace and column
would improve the global stiffness. In the diagrid increasing the connection stiffness of the diagonals
and increasing the timber stiffness of the diagonals and beams increase the global stiffness.

For this research it was chosen to only increase the timber element sizes in the parametric model.
To increase the global stability in a material efficient way the timber elements that do not influence
the global displacement, and therefore do not increase the global stiffness, will not be increased in
the parametric model. For the external braced frame systems increasing the beam stiffness had no
influence on the displacement but did add a lot of timber. For this reason only the brace and columns
will be increased. In the diagrid increasing the columns had no influence so only the diagonal and beam
elements will be increased.
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Overview parametric model

In figure 4.25 an overview is given of the parametric model with all parameters and design constraints
for which checks will be performed. The amount of design options is 3x stability system design, 6x
timber element size, 2x plot size, 2x floor span and 3x permanent floor load. This gives us 216 design
options that will be studied in the parametric model.

Figure 4.25: Parametric model overview





5
Parametric model

A parametric model is made to be able to study and compare many different building designs and
see what parameters will give the most material efficient design. Parametric studies are useful as
they can generate preliminary designs for stability systems quickly. The parametric model is made
in Grasshopper which is a visual programming software for the 3D modeling program Rhino. In the
model a grasshopper plug-in for structural engineering called Karamba 3D is used that can analyze
entire structural models. The plug-in Beaver that can analyze timber elements, and the plug-in Colibri
that can collect results for a parametric study are used as well. To create the component that can
calculate the connection design and to calculate the along-wind acceleration a python plug-in is used.

The parametric model that will be made for this study will size the timber members of the stability
system and generate a slotted-in steel plate connection design for every timber element individually. In
figure 5.1 the design process of the parametric model is shown. First, all the parameters are selected to
create the building geometry. Then, the stability system is designed based on the selected parameters.
Next the timber elements will be sized and the connection designs will be created. Afterwards the
global SLS checks will be performed and if the requirements are not met the timber element sizes will
be increased.

Figure 5.1: Design process parametric model

In this chapter the workflow of the parametric model will be explained in detail together with all
the assumptions made. The workflow of the parametric model is divided into nine steps that will be
discussed individually. Before the workflow will be discussed a table with all the assumptions made per
step will be shown together with where it is explained in the thesis.
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5.1. Assumptions
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5.2. Model workflow
The parametric model is divided into nine steps. How these steps are connected can be seen in figure
5.2. In the first step the model will be assembled in a karamba model. In the second step the timber
members will be sized individually within the karamba model by a karamba component. After this step
the karamba model will be disassembled. For each member the size and forces are gathered from the
disassembled model. These will be used to perform the ULS element checks in step 3,4 and 5. Then
in step 6 the complete model is reassembled to perform the global SLS checks. In step 7 the global
checks are performed. All the results of the designs will be collected after the global checks to see what
stability system need to have their global stiffness increased after the ULS design. The options that do
not satisfy then have their element heights increased in steps of 10% until they meet all requirements.
Then in step 8 the results are generated in grasshopper. All results will be collected with colibri and
afterwards excel is used to group the correct results.

Figure 5.2: Parametric model workflow

5.2.1. Step 1: Geometry & assemble

In the first step the geometry of the chosen design option is created. This geometry together with all the
load combinations, the timber cross-sections list and the material properties of GL28c are assembled in
a 3D karamba model. Karamba can then analyse the model to give the forces present in each member.
Figure 5.3 shows how first the model is assembled and afterwards analysed. The last part of the figure
shows step 2.
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Figure 5.3: Step 1 and 2 of the parametric model

5.2.2. Step 2: Optimize cross-section Karamba

Next themodel is put through the optimize cross-section tool of Karamba. This tool checks themembers
on axial stress, shear stress, bending stress, combined stresses and buckling for all load combinations.
This component uses Eurocode 3 for steel to determine if the members satisfy the unity checks but with
the material properties of GL28c timber. The maximum utilisation of the component is set to 1.4 to make
sure the timber elements are not overdimensioned. This step is useful as it gives starting member sizes
that are closer to the required member sizes. Consequently, the speed of the model is increased.

5.2.3. Step 3: ULS member check

Figure 5.4: Member forces

The karamba model is disassembled and for every member the maximum normal force and moment for
the ULS load combinations is found. Figure 5.4 shows an example of this for a long diagonal member
that spans three floors. The maximum normal force, maximum moment, member size and buckling
length are put in to the bending and normal forces component of Beaver. This component checks the
axial stress, shear stress, bending stress, combined stresses and buckling for timber elements based
on Eurocode 5 for timber. The formulas used in these checks can be found in appendix E.1. Per
member the height from step 2 is made into a list of 15 values where the height is increased with 50
𝑚𝑚 for each value. Figure 5.5 shows an example where a member with a height of 500 𝑚𝑚 is made
into a list. The member heights from this list are then checked with the Beaver component which will
give a unity check value. If the value is 1 or lower the member height satisfies. From this list of unity
checks per member the smallest height that satisfies the unity check is selected as the new member
height. In the example in figure 5.5 this would be 600 𝑚𝑚.
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Figure 5.5: Element height (ℎ) list and unity check (UC) value

5.2.4. Step 4: Fire member check

The maximum moments and normal forces are determined for the accidental load combination in the
case of fire. For this step the beaver component for bending and normal forces is used once more.
The material stiffness is altered for the fire situation. The design strength during fire is determined by
using a modification factor for fire as shown in appendix E.2. The member sizes are reduced by 85𝑚𝑚
from the reduced cross-section method on all four sides of the member. The member heights minus
the reduced cross-section from step 3 are again made into lists where 50 𝑚𝑚 is added per step and
the smallest height that satisfies the unity checks is selected. This is the same method as used in step
3.

5.2.5. Step 5: Connection design

The connection design in the parametric model is made by a python component. The input for this
component are the ULS forces (𝑁), timber element heights from step 4 (ℎ) and the timber element
widths are used. For the columns, braces and diagonals only the normal force is checked to get
the maximum load on the connection. For the beams in the model the normal force as well as the
shear force are checked to determine the maximum load on the connection as shown in figure 5.6.
However, all loads are seen as normal forces in the axial direction of the element when calculating
the connection design. Normally when the force working on the connection is under an angle the
characteristic embedment strength of the timber is reduced. The maximum shear forces in the beams
are never larger than 156 𝑘𝑁. This maximum force results in fairly small connections with 6 bolts or
less, depending on the timber member size. Overall this assumptions is expected to cause a small
underestimation of the amount of steel used for the beams as the connection designs affected use a
relatively small amount of steel so the possible increase would also be small.

Figure 5.6: Step 5 of the parametric model
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Figure 5.7: Connection design python component

The parametric model will have to determine the connection design for every timber element and be
able to increase the element height of the timber if the largest connection that fits has too little capacity.
The component is created with the programming language python. The formulas used in the python
script are all shown in appendix B. To calculate the block shear capacity only the draft version from
Eurocode 5 will be used [16]. Figure 5.7 shows the python component with an example calculation.
This calculation will be discussed to explain the component. In table 5.1 the input for the component is
shown with a description and unit. In table 5.2 the same is shown for the output of the component.

Description Value Unit

N Normal force 1600 𝑘𝑁
width Timber width 50 𝑐𝑚
height Timber height 50 𝑐𝑚
t1 Thickness outer 40 𝑚𝑚

timber part

Table 5.1: Input of the connection design
component

Description Value Unit

steel Amount of steel 9127344 𝑚𝑚3
in connection

bol Number of bolts 40 -
Ksls Axial stiffness of 1916090 𝑁/𝑚𝑚

the connection
Height Timber height 65 𝑐𝑚
n Number of rows 8 -

𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤
Fv Connection capacity 1680 𝑘𝑁
str Allowed stress in 7.8 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

the timber element

Table 5.2: Output of the connection design component

Steps of the connection design component:

1. Input general: The material properties of timber GL28c, steel plate S355 and steel dowels 8.8
are input. The modification factors 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑 = 0.9 for wind and 𝛾𝑚 = 1.3 for connections are input
and the design strengths are calculated.

2. Input connection design: The connection parameters chosen in the exploratory study are input
in the script. These values are 𝑑 = 16 𝑚𝑚, 𝑒2 = 25 𝑚𝑚, 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 10 𝑚𝑚, 𝑎3 = 112 𝑚𝑚,
𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 2, 𝑡1 = 40 𝑚𝑚, 𝑎1 = 80 𝑚𝑚.

3. Calculate 𝑡2𝑡2𝑡2: As can be seen in figure 5.8 the thickness of the inner timber part is calculated by
subtracting the plate thicknesses, the 85 𝑚𝑚 from the reduced cross-section and 𝑡1 of 40 𝑚𝑚
this gives a timber thickness of 230 𝑚𝑚 for 𝑡2.
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Figure 5.8: Step three and four of the connection design component

4. Calculate 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 & 𝑎2𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 & 𝑎2𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 & 𝑎2: The component will first check if the element height is smaller than 320 𝑚𝑚
as this will give only one row 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤. This is checked since the calculation will differ slightly as
there is no value for 𝑎2. In the case of the example connection the element height is larger than
320 𝑚𝑚 so now the number of rows 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 will be calculated. This is also shown in figure 5.8. The
85 𝑚𝑚 from the reduced cross section method and the end distance 𝑒2 are subtracted from each
side of the element. For an element with a height of 500 𝑚𝑚 this left over space is 280 𝑚𝑚. The
left over space is divided by 100 𝑚𝑚 giving 2.8 and then rounded to 3. This means that the area
should be divided in to three parts meaning that there should be 4 rows of bolts so +1 is added.
Then the left over space is divided by 3 giving a value of 93 𝑚𝑚 for 𝑎2.

5. Johansen model check: The failure modes of the Johansen model are calculated according to
the formulas used in appendix B.

6. Timber block shear check: The timber block shear capacity is calculated according to the draft
for Eurocode 5. These calculations can be found in appendix B. In this step the effective thickness
of the outer parts is dependent on the normative failure modes of the Johansen model. If the
normative failure mode is failure mode H from figure 3.1 𝑡𝑒𝑓 = 𝑡1 and if another failure mode is
normative 𝑡𝑒𝑓 = 0.65 ∗ 𝑡1.

7. Steel elements check: The shear resistance of the bolt, the bearing resistance of the plate and
the block tearing resistance of the plate are calculated according to the formulas in appendix B.

8. Capacity: The smallest, and therefore normative capacity of all the checks is determined. The
unity check of the connection is then performed. If the capacity of the connection 𝐹𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛
in figure 5.9 is smaller then the force on the connection 𝑁 the unity check will be larger than 1
meaning that the rows of bolts needs to be increased. If the unity check is smaller than 1 the
connection design satisfies and no rows will be added. For the connection from the example the
number of rows needs to be increased.

9. Increase number of rows𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤: Increasing the number of rows is the innerloop of the component
as seen in figure 5.9. The number of rows the component can choose from is 1,3,5,8,12 and 15.
Not all rows from 1 to 15 are chosen as this would decrease the speed of the model. The capacity
of the connection is calculated for all number of rows. If the unity check is larger than 1 with 15
rows the element height needs to be increased. For the connection from the example this is the
case.

10. Increase timber element height ℎℎℎ: The element height is increased in steps of 50 𝑚𝑚 and can
be increased 40 times. This is done to ensure a connection design with a sufficient unity check.
In the example connection the output element height is 650 𝑚𝑚 which means that the element
needed to be increased in height three times. A unity check of 0.95 is reached with eight rows of
bolts 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 and a total of 40 bolts meaning 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 is five.
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Figure 5.9: Double loop process of step 9 and 10 of the connection component

11. Axial stiffness of the connection: When the connection design has sufficient capacity the axial
stiffness or slip of the connection is calculated for the SLS situation according to appendix B.

12. Collect results: The final step of the component will gather the results for every connection
design. The total amount of steel in the connection is calculated based on the dimensions of the
steel plates and the number of bolts. The axial stiffness of the connections and the new element
heights will serve as input for the next steps in the parametric model.

5.2.6. Step 6: Reassemble Karamba model

Figure 5.10: Step 6 of the parametric model

After performing the element checks the karamba model needs to be reassembled to perform the
global SLS checks. As can be seen in figure 5.10, first the geometry and loads are gathered from the
disassembled karamba model from step 2. Other information gathered from the model is the maximum
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reaction forces at the supports. Based on the reaction force in z-direction it is determined how many
foundation piles with a capacity of 3000 𝑘𝑁 are needed. Per foundation pile a vertical foundation
stiffness of 150 𝑀𝑁/𝑚2 is applied and this stiffness is put in to the model. Paragraph 4.1.8. showed
how many piles are used at what location. Next the member heights are altered to the new member
heights found after step 5. The connection stiffnesses for the new model are determined by calculating
the average connection stiffness per element group. The element groups are divided into head and
side facade and per element type. The element types for the diagrid are beams, diagonals that span
three floors, diagonals that span two floors, diagonals that span a single floor, columns and the ends
of the beams. The ends are pointed out with red arrows in figure 5.11. For the external braced frame
the element types are columns, beams and braces. After this step there is a 3D-karamba model with
the defined loads & geometry, new foundation stiffness, new element heights that are sized based on
the ULS element checks and average connection stiffnesses for each element group.

Figure 5.11: Beam ends in diagrid

5.2.7. Step 7: SLS global checks

Figure 5.12: Global displacement

In this step the assembled karamba model is analyzed with the karamba component called analyze.
First the global displacement of the structure is determined. This displacement (𝑢) is checked to see
if it is smaller than the maximum allowed displacement of 68000/500 = 136 𝑚𝑚. The weight of the
stability system is gathered from the reassembled model in step 6. To calculate the modal mass of the
building 30% of the live load, the facade weight and the self weight of the floors including sand, topping
and moveable wall loading are added to the weight of the stability system. The weight of the timber in
the internal structure is also added by multiplying the amount of used timber by the density of GL28c.
The total mass of the building that is added to the mass of the stability system in the facade is given in
table 5.3. The amount of timber in the internal system used to calculate the mass will be discussed in
the next paragraph 5.2.8.
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Plot size - floor span Floor load 1 Floor load 2 Floor load 3
27.2x27.2 - 3.4 8.62 ∗ 106 1.16 ∗ 107 1.41 ∗ 107
27.2x27.2 - 6.8 8.59 ∗ 106 1.14 ∗ 107 1.37 ∗ 107
27.2x40.8 - 3.4 1.28 ∗ 107 1.73 ∗ 107 2.07 ∗ 107
27.2x40.8 - 6.8 1.26 ∗ 107 1.70 ∗ 107 2.04 ∗ 107

Table 5.3: Mass of the building excluding the stability system in 𝑘𝑔

With the mass of the building, the wind load and the displacement, the natural frequency of the
building is determined for the along-wind direction. Afterwards the acceleration is calculated with the
natural frequency and the modal mass. The method to calculate the natural frequency and the accel-
eration are discussed in paragraph 4.4.2 and appendix D. The acceleration is then checked to see if it
is smaller than the acceleration limit.

When one of the two SLS requirements is not met the element heights will be increased in steps
of 10%. For the external braced frame options only the heights of the columns and braces will be
increased. For the diagrid only the heights of the beams and diagonals will be increased. In the square
plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m the elements of both the side and head facades will be increased. For
the rectangular plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m only the short head facades will be increased as they are
determining for the maximum global displacement.

5.2.8. Step 8: Generate results

The results of the parametric model will be the amount of material that is used in the buildings as well
as the displacement, acceleration and acceleration requirement. The displacement, acceleration and
acceleration requirement can be gathered directly from step 7. How the material usage is determined
will be discussed now.

Timber
The results for the amount of material used will include the amount of timber in the stability system after
each sizing step of the parametric model. These steps are the ULS member check, the fire member
check, the connection design and the SLS global check. These results are determined by adding all
the timber element sizes together after the step. The total amount of timber in the building including
the internal structure will also be a result to provide a fair comparison between the different design
options. The timber usage of the internal structure is determined by calculating the amount of timber
of the internal beams, columns and floor elements for every different geometry and floor weight. In
appendix G an example calculation for the material used in the internal structure is shown. Table 5.4
shows the amount of timber per option in 𝑚3.

Plot size - floor span Floor load 1 Floor load 2 Floor load 3
27.2x27.2 - 3.4 2151 2902 3416
27.2x27.2 - 6.8 2077 2481 2983
27.2x40.8 - 3.4 3291 4431 5208
27.2x40.8 - 6.8 3210 3831 4595

Table 5.4: Amount of timber inside the building in 𝑚3

Steel
The amount of steel used in the building will also be part of the results. To calculate the amount of steel
in the facade steel needs to be added to the steel calculated by the connection design component. In
figure 5.13 and 5.14 a diagrid and external braced frame connection are shown, respectively. The steel
is only calculated for the blue parts in the figure by the connection design component. To account for
the red parts of the steel plate and bolts some simplified calculations are done.
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Figure 5.13: Diagrid connection with steel in cross-
ing part

Figure 5.14: External braced frame connection with
steel in crossing part

For the diagrid designs these calculations are:
Where one diagonal crosses a continuing long diagonal like in figure 5.13, the average height (ℎ) of
the long diagonals in that facade is multiplied by the average plate width (𝑤) of the short diagonals in
that facade and then multiplied by the number of plates and the plate thickness. Where a column or
a beam meets the diagonals 85 𝑚𝑚 is added to the plate in order for the plate to reach through the
reduced cross-section zone of the diagonal. The bolts in the red section must keep the elements in
place and take up shear forces from the beams. These shear forces are a maximum of 300 𝑘𝑁 which
can be taken up by four bolts. From detail drawings of KoningWillem 1 college andMjøstårnet there are
always more bolts present in the red areas so four bolts is assumed to be the minimum amount of bolts
allowed. For each of these meeting points the area of four bolts is multiplied by the length of the bolt.
The length of the bolt is the timber element width minus the 85 𝑚𝑚 from the reduced cross-section.

For the external braced frame designs these calculations are:
Where a beam crosses a continuing column as shown in figure 5.14, the average height (ℎ) of the
columns in that facade is multiplied by the average width (𝑤) of the plate of the beams and then mul-
tiplied by the number of plates and the plate thickness. For every brace connection 85 𝑚𝑚 is added
to the plate in order for the plate to reach through the reduced cross-section zone of the beam. Four
bolts are also added to every meeting point in order to keep the elements in place and take up shear
forces similar to the diagrid.

To calculate the total amount of steel in the building the steel of the internal structure is added
to the steel in the stability system. The steel in the internal structure is calculated for every different
geometry and floor weight. The steel in the internal structure is from the connections between the
internal columns and beams. Table 5.4 shows the amount of steel in the internal structure for each
design option. In appendix G an example of how the steel is calculated for the internal structure is
given. This might be a slight underestimation as reference projects use a higher number of bolts for
these types of connections.

Plot size - floor span Floor load 1 Floor load 2 Floor load 3
27.2x27.2 - 3.4 1.21 1.36 2.23
27.2x27.2 - 6.8 0.98 1.09 1.54
27.2x40.8 - 3.4 1.91 2.13 3.51
27.2x40.8 - 6.8 1.63 1.81 2.57

Table 5.5: Amount of steel inside the building in 𝑚3
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5.2.9. Step 9: Brute-force

Brute-force implies that all possible combinations of the parameters are collected. To do this the soft-
ware colibri is used within the grasshopper script. Colibri will collect the results for all the 216 design
iterations in an CSV excel file.

Two sets of results will be gathered with the brute-force method. The first set will be after the
ULS element checks, meaning that the timber elements have not been increased yet due to the global
SLS checks of step 7. From these results it can be gathered what designs already satisfy the SLS
requirements based on the ULS design.

The second set of results gathered by colibri will be after the designs also satisfy the global SLS
requirements. These results will give the final designs that meet all requirements for all possible com-
binations. The CSV excel file with the results can then be ordered correctly and read either in excel or
in python.

5.3. Conclusion
This chapter described the workflow and explained the workings of the parametric model. In the first
paragraph all assumptions made for the model were described. Then all the steps within the parametric
model were explained. After the final step of the model the results are generated and processed so
that they can be discussed and shown in the following chapters.





6
General results

In the following chapters the results from the parametric model will be discussed. In appendix H all
the results collected by the model are shown. In this chapter the general results of the model will be
discussed. This is done to understand how the different stability system designs are sized within the
parametric model. In chapter 7 the results per parameter will be discussed. In that chapter the influence
of the different parameters on the material efficiency of the stability system will be shown.

The current chapter will first show the results for the ULS design. These results are the unity checks
of the displacement and acceleration SLS requirements. It will show what designs satisfy the SLS re-
quirements after the elements are sized for the ULS checks. Then, results are shown of the design
for SLS. Here the options that did not meet the SLS requirements have their timber element heights
increased. In the results the increase in timber will be compared to the new unity checks for displace-
ment and acceleration. Afterwards, the increase in timber for each performed check will discussed to
get an understanding of how the element sizes are increased. Lastly, the final designs of the stability
systems are discussed where timber element sizes and connection sizes will be shown.

6.1. ULS design
The first set of results is gathered after sizing all the elements with the ULS element checks. From
these results it can be seen that some stability system designs already meet the SLS requirements
and others do not. In table 6.1 the unity checks are given for all the design options. The value in the
table is the average unity check of all six element widths. Green cells represent that all six element
widths satisfy the requirements. In red the options are marked that do not satisfy the requirements.
One cell is marked orange for the diagrid with plot size 27.2 x 27.2, floor span 3.4 and floor load 2.
Here, the acceleration requirement was only met for element widths of 400 and 450 mm. In the figure
floor load 1 is the permanent floor load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2 is 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3 is 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.
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Table 6.1: Average unity checks for displacement and acceleration
*Only element width 400 & 450𝑚𝑚 satisfy the requirement

What can be gathered from the table is that all designs for the single braced frame with the plot size
of 27.2 x 27.2 m have a displacement and acceleration that are too large. The designs for the single
braced frame with plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m all do not meet the displacement requirement but the designs
with permanent floor load 2 and 3 do meet the acceleration requirement. All double braced frame and
diagrid designs satisfy the displacement requirement. The designs with plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m and
a double braced frame or diagrid also satisfy the acceleration requirement. The double braced frame
with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m has a too large acceleration with permanent floor load 1 and 2, with load
3 only the designs with a floor span of 6.8 meters satisfy. For the diagrid designs with plot size 27.2 x
27.2 m and permanent floor load 1 the acceleration requirement is not met. With load 2 all designs with
a floor span of 6.8 meters, and the designs with floor span 3.4 meters and element width 400 & 450 mm
satisfy the acceleration requirement. For permanent floor load 3 all designs meet the requirements.

The unity checks for the single brace designs are the largest and the unity checks for the diagrid
designs are the smallest. This means that the single braced frame has the lowest global stiffness then
the double brace and the diagrid has the highest global stiffness. The unity checks for displacement are
always larger for the plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m than that of plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m. For the acceleration
it is opposite where the unity checks are always larger for the 27.2 x 27.2 m plot size. When the
permanent floor load increases the unity check for the displacement decreases slightly, but the unity
check for the acceleration decreases significantly. The unity checks for the options with a floor span of
3.4 meters are always larger, or the same in the case of the single braced options with plot size 27.2 x
40.8 m.

6.2. Design for SLS
In table 6.2 the element heights have been increased up until the point that the global SLS requirements
are met. Again, the results will be shown as the average for all six element widths. In table 6.2 the
average unity check for the displacement is given in the column (UC d), the average unity check for
the acceleration is given in the column with (UC a). In the column (ΔUC a) the decrease of the unity
check from the unity check for the ULS design given in table 6.1 is shown. In the column (Timber) the
increase of the total amount of timber in the stability system in the facade is shown in percentages. To
show the material efficiency of the increase in timber for the different options the (ΔUC a) is divided
by the increase in timber and shown in percentages. A higher percentage represents more material



6.2. Design for SLS 79

efficiency, since it means the unity check is lowered more with less added timber. The results for the
double brace and diagrid with plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m are not shown as all options already met the
SLS requirements. From table 6.2 information can be gathered on the unity check of the displacement
(UC d), the increase in timber (Timber) and the material efficiency of the increase ((Δ a/ Timber). The
findings will now be presented per item.

Table 6.2: Decrease acceleration unity check and increase timber in the stability system

Unity check displacement (UC d)

• For the larger plot size the unity checks for the displacement are larger than for the smaller plot
size

• With a higher floor load the unity check for the displacement is larger

• The single brace has the highest unity checks and the diagrid the smallest

• The options with a small plot size and brace have a larger unity check with floor span 3.4 m than
with floor span 6.8 m

Increase in timber (Timber)

• For the larger plot size the increase in timber is smaller than for the smaller plot size

• With a higher floor load the increase in material is smaller

• The single brace has the highest increase in material and the diagrid the smallest

• The options with a small plot size and brace have a larger increase with floor span 3.4 than with
floor span 6.8

Material efficiency of the increase (Δ a/ Timber)

• For the larger plot size the efficiency seems the largest, however the increase for floor load 2 and
3 is small so the results for these options is not very accurate

• With a higher floor load the efficiency increases, except for the options with a small plot size,
brace and small floor span

• The options with a small plot size, brace and floor span of 3.4 decrease in efficiency when the
floor load increases

• The single brace seems to have the least efficient increase and the diagrid the most

• On average the larger floor span has a higher efficiency than the small floor span
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6.3. Timber increase per check
When all the elements have been sized based on the three ULS checks including the ULS member
check (blue), the fire member check (orange), the connection design (green) and the SLS global checks
(red) the final designs of the stability systems are determined. To show howmuch each check increases
the timber usage in the stability system three graphs are shown for the single brace with a plot size
of 27.2 x 27.2 m and floor span 6.8 m. Three graphs are shown in figure 6.1 for the three permanent
floor loads. The graphs show the amount of timber in the stability system after each check per element
width. The three graphs have different y-axes.

Figure 6.1: Timber in the stability system after checks, results for single brace with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m and floor span 6.8

The three graphs show clearly that the increase in timber from the connection design to the SLS
design is higher with a lower permanent floor load. This was also seen in table 6.2. The relationship
between the increase in timber for the ULS checks which include the ULS member check (blue), the
fire check (orange) and connection design (green) does not change with increased permanent floor
load. It does however change with the element widths. The ULS and fire designs increase in material
usage when the element widths increase. Then when the connection design is made the amount of
timber used per element width becomes more similar. For the final timber usage determined by the
SLS design it differs what width uses the least timber. The effect of the element width on the material
usage in the final design will be discussed further in paragraph 8.2.4.
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The graphs shown in figure 6.1 only show the results for one stability system, one floor span and
one plot size. When studying the same graphs for designs with other parameters it is seen that the
relationship between the increase in timber for the ULS checks is similar. This means that the choice for
the stability system, floor span and plot size has no to little influence on the material increase between
the ULS checks.However, there is a big difference in material increase from the ULS checks to the SLS
checks for the other parameters. This material increase from the ULS to the SLS design was shown
in table 6.2 in the column (Timber). For this reason no additional graphs will be shown for the other
designs.

6.4. Final design
After the elements are sized based on the SLS checks all designs are finalized. In this paragraph two
designs are chosen to show how a final design looks and to gain insight into the element sizes. The
options that will be shown have a single brace, a plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m, a floor span of 6.8 meters
and an element width of 500 mm. One option will have permanent floor load 1 and the other load 3.

The figures will show the timber element sizes in centimeters and portray the elements scaled as
their real size. First, a figure will be shown of the total head facade, then only the bottom part of the
head facade will be shown with timber element sizes and a blue circle. Lastly, the connection design
located in the blue circle will be shown. When the connection design is portrayed the number of bolts
will be indicated with 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 x 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤.

Permanent floor load 1

Figure 6.2: Head facade Figure 6.3: Bottom part of the head facade with element sizes (𝑐𝑚)

Figure 6.4: Connection design with timber element sizes (𝑐𝑚) and number of bolts
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From figures 6.2 to 6.4 it is visible that the timber element sizes are so large that they overlap. This
means that the design is not feasible. The largest columns have a size of 19000 mm, the largest beam
of 550 mm and the largest brace of 9500 mm. The connection design was not altered during the SLS
design so the connection size does not increase. The connection has four bolts for the beam, 56 & 48
bolts for the braces and 112 & 144 bolts for the columns.

Permanent floor load 3

Figure 6.5: Head facade
Figure 6.6: Bottom part of the head facade with element sizes (cm)

Figure 6.7: Connection design with timber element sizes (cm) and number of bolts

From figures 6.5 to 6.7 it can be seen that the timber elements do not overlap. This means that the
design is feasible. The largest columns have a size of 2530 mm, the largest beam of 650 mm and the
largest brace of 1150 mm. The connection design has five bolts for the beam, 56 & 48 bolts for the
braces and 120 & 168 bolts for the columns.

When looking at the designs for permanent floor load 1 and permanent floor load 3 it can be seen
that there is a significant decrease in timber sizes when the load increases. The large sizes for load
1 make the design unfeasible. In the discussion in paragraph 8.1.2 the largest element sizes for all
designs with element width 500 𝑚𝑚 will be shown. Here, all the unfeasible designs made by the
parametric model will be discussed. For the connection design it can be seen that the connection sizes
for the braces are the same and the beam and column connections increase when the permanent floor
load increases.



7
Results per parameter

In this chapter the results of the influence of the different parameters will be discussed. Because the
type of stability system has a large influence on the results, the results will be split up for the three
stability systems. For each system the results will be discussed per parameter. The results will show
the amount of timber and steel used per parameter. The amount of material used in the stability system
and in the total building will be reported.

When one parameter is discussed the average value of the other parameters is taken. With the
exception of the plot size. The results will always be split-up per plot size as the results are considerably
different. For example, if the floor span parameter is discussed for the single braced frame design there
are a total of 72 designs. These designs are split up per plot size giving 36 designs. There are two
floor spans giving 18 designs per span. These 18 designs are divided into six element widths and three
permanent floor loads. The results shown in the table for the floor span will be the average value of the
18 designs for all element widths and permanent floor loads.

7.1. Single brace
The results shown in the tables are the amount of timber and steel in the stability system in the facade
and in the total building in cubic meters. This means that the steel connecting the internal beams and
columns, and the timber of the internal floors, beams and columns are added to the material in the
stability system in the facade. The values in the tables are the average values of the other parameters
as explained in the introduction of the chapter.

7.1.1. Plot size

The timber usage for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m is much larger than that of plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m as can
be seen in table 7.1. The amount of steel used is smaller for the plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m. For the total
amount of timber there is an increase of 42 % and for the total amount of steel 39 %. In the facade the
timber increase is 224% and the steel increase is 31%.

Plot size (𝑚) 27.2 x 27.2 m 27.2 x 40.8 m
Timber (𝑚3) 8251 5817

Timber facade (𝑚3) 5583 1723
Steel (𝑚3) 5.64 7.83

Steel facade (𝑚3) 4.24 5.57

Table 7.1: Material used
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7.1.2. Floor span

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

From table 7.2 it can be seen that the total amount of timber used is larger with a floor span of 3.4 m
with an increase of 27%. The timber in the facade is also larger for the span of 3.4 m with an increase
of 34%. The total amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 6.8 m. The increase in steel in
the facade is 9% and in the total amount of steel is 15%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 9221 7281

Timber facade (𝑚3) 6399 4768
Steel (𝑚3) 6.03 5.26

Steel facade (𝑚3) 4.43 4.05

Table 7.2: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

Table 7.3 shows that the total amount of timber is fairly more for a span of 3.4 m with an increase of
6.1%. In the facade the timber used is larger for the span of 6.8 with an increase of 5.3%. The total
amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 6.8 m. The increase in steel in the facade is 6.1%
and in the total amount of steel is 11%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 5988 5646

Timber facade (𝑚3) 1678 1767
Steel (𝑚3) 8.25 7.41

Steel facade (𝑚3) 5.74 5.41

Table 7.3: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

7.1.3. Permanent floor load

Load 1 is the permanent floor load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2 is 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3 is 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

In table 7.4 it is shown that the amount of timber used decreases when the permanent floor load in-
creases, for both the total amount of timber and timber in the facade. The increase between the options
with the least timber and the most is 216% for the facade and 84% for the total amount of timber. The
steel usage increases when the load increases. The increase in the facade is 29% and in the total
building it is 39%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 11115 7592 6046

Timber facade (𝑚3) 9001 4903 2847
Steel (𝑚3) 4.78 5.51 6.64

Steel facade(𝑚3) 3.69 4.28 4.76

Table 7.4: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m
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Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

As seen in table 7.5 the total amount of timber used increases when the permanent floor load increases.
The timber in the facade is the least for load 2. The increase between the options with the least timber
and the most is 8.9% for the facade and 31.5% for the total amount of timber. The steel usage increases
when the load increases. The increase in the facade is 31% and in the total building it is 42%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 5043 5777 6632

Timber facade (𝑚3) 1792 1646 1730
Steel (𝑚3) 6.56 7.61 9.33

Steel facade (𝑚3) 4.79 5.64 6.29

Table 7.5: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

7.1.4. Element width

The element width has no influence on material usage of the internal structure, therefore only the
material used in the stability system in the facade will be shown.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

The amount of timber used from low to high per element width is 650, 600, 550 & 400, 500 and 450,
this can be seen in table 7.6. The difference between the option with the least and the most timber
is 5.8%. The steel usage is the largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. From a width of 400 to 550
𝑚𝑚 there is a significant decrease in steel usage, where the decrease in these steps becomes smaller.
From a width of 550 𝑚𝑚 to 650 𝑚𝑚 there is a very small decrease in steel. The maximum difference
in steel usage is 46%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 5598 5737 5687 5595 5458 5425
Steel facade (𝑚3) 5.52 4.53 4.04 3.81 3.79 3.77

Table 7.6: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

The results for the large plot size are shown in table 7.7. The amount of timber used increases when
the element width increases. The difference between the option with the least and the most timber is
9.2%. The steel usage is the largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. From a width of 400 to 550 𝑚𝑚
there is a significant decrease in steel usage, where the decrease in these steps becomes smaller.
From a width of 550 𝑚𝑚 to 600 𝑚𝑚 there is a very small decrease and 650 𝑚𝑚 has the same usage
as 600 𝑚𝑚. The maximum difference in steel usage is 44%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 1660 1667 1693 1731 1772 1814
Steel facade (𝑚3) 7.20 5.86 5.31 5.05 5.01 5.01

Table 7.7: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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7.2. Double brace
The results shown in the tables are the amount of timber and steel in the total building in cubic meters.
This means that the steel connecting the internal beams and columns, and the timber of the internal
floors, beams and columns are added to the material in the stability system in the facade. The values
in the tables are the average values of the other parameters as explained in the introduction of the
chapter.

7.2.1. Plot size

The timber usage for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m is larger than that of plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m as can be
seen in table 7.8. The amount of steel used is smaller for the plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m. For the total
amount of timber there is an increase of 18% and for the total amount of steel 39%. In the facade the
timber increase is 150% and the steel increase is 28%.

Plot size (𝑚𝑚) 27.2 x 27.2 m 27.2 x 40.8 m
Timber (𝑚3) 6752 5744

Timber facade 𝑚3) 4079 1629
Steel (𝑚3) 5.89 8.00

Steel facade (𝑚3) 4.49 5.75

Table 7.8: Material used

7.2.2. Floor span

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

From table 7.9 it can be seen that the total amount of timber used is larger with a floor span of 3.4 with
an increase of 36%. The timber in the facade is also larger for the span of 3.4 m with an increase of
56%. The total amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 6.8 m. The increase in steel in the
facade is 11% and in the total amount of steel is 15%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 7789 5714

Timber facade (𝑚3) 4966 3191
Steel (𝑚3) 6.30 5.48

Steel facade (𝑚3) 4.70 4.28

Table 7.9: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

Table 7.10 shows that the total amount of timber is fairly more for a span of 3.4 m with an increase of
5.5%. In the facade the timber used is larger for the span of 6.8 m with an increase of 8.5%. The total
amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 6.8 m. The increase in steel in the facade is 6.4 %
and in the total amount of steel is 11%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 5897 5590

Timber facade (𝑚3) 1562 1695
Steel (𝑚3) 8.44 7.58

Steel facade (𝑚3) 5.93 5.57

Table 7.10: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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7.2.3. Permanent floor load

Load 1 is the permanent floor load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2 is 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3 is 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

In table 7.11 it is shown that the amount of timber used decreases when the permanent floor load
increases, for both the total amount of timber and timber in the facade. The increase between the
options with the least timber and the most is 192% for the facade and 60% for the total amount of
timber. The steel usage increases when the load increases. The increase in the facade is 27% and in
the total building it is 37%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 8766 5999 5490

Timber facade (𝑚3) 6652 3308 2276
Steel (𝑚3) 5.03 5.76 6.89

Steel facade (𝑚3) 3.94 4.54 5.00

Table 7.11: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

As seen in table 7.12 the amount of timber used increases when the permanent floor load increases.
The increase between the options with the least timber and the most is 14% for the facade and 39%
for the total amount of timber. The steel usage increases when the load increases. The increase in the
facade is 27% and in the total building it is 39%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 4787 5792 6653

Timber facade (𝑚3) 1517 1640 1730
Steel (𝑚3) 6.80 7.78 9.45

Steel facade (𝑚3) 5.04 5.80 6.41

Table 7.12: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

7.2.4. Element width

The element width has no influence on material usage of the internal structure, therefore only the
material used in the stability system in the facade will be shown.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

The amount of timber used from low to high per element width is 400, 500, 550 & 600, 450 and 650,
this can be seen in table 7.13. The difference between the option with the least and the most timber
is 10%. The steel usage is the largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚 and then decreases when the
element width increases. The maximum difference in steel usage is 42%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 3843 4165 4009 4106 4112 4237
Steel facade (𝑚3) 5.68 4.65 4.35 4.15 4.10 4.02

Table 7.13: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m
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Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

The results for the large plot size are shown in table 7.14. The amount of timber used decreases from
400 𝑚𝑚 to 450 𝑚𝑚 and then it increases. The difference between the option with the least and the
most timber is 13%. The steel usage is the largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. From a width
of 400 to 550 𝑚𝑚 there is a significant decrease in steel usage, where the decrease in these steps
becomes smaller. From a width of 550 𝑚𝑚 to 600 𝑚𝑚 there is a very small decrease and from 600
𝑚𝑚 to 650 𝑚𝑚 there is an increase again. The maximum difference in steel usage is 42%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 1596 1552 1572 1626 1678 1748
Steel facade (𝑚3) 7.37 6.02 5.46 5.24 5.19 5.23

Table 7.14: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

7.3. Diagrid
The results shown in the tables are the amount of timber and steel in the total building in cubic meters.
This means that the steel connecting the internal beams and columns, and the timber of the internal
floors, beams and columns are added to the material in the stability system in the facade. The values
in the tables are the average values of the other parameters as explained in the introduction of the
chapter.

7.3.1. Plot size
The timber usage in the facade for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m is larger than that of plot size 27.2 x 40.8
m as can be seen in table 7.15. However, when the internal structure is included the large plot size
uses more timber. The amount of steel used is smaller for the plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m. For the total
amount of timber there is an increase of 4% and for the total amount of steel 29%. In the facade the
timber increase is 49% and the steel increase is 26%.

Plot size (𝑚𝑚) 27.2 x 27.2 m 27.2 x 40.8 m
Timber (𝑚3) 6213 6480

Timber facade (𝑚3) 3544 2386
Steel (𝑚3) 19.93 25.65

Steel facade (𝑚3) 18.53 23.39

Table 7.15: Material used

7.3.2. Floor span

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

From table 7.16 it can be seen that the total amount of timber used is larger with a floor span of 3.4 m
with an increase of 7.3%. The timber in the facade is also larger for the span of 3.4 with a difference
increase of 3.7%. The total amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 3.4 m. The increase in
steel in the facade is 20% and in the total amount of steel is 16%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 6432 5993

Timber facade (𝑚3) 3609 3480
Steel (𝑚3) 18.47 21.39

Steel facade (𝑚3) 16.87 20.18

Table 7.16: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m
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Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

Table 7.17 shows that the total amount of timber used is more for a span of 3.4 m with an increase of
3.9%. In the facade the timber used is larger for the span of 6.8 m with an increase of 7.8%. The total
amount of steel used is smaller with a floor span of 3.4 m. The increase in steel in the facade is 15.2%
and in the total amount of steel it is 12%.

Span (𝑚) 3.4 6.8
Timber (𝑚3) 6606 6355

Timber facade (𝑚3) 2296 2476
Steel (𝑚3) 24.24 27.05

Steel facade (𝑚3) 21.73 25.05

Table 7.17: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

7.3.3. Permanent floor load

Load 1 is the permanent floor load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2 is 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3 is 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

In table 7.18 it is shown that the amount of timber used is the smallest for permanent floor load 2. The
increase between the options with the least timber and the most is 230% for the facade and 86% for
the total amount of timber. The steel usage increases when the load increases. The increase in the
facade is 36% and in the total building it is 38%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 8699 4685 5254

Timber facade (𝑚3) 6585 1994 2054
Steel (𝑚3) 16.72 19.96 23.10

Steel facade (𝑚3) 15.62 18.74 21.22

Table 7.18: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

As seen in table 7.19 the amount of timber used increases when the permanent floor load increases.
The increase between the options with the least timber and the most is 20% for the facade and 38%
for the total amount of timber. The steel usage increases when the load increases. The increase in the
facade is 37% and in the total building it is 40%.

Load 1 2 3
Timber (𝑚3) 5408 6535 7498

Timber facade (𝑚3) 2158 2404 2596
Steel (𝑚3) 21.37 25.65 29.92

Steel facade (𝑚3) 19.61 23.67 26.88

Table 7.19: Material used for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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7.3.4. Element width

The element width has no influence on material usage of the internal structure, therefore only the
material used in the stability system in the facade will be shown.

Plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

The amount of timber used increases when the element width increases, this can be seen in table 7.20.
The difference between the option with the least and the most timber is 14%. The steel usage is the
largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. From a width of 400 to 600𝑚𝑚 there is a significant decrease
in steel usage, where the decrease in these steps becomes smaller. From a width of 600 𝑚𝑚 to 650
𝑚𝑚 there is a small increase. The maximum difference in steel usage is 43%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 3238 3402 3561 3674 3685 3706
Steel facade (𝑚3) 23.94 19.37 17.20 16.78 16.72 17.16

Table 7.20: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

The results for the large plot size are shown in table 7.21. The amount of timber used first decreases
from 400 𝑚𝑚 to 500 𝑚𝑚 and then it increases. The difference between the option with the least and
the most timber is 6.3%. Again, the steel usage is the largest for an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. From
a width of 400 to 600 𝑚𝑚 there is a significant decrease in steel usage, where the decrease in these
steps becomes smaller. Then for a width of 650 𝑚𝑚 the steel increases. The maximum difference in
steel usage is 43%.

Width (𝑚𝑚) 400 450 500 550 600 650
Timber facade (𝑚3) 2472 2361 2326 2339 2380 2439
Steel facade (𝑚3) 30.28 24.45 21.74 21.16 21.11 21.58

Table 7.21: Material used in facade for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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Discussion

In this chapter the results will be explained and discussed. At first, the general results will be discussed
and secondly the results per parameter.

8.1. General results
Firstly, the change in the material usage for the stability system design from the ULS to the SLS design
will be discussed. Secondly, the final designs of themodels will be discussed where the biggest element
sizes will be shown and the feasibility of the designs will be discussed.

8.1.1. From ULS to SLS design

The first results after the ULS design in table 6.1 showed that some designs did not have sufficient
global stiffness or weight to comply with the SLS requirements. All designs with plot size 27.2 x 27.2
m did not satisfy the acceleration requirements. Whereas, almost all designs with plot size 27.2 x 40.8
m satisfied the acceleration requirement except the single brace with permanent floor load 1.

Then, the design for SLS results were shown. In table 8.1 the trends described in paragraph 6.2
are summarized. It was seen that if the plot size increases the unity check for the displacement in-
creases, the percentage of timber added decreases and the efficiency of the added timber increases.
An increase in permanent floor load gives the same behaviour. There is an exception for this behaviour
indicated in the table with an asterisk. This exception will be explained in paragraph 8.2.2. With an
increase in span the displacement unity check decreases, the percentage of timber added decreases
and the efficiency of the added timber increases. The global stiffness of the single brace is the low-
est, the double brace has a higher stiffness and the diagrid has the highest stiffness. It was seen that
the stability systems with a higher global stiffness had a smaller displacement unity check, less tim-
ber added and a higher efficiency. From this table it can be seen that an increase in the displacement
unity check sometimes causes a decrease in added timber and other times a decrease in displacement
unity check causes a decrease in added timber. To explore why this is, first it is important to understand
the model response for acceleration. Then afterwards this phenomena is explained by exploring the
relationship between the global displacement and the building mass.
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Table 8.1: Trends found for the design for SLS
*Not true for braced frame designs with floor span 3.4 m and plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

Model response for acceleration

The options that did not meet the SLS requirements needed to have their element heights increased.
This was done to increase the global stiffness of the stability systems but it also increased the weight
of the building which can decrease the acceleration. The response of the parametric model to a de-
crease in displacement and increase in weight is shown in figures 8.1 and 8.2. To calculate the natural
frequency of the model the weight and the global lateral displacement of the building are used as can
be seen in formula 4.2. To calculate the acceleration the weight and the calculated natural frequency
are used as is shown in formula 8.1. In this formula 𝜇𝑟𝑒𝑓 represents the mass of the building and 𝑅(𝑛)
and 𝑘𝑝(𝑛) are functions of the natural frequency.

𝑎max(𝑛) = 𝑐f ⋅ 𝜌 ⋅ 𝐼v ⋅ 𝑣2m ⋅ 𝐑(𝐧) ⋅
𝐾y ⋅ 𝐾z ⋅ Φ
𝝁ref ⋅ Φmax

⋅ 𝐤𝐩(𝐧) (8.1)

A smaller frequency will increase the acceleration if the weight remains the same. A larger weight will
decrease the acceleration if the natural frequency is the same. However, as can be seen in figure
8.1 the increase in weight in the parametric model will decrease the frequency but still decrease the
acceleration. Figure 8.2 shows that a smaller displacement will increase the frequency and therefore
decrease the acceleration. A smaller natural frequency will also increase the allowed acceleration.

Figure 8.1: Effect of weight on the along-wind acceleration Figure 8.2: Effect displacement on along-wind acceleration

Relationship between global displacement and building mass

As just discussed, when the acceleration needs to be decreased you can increase the weight and de-
crease the displacement. In table 8.1 it was seen that global displacement unity check was sometimes
higher when the amount of added material was lower. And, sometimes the global displacement unity
check was lower when the added timber was lower. In figures 8.3 and 8.4 the relationship between the
weight of the building and the displacement is shown. When the displacement is smaller, less weight
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is required to meet the acceleration requirement. Figure 8.3 shows a situation where the unity check
for the displacement is 1, so the global displacement is 136 𝑚𝑚. In figure 8.4 the unity check is 0.5
and the global displacement is 68 𝑚𝑚. In these figures the average weight of the building per running
meter in height after the ULS design from each plot size and permanent floor load is shown with verti-
cal lines. With a blue line the acceleration of the building is plotted. The acceleration decreases with
increased mass of the building. In orange the acceleration requirement is shown. The acceleration
requirement increases with increased weight. A building satisfies when the requirement is larger then
the acceleration. With a displacement of 136 𝑚𝑚 in figure 8.3 it can be seen that the building should
have a weight of approximately 225000 𝑘𝑔/𝑚 to meet the acceleration requirement this is indicated
with a black dotted line. When the displacement is 68 𝑚𝑚 the required weight becomes less and is
approximately 190000 𝑘𝑔/𝑚 this is also indicated with a black dotted line.

Figure 8.3: Acceleration and requirement for displacement UC = 1

Figure 8.4: Acceleration and requirement for displacement UC = 0.5
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Looking at table 8.1 once more it was seen that when the plot size is larger and the permanent
floor load is larger the displacement unity check is larger, and the required added timber is smaller.
When the plot size and permanent floor load are larger the total mass of the building is also larger.
Therefore, the acceleration requirement is met with a larger global displacement. Meaning that the
stability system requires less global stiffness. That is why almost all designs with a large plot size met
the SLS requirements after sizing for ULS, as was seen in table 6.1.

The other relationship that could be seen in table 8.1 is that a larger floor span and higher global
stiffness require less added timber. A larger floor span also increases the global stiffness on average,
this will be explained in paragraph 8.2.2. A higher global stiffness will result in a smaller global dis-
placement. consequently, when comparing figure 8.3 to 8.4 it can be sees that with a smaller global
displacement less building mass is required. This is why the diagrid needed the least added timber.

8.1.2. Final design

Not all final designs were feasible as was seen in paragraph 6.4. For all stability system designs with
an element width of 500 𝑚𝑚 the largest element heights in millimeter per element type are given in
the matrix in figure 8.5. The values for the permanent floor loads were load 1: 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2: 5.3
𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3: 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.In the figure the braces are also called diagonals. In paragraph 6.4 the
design for a single brace with a small plot size, floor span of 6.8 m with permanent floor load 1 and
load 3 was shown. The design for load 1 was unfeasible as the columns had the large element height
of 19000 𝑚𝑚 and the braces of 9500 𝑚𝑚. These element heights caused the elements to overlap.
In figure 8.5 this option is therefore indicated in red. The other designs that are unfeasible are all the
braced frame designs with a plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m and a floor span 3.4 m. The single brace with
a small plot size, a floor span of 6.8 m and permanent floor load 2. The double brace with the small
plot size, a floor span of 6.8 m and permanent floor load 1. And, the diagrid designs with a small plot
size and load 1. These results are shown for an element width of 500 𝑚𝑚. The element heights will
decrease with a larger element width, however this decrease still gives designs with element heights
that overlap or fill almost the complete facade. For this reason it is concluded that the designs marked
red in figure 8.5 are not feasible for every element width.

Figure 8.5: Largest element heights (mm) for design with an element width of 500 mm
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Enhancing the final design

In this thesis the global stiffness of the designs was only enhanced by increasing certain timber element
heights. In the braced frame designs only the columns and braces were increased and in the diagrids
only the diagonals and beams. In the exploratory study performed on the design for SLS in paragraph
4.5 it was explored how the global stiffness could be increased. This study was performed on designs
with a floor span of 6.8 m and plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m. In this study it was seen that increasing the
column height was less material efficient than increasing the brace height in the braced frame systems.
To enhance the braced frame designs and make them feasible a solution could be to increase the
element height of the brace more than the element height of the column. In this parametric model
the element heights of all elements are always increased with the same percentage so the design is
not fully optimized. For the diagrid designs increasing the beam height was also less efficient than
increasing the diagonal height. Therefore increasing the diagonal height more than the beam height
could give better results.

From the exploratory study it was also seen that increasing the connection stiffness could enhance
the global stiffness. Increasing the connection stiffness would decrease the required timber element
heights. For the single braced frame design it was seen that increasing the beam connections would
increase the global stiffness. For the double brace increasing the brace and beam connections had a
positive influence. Increasing the brace connections is 3.5x more effective than increasing the beam
connections. In the diagrid designs increasing the connections in the diagonals could improve the
stiffness.

From figure 8.5 it could also be seen that the braced frame designs with a span of 3.4 m give more
unfeasible designs than those with a span of 6.8 m. Why this happens will be explained in paragraph
8.2.2.

8.2. Results per parameter
Now the parameters will be discussed to explore what design choices increase the material efficiency.
There were five parameters in the model. These parameters were the stability system, the plot size,
the floor span, the permanent floor load and the element size. This discussion will first start with a
comparison of the stability systems split-up per plot size. Afterwards, the parameters of the floor span,
permanent floor load and element width will be discussed. The parameters of the stability system and
plot size have such a large influence on the other parameters that they will be discussed within the
paragraphs of the other parameters. The element width will be discussed lastly as it has the least
influence on the other parameters.

8.2.1. Comparison of the systems

In figure 8.6 a matrix is given where the total amount of steel and timber in the complete building used
per design is shown for the designs with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m. The total amounts in the building
including internal structure are used to make a fairer comparison between the systems. The results
in the tables are the average values of all element widths. This is done because the element widths
do not influence the other parameters and therefore the average value gives clear results. In grey the
unfeasible options are marked and in green the options with the least amount of material are shown.
When an option is unfeasible it will not be chosen as an option that uses the least amount of material.
From figure 8.6 it can be seen that the least amount of steel is always used for the smallest load. In
the external braced frame systems the span of 6.8 m uses the least steel and in the diagrid a span of
3.4 m. For the external braced frame the floor span of 6.8 m and permanent floor load 3 uses the least
timber. For the diagrid the least amount of timber is used with a permanent floor load of 2. The option
with the least timber is the double brace, the diagrid is second and the single brace is third. The least
amount of timber used per system does not differ much, the difference between the single brace and
double brace is only an increase of 2.2 %. For the steel the difference is much larger. From the double
brace to the single brace the increase is 15% and from the double brace to the diagrid the increase is
241%.
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Figure 8.6: Timber and steel for plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m

In figure 8.7 the results are shown for the plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m. Here as well, the amount of
steel is smallest for the lowest load. In the external braced frame systems the span of 6.8 m uses the
least steel and in the diagrid a span of 3.4 m, this is the same as for the small plot size. For all options
the lowest permanent floor load gives the least timber. The option with the least amount of timber is the
double brace again. Now, the single brace is second and the diagrid is last. The difference in timber
between the double brace and the diagrid is an increase of 12.2%. For the steel the difference from
the single brace to the double brace is an increase of 3.2% and from the single brace to the diagrid the
increase is 225%.

Figure 8.7: Timber and steel for plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m

8.2.2. Floor span

Steel

The amount of steel used in not optimised for the SLS design it is only calculated based on the ULS
requirements. For the floor span there is a difference in steel usage between the braced frame designs
and the diagrid. For the braced frame the options that use the least amount of steel have a floor span of
6.8 m, this can be explained by there being less connections. Because with a floor span of 3.4 m there
are twice as many columns in the building. For the diagrid it is opposite where the floor span of 3.4 m
uses less steel. This is caused by the difference in transferring the internal beam loads in the facade
shown in figure 4.17. The amount of steel mostly decreases in the diagonals, this is because the floor
span of 6.8 meters causes smaller normal forces in the diagonals on average. These relationships are
true for both plot sizes.
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Timber

To discuss the timber usage the discussion is split up in external braced frame and diagrid stability
systems.

External braced frame

Figure 8.8: Floor span and plot size designs for single brace

In figure 8.8 the four different designs for a single brace are shown for the two plot sizes and floor
spans. As can be seen from the figure the options with plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m will always have their
short facade, which is normative for the global displacement, with a floor span of 6.8 m. Therefore a
change in floor span will not effect the displacement much. The amount of timber used in the facade
is larger for the floor span of 6.8 m but the total amount of timber used in the building is largest for the
floor span of 3.4 m.

In plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m with a span of 6.8 m you will have the same head and side facade but
with a span of 3.4 m the side facade will become normative for the displacement. The facade has
more connections and therefore the displacement of the facade is also larger and the global stiffness is
lower. This was clear from the results in table 6.1 and was also indicated in table 8.1. This is also why
more timber in the facade was required with a floor span of 3.4 for the plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m. The
efficiency of increasing the timber is also lower for a span of 3.4 as was seen in table 6.2, this is because
the timber in both facades is increased while the facade with a span of 3.4 m is normative. The material
efficiency could therefore be enhanced for these designs by increasing the stiffness of the facade with
the short span first. Also, the designs for a span of 3.4 m were not investigated in the exploratory study.
For the designs with a span of 6.8 m it was already seen that increasing the beam connections would
have a positive effect on the global stiffness. With a smaller span the connection stiffness in the beams
is even less because of the smaller load transferred to the connection. Consequently, the designs with
plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m and floor span 3.4 could probably benefit even more from increasing the beam
connection stiffness than the options with floor span 6.8.

Diagrid

For the diagrid the change in floor span does not change the facade design, the only difference in the
load transfer is to the beams of the stability system. For the plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m the amount of
timber used in the facade is larger for a floor span of 6.8 m, this is caused by the span giving larger
normal forces in the stability system. However, the total timber usage is larger for a span of 3.4 m due
to the higher timber usage of the internal structure.

For plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m the amount of timber used in the facade is larger for the span of 3.4 m.
These designs use less steel and have less bolts resulting in lower connection stiffnesses. With lower
connection stiffnesses more timber is required to provide the same global stiffness.
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8.2.3. Permanent floor load

The three different permanent floor loads are load 1: 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2: 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3: 6.7
𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.

Steel

When looking at the steel usage for the different plot sizes the large plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m uses
the most steel as there are more connections present in the system. With an increased permanent
floor load the amount of steel also always increases since the joints will get larger vertical forces and
therefore also need larger connections.

Timber

For the plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m permanent floor load 1 always has the least amount of timber. This is
because of the weight of the building. From figure 8.3 it could be seen that with a unity check of 1 the
building weight was close to meeting the acceleration requirement and load 2 and 3 were very safe.
For the braced frame designs with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m, load 3 used the least timber. However, for
the double brace load 2 and 3 did not differ much. The diagrid designs with this plot size used the least
timber with load 2. This is also because of the relationship between the global displacement and the
mass of the building.

The diagrid designs with a small plot size had a displacement unity check of roughly 0.5 after the
ULS design, so they can be compared to figure 8.4. From this figure it can be seen that with this
displacement the permanent floor load of 2, shown in the green vertical line is almost at the intersection
of the acceleration and the acceleration requirement. The single brace designs had a displacement
unity check of roughly 1 after the ULS design, so they can be compared to figure 8.3. The weights
closest to the intersection are the small plot size with permanent floor load 3 shown in red, and the
large plot size with load 1. These loads are also the same as the most material efficient designs.
This means that these kinds of graphs can help predict what kind of building mass is the most material
efficient when the range of the displacement is known. The graphs can also be plotted with acceleration
on the y-axis and displacement on the x-axis and then the type of stability system can be chosen based
on the required displacement unity check.

8.2.4. Element width

Steel

Figure 8.9: Steel usage per element width for single brace Figure 8.10: Steel usage per element width for diagrid

The most interesting result for the steel usage comes from the element width. In figures 8.9 and 8.10
the amount of steel and timber is shown per element width. In figure 8.9 the result is shown for a single
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brace with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m with permanent floor load 1 and in figure 8.10 the result is shown
for the diagrid with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m and floor load 1. The difference between the steel usage of
some of the designs was that either the amount of steel used decreased slightly from a width of 600 to
650 like in figure 8.9 or it would increase slightly like in figure 8.10. However, the difference between the
steel usage was always relatively small. Therefore, it can be concluded that the elements widths of 600
and 650 on average use the same amount steel. For all designs the element width of 400𝑚𝑚 used the
most steel and it then decreased up until 600 𝑚𝑚. The options with an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚, 450
𝑚𝑚 and 500 𝑚𝑚 also use more bolts than the other widths giving the connections a higher stiffness.
This is caused by the capacity of the connection. In a thinner timber element the capacity per bolt
can be less because the bolt length is shorter. Shorter bolts do not decrease the connection stiffness
however. Also, the block shear capacity is reached earlier with thinner elements making adding rows
of bolts (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤) ineffective. To get a higher connection capacity the timber element height will have to
be increased.

Timber
When looking at the results for the timber increase per check in paragraph 6.3 it was shown that the
increase in timber between the fire design and connection design was the largest for smaller element
widths. This is caused by the block shear capacity becoming normative and the elements requiring
a higher element height. Nonetheless, the timber usage after the connection design is very similar
for all element widths. For designs that are sized by the SLS requirements the element width with
the least timber usage differs quite a lot. The only real noticeable trend is that for the small plot size
with a double brace or diagrid the amount of timber required is lower for smaller element widths when
permanent floor load 1 or 2 are applied. This is because of these widths having more bolts and a
higher connection stiffness. In figure 8.10 this can be seen clearly where the amount of timber used
increases up until an element width of 550 𝑚𝑚. This is because the increased connection stiffness of
the brace and diagonals decreases the displacement and therefore less timber is needed to decrease
the displacement. For the single brace this effect is less because it was seen in the exploratory study
for the SLS design in paragraph 4.5.1. that the increase of connection stiffness of the brace had no
influence on the displacement. That is why this increase in steel is less efficient than for the other
designs as can be seen in the timber usage of figure 8.9.

For the diagrid designs that are sized based on the ULS design the least amount of timber is used
for the element widths in the middle of the range, so least for 500 𝑚𝑚 and 550 𝑚𝑚 and increasing a
little when moving outwards. For the braced frame designs that are sized based on the ULS design the
element widths with the least amount of timber are from 400-500 𝑚𝑚 and increases slightly when the
width increases.

8.3. Conclusions
From ULS to SLS design

The results and discussion on the sizing of the elements for ULS to SLS design showed that heavier
buildings were more often sized on the ULS checks. That is why the buildings with the larger plot size
met the acceleration requirement already when the displacement unity check was close to 1. For the
smaller plot size the designs with a higher load also needed less material increase. The same went
for buildings with a higher global stiffness requiring less added material. It was also seen that some of
the designs were unfeasible due to their large element sizes. These options were all of the small plot
size. No option with load 1 nor braced options with span 3.4 were feasible. To improve the designs the
exploratory study for the SLS design could be used. The external braced frames can be improved by
increasing the column heights less than the brace height and the diagrid designs can be improved by
increasing the diagonal heights more than the beam height. For braced frame designs where the facade
with a floor span of 3.4 m can become normative for the global displacement the material efficiency
can also be increased. This can be done by first only improving the facade with floor span 3.4 m until
it has the same stiffness as the facade with floor span 6.8 m. Also, the connection stiffness can be
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increased to decrease the element heights. This was out of the scope of this research but was studied
in the exploratory study for the SLS design. It was found that increasing the connection stiffness of
the beam would increase the global stiffness in the single braced frame designs. In the double braced
frame designs increasing the brace had the most effect and increasing the beam connection would
also improve the global stiffness. For the diagrid designs increasing the diagonal connections would
enhance the global stiffness.

Parameters

When the difference between parameters is smaller than 10% the influence is seen as insignificant.

• Plot size: The amount of steel used increases when the plot size increases. This increase in the
facade is around 30% for the braced frames and 26% for the diagrid. The total amount of steel is
increased with 39% for the braced frames and 29% for the diagrid. From this it can be concluded
that a large plot size uses more steel, where the increase is larger for the internal structure than
the facade.
The amount of timber used in the braced frames is more for the small plot size, In the facade the
increase is 150% and 224% and in the total building 42% and 18%. So in the external braced
frame designs the small plot sizes uses more timber especially in the facade. For the diagrid the
amount of timber used in the facade is 49% more for the small plot size and the total amount of
timber used is 4% more. This means the big plot size is still more timber efficient as the floor area
of the 27.2 x 40.8 m plot size is 1.5x larger than the 27.2 x 27.2 m plot size.

• Floor span: For the braced frame designs with a small plot size the amount of steel used is 10%
more in the facade and 15% in total with a floor span of 3.4 m than with a span of 6.8 m. For the
large plot size the amount of steel used in the braced frames is also more with a span of 3.4 m, in
the facade the increase is roughly 6% and the total building it is 11%. The external braced frame
designs are therefore more efficient with a span of 6.8 m. Although, the influence on the facade
in the large plot size is small. For all the diagrid designs the amount of steel used is higher for a
span of 6.8 m with roughly 18% for the facade and 14% in total. This means that the load transfer
through the facade with a span of 3.4 m is more steel efficient than a span of 6.8 m.
The timber usage in the braced frame systems with a small plot size is larger for floor span 3.4
m. The timber in the facade is 34% and 56% higher and the total timber in the building 27% and
36% higher. Thus, the span of 6.8 m is more timber efficient for a braced frame with plot size
27.2 x 27.2 m. Braced frames with a large plot size use less timber in the facade with a span of
3.4 m and use less timber in total with a span of 6.8 m. The increase is only around 7% in the
facade and roughly 5% in total. Therefore, the floor span is not seen as a significant influence
on the large plot size for the braced frame designs. For the diagrid designs with a small plot size
the timber usage is smaller for a span of 6.8 m with 3.7% in the facade and 7.3% in total. For
the large plot size the diagrid designs use less timber in the facade with a span of 3.4 m and less
timber in the total building with 6.8 m. The difference is 3.9% for the facade and 7.8% in total.
All increases for timber in the diagrid designs are below 10% so the influence of the span on the
timber usage is seen as insignificant.

• Permanent floor load: The three different permanent floor loads are load 1: 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, load 2:
5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3: 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2. The steel usage in the braced frame designs is higher when
the permanent floor load increases. The increase in steel usage from permanent floor load 1 to
load 3 is around 30% in the facade, and 40% in the total building for all braced frame designs.
The steel usage in the diagrid is also more when the load increases. From load 1 to load 3 the
increase is around 38% for the facade and the total building. The steel usage will therefore always
increase when the permanent floor load increases for all designs.
In the braced frame designs with a small plot size the highest permanent floor load uses the least
timber. The increase from load 1 to load 3 is 192% and 216% for the facade and 84% or 60% in
total. The diagrid designs with a small plot size use the least timber with permanent floor load 2
and the most with load 1 the difference is 230 % in the facade and 86% in total. The second best
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option was permanent floor load 3 that used 12% more timber in total. For the large plot size all
designs use the least timber with the least load. The increase of timber for the braced frames in
the facades was 8.9% and 14% and in the total building 32% and 39%. For the diagrid designs
with large plot size the increase in the facade is 38% and in the total building 20%.
To compare if it is more material efficient to increase the permanent floor load or to increase the
timber in the facade, options with a load that is ’too high’ are compared to options with a load that
is ’too low’. The load is too high when the design with a lower load uses less material. Thus, all
options with a large plot size with a load higher than load 1 are seen as too high. In the designs
with the large plot size the total increase of timber in the buildings when using permanent floor load
3 instead of 1, ranges from 20% to 39%. And, the increase for the diagrid with a small plot size
from load 2 to 3 was only 12% as mentioned before. The small plot sizes use the least amount
of timber with permanent floor load 2 or 3, depending on the global stiffness of the system. The
increase from load 1 to the option with the least amount of timber for designs with a small plot
size ranges from 60% to 86%. These percentages are significantly higher than the percentages
for the increase when the permanent floor load is ’too high’. Also, the options for the small plot
size with load 1 gave unfeasible results. Therefore, it seems to be more timber efficient to use a
higher permanent floor load then to increase the timber in the facade.

• Element width: The steel usage in the facade per element width decreases from width 400
𝑚𝑚 up until width 600 𝑚𝑚. Then from 600 𝑚𝑚 to 650 𝑚𝑚 the steel usage either is the same,
increases or decreases. The options with the least amount of steel are either 600 𝑚𝑚 or 650
𝑚𝑚. The difference between the element width with the most steel usage and the least is for
every design between 42% and 46%. Consequently, it can be said that the steel efficiency is
higher with a larger element width. It was also discussed that from an element width of 400 𝑚𝑚
to an element width of 550 𝑚𝑚 the amount of bolts decreased in the connections increasing the
connection stiffness.
The most timber efficient element width differs for all different designs. Therefore no conclusion
can be drawn on what width is the most timber efficient.

• Stability system: When using the same parameters for both braced frame designs the double
braced frame design uses between 6.8% to 1.1% more steel in the entire building than the single
brace. This is a relatively small increase. The diagrid designs use between 150% and 300%
more steel than both braced frames. This an average steel usage of 3x more for the diagrid
designs. The diagrid design might have an even larger steel usage as the connections for the
corner columns might require a steel box as mentioned in paragraph 4.2.1. It can therefore be
concluded that the steel efficiency for the braced frame designs is similar and the diagrid designs
have a much lower steel efficiency.
The stability system with the least timber usage differs as the global stiffness of the systems is
highly related to the required permanent floor load. When looking at the matrices in figure 8.6
and 8.7 it could be seen that the double braced frame designs use the least timber in the total
building. However, for the small plot size the best options of the three stability systems only differ
2.2%, and for the large plot size it is 12.6%. Therefore it can be concluded that for the small plot
size the three systems are similarly timber efficient. For the large plot size the timber efficiency
is highest for the double brace, however the difference is not large.
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Conclusion and Recommendations

9.1. Conclusions
The research performed in this study can be used to answer the main question:

How can different design choices influence the material efficiency of an externally braced timber
stability system for high-rise, based on an integral comparison considering both connections and

timber elements?

The following conclusions apply to the researched ranges of the parameters and buildings dimen-
sions. The studied designs have a height of 68 meters with 20 floors. The researched stability systems
are a braced frame with a single brace, a braced frame with a double brace and a diagrid. The plot
sizes are the small plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m and larger plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m. Floor spans of 3.4
m and 6.8 m. Three permanent floor loads with self weights of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.
And six element widths of 400 𝑚𝑚, 450 𝑚𝑚, 500 𝑚𝑚, 550 𝑚𝑚, 600 𝑚𝑚 and 650 𝑚𝑚. When a result
has an influence of 10% or less it is seen as insignificant.

Stability system design

• An external braced frame system has a very different load transfer than the diagrid system. This
results in a more uniform load distribution in the diagrid but causes more elements to have larger
normal forces resulting in a steel usage that is 3x higher than that of the external braced frame.
Therefore, the external braced frame is more material efficient when considering the steel usage.

• The diagrid stability system is more often sized based on the connection design as it has a higher
global stiffness than the external braced frame designs. The external braced frame designs are
more often sized based on the along-wind acceleration. For the buildings with a small plot size
this resulted in the diagrid requiring a lighter permanent floor load to get the most material efficient
design. The most timber efficient designs for the small plot size all used roughly the same amount
of timber, there was only a difference in timber usage of 2.2%. For the large plot size the external
braced frame options were slightly more timber efficient with a difference of 12.6%.

• The double brace designs uses less than 7% more steel than the single brace designs and the
single brace designs use slightly more timber. The most timber efficient designs of the single
brace use less than 6% more timber than the double brace designs. The material efficiency of
both braced frame designs is therefore similar.
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Design parameters

• Plot size: The plot size of 27.2 x 27.2 m requires heavier floors to meet the acceleration require-
ment than the plot size of 27.2 x 40.8 m. Therefore, the amount of material used per floor area
of the building is larger and therefore the material efficiency is less for a smaller plot size.

• Floor span, external braced frame: Having a smaller floor span in a facade that can be norma-
tive for the global displacement is not material efficient. This is seen in the braced frame designs
with a small plot size. The added steel connections between the elements add 10% more steel in
the facade with a floor span 3.4 m, and decreases the global stiffness of the building. This results
in bigger displacements which in its turn requires 34% or more timber in the facade. The steel
and timber usage of the internal structure is also larger for a floor span of 3.4 m than that of 6.8
m. This results in the total material usage in the building being 15% higher for steel and more
than 27% higher for timber when using floor span 3.4 m.

Having a smaller floor span in a facade that is not normative for the global displacement will also
decrease the steel efficiency in the facade with 6% and in the total building with 10%. This is
due to an increase in number of connections. However, a smaller floor span can cause a higher
timber efficiency of roughly 7% in the stability system. This was seen in the braced frame designs
with a large plot size. Nevertheless, the timber efficiency of the total building will still go down
when using the smaller floor span with 5% due to added timber in the internal structure.

• Floor span, diagrid: The larger floor span in the diagrid causes a larger average normal force
in the members of the diagrid. This causes roughly 18% more steel usage in the facade of the
diagrid with a floor span of 6.8 m compared to the diagrid with a span of 3.4 m. But, the total steel
usage is roughly 14% higher with the smaller span. Using a smaller span can also decrease the
timber usage in the facade which was seen in the large plot size, where the large span used 3.9%
more timber in the facade. Nonetheless, the timber efficiency of the total building is roughly 7.5%
higher for all diagrid designs when using a floor span of 6.8 m, due to the internal structure.

• Permanent floor load: Themost material efficient permanent floor load depends on the displace-
ment of the building. When the wind force, building dimensions and building weight or global
displacement are known the acceleration requirement can be plotted against the acceleration.
Using these types of graphs can give a good estimation as to what floor load or displacement will
give material efficient designs without having to model the whole building. For the small plot size
a higher permanent floor load of 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 or 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 was more timber efficient. While, for
the large plot size the smallest load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 was the most timber efficient. It was also found
that increasing the permanent floor load is more timber efficient than increasing the timber in the
stability system for the three researched permanent floor loads. The steel usage of the designs
increase when the load increases since the steel connections are only sized on the ULS checks
and no extra steel is added to improve the global stiffness of the stability system. Consequently,
under these conditions the steel efficiency is highest with the lowest loads.

• Element width: The amount of steel used in the stability system is the largest for the smallest
researched element width of 400 𝑚𝑚. The steel usage then decreases up until an element width
of 600 𝑚𝑚, this decrease is more than 40%. For the widths 600 𝑚𝑚 and 650 𝑚𝑚 the amount of
steel used is similar and gives the lowest steel usage. Also, the number of bolts used decreases
from a width of 400 𝑚𝑚 to a width of 550 𝑚𝑚. From 550 𝑚𝑚 to 650 𝑚𝑚 the number of bolts
is similar. Using more bolts gives a higher connection stiffness. This can result in some of the
designs requiring less timber. In this research this was the case for some of the diagrid and
double braced designs with a small plot size. Because of the small plot size more global stiffness
was required in the designs and therefore the added connection stiffness had a positive effect.
Nonetheless, for most designs researched the element width with the least amount of timber used
differs. This means no definitive conclusion can be drawn as to what the most timber efficient
element width is.
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9.2. Recommendations
This paragraph will describe recommendations for further research on the topic of timber high-rise
buildings based on the findings from this thesis.

• Dynamic behaviour: The along-wind acceleration was determining for many of the studied de-
signs. To determine the acceleration the natural frequency of the building is used. Determining
the acceleration and frequency of a timber high-rise building is challenging as there are not many
buildings in practice that can be used to verify if the behaviour is correct. In this thesis the analyt-
ical method was used to determine the frequency due to difficulties with the modelling software.
It is recommended to perform further research to prove if the analytical method to determine the
natural frequency for timber high-rise made by Oosterhout (1996) [78] is correct. When calculat-
ing the acceleration with the Eurocode the exponent mode shape 𝜉 and the structural logarithmic
decrement of damping 𝛿𝑠 are used. The commonly used value for the mode shape is based on
research done for the building Treet. Later research on the building Mjøstårnet showed that this
mode shape might not be correct for all timber high-rise designs. The value used for the struc-
tural logarithmic decrement of damping was a value from the Eurocode for timber bridges. That
is why it is also recommended to further investigate the mode shape and structural logarithmic
decrement of damping for timber high-rise. During this investigation not only the axial connec-
tion stiffness should be regarded but also the rotational connection stiffness. Since the rotational
connection stiffness was found to have a large impact on the dynamic behaviour [73].

• Improving dynamic behaviour: In this study the dynamic behaviour was improved by either
adding weight or increasing the global stiffness. The global stiffness was enhanced by increasing
some of the timber element heights. From an exploratory study on the design for SLS it was seen
that increasing some of the timber elements was more material efficient than others. It was also
seen that increasing the connection stiffness of certain elements would also increase the global
stiffness. It would be interesting to study the relationship between increasing the connection
stiffness and timber element stiffness further to find what elements are the most material efficient
to increase. Another interesting way to decrease the dynamic behaviour that could be studied
would be to add dampers in the building. The dampers could decrease the floor load which would
decrease the material usage in the building.

• Stability system design: In this study only three stability system designs were researched for
only two building dimensions. One diagrid design with a top angle of 90 degrees and a ring beam
every floor. And, two external braced frame designs with one or two braces and a slope of 1:2.
For the external braced frame designs it is interesting to study the material efficiency of short to
slender buildings. However, for the studied diagrid design exploring buildings with a slenderness
higher than 2.5 is interesting as it was seen in this thesis that the diagrid is not more material
efficient than the external braced frame for this slenderness. The angle of the stability systems
can also influence the material efficiency of the stability system. For instance a diagrid design
with a smaller top angle and ring beam every two floors might have resulted in a more material
efficient system. That is why further research towards the most material efficient stability system
design is recommended.

• Connection design: In this research it was concluded that the diagrid models use roughly 3x
more steel than the external braced frame designs. That is why it is recommended to study other
element types that might be more material efficient for diagrid stability systems. The slotted-in
steel plate connection designs used in this research can also be improved. In the parametric
model the connection design was mostly fixed to decrease the number of parameters. Neverthe-
less, from the exploratory study on the connection design it was seen that creating the most ma-
terial efficient slotted-in steel plate connection design is difficult. For this thesis the slotted-in steel
plate connection study was only a part and it is believed the connection design can be enhanced
further. Also, in this study two steel plates were used for all connection designs while three plates
were also considered. Using three plates would have increased the connection stiffness which
could have possibly decreased the amount of timber required. That is why it is recommended to
study the slotted in-steel plate connections more.
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• Internal structure design: The internal structure of the building would at times dictate what
design parameter was more material efficient. As this research focused mainly on the stability
system design the internal structure design was simplified and not optimized. For this reason,
studying the internal structure for timber high-rise with different floor spans and floor weights might
be interesting.
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A
Reference projects

A.1. Treet, Bergen Norway
Treet is a housing building with 62 apartments on 14 floors and has a height of 45 meters. This building
was finished in 2015, at the time it was the highest building with a timber structural system. The location
of the building is in urban and central Bergen close to the ”Puddefiorden”. Treet is owned by housing
association BOB, Bergen og Omegn Boligbyggelag [8]. BOB wanted to make a 20 story high building
but this was not permitted since Bergen mostly has buildings of 6 floors high. So, BOB proposed to
make the highest tree tower in the world that could show in a modern way that Bergen is a timber city.
The project goals were sustainability, cost efficiency and prefabrication. Sweco was chosen as the
structural engineer and Moelven as the timber supplier. Both companies were selected because they
had the most experience with making large timber structures for bridges [42].

Figure A.1: Treet, Bergen [48]

A.1.1. Structural System

In figure A.2 the assembly of Treet is shown. First a concrete plinth is made and four floors of pre-
fabricated modules are stacked upon the plinth. The modules in the building are made from timber
framework. After this a glulam framework is placed on the outside and a power story is created on the
fifth floor. This power storey is also made of glulam elements and has a prefabricated concrete slab
on it that carries the load of the following four floors of modules. On the tenth floor there is another
power storey that supports the remaining three floors and the roof. The vertical forces are transferred
through the groups of four modules and then transported to the main frame by the power storeys [70].
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Figure A.2: Assembly structure Treet, [70]

The normal floors have a height of 3 meters and the power storeys have a height of 3.3 meters. The
frame work is designed to resemble the modern designs of timber bridges. Another reason why a lot
of smaller timber elements are used is because the design of this building started with the modules.
These modules could not be stacked higher than four storeys so the idea of making three smaller build-
ings stacked on top of each other was born [3]. The elevator shaft is made from CLT walls, these walls
are separate from the main structural system and do not provide extra stability. Wind loading causes
tension in the foundation. These forces are transported to the bedrock by steel core piles. The building
was made to be robust. Meaning that when a structural member were to fail the other members will be
able to take the force [48]. This was verified using the accidental limit state.

The materials used are GL30c and GL30h for the glulam in the frame work. Almost all timber
elements were protected from the outside weather by metal or glass sheeting. Climate class 1 was
used for inside members and class 2 for members next to the external walls on the cold side. The steel
used for plates is S355 and the dowels are made of A4-80 [48]. The stability in the building is provided
by the glulam framework made of K-shaped parts. This framework is mostly in the facade but also has
a frame between the modules. To connect the frames and transfer the horizontal loads, CLT floors are
used in the corridors on each level. As well as the power storeys with their framework and concrete
floors [77]. All the connections in the framework and power storeys are hinged joints. Most element
sizes are based on the ultimate limit state with wind and dynamic behaviour, this will be elaborated in
paragraph A.1.4. The remaining element sizes were governed by the fire design [8]. This could refer
to the design of the connection or that of the beam. The elements affected most by the connections
are beams that bear vertical loads [11]. The global deformation requirement caused by static effect of
wind is:

𝐻/500 = 45000/500 = 90𝑚𝑚
The deformation for Treet is 71 mm and this equals H/634 [8].

A.1.2. Floor plan and loads

Treet has a plan of 20.7 x 22.3 meters. The floor plan for Treet is dictated by the modules as can be
seen in figure A.3. The vertical load transfer for this building goes from four modules stacked on one
another to its respective concrete floor on the power storey. The corridors in the middle of the building
are attached to the main frame on every floor. In figure A.3 in red the framework that carries the vertical
loads down to the foundation is shown. In blue the span direction of the concrete floors is shown. The
concrete floors rest on the power storey which transfers the loads to the framework in the facade and
columns in the middle of the building. The length between grid B and D and E and G is 9.3 meters so
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Figure A.3: Typical plan of Treet, [48]

each side gets 4.65 meters of floor loads [40].

The loads are determined using the Eurocode and the Norwegian national annexes. The maximum
wind speed was determined to be 𝑉 = 44.8 𝑚/𝑠 and this gives the equivalent wind pressure of 𝑞 =
1.26 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2. The wind load was checked from all four sides as well as diagonal directions of 45∘ and
135∘. No wind tunnel was used because of the traditional shape of the building. The wind load was
determined to be the dominant load so according to the Norwegian method loads from earthquakes can
then be excluded. The self weight for the timber parts was 4.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚3 and the concrete to 25 𝑘𝑁/𝑚3.
The live loads were set to 2.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 for the apartments, 3.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 for the common areas, 4.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2
for the balconies and 5.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 for the gym [48]. The highest compression force in a column is 4287
𝑘𝑁, the highest tension in a column was 296 𝑘𝑁 and the highest tension in a diagonal was 930 𝑘𝑁.
The cross-sections for columns are either 405x650 𝑚𝑚 or 495x495 𝑚𝑚. The typical cross-section for
a diagonal is 405x405 𝑚𝑚 [8].

Cross-section Force [𝑘𝑁] 𝜎N,Ed [N/mm2]
405x650 -4287 16.3
405x650 296 1.12
405x405 930 5.7

A.1.3. Dynamic response

Since Treet was an innovative design not much was known about how this building would behave
when loaded horizontally by wind. Treet has a low structural weight and is proportionally high meaning
it falls within a range where natural frequency can cause discomfort. The natural frequency affects
the acceleration of the building. The higher the acceleration the more discomfort users experience.
According to the standard ISO 10137 the perception acceleration limit for 50% of the population is
0.049 𝑚/𝑠2 and the limit for nausea is 0.098 𝑚/𝑠2 [36]. Figure A.4 shows the graph of permitted
acceleration where line 1 is for offices and line 2 is for residences. To study the dynamic behaviour of
Treet multiple studies were done beforehand. And afterwards the real wind-induced accelerations of
the building were measured to see if the predictions were correct [12].

The first research was performed on the structural concept in 2012. During this research a 3D-
model was created in a finite element program. In the model the external timber frame for storeys 0 to
4, 6 to 9, 11 to 14 and the power-storeys in storey 5 and 10 were modelled. Also the massive wooden
slabs in the corridors and the concrete slabs in storey 6 and 11 were included. The modules and the
rest of the building were modelled as added mass. Based on Eurocode 1-4 and matlab scripts from
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Figure A.4: Evaluation curves for wind-induced vibrations from ISO 10137:2007 [29]

the professor of structural dynamics at NTNU the structural damping of the frame structure is ξ= 1.5%.
Findings from the research were [77]:

• The eigenfrequency of the model was much higher than the common approximation for eigenfre-
quency 𝑓1 = 46/ℎ.

• The model had a much higher eigenfrequency when the mass of the modules was not included.

• Using a pinned or rigid support almost had no effect on the eigenfrequency.

• Increasing the damping ratio with 500% to ξ= 9% reduced the eigenfrequency with a maximum
of 0.3%. So the effect is negligible.

• The maximum acceleration calculated with Eurocode 1-4 is 70% to high for discomfort levels.

• Increasing the damping ratio will decrease the acceleration. If the damping ratio is ξ= 4% or higher
the criteria for comfort are met. It could be argued that the building has such a high damping ratio
because of the complexity of the structure and the modules.

• Increasing the mass will give a lower eigenfrequency and a lower acceleration.

• Reducing the height will give a higher eigenfrequency and a lower total mass. This reduces the
acceleration.

• Using the dynamic wind load instead of the Eurocode gives a 10x higher acceleration but is
deemed to be incorrect due to faulty load calculations.

• Since the top part of the building had a low stiffness Sweco proposed to add concrete slabs as
the roof, this reduced the acceleration and decreased the eigenfrequency. Which now are 1.09
𝐻𝑧 for the z-direction and 1.18 𝐻𝑧 in x-direction.

• Stiffness in the connections has low impact on the global stiffness, although this should probably
be investigated further.

• The eigenfrequency was reduced when simplified models for the modules were added. This is
because the modules have high damping that increase the global damping ratio.

• Estimating the damping ratio was difficult and resulted in fluctuating results.

From this research the final design of Treet was altered to have concrete roofs to decrease the accel-
eration. Now the accelerations at the top of the building become 0.059 𝑚/𝑠2 for the z-direction and
0.058 𝑚/𝑠2 for the x-direction.

Another study was done for the wind-induced motions of Treet [12]. First the modules were built to
scale and tested. Individual modules and stacked modules were used. The test was performed using
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an impact hammer and accelerometers that measured the acceleration time history. From these results
the natural frequency and damping were established. A simplified model with the same properties was
made for the modules. Than, a FEM-model was created for the whole structure including modules,
power storeys, the framework and concrete slabs on the power storeys as well as on the roof. Another
addition was made where steel braces were included under the power storey to avoid local deflections
and vibrations. The modules under the first power storey were not modelled since they are supported
solely by the foundation and do not connect to the truss work. In the model the modules are connected
in all adjacent joints because they cannot move independently. The weight of thesemodules was added
to the model. The foundation of the building with the basement and steel core piles were modelled true
to their geometry. However, in the dynamic analysis the basement was fixed in horizontal direction
and the weight was set to zero. Also, the piles only had axial stiffness. This was done to avoid local
effects. The damping ratio used in this model is 1.9% based on the ratio for timber bridges from the
Eurocode [53]. The natural frequency of four modules is a lot higher than the global frequency. This
results in the modules acting like a rigid body and following the vibration of the concrete slab they rest
upon. The results for the global design in the z-direction are a natural frequency of 0.75 𝐻𝑧 and a peak
acceleration of 0.048 𝑚/𝑠2. For the x-direction it is 0.89 𝐻𝑧 and 0.051 𝑚/𝑠2.

When the building was finished data was collected with accelerometers on the vibrations and dy-
namic properties. This data was processed in a thesis research from NTNU [30]. In this study the
damping ratio and accelerations were determined for different modes. These modes are the bend-
ing mode in Z-direction, the bending mode in X-direction and the torsional mode. The damping ratio
for these modes respectively are 1.84%, 1.61% and 1.98%. Meaning that the first research was to
conservative with a damping of 1.5% and the second research was higher with a ratio of 1.9%. The
natural frequencies for the building are 0.97 𝐻𝑧, 1.12 𝐻𝑧 and 1.79 𝐻𝑧. This is higher than the other
studies because non-structural elements are not modelled. These elements increase the stiffness of
the building and have a positive effect on the acceleration of the building. The maximum acceleration
measured in the day of the experiment was only 0.0082 𝑚/𝑠2 [30]. This is so low because the wind
load on this specific day was not the maximum design wind load.

A.1.4. Fire design

The structural system of Treet needs to resist 90 minutes of fire without collapsing. For the secondary
load bearing systems this is 60 minutes. One protection measure is fire stops on the facade for every
two floors that are connected to the horizontal beams in the framework [48]. Other measures taken are
fire resistant paint on all exposed timber, sprinklers and escape routes that avoid combustible surfaces
and have an elevated pressure. The modules were also designed to resist a fire of 90 minutes so if
a fire catches in an apartment it will burn out in the module [2]. However, later tests showed that the
full course of fire for one apartment was 74 minutes and so the design of the modules was reduced to
withstand a fire of only 74 minutes [70].

The structural fire design is based on the reduced cross-section method from Eurocode 5 [58] and
does not take these extra measures into account. Meaning that the load bearing framework also needs
to be safe when exposed to fire for 90 minutes. The reduced cross-section method is used with the
accidental design situation. To calculate the reduced cross-section the following formulas are used:

𝑑char ,𝑛 = 𝛽𝑛𝑡 (A.1)

𝑑ef = 𝑑char,n + 𝑘0𝑑0 (A.2)
For this situation with glulam beams and unprotected surfaces exposed to fire for 90 minutes we get
the following calculation.

𝑑0 = 7mm
𝛽𝑛 = 0.7mm/min
𝑡 = 90min
𝑘0 = 1
𝑑𝑒𝑓 = 0, 7 ⋅ 90 + 7 ⋅ 1 = 70mm
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This gives a reduction of the cross-section of 70 mm [8].

The timber elements encapsulate the steel connections. Because the charring for 90 minutes
reaches a depth of 63 mm, all steel dowels are placed 65 mm from the edge of the timber. The
dowels are therefore assumed not to increase the heat flux towards the steel plates. The steel plates
are placed 108 mm from the outside of the timber. Some cross-sections had to be increased for fire
safety. All gaps and slots are protected with intumescent fire seals [48]. These seals expand when
they are exposed to heat. The seals fill up all the holes to stop the fire from spreading [34]. Figure A.5
shows a detail of a connection with a fire seal as well as how this seal would expand.

Fire safety for the load-bearing system is done with reduced cross-section method, fire resistant
paint in all escape routes [48], sprinklers [70] and fire is supposed to burn out already in the modules.
No extra gypsum added and gaps are filled with fire proof joint filler. Except for the power story the
modules do not have glulam elements running through it [42]. In the power storey the glulam is exposed
and will have sprinklers and reduced cross-sections.

Figure A.5: Connection detail with intumescent fire seals [42]

A.1.5. Connections

The connection design of Treet is highly affected by fire safety. To deal with this all dowels are placed
within 65𝑚𝑚 of timber and the plates 108𝑚𝑚 from the sides. The connections of Treet are all slotted-
in steel plates. These types of connections are used because the companies involved have a lot of
experience with this type of connection from previous projects with timber bridges. The connections are
known to perform well and can take up a lot of tension [11] [3]. Figure A.6 shows a detail of a connection.
However, the other view of the connection is not known. A possible design for the connection is derived
from other details. Very important to note is that this is highly speculative.

We know that the column has a size of 650x405mm. From figure A.6 it can be derived that the
connection has 3 steel plates with a thickness of 10 mm and that there are 7 rows of dowels parallel to
the grain. The steel plate has a maximum width of:

650 − 110 − 110 = 430𝑚𝑚
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Figure A.6: Joint detail column to foundation, [8]

From other details we can derive that the space between the outer-bolts and the end of the plate
is 25mm. This leaves 380 mm to place the bolts. In other details a space of 45 mm is left between
the bolts. So this means that 9 bolts would fit with a heart-to-heart distance of 47.5 mm. The bolts are
presumed to have a diameter of 12 mm. To calculate the capacity of the joint Eurocode 5 for timber
is used [52]. To calculate the capacity of steel to timber connections the Johanson model is used,
this model is explained in paragraph 3.1 and appendix B. The joint is also tested on block and plug
shear failure as described in the Eurocode. The calculations are done with formulas from appendix
B. The calculation determines that mode 𝑔 and 𝑚 from the Johanson model give the lowest capacity.
The shear capacity is decided by the back of the connection and not the sides. According to Magne
Aanstad Bjaertnes [11] a slotted steel timber connection is good, when the connections fails first at the
back. If it fails on the sides the connection is too long.

When checking the compressive strength of the column with the compression force of 4287 kN
the unity check for the effective cross-section is 0.85 which is good. However, the capacity of the
connection is calculated to be 1050 kN with a unity check of 4. This means that this connection is not
designed to withstand the compression force. The force is probably assumed to transfer directly to the
end plate supporting the column.

A point of interest for the construction of Treet is the connections in the corners of the facade like
in figure A.7. These connections do not meet at the same point because constructing a 3D-joint is
very difficult and also it would make assembly a lot harder. To avoid moments it is very important that
elements all join in one point and there is no eccentricity within the joint. The moments are also avoided
because you can make a closing force polygon with the horizontal beam and the column [3].

Slip in the connections can also have an influence on the dynamic behaviour of a building. Since
Treet has so many dowels it was presumed that no slip would occur based on knowledge from timber
bridge design [8]. Nonetheless, it was determined that slip in joints would have a minimal effect on the
force distribution and fundamental frequencies if it were to occur [77].
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Figure A.7: Connection corner facades [8]

A.2. Mjøstårnet, Brummunddal Norway
Mjøstårnet is a mixed-use building with apartments, a hotel, offices and a restaurant. It is 18 storeys
with an architectural height of 81 meters. This makes it the highest timber building in the world. The
building is located next to the biggest lake in Norway, lake Mjøsa and was completed in March 2019.
The building was initiated by investor Arthur Buchardt a Brummunddal native. He believed that the
building could be a representation of the green shift in the construction industry. As well as proof that
high-rise could be made using local suppliers, local resources and sustainable materials [5]. Moelven
Limtre was responsible for supplying all the structural timber and Sweco was the structural engineer for
the project [4]. These companies were chosen because they had also worked on Treet. The building
is made with 2600 𝑚3 cross- and glue-laminated timber from which most is locally sourced, reducing
the embodied carbon created by transportation.

Figure A.8: Mjøstårnet, Brummunddal [4]

A.2.1. Structural system

The load bearing system is made up of glulam trusses in the facade and has glulam internal beams
and columns. CLT walls are used to carry the vertical loads of the elevators and stairs. The global
stiffness is provided by the trusses in the facade. All the structural timber is located inside the facade
which increases the durability of the wood and decreases the maintenance. The floor systems of floor
2 to 11 are prefabricated wooden Trä8 systems. The upper floors 12 till 18 have a prefabricated bottom
where concrete is cast on top. This was done to increase the weight in the top of the building [5].
Increased weight, especially in the top, can decrease swaying of the building and increase comfort.



A.2. Mjøstårnet, Brummunddal Norway 121

The structural system is shown in figure A.9. Since the structure is light there will be big tension forces
at the foundation. Therefore, the foundation has considerable anchorage [6]. The glulam elements
are connected with dowels and slotted steel plates. Around 128 tonnes of steel is used in the super-
structure of Mjøstårnet [47]. The floor heights are on average 4 meters.

Figure A.9: Structural model Mjøstårnet, [4]

The stability in Mjøstårnet is provided by diagonals in the facade. On the short side of the facade
these span all the way across the facade to ensure enough global stability. In the long facade they did
not need to span all the way across the facade. There is quite a big difference between the structures
of Treet and Mjøstårnet. This is because from Treet they learned that using less but bigger elements
worked more efficient, especially for higher buildings. It is even thought that this stability system could
make buildings up to 140 meters high. The diagonals cross the beams and columns in the facade. This
does not cause moments because all the connections are presumed to be hinges. The columns in the
building span four floors. The columns continue when a diagrid crosses and the diagrid is split-up.
When a diagrid encounters a beam, the beam is split-up. The sizing of the elements in the stability
system was mostly determined by the dynamic behaviour caused by wind. Some of the elements had
to be enlarged because of the fire design and connections [3]. The global deformation is 140 mm.

𝐻/500 = 81000/500 = 162𝑚𝑚

So the deflection of the building is 𝐿/579 [5]. The structure was made to be robust. This means that
when one element fails not the whole building will collapse. The most dangerous element to lose would
be one of the diagonals [11].

A.2.2. Floor plan and loads

The floor plan of the building is 17 x 37 m [23]. Figure A.10 shows a typical floor plan of the building. In
red the columns are shown. The CLT core is placed at the top in themiddle. The grid of the columns was
determined by the sizes of the hotel rooms in the building [3]. To accomplish a floor span of 7.7 meters
a Trä8 floor system was used. This floor has a top plate of LVL and then glulam flanges underneath
it. This system uses less timber than using a CLT deck. The vertical forces are mostly taken up by the
columns and also a bit by the diagonals where they are present [5]. The loads that were used on the
building are[11]:

• Own weight of timber floors 2.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2
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• Own weight of floors with concrete deck 8.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Own weight facade 1.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Variable floor load for hotel and homes 2.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Variable floor load for offices 3.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Variable floor load for balconies 4.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Wind load 1.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

Figure A.10: Typical floor plan Mjøstårnet [6]

Floors two through seven are offices and eight through 16 are homes and hotel rooms. Floor 17
has a variable load of 3.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and 18 of 4.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 because it is an outdoor space. The vertical
loads are transferred to the columns in the facade from half the floor span, so for 3.85 meters. The
columns in the corner are larger than the other columns because they are part of the stability system
[11]. These columns have dimensions of 1485x625 𝑚𝑚 and have the largest forces in them.

As can be seen in figure A.10 the floor spans in the long direction of the building. In this way the
floor loads rest on the short facade. The short facade also gets more wind force because it has to take
up all the wind force that hits the long facade. Loading the short facade with the floor loads can cause
the corner columns to have less tension force and a lower overturning moment.

Cross-section Force [𝑘𝑁] 𝜎N,Ed [N/mm2]
1485x625 -11500 12.4
1485x625 5500 5.9

The forces given in the table are that of the corner columns. Sadly, no forces in the diagonals are
known. The sizes of the diagonals on the short side are 625x990 𝑚𝑚 and on the long side they are
smaller 625x495 𝑚𝑚.

A.2.3. Dynamic response

The design of the elements started with an analysis based on the dynamic response [3]. The knowl-
edge that was gained from Treet and the three researches mentioned in paragraph A.1.3. were used to
determine the dynamic response of Mjøstårnet. To calculate the peak accelerations a damping ratio of
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1.9% and a wind speed of 22 𝑚/𝑠 were used. They found that the assumption of 1.9% corresponded
enough with the damping ratios found in Treet of 1.84%, 1.61% and 1.98%. The peak accelerations
found for the top floor are approximately 0.066 𝑚/𝑠2 and 0.045𝑚/𝑠2. This crosses the comfort criteria
but only for the top floor. This floor was sold with this information [5]. To achieve an acceptable accel-
eration the 6 top floors of the building have a concrete floor instead of a timber floor. It was actually
found that applying a 1.5 m layer of concrete on the roof of the building would be the most effective use
of concrete but distributing it over 6 floors seemed more reasonable [3].

A program was set up to quantify the structural damping of timber high-rise and Mjøstårnet is in-
cluded in this study. The program is called DynaTTB standing for The Dynamic Response of Tall Timber
Buildings under Service Load. The program will try to create a model that can accurately predict the
dynamic behaviour of timber buildings by comparing it to measurements from the building [7]. For
Mjøstårnet the first measurements were done on-site but sadly the main document reporting these has
not been published yet [72]. However, some results were shared with thesis students who were a part
of the DynaTTB project. Figure A.11 and A.12 show the fundamental frequencies that were calculated
by Sweco for the design of the building and what was measured after the building was in use.

Figure A.11: Fundamental frequencies of Mjøstårnet [33]

Figure A.12: Comparison of peak acceleration from on-site measurements by Tulebekova and Parametric model for Mjøstårnet
[33]

The differences can be explained by an underestimation of the stiffness of the foundation in the
model. The damping ratios were also determined from measurements for the first 3 modes being
1.685%, 2.458% and 1.863%. In the parametric model a damping of 1.5% is used. When comparing
the peak accelerations from the model and measurements we see that the measurements give higher
values. In the thesis they state that this difference is partially caused by the measurement instruments
being placed higher than the calculated points in the model. The peak acceleration based on the design
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wind load from the parametric model is 0.114 𝑚/𝑠2 in transversal direction, which is twice as high as
the recommended threshold, and 0.038 𝑚/𝑠2 for the longitudinal direction. No specific explanation is
provided as to why they think these accelerations differ so much from the ones calculated by Sweco.
Important to note is that their model gives a higher acceleration on the top floor for a higher damping
ratio.

The final conclusion of the research was that the frequencies were underestimated and that the
acceleration was highly dependent on the damping. Nevertheless, the damping used to recreate the
most accurate model was not the same as the damping found on-site. This can be explained by the un-
derestimation of the stiffness of the foundation and not including the stiffness of the exterior walls. The
parameters that had the greatest influence on the dynamic behaviour were: vertical stiffness of founda-
tions, material stiffness of timber frame, axial stiffness of connections in the diagonal bracing system,
rotational stiffness of connections in the timber frame and stiffness of exterior walls. Parameters that
had almost no influence were: horizontal foundation stiffness, rotational stiffness of foundations, tim-
ber floor material stiffness, timber floor connection stiffness, material stiffness of shaft walls, rotational
stiffness of diagonal connections and axial stiffness of beam connections [33].

In 2022 Tulebekova et al. published a paper on the modeling stiffness of the connections and non-
structural elements. The connections are modelled as ’connection-zones’ with a modified stiffness.
They propose that the stiffness of the ’connection-zone’ is proportioned to the timber element sizes. In
this manner the influence of the glulam connection stiffness and stiffness of the non-structural elements
on the dynamic behaviour can be taken into account. It is concluded that the axial stiffness of the
connections from the diagonal are the governing parameter for the dynamic behaviour. Whereas the
rotational stiffness of the connections from the beam not having much effect. It is also found that the
connections behave as semi-rigid joints. The new found damping ratio for the short side is 1.5%, for
the long side it was 2.3% [73].

A.2.4. Fire design

For the fire design of Mjøstårnet it was determined that the main load bearing system must be able
to endure a 120 minute fire and must withstand a burnout scenario. Meaning the building must stop
burning before it collapses [35].

To ensure the safety during the cooling phase of the burnout tests were performed by SP Fire
Research for Sweco. The test pieces were three glulam columns of GL30C with a profile of 405x460
mm. One of the columns featured a slotted steel plate connection similar to the ones used in the
building. During the test the columns were exposed to a fire that corresponds with the ISO 834 curve
for a 90 minute fire [10]. A 90 minute fire was used because the Norwegian building regulations state
that the pre-accepted performance for the load-bearing main system is 90 minutes if a building is in
the fire class for buildings with more than 5 floors [18]. After the columns were burned in the oven for
90 minutes the decay period of the fire starts where no extra heat is added. But the specimen was
exposed to the remaining heat in the oven. It was found that the fire will eventually burn out without
using external extinguishing. After applying the fire for 90 minutes the charring depth was about 50
mm. During the cooling phase a maximum extra charring depth of 24 mm was reached before the
fire went out. The column with the connection had steel dowels that were placed 65 mm from the
edge of the wood and the temperatures were measured in these dowels [10]. The dowels reached no
more than 250 degrees at any point during the test and were therefore determined safe. It was also
determined that using wooden plugs instead of leaving the dowels holes open did not have a positive
effect because the charred wood expands and covers the hole [35]. In figure A.13 the charring process
for the columns without the connection can be seen plotted in blue and red. In green the design charring
rate for one-dimensional charring from the Eurocode is plotted.
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Figure A.13: Charring process of glulam column test [10]

The parametric fire curve was also used to calculate the charring depth for Mjøstårnet. With the
parametric fire curve the fire energy from the wooden structures that burn is added in the input for the
curve. This calculation is repeated 5 times until the calculations converge indicating that the charring
will stop at a certain depth. For Mjøstårnet this depth is 30 mm after 40 minutes. However, these results
were not used in the design. The reduced cross-section method from the Eurocode was used to be
on the safe side [35]. This gives us a one dimensional charring depth of 85 mm as can be seen in the
calculation below.

𝑑char ,0 = 𝛽0𝑡 = 0.65 ⋅ 120 = 78𝑚𝑚
𝑑ef = 𝑑char,0 + 𝑘0𝑑0 = 78 + 7 = 85𝑚𝑚

This is why all steel parts in every connection in Mjøstårnet are embedded in 85+ mm timber.

The protection measures taken for the structural system are the reduced cross-section method,
120 minutes fire resistance, sprinklers and every storey is sealed. Measures are also taken for the
secondary systems. The timber facade is covered with fire retardant and has non combustible insulation
materials. Also, the spread of fire is stopped between each floor. The same counts for the elevator
shaft. Sprinklers are installed in the complete building and non combustible materials are used in
hidden and technical rooms. All hotel rooms and apartments are their own fire cell as well as the office
floors. The floors, shafts and walls have a fire resistance of 60 minutes. As an extra safety measure
the fire brigade has a control room in the building, a fire elevator and direct connection with the alarm.

A.2.5. Connections

The connections in Mjøstårnet are slotted-in steel plates as well because of the expertise of the com-
panies involved in the project. The connection of the column with size 1485x625 𝑚𝑚 to the foundation
has 4 steel plates. The column short side of the column is made from five parts of 125 𝑚𝑚 with the
steel plates between them. The ends of the steel plates are left 340 𝑚𝑚 from each side of the end
of the timber. The dowels are embedded 85 𝑚𝑚 within the timber for the fire safety. In the direction
parallel to the grain there are 10 dowels. In the direction perpendicular to the grain there are also 10
dowels[11]. The thickness of the plates and dowels is measured to be roughly 15 𝑚𝑚. The distance
from the end plate to the bolt is 25 𝑚𝑚 just like in Treet. Estimating the distances between the bolts
give a distance of 120 𝑚𝑚 from the last bolt to the end of the column. The distance between the bolts
parallel to the grain is approximately 100 𝑚𝑚 [11]. The distances between the bolts in the direction
perpendicular to the plane is roughly 85 𝑚𝑚.

In appendix B a connection calculation is shown for this connection. The calculated tensile and
compression capacity is 5039 𝑘𝑁. The unity check for the connection under a tensile load of 5500
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𝑘𝑁 is 1.1 and for a compression of 11500 𝑘𝑁 it is 2.3. Meaning the compression is again expected to
be transferred end-grain to end-grain. The capacity of the effective cross-sections are 0.47 for tensile
force and 0.63 for compressive force.

The connection design for the columns in the middle of the building is also interesting. These
columns are loaded purely under compression so no connection is needed. The columns are stacked
on top of each other end-grain to end-grain [3].

A.3. Monarch IV, the Hague Netherlands
The plot for Monarch IV was bought in 2018 by the government of the Netherlands. The main goal
of the project is to create rapid availability of extra square meters of high-quality, flexibly deployable
and sustainable office space for the government in The Hague. A building with 19000 𝑚2 gross floor
area should provide 900 work spaces should be created. The tower is designed to be 72 meters high
with 20 floors. This building should have flexible floor plans without having to change the stability
system and installations. Because the government needs to have extra office spaces before 2024 it
is paramount that the project can be realised in a short period of time. Since the building is made for
the government they see it as their social responsibility to create a green future proof building. This
entails using the least amount of materials with the least amount of CO2 emission and a possibility for
circularity. To accomplish these goals a stability design in timber was made. This design was made
parametric to increase the speed of the design process, and building in timber also increases the speed
of the construction. As well as having to do less with nitrogen requirements that can elongate the permit
process [81]. The principle design was created by Royal HaskoningDHV and the project tender closed
at 31 December 2021 [1].

Figure A.14: Render Monarch IV, the Hague [9]

A.3.1. Structural System

The stability system of Monarch is a diagrid in the facade of the building from the second floor up,
this can be seen in figure A.15. The system is made with laminated wood GL28c and steel slotted
plate connections. The floor heights are 3.6 meters. The diagrid has diagonal components as well as
horizontal beams that occur every floor. The rhythm of the diagrid is that there is a full cross on every
two floors. In this way the loads of every floor can be easily transferred to the diagrid. The width of the
diagrid is determined by the width of the facade panels. The diagrid has no columns so all vertical forces
go through the diagonals. The whole facade has diagonals so every part of the facade provides stability
to the building. This type of facade and stability system was chosen based on aesthetic considerations
from the architect. As well as this providing freedom in the floor plan which was required by the client
[9]. There is a CLT core present but this does not carry any horizontal loads, only vertical. Because
the core does not have a function in the stability system it could be placed anywhere in the floor plan
again giving extra freedom. The elevators and stairs are placed within the core. To take up the vertical
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forces between the diagrid and the core, columns are used. The core stops above the basement in
order to avoid obstructing the layout of the parking area. Below the second floor there is a concrete
plinth. Above ground there are concrete piers with steel wind bracing in the facade. These piers have
rigid supports to contribute to the stiffness and dynamic behaviour of the building. The floors from
the second floor down are all made in concrete. The CLT core also changes into a concrete core for
the bottom two floors and basement. Some columns in the basement need a larger spacing than the
columns on top so steel V-shaped constructions are used to transfer the load from two columns to one
[69].

Figure A.15: Structural model Monarch IV [69]

The stability system is modelled and calculated with a parametric script in Grasshopper. To opti-
mize the structure, Karamba was used. The only parameter in the script was the element size of the
diagonals and beams in the stability system. The sizes of the elements all had the same depth of 600
𝑚𝑚 to make it easy to connect the facade and floors. The system was tested with own weight, live
loads and wind loads from all 4 directions. The criteria to which the model was tested was a maximum
stress of 5.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 in the timber elements. After this the model was exported to SCIA Engineering
to do a more elaborate check. The diagonals are checked on stress in the joint and buckling under
compression. This is because no moment occurs in the diagonals due to it being a diagrid with hinged
connections. The horizontal beams are checked on stress in the joint, buckling under compression,
beam cross-sections subjected to either bending or combined bending and compression. These extra
checks are added because of the floor loads working on the beams. The deformations of the global
design are calculated in SCIA Engineering and are 41 𝑚𝑚 in the slender direction and 8 𝑚𝑚 in the
other direction. The requirement is:

𝐻/500 = 72000/500 = 144𝑚𝑚

So this is easily satisfied. The second order effect is also calculated and this causes no problems
because the building is very stiff compared to the weight. In the final design we have four sizes of
beams for the diagrid. The smallest size is 400x600 𝑚𝑚, this is the most occurring size and can be
found mostly in the top of the building. The other sizes are 800x600𝑚𝑚, 1200x600𝑚𝑚 and 1600x600
𝑚𝑚. The long side of the facade has relatively smaller elements than the short side of the facade. This
is logical since it has to take upmore wind from the long facade and also has a smaller moment of inertia
than the long facade. The beams have 9 different sizes ranging from 400x600 𝑚𝑚 to 820x600 𝑚𝑚.
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For both beams and diagonals the buckling and bending are not the normative checks and neither is
the dynamic behaviour or global deflection. The normative check is those of the joints for every profile
[69].

A.3.2. Floor plan and loads

Figure A.16: Floor plan Monarch

The floor plan of the building is 44.7 X 20.7 𝑚. The long side of the building is divided in 7.2 meters
between each column. The diagrid in the facade however, occurs every 4.8 meters. The short side of
the building is divided in 5 parts where the middle part is 4.8 meters in width and the other four are 3.6
meters wide. The diagrid is again 4.8 meters apart. The floor system is made of a box floor spanning
in one direction which is supported by beams spanning in the other direction. The beams are parallel
to the long facade and have a length of 7.2 meters. The floors have a shorter span and span in the
other direction. Figure A.16 shows the floor plan of Monarch with the internal columns in red, the core
in green and the diagrid in yellow.

The floor system was chosen based on a study of variants to see what option would give the least
floor height. The box floor is used instead of a CLT floor so that extra weight can be added in the floors.
This weight can improve the acoustic behaviour of the floor. [9]. This extra weight can also have a
positive effect on the dynamic properties of the building.

The loads working on the upper timber part are:

• Own weight of floors 3.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Own weight facade 1.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Roof 3.75𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Variable floor load for offices 4.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Variable floor load for the roof 1.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Load caused by snow 0.56 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

• Wind load 1.75 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2
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From the vertical loads of the floors 3.6 𝑚/2 = 1.8 𝑚 will be transferred to the diagrid in the facade.
All the own weight from the facade will be carried by the diagrid. The maximum forces in the diagrid
are caused by the load combination where wind is the predominant load. The load combination for the
beams that give the highest forces is the one where the variable floor load for the offices is predominant.
The approximate highest forces we get for the diagonals are [69]:

Cross-section Force [𝑘𝑁] 𝜎N,Ed [N/mm2]
400x600 -1200 5
800x600 -2600 5.5
1200x600 -3550 5
1600x600 -5100 5.5

A.3.3. Dynamic response

The wind vibrations are checked using the dutch national annex. Figure A.17 shows the limit values for
different types of spaces. Gebruik 2 is used for residential spaces and gebruik 1 for offices. These re-
quirements are a lot higher than the allowed values from the ISO standard used in Treet and Mjøstårnet.

Figure A.17: Limit value for wind acceleration for occupied spaces in buildings [59]

To calculate if the dynamic response is satisfactory the required stiffness 𝐸𝐼 of the building is calcu-
lated when the deformation at the top is 1/500 ∗ 𝐿. The eigenfrequency is calculated with formula A.3
where the building is seen as a cantilevered beam with a rigid connection.

𝑓 = 1
2𝜋√

3𝐸𝐼
0.24𝜇𝑙4 (A.3)

An eigenfrequency of 0.47 𝐻𝑧 is found and this gives a peak acceleration of 0.3 𝑚/𝑠2 which is
to high. Hence, the deformation requirement is increased to 1/1000 ∗ 𝐿. The eigenfrequency now
becomes 0.66 𝐻𝑧 with a peak acceleration of 0.2 𝑚/𝑠2 and that is sufficient for offices. The peak
acceleration is calculated with the following formula:

𝜎ax(𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝑐f ⋅ 𝜌 ⋅ 𝐼v (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑣2m (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑅 ⋅
𝐾y ⋅ 𝐾z ⋅ Φ(𝑦, 𝑧)
𝜇ref ⋅ Φmax

(A.4)

where:
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𝑐𝑓 is the force coefficient
𝜌 is the air density
𝐼𝑣(𝑧𝑠) is the turbulence intensity at height 𝑧𝑠 above ground
𝑣m(𝑧s) is the characteristic mean wind velocity at height 𝑧s
𝑧𝑠 is the reference height
𝑅 is the square root of the resonant response
𝐾𝑦 , 𝐾𝑧 are constants
𝜇ref is the reference mass per unit area
Φ(𝑦, 𝑧) is the mode shape
Φmax is the mode shape value at the point with maximum amplitude

A.3.4. Fire design

The fire safety of Monarch is checked using the one-dimensional reduced cross-section method. With
a fire resistance requirement of 90 minutes that applies to the entire main supporting structure. Using
formula A.1 & A.2 we get:

𝑑𝑒𝑓 = 0.65 ⋅ 90 + 7 ⋅ 1 = 65.5mm

With the reduced cross-section the accidental situation is checked for the floor beams and the columns
and they both suffice with unity checks between 0.38 and 0.62. Regarding the wooden hollow-core
slab floors, the basic principle is that the floor itself has a fire resistance of 60 minutes and it is provided
an extra 30 minutes at the bottom with fire-resistant plating. The diagrid and slotted steel plates have
not been checked yet in this part of the design phase. According to Eurocode 1995-1-2 table 6.2 steel
plates with unprotected edges must be larger than 280𝑚𝑚 which is the case for the connection design
[69].

A.3.5. Connections

The connections of Monarch are slotted-in steel plates with steel dowels. These types of connections
are used because the steel is covered by timber. This is good for the fire safety and for the aesthetics.
Since the depth of all the diagonals and beams is the same the distribution of the plates can be the same
for all elements. For this design phase only one type of connection was calculated. The connections
in the corner meet at the same spot so probably a 3D-connection needs to be made. This connection
was made to fit a beam with an area of 600x600 𝑚𝑚 and the steel parts of the connection were not
embedded within an extra layer of timber for fire safety. The connection has three steel plates and has
11 rows of dowels parallel to the grain and 4 perpendicular. The connection is tested with the Johanson
model and for block and plug shear failure. For this particular connection the normative failure mode for
the Johanson model was a combination of𝑚 for the inner-parts and 𝑔 for the outer-parts, these modes
can be seen in figure B.6. The load capacity from the Johanson failure is roughly 3100 𝑘𝑁. However,
the block and plug shear failure give a smaller load capacity, namely, 987 𝑘𝑁. The first part that fails
are the sides and not the block tear of the end [69].

A.4. Comparison and conclusion
Treet is 45 meters high, 22.3 meters wide and has a depth of 20.7 meters. Giving it a width to height
ratio of 1:2 and 1:2.2 Mjøstårnet is 81 meters high, 37 meters wide with a depth of 17 meters. The
width to height ratios are 1:2.2 and 1:4.8. Monarch is 72 meters high, 44.7 meters wide and 20.7
meters deep. Giving it width to height ratio’s of 1:1.6 and 1:3.4. This means that Mjøstårnet is the
most slender. Where Treet and Monarch use more small elements, Mjøstårnet uses less but bigger
elements. Treet and Mjøstårnet both have columns to transfer a lot of the vertical forces, Monarch only
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Figure A.18: Comparison reference projects on dimensions and timber usage [69] [77] [47]
*Treet does not have an internal structure with columns and beams like the other two buildings
**UC is H/1000 instead of H/500

has diagonals. In figure A.18 the amount of timber used in the buildings is compared. From this figure it
can be concluded that the diagrid of Monarch uses more timber per square meter floor than Mjøstårnet
meaning it is less efficient. However, Monarch has a lot less lateral displacement. Treet seems the
most efficient from figure A.18 but this is because the timber modules add a lot of timber that are not
considered here.

For both Treet and Mjøstårnet the comfort criteria from the dynamic behaviour was the most impor-
tant design criteria. Minority of the elements had to be enlarged due to fire safety and the connections.
In Monarch the connection sizes were most important even without using extra timber to embed the
material for fire safety. This could partly be explained by the fact that the requirements used in Monarch
for comfort are a lot less conservative than those used in the Norwegian buildings. Monarch could also
be a lot stiffer than the other buildings because of the large amount of diagonal elements. As well
as the building being a lot lighter because there are only timber floors present in the top part of the
building. Furthermore, the Norwegian buildings had a more extensive dynamic behaviour assessment.
The dynamic behaviour of Treet was tested on-site and gave good results that were better than the
expected behaviour. For Mjøstårnet the first outcome of the research based on the on-site testing was
not very accurate. However, the measured accelerations were higher than the expected accelerations.
This could mean that the dynamic behaviour was underestimated. It was also found that the actual
damping for the short direction of 1.5% was lower than the considered damping of 1.9%. Table A.1
compares the dynamic behaviour of all three buildings.

Damping Frequency Acceleration UC Damping Frequency
ratio calculated ratio measured
used (Hz) (𝑚/𝑠2) measured (% ) (Hz)

Treet 1.9 0.75, 0.89 0.048, 0.051 0.051/0.049 1.84, 1.61, 0.97, 1.12
=1.04 1.98 1.12

Mjøstårnet 1.9 0.33, 0.37, 0.045, 0.066 0.66/0.62 1.5, 2.3, 0.50, 0. 54,
0.59 =1.06 2.2 0.82

Monarch* - 0.66 0.2 0.2/0.2=1 - -

Table A.1: Dynamic behaviour of the reference projects
**Monarch has only been checked to see if it falls within the acceptable range, so the real dynamic behaviour is different

The fire design of the buildings is also very important for the global design of the building and
especially for the design of the connections. Monarch did not use the reduced cross-section method for
the design of the connections. But the connections were still normative for the element sizes. This can
be explained by the comfort criteria being less strict. The allowable compression stress in Mjøstårnet is
12.4 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 with a force of -11500 𝑘𝑁 and a tension stress of 5.9 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 with a force of 5500 𝑘𝑁. This
compression stress is much higher than the allowable stress calculated for Monarch of 5.5 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2.
When re-calculating the connection for Mjøstårnet with the current Eurocode a maximum allowable
compression and tension force of 5039 𝑘𝑁 is found. These calculations can be found in appendix B.
Presumably, the calculation for the capacity differs slightly and the design was not estimated correctly
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which can explain the tension capacity difference of 5500 𝑘𝑁 to 5039 𝑘𝑁. However, the large difference
between -11500 𝑘𝑁 and -5039 𝑘𝑁 has another explanation. Namely, in the calculation method of
appendix B the tension and compression capacity is the same, as it is determined by the capacity of
the connection. In Mjøstårnet and Treet they most likely presume that the column can be loaded end-
grain to end-grain when it is loaded under compression. Nonetheless, they do not assume slip in the
connection. That would mean that the columns would need to be installed perfectly on top of each
other since the gap between the columns cannot be pushed closed, because there is no slip. These
assumptions of end-grain to end-grain loading and no slip are contradictory. Being, some installation
deviations always need to be taken into account and the surface of the columns is probably not perfectly
flat. This would result in the columns first needing to be pushed closed before end-grain to end-grain
loading can occur. Another design consideration for the connections is that joints that connect two
facades to each other are important because making a 3D-connection can be complicated. Also, all
elements connected to the joint must not give eccentricities.



B
Calculating a timber slotted-in steel plate

connection with multiple plates

This appendix will show how to calculate the capacity and slip of a slotted-in steel plate connection.
The connection used in this calculation is the same as the connection that connects the bottom of the
corner column to the foundation in Mjøstårnet. It is known that this connection can take up a tension
force of 5500 kN and a compression force of -11500 kN. Figure B.1 shows all the different parameters
in a slotted-in steel plate connection. The parameters 𝑑, 𝑡, 𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3, 𝑎4 of the connection in Mjøstårnet
are determined by measuring distances from a drawing provided by SWECO Norge therefore the real
values might differ slightly.

Figure B.1: Example slotted-in steel plate connection with parameters

133
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B.0.1. Characteristics connection

Material properties timber GL30h
𝜌𝑘 390𝑘𝑔/𝑚3
𝜌𝑚𝑘 430𝑘𝑔/𝑚3
𝑓𝑡0𝑔𝑘 19.5𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑐0𝑔𝑘 30𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑣𝑘 3.5𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑡𝑑 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑡0𝑔𝑘/1.25 = 14 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑐𝑑 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑐0𝑔𝑘/1.25 = 21.6 𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

Connection parameters
𝑏 625 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1495 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑡2 105 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚
𝑎2 85 𝑚𝑚

Material properties plate
𝑓𝑦𝑑 355𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑡𝑠 510𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

Material properties bolts
𝑓𝑢𝑏 800𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓𝑡𝑠 640𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝛼 0
𝑓𝑢𝑘 𝑓𝑢𝑏

Connection parameters
𝑎3 120 𝑚𝑚
𝑎4 365 𝑚𝑚
𝑒1 120 𝑚𝑚
𝑒2 25 𝑚𝑚
𝑝1 = 𝑎1
𝑝2 = 𝑎2
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 15 𝑚𝑚

Figure B.2: Connection Mjøstårnet
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B.0.2. Minimal distances

The Eurocode 5 [58] for timber and Eurocode 3 [56] for steel give some minimal distances for bolted
connections. These can be seen in figure B.4 and B.5 respectively.

Figure B.3: Minimal distances for timber from EC5 Figure B.4: Minimal distances for steel from EC3

The connection is checked for all the minimal distances and the results are given in figure B.5. All
values are within the allowed range.

Figure B.5: Minimal distances for the connection

B.0.3. Strength of the timber element

Tension strength:

𝑁𝑟𝑑𝑡 = (ℎ − 𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒) ⋅ 𝑏 ⋅ 𝑓𝑡𝑑 = 565 ⋅ 1485 ⋅
14
1000 = 11746𝑘𝑁

Compression strength:

𝑁𝑟𝑑𝑐 = (ℎ − 𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒) ⋅ 𝑏 ⋅ 𝑓𝑐𝑑 = 565 ⋅ 1485 ⋅
21.6
1000 = 18123𝑘𝑁

B.0.4. Johansen-Failure modes connection steel timber

To calculate the different failure modes of the timber connection the Johanson model is used. Para-
graphs 8.2 & 8.5 from EC5 [58] are used for this calculation and all failure modes are shown in figure
B.6. If there are multiple plates in a connection all parts are considered as having a thick plate and
failure mode 4 is not possible as this would only happen with a very thin plate and very small 𝑡1 [61].
This gives us the following possible failure modes for the inner and outer parts:
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Figure B.6: Failure mechanisms for steel-to-timber connections, from EC5

Figure B.7: Possible failure modes for steel-to-timber connections with multiple plates [61]

Where:
𝑀𝑦,Rk = 0, 3𝑓uk𝑑2,6 = 0.3 ⋅ 800 ⋅ 152,6 = 274188Nmm

𝑓ℎ,0,𝑘 = 0.082(1 − 0.01𝑑)𝜌𝑘 = 0.082(1 − 0.01 ⋅ 15) ⋅ 390 = 27.2 N/mm2

For a connection with four plates the possible failure modes are shown in figure B.8.

Using the formulas from figure B.7 for the capacity of the failure modes per shear plane we get:

𝑙 =𝑙 =𝑙 = 0.5 ⋅ 27.2 ⋅ 105 ⋅ 15/1000 = 21.4kN21.4kN21.4kN
𝑚 = 2.3 ⋅ √274188 ⋅ 27.2 ⋅ 15/1000 = 24.3kN
𝑓 = 27.2 ⋅ 40 ⋅ 15/1000 = 16.3kN

𝑔𝑔𝑔 = 27.2 ⋅ 40 ⋅ 15 ⋅ [√2 + 4 ⋅ 274188
27.2 ⋅ 15 ⋅ 402 − 1] /1000 = 15.0kN15.0kN15.0kN

ℎ = 2.3 ⋅ √274188 ⋅ 27.2 ⋅ 15/1000 = 24.3kN

For parts 2,3 and 4 the failure mechanisms l & m are present. These failure mechanisms are calculated
per shear plane but parts 2,3 and 4 all have two shear planes. Therefore, the capacities should be
multiplied by two for these parts. The total capacities of the connection can be calculated with the
following summations:

Mode 1 ∶ 2 ⋅ 𝑓 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 𝑙 = 2 ⋅ 16.3 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 21.4 = 161kN
Mode 2Mode 2Mode 2 ∶ 2 ⋅ 𝑔 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 𝑙 = 2 ⋅ 15 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 21.4 = 158kN158kN158kN
Mode 3 ∶ 2 ⋅ ℎ + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 𝑙 = 2 ⋅ 24.3 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 21.4 = 177kN
Mode 5 ∶ 2 ⋅ 𝑔 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 𝑚 = 2 ⋅ 15 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 24.3 = 176kN
Mode 6 ∶ 2 ⋅ ℎ + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 𝑚 = 2 ⋅ 24.3 + 2 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 24.3 = 194kN
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Figure B.8: Failure modes for steel-to-timber connections with four steel plates

The capacity per dowel is 𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘,𝑑𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑙 = 158𝑘𝑁 from mode 2. The capacity of the total connection is:

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘 = 𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘, dowel ⋅ 𝑛𝑒𝑓 ⋅ 𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑠

𝑛ef =min{
𝑛 = 10
𝑛0,9 ⋅ 4√ 𝑎1

13𝑑 = 10
0,9 ⋅ 4√ 100

13⋅15 = 6.72

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘 = 158.4 ⋅ 6.72 ⋅ 10 = 10644𝑘𝑁

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑 = 𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘 ⋅
𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑
𝛾𝑚

= 10644 ⋅ 0.91.3 = 7369kN𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑 = 𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘 ⋅
𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑
𝛾𝑚

= 10644 ⋅ 0.91.3 = 7369kN𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑 = 𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑘 ⋅
𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑
𝛾𝑚

= 10644 ⋅ 0.91.3 = 7369kN

B.0.5. Block shear failure

To calculate the block shear failure the current EC5 [58], Sandhaas et al. (2018) [61] and draft prEN
1995-1-1 (2021) are compared [16]. For connections with fully penetrating fasteners only block shear
failure is considered in the draft. In the current EC5 the inner parts will also fail only on block shear but
the outer parts can also fail on plug shear.

In the current EC5 & Sandhaas et al. (2018) the capacity is calculated in the following way:

The block shear capacity of the inner part becomes:

𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 = (𝑎2 ⋅ (𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 1)) − ((𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 1)) = (85 ⋅ 9) − (9 ⋅ 15) = 630𝑚𝑚

𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 = ((𝑎3 + (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 1)1) − (𝑑 ⋅ (𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 0.5))) ⋅ 2 = ((120 + 9 ⋅ 100) − (15 ⋅ 9.5)) ⋅ 2 = 1755𝑚𝑚

𝑡2 = 105𝑚𝑚, 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑘 = 19.5𝑁/𝑚𝑚2, 𝑓𝑣,𝑘 = 3.5𝑁/𝑚𝑚2



138 B. Calculating a timber slotted-in steel plate connection with multiple plates

Figure B.9: Block shear capacity from EC5

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 ⋅ 𝑡2 ⋅ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑘𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 ⋅ 𝑡2 ⋅ 𝑓𝑣,𝑘 =max{ 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 105 ⋅ 19.5/1000 = 1935𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ 1755 ⋅ 105 ⋅ 3.5/1000 = 451 = 1935𝑘𝑁1935𝑘𝑁1935𝑘𝑁

The capacity of the outer parts is the minimum of the plug shear failure or the block shear failure. The
block shear capacity is:

𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 = 630𝑚𝑚, 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 = 1755𝑚𝑚, 𝑡1 = 40𝑚𝑚

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 ⋅ 𝑡1 ⋅ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑘𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 ⋅ 𝑡1 ⋅ 𝑓𝑣,𝑘 =max{ 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 40 ⋅ 19.5 = 737𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ 1755 ⋅ 40 ⋅ 3.5 = 172 = 737𝑘𝑁

The plug shear capacity is:

𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 = 630𝑚𝑚, 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 = 1755𝑚𝑚, 𝑡1 = 40𝑚𝑚

𝑀𝑦,Rk = 0, 3𝑓uk𝑑2,6 = 0.3 ⋅ 800 ⋅ 152,6 = 274188Nmm

𝑓ℎ,0,𝑘 = 0.082(1 − 0.01𝑑)𝜌𝑘 = 0.082(1 − 0.01 ⋅ 15) ⋅ 390 = 27.2 N/mm2

𝑡ef =
⎧

⎨
⎩

2√𝑀𝑦,Rk
𝑓h,k𝑑

𝑡1 [√2 +
𝑀𝑦,Rk
𝑓h,k𝑑𝑡21

− 1]
=
⎧

⎨
⎩

2√274188
27.2⋅15 = 52

40 [√2 + 274188
27.2⋅15⋅402 − 1] = 22

= 22𝑚𝑚

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 ⋅ 𝑡1 ⋅ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑘𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ (𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣/2) ⋅ (𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 + 2ef) ⋅ 𝑓𝑣,𝑘

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑘 = 1.5 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 40 ⋅ 19.5 = 737𝐹𝑣𝑘 = 0.7 ⋅ (1755/2) ⋅ (630 + 2 ⋅ 22) ⋅ 3.5 = 1449 = 1449𝑘𝑁

So for the outer part the capacity is 𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 = 737𝑘𝑁𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 = 737𝑘𝑁𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘 = 737𝑘𝑁

The inner parts of the connection are twice as stiff as the outer parts due to the amount of shear
planes [61]. This is shown in figure B.9. This means that when the load in the outer plane reaches
737𝑘𝑁, the force in the inner plane is 2x as great as can be seen in figure B.10. This force does not
exceed the maximum force of 1935𝑘𝑁 as it is 737 ⋅ 2 = 1474𝑘𝑁. The capacity of the outer parts is
737𝑘𝑁737𝑘𝑁737𝑘𝑁
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Figure B.10: Stiffness of a slotted steel plate connection with multiple plates [61]

The total capacity becomes:

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 2 ⋅ 737 + 3 ⋅ 1935 = 7279kN

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑘,𝑡𝑜𝑡 ⋅
𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑
𝛾𝑚

= 7279 ⋅ 0.91.3 = 5039kN5039kN5039kN

In the draft for EC5 the capacity is calculated in the following way:

𝐹bs,d =max (2𝐹v,ld; 𝐹t,d)
𝐹v,l,d = 𝑘vef ⋅ 𝐿con ⋅ 𝑓v,d
𝐿con = 𝑎1 ⋅ (𝑛0 − 1) + 𝑎3,𝑡

𝑘v = 0, 4 + 1, 4√
𝐺mean
𝐸0, mean

𝐹t,Rd = 𝑘t ⋅ 𝑏net ef ⋅ 𝑓t,0,d

𝑘t = 0, 9 + 1, 4√
𝐺mean
𝐸0, mean

𝑏net = (𝑎2 − 𝑑𝑛) ⋅ (𝑛90 − 1)
With the geometry of the connection being shown in figure B.11

Figure B.11: Geometry of a slotted-in steel plate connection from EC5 draft

For the timber used in this connection: GL30c 𝐺𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = 650𝑁/𝑚𝑚2 and 𝐸0,𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = 13000𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

𝑘𝑣 = 0.4 + 1.4 ⋅ √
650
13000 = 0.71
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𝑘𝑡 = 0.9 + 1.4 ⋅ √
650
13000 = 1.21

𝐿con = 0.5 ⋅ (𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑣 + (𝑛0 − 0.5) ⋅ 𝑑)
𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 = 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡

The design strength becomes:

𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 𝐹𝑣,𝑙,𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 𝑘vef ⋅ 𝐿con ⋅ 𝑓v,d

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑑 = 1.21 ⋅ 𝐿𝑛𝑒𝑡,𝑡 ⋅ 𝑡 ⋅ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑
𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 𝐹𝑣,𝑙,𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 𝑘vef ⋅ 𝐿con ⋅ 𝑓v,d

𝑓𝑣,𝑑 = 𝑓𝑣,𝑘 ⋅
𝑘mod
𝛾𝑚

= 3.5 ⋅ 0.91.3 = 2.42 N/mm2

𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑 = 𝑘mod ⋅
𝑓𝑡,0,𝑔𝑘
𝛾𝑚

= 0.9 ⋅ 19.51.3 = 13.5 N/mm2

The inner part can only fail on block shear and the dowels fully penetrate the elements therefore 𝑡𝑒𝑓 =
𝑡2. The capacity becomes:

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑑 = 1.21 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 105 ⋅ 13.5 = 1083kN𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 0.71 ⋅ 1020 ⋅ 105 ⋅ 2.42 = 368kN = 1081kN1081kN1081kN

The fastener in the outer part does not fully penetrate therefore the connection can fail on block and
plug shear. The block shear capacity for the outer part becomes:

𝑡ℎ,𝑜 = 𝑡1 = 40𝑚𝑚
𝑡ℎ,𝑜/𝑑 = 40/15 = 2.667 Failure mode h from figure B.5 is failure mode f and this is not governing
𝑡𝑒𝑓,𝑒𝑙 = 0.65 ⋅ 40 = 26𝑚𝑚

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑑 = 1.21 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 26 ⋅ 13.5 = 268kN𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 0.71 ⋅ 1020 ⋅ 26 ⋅ 2.42 = 92kN = 268kN268kN268kN

The plug shear failure capacity is:

𝐹𝑝𝑠𝑑 =max { 2 ⋅ 𝐹𝑣,𝑙,𝑑 = 2 ⋅ 𝑘vef ⋅ 𝐿con ⋅ 𝑓v,d
𝐹𝑡,𝑑 + 2 ⋅ 𝐹𝑣,𝑏,𝑅𝑑 = 𝑘t ⋅ 𝑏net ef ⋅ 𝑓t,0,d + 2 ⋅ 𝑘v ⋅ 𝐿con ⋅ 𝑏net ⋅ 𝑓v,d

𝐹𝑝𝑠𝑑 =max { 2 ⋅ 0.71 ⋅ 26 ⋅ 1020 ⋅ 2.42 = 91
1.21 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 26 ⋅ 13.5 + 2 ⋅ 0.71 ⋅ 1020 ⋅ 630 ⋅ 2.42 = 2476 = 2476𝑘𝑁2476𝑘𝑁2476𝑘𝑁

Total capacity: The capacity of the outer part is the minimum value of block shear and plug shear
so the capacity is 268𝑘𝑁

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 2 ⋅ 268 + 3 ⋅ 1083 = 3786kN3786kN3786kN
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B.0.6. Steel parts of the connection

For the following calculations Eurocode 3 part 8 chapter 3 [56] is used to calculate the capacities.

Shear resistance bolt

𝐹v,Rd =
𝛼𝑣𝑓𝑢𝑏𝐴
𝛾𝑀2

𝐴𝑏 = 𝜋 ⋅
𝑑2
4 = 𝜋 ⋅ 15

2

4 = 176.7mm2

𝛼𝑣 = 0.6, 𝑓𝑢𝑏 = 800 N/mm2, 𝛾 = 1.3

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑 =
0.6 ⋅ 800 ⋅ 176.7

1.3 ⋅ 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑 = 58.7kN

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 58.7 ⋅ 10 ⋅ 10 ⋅ 8 = 46975kN46975kN46975kN

Bearing resistance steel plate

Figure B.12: Design resistance for individual fasteners (Part of table 3.4 from NEN-EN 1993-1-8)

𝛼𝑏 =min

⎧
⎪
⎨
⎪
⎩

𝑒1
3⋅𝑑 =

120
3⋅15 = 2.67𝑝1

3⋅𝑑 −
1
4 =

100
3⋅15 −

1
4 = 1.97𝑓𝑢𝑏

𝑓𝑢
= 800

510 = 1.57
1

𝑘1 =min{
2.8 𝑒2𝑑 − 1.7 = 2.8

25
15 − 1.7 = 2.97

1.4𝑝2𝑑 − 1.7 = 1.4
85
15 − 1.7 = 6.23 = 2.5
2.5

𝐹𝑏,𝑟𝑑 =
2.5 ⋅ 1 ⋅ 510 ⋅ 15 ⋅ 15

1.3 ⋅ 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑 = 198.6kN

𝐹𝑏,𝑟𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 198.6 ⋅ 10 ⋅ 10 ⋅ 4 = 79442𝑘𝑁79442𝑘𝑁79442𝑘𝑁
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Block tearing steel plate

Figure B.13: Area subjected to shear or tension

𝑉eff ,1,Rd = fu ⋅ Ant/𝛾M2 + (1/√3)y ⋅ Anv/𝛾M0
𝐴𝑛𝑣 = 𝑡plate ⋅ (𝑒1 + 9 ⋅ 𝑝1) = 15 ⋅ (120 + 9 ⋅ 100) = 15300mm2

𝐴𝑛𝑡1 = 𝑡plate ⋅ (𝑝2 ⋅ 9 − 𝑑 ⋅ 9) = 15 ⋅ (85 ⋅ 9 − 15 ⋅ 9) = 9450mm2

𝐴𝑛𝑡2 = 𝑡plate ⋅ (𝑝2 ⋅ 9 − 𝑑 ⋅ 10 + 2 ⋅ 𝑒2) = 15 ⋅ (85 ⋅ 9 − 15 ⋅ 10 + 2 ⋅ 25) = 9975mm2

𝑉eff.rd =min{
𝑓𝑢 ⋅

𝐴𝑛𝑡1
𝛾𝑀2

+ 1
√3 ⋅ 𝑓𝑦 ⋅

𝐴𝑛𝑣
𝛾𝑀0

= 510 ⋅ 94501.3 + 1
√3 ⋅ 355 ⋅

15300
1 = 6843.2kN

𝑓𝑢 ⋅
𝐴𝑛𝑡2
𝛾𝑀2

= 510 ⋅ 99751.3 = 3913.3kN
= 3913.3kN

𝑉eff. rd,tot = 3913.3 ⋅ 4 ⋅ 𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑 = 14088kN14088kN14088kN

B.0.7. Capacity of the connection

𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑 = 7369kN
𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑑𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑡 = 3786kN𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑑𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑡 = 3786kN𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑑𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑡 = 3786kN
𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 5039kN𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 5039kN𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡,𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 5039kN
𝐹𝑣,𝑅𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 46975kN
𝐹𝑏,𝑟𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 79442kN
𝑉eff ,𝑟𝑑,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 14088kN

B.0.8. Axial slip of the connection

Per bolt per shear plane:

𝐾𝑠𝑙𝑠,𝑣 =
𝜌mean 1.5 ⋅ 𝑑

23 ⋅ 2 = 4301.5 ⋅ 15
23 ⋅ 2 = 11630.4 N/mm

There are 8 shear planes and 100 bolts:

𝐾𝑠𝑙𝑠,𝑣,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 11630.4 ⋅ 8 ⋅ 100 = 9304320 N/mm

𝐾u =
2
3 ⋅ 𝐾ser

𝐾𝑢,𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 11630.4 ⋅ 800 ⋅ 0.6667 = 6202901 N/mm
𝐾𝑠𝑙𝑠,𝑣,𝑡𝑜𝑡 will be used to determine the global lateral displacement and dynamic behaviour.
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B.1. Conclusion
The capacity in Mjøstårnet was most likely determined with the current Eurocode for timber [58]. The
capacities calculated for the connection were 5500 kN under tension and -11500 kN under compression.
When performing the calculations from the current Eurocode a capacity of 5039 kN is found for both
compression and tension. The tension capacity can be 450 kN lower as the parameters 𝑑, 𝑡, 𝑎1, 𝑎2,
𝑎3, 𝑎4 were probably not assumed correctly. The compression force difference can be explained by
the fact that during the design of Mjøstårnet the timber elements are expected to transfer the loads
end-grain to end-grain under compression. However, in this study it is assumed that the compression
force also needs to be taken up by the slotted-in steel plate connection so the compression force is not
transferred end-grain to end-grain.

The capacity calculated with the current Eurocode is 5039 kN and with the draft it is 3779 kN. The
capacity is reduced as the draft version uses the material dependent factors 𝑘𝑣 and 𝑘𝑡 as well as a
reduction value for 𝑡1. In this study the calculation method from the draft will be used to calculate the
block shear capacity as it gives a lower capacity and is state of the art.





C
Exploratory study for the design of a

slotted-in steel plate connection

Figure C.1: Parameters that will be studied

All parameters discussed in this appendix are shown in figure C.1 in red. The parameter 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 will not
be defined in this study but the effects will be studied. To explore the influence of different parameters on
the connection two different approaches are applied. The first approach takes the connection calculated
in appendix B and changes the parameter in question. In a table the capacity of the connection and
the normative mechanism will be given. The first row in the table will always show the capacity for the
connection design of appendix B which is 3786 𝑘𝑁.

The second approach is to make multiple plots per parameter where the other parameters differ as
well. This is done because the most material efficient choice for a parameter depends highly on the
rest of the connection design. Some parameters will be dependent on the other chosen parameters
when they are not being researched. These parameters are:

145
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• 𝑒2: the minimum value of 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 is used
• 𝑎4: the minimum value of 85 𝑚𝑚 determined by the reduced cross-section method is added to
𝑒2

• 𝑎2: 𝑎4 on both sides is subtracted from the height ℎ and then divided by the amount of bolts 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤
• 𝑎3: is the minimum value of 7 ∗ 𝑑
• 𝑡2: 85 𝑚𝑚 from the reduced cross-section method and 𝑡1 will be subtracted from the width 𝑏
for both sides as well as the plate thickness 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 times the amount of plates. The remaining
thickness of timber will be divided by the number of plates minus one to make 𝑡2. Figure B.1
helps to clarify this explanation.

The results of both approaches will be discussed per parameter. Where first a table will be shown with
the results of the first approach. Afterwards the plots of the second approach will be shown with an
accompanying table where all parameters of the connection are shown. When one of the dependent
parameters is defined it will also be documented in the accompanying table.

C.1. d: diameter of the bolt
It was chosen to determine 𝑑 first because it gives the limits for a lot of other parameters.

Approach 1

𝑑 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

15 3786 Block shear timber
10 4057 Block shear timber
8 3284 Johansen
5 1682 Johansen

From these results we can see that if the diameter is small the connection will fail on the strength of
the failures modes from the Johansen model. When the diameter is large the block shear strength of
the timber becomes normative.

Approach 2

The minimum value of parameter 𝑎1 is dependent on 𝑑 that is why the maximum value of 100𝑚𝑚 or
(4 ∗ 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝛼) ∗ 𝑑 is used for the following plots.

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
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Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1200 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 7
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 300 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 3
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 3
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Plot 5:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚

The first plot shows the capacity on the y-axis and the bolt diameter on the x-axis. The second plot
gives the capacity per steel usage on the y-axis and the diameter of the bolt on the x-axis. The higher
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the capacity per steel usage the higher the material efficiency. These plots give the most material
efficient connections for values of the bolt diameter anywhere between 11 mm up until 18 mm. The
average of these values is 15.5 mm with rounding up we get a bolt size of 16 𝑚𝑚16 𝑚𝑚16 𝑚𝑚.

C.2. e2: edge distance steel plate
𝑒2 should have a minimal value of 1.2 ∗𝑑 and a maximum of 4𝑡+40𝑚𝑚. These values come from EC3
and can be seen in appendix B.

Approach 1

𝑒2 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

120 3786 Block shear timber
18.2 3786 Block shear timber

The connection from appendix B has a bolt diameter of 15 𝑚𝑚 thus the minimum value for 𝑒2 is 18.2
𝑚𝑚. 𝑒2 seems to have no effect on the connection design.

Approach 2

The minimum value for 𝑒2 is 19.2 𝑚𝑚 for a connection with a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 thus the plots will
begin at a value of 19 𝑚𝑚.

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚
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From the plots it can be concluded that 𝑒2 should be kept at a minimum value of 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 which is
19.2 𝑚𝑚 as this is the most material efficient. With rounding upwards a value of 25 𝑚𝑚25 𝑚𝑚25 𝑚𝑚 is chosen to
be safe for if the steel plates and hole placements have some errors.

C.3. tplate: thickness of the steel plate
Approach 1

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

15 3786 Block shear timber
10 3993 Block shear timber
8 4075 Block shear timber

If 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 increases the amount of timber in the connection will decrease slightly. If the block shear
strength of the timber is normative the capacity can be increased a little by reducing the plate thickness.

Approach 2

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚
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Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 5:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 300 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 2
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

The capacities of plot 1, 2 and 5 are all determined by the block shear strength. For plot 3 and 4 the
Johansen failure modes are normative. When the thickness of timber between the plates (𝑡2) and on
the outside of the plate(𝑡1) is small it is best to keep 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 as small as possible so that the block shear
strength of the timber becomes slightly larger. The Eurocode does not give a bottom value for the plate
thickness so the connections in the reference projects are compared to find a bottom value. The plate
thicknesses in the reference projects are 15 and 10 mm. It is assumed that plates smaller than 10
mm are uncommon for large connections so the bottom value of 10 mm is chosen for the connection
design.

C.4. a3: edge distance of the timber
The smallest required value of parameter 𝑎3 should be the maximum of either 80𝑚𝑚, 7 ∗ 𝑑 and 1.2 ∗ 𝑑.
These requirements are determined in EC3 and EC5 and are shown in appendix B.
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Approach 1

𝑎3 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

120 3786 Block shear timber
105 3786 Block shear timber

The connection of appendix B has a bolt diameter of 15 𝑚𝑚 thus the minimum value for 𝑎3 is 105
𝑚𝑚. 𝑎3 seems to have no effect on the connection design.

Approach 2

The plots will start at a value of 112 𝑚𝑚 for 𝑎3 as this is the minimum value for a connection with a bolt
diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚.

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 400 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 3
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 3
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

The minimum required value of 𝑎3 was 112𝑚𝑚 for both plotted connections. The amount of steel
increases when 𝑎3 is bigger and it has no effect on the capacity of the connection. So a minimum
required value of 112𝑚𝑚 will be used.
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C.5. nplate: number of steel plates
Approach 1

n𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 Capacity [kN] Type

4 3786 Block shear timber
3 3941 Block shear timber
2 3657 Johansen

The capacity for the connection can be increased slightly by decreasing the number of plates. This is
because of the block shear failure of the timber. With less plates the thickness of the timber increases
a little therefore increasing the capacity.

Approach 2

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 7
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 400 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚
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Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 400 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 450 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 5:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

Plot 6:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚
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In plot 6 three plates gives the highest capacity but the most material efficient design is with two
plates. When the connection hasmore than three plates the block shear strength will become normative
and the capacity will decrease since the amount of timber decreases due to the added plate. In plot
2, 3 and 4 the block shear strength is already determining with two steel plates therefore the capacity
will only decrease when more steel plates are added. In plot 1 and 5 again like in plot 6 the maximum
capacity is for three plates but the most material efficient design is with two plates. For the researched
elements with a width or height smaller than 500 𝑚𝑚 two plates gives the highest capacity. In all
three reference projects there are a lot of elements with either a width or height smaller than 500 𝑚𝑚.
Hence, it is expected that in the researched parametric models there will also be large numbers of
elements with a size smaller than 500 𝑚𝑚. This together with the fact that for some connections the
most material efficient connection design is with two plates while the maximum capacity is with three
as shown in approach 2, is the reason why two steel plates will be used in the parametric model.

C.6. t1 & t2: thickness of the timber parts
𝑡1 is the thickness of the timber outside of the steel plates, 𝑡2 is the thickness of the timber between the
steel plates. These parameters are both dependent on the width of the timber. If 𝑡1 gets larger 𝑡2 get
smaller.

Approach 1

𝑡1 [mm] 𝑡2 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

40 105 3779 Block shear timber
60 91.7 3642 Block shear timber
20 118 3930 Block shear timber

For the connection from appendix B the capacity increases when 𝑡1 decreases and 𝑡2 increases. This
occurs when the block shear strength of the timber is normative for the capacity.

Approach 2

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 400 300 200 100



C.6. t1 & t2: thickness of the timber parts 155

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 1000 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1200 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150 200 250 300
𝑡2 [mm] 257 223 190 157 123 90 57

Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 142.5 92.5 42.5 -7.5

Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 5
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 15 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 100 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 63.8 38.8 13.8 -11.2
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Plot 5:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 3
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 90 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 200 150 100 50

Plot 6:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 5
𝑑 18 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 90 𝑚𝑚

𝑡1 [mm] 0 50 100 150
𝑡2 [mm] 410 310 210 110

Changing 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 adds no steel to the connection since you are only changing the location of
the steel plates that is also why the graphs for capacity and capacity per steel are equal. When the
block shear strength of the timber is normative for the capacity, the smallest value 𝑡1 gives the highest
capacity. This can be explained by the way of calculating the capacity. The effective thickness of
the inner parts between the steel plates is always 𝑡2. For the outer parts the effective thickness is
𝑡𝑒𝑓 = 𝑡1 ∗ 0.65 when brittle failure of the timber is normative and not the ductile failure of the bolt.
For most of the connections the block shear strength is normative and this is a brittle failure. This
means that the effective thickness of the entire timber element can be increased by increasing 𝑡2 and
decreased by increasing 𝑡1 as 𝑡1 is reduced with brittle failure. Excluding plot 2, the capacities of the
connections are the highest for a 𝑡1 of 15.6 or smaller. Only in plot 2 the capacity is higher for a larger
𝑡1 this is because this element has a width of 1000 mm. The maximum element width in this study
is 650 mm thus the connection design of plot 2 will not be used. There is no bottom value for 𝑡1 and
due to the calculation method having the smallest possible 𝑡1 seems logical. However, 𝑡1 must have
a certain length to transfer the forces to the outer timber part. In both Treet and Mjøstårnet a 𝑡1 of 40
𝑚𝑚 is used. For that reason it is assumed that a value of 40 𝑚𝑚 is an appropriate value for 𝑡1. So a
𝑡1 of 40 𝑚𝑚 is used.
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C.7. a1: Distance between bolts in direction of the grain
The minimum value of 𝑎1 the largest value of 1.2 ∗ 𝑑 or 5 ∗ 𝑑. The maximum value is the smallest of
14 ∗ 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 or 200𝑚𝑚.

Approach 1

𝑎1 [mm] Capacity [kN] Type

100 3786 Block shear timber
75 3786 Block shear timber

The minimum value for the connection from appendix B is 75 mm as the bolt diameter is 15 mm.
The capacity does not change when changing 𝑎1.

Approach 2

With a bolt diameter of 16 𝑚𝑚 and plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚 the range for 𝑎1 is 80-140 𝑚𝑚.

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
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Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚

The connections in plot 1 and 2 fail on block shear of the timber and the connections in plot 3 and
4 on the Johansen model. This means that 𝑎1 has no effect on the capacity when block shear occurs.
When the capacity of the Johansen model is normative increasing 𝑎1 can increase the capacity slightly.
However, the capacity per steel usage is always the largest with a minimum value of 𝑎1. Therefore, a
minimum value of 5 ∗ 𝑑 is chosen which is 80 𝑚𝑚80 𝑚𝑚80 𝑚𝑚 for 𝑑 = 16𝑚𝑚.

C.8. rrow & a2: number or rows perpendicular to the grain and dis-
tance between the bolts perpendicular to the grain

The number of rows of bolts 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 determines the distance between the bolts 𝑎2 since the height of the
beam is not a parameter. The minimum value of 𝑎2 is 4 ∗ 𝑑 or 2.4 ∗ 𝑑 the maximum value is 14 ∗ 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒
or 200𝑚𝑚.

Approach 1

r𝑟𝑜𝑤 a2 [𝑚𝑚] Capacity [kN] Type

10 85 3786 Block shear timber
12 70 3636 Block shear timber
8 109 3955 Block shear timber

The minimum value for 𝑎2 for the connection calculated in appendix B is 60𝑚𝑚 as the bolt diameter
is 15𝑚𝑚. Decreasing the number of rows can increase the capacity for this connection. This is caused
by the block shear being normative. When calculating the block shear strength of the timber the tensile
failure resistance determines the capacity for this connection. The length of the head tensile plane is
𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 and this is calculated with the formula 𝑏net = (𝑎2 − 𝑑𝑛) ∗ (𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 − 1). So decreasing the rows of
bolts will increase the area of the timber that can resist the tensile stress.
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Approach 2

For a connection with a bolt thickness of 16 𝑚𝑚 and a plate thickness of 10 𝑚𝑚 we get a range for 𝑎2
of 64 and 140 mm.

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 600 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 600 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4 5 6
𝑎2 [mm] 130 98 78

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 500 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 7 8 9 10 11 12
𝑎2 [mm] 132 113 99 88 79 72

Plot 3:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1000 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 6
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 7 8 9 10 11 12
𝑎2 [mm] 132 113 99 88 79 72
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Plot 4:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 3 4 5
𝑎2 [mm] 145 97 73

Plot 5:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 1500 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 10
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚

𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
𝑎2 [mm] 144 130 118 108 100 92 86 81 76 72 68 65

Plot 1, 3 and 4 show that the capacity of the connection increases when the number of rows in-
creases. The normative failure mechanism in these connections is the Johansen model. In plot 5 the
capacity decreases when rows are added. The capacities of these connections are determined by the
block shear strength of the timber. Adding more rows will decrease the area of timber that can resist the
tensile strength. In plot 2 the capacity first increases as the Johansen model is normative for the con-
nection with 7 rows. Beyond this point the block shear capacity is normative. In the parametric model
some of the connection designs will be determined by the block shear and others by the Johansen
model. Consequently it is hard to define the best value for 𝑎2 and 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤. Therefore, it is chosen to make
the limits for the value of 𝑎2 leading. The minimum value is 64𝑚𝑚 with a bolt diameter of 16𝑚𝑚 and
the maximum is 140𝑚𝑚 with a plate thickness of 10𝑚𝑚. The number of rows in the connection design
will be determined by dividing the available space for the bolts by 100𝑚𝑚 and then round the result
to give the number of rows. In this way the value for 𝑎2 will stay within the limits but it will differ per
connection design.

C.9. nrow: number of rows in direction of the grain
The number of bolts in the direction of the grain will not be defined in this exploratory study. This
parameter will be used to be able to increase the capacity of the connection without increasing element
size of the timber.
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Approach 1

𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 Capacity [kN] Type

10 3786 Block shear timber
8 3786 Block shear timber
6 3786 Block shear timber
4 3231 Johansen
30 3830 Block shear timber

For this connection the capacity stays the same for 10, 8 and 6 rows. This is because the tensile
capacity 𝐹𝑡𝑑 of the block shear strength of the timber is normative. For 4 rows of bolts the capacity
decreases and the Johansen failure mechanisms become normative. With 30 rows of bolts the capacity
increases as the capacity of the side shear planes 𝐹𝑣𝑑 becomes larger than that of the tensile head.
The block shear strength of timber is determined with the following formula:

𝐹𝑏𝑠,𝑅𝑑 =max { 𝐹𝑡𝑑 = 𝑘𝑡 ∗ 𝑏𝑛𝑒𝑡 ∗ 𝑡 ∗ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑
𝐹𝑣𝑑 = 2 ∗ 𝑘𝑣 ∗ 𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ∗ 𝑡 ∗ 𝑓𝑣,𝑑

Where:

If the connection is determined by the block shear increasing the rows of bolts does not increase
the connection capacity up until the point the block shear is determined by the side shear planes 𝐹𝑣𝑑
of the connection.



162 C. Exploratory study for the design of a slotted-in steel plate connection

Approach 2

Plot 1:

Parameters
𝑏 400 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 800 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 8
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

Plot 2:

Parameters
𝑏 650 𝑚𝑚
ℎ 650 𝑚𝑚

𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 2
𝑡1 40 𝑚𝑚
𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 4
𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 10 𝑚𝑚
𝑑 16 𝑚𝑚
𝑎1 80 𝑚𝑚

When the block shear strength becomes normative for the connection the capacity will not increase
when the rows of bolts 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 increase. In plot 1 this happens at six rows and in plot 2 at 14 rows. Adding
bolts can however increase the stiffness of the connection.



D
Wind

The wind load is determined with NEN-EN 1991-1-4. It is assumed that the building is located in
Rotterdam has a flat roof and square corners.

D.1. Wind Load
The wind load is determined with NEN-EN 1991-1-4. It is assumed that the building is located in
Rotterdam has a flat roof and square corners. The building height is 68 meters and the plot size of the
building is either 27.2 x 27.2 meters or 27.2 x 40.8 meters.

The wind load is determined with the following formula:

𝑄𝑤 = 𝑐𝑠𝑐𝑑 ⋅ 𝑐𝑓 ⋅ 𝑞𝑝 (𝑧𝑒) (D.1)

𝑐𝑠𝑐𝑑 = 1 (D.2)

𝑧s = 0.6 ⋅ ℎ ≥ 𝑧min = 0.6 ⋅ 68 = 40.8 ≥ 7 (D.3)

𝑐𝑓 = 𝑐𝑝𝑒 = +0.8 − −0.7 = 1.5 (D.4)

This value for 𝑐𝑝𝑒 is determined with table NB.6 – 7.1 from NEN-EN 1991-1-4+A1+C2:2011/NB:2019+
C1:2020.

For building height ∼ 68m urban area II

𝑞𝑝 (𝑧𝑒) = 1.33 (D.5)

This value for 𝑞𝑝 is determinedwith table NB.5 fromNEN-EN 1991-1-4+A1+C2:2011/NB:2019+C1:2020.

𝑄𝑤 = 1 ⋅ 1.5 ⋅ 1.33 = 2.0 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 (D.6)
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164 D. Wind

Figure D.1: Reference height, 𝑧𝑒, depending on h and b, and corresponding velocity pressure profile [55]

The velocity pressure 𝑞𝑝 depends on the height and width of the building as shown below in figure D.1.

The building with plot size 27.2 x 27.2 meters will have three wind loads:

𝑞𝑝 (0 − 27.2) = 1𝑄𝑤 = 1 ⋅ 1.5 ⋅ 1 = 1.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

𝑞𝑝 (54.4 − 68) = 1.33𝑄𝑤 = 1 ⋅ 1.5 ⋅ 1.33 = 2 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

For the area in the middle of the building from 27.2 meters to 54.4 meters high the average of the two
wind forces will be applied:

𝑄𝑤 = 1.75 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

The building with plot size 27.2 x 40.8 meters will have the same three wind loads as mentioned above
on the long facade of 40.8 meters. The short facade of 27.2 meters will get the following two loads:

𝑞𝑝 (0 − 40.8) = 1𝑄𝑤 = 1 ⋅ 1.5 ⋅ 1.14 = 1.71 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2

𝑞𝑝 (40.8 − 68) = 1.33𝑄𝑤 = 1 ⋅ 1.5 ⋅ 1.33 = 2 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2
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D.2. Natural frequency caused by along-wind
Oosterhout (1996) suggests the following formula to calculate the natural frequency of timber buildings
[78].

𝑛 = 𝑓(𝛼ℎ) ⋅ √ 𝑞𝑚 ⋅ ℎ
𝑢max

(D.7)

Where:

• 𝑚= total mass in the building (𝑘𝑔)

• 𝑞= uniformly distributed wind load (𝑁/𝑚)

• ℎ= height of the building (𝑚)

• 𝑢𝑚𝑎𝑥= maximum global displacement (𝑚)

• 𝑓(𝛼ℎ) is a function that depends on the model behaviour of the structure. 𝑓(𝛼ℎ)= 0.187 is used
as this is the average for bending and shear deformation[78]

D.3. Along-wind acceleration
The along-wind acceleration is calculated with annex C of NEN-EN 1991-1-4+A1+C2:2011 as this is the
method that should be used according to the national annex NEN-EN 1991-1-4+A1+C2:2011/NB:2019+
C1:2020

The along wind acceleration can be calculated using the following formula:

𝑎max(𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝜎𝑎,𝑥(𝑦, 𝑧) ⋅ 𝑘𝑝 (D.8)

The following constants are used to calculate the acceleration:

• 𝑐𝑓 =1.5

• 𝜌= 1.25 𝑘𝑔/𝑚3

• 𝐾𝑦 = 1

• 𝐾𝑧= 3/2

• 𝑧𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 7 𝑚

• 𝑧𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 200 𝑚

• 𝑧0 = 0.5 𝑚

• 𝑧0,𝐼𝐼 = 0.05 𝑚

• 𝑘𝑙 = 1

• 𝑐0 = 1

• 𝑐𝑠𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑜𝑛 = 1

• 𝑐𝑑𝑖𝑟 = 1
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• 𝑣𝑏 = 27 𝑚/𝑠 for Rotterdam

• 𝛿𝑠 = 0.12 for timber bridges

• 𝐿𝑡 = 300 𝑚

• 𝑧𝑡 = 200 𝑚

• 𝐺𝑦 = 1/2

• 𝐺𝑧 = 3/8

• 𝑐𝑦 & 𝑐𝑧= 11.5

• 𝜉 = 1.9 damping from Treet and used in Mjøstårnet

The following equations are used to calculate the acceleration:

𝜎a,x(𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝑐f ⋅ 𝜌 ⋅ 𝐼v (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑣2m (𝑧s) ⋅ 𝑅 ⋅
𝐾y ⋅ 𝐾z ⋅ Φ(𝑦, 𝑧)
𝜇ref ⋅ Φmax

(D.9)

𝐼𝑣(𝑧𝑠) =
𝜎𝑣

𝑣𝑚(𝑧𝑠)
= 𝑘𝑟
𝑐0(𝑧𝑠) ⋅ ln (𝑧𝑠/𝑧0)

(D.10)

𝑣m(𝑧𝑠) = 𝑐r(𝑧𝑠) ⋅ 𝑐0(𝑧𝑠) ⋅ 𝑣𝑏 (D.11)

𝑐𝑟(𝑧) = 𝑘𝑟 ⋅ ln(
𝑧
𝑧0
) (D.12)

𝑘𝑟 = 0, 19 ⋅ (
𝑧0
𝑧0,11

)
0,07

(D.13)

𝑣b = 𝑐dir ⋅ 𝑐season ⋅ 𝑣b,0 (D.14)

𝑅2 = 𝜋2
2 ⋅ 𝛿 ⋅ 𝑆L (𝑧s, 𝑛1,𝑥) ⋅ 𝐾s (𝑛1,𝑥) (D.15)

𝛿 = 𝛿s + 𝛿a + 𝛿d (D.16)

𝛿a =
𝑐f ⋅ 𝜌 ⋅ 𝑣m (𝑧s)
2 ⋅ 𝑛1 ⋅ 𝜇e

(D.17)

𝑆𝐿(𝑧, 𝑛) =
𝑛 ⋅ 𝑆𝑣(𝑧, 𝑛)

𝜎2𝑣
= 6, 8 ⋅ 𝑓𝐿(𝑧, 𝑛)
(1 + 10, 2 ⋅ 𝑓𝐿(𝑧, 𝑛))

5/3 (D.18)

𝑓𝐿(𝑧𝑠 , 𝑛) =
𝑛 ⋅ 𝐿(𝑧𝑠)
𝑣𝑚(𝑧)

(D.19)



D.3. Along-wind acceleration 167

𝐿(𝑧𝑠) = 𝐿𝑡 ⋅ (
𝑧𝑠
𝑧𝑡
)
𝛼

(D.20)

𝛼 = 0, 67 + 0, 05 ln (𝑧0) (D.21)

𝐾𝑠(𝑛) =
1

1 + √(𝐺𝑦 ⋅ 𝜙𝑦)
2 + (𝐺𝑧 ⋅ 𝜙𝑧)

2 + ( 2𝜋 ⋅ 𝐺𝑦 ⋅ 𝜙𝑦 ⋅ 𝐺𝑧 ⋅ 𝜙𝑧)
2

𝜙𝑦 =
𝑐𝑦 ⋅ 𝑏 ⋅ 𝑛
𝑣𝑚 (𝑧𝑠)

; 𝜙𝑧 =
𝑐𝑧 ⋅ ℎ ⋅ 𝑛
𝑣𝑚 (𝑧𝑠)

(D.22)

𝜙(𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝑧
ℎ
𝜉

(D.23)

Where 𝜉= 1.9 this is the damping determined for Treet and used for Mjostarnet.

𝜙(𝑚𝑎𝑥) = 𝑧
ℎ
𝜉

(D.24)

𝑘𝑝 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(√2 ⋅ ln(𝑣 ⋅ 𝑇) +
0.6

√2 ⋅ ln(𝑣 ⋅ 𝑇)
, 3) (D.25)

𝑣 = 𝑛1,𝑥 (D.26)





E
Timber element checks

E.1. ULS

E.1.1. Axial stress

The following formulas come from NEN-EN 1995-1-1+C1+A1:2011.

𝛾𝑚 = 1.25 for laminated timber elements

𝑘𝑚𝑜𝑑 = 0.9 for short loads on laminated timber elements

𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑 = 𝑘mod ⋅
𝑓𝑐,0,𝑔𝑘
𝛾𝑚

(E.1)

𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑 = 𝑘mod ⋅
𝑓𝑡,0,𝑔𝑘
𝛾𝑚

(E.2)

𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑 =
𝑁𝐸𝑑
𝐴 ≤ 𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑 (E.3)

𝜎𝑡,0,𝑑 =
𝑁𝐸𝑑
𝐴 ≤ 𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑 (E.4)

E.1.2. Shear stress

The following formula comes from NEN-EN 1995-1-1+C1+A1:2011

𝑓𝑣,𝑑 = 𝑘mod ⋅
𝑓𝑣,𝑔𝑘
𝛾𝑚

(E.5)

𝜏𝑑 =
3
2
𝑉𝑑
𝐴 ≤ 𝑓𝑣,𝑑 (E.6)
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E.1.3. Bending stress

The following formulas come from NEN-EN 1995-1-1+C1+A1:2011

𝑘𝑚 = 0.7 for rectangular cross-sections made of laminated timber

𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚
𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑

≤ 1 (E.7)

𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚
𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

≤ 1 (E.8)

E.1.4. Combined Axial and Bending stress

The following formulas come from NEN-EN 1995-1-1+C1+A1:2011

Bending and tension:

𝜎𝑡,0,𝑑
𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚
𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
≤ 1 (E.9)

𝜎𝑡,0,𝑑
𝑓𝑡,0,𝑑

+
𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚
𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑

≤ 1 (E.10)

Compression and bending:

(𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑
)
2
+ 𝑘𝑚

𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
≤ 1 (E.11)

(𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑
)
2
+
𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚
𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑

≤ 1 (E.12)

E.1.5. Buckling

The following formulas come from NEN-EN 1995-1-1+C1+A1:2011

𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑 ≤ 𝑘𝑐 ⋅ 𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑 (E.13)

𝑘𝑐 =
1

𝑘 + √𝑘2 − 𝜆2𝑟𝑒𝑙
(E.14)

𝑘 = 0.5 ⋅ (1 + 𝛽𝑐 ⋅ (𝜆rel − 0.3) + 𝜆2rel) (E.15)

𝛽𝑐 = 0.1 (E.16)
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𝜆rel =
𝜆
𝜋√

𝑓𝑐,0,𝑘
𝐸0.05

(E.17)

𝜆 =
𝑙𝑒𝑓𝑓
𝑖 (E.18)

𝑖 = 𝐼
𝐴 (E.19)

𝑢.𝑐. = 𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑
𝑘𝑐,𝑦 ⋅ 𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑

+
𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

+ 𝑘𝑚 ⋅
𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑

(E.20)

u.c. = 𝜎𝑐,0,𝑑
𝑘𝑐,𝑧 ⋅ 𝑓𝑐,0,𝑑

+ 𝜎𝑚,𝑧,𝑑𝑓𝑚,𝑧,𝑑
+ 𝑘𝑚 ⋅

𝜎𝑚,𝑦,𝑑
𝑓𝑚,𝑦,𝑑

(E.21)

E.2. Fire safety
The following formulas come from NEN-EN 1995-1-2+C2:2011

Material stiffness:

For timber GL28c
𝑓c = 24𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓t = 19.5𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

𝑓20 = 𝑘𝑓𝑖 (E.22)

𝑘𝑓𝑖 = 1.15

𝑓c,20 = 1.15 ⋅ 24 = 27.6𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
𝑓t,20 = 1.15 ⋅ 19.5 = 22.4𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

𝑓d,fi = 𝑘mod ,fi
𝑓20
𝛾𝑀,fi

(E.23)

𝑘mod = 1

𝛾M,fl = 1

𝑓c,fi = 1 ⋅
27.6
1 = 27.6𝑁/𝑚𝑚2

𝑓t,fi = 1 ⋅
22.4
1 = 22.4𝑁/𝑚𝑚2
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Reduced cross-section method:

The fire safety of the building needs to be 𝑡 = 120 minutes. The smallest timber elements have a size
of 250mm x 400 mm so 𝑑char,0 can be used instead of 𝑑char,n.

𝛽0 = 0.65
𝑡 = 120

𝑑char, 0 = 𝛽0 ⋅ 𝑡 = 0.65 ⋅ 120 = 78𝑚𝑚 (E.24)

𝑘0 = 1

𝑑0 = 7

𝑑ef = 𝑑char,n + 𝑘0 ⋅ 𝑑0 = 78 + 1 ⋅ 7 = 85𝑚𝑚 (E.25)



F
SCIA results

F.1. Diagrid

Figure F.1: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.2: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚
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F.2. External braced frame

F.2.1. Option 1: Single brace with slope 1:2

Figure F.3: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.4: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.5: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.6: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁
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F.2.2. Option 2: Double brace with slope 1:2

Figure F.7: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.8: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.9: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.10: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁
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F.2.3. Option 3: Single brace with slope 1:1

Figure F.11: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.12: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.13: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.14: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁
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F.2.4. Option 4: Double brace with slope 1:1

Figure F.15: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.16: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.17: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.18: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁
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F.2.5. Option 5: Quadruple brace with slope 1:2

Figure F.19: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.20: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.21: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.22: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁
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F.2.6. Option 6: Quadruple brace with slope 1:1

Figure F.23: Deformation of the structure in𝑚𝑚 Figure F.24: Normal force of the structure in 𝑘𝑁

Figure F.25: Moment around the y-axis in 𝑘𝑁𝑚 Figure F.26: Support forces of the structure in 𝑘𝑁





G
Calculation method for material usage of

internal structure

In this appendix the calculation method for the material of the internal structure is shown for one design.
The design for which the material usage is shown is a building with floor plan 27.2 x 27.2 m, a floor
span of 3.4 meters and permanent floor load 1.

The permanent load of this design is:

Floor load 1 𝑞𝑘 (𝑘𝑁/𝑚2)
Wooden floor 0.5

Topping 1
Sand 2

Total weight 3.5

Variable loads on the floors are:

𝑞𝑘(𝑘𝑁/𝑚2) 𝜓0 𝜓1 𝜓2
Imposed loads residencies, 1.75 0.4 0.5 0.3

non-common floors
Imposed load movable walls 1.2 1 1 1

Table G.1: 𝜓-factors

G.1. Timber

G.1.1. Floors

The floors used in the building are lignatur LFE box floors. The required floor size can be determined
with figure G.1. The load on the floor is 𝑞𝑎 + 𝑞𝑏 = 3.5 + 1.2 + 1.75 = 6.45 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and the floor span is
3.4 meters. This requires a floor size of 140. However, to fit 200 𝑘𝑔/𝑚2 of sand a floor size of 220 is
required. The amount of timber for this floor is [46]:

Timber = 86490 𝑚𝑚2/𝑚1
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Figure G.1

G.1.2. Beams

For a span of 3.4 meters the permanent floor load is:

3.5 ∗ 3.4 = 11.9 𝑘𝑁/𝑚

The variable loads are:
1.75 ⋅ 3.4 = 5.95 𝑘𝑁/𝑚
1.2 ⋅ 3.4 = 4.1 𝑘𝑁/𝑚

With calculation files provided by RHDHV the beams are checked on bending, shear and stability as
well as during a fire situation. The load combination factors are included in the calculation file. The
required beam size is determined by the fire safety and this size is a width of 320 mm and a height of
460 mm with material stiffness GL28c. With this beam size we get the following amount of timber and
weight per beam:

Timber = 6.8 ⋅ 0.32 ⋅ 0.46 = 1 𝑚3

Weight = 1 ⋅ 390/102 = 3.8 𝑘𝑁

G.1.3. Columns

The columns will span across four floors. The floor height is 3.4 meters so the total length of the column
is 13.6 meters. With a span of 3.4 meters the floor area going to one column is:

Area = 3.4 ⋅ 6.8 = 23.1 𝑚2

The permanent floor load for one floor is:

3.5 ∗ 23.1 = 81 𝑘𝑁

The total permanent load is the sum of the permanent floor load and the weight of the beam times the
load combination factor:

(81 + 3.8) ⋅ 1.2 = 102 𝑘𝑁
The variable loads are:

1.75 ⋅ 23.1 ⋅ 1.5 = 61 𝑘𝑁
1.2 ⋅ 23.1 ⋅ 1 = 28 𝑘𝑁

The total load per floor is:
102 + 61 + 28 = 191 𝑘𝑁

For four floors:
191 ∗ 4 = 764 𝑘𝑁

This force is put into two calculation files fromRHDHV. Both files test the column on axial stress, bending
stress, combined stress and buckling. The first file tests for the ULS load combination and the second
file tests the column during the fire situation. With a buckling length of 3.4 meters, material GL28c and
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a force of 764 𝑘𝑁 the required column size is 350x350 𝑚𝑚. The amount of timber and weight per
column is:

Timber = 0.35 ⋅ 0.35 ⋅ 3.4 ⋅ 4 = 1.67 𝑚3

Weight = 1.67 ⋅ 390/102 = 6.4 𝑘𝑁
The load for the following four floors is:

764 ⋅ 2 + 6.4 = 1534 𝑘𝑁

Again calculation files from RHDHV are used and they give a required column size of 420x420 mm.
These steps are repeated for the other floors giving the following column sizes:

Floors Size (𝑚𝑚 𝑥 𝑚𝑚) Timber (𝑚3)
17-20 350x350 1.67
13-16 420x420 2.40
9-12 470x470 3.00
5-8 520x520 3.68
1-4 550x550 4.11

G.1.4. Total amount

The total amount of timber for the option with floor size 27.2 x 27.2 m with a floor span of 3.4 m has 7
* 3 internal columns and 7 * 4 internal beams. The total amount of timber used becomes:

Floor = 27.2 ⋅ 27.2 ⋅ 20 ⋅ 0.0865 = 1280 𝑚3

Beams = 7 ⋅ 4 ⋅ 20 ⋅ 1 = 560 𝑚3

Columns = 7 ⋅ 3 ⋅ (1.67 + 2.40 + 3.00 + 3.68 + 4.11) = 312 𝑚3

Total = 1280 + 560 + 312 = 2152 𝑚3

G.2. Steel
The point load on the steel connection between the beam and the column receives half of the line load
of the beam. With a span of 3.4 meters the floor area going to one beam connection is:

Area = 3.4 ⋅ 3.4 = 11.6 𝑚2

The permanent floor load for one floor is:

3.5 ∗ 11.6 = 40 𝑘𝑁

The total permanent load is the sum of the permanent floor load and the weight of the beam times the
load combination factor:

(40 + 3.8 ∗ 0.5) ⋅ 1.2 = 50 𝑘𝑁
The variable loads are:

1.75 ⋅ 11.6 ⋅ 1.5 = 30 𝑘𝑁
1.2 ⋅ 11.6 ⋅ 1 = 14 𝑘𝑁

The total load per floor is:
50 + 30 + 14 = 94 𝑘𝑁

To calculate the connection capacity the calculation method of appendix B is used. The python con-
nection design component of the parametric model is altered slightly and used to calculate the required
number of bolts. The alteration is that now a value for 𝑎2 and 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑠 is given instead of calculated by
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the component. In figure G.2 the component with the in- and output for the connection is shown. The
parameters for the connection design are:

• ℎ = 460 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑏 = 320 𝑚𝑚

• 𝛼 = 90∘

• 𝑑 = 16 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑒2 = 25 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑡𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 10 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎3 = 112 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑛𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 2

• 𝑡1 = 40 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑡2 = 80 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎1 = 80 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑎2 = 80 𝑚𝑚

• 𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑤 = 1

• 𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑤 = 2

Figure G.2

The connection requires two bolts and will have a plate width of 130 mm. To calculate the amount
of timber required in the whole building also the steel in the columns needs to be calculated. The
average width of the columns is about 470𝑚𝑚. The column will have to resist the beam forces on both
sides so the loading on the column connection is twice as high as the loading on the beam connection.
Therefore, four bolts are required in the column. For these connections all steel is also placed within
85𝑚𝑚 of timber for fire safety. The top of the beam is protected by the floor so the cross-section is not
reduced there. This gives the following connection design:

The amount of steel used per column connection is:

Plates = 470 ⋅ 130 ⋅ 2 ⋅ 10 = 1.22 ⋅ 106 𝑚𝑚3

Bolts = 𝜋 ⋅ (16/2)2 ⋅ (320 − 2 ⋅ 85) ⋅ 4 = 0.12 ⋅ 106 𝑚𝑚3

The total amount of steel in the internal structure becomes:

Beams = 0.58 ⋅ 106 ⋅ 7 ⋅ 4 ⋅ 20 ⋅ 2 = 649 ⋅ 106 𝑚𝑚3

Columns = (1.22 + 0.12) ⋅ 106 ⋅ 7 ⋅ 3 ⋅ 20 = 563 ⋅ 106 𝑚𝑚3

Total = 649 + 563 = 1212 ⋅ 106 𝑚𝑚3 = 1.21 𝑚3
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In this appendix all the results collected by the parametric model are shown. There are six tables with
results. The tables are divided per stability system design and plot size. All columns in the table will
now be explained:

• Floor span (𝑚): This is the input parameter of the floor span in meters.

• Floor load: This is the input parameter of the permanent floor load. Load 1 is a permanent floor
load of 3.5 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2, floor load 2 is a load of 5.3 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2 and load 3 is a load of 6.7 𝑘𝑁/𝑚2.

• Width (𝑚𝑚): This is the input parameter of the timber element width in millimeters.

• Timber ULS (𝑚3): This is the output of the amount of timber in the facade after the ULS member
checks in cubic meters.

• Timber fire (𝑚3): This is the output of the amount of timber in the facade after the fire member
checks in cubic meters.

• Timber connection (𝑚3): This is the output of the amount of timber in the facade after the
connection design in cubic meters.

• Timber SLS (𝑚3): This is the output of the amount of timber in the facade after the SLS checks
in cubic meters.

• Total timber (𝑚3): This is the output of the total amount of timber in the building in cubic meters.
This includes the timber in the facade, and columns, beams and floor of the internal structure.

• Steel facade (𝑚3): This is the output of the amount of steel in the facade after the connection
design in cubic meters.

• Total steel (𝑚3): This is the output of the total amount of steel in the building in cubic meters.
This includes the steel in the facade calculated by the connection component and the steel used
to connect the internal beams to the columns.

• Displacement (𝑚𝑚): This is the output of the global lateral displacement of the model in millime-
ter. The displacement requirement for all the models was 136 𝑚𝑚.

• Acceleration (𝑚/𝑠2): This is the output of the along-wind acceleration of the model in 𝑚/𝑠2.

• Acceleration requirement (𝑚/𝑠2): This is the output of the acceleration requirement of themodel
in 𝑚/𝑠2. The acceleration should be lower than the acceleration requirement.
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H.1. Single brace plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m
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H.2. Single brace plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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H.3. Double brace plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m



H.4. Double brace plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m 189

H.4. Double brace plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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H.5. Diagrid plot size 27.2 x 27.2 m
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H.6. Diagrid plot size 27.2 x 40.8 m
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