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Abstract 
Tuned liquid column ball damper (TLCBD) is a very 

effective control system to mitigate the response of the 

structures. A comparative study of reliability-based 

optimization of TLCBD over Tuned liquid column 

damper (TLCD) in the stochastic earthquake has been 

assessed. This study has been performed to evaluate the 

performance of the structure in terms of probability 

failure.  

 

The objective function is taken as the first passage 

probability of failure of the damper systems. A 

numerical study is considered to evaluate the 

probability of failure of the single degree of freedom 

(SDOF) modelled structure against different structural 

and damper parameters. The study shows that applying 

TLCBD-structure system provides more safety over the 

conventional TLCD-structure system. 
 

Keywords: Tuned liquid column ball damper, stochastic 

earthquake, tuned liquid column damper, reliability-based 

design optimization. 

 

Introduction 
In recent time TLCD is effectively used in modern structures 

for mitigating its vibrations caused by the different dynamic 

forces (seismic13, wind32 and wave motion18). The ease of 

installation, low maintenance cost and stable performance 

under an extensive range of exciting frequencies made 

TLCD a better choice among other passive damping devices. 

TLCD usually consists of a U shaped cross-sectional tube 

filled with water where an orifice is placed at the centre of 

the horizontal part16. The optimal performance of TLCD was 

earlier determined by Chang et al3 considering the different 

variables and their relationship with the various other 

parameters by minimizing the objective function.  

 

In the process of minimizing the desired objective function, 

optimum LCD parameters can be obtained by searching an 

appropriate series of design variables over a possible 

permissible domain, well known as stochastic structural 

optimisation (SSO)27.  

 

The Root Mean Square (RMS) response (acceleration, 

velocity and displacement) and total building life cycle costs 

etc. are usually considered as objective functions in SSO. 

Chang et al4 found out the optimum parameters (optimum 

head loss coefficient and optimum tuning ratio) for proper 

designing of TLCD under the case of SSO.  

 

Jorge et al14 researched to measure the efficiency of TLCD 

and defined the optimal parameters and their contribution to 

confirm the best performance. Ahadi et al1 used multiple 

TLCD for mitigating the response of a ten-storey linear shear 

frame structure subjected to white noise seismic excitation. 

A bidirectional TLCD having reduced mass of water was 

proposed by Rozas et al.24 They compared it with two 

independent orthogonal TLCDs for better controlling of the 

response of the structure. Several degrees of freedom (DOF) 

structures have been considered, analysed and verified by 

practical experimentation for the same and finally, a device 

was designed and developed to mitigate a six DOFs 

structure.  

 

In order to improve the performance of TLCD, different 

kinds of modifications have been proposed on the existing 

TLCD as 1: combined spring and a viscous damper9, 2: 

variable orifice11, 3: magneto-rheological fluid in place of 

normal fluid31. Following these works, Al-Saif et al2 

conceptualized the design of TLCBD from existing TLCD 

by introducing a metal ball for the first time instead of the 

orifice in the horizontal part of the column. It was exposed 

that the metal ball works as a rolling orifice and performs 

better than immobile orifice.  

 

Following the work of Al-Saif et al,2 Chatterjee and 

Chakraborty7 again carried out an analytical study on 

TLCBD and existing TLCD, both subjected to wave-

induced vibration attached on an SDOF system. Parametric 

and optimised response study under wave force were 

investigated and better performance of TLCBD was assured 

over TLCD7.  

 

Gur et al10 also performed a similar comparative study under 

stochastic and real earthquake loading conditions and 

robustness of TLCBD was further confirmed. Pandey and 

Mishra22 designed a circular shaped TLCBD and they 

assessed the response of structure added with modified 

TLCBD, subjected under torsional coupled vibration 

generated due to wind.  

 

Tanveer et al30 studied the efficiency of TLCBD over TLCD, 

attached on a multi-storeyed structure. Both the systems 

were evaluated analytically and experimentally and TLCBD 

was found more suitable to mitigate the response of the 

structure subjected to harmonic and seismic excitation.  
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Further, tuned liquid column gas damper and tuned liquid 

column ball gas damper were introduced in this regard to 

improve the productivity TLCBD12.  

 

Furthermore, in our earlier work21, it was also observed that 

if the excessive liquid movement in vertical column was 

restricted up to a certain limit, then the performance of 

TLCBD can be regulated for higher level of seismic 

excitation.  

 

The structural safety and reliability against failure majorly 

depend upon the uncertain nature of the environmental 

loads, structural properties and important consideration in 

the design. Structural failure is defined as the condition of 

the structure under which certain strength or serviceability 

limit states are exceeded. Merely considering the 

performance of response reduction cannot be the prior 

importance for structure. Reliability and the safety of the 

structure are more useful than the minimisation of the 

response reduction19.  

 

In this context, the Reliability-Based Design Optimization 

(RBDO) was suggested by Papadimitriou et al23 for passive 

dampers subjected to stochastic excitation with random 

parameters. RBDO was used for minimization of the failure 

probability of the system28. They worked on passive and 

active structural control applications for minimizing the 

probability of failure of the prime structure by optimizing the 

response control system. 

 

For different passive devices, reliability assessment has been 

performed and analysed for proving the better performance. 

It has been observed that detailed literature is available on 

the reliability and safety for different types of passive 

vibration devices as base isolation system8,33 and tuned mass 

damper5, but, limited studies were found on TLCD6.  

 

Although, the reliability performance has equally paramount 

importance, due to the stochastic nature of the earthquake 

load, the performance study of TLCBD was done for 

minimizing the structural response only. Since TLCBD is a 

developed form of the existing TLCD, therefore, the present 

study is aimed to examine the reliability analysis of TLCBD 

system as compared to TLCD. 

 

In this present study, an SDOF system has been considered 

as a primary structure attached with two different dampers 

separately (TLCD and TLCBD), for these two damper 

systems the stochastic response analysis is evaluated first 

and then with the help of first-passage reliability theory, the 

optimised probability of failure value of primary structure 

and corresponding optimum parameters of the damper are 

determined and eventually probability of failure values are 

compared and demonstrated with help of a numerical study.  

 

Stochastic structural response analysis of TLCBD-

structure system: In figure 1a, the schematic diagram of 

TLCBD is presented where a metal ball of spherical shape is 

placed instead of the orifice in the middle part of the damper. 

Whenever the damper-structure system is subjected to 

dynamic forces, the same translatory motion is transmitted 

to the liquid column tube17. The overall length (L) is 

expressed as 2hL B h= + . The ( hB ) represents the length of 

the liquid present in the horizontal tube and h  signifies the 

vertical height of the liquid measured from central line of 

horizontal column, shown in figure 1a. 

 

Because of that the liquid and ball present in the damper 

become exposed to the translatory movement. TLCBD is 

normally placed on the uppermost part of the structure, 

modelled as an SDOF system. The motion equation of the 

ball present at the horizontal part can be derived by using the 

Lagrangian formulation10. 

 

 
Figure 1a: Mechanical model of TLCBD-Structure 

system 

 
Figure 1b: Mechanical model of TLCD-Structure 

system 
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(𝑚𝑏 +
𝐼𝑏

𝑅𝑏
2) 𝑧̈1 + 𝑑𝑣𝑧̇1 = (

2𝑚𝑙𝑔𝑅12
2

𝐿
) 𝑧2 + 𝑑𝑣𝑧̇2 + (

𝐼𝑏

𝑅𝑏
2) (𝑧̈3 + 𝑧̈𝑔) (1) 

 

The displacement of the ball is represented by 1z . Equivalent 

viscous damping of the ball (figure 1a) is denoted by: 

 

6v bd R=  

 

where mass moment of inertia of the metal ball is 

represented as
22 5b b bI m R= . The mass of the ball is 

denoted as bm .  

 

The kinematic viscosity of the liquid is signified as . bR  

denotes the radius of the ball and the ball to tube diameter 

ratio is represented as 12R . 3z signifies lateral displacement 

of structure with respect to ground. Displacement of the 

liquid is represented by 2z .  

 

Single and double dot symbolise the velocity and 

acceleration of the same. The natural frequency ( )l of the 

liquid is presented as 2g L and the tuning ratio ( )  

which is ( )l s  of TLCD and TLCBD has been denoted 

as l  and b respectively. 𝑧̈𝑔 is the seismic acceleration 

applied at the ground level of the structure. Gravitational 

acceleration has been expressed by g . 

 

The motion equation for the liquid mass here is expressed in 

equation (2): 

 

𝑚𝑙𝑧̈2 + (
2𝑚𝑙𝑔

𝐿
) 𝑧2 + (2𝑚𝑙𝜉𝑙𝜔𝑙)𝑧̇2 = −𝑝𝑚𝑙(𝑧̈3 + 𝑧̈𝑔)        (2) 

 

Here, l  signifies the head loss coefficient implying the 

damping generated by the liquid. Here, p is the length ratio 

represented as ( )hB L . The density of the liquid is l .  

 

The equation of motion of the structure here is expressed as: 

  

(𝑚𝑠 + 𝑚𝑙 +
𝐼𝑏

𝑅𝑏
2) 𝑧̈3 + 2𝑚𝑠𝜉𝑠𝜔𝑠𝑧̇3 + 𝑚𝑠𝜔𝑠

2𝑧3 = (
𝐼𝑏

𝑅𝑏
2) 𝑧̈1 −

𝑝𝑚𝑙𝑧̈2 − (𝑚𝑠 + 𝑚𝑙 +
𝐼𝑏

𝑅𝑏
2) 𝑧̈𝑔                                              (3)  

 

Here, the natural frequency and damping ratio of the 

structure are denoted by s s sk m =  and

2s s s sc k m =  respectively. where, damping, stiffness, 

mass of the primary structure are denoted by , ,s s sc k m . 

( )l sm m =  defines the mass ratio.  

 

The equations (1), (2) and (3) are combined to express them 

in a matrix form as equation (4): 

[

1 0 −𝑞1

0 1 𝑝
−𝜇1 𝜇𝑝 (1 + 𝜇 + 𝜇1)

] {

𝑧̈1

𝑧̈2

𝑧̈3

} + [

𝑐1 −𝑐1 0
0 2𝛾𝑏𝜉𝑠𝜔𝑠 0
0 0 2𝜉𝑠𝜔𝑠

] {

𝑧̇1

𝑧̇2

𝑧̇3

} +

[

0 −𝑘1 0

0 𝜔𝑙
2 0

0 0 𝜔𝑠
2

] {

𝑧1

𝑧2

𝑧3

} = −𝑧̈𝑔{𝑟} [

1 0 −𝑞1

0 1 𝑝
−𝜇1 𝜇𝑝 (1 + 𝜇 + 𝜇1)

]            (4)  

 

 0 0 1
T

is the value of the influence coefficient vector, 

 r . The other abbreviation is used as follows, 1 2 7q = ,

1 2 5b sm m = , 
2

1 45 14 b bc R = , 

1 15 14l b bk R =  where b  is the density of the ball.  

 

To assess the response of TLCBD-structure system, at the 

foundation level of the structures, the ground motion having 

stochastic properties has been applied. The equations (4) can 

be written in a concise form for the system as: 

 

[𝑀]{𝑍̈} + [𝐶]{𝑍̇} + [𝐾]{𝑍} = −[𝑀]{𝑟}𝑧̈𝑔                 (5) 

 

The [C], [K], and [M] represent the combined damping, 

stiffness and mass matrices for the system. 

 

To represent the stochastic excitation for a wide-ranging 

scope of pragmatic circumstances, a broadly accepted model 

for the stationary ground movement known as the Kanai-

Tajimi model15,25 has been used. Here, white noise which is 

acting at the bedrock portion is filtering through the filter 

which is signifying as a soil. 

 

The filter equations are stated as: 

 

𝑧̈𝑓 + 2𝜉𝑔𝜔𝑔𝑧̇𝑓 + 𝜔𝑔
2𝑧𝑓 = −𝑤̈                                     (6) 

𝑧̈𝑔 = −2𝜉𝑔𝜔𝑔𝑧̇𝑓 − 𝜔𝑔
2𝑧𝑓                                                   (7) 

 

where 𝑤̈ denotes white noise intensity having power spectral 

density 0S . fz represents the displacement of the ground. 

The damping ratio is represented as g  and g  as the 

frequency of the soil. The introduction of the stochastic 

structural excitation has been formulated by substituting 𝑧̈𝑔 

from equation (7) and incorporating it with equations (4) 

which is the dynamic equations of TLCBD-structure system. 

The augment state vector is used to introduce the state 

variables and can be expressed for the TLCBD-structure 

system as follows: 

 

[𝑌] = [𝑧1, 𝑧2, 𝑧3, 𝑧𝑓, 𝑧̇1, 𝑧̇2, 𝑧̇3, 𝑧̇𝑓]
𝑇
                                     (8) 

 

The response of the structure can be evaluated by converting 

the above dynamic equation into the state space equations: 

      

[𝑌̇] = [𝐴][𝑌] + {𝑟}𝑧̈𝑔                                       (9) 

 

where  A is augmented matrix of size (8 x 8) for TLCBD 

and can be denoted as: 
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[𝐴] =

[
 
 
 
 

[0](3,3) {0}(3,1) [𝐼](3,3) {0}(3,1)

{0}(1,3) 0 {0}(1,3) 1

[𝑀](3,3)
−1 [𝐾](3,3) 𝜔𝑔

2{𝑟}(3,1) [𝑀](3,3)
−1 [𝐶](3,3) 2𝜔𝑔𝜉𝑔{𝑟}(3,1)

{0}(1,3) −𝜔𝑔
2 {0}(1,3) −2𝜔𝑔𝜉𝑔 ]

 
 
 
 

            

 

In the stochastic analysis, normally instead of the direct 

responses, the covariances of the responses are evaluated. 

 

The response covariance matrix can be obtained by 

assuming the stochastic structural process to be Markovian20

                   

         
T

ww
d

A R R A S R
dt

+ + =                      (10) 

 

The matrix  wwS  are matrices of size (8 x 8) for TLCBD 

which can be expressed as all the terms zero in the matrix 

except the last diagonal term 02 S . Here  R  is the 

covariance matrix of size (8 x 8).  

 

The response statistics (velocity, acceleration) of the 

derivative process can be obtained from the above equation. 

The RMSD can be obtained by using 4th order Runge-Kutta 

integration method from the above covariance response 

matrix for TLCBD-structure system as follows: 

 

( )
3

3,3z R =
                                                    

(11) 

( )
2

2,2z R =
                                                  

(12) 

 

where 
3z

 
is representing the RMSD of the structure and 

2z  is representing the RMSD of damper correspondingly. 

Velocity and acceleration of the system can be evaluated by 

using the derivative process. In the same manner, the 

stochastic response of the TLCD-structure system shown in 

figure 1b under stochastic earthquake can be evaluated but 

not shown here. More detailed derivation can be found in 

other literatures26,29. 

 

Reliability-based optimisation of damper parameters: 

Usually, transforming the conventional SSO of the damping 

system into standard nonlinear programming problem is by 

counting the response of the basic structure as the objective 

function. In this regard, the RMSD does not properly 

resemble the reliability criteria for design. To accomplish the 

desired level of reliability design of the liquid dampers, it is 

profoundly needed to minimise the structural performance in 

terms of strength of serviceability criteria in the limit state.  

In this problem, the objective function is the failure 

probability of the primary structure. Optimization of TLCD 

system requires determining the optimum l and head loss 

coefficient, . For TLCBD system the optimised parameters 

are b  
and 12R .  

Usually, it has been observed that for the optimal value of 

l and 
 

of the TLCD or b and 12R of TLCBD, the 

structure attains the minimum displacement. Thus, the 

design vectors can be defined as ( ) ( ),lTLCDd  = and  

( ) ( )12,bTLCBDd R= . 

 

The reliability of a structure for a given period  0,T is 

determined by its failure probability fP , which can be 

assessed by the exceedances of lateral displacement to a 

given threshold value   for the primary structure 

considered5. 

 

 1 expfP T = − −                                                    (13) 

3

3
3

2

2

1
exp

2
z

z z




 
 

 
 = −
  
 

&                                     (14) 

 

By minimizing the failure probability of the seismic excited 

primary structure, the optimum TLCBD and TLCD 

parameters can be obtained.  

 

Find ( ) ( ),lTLCDd  =  and ( ) ( )12,bTLCBDd R= to 

minimize 0 fF P=    

 

3

3
3

2

2

1
1 exp exp

2
f z

z z

P T



 

   
   = − − −         

&              (15) 

 

The objective function  is a function of structure and 

damper parameters. These parameters are taken as 

deterministic while solving the stochastic optimization 

problem and thus optimum TLCD and TLCBD parameters 

found out are conditional. Duration of the earthquake has 

been denoted by T . By using the available optimization 

algorithms present in MATLAB toolbox for gradient-based 

standard nonlinear optimization, these kinds of nonlinear 

unconstrained optimisation problems can be solved. 

 

Numerical study: An SDOF system with attached TLCBD 

on it representing the primary structure has been represented 

in figure 1a. Both the damper-structure systems are 

subjected to stochastic earthquake excitation considered to 

evaluate the effectiveness in terms of failure probability. In 

this numerical study, the particular focus is to calculate the 

optimum parameters and its performance for mitigation of 

the structural response. The following values are assumed 

unless mentioned otherwise for the present numerical study. 

 

For both the TLCD and TLCBD, various mass ratios of the 

dampers have been considered and the optimised tuning ratio 

fP
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is plotted against them in figure 2. 1% to 7% mass ratios have 

been considered here to study the various optimisation 

parameters. The optimum 
 
for TLCD and the optimum 

12R
 
for TLCBD have been presented in figure 3 and figure 

4 respectively. Optimised value of 12R for TLCBD 

decreases with the increase in the mass ratio of TLCBD and 

optimum 
 
increases with the same. 

The increment of tuning ratio up to a certain limit, which is 

close enough to match with the frequency of the structure, 

increases the efficiency of the TLCBD. As the optimum ball 

tube diameter ratio decreases, it allows more liquid to pass 

through the tube, which increase the effective mass of the 

liquid taking part in response mitigation and hence reduces 

the probability of failure.

 

Table 1 

Properties of damper, structure and earthquake 
 

 

 
Figure 2: The optimised tuning ratios with different 

values of mass ratios 

 
Figure 3: The optimised head loss coefficient for TLCD 

with different values of mass ratios 

 

 
Figure 4: The optimised ball tube diameter ratio for 

TLCBD with different values of mass ratios 

 
Figure 5: Failure probability of structure with different 

values of mass ratios 

Properties of dampers TLCBD TLCD 
  3% 3% 
p  0.75 0.75 

l  (Kg/m3)  1000 1000 

b  (Kg/m3)  7500 - 

 (Nm/sec)  0.001 0.001 

Time period of the structure = 1.3 sec, s = 2%, 
3

2 z = , g = 9π rad/sec, g = 0.6,  T  = 20 sec, 0S = 0.03 m2/sec3. 
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The comparison of failure probability for both the cases is 

plotted in figure 5 which depicts the better performance of 

TLCBD over TLCD with the uprising mass ratio.  

 

Due to the combination of both the improved b and 12R  

with increasing mass ratio, TLCBD performs in more 

effective way than the TLCDs. With the increasing mass 

ratio, the 12R
 
decreases and the tuning ratio for both the 

dampers tend to merge with each other. As a result, for the 

higher mass ratio of the TLCBD, it starts acting like a normal 

TLCD. Generally higher mass ratios were not considered to 

control the probability failure of structures due to the 

extended load-carrying capacity and decreased 

serviceability of the structure which result in increased cost 

of it. Usually 2% to 5% mass ratios are being adopted in case 

of designing any passive damper system and in this context 

TLCBD is found better to provide greater safety and 

reliability of the structure. 

 

The failure probability of structure decreases for both types 

of dampers with increasing length ratio. To mitigate the 

response property of a structure, the TLCBD is found much 

effective than TLCD for the same characteristic parameters 

that provide better reliability. It can be verified from the 

results plotted in figure 9. The corresponding tuning ratio has 

been shown in figure 6.  

 

The other optimal parameters, for TLCD the and for 

TLCBD 12R
 
have been plotted in figure 7 and figure 8 

respectively. The same amount of efficiency can be achieved 

with lower length ratio of TLCBD compared to the TLCD. 

As a result of this phenomenon, the material used to 

construct the damper becomes less and turns out to be a more 

cost-effective system. 

 

In figure 10, the trend of optimum tuning ratio for both the 

dampers has been plotted and compared. For TLCD, the 

determining optimal parameter is head loss coefficient 

which is shown in figure 11 for various structural damping 

ratios. With the increase in structural damping ratios, the 

head loss coefficient also gets improved to maintain 

efficiency.  

 

 
Figure 6: The optimised tuning ratios with different 

values of length ratios 

 
Figure 7: The optimised head loss coefficient for TLCD 

with different values of length ratios 

 

 
Figure 8: The optimum ball tube diameter ratio for 

TLCBD with different values of length ratios 

 
Figure 9: The failure probability of structure with 

different values of length ratios 
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Figure 10: The optimised tuning ratios with different 

values of damping ratios of structure 

 
Figure 11: The optimised head loss coefficient for 

TLCD with different values of damping ratios of 

structure 

 

 
Figure 12: The optimum ball tube diameter ratio for 

TLCBD with different values of damping ratios of 

structure 

 
Figure 13: The failure probability of structure with 

different values of damping ratios of structure 

 

The optimum 12R
 
of TLCBD is plotted against different s  

and shown in figure 12. It can be noted that the optimised 

value of 12R has a tendency of getting decremented with the 

increasing value of s , which allows the higher mass of 

liquid to contribute in response mitigation and hence, 

reduces the corresponding probability of failure. 

Comparison of fP for both the cases is shown in figure 13 

and the results verified the better performance of ball damper 

over the conventional liquid column dampers. With the 

increase in s , the maximum response mitigation is done by 

the damping property of structure itself. Therefore, the 

efficiency of damper decreases with the increasing value of 

s . 

 

The TLCBD is more effective than TLCD in case of increase 

in seismic vibration also. Figure 17 shows a comparative 

analysis for both the dampers. Comparison of change in 

tuning ratio with varying power spectral density is shown in 

figure 14. The corresponding other parameters for both the 

dampers are plotted on figure 15 and 16 respectively. For 

lesser values of seismic excitation, the vibration mitigation 

is taken care of by structure itself so the failure probability 

is approximately the same using both the dampers. But as the 

intensity increases, it has been noticed that the TLCBD 

performs better than the TLCD and the effect of structural 

damping becomes insignificant. 

 

Conclusion  
A reliability-based optimization study of a structure attached 

with TLCBD and TLCD subjected to a stochastic earthquake 

has been performed considering deterministic system 

parameters. In this regard, the probability of failure has 

evaluated considering first passage failure theory.   

 

The probability failure of structure is considered as an 

objective function here for two different systems (TLCBD 

and TLCD). For different structure and damper parameters 

like mass ratio, length ratio, damping ratio of structures and 

earthquake intensity, failure values are compared for both 

the systems. 
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Figure 14: The optimised tuning ratios with different 

values of S0 

 
Figure 15: The optimised head loss coefficient of TLCD 

with different values of S0 

 

 
Figure 16: The optimum ball tube diameter ratio for 

TLCBD with different values of S0 

 
Figure 17: The failure probability of structure with 

different values of S0 

 

It is also prominent from the study that the optimum tuning 

ratio is less in the case of TLCBD system compared to the 

TLCD system. Even if, the pattern of the optimization results 

of probability failure obtained from both the systems is alike 

but in every case, it can be shown that structure with TLCBD 

system has provided better safety (less probability of failure) 

than the structure with TLCD system. So from the risk point 

of view, it can be concluded that structure with TLCBD 

system provides better efficiency than the other case. This 

justifies the necessities of RBDO of these two damper 

systems. 

 

References 
1. Ahadi P., Mohebbi M. and Shakeri K., Using Optimal Multiple 

Tuned Liquid Column Dampers for Mitigating the Seismic 

Response of Structures, ISRN Civil Engineering, 2012, 1-6 (2012) 

 

2. Al-Saif K.A., Aldakkhan K.A., and Foda M.A., Modified Liquid 

Column Damper for Vibration Control of Structures, International 

Journal of Mechanical Sciences, 53, 505-512 (2011) 

 

3. Chang C.C. and Hsu C.T., Control Performance of Liquid 

Column Vibration Absorbers, Engineering Structure, 20(7), 5811-

586 (1998) 
 

4. Chang C.C., Mass Dampers and their Optimal Designs for 

Building Vibration Control, Engineering Structure, 21, 454-463 

(1999) 

5. Chakraborty S. and Roy B.K., Reliability Based Optimum 

Design of Tuned Mass Damper in Seismic Vibration Control of 

Structures with Bounded Uncertain Parameters, Probabilistic 

Engineering Mechanics, 26, 215–221 (2011) 

 

6. Chakraborty S. and Debbarma R., Robust optimum design of 

tuned liquid column damper in seismic vibration control of 

structures under uncertain bounded system parameters, Structure 

and Infrastructure Engineering., 12(5), 592–602 (2016) 

 

7. Chatterjee A. and Chakraborty S., Vibration Mitigation of 

Structures Subjected to Random Wave Forces by Liquid Column 

Dampers, Ocean Engineering, 87, 151–161 (2014) 

 

8. Chen J., Weiqing L., Peng Y. and Li J., Stochastic Seismic 

Response and Reliability Analysis of Base-Isolated Structures, 

Journal of Earthquake Engineering, 11(6), 903–24 (2007)  

9. Ghosh A. and Basu B., Seismic Vibration Control of Short 

Period Structures Using the Liquid Column Damper, Engineering 

Structures, 26, 1905–1913 (2004) 

 

10. Gur S., Roy K. and Mishra S.K., Tuned Liquid Column Ball 

Damper for Seismic Vibration Control, Structural Control and 

Health Monitoring, 22, 1325–1342 (2015) 

 

11. Haroun M.A., Pires J.A. and Won A.Y.J., Suppression of 

Environmental Induced Vibrations in Tall Buildings by Hybrid 

Liquid Column Dampers, The Structural Design of Tall Buildings, 

45–54 (1996) 

https://www.hindawi.com/41292705/
https://www.hindawi.com/60928624/
https://www.hindawi.com/23790861/


      Disaster Advances                                                                                                                            Vol. 14 (4) April (2021) 

67 

12. Hokmabady H., Mohammadyzadeh S. and Mojtahedi A., 

Suppressing Structural Vibration of a Jacket-Type Platform 

Employing a Novel Magneto-Rheological Tuned Liquid Column 

Gas Damper (MR-TLCGD), Ocean Engineering, 180, 60-70 

(2019) 

 

13. Islam A.B.M.S., Jameel M., Jumaat M.Z. and Rahman M.M., 

Optimization in Structural Altitude for Seismic Base Isolation at 

Medium Risk Earthquake Disaster Region, Disaster Advances, 

6(1), 23-34 (2013) 

 

14. Jorge L.P.F., José M.B. and Reyolando M.L.R.F.B., On Tuned 

Liquid Column Dampers Mounted on A Structural Frame Under A 

Non-Ideal Excitation, Journal of Sound and Vibration, 282, 1285-

1292 (2000) 

 

15. Kanai K., Semi-Empirical Formula for the Seismic 

Characteristics of the Ground, Bulletin of earthquake research 

institute, University of Tokyo, 309-325 (1957) 

 

16. Kwok K.C.S., Samali B. and Xu Y.L., Control of Wind Induced 

Vibration of Tall Structures by Optimised Tuned Liquid Column 

Dampers, Proceeding of Asia-Pacific Conference on 

Computational Mechanics, Hong Kong, 569-574 (1991) 

 

17. Konar T. and Ghosh A., Passive Control of Seismically Excited 

Structures by the Liquid Column Vibration Absorber, Structural 

Engineering and Mechanics, 36(5), 561-573 (2010) 

 

18. Lee H.H., Wong S.H. and Lee R.S., Response Mitigation on 

the Offshore Floating Platform System with Tuned Liquid Column 

Damper, Ocean Engineering, 33, 1118–1142 (2006) 

 

19. Lin Z. and Yaojun G.E., Wind Induced Buffeting Reliability of 

Long-Span Cable-Stayed Bridge Using Stochastic Finite Element 

Method, Disaster Advances, 6(3), 32-40 (2013) 

 

20. Lutes L.D. and Sarkani S., Stochastic Analysis of Structural 

and Mechanical Vibrations, Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, 

New Jersey, USA (1997) 

 

21. Pal S., Roy B.K. and Choudhury S., Comparative Performance 

Study of Tuned Liquid Column Ball Damper for Excessive Liquid 

Displacement on Response Reduction of Structure, International 

Journal of Engineering, 33(5), 753-759 (2020) 

 

22. Pandey D.K. and Mishra S.K., Moving Orifice Circular Liquid 

Column Damper for Controlling Torsionally Coupled Vibration, 

Journal of Fluids and Structures, 82, 357–374 (2018) 

 

23. Papadimitriou C., Katafygiotis L.S. and Au S.K., Effects of 

Structural Uncertainties on TMD Design: A Reliability-Based 

Approach, Journal of Structural Control, 4(1), 65–88 (1997)  

24. Rozas L., Ruben L., Boroschek, Tamburrino A. and Rojas M., 

A Bidirectional Tuned Liquid Column Damper for Reducing the 

Seismic Response of Buildings, Structural Control and Health 

Monitoring, 23, 621–640 (2016) 

 

25. Tajimi H.A., Statistical Method of Determining the Maximum 

Response of A Building During Earthquake, International 

Proceedings of 2nd World Conference on Earthquake Engineering, 

781-797 (1960) 

 

26. Taflanidis A.A., Beck J.L. and Angelides D.C., Robust 

reliability-based design of liquid column mass dampers under 

earthquake excitation using an analytical reliability approximation, 

Engineering Structures, 29, 3525–3537 (2007) 

 

27. Taflanidis A.A. and Beck J.L., An Efficient Framework for 

Optimal Robust Stochastic System Design Using Stochastic 

Simulation, Computational Mathematics on Applied Mechanical 

Engineering, 198(1), 88-101 (2008) 

 

28. Taflanidis A.A., Scruggs J.T. and Beck J.L., Reliability-Based 

Performance Objectives and Probabilistic Robustness in Structural 

Control Applications, Journal of Engineering Mechanics, 134(4), 

291–301 (2008) 

 

29. Taflanidis A.A. and Scruggs J.T., Performance measures and 

optimal design of linear structural systems under stochastic 

stationary excitation, Structural Safety, 32(5), 305–315 (2010) 

 

• 30. Tanveer M., Usman M., Khan I.U., Ahmad S., Hanif A. and 

Farooq S.H., Application of Tuned Liquid Column Ball Damper 

(TLCBD) for Improved Vibration Control Performance of Multi-

Storey Structure, PLoS One, 14(10), 1-15 (2018) 

 

31. Wang J.Y., Ni Y.Q., Ko J.M. and Spencer Jr. B.F., Magneto-

Rheological Tuned Liquid Column Dampers (MR-TLCDs) for 

Vibration Mitigation of Tall Buildings: Modeling and Analysis of 

Open-Loop Control, Computer and Structures, 83, 2023–2034 

(2005) 

 

32. Wu J.C., Shih M.H., Lin Y., Yi and Shen Y.C., Design 

Guidelines for Tuned Liquid Column Damper for Structures 

Responding to Wind, Engineering Structures, 27, 1893–905 

(2005) 

 

33. Zhang Y., Web B. and Liu Q., First Passage of Uncertain Single 

Degree-of-Freedom Nonlinear Oscillations, Computational 

Methods in Applied Mechanical Engineering, 165, 223–31 (1998). 

 

(Received 30th August 2020, accepted 02nd November 2020)

 


