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Abstract

The objective of this research is to evaluate the seismic performance of steel intermediate moment frames(IMFs) with different
heights. The seimic performance is conducted according to ATC-63. Three-, six, nine- and twelve-story IMFs are designed
according to KBC 2009. The connection is modeled to have a drift capacity of 0.02rad, which is required for IMF connections. This
study shows that the probability of collapse increases with an increase in the height of the frame. Nine- and twelve-story frames

did not satisfy the requirement specified in ATC-63.
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Table 1 Column and beam member sizings

Column '
Floor - - Girder
Exterior Interior

1 H-340x250x9x 14 H-39440618<18 H-446x199<8x12
3 Story 2 H-336x24958x12 H-394x405x18<18 H-396x199x7x11
3 H-298x201x9x14 H-344x354x16x16 H-346x174x6x9
1 H-A00<408x21 %21 H-458x417x3050 H-600<200x11x17
9 H-A00<408x21 21 H-458x417x3050 H-600<200x11x17
3 H-A00<408x21 21 H-458x417x3050 H-506<201x11x19
6 Story 4 H-340x250<9x14 H-428x407x2035 H-500<200x1016
5 H-340x250x9x 14 H-400x408x21x21 H-400x200<8x13
6 H-354x176x8x13 H-390<300<10x16 H-200x204x12x12
1 H-A28x407%2035 H-498x43254570 H-692<300x13<20
23 H-428407x2035 H-498x432x4570 H-692<300<13x20
9 Story 45 H-400<408x21x21 H-458~ 4173050 H-612x202x13x23
6-7 H-344x354x16x16 H-428x407x2035 H-596x199x10x15
89 H-344x354x16x16 H-400x408x21x21 H-354x176x8x13
1 H-458<417x3050 H-498x432x4570 H-708x302x15x28
2-3 H-453<417x3050 H-498x43254570 H-708<302x15x28
45 H-428407x2035 H-498x432x4570 H-692<300<13x20
12 Story 6-7 H-428407x2035 H-458x417x3050 H-5825300x12x17
89 H-414x405x1828 H-458x417x3050 H-606x201x1220
10-11 H-344x354<16<16 H-414x405x1828 H-500<200x1016
12 H-340x250<9x14 H-394x405x18<18 H-346x174x6x9
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