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This paper presents a new All-In-One (AIO) implementation of an existing formulation to design adaptive
structures through Total Energy Optimization (TEO). The method implemented in previous work is a nested
optimization process, here named TEO-Nested. Numerical simulations and experimental testing have
shown that the TEO-Nested method produces structures that embody and use significantly lower energy
compared to passive designs. However, TEO-Nested does not guarantee solution optimality. The formula-
tion presented in this paper is an AIO optimization based on Mixed Integer Nonlinear Programming
(MINLP), here named TEO-MINLP. Element cross-section areas, internal forces, nodal displacements and
control commands are treated as continuous variables while the actuator positions as binary variables.
Stress and displacement limits are included in the optimization constraints. Case studies of reticular struc-
tures are employed to benchmark the solutions with those produced by the TEO-Nested method. Results
have shown that both formulations produce similar solutions which are only marginally different in energy
terms thus proving that the TEO-Nested method tends to converge to optimal (local) solutions. However,
the computation time required by TEO-Nested is only a fraction of that required by TEO-MINLP, which

makes the former more suitable for structures of complex layout that are made of many elements.

© 2020 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Adaptive structures are structural systems which have the abil-
ity to counteract actively the external loads through redirection of
the internal load path (element forces) and controlled changes of
the external geometry. Different to passive structural systems,
adaptive structures are equipped with sensors and actuators to
be controlled during service. In civil engineering, active control
has been mostly implemented for vibration suppression of struc-
tures under extreme loading events [1-3]. Different systems
including active bracings and columns for buildings and active
cable-tendons for bridges have been studied [4-7,45]. Shape con-
trol has been investigated to reduce the static as well as the
dynamic response of tensegrity structures [8-12], to improve air-
plane maneuverability through morphing wings [13-15] as well
as for the control of direct daylight in buildings [ 16]. Design meth-
ods for adaptive structures generally aim to minimize material
mass or control effort or a combination of both [17-20,21,46,47].
In most of these strategies, the structure and the actuation system
are optimized separately [23-26,48,49]. However, since the actua-
tor location has a significant influence on material and energetic
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impacts, simultaneous synthesis of the structural and actuation
system is key for the design of an adaptive structure.

Senatore et al. [27,27] presented an All-In-One (AIO) formula-
tion to design adaptive structures through Total Energy Optimiza-
tion (TEO). The formulation has been implemented for reticular
structures equipped with linear actuators. The objective is to min-
imize the whole-life energy (i.e. total energy) which is made of an
embodied part in the material and an operational part for control.
Minimization of the whole-life energy leads to adaptive solutions
with a reduced environmental impact with respect to passive
structures. Active control is employed to counteract the effect of
strong loading so that the design is not governed by peak demands.
Through controlled length changes, the actuators modify the inter-
nal forces as well as the geometry of the structure to ensure it
operates within required limits, e.g. admissible stress in the struc-
tural elements and displacement limits for serviceability. The
structure is designed to withstand normal loading conditions in a
passive state (i.e. the actuators are locked in position) while it is
actively controlled at the occurrence of strong loading events. This
allows large savings of the energy embodied in the material at the
cost of a small amount of operational energy for actuation.

The formulation by Senatore et al. [27], here named TEO-
Nested, has been so far implemented as a nested optimization pro-
cess. The embodied and operational energy depend on structural
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Nomenclature

B equilibrium matrix

dim dimension of the structure (2D or 3D)
ee material energy intensity factor (M]/kg)
E Young’s modulus

Eempodiea €nergy embodied in the material
Eoperationat  Operational energy required by the active system
during service

Eiotal whole-life energy
element force

F? Euler buckling load

F¢ element force controlled through actuation F€ = F + AF

F element force under live load

F-¢ element force under live load controlled through
actuation F--€ = F- + AF

F’ element force under permanent load

FP-¢ element force under permanent load controlled through
actuation F-C = F* + AF”

F force at which the element stress equals the admissible
value for tension o’ or compression ¢

H live load hours of occurrence

K stiffness matrix

K element stiffness matrix

L element length

LAT load activation threshold

MUT material utilization factor

n actuator layout

nast. minimum number of actuators

nact maximum number of actuators

nCdé number of controlled degrees of freedom

number of constrained freedom
(i.e. supports)

n number of samples in the load probability distribution

degrees  of

ndof number of degrees of freedom

n¢ number of structural elements
nféef number of free degrees of freedom
n" number of nodes

n? number of load cases

P total external load P = P®* + Pt
Pt equivalent load caused by actuation (actuator load)
Py design load

pdead dead load

pex external load

pfive live load

P’ permanent load

psef self-weight load

r degree of static indeterminacy

u nodal displacement

ucdef displacement of controlled degrees of freedom

ut displacement under live load

ut-C€ displacement under live load controlled through
actuation u'-¢ = u* + Aut

ut-cledof  controlled displacements under live load (extracted
from u-%)

u” displacement under permanent load

u’-€ displacement under permanent load controlled through
actuation u’- = u” + Au”

u™-cedof  controlled displacements under permanent load
(extracted from u’-%)

ustso serviceability limit (deflection) under permanent load

us serviceability limit under live load

wrf work done by actuators under compatible force F

WA work done by actuators under force correction AF

w' actuation work (auxiliary variable) for the first phase of
the adaptation process

w'? actuation work (auxiliary variable) for the second phase
of the adaptation process

o element cross-section area

Olmin cross-section area lower bound

AF force correction caused by actuator commands AL

AF° force correction caused by actuator commands AL”

ALjimir  maximum actuator length change

AL actuator commands (i.e. control commands)

ALP actuator commands under permanent load

ALt actuator commands under live load

Aut disi)lacement correction caused by actuator commands
AL

Au’ displacement correction caused by actuator commands
AL’

n actuator mechanical efficiency

U mean of normal probability distribution

p material density

T standard deviation of normal probability distribution

o€ admissible stress in compression

a’ admissible stress in tension

o) actuator working frequency

sizing and actuation layout which are both design variables. The
actuator placement optimization is formulated as a relaxation of
the binary problem into a continuous linear form through sensitiv-
ity analysis. Embodied and operational energy minimization are
coordinated through an auxiliary design variable, the Material
Utilization factor (MUT) and an auxiliary state variable, the Load
Activation Threshold (LAT). The MUT can be thought of as the ratio
of demand over capacity defined for the structure as a whole. The
LAT is the lowest intensity loading event that causes a state of
stress and/or displacement to violate a limit state. The higher the
MUT, the more flexible the structure (light-weight) and thus the
lower the LAT because actuation might be needed to control forces
and displacements caused by loading events of lower intensity
with respect to the design load. The MUT is the main variable
(0% < MUT < 100%) employed in an outer loop which contains
embodied and operational energy minimization. For illustration
purposes, Fig. 1 shows the plot of embodied, operational and total
energy as a function of the MUT. Varying the MUT allows to move
from least-weight structures (MUT = 100%) with small embodied

=
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Active design MUT Passive design

Fig. 1. Embodied, operational and whole-life energy as a function of the Material
Utilization factor (MUT) [27].

energy but large operational energy (low LAT) to very stiff struc-
tures (e.g. MUT < 25%) with large embodied energy but small oper-
ational energy (high LAT). The optimal adaptive structure (optimal
structural sizing and actuator placement) is the configuration of
minimum energy.
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The TEO-Nested formulation has been applied to the design of
reticular structures of complex layout [29,29] and verified experi-
mentally on a large-scale prototype adaptive structure [30]. Results
have shown that adaptive structures designed with this method
achieve savings up to 70% of the whole-life energy compared to
weight-optimized passive structures when the design problem is
stiffness governed. The structures produced by this method have
not only a lower environmental impact (minimum energy solution)
but also a superior structural efficiency because they can be extre-
mely slender and yet they are able to satisfy very tight deflection
limits. These characteristics are beneficial for stiffness governed
designs including tall buildings, long-spanning bridges and roof sys-
tems. The TEO-Nested formulation has also been extended to design
structures that adapt to loads through large shape changes account-
ing for geometric non-linear behavior [32,32].

However, since the TEO-Nested formulation does not carry out
a simultaneous optimization of embodied and operational energy,
solution optimality is not guaranteed. In addition, the operational
energy has been obtained by computing the energy needed for
compensation of forces and displacements caused by the external
load (one-phase adaptation) but without considering the energy
required to control the structure into the configuration prior to
actuation after the live load is removed (two-phase adaptation).
Although this second phase is often negligible because it usually
requires lower actuation forces as the structure returns to the opti-
mal state under permanent load, in some cases it might lead to an
inaccurate estimation of the operational energy. One-phase and
two-phase adaptation are explained in further detail in Section 2.

This work builds on the TEO-Nested method given in [27] by
reformulating the minimum energy design problem into a Mixed
Integer Nonlinear Programming (MINLP) problem which can be
solved directly to obtain an optimal (local) solution. This new for-
mulation is here named TEO-MINLP. The operational energy is
computed considering the full adaptation process (two phases)
for both methods. Case studies of simply supported and vertical
cantilever truss structures are presented to benchmark the solu-
tions produced by the TEO-MINLP method against the solutions
obtained with the TEO-Nested method. This paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 gives details of the structural adaptation process
that will be simulated. Section 3 gives the All-in-One formulation
based on MINLP. Section 4 presents numerical examples. Section 5
and Section 6 conclude the paper.

2. Minimum energy design through structural adaptation

Civil structures are usually capacity designed against the high-
est demand which is set using statistically predicted worst load
cases. However, most load-bearing structures experience loading
events that are significantly lower than the design values, which
means that the structure is effectively overdesigned for most of
the service life. The construction industry is a major contributor
to material and energy consumption [34,34|. Most of the embodied
impacts for material extraction and fabrication are related to load
bearing systems [35]. For these reasons, there is a need of new
design methods and technologies to help reduce structures envi-
ronmental and energetic impacts. Whole-life energy minimization
is a new design criterion that was first introduced in [27]. Estab-
lished design objectives including weight or life-cycle cost mini-
mization do not address explicitly the reduction of structures
embodied environmental impacts. If the structure is equipped with
an actuation system that controls internal forces and displace-
ments to stay within required limits, the material can be dis-
tributed optimally thus saving embodied energy. However, the
operational energy required for structural adaptation might be
very high if the adaptive structure is not designed to be a minimum

configuration in whole-life energy terms. This is a challenging
design problem which is non-linear, non-convex and mixed integer
[27]. To obtain a minimum energy design, element sizing (element
cross-sections), actuator placement as well as actuator commands
(length changes) must be determined so that the total energy
requirement is kept to a minimum throughout service life.

2.1. Structural adaptation

Fig. 2 illustrates diagrammatically the main steps of the control
process as considered in this study. For simplicity of representa-
tion, the structure is presented as a generic simply supported
beam. However, the configurations considered in this study are
pin-jointed structures equipped with linear actuators which are
strategically fitted within some of the structural elements (see Sec-
tion 4). This formulation is implemented within the assumption of
small strains and small displacements. The structure is assumed to
be subjected to a permanent load (self-weight + dead load) and a
randomly varying live load whose probability of occurrence is set
as explained in Section 2.3. It is also assumed that the dynamic
response of the structure is not controlled by the active system
as it was done in [27]. Since dynamic is not considered, seismic
design criteria are not included. Because the structure is controlled
only against rarely occurring loads, fatigue is not taken as a rele-
vant limit state.

The adaptation process considered in this study is subdivided
into the discrete steps (a-f) shown in Fig. 2. The superscript C,
which stands for “controlled”, denote either element forces or
nodal displacements caused by the external load in combination
with the effect of actuation. Element forces and nodal displace-
ments caused by the external load without the effect of actuation
are also referred to as compatible. The forces obtained through
actuation are in fact not compatible with the input geometry.
Due to geometric compatibility, the effect of actuation is a change
of forces and displacements, which is employed to operate the
structure within required limits [27]. The forces and displacements
obtained through control define an optimal state under each load
case. For example, F*-¢ = F* + AF” and u"-€ = u” + Au® is the optimal
state under permanent load. The same applies for the live load or
other load combination cases.

(a) A first control action is needed under permanent load P”
which causes the element forces F* and nodal displacements
uP.

(b) In order to eliminate the displacements caused by P’, the
actuators have to change their length by AL” which causes
a change of internal forces AF” and displacements Au’ so
that F*-C = F* + AF” and u"-€ = u” + AuP. This can be thought
of as a pre-cambering process so that the structure is kept
flat or as close as possible to the input geometry for the gen-
eral case under permanent load.

(c) When the live load P* is applied, in this case opposite to P, it
causes the element forces F- and nodal displacements u‘
which are added to the total element forces and nodal dis-
placements F” + AF* + F£ and u” + Au” + u!, respectively.

(d) If the total force violates an ultimate limit state (e.g. buck-
ling, material strength limit) or the total displacement
exceeds a serviceability limit state, the actuators will apply
AL to cause a change of internal forces AF* and nodal dis-
placements Au. Therefore, the element forces and nodal
displacements are F + AF* + F- + AF- and u” + Auf + ul + Aub,
respectively.

(e) When the live load is removed, the element forces F- and
nodal displacements u’ will also disappear. The total ele-
ment forces and nodal displacements become F* + AF” + AF-
and u” + AuP + Aut, respectively.
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Fig. 2. Load adaptation process.

(f) Although the live load has been removed, the effect of ALL
(step d) is still present. Therefore, an opposite change of
length — AL is applied to remove AF- and Aut thus allowing
the structure to return to the optimal configuration under
permanent load.

Step (b) to step (f) is repeated each time a live load is applied to
the structure.

2.2. Operational energy computation

The adaptation process illustrated in Fig. 2 is divided into three
steps: (a-b), (b-d), and (d-f). In step (a-b) the structure is controlled
to eliminate the displacements caused by the permanent load. This
task needs only to be carried out once after or during the building
of the structure. Compared to the energy required to control the
effect of the live load, the energy required for this one-time actua-
tion is negligible [27]. Steps (b-d) are the first phase of the adapta-
tion process in which the structure is controlled to compensate for
the effect of the live load. Steps (d-f) are the second phase of the
adaptation process in which the structure is controlled to eliminate
the residual effect caused by actuation in the first phase (b-d) and
after the live load is removed.

In [27], the operational energy is obtained by accounting only
for the first phase (steps b-d) of the adaptation process. In most
cases, the energy required by the first phase is much higher than
that required in the second phase. This is because, usually, the
actuators counteract the effect of the live load in the first phase
while during the second phase the actuators release in order to
control the structure into the optimal configuration under perma-
nent load (d-f). This is the case for the vertical cantilever structures
subject to lateral loading presented in Section 4. However, in other
cases, for example when the live load is opposite to the permanent
load (such as the case presented in Fig. 2), the situation is inverted.
The first phase can be thought of as a relaxation because the total
load is actually lower than the permanent load (step b-d) while the
second phase requires most of the energy to control the structure
into the optimal configuration under permanent load (d-f). This is
the case of the simply supported trusses presented in Section 4. For
this reason, in this work a two-phase adaptation process is adopted

for the computation of the operational energy. In order to compare
results obtained by the TEO-MINLP and the TEO-Nested methods,
in both formulations the operational energy is computed consider-
ing a two-phase adaptation process.

2.3. Live load probability distribution

The computation of the operational energy requires the defini-
tion of a probability of occurrence of the loads. For simplicity, all
loadings that are not permanent including large events with a
small probability of occurrence such as wind storms or unusual
crowds are considered as live loads in this work. Following [27],
a log-normal distribution is adopted to model the live load proba-
bility distribution. Using a log-normal distribution means that the
logarithm of the live load event (which is the random variable) is
normally distributed. This way it is possible to model a generic ran-
dom occurrence of the live load whose magnitude is always a pos-
itive value. Other probability distributions should be employed to
model specific loading events. In order to define the log-normal
distribution, the mean p and the standard deviation ¢ of the asso-
ciated normal distribution must be known. For simplicity, the
mean u of the associated normal distribution is set to zero. The
design load Py is set as the characteristic value which corresponds
to the 95th percentile of the associated normal distribution. Since
the operational energy is computed during service, the characteris-
tic value is the design load without load factors (SLS load case).
Once the characteristic value and the mean are set, the standard
deviation of the associated normal distribution is obtained as:

o= loggP) -n (1)
@ 1(0.95)

where @' is the inverse of the cumulative distribution function of a
standard normal distribution.

Fig. 3(a) shows the Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) of a
generic live load, and the dotted line denotes the Load Actuation
Threshold (LAT). The LAT is the lowest level of the load probability
distribution that causes a state of stress and/or displacement to
violate a limit state [27]. At the left-hand side of the LAT are the
more frequent loads with low magnitude that the structure can
withstand without actuation. At the right side are the rarer loads
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Fig. 3. (a) Live load Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF); (b) live load hours [27]

with higher magnitude which the structure can only withstand
through adaptation.

To obtain a discretization of the load probability distribution,
given a load case j, all possible values of the load ranging from 0
to the design value P;4 are grouped into n? bins and the value of
the load in the k™ bin is denoted by Pj. The number of hours when
the live load falls within the k™ bin is denoted by Hj.. Fig. 3(b)
shows the distribution of Hj, of a generic live load. The total oper-
ational energy during service is the sum of the energy shares that
are required to counteract actively loads of magnitude higher than
the LAT. Note that the LAT is not a design variable but rather a state
variable. Once the minimum energy configuration is obtained, the
LAT is computed through analysis.

3. All-In-One Total Energy Optimization formulation
3.1. Reduced model

This section presents the All-In-One Total Energy Optimization
(TEO) problem through the reduced formulation given in Table 1 in
order to explain the main aspects of the model.

The objective of the optimization is to minimize the whole-life
energy of the structure which is the sum of embodied and opera-
tional energy as defined in Section 2. This formulation applies to
reticular structures equipped with linear actuators. Assume a retic-
ular structure of dim dimensions with n" nodes and n® elements,
and use 7% to denote the number of degrees of freedom that
are not constrained by supports. The main design variables are
the element cross-section areas o € R™*!, the internal forces
F ¢ R™*! (before control) and F° € R™*! (after control), the nodal
displacements u € R**! (before control) and u¢ € R™*! (after
control), the actuator layout n € R™*! which is a vector of binary
variables indicating the actuator positions, and the actuator length
changes AL € R™ ",

The All-in-One formulation was already given in [27] based on
the Integrated Force Method (IFM) [37,37]. However, simulations
have shown that that the IFM-based formulation is difficult to
solve directly through an AIO optimization scheme because it con-
tains strong nonlinearities. For example, the use of the element
flexibility matrix containing L/(Ex), where L € R"™*! is the element

Table 1
TEO-MINLP reduced model.

Etotat = Eembodied + Eoperatiﬂnul Objective function

min

o FunAL

s. t. Ku=P
—0Ca<F < o’a
—FP < FC

SLS Clcd SLS i ility Limi

—uS, <u ledof < uls, Serviceability Limit State
—ALjmien < AL < ALjjpicn Actuator layout constraints
- Aucxiliary constraints

Equilibrium constraints
Ultimate Limit State

length vector, introduces a non-linearity due to the presence of
variable o at the denominator. Therefore, the Dual Integrated Force
Method (IFMD) [38] is adopted to reduce the degree of nonlinear-
ity. Note that the governing equations for the IFMD are similar to
the stiffness equations with a modification of the load term which
allows to incorporate directly the actuator length changes. This
variation makes it a convenient method to compute internal forces
and nodal displacements resulting from the actuator length
changes.

Minimization of the whole-life energy is subjected to four main
constraint types: force equilibrium, ultimate limit state (ULS), ser-
viceability limit state (SLS) and actuator layout constraints.
Equilibrium of forces is necessary since the internal forces are trea-
ted as design variables. For this reason, equilibrium conditions that

relate the applied load P € R™™ 1 to nodal displacements and ele-

ment forces through the stiffness matrix K € R """ must be sat-
isfied for all cases whether the structure is controlled or not. ULS
constrains the element forces (or stresses) to be limited within
an admissible value (i.e. material strength limit) for tension g’

and compression ¢€, which includes local stability constraints F?
(buckling). SLS is enforced to ensure that the displacements of
the controlled degrees of freedom (cdof) are kept within required
serviceability limit ulS,. The cdofs are the degrees of freedom of
the nodes that are chosen to be controlled. Actuator layout con-
straints are implemented to set an upper bound on the maximum
number of actuators as well as the maximum actuator length
change. Other auxiliary constraints will be formulated to imple-
ment the optimization model. Full formulation of the objective
function and all constraint equations are given in Section 3.2.

Note that to simplify the notation, element force F, nodal dis-
placement u and control command AL are single column vectors
by taking only one load case at time. To consider multiple load
cases and the load probability distribution discussed in Section 2.3,
the formulation is extended for each k™ occurrence of the j™ load
case Pj.

3.2. All-In-One Total Energy Optimization full model

3.2.1. Equilibrium conditions

Equilibrium conditions must be satisfied for any load that the
structure is designed to withstand whether it is in an active state
(controlled through actuation) or in a passive state. By using the
IFMD [38], this condition can be expressed as:

Ku =P, )

where K € R™ ™ is the stiffness matrix, u € R*”*1 is the dis-

placement vector, and P € R is the total external load vector
which can also include the actuator control commands. Note that
Eq. (2) is called “equilibrium” conditions but it also includes geo-
metric compatibility conditions between element deformations
and nodal displacements. For reticular structures, the stiffness
matrix K can be expressed as:
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K — BKB', (3)

nfdof xne

where B € R is the equilibrium matrix which contains the ele-

ment direction cosines, and K e R™*" is the element stiffness
matrix which is diagonal (for truss structures) and whose terms are:

~  E.o
Ki="" (4)

The terms E;, «; and L; are the Young’s modulus, cross-section
area, and length of the i" element, respectively. The total load P
is expressed as:

P — PEXt + l’ﬂCt7 (5)

where P*** and P°* are the external load and the equivalent load
caused by actuation (actuator load for brevity), respectively. P is
expressed as:

P — BKAL, (6)

where AL € R™*! is the vector of actuator commands. It is conve-
nient to express the actuator load P** and length change AL as vec-
tors of dimensions R™*! even if the number of actuators is usually
much lower than the number of elements n¢. The length change of
the non-active elements is simply set to zero.

Recalling the structural adaptation process explained in Sec-
tion 2.1, equilibrium conditions must be further divided into two
parts depending on whether the live load is applied or not. If only
permanent load (dead load P** + self-weight P**V) (steps a-b in

Fig. 2) and the actuator control commands AL” are applied, the
equilibrium constraints are:

Ku’ =P’ 7
where
PP = pPd  pV L BKAL". (8)

Note that u™-C in Eq. (7) includes the displacement u” caused by
the permanent load P%** + P/ as well as the displacement correc-
tion Au” caused by AL, i.e. u™-C = u” + Au” as shown by step (b) in
Fig. 2. The displacement u” caused by the permanent load is
obtained by removing the actuator load BK AL” from Eq. (8) and
substituting the load in Eq. (7):

Ku’ = p 4 pse!/, 9)

Au’ is then computed as Au” = u™€ — u”.

Similarly, equilibrium conditions under the live load P"™* are
given by:

Ku'€ = P, (10)
where
P — P { BKAL, (11)

where AL" is the actuator control command to counteract the live
load. In Eq. (10) u’-¢ = u' + Au’ as shown by step (d) in Fig. 2.
The displacement u’ caused by the live load is obtained by remov-
ing the actuator load BKAL in Eq. (11) and substituting the load in
Eq. (10):

Ku' = P", (12)

Aut is then computed as Au? = ut-€ — u’,

3.2.2. Ultimate Limit State (ULS) constraints
3.2.2.1. Admissible stress and buckling. The controlled element
forces are constrained so that the stress does not exceed an admis-
sible limit and compression forces are below the critical buckling
load:

C C T

{ o*Bozch <o*a‘ (13)

-F° <F

where ¢¢ and g7 are the admissible stress in compression and in

tension respectively, F’ € R™*! is the Euler buckling load vector.
For simplicity it is assumed that all elements have a cylindrical hol-
low section. To reduce optimization complexity, the wall thickness
is set proportional to the external diameter. Therefore, F? is a func-
tion of the cross-section area a. In addition, element cross-section
areas are bounded to be larger than a minimum value o, which
could be used to match commercial availability:

o = Olmin- (14)

If there is no live load applied to the structure, the controlled
element force F€ is given by:

F=F<=K (BTu"—C - ALP>. (15)

The term that multiplies K is the elastic deformation of the ele-
ment which is given by the total deformation B'u" minus the
actuator length change AL". Note that F*-C in Eq. (15) includes both
the force F” caused by the permanent load and the force correction
AF’ caused by AL, i.e. F*-* = F" + AF" as shown by step (b) in Fig. 2.
The compatible force (before control) F* caused by the permanent
load is obtained as:

F =KB'v’. (16)

The force correction AF’ caused by ALP is then computed as
P _ pPC _ gP

AF =F F".
If both permanent and live load are applied, FC is given by:

F=F<+F‘=K (BTuP—C - AL”) +K (BTuL—C ~ ALY, 17)

F-Cin Eq. (17) includes the force F* caused by the live load P'"¢
and the force correction AF* caused by AL, i.e. F-C = F' + AF as
shown by step (d) in Fig. 2. The compatible force (before control)
F' caused by the live load is obtained as:

F = KB"ul. (18)

The force correction AF caused by AL' is then computed as
AF- = F-€ _ F.,

3.2.2.2. Fail-safe constraints. A fail-safe constraint enforces the con-
dition that ULS is satisfied even without the contribution of the
active system:

—0a<F“+F <o’

B _ pPC , gl ) (19)
-FF<F~+F

where F*-¢ are the controlled forces under permanent load (one-
time control action, see Section 2.1) and F* the compatible forces
(no control) caused by the live load P. In other words, the sum of
controlled forces under permanent load and the non-controlled
forces under live load must be within required stress and stability
limits. This way, in case of a large loading event and concurrent
power breakdown and/or control system failure, structure integrity
will not be compromised.
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3.2.3. Serviceability Limit State constraints
The nodal displacements are constrained to be within pre-
scribed limits:

_ulimit < ucdof < ulimit7 (20)

where cdof denotes the degrees of freedom to be controlled. If there
is no live load applied to the structure, u®® = uP-cf n this case,
the actuator length changes are applied so that the displacements
under permanent load are reduced to zero or a very small value
as shown by steps (b-d) and steps (d-f) in Fig. 2. This control action
can be thought of as a pre-cambering, in this case u'™ is denoted
as w0, If the live load is applied, u® = uP-Cledof 4 yl-Cledof [p this
case, u''"™ js assigned as the required serviceability limit which is
denoted by u®™,

3.2.4. Actuator command constraints

The actuator commands are limited so that they do not exceed a
prescribed stroke length which otherwise could be impractical. The
sign convention for AL is positive when it is an extension and neg-
ative for a contraction. This constraint is formulated as:

—ALjjmient < AL < ALjjen, (21)

where ALjjmi is the maximum allowed length change, and n € R™*!
is a vector of binary variables n; € {0, 1} that represents the actua-
tor layout. For clarity, n; = 1 means that i" element is selected to be
fitted with a linear actuator. In addition, the number of actuators is
constrained by:

act act

mm Zn' = max? (22)
where n2¥ and n3, are lower and upper bounds of the number of
actuators.

3.2.5. Auxiliary constraints

Following [27], the work Wj;, done by the i’ actuator for the k™
occurrence of the j™ load case P; is expressed as:

1

Wijk =F ijkALijk + i
where Fj is the compatible element force before control and AF is
the element force change after the control command ALy, is applied.
The products (FiuALy) and (% AFALj) may be positive or negative.
If the terms in (Fj, ALj) and/or (AF, ALj) have the same sign,
their product will be positive, for example when an increase of ten-
sion is needed for force correction AFy, > 0 through a length exten-
sion AL, > 0 or vice versa for the compression case. In these cases,
no work is needed because there is an actual gain of energy which
could be harvested. However, since energy harvesting is not consid-
ered in this formulation, any energy gain is set to zero in order to
compute an upper bound of the operational energy consumption.
Therefore, only when the products (FiALy) andfor (3 AFALy)
are negative, their absolute value is added to the operational
energy. In order to implement these conditions within the MINLP
formulation, two auxiliary variables are introduced, Wuk and Wi
and a set of auxiliary constraints expressed as:

WE, < FyAL

AFijk ALijk7 (23)

ijk»

W,J,( <IAFj ALy (24)

Wuk <0, Wuk <0

The work Wy, done by the it" actuator for the k™ occurrence of
the j™ load case Py is:

;jk - (szk Wuk) (25)

Note that Eq. (25) is satisfied only at the configuration of mini-
mum energy i.e. when — (W,Jk + Wuk> reaches the minimum which

is ensured because Wy, is included in the objective function. This
way, the operational energy (Eqperationar) equired for the k™ occur-
rence of the load probability distribution can be computed as:

operunonal - E §

where o is the actuator working frequency expressed in cycles per
hour and 7 the actuator mechanical efficiency. For simplicity, the
actuator working frequency is set to the 1st natural frequency,
which is likely to dominate the response of most civil structures
under dynamic loading [27]. This is a conservative assumption
because it means that the actuator will always work at the funda-
mental frequency even if the load is quasi-static or slow varying.
In addition, the TEO-MINLP formulation must be implemented as
a single process (see Table 2) i.e. no sub-processes can be included
such as the eigenvalue problem to compute the fundamental fre-
quency. Therefore w is set as the fundamental frequency of the
equivalent weight-optimized passive structure. Because the passive
structure is always stiffer than the adaptive one, this gives an upper
bound on the natural frequency and thus on the operational energy.

’kaka (26)

3.2.6. Objective function
The optimization objective is minimization of the whole-life

energy (Ecota):
Etotal = Eembadied + Eaperationalv (27)

where Eempodied 1S the energy embodied in the material and Egperq-
tional 1S the total operational energy throughout service life (usually
set as 50 years). The embodied energy is:

Eembodied = Z OCiLipieeb (28)

where p; is the material density, and ee; is the energy intensity fac-
tor (M]/kg) [39]. When the structure comprises elements made of a
single material, the embodied energy is proportional to the mass
through a single scaling factor. However, since the objective is to
minimize the structure whole-life energy, the material energy
intensity is important even for the case when a single material is
adopted.
The operational energy is expressed as:

(Wi + Wu,( ') oH

operanonal = Z Z Z ’ (29}

where W:j(,p and W:j(,f are the work shares for the first (steps b-d)
and second (steps d-f) control phase respectively done by the it

actuator for the k™ occurrence of the j”1 load case Pj.

3.2.7. TEO-MINLP full model formulation

The TEO-MINLP optimization model is given in Table 2.
The vector Xcollates the optimization variables:
X — (a FP _C|SLS FL _C|SLS FL\SLS FP _C|ULS FL _C|ULS up C|SLS ll" C|SLS uL‘5L5,>

uP-clLs llL C|ULS ALP\SLS ALL\SLS ALP\ULS ALL\ULS n, WF WAF

The superscript SLS and ULS indicate the design load case without
and with load factors, respectively. As explained in Section 2.3, the
operational energy is computed during service, hence the objective
function and auxiliary constraints contain forces and actuator com-
mands only for the SLS load cases.The factor 6; in the Actuator lay-
out constraints is the load factor for the i*" permanent load. This
factor is employed to enforce that permanent load cases with the
same load factor are controlled with identical actuator commands.
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Table 2
TEO-MINLP full model.

mXin Etotal = Eembodied + Eopern[ional ObjECtive function

s.t. KuP-CISLS — pPISLs Equilibrium
LCISLS _ plLISLS i constraints
Ku; P — Py vj, vk
LISLS _ plive i
Ku*t = P Vi, Vk
KuP-CIULS _ pPuuis vj
J J
L C|ULS _ pl|ULS Vi
Ku; =P )
FP-CSLS _ g (BTup,c\SLs _ ALP\SLS)
L CISLS _ 17 (RT44L-CISLS L|SLS Vj, vk
Fi =K (B Uy — AL ) J
LISLS _ 17 pT LISLS Vj, Vk
F’" = KBuj) J
P_C|ULS _ 17 (gT 4 P-CIULS PIULS vj
FU — K (BT AL
L_CIULS _ 1z (RTyL-CIULS LIULS vj
FOU — K (BTuf U - AL)
—0Ca < FPCSIS < Ty Material strength
—Co < FPCISLS JrFjlv.k,C\SLs <da j, Vk constraints
—oa < FJ'.)’C‘ULs <ola vj
6% < Fjlf,qws Jrl_.];,quLs <oTa vj
_FB < FP-OIS Member buckling
_FB < FPOSIS Fj;k_qsw ), Vk constraints

7FB < FP_C\ULS
< F,
7FB < F[",C\ULS +F}.,C ULS V]

_uSLS0 ¢ yP-CISLSiedof ¢ ySLSO

<

<

Displacement

—uSLS  yP-CISLS[cdof u]L’;C\SLS\Edof <usls vj, vk constraints

—uSls0 uj{’fC\ULS\tdvf < U0 vj

_usls <u}l_’,(‘\ULS\cdof+ujL,C\ULS\cduf guSLS vj

—ALjmient < ALPSE < ALjen Actuator layout
LSLS i constraints

—ALjmien < ALPSS AL < ALjjmien vj, vk

~ALjmien < AL < ALjpien vy

—ALjjmien < ALjP‘ULs + ALJ”ULS < ALjmien Vi

ALY = AL if 5 =
Nmin < Z n; < Nmax
1
Wf;-;(“ < (Fl(’fC\SLS +I.—g_\lfLS)AL‘_SjII.(S Vi, Vj, vk Aux1llar-y
AF(1) _ 1 A SIS A SIS Vi Vi vk constraints
Wit < JAFSE AL Vi,
F(2 P_C|SLS i /i
Wij;() < (Ff | +AFx$jlkS) (*N-xsjlrf) i, Vj, vk
o o
Wi <4 (—AF;-E) (—Aij',f) Vi, Vj, Vk
wi <o Vi, j, vk
wi <o Vi, Vj, vk
wfj;f> <0 Vi, Vj, vk
W?}fm <0 Vi, Vj, Vk
o ; O‘mm
n; € {0,1} Vi

The relationships between the load, force, displacement, and
actuation with different superscripts are shown in Table 3 and
Fig. 2. For simplicity, SLS and ULS superscripts are omitted in
Table 3 and Fig. 2.

Referring to Table 2, the dimensions of the optimization vari-
ables are given in Table 4.

Thus, for a structure with n elements and /@ free degrees of
freedom, the total number of optimization variable is:

n? = 3n° + w4 + nPnd(7n° + 2nf) 4 nP (4n° + 20/ ) 30
ny =n® (30)
where nP and n? are the number of load cases and the number of
bins of the discretized load probability distribution, respectively;n?
and n}/ are the number of continuous and binary variables,
respectively.

Fail-safe constraints can be incorporated in the optimization
model through Eq. (19) so that the sum of the controlled forces

under permanent load F*-“IY' and the non-controlled forces under
live load F'U* (defined in Eq. (18)) is kept within required stress
and stability limits. This involves adding nPn¢ variables for F1U5,
In addition, to ensure equilibrium and compatibility between
FYUS and the compatible displacements under live load u!lU!S(de-
fined in Eq. (18)), an extra constraint must be included
F0 = IN(BTujﬁ‘{”LS which involves adding n?n/®’ variables for utUss,
Hence, the inclusion of fail-safe constraints in the optimization
model requires the addition of n”(n® + nf) variables. Compared
to the total number of variables given in Eq. (30), the inclusion of
fail-safe constraints does not cause a significant increase of opti-
mization variables. However, since the examples studied in this
work are stiffness governed design problems, the governing con-
straint is the serviceability limit on deflections. For this reason, in
order to simplify the optimization model, fail-safe constraints have
not been included. This way it is assumed that the active system
contributes to avoid critical stress conditions under loading. A post
analysis will be carried out in Section 3.3.3 to assess whether fail-
safe conditions are met.

3.3. TEO-MINLP vs TEO-Nested

3.3.1. Actuator layout optimization

In the TEO-Nested method, embodied energy minimization,
actuator layout optimization and operational energy computation
are carried out for a set of MUTs. The configuration of minimum
total energy is then selected as the optimal solution. In the TEO-
Nested method, force equilibrium and geometric compatibility
are disaggregated. In the embodied energy optimization step, the
variables are the element cross-section areas and internal forces.
Constraints include force equilibrium, material strength and mem-
ber buckling but neither geometric compatibility nor deflection
limits are taken into account. This means that the optimal forces
are not compatible and must be enforced through a controlled
change of shape. The actuator layout is obtained as the set of n**
elements whose length change is most effective to redirect the
compatible forces into the optimal ones and to keep nodal dis-
placements within the required limit for multiple load cases. In
the TEO-MINLP formulation, force equilibrium and geometric com-
patibility are combined. The actuator layout is obtained as a direct
result from the minimization of the total energy. For this reason, it
is expected that the actuator layout of the solutions produced by
the TEO-MINLP and TEO-Nested methods will be different.

3.3.2. Operational energy minimization

In the TEO-Nested formulation given in [27], adaptation is
employed to control the element forces into target (optimal) forces
and to keep the nodal displacements within required limits. The
sum of the energy required for adaptation at each occurrence of
the load probability distribution above the LAT is the operational
energy during service. In the TEO-MINLP formulation, the actuator
commands are computed through minimization of the operational
energy. For this reason, in order to compare these two formula-
tions, the TEO-Nested method has been reformulated to obtain
the actuator commands through operational energy minimization.
This new method can be thought of as a reduced form of the TEO-
MINLP model presented in Section 3.2. The objective function is the
minimization of Egperationar Subject to the same constraints as those
defined in Section 3.2.

This is a general optimization model which can be employed to
minimize the operational energy if the element cross-section areas
and the actuator layout are known. The input for this model are the
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Table 3
Relations between load, force, displacement and actuation.

Load Actuation command Force caused by actuation Displacement caused by actuation Force Displacement
pd('ad + Pself - - - FP l.lP
Plive - — — FL ut
P’ AL” AF Au? F'C =F + AF® uPC —uP 4 AuP
p AL AF* Aut F-C = F + AF ul€ = u 4 Aut
Table 4
Dimensions (D) of optimization variables (V).
Continuous variable
1% o EP-ClsLs ALPISLS uP-Cisis
D ne ne ne npfdof
Vv pL-cists pLISLS ALLSLS wWF WAF ul-Clsts ulisLs
D n® x nP x nd ne x nP x nd ne x nP x nd ne xnP x nd x2 n® xnP xnd x 2 nfdof 5 pP 5 nd nfdof s nP 5 nd
74 FP-cluLs FL-cluLs ALPIULS ALLIULS uP-cuts ul-CluLs
D né x nP né x nP né x nP n® x nP nfdof w np nfdof w np
Binary variable
\'4 n
D n¢

element cross-section areas (o), the actuator layout (n), the con-
trolled state under permanent load which comprises element
forces (F™-*), nodal displacements (u”-<SI) and actuator com-
mands AL"*Sas well as the load activation threshold (LAT) As
defined in Section 2.3, the LAT is the lowest level of the load prob-
ability distribution that causes a state of stress and/or displace-
ment to violate a limit state. The LATis obtained by computing
the displacements u}k and member forces ka caused by the live

load P} throughEq. (12) and Eq. (18) for each bin k of the dis-
cretized load probability distribution. Structural adaptation is
needed for any k > k*, where k* denotes the index of the load
occurrence corresponding to the LAT. The full optimization prob-
lem is given in Table 5. The vector Xcollates the optimization vari-

ables: X:(AL”SLS,uL—C\SLS,FLC‘SLS,WF,WAF). Note that ALL(m)

denotes the m™ entry of the vector AL},{, and [ is a set containing
the index of the elements that are not selected as active and whose
length change must therefore be set to 0. All other constraint equa-
tions have been described in Section 3.2.

3.3.3. Force and shape control with fail-safe constraints

As explained in Section 3.2.7, since the examples studied in this
paper are stiffness governed, a simplification of the optimization
model is possible by excluding fail-safe constraints. However, once
the solution is obtained, an analysis has been carried out to assess
whether fail-safe conditions are met. To verify this, a new control
process has been formulated through optimization. The optimiza-
tion model is given in Table 6. The vector X collates the optimiza-

tion variables:X = (ALP VLS ALHVES | qP-CIULS yyL-ClULS P *C‘ULS,FL*C‘ULS).

The objective is to obtain the smallest AL"""(one-time control
under permanent load) and ALYY"S such that the fail-safe constraint
given in Eq (19) is satisfied. Note that AL"US is the actuator com-
mand for the one-time control action illustrated in steps (a-b) in
Fig. 2. This control action can be thought of as part of the construc-
tion process similar to pre-stress. For completeness, also ALYS js
considered so that deflection limits are met under the USL load
case but it is not part of the fail-safe constraints. The choice of this
objective function makes the optimization model linear which,
therefore, can be solved efficiently. In addition, it is preferable to
satisfy the fail-safe constraints using small actuator length

Table 5
Operational energy minimization.
min Eqperational
s. t. Kuij'C‘SLS _ P;.’\(SLS v, Vk = k'
Fﬁ;C\SLS _ f( (BTU}’;C\SLS _ ALjL[\{SLS) Vi, Vk > k*
— oo < FPCSS +Fij,C\5Ls <dTo Vi, vk > k*
_FB < FP'C‘SLS—#F;;C‘SB V],Vk > Kk
_usls < uﬁ;C\SLS\Cduf <usls vj,vk > k*
—ALjmyie < AL + ALI™ < ALy ), vk > k*
AL (m) =0 mel
W < (P )t s
W@,f“) < %AF;.E’SAL'."SLS Vi, Vi, Yk = k*
wid < (FF + AR (-AL™) Vi, VK > K
WL <3 (R () v
WE;(” <0 Vi, Vj, vk > k*
wi <o Vi, V), Vk > k*
Wi <o Vi, V), Vk > k'
w2 <o Vi, Vi, Yk = k

ijk

changes. Note that actuation under the ULS load case does not
affect the operational energy for adaptation which is computed

under the SLS load case.

4. Numerical examples

The TEO-MINLP formulation is applied to the design of a vertical

cantilever truss and a simply-supported truss. The solutions pro-
duced by the TEO-MINLP method are compared with those pro-
duced by the TEO-Nested method. In the following, ‘AS-MINLP’
and ‘AS-Nested’ will be used to denote the solutions obtained by
the two methods.

All structural elements are assumed to have a cylindrical hollow
section and to be made of structural steel (S355) with a Young’s
modulus of 210 GPa, a density of 7800 kg/m> and an energy inten-
sity of 36.5 M]J/kg [39]. To limit optimization complexity, the wall
thickness of the element cross-section is set to 10% of the external
radius and the minimum radius is set to 50 mm.
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Table 6
Force and shape control with fail-safe constraints.

mxin ; (‘AL:’\ULS‘ n ‘AL:.\ULSD

s.t. Ku(’—C\ULS _ pPluts vj
J J

KujL,qms _ PjL\ULs vj

P_C|ULS _ o (RT44P-CIULS _ Ay PIULS vj
- — K (B'y] AL

L.CULS _ 1z (pTyyL-CIULS LULS vj
FOU — K (BTuf U - AL)
—0Ca < F;”C‘ULS <d'a vj
oa < F]p,qms n F;.,C\ULS <ol vj
P« sz_a,qms vj
P FJI",C\ULS 4 F];,c uLs vj
~oCa <F L F < oTa vj Fail-safe

. constraint
P Fjp,qms 4 FJ;\ULS vj
_uSLS0  yyP-ClULSIcdof  yysis0 vj
<y <
_uSIS « P-ClULSiedof L ClULSledof st vj
S i S
PlULS i

~ALjimie < AL < ALt vi
—ALiyie < ALY 1+ ALY < Al vj
AL (m) =0 mel
AL (m) =0 mel

ALPYS = ALPYS if 6y = o

The live load probability distribution is modelled using a log-
normal distribution as described in Section 2.3. The service life is
set to 50 years. The number of bins to sample the load probability
distribution has a significant effect with regard to problem size for
the TEO-MINLP process. In this case the number of variables
increases drastically as the number of bins increases. Referring to
Table 4 and Eq. (30), for each bin, 2n”n® variables related to ele-
ment forces, 2n’® to nodal displacements, n’n® to actuator
length changes, and 4nPn® to auxiliary variables must be added
for a total of nP(7n® + 2%/ variables per bin. To keep optimization
feasible within a reasonable time, the live load probability distribu-
tion is discretized in 10 bins.

For the TEO-Nested process, the number of actuators n3t is set
to the sum of the degree of static indeterminacy plus the number
of controlled degrees of freedom (cdof). This is the minimum num-
ber of actuators that is required to control exactly the displace-
ments of all cdofs [27]. For the TEO-MINLP process, the number
of actuators can vary between an upper and a lower bound (Eq.
(22)). In the following case studies, the upper bound n, is set
to the same number as that for the TEO-Nested process. The lower
bound n¥, can be set to any arbitrary value lower than n3{ . How-
ever, in order to reduce the size of the feasible solution space, the
lower bound is set to ni¥ =na — 2. The maximum actuation
length change is set to 500 mm. The actuator embodied energy is
added to the structure embodied energy. For simplicity, it is
assumed that the actuator mass is a linear function of the maxi-
mum required force capacity with a proportional constant of
0.1 kg/kN [40]. It is also assumed that an actuator is entirely made
of steel with an energy intensity of 36.5 MJ/kg and a mechanical
efficiency of 0.8 [41].

The indices MUT and UTp denote utilization (demand over
capacity) in terms of stress and stability:

MUT = max (%) (31)

UTg = max <%> (32)

where F; is the axial force in the i element, F; is the force at which
the element stress equals the admissible value for tension o or
compression o€ and F? is the critical buckling load. The material
utilization factor MUT was introduced in [27] as an optimization
variable. Note that for the TEO-MINLP process, the MUT is obtained
through analysis. If the MUT is larger than 1.0, it means that there
exists at least one element which is overstressed. Similarly, if UTg
is larger than 1.0, it means that there exists at least one element
whose axial force exceeds the buckling load.

The index UTss denotes the ratio between the maximum dis-
placement among the controlled nodes (cdofs) and the SLS dis-
placement limit:

UTsis — max <%> (33)
1

where u; and 1S are the displacement and the serviceability limit

for the i cdof, respectively. This index can be thought of as a con-

trol measure for the displacements. If UTs; is larger than 1.0, it

means that there exists at least one nodal displacement that

exceeds the serviceability limit.

Both TEO-MINLP and TEO-Nested formulations have been
implemented in Matlab through own software. The main depen-
dency for the TEO-MINLP process is the branch-and-bound algo-
rithm implemented in Knitro [42] while for the TEO-Nested
process the main dependency is the Sequential Quadratic Program-
ming (SQP) algorithm built-in Matlab. The TEO-MINLP was solved
on a NEOS Server [43] with a 2x Intel Xeon E5-2698 @ 2.30 GHz
CPU and 192 GB RAM. The TEO-Nested was solved on a 2x Intel
Xeon Silver 4116 @ 2.10 GHz CPU with 64 GB RAM. In addition,
parallelization with 4 cores is employed to run the TEO-MINLP
algorithm but no parallelization is implemented for the TEO-
Nested algorithm.

4.1. Simply-supported truss

Two simply-supported planar trusses of 50 m span and 2.5 m
depth, one statically determinate and one statically indeterminate,
are considered in this case study. The serviceability limit is set to
span/500 for all cdofs.

4.1.1. Statically determinate case

Fig. 4(a) shows dimensions and loading for the statically deter-
minate simply-supported truss. Fig. 4(b) shows element number-
ing and the cdofs which are indicated by circles. The vertical
displacement of all the top chord nodes and the horizontal dis-
placement of the roller support are controlled for a total of 6 cdofs.
For this reason, the number of actuators n*t for the TEO-Nested
process is set to 6 and so is nd{, for the TEO-MINLP process.

It is assumed that that this truss is part of a roof system. The dead
load on the roof panels (out of plane) is set to 2.94 kN/m? (300 kg/m?)
resulting in a uniformly distributed load of 29.4 kN/m applied to the
top chord of the truss. Two types of live load are considered: a wind
load modelled as a negative pressure (L1) on the top chord of the
truss and a lateral load L2. Both live loads have the same intensity
of the dead load (live-to-dead load ratio is 1). The design loads and
combination cases are summarized in Table 7.

Fig. 5(a) and (b) show the optimal adaptive structures AS-
MINLP and AS-Nested obtained from the TEO-MINLP and TEO-
Nested formulations, respectively. The element diameter is repre-
sented by line thickness - the thicker the line the bigger the diam-
eter. The element cross-section area is indicated by color shading -
a darker grey shade indicates a larger area. Fig. 5(c) is the weight-
optimized passive structure which has been obtained through the
optimization method described in [27]. The actuators are repre-
sented as integrated in the structure by replacing part of its ele-
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Fig. 4. Statically determinate simply supported truss.

Table 7

Load combination cases.
Case Load factor Permanent load Load factor Live load
LC1 1.35 dead load + self 1.5 -
LC2 0.9 dead load + self 1.5 L1 = 2.94 kN/m?
LC3 1.35 dead load + self 1.5 L2 = 2.94 kN/m?
LC4 0.9 dead load + self 1.5 L3=L11+L2

/\/ 7

~ \/\

(a) AS-MINLP

T~ ~

~ T~

/\/

(b) AS-Nested

\/\

(c) Passive

Fig. 5. Optimum solutions (a) AS-MINLP, (b) AS-Nested and (c) passive.

ments. Both AS-Nested and AS-MINLP have 6 actuators, but the
layout is marginally different. Fig. 6 compares the bar chart of
the element cross-section areas of the two adaptive solutions with
that of the weight-optimized passive structure. Compared with the
passive structure, all element cross-section areas of the AS-Nested

. 2
Cross section area (mm~)

S = N W s W

and AS-MINLP are smaller. Some cross-section areas of the AS-
MINLP (2, 3,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18) are larger than those
of the AS-Nested.

Fig. 7(a) shows the plot of the embodied, operational and total
energy as a function of the MUT for the TEO-Nested process. The

x10%
AS-MINLP
b [N AS-Nested
I Passive
| nlli¢¢¢¢llﬂl“L
R 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Element number

Fig. 6. Element cross-section areas.
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Fig. 7. (a) Embodied, operational and total energy vs MUT; (b) energy comparison.

minimum energy solution is obtained at an MUT of 38% for the
TEO-Nested method. For comparison, the passive and the AS-
MINLP solutions are indicated on the plot with a triangle and a
square symbol respectively. The MUT for the AS-MINLP is 42%
and that for the passive solution is 30% thus showing that material
is better utilized in the AS-MINLP as well as the AS-Nested. As
expected, the AS-MINLP configuration is not on the total energy
curve of the TEO-Nested process. The AS-MINLP is a better config-
uration with respect to the AS-Nested one in total energy terms.
However, the two solutions differ only marginally. Fig. 7(b) com-
pares the embodied energy of the weight-optimized passive struc-
ture with the total energy of the two adaptive solutions. Mass and
energy savings are 16.64% and 4.43% for the AS-Nested while
11.59% and 5.89% for the AS-MINLP. Table 8 gives further detail
regarding embodied and operational energy of the two adaptive
solutions.

Table 8 also gives the computation time required by TEO-
Nested and TEO-MINLP. Regarding the TEO-MINLP computation
time, two values are reported. The first value is the real time it took
to obtain the optimal solution using parallelization with 4 cores
while the second value is the CPU time (sum of the time used by
each core). The CPU time is an approximate measure of the total
time required when parallelization is not employed [44]. As
expected, the computation time required by the TEO-MINLP is
much larger than that required by the TEO-Nested method even
though the former was ran on a better performing hardware and
using parallelization. In this case the time required to obtain the
AS-Nested is 1.26% of that required to obtain the AS-MINLP.

Fig. 8 shows the plot of the live load CDF indicating with a dot-
ted line the load activation threshold (LAT). For load cases LC2 and
LC4, the activation thresholds of the AS-Nested and AS-MINLP are
both 2.61 kN/m?. For LC3, actuation is not needed in both cases and
therefore the LAT line is set to zero. The actuation time for both
AS-Nested and AS-MINLP is 0.46 years.

Table 8
Summary of results.
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Fig. 8. Live load CDF and load activation threshold for AS-Nested and AS-MINLP.

Fig. 9 shows the bar chart for MUT, UTz and UTs;s before and
after control. MUT and UTp are always smaller than 1.0 which
means that the element forces are always lower than the admissi-
ble value (admissible stress) and critical load, hence fail-safe con-
ditions are satisfied. In this case, MUT and UTy do not change
before and after control. This is because the structure is statically
determinate and therefore the actuator length changes do not
modify the internal forces but only the node positions (small
strains assumption). As expected, serviceability limit is not
respected when the structure is not controlled i.e. UTss is larger
than 1.0. However, after control, UTs;s is smaller than1.0 for both
cases.

For further comparison, optimization metrics of the adaptive
solution obtained through the TEO-Nested process but accounting
only for one-phase adaptation are also listed in Table 8. Both
embodied energy and operational energy are much smaller than
those obtained considering a two-phase adaptation. The activation
threshold is smaller, which results in a much longer actuation time
(2.54 years). The operational energy required in the second phase

MUT Embodied energy  Operational energy  Mass Energy Actuation threshold  Actuation time Computation time
(M]) (M]) savings savings (LC4) (years) (seconds)
AS-MINLP 042 1.00 x 10° 0.06 x 10° 11.59% 5.89% 2.61 kN/m? 0.46 4061.63
(16205.31)

AS-Nested (2 038 0.93 x 10° 0.14 x 10° 16.64% 4.43% 2.61 kN/m? 0.46 51.63

phase)
AS-Nested (1 1.00 0.40 x 10° 0.002 x 106 63.93% 63.74% 1.31 kN/m? 2.54 40.03

phase)
Passive 030 1.12 x 10° 0 - - - - 0.46
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Fig. 10. Deformed and controlled shape under LC2: (a) AS-Nested before control,
magnification x20.

of the adaptation process is not negligible for this configuration. In
this case, when two-phase adaptation is considered, the optimal
solution has to be much stiffer (higher embodied energy) in order
to minimize the total energy. Because the live load is opposite to
the dead load, most of the energy is required to control the struc-
ture into the optimal state under permanent load after the live load
is removed (second phase).

Fig. 10(a) shows the deformed shape of the AS-Nested before
control under load case LC2. Fig. 10(b) shows that the controlled
shapes have a significant curvature change at the nodes indicated
by circles. This effect is caused by assigning the same displacement
limit u" to all cdofs. A better way to to set uS™® is to consider the
curvature rate of change between consecutive bays in order to
avoid kinks through shape control.

Fig. 10(c) shows the shape controlled to have a smooth change
of curvature between consecutive bays. Shape control with curva-
ture constraints usually requires more operational energy than
shape control without curvature constraints. In this case, smooth
shape control causes an increase of 26.75% in total energy.

In order to investigate the influence of the structure span-to-
depth ratio (S/D) on mass and energy savings, two other cases with
the same span but a S/D ratio of 30 and 40 are carried out. Fig. 11
shows the bar chart of mass and energy savings. As expected, the
savings increase as the S/D ratio increases because the design
becomes more stiffness governed reaching a maximum of 25.50%
in mass terms and 15.96% in energy terms for the TEO-MINLP solu-

(b) AS-Nested after control, (c) AS-Nested after control (smooth control), deformation

tion. For S/D ratios of 30 and 40, the TEO-Nested method produces
marginally better solutions than the TEO-MINLP method.

4.1.2. Statically indeterminate case

Fig. 12(a) shows dimensions and loading for the statically inde-
terminate simply-supported truss, which are the same as those for
the determinate case. Fig. 12(b) shows element numbering and the
cdofs which are indicated by circles. The vertical displacement of
all the top chord nodes except the end nodes and the horizontal
displacement of the roller support are controlled for a total of 5 cd-
ofs. Since the degree of static indeterminacy r is 5, the number of
actuators n** for the TEO-Nested process is set to 10 and so is
nat for the TEO-MINLP process.

The AS-MINLP and AS-Nested are shown in Fig. 13(a) and (b)
respectively. For comparison, the weight-optimized passive struc-
ture is shown in Fig. 13(c). Element dimeters and cross-section
areas are indicated by line thickness variation and color shading
as described in Section 4.1.1. Different to the AS-Nested which
has 10 actuators, the AS-MINLP was obtained with only 8 actua-
tors. The actuator layout of the AS-MINLP is substantially different
to that of the AS-Nested. Fig. 14 compares the bar chart of the ele-
ment cross-section areas for the two adaptive solutions with that
of the weight-optimized passive structure. With respect to the
determinate case, the cross-section distribution in the indetermi-
nate truss is more uneven. Regarding the AS-Nested, the biggest
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and smallest diameter are 540 mm and 100 mm for element 3 and
elements 10, 11, 17, 18, 19, and 20 respectively. Regarding the AS-
MINLP, the biggest and smallest diameter are 577 mm and 100 mm
for element 24 and elements 10, 11, 18, and 19 respectively.

Fig. 15(a) shows the plot of the embodied, operational and total
energy as a function of the MUT for the TEO-Nested process. The
minimum energy solution is obtained at an MUT of 38% for the
TEO-Nested method and at an MUT of 43% for the TEO-MINLP
method. The MUT for the passive solution is 30% thus showing that
material is much better utilized in the AS-MINLP as well as the AS-
Nested. As for the determinate case, the two adaptive solutions dif-
fer only marginally. Fig. 15(b) compares the embodied energy of
the weight-optimized passive structure with the total energy of
the two adaptive solutions. Mass and energy savings are 19.85%
and 0.22% for the AS-Nested while 11.17% and 5.39% for the AS-
MINLP solution. Table 9 gives further detail regarding embodied
and operational energy of the two adaptive solutions. The compu-
tation time required by the TEO-Nested is 1.89% of that required by
the TEO-MINLP process (Table 9).

Fig. 16 shows the plot of the live load CDF indicating with a dot-
ted line the LAT. For load cases LC2 and LC4, the activation thresh-
olds of the AS-Nested and AS-MINLP are both 2.61 kN/m?. As for
the determinate case, adaptation is not needed for LC3. The actua-
tion time for both AS-Nested and AS-MINLP is 0.46 years.

Fig. 17 shows the bar chart for MUT, UTz and UTs; s before and after
control. MUT and UTg are always smaller than or equal to 1.0 before
and after control, hence fail-safe conditions are satisfied. In addition,
for both solutions, after control the MUT reduces to the values indi-
cated in Table 9 (control states). Deflection limits are not respected
when the structure is not controlled i.e. UTss is larger than 1.0. How-
ever, after control, UTg;s reduces to 1.0 for both cases.

Similar to the determinate case, the solution produced by the
TEO-Nested formulation using one-phase adaptation (Table 9)
gives much higher mass and energy savings because the opera-
tional energy required by the second phase of the adaptation pro-
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Fig. 16. Live load CDF and load activation threshold for AS-Nested and AS-MINLP.

cess is not accounted for. This result confirms that for simply
supported trusses subjected to a live load opposite to the perma-
nent load, the operational energy required by the second phase
actuation cannot be ignored.

Shape control with curvature constraints (Fig. 18(c)) can be
achieved at the cost of 31.13% energy increase compared to shape
control without curvature constraints (Fig. 18(b)).

In order to investigate the influence of the structure span-to-
depth ratio (S/D) on mass and energy savings, two other cases with
the same span but a S/D ratio of 30 and 40 are carried out. Fig. 19
shows the bar chart of mass and energy savings. As expected, the
savings increase as the S/D ratio increases reaching a maximum
of 32.09% in mass terms and 20.09% in energy terms for the TEO-
MINLP solution . The TEO-MINLP produces better solutions than
the TEO-Nested process for all cases.

4.2. Cantilever truss

Two cantilever trusses of 100 m height and 12.5 m width, one
statically determinate and one statically indeterminate, are consid-
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=
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Fig. 15. (a) Embodied, operational and total energy vs MUT; (b) energy comparison.

Table 9
Summary of results.

MUT Embodied energy  Operational energy  Mass- Energy- Actuation threshold  Actuation time Computation time
(M]) (M]) savings savings (LC4) (years) (seconds)
AS-MINLP 043 123 x 108 0.08 x 108 11.17% 5.39% 2.61 kN/m? 0.46 9828.13
(28678.50)

AS-Nested (2 038 1.11 x 10° 0.27 x 10° 19.85% 0.22% 2.61 kN/m? 0.46 186.03

phase)
AS-Nested (1 0.85 0.53 x 10° 0.20 x 10° 61.82% 47.23% 0.98 kN/m? 3.72 228.17

phase)
Passive 030 1.39 x 10° 0 - - - - 1.05
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ered in this case study. The serviceability limit is set to height/500
for all cdofs.

4.2.1. Statically determinate case

Fig. 20(a) shows dimensions and loading for the statically deter-
minate cantilever truss. Fig. 20(b) shows element numbering and
the cdofs which are indicated by circles. The horizontal displace-
ment of all unconstrained nodes is controlled for a total of 16 cdofs.
The number of actuators n** for the TEO-Nested process is set to 16
and so is n2, for the TEO-MINLP process.

It is assumed that this truss is the primary structure of a multi-
story building reduced to two dimensions. The dead load is set to

2.94 kN/m? (300 kg/m?) resulting in a uniformly distributed load
of 36.75 kN/m applied every 4 m for each floor. Three load cases
are considered: one is self-weight + dead load (vertical); the other
two are horizontally distributed loads in opposite directions whose
intensity varies with the square root of the height to approximate a
wind-type (live) load (L1 and L2). The live-load maximum intensity
is set to 2.94 kN/m? (live-to-dead load ratio of 1). Table 10 summa-
rizes all load cases.

The AS-MINLP and AS-Nested are shown in Fig. 20(c) and (d),
respectively. For comparison, the weight-optimized passive struc-
ture is shown in Fig. 20(e). Element diameters and cross-section
areas are indicated by line thickness variation and color shading
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Fig. 20. Statically determinate cantilever truss: (a) dimensions and loading; (b) element numbering and cdofs, (c) AS-MINLP, (d) AS-Nested, (e) passive.

Table 10

Load combination cases.
Case Load factor Permanent load Load factor Live load
LC1 1.35 dead load + self-weight 1.5 -
LC2 and LC3 135 dead load + self-weight 1.5 2.94 kN/m?

as described in Section 4.1.1. Different to the AS-Nested which has
16 actuators, the AS-MINLP was obtained with 15 actuators. For
the AS-Nested, the actuators are placed on diagonal and horizontal
elements. For the AS-MINLP some actuators are placed on the ver-
tical elements. Fig. 21 compares the bar chart of the element cross-
section areas for the two adaptive solutions with that of the
weight-optimized passive structure. The cross-section area distri-
bution of the AS-Nested and AS-MINLP are similar. On average,
the element cross-section areas of the adaptive designs are 40%
smaller than those in the passive design.

Fig. 22(a) shows the plot of the embodied, operational and
total energy as a function of the MUT for the TEO-Nested process.
The minimum energy solution is obtained at an MUT of 34% for
TEO-Nested and 43% for TEO-MINLP. The MUT for the passive
solution is 20% thus showing that material is better utilized in
the AS-MINLP as well as AS-Nested. As for the simply-supported
case, the two adaptive solutions differ only marginally. Fig. 22
(b) compares the embodied energy of the weight-optimized pas-
sive structure with the total energy of the two adaptive solutions.
Mass and energy savings are 34.48% and 20.99% for the AS-Nested

53<105
o AS-MINLP
E4r [N AS-Nested
g I Passive
S3r
<
5
2
tir
@]
T T R
01 2 3 45 6 7 8 910111213 14 1516 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32

Element number

Fig. 21. Element cross-section areas.
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Fig. 22. (a) Embodied, operational and total energy vs MUT; (b) energy comparison.

while 33.94% and 20.75% for the AS-MINLP. Table 11 gives further
detail regarding embodied and operational energy of the two
solutions. The computation time required by the TEO-Nested pro-
cess is 3.42% of that required by the TEO-MINLP process
(Table 11). In this case, the solution produced by the TEO-
Nested formulation using one-phase adaptation is identical to
that produced by considering a two-phase adaptation. Different
to the simply-supported case very little operational energy is
needed for the second phase of the adaptation process (see
Section 2.2).

Fig. 23 shows the plot of the live load CDF indicating with a dot-
ted line the LAT. Both AS-Nested and AS-MINLP have the same acti-
vation threshold at 1.96 kN/m? and a combined actuation time of
1.80 years for LC2 and LC3.

Fig. 24 shows the bar chart for MUT, UTg and UTs;s before and
after control. MUT and UTp are always smaller than or equal to
1.0 before and after control, hence fail-safe conditions are satisfied.
Without control, UTg;s is bigger than 1 for both solutions - the
maximum displacement is above the deflection limit of 200 mm.
UTs;s reduces to 1 through control for both solutions.

Fig. 25(b) shows that the controlled shapes have a drastic curva-
ture change at the nodes indicated by circles. This effect is caused
by assigning the same displacement limit u5" to all cdofs. Fig. 25(c)
shows the shape controlled to have a smooth change of curvature
between consecutive bays. In this case, smooth shape control
causes an increase of 26.62% in total energy.

In order to investigate the influence of height-to-depth ratio
(H/D) on mass and energy-savings, two other cases with the same
height but a H/D ratio of 12 and 16 are carried out. Fig. 26 shows
the bar chart of mass and energy savings. As expected, the savings
increase as the H/D ratio increases reaching a maximum of 44.82%
in mass terms and 34.59% in energy terms for the TEO-MINLP
solution. The TEO-Nested produces marginally better solutions
than the TEO-MINLP for all cases.

Table 11
Summary of results.
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Fig. 23. Live load CDF and load activation threshold for AS-Nested and AS-MINLP.

4.3. Statically indeterminate case

Fig. 27(a) shows dimensions and loading for the statically inde-
terminate cantilever truss, which are the same as those for the
determinate case. Fig. 27(b) shows element numbering and the cd-
ofs which are indicated by circles. The horizontal displacements of
all unconstrained nodes are controlled for a total of 16 cdofs. Since
the degree of static indeterminacy r is 8, the number of actuators
nt for the TEO-Nested process is set to 24 and so is n2, for the
TEO-MINLP process.

The AS-MINLP and AS-Nested are shown in Fig. 27(c) and (d)
respectively. For comparison, the weight-optimized passive struc-
ture is shown in Fig. 27(e). Element dimeters and cross-section
areas are indicated by line thickness variation and color shading
as described in Section 4.1.1. Both AS-Nested and AS-MINLP have
24 actuators. In the AS-MINLP some actuators are placed on the
vertical element while in the AS-Nested all actuators are placed
on the diagonal bracers and horizontal elements. Fig. 28 compares

MUT Embodied energy Operational energy Mass- Energy- Actuation threshold Actuation time Computation time
(M]) (M]) savings savings (LC2-LC3) (years) (seconds)
AS-MINLP 043 091 x 107 0.18 x 107 33.94% 20.75% 1.96 kN/m? 1.80 2107.45
(8244.43)
AS-Nested (2 034 091 x 107 0.19 x 107 34.48% 20.99% 1.96 kN/m? 1.80 72.10
phase)
AS-Nested (1 034 091 x 10’ 0.19 x 107 34.48% 20.99% 1.96 kN/m? 1.80 62.61
phase)
Passive 020 138 x 107 0 - - - - 1.23
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the bar chart of the cross-section areas of the two adaptive designs
with that of the equivalent weight-optimized passive design. Most
elements of the AS-MINLP have a smaller cross-section (approxi-
mately 10% smaller on average) than those of the AS-Nested.

Fig. 29 (a) shows the plot of the embodied, operational and total
energy as a function of the MUT for the TEO-Nested process. The
minimum energy solution is obtained at an MUT of 30% for TEO-
Nested and 36% for TEO-MINLP. The MUT for the passive solution
is 22% thus showing that material is better utilized in the AS-
MINLP as well as AS-Nested. As for the determinate case, the two
adaptive solutions differ only marginally. Fig. 29(b) compares the
embodied energy of the weight-optimized passive structure with
the total energy of the two adaptive solutions. Mass and energy
savings are 24.08% and 16.62% for the AS-Nested while 31.54%
and 20.47% for the AS-MINLP. Table 12 gives further detail regard-
ing embodied and operational energy of the two solutions. The
computation time required by the TEO-Nested process is 14.52%
of that required by the TEO-MINLP (Table 12).

There is a relatively substantial difference (4.6%) in energy sav-
ings terms between the solution produced by the TEO-Nested for-
mulation using one-phase adaptation to that produced by
considering two-phase adaptation. This indicates the operational
energy required by the second phase of the adaptation process can-
not be neglected for this case.

Fig. 30 shows the plot of the live load CDF indicating with a dot-
ted line the LAT. Both AS-Nested and AS-MINLP have the same acti-
vation threshold of 2.29 kN/m? and a combined actuation time of
1.17 years for LC2 and LC3.

Fig. 31 shows the bar chart for MUT, UTz and UTs;s before and
after control. MUT and UTg are always smaller than or equal to
1.0 before and after control, hence fail-safe conditions are met. In
addition, for both solutions, after control the MUT reduces to the
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Fig. 26. Mass (a) and energy (b) savings for different height-to-depth (H/D) ratios.
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Table 12
Summary of results.

21

MUT Embodied Operational Mass-savings Energy-savings Actuation Actuation Computation
energy (M]) energy (M]) threshold (LC4) time (years) time (seconds)
AS-MINLP 0.36 0.93 x 107 0.15 x 107 31.54% 20.47% 2.29 l(N/mz 117 2582.62
(9877.13)
AS-Nested (2 phase) 0.30 1.02 x 107 0.11 x 107 24.08% 16.62% 2.29 kN/m? 1.17 375.52
AS-Nested (1 phase) 0.33 0.94 x 107 0.13 x 107 30.62% 21.20% 2.29 kN/m? 1.17 263.48
Passive 0.22 1.35 x 107 0 - - - - 217
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Fig. 30. Live load CDFs and activation thresholds for AS-Nested and AS-MINLP.

values indicated in Table 12 (optimal states). Without control,
UTs;s is bigger than 1 for both solutions - the maximum displace-
ment is above the deflection limit of 200 mm. UTs;s reduces to 1.0
through control.

Similar to the determinate case, shape control with curvature
constraints (Fig. 32(c)) can be achieved at the cost of 11.8% energy
increase compared to shape control without curvature constraints
(Fig. 32(b)).

In order to investigate the influence of height-to-depth ratio (H/
D) on mass and energy-savings, two other cases with the same
height but a H/D ratio of 12 and 16 are carried out. Fig. 33 shows
the bar chart of mass and energy savings. As expected, the savings
increase as the S/D ratio increases reaching a maximum of 44.59%
in mass terms and 34.29% in energy terms for the solution produced
by the TEO-MINLP. For H/D ratios of 8 and 12, the TEO-MINLP
method produces better designs in energy terms compared to the
TEO-Nested method. Opposite is the case for a H/D ratio of 16.

5. Discussion

This paper gives a new All-In-One implementation (TEO-MINLP)
of an existing formulation (TEO-Nested) [27] for the synthesis of
minimum energy adaptive structures. The formulation has been

(@) (b)

Fig. 32. Deformed and controlled shape under LC2: (a) AS-Nested before control,
(b) AS-Nested after control, (c) AS-Nested after control (smooth control),deforma-
tion magnification x20.

implemented for reticular structures equipped with linear
actuators. The new implementation is based on Mixed Integer
Non-Linear Programming. Element cross-section, element forces,
nodal displacements and actuator commands are treated as contin-
uous design variables while the actuator locations as binary design

2 —
Before Control
I A fter Control AS-MINLP

L5r AS-Nested
E ) AS-MINLP AS-Nested
<
>

0.5 _

AS-MINLP AS-Nested

MUT

ur

ur

B SLS

Fig. 31. Utilization factors MUT, UTy and UTgs,
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Fig. 33. Mass (a) and energy (b) savings for different height-to-depth (H/D) ratios.

variables. The objective is to minimize the structure whole-life
energy which comprises the energy embodied in the material and
the operational part for structural adaptation during service. For
all the cases studied in this paper, the TEO-MINLP method has pro-
duced either marginally better or practically identical configura-
tions in energy saving terms than the solutions obtained through
the TEO-Nested method. This result proves that even though the
nested approach does not use a direct way to solve the All-in-One
problem, it is able to produce solutions which are similar to the opti-
mal ones. Note that the solution obtained through the MINLP formu-
lation is a local optimum because the model is non-convex.

On the other hand, the computational efficiency of the two
approaches are very different. For the four cases studied in this paper,
the computation time required by the TEO-MINLP are much larger
than those required by the TEO-Nested model. On average, the com-
putation time required by TEO-Nested is only 5.72% of that required
by TEO-MINLP. Actuator layout optimization involves assigning a
certain number of actuators to a set of available sites, which makes
the search space to grow factorially with the number of structural
elements. For this reason, the MINLP-based approach is often
impractical for structures made of a large number of elements.

Although fail-safe constraints have not been directly included in
the main optimization model, fail-safe conditions have been veri-
fied through a post-analysis process. Since the examples studied
in this work are stiffness governed design problems, the governing
constraint is the serviceability limit on deflections and therefore
the optimization model has been simplified by excluding fail-safe
constraints. However, as explained in Section 3.2.7, the inclusion
of the fail-safe constraints expressed through Eq. (19) is a straight-
forward addition to the main model. For a practical application of
either the TEO-Nested or TEO-MINLP formulation, suitable fail-safe
criteria should be considered which depend on the reliability of the
control system. The reader is referred to [27] for a further discus-
sion on fail-safe conditions for adaptive structures.

Identical assumptions have been taken for both methods to
carry out a rigorous benchmark. A relatively coarse discretization
of the load probability distribution function has been employed
to reduce the computation time required by TEO-MINLP. Using a
finer discretization only increases the scale but it does not affect
the nature of the optimization problem (e.g. non-linearity and
non-convexity). Therefore, the conclusions reached in this work
do not depend on the discretization of the load probability distri-
bution function.

6. Conclusion

This work has successfully proven numerically that the TEO-
Nested formulation [27] produces similar solutions to the optima
obtained through the TEO-MINLP formulation. In addition, it has
also been proven that the TEO-Nested is significantly more effi-

cient in computation time terms and thus it is more suitable to
be employed for large-scale design problems.

Results have shown that the TEO-MINLP method tends to per-
form better than the TEO-Nested method for the design of stati-
cally indeterminate structures. With the assumption of small
deformations, the effect of actuation is a simultaneous change of
the internal forces and node positions for statically indeterminate
configurations but no change of internal forces occurs in statically
determinate configurations. For this reason, the design problem
(objective function and constrains) has a stronger non-linearity
in the case of statically indeterminate structures, which can be
handled in a more stable manner by the All-In-One formulation
implemented for the TEO-MINLP method. For this reason, the
TEO-MINLP formulation should be used to design statically inde-
terminate adaptive structures for small or medium scale problems
depending on computational resources.

The two phase adaptation process considered in this study pro-
duces more accurate results compared to the one phase adaptation
process considered in [27]. The second phase is required to control
the structure into the optimal shape under permanent load after
the live load is removed. The energy required in the second phase
might be negligible in some cases but in other cases (Section 4.1) it
is significant.

It has been assumed that the energy required to fabricate and
install joints and supports is identical for the passive and active
solution and therefore it has not been included in the embodied
energy computation. This is because the structure topology is iden-
tical for both structures and therefore an equal amount of joints
and supports is required in both cases. This assumption is conser-
vative because, generally, the passive solution requires bigger
cross-sections and it is heavier than the adaptive solution, there-
fore energy requirements to supply joints and supports are likely
to be higher for the passive case. Including consideration for the
energy required by joints and supports could be a possible direc-
tion for future works.

The state-of-the-art branch and bound algorithm has been
employed in this work. However, this method cannot produce
solutions for large-scale design problems within a reasonable com-
putation time. Future work could look into developing new algo-
rithms (e. g. heuristic based) to improve the computational
efficiency of the All-in-One model for large-scale design problems.
Future work could also look into developing new methods to
extend the current TEO formulation to geometry and topology
optimization by adding node coordinates and element connectivity
to the design variables.

7. Data reproduction

All data including source code is available upon request from
the corresponding author. For up to date contact information vis-
it http://www.gennarosenatore.com.
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