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Abstract. The development of offshore wind energy is expected to contribute signifi-
cantly to the decarbonization of the electrical energy production sector, and the number
of offshore wind farms is growing fast due to the maturity of the technology, the reduc-
tion in costs, and the increase in size and power of the turbines. Floating offshore wind
is developing fast, but offshore wind turbines (OWTs) founded to the sea floor are still
the dominant technology, with different types of support structures (monopiles, jackets,
tripods) depending on the sea depth and the conditions of the location. The dynamic prop-
erties of these support structures are a key factor in the design of the system from a civil
engineering point of view, and the distinctive features of OWTs (including the nature of
the loads and the variable geometry of the system due to the rotation of the blades and
the continuous actions of the control system) suggest that specific tools, able to adequately
model the different subsystems, should be used in structural and seismic analyses. For
this reason, input ground motion and dynamic soil-structure interaction capabilities have
been implemented in OpenFAST, an open-source nonlinear aero—hydro—servo—elastic code
for the simulation of wind turbines, in which the environmental loads and the response of
all the main elements are taken into account through specific models and modules. This
paper presents the equations of motion and the specific procedure followed to implement
input ground motion and soil-structure interaction into the SubDyn module, and presents
validation results to illustrate the applicability of the approach.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Geopolitical instabilites and military tensions with Russia, added to the current Climate
Emergency situation, show once again that Europe needs to move fast towards energy
independence based on renewable energies with the lowest possible environmental impact.
Among the renewable energy sources of these characteristics available in Europe, and in
which Europe can be independent to a large extent, we can mention offshore wind energy,
whose potential is much greater than of onshore energy. Most of the offshore wind turbines
installed in Furope are located in places where the depth of the sea allows founding them
directely to the seabed. Floating wind turbines is growing in the last years, however, in
Europe monopiles remain the preferred choice of developers, 80.5% new installation in
2020 and 19% on jackets [1].

With the expansion in the number of wind farms comes the need of placing new off-
shore wind turbines in locations with worse geotechnical properties, greater depths and
increasing seismic risk. Therefore, there exists the need for numerical tools to study the
seismic response of offshore wind turbines, regardless of their structural typology, and
including the phenomena of soil-structure interaction and kinematic interaction between
foundations and incident seismic waves. There are many models with different levels of
simplification to do this for offshore wind turbines, but it is ideal to have an advanced
tool that can take into account the different subsystems that composed a wind turbine.
In this regard, an interesting option is OpenFAST [2], which is a multi-physics, multi-
fidelity tool for simulating the coupled dynamic response of wind turbines. It is open-
source, is programmed in Fortran 95, and it might be considered not as a single program,
but as a framework that couples computational modules for aerodynamics, hydrodynam-
ics for offshore structures, control and electrical system (servo) dynamics, and structural
dynamics to enable coupled nonlinear aero-hydro-servo-elastic simulation in the time do-
main. The main modules regarding the dynamic response of the system are: BeamDyn
for modelling the dynamic behaviour of the blades; ServoDyn for modelling the generator
and the control system; ElastoDyn for modelling the dynamic response of the tower in
the fore-aft and side-to-side directions, and based on a modal approach that takes into ac-
count only the first two vibration modes in each direction; and SubDyn for modelling the
dynamic response of the substructure, from the Transition Piece (TP) at the base of the
structure to the base. In this work, the proposed modifications will be implemented in this
last module, SubDyn. The different modules interact in a loosely coupled time-integration
scheme, where a glue-code transfers data among modules at each time step. This glue
code is the FAST driver, that gathers all the information and drives the time-domain
solution forward step—by— step using a predictor—corrector scheme. Each module inputs
and outputs relevant information. For more information, OpenFAST documentation [2].
Thus, this paper presents the implementation of seismic input motions and dynamic soil—-
structure interaction into OpenFAST. The first item includes not only horizontal ground
input motions, but translational, vertical and rotational foundation input motions, while
the second aspect is introduced through a simplified lumped parameter model that is
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previously fitted to represent the dynamic response of the foundation. The use of lumped
parameter models is considered here as a tool to introduce dynamic soil-structure in-
teraction into the model because, contrary to a static stiffness matrix, this approach
allows to take into account, not only the static stiffness of the foundation, but an ap-
proximation to its impedance, i.e., the dynamic stiffness and damping functions. This
damping, arising not only from material damping but most importantly from radiation
damping, can be relevant in the dynamic response of the structure. These capabilities
have been implemented in OpenFAST, version 2.2.0, and the code can be downloaded
here: https://github.com/CarlosRomeroSanchez/openfast_2.2.0_seismic .

This paper presents, firstly, a general overview of the original formulation implemented
in the SubDyn module. Then, the proposed formulation is presented and verified by
comparison against a different simplified model for some specific verification cases. Finally,
results of a specific illustration example are presented.

2 GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE FINITE ELEMENTS METHOD FOR-
MULATION IMPLEMENTED IN SUBDYN.

This section presents a general overview of SubDyn [3]. The module integrates its equa-
tions through its own solver. The main steps are: discretization of the substructuring
following the strategies of classical linear beam Finite Elements motion equations, ap-
plication of Craig-Bampton modal reduction and rearrangement of the equations into
State-Space type formulation for time-domain resolution and coupling with the rest of
modules.

2.1 Dynamic System of Equations

The structure is discretized with the following simplifying assumptions: Two-noded Euler-
Bernoulli or Timoshenko three-dimensional beams with 12 degrees of freedom, linear
response and rigid joints, leading to a classical equation of motion of the type:

Mii(t) + Cu(t) + Ku(t) = F(t) (1)

Mgrr Mgy, UR n Crr Crr UR n Krr Kgr ug \ _ ( Fr
Mrr ML ur, Crr CLL ur, Krr Krp ur, Fy,
(2)
where M, C and K are the global mass, damping and stiffness matrices, v and F are the
displacements and external forces along all of the DOFs of the assembled system. The

subindex R identifies the boundary nodes (at the base and at the Transition Piece) and
L identifies the rest of nodes (interior nodes).

2.2 Craig-Bampton modal reduction

The Craig-Bampton method reduces the number of the internal generalized degrees of
freedom of the substructure, using a subset ¢,, (m < L). Equation (3) relates physical
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DOFs and generalized DOFs (qp,):

(V)L )0 g

where I is the identity matrix; ®r (matrix) represents the physical displacements of the
interior nodes for static, rigid body motion at the boundary and ®; (matrix) represents
the internal eigenmodes. The Craig-Bampton transformation is therefore represented by:

{(h=a o ]{0n} e

where ®,, is the matrix that represents the truncated set of ®,. Premultiplying both
sides by equation (2) yields:

Mpp Mpn, UuR n Cee Cpm UR

i 2 1()-(2) 0

Mpp = Mgg + Mp®g + R Mg + PLM Pp (6)
Cps = Crr + Crr®r + ®RCLR + P1CLL DR (7)
(
(

where:

09)

Kpp = Krr + KrrPr )

Mg =@ Mpr + ®F My &g 9)
Cpp =L Crp+®LCLL PR (10)
Mpm = Mnj;Bv Cpm = Cg;B (11>
Fp = Fp+ ®LF}, (12)
Fy =00 F, (13)

After modal decomposition, this superposition is made not with all modes, but with only
a few (m modes), as usual in this kind of strategies, leading to a significant decrease in
the number of degrees of freedom of the system. Introducing this idea into the FEM
equations, and concentrating the motions at the boundary in the Transition Piece of the
OWT (joint between tower and substructure) the equations are written as:

]\:433 MBm iitp + C?BB éBm utp

[ [ Gn)-(R) oo

where the overhead bar here and below denotes matrices/vectors after the fixed-bottom
boundary conditions are applied. uy, is the 6 DOF's of the rigid transition piece.
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2.3 State-space formulation

To arrange variables in sets of inputs and outputs that can communicate with the rest of
modules, the equations are cast in state-space formulation, defining z = (t) = (¢, Gm)”
as the states; u = (Urp UTP UTp Fre FR,e)T as the inputs from other modules;
Y1 = Yi(t) = —Frp as outputs to tower (ElastoDyn); Yo = Y5(¢) as outputs to HydroDyn
(motion of the substructure).

Then, equation 14 can be cast into state equation form as:

t=Ax + Bu+ F, (15)
—Yl = leL' + Dlu + Fyl (16)
5/2 = CQx+D2u+Fy2 (17)

where A, B, F,,, Cy,Cy, Dy, Do, F;; and Fy; are arrays and matrices of constant coefficients
that are computed only, at initialization.

3 IMPLEMENTATION OF UNIFORM BASE INPUT MOTION AND SOIL-
STRUCTURE INTERACTION MODEL INTO SUBDYN MODULE
3.1 Generic equation of motion

Equation (1) assumes fixed-base, taking into account prescribed displacement in the base,
the main equations of motion describing the dynamic response of the substructure can be
written as:

Mii'(t) + Cu(t) + Ku(t) = F(t) (18)

where now u and u! represent relative and total displacements. If kinematic input motion
at time ¢, taking into account the presence of the foundation and its interaction with the
incident seismic field, is denoted by vector wu,(t) (up, = U, V, ), the relationship between
displacements can be written as:

u(t) = u'(t) — Auy(t) (19)

where A is a matrix composed by Ay, Ay and Ay, which the influence vectors (Chopra
[4]) representing the displacement of the different degrees of freedom as a consequence
of the static application of unitary lateral, vertical or rotational ground displacements,
respectively. Writing the equation of motion in absolute terms yield:

Miit(t) + Cut(t) + Kul(t) = F(t) + CAiy(t) + KAuy(t) (20)

After the assembly, the system of equation can be written as:
Mgrr Mgy ik ' n Crr Chgr ug \' n Krr Krr ur \' _
Mirr My ur, Crr CLL ur, Krr Kip ur,

(FR)+|:ORR CRL:|(AR>ub+lKRR KRL:|(AR)ub
FL CLR C(LL AL KLR KLL AL
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where Fr = Fr.+ Frg, with Fr . being external loads from other modules, the hydrody-
namic forces over the boundary nodes and the forces transfered to and from ElastoDyn
through the Transition Piece; and g stands for the gravity loads.

The interior degrees of freedom are hence transformed from physical DOFs to modal
DOFs, and pre-multiplying by Craig-Bampton transformation (equation 4) both sides of
equation of motion, can be rewritten as:

Mpp Mpm UR t+ Cgsp, CBm, UR t+ Kpp 0 ug \'
MmB I qm Cme Cmmf+2CQm qm 0 Q»?n dm n

Frp+ ®LF; i Cba, CBm; Agr i o+ Kgg 0 AR u
oL Fy, Crng; Comy + 200 |\ Ay )7 0 9 |\ A, )7
(22)

where the damping matrix is composed of the structural damping (2(€2,,) and damping
terms related to the LPM foundation model (Cy). On the other hand, A,, is obtained as
the truncation of Aj as:

Ap =OpAr+ P, AN (23)

A, =Ap (24)

3.2 Equation of motion with lateral, vertical and rotational foundation input
motion

The vector of displacements at the boundary nodes contains the displacement at the
interface node with the tower (u;) and the displacements at base nodes, which would
move following the ground motion according to the relevant portion A of the influence
vector:

B ( ApUs 4+ Npby + Ay Vi )
URr =

. (25)

where U, is the lateral kinematic input motion, V, is the vertical kinematic input motion
and 6, is the rotational kinematic input motion. Accordingly, the matrices of related to
the boundary nodes can be decompose as:

My, Myr My, M
Mgp = — i Mp, = — . M, = — 26
58 [Mn, MBB} B {MBM} B {MmB} (26)

where b is base nodes and [ is interface nodes. The overhead bar here and below denotes
matrices/vectors after the fixed-bottom boundary condition are applied.
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]\:433 Mg, Uy t+ C:'BBf CBm, Uy t+ Kgg 0 Ugp t:
MmB I Qm Cme Cmmf+2CQm Qm 0 Q?n dm

Fp+ ®LFy, C'BBf éBmf- Ar .

K 0 A M .
|: gB Q2 :| < A; >’U,b— |: M;bb :| Abub (27)

The interfaces nodes and the Transition Piece (that is assumed as a rigid body) are
considered as rigidly connected, so that the following relationships hold:

ur = T[Utp (28)

F, =T} Fg (29)

where T} is a simple transformation matrix depending on the differences between the
locations between both points. Taking these two relations into account, eq. (27) can be
written as:

]\:433 MBm utp t+ QBBf éBmf utp t_|_ KBB 0 Utp t:

< £, > . [ Fraisk-v ]Ub(tH [ Frsiso-—v }Ub@) - [ Frsisn—v }Ub(f)

Fo Fyrsisk—u Fyrsisc—u Fyrsismvi—u

+[ Fraisk—v }Vb(t) N { Fraiso—v }Vb(t) _ [ Frsisn—v }V},(t)

Foyrsisk—v Fysiso—v Fayrsisv—v
FIsistG FIsisCfG 1 FIsistB n
+ 0,(t) + 0,(t) — 0, (t
[ Fhrsisk—o } b(2) { Fursisc—o b(2) Frsism—o b(2)
(30)

where:

Mpp = T MpgpT; (31)
Cpp, = T{ Cpp,T; (32)
Kpp = T] KppT; (33)
Mgy, = TF M, (34)
Com, = T] Cpm, (35)

Ftp:Ftp+T?FR,e+TITFR,9+TIT§)£<FL,6+FL,9) ( )

Fo =@ (Fpo+ Fr) (37)
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Frask—uv =T} (KppAu,) (38)
Fuysisk—v = Ay, (39)
Frasc—v = T{ (Cpp,Av, + Cpm,Au,,) (40)
Fursiso—v = Comp; Aup + (Comy + 2¢Qm) A, (41)
Frasm-v =T} MpAy, (42)
Fuysisv—v = ManAy, (43)
Frssk—o =T/ (KppAg,) (44)
Fysisi—o = 02, Ag,, (45)
Frasc—o = T} (Cpp, Ao, + Cpm, N, (46)
Fyrsiso—o = Comp,; Mo + (Comy + 2 ) Mg, (47)
Fraisv—g = T MpyA, (48)
Fasisni—9 = Map g, (49)
Frask—v =T} (KppAv,) (50)
Fusisic—v = Q2 Ay, (51)
Frasc—v =T} (Cpp,Av; + Cpm,Av, (52)
Fuysiso-v = émeAVI + (Cmmf + 2CQm)AVm (5?’)
Frgsm—v =T} MpAy, (54)
Fursissr—v = Man Ay, (55)

3.3 Simplified Lumped Model Parameter Model into SubDyn

The introduction of an LPM can be simply understood as adding one (or several) ad-
ditional elements at the base of the substructure. At this point, the simplified Lumped
Parameter Model proposed by Carbonari et al. [5], depicted in figure 1, is adopted for
the lateral vibrations, while the spring-damper model depicted in figure 2 is adopted for
vertical and torsional vibrations (assuming that their influence on the response of the sys-
tem is, in any case, smaller). These assumptions lead to the following stiffness, damping
and mass matrices:

K{(:}fﬁ;) IIEZ}; CZ[(s(;ffl) SZ]; M:hs;m) 1\%3'1 o0

where node 7 is the ground, node j is the base of the substructure, and the submatrices
are defined as follows:

U"bF: [ Ugp Uyp Uzp emb be sz} (57)
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Figure 1. Scheme of the simplified LPM, adopted for lateral vibrations [6]

m, Meor
Kv CV Ktor Ctor

Figure 2. Scheme of the mass-spring-damper model, adopted for vertical and torsional vibrations [6]

FI 77777777777

[ Ky + Ky 0 0 0 ~khy 0
kn+ke 0 kiy 0 0
k. 0 0 0
Kjs k, + kih? 0 0 (58)
k. + k3 0
L k'tor
[ —(kp, + k) 0 0 0 kihy 0 ]
0 —(kn+k) O —k¢hy 0 0
T 0 0 —k, 0 0 0
K=K = 0 Kby 0 —(ky + k) 0 0
—khy 0 0 0 —(ky + kh2) 0
L 0 0 0 0 O ktor
(59)
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Chp+ ¢ 0 0 0 —ciho 0
cp + ¢ 0 Cthg 0 0
C 0 0 0
Cis ¢, + cth} 0 0 (60)
¢ +cths 0
L Ctor
i —<Ch + Ct) 0 0 0 Cthg 0 i
0 —(Ch + Ct) 0 —Cthg 0 0
Jp— T _ 0 0 —C; 0 0 0
Cii =Ci; = 0 cihy 0 —(c + chy) 0 0 (61)
—cihy 0 0 0 —(cr +¢h3) 0
L 0 0 0 0 0 —Ctor i
i mp, + My 0 0 0 —mthg 0 i
mp + Ty 0 mthg 0 0
m, 0 0 0
My I, +mh3 0 0 (62)
[T + mthg 0
L Itor

where the SLPM coefficients are calculated using least squares to be optimaly adapted to
the impedance functions defining the dynamic response of the wind turbine foundation.

3.4 State-space formulation

These equations must be cast in a form useful for implementation into the general frame-
work of OpenFAST and SubDyn, taking into account which are the input variables to
SubDyn and the output variables from SubDyn to other modules. The equations are
written in state-space form. The states are defined as:

4 \T
v=(dn dn) (63)
and the input vector are defined as:
. .. T
wu= (U, U, U, Fr. Fg.) (64)

3.4.1 State equation

Equation (30) is cast into standard linear system state equation of the form:

t=X=Azx+Bu+F, (65)
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To do, the second row of equation (30) needs to be written down and solved for U/;. After
doing so, the matrices of the state equation can be found to be:

0 I
A= { } (66)
—02 —Clm, — 20
0 0 0 0 0
B= { 0 —Cup, —Mpp ®L 0 ] (67)
Fo— [ . 0 . ) } (68)
q)mFLg + Zz FMsz'sK—iub + Zz FMsisC—iub - Zz FMsisM—iub

where I is the identity matrix and ¢ = U, V. 0

3.4.2 Output equation to ElastoDyn

The first output equation computes the interaction forces between tower and substructure

at the Transition Piece.
Y1 = Yi - _Ftp (69)

Writting the first row of (30) and solving for F},, the output equation can be written as:
—Yi = Cﬂlﬁ -+ Dll_L + Fy1 (70)

where

Ci= [ —MpnQ2, —Mpm(Crm, +2(2) + Cpmy | (71)

D1 = [ KBB —émeMBm ‘f‘éBBf - ~mBMBm +MBB MBWCD% - TIT(I)E _TIT }
(72)

F, = -T[(Fy+ ®LF,) — Z Frsisk—iuy — Z Frsisc—ity + Z Frsisn—itip+
Mp, Z Frsisk—iup + Z Frsisc—itiy — Z Fursisn—iip + @5 Fry| 1 =U,V,0 (73)

3.4.3 Output equation to HydroDyn

The second output equation gathers all the motions needed by the module HydroDyn to
compute hydrodynamic loads on the substructure.

yp=Yo={ up wp dp a1 (74)
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Yé = CQ!E + DQU + Fy2 (75)
where ~ _
0 0
P, 0
0 0
0 0
i -,,02 —P (C’mmf +2¢8,) |
[ T 0 0 0 0]
D RTY 0 0 0 0
0 T 0 0 0
D=1 ayn 0 0 0 (7)
0 0 ) Ty ) 0 0
0 —®,,Crnp; PrTT — @ Mpyp ¢, 01 0 i
_ 0 .
0
0
Fy2 - 0 (78>
0

| D, Pl Fry + 00 (3, Frsisk—it + 9 Farsiso—ito — 9 ; Farsisv—itin) |
where ¢ = U, 0, V.

4 VERIFICATION RESULTS

The correct implementation into OpenFAST of the input ground motion and the simplified
Lumped Parameter Model at the base of the substructure has been initially verified by
comparison against results obtained from a simplified model written in matlab for this
purpose. Firstly, this model is first briefly described. Afterwards, the cases designed for
verification are presented and the results of the comparison are shown.

4.1 Reference simple model for comparison

The model used for comparison is depicted in figure 3. It can be understood as an inverted
pendulum on a beam comprised of two different parts: the inferior part corresponding to
the substructure with constant properties along height; and the upper part corresponding
to the tower, with varying properties along height. On top, the rotor-nacelle-assembly
(RNA) is modeled as a punctual rigid concentrated inertia. The model can be run as
fixed based or as compliant base.

Again, the equation of motion can be written as:

M () + Ca(t) + Ku(t) = 0 (79)
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where M, C and K are the mass, damping and stiffness matrices. The beam elements
implemented are identical to those already implemented in SubDyn. Vectors u and u!
represent relative and total (or absolute) displacements at the different DOFs in the
structure. If the input ground displacement at time ¢ is denoted by u,(t), and eq. (19) is
taken into account, the equation of motion in relative terms, yields:

Mii(t) + Cu(t) + Ku(t) = —MA () (80)
Assuming steady—state harmonic response, motions can be written as:
u(t) = U(w)e™! (81)

where w is the circular frecuency of the excitation. Thus, the time-harmonic equation of
motion employed can be written as:

(K +iwC — w?™) U(w) = —MA Up(w) = w*MA Uy(w) (82)

As usual, time domain response will be therefore obtained through Frecuency Domain
Analysis [4] making use of the Fast Fourier Transform. This reference simplified model
was implemented in an independent matlab® code.

4.2 Reference Configuration

The reference configuration adopted for this study is the widely used 5SMW NREL ref-
erence turbine. More precisely, the base configuration is the one defined for the OC3
(Offshore Code Comparison Collaboration) for the offshore 5SMW NREL reference tur-
bine on a monopile. Specific data can be found in Jonkman and Musial [7]. The main
data for tower and substructure can be found in tables 1 and 2.

4.3 Verification cases

Table 3 lists the main characteristics of the input motions used for the four simplified ver-
ification cases presented herein together with the base configuration (fixed or compliant)
in each case. & denotes the structural tower damping ratio. On the other hand, table 4
presents the parameters obtained for the SLPM from fitting the impedance functions cor-
responding to the foundation of this turbine [7]. The impedance functions were obtained
from detailed boundary elements model [8].

4.4 Verification results

This section presents the validation results described in the previous section. Figure
4 present the comparisons between the results obtained using the modified version of
OpenFAST and those of the reference inverted pendulum matlab code. Motions at the
top of the tower, and at the platform are represented. It is shown that the agreement
is very good in terms of displacements. It is worth highlighting, however, the major
difference between both codes, being the OpenFAST model much more elaborated than
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Parameter Value
Tower-top height above mean sea level (MSL) 87.6 m
Tower base height above mean sea level 10.0 m
Water depth (from mean sea level) 20.0 m
Tower lenght 77.6 m
Water depth (from mean sea level) 20.0 m
Diameter at the base of the tower 6.0 m
Diameter at the top of the tower 3.87 m
Thickness at the base of the tower 0.027
Thickness at the top of the tower 0.019

RNA mass

349389.842 kg

RNA center of mass above tower top

1.96699 m

Second moment of inertia around RNA’s center of mass | I, = 4.37- 10" kg - m
I, =235-10" kg - m
I, =254-10" kg - m

Table 1. Tower and turbine main properties, 5SMW.

RNA: RNA:
concentrated concentrated
/inertia /inertia
. Tower: . Tower:
Bernoulli Bernoulli
beam with beam with
/ tapered tapered
properties. t properties.
(20 elements) (20 elements)
Substructure: Substructure:
Timoshenko Timoshenko
| beam. beam.
(2 elements) /(2 elements)
Foundation:
7777777775 o] simplified LPM
/
up(t)  Bb (t)
u(t) Bb (t)
<> b
Fixed base Compliant base

Figure 3. Depiction of the reference simple model used for comparison

Parameter | Value
Height 30.0 m
Diameter 6.0 m
Thickness 0.60 m

Table 2. Monopile main propeties
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N | Motion | Base configuration | & Input base motion
1 Lateral Fixed base 5% | Quarter of sine (f = 0.1 Hz, A=0.1 m)
2 | Rotational Fixed base 2% | Quarter of sine (f = 0.1 Hz, A = 0.05 m)
3 Lateral Fixed base 2% Chi-Chi earthquake
4 Lateral Compliant base 2% Chi-Chi earthquake

Table 3. Verification cases

KSLPM Value CSLPM Value MSLPM Value

kp, 5.478e+4 | ¢ 1.212e+7 | my, 95.92

k, 1.078e+11 | ¢, 3.633e+8 | I, 1.0

ky 2.274e+9 | ¢ 4.966e+7 | my 5.047e+05
k., 4.787e+9 | c, 2.117e+8 | m, 1.0

Etor 7.13e+10 | cior 4.414e+8 | Lior 8.60e+6
hy -4.794 o -4.417 hs 0.08194

Table 4. SLPM parameters

the reference model, and being the first one solved in time domain and the second one
in frequency domain. As expected, response on a softer foundation (previously verified
against the matlab reference model) provides a longer period. It also allows to see that the
great influence that the properties of the foundation exert on the system global response.
Table 5 shows the fundamental frequencies as a function of the assumed base condition.

Base condition Fundamental frequency
Fixed base, fore-aft: 0.2797 Hz (T=3.58 s)
Compliant base, fore-aft: | 0.2597 Hz (T=3.85 s)

Table 5. Fundamental frequencies obtained for Fixed Base and Compliant base conditions

5 ILUSTRATION EXAMPLE

After having verified the implementation of the kinematic input motions for a simplified
inverted pendulum configuration, this section illustrates the use of the code for the anal-
ysis of the seismic response of the offshore wind turbine while the turbine is operating
and is subjected to wind, waves and currents. The NREL 5 MW reference OW'T de-
scribed above is considered here too. The simplified Lumped Parameter Model is used
to represent the flexibility of the soil-foundation system (see Figure 5), as stated above.
At the same time, the system is assumed to be subjected to vertically-incident shear
waves. The Chi-Chi earthquake is considered as free-field ground-surface seismic action.
The simulation is allowed to run for 220 seconds before the earthquake shaking arrive,
in order to allow the dissipation of the transient response generated at the beginning of
the simulation. No emergency shutdown is considered. The time-harmonic kinematic
interaction factors corresponding to the monopile foundation were computed through the
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Figure 4. Results corresponding to verification cases
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same boundary element model employed to compute the impedance functions [8]. These
kinematic interaction factors allow to compute the translational and rotational kinematic
input motions (see Figure 6) that are then defined at the base of the SLPM.

Figure 7 presents the computed seismic response in terms of tower top displacements,
tower top accelerations and mudline shear forces and bending moments in the monopile.
Each plot presents the response of the OW'T computed under four different loading sit-
uations: a) only environmental loads (wind, waves and currents); b) taking into account
both translational and rotational foundation input motions; c) taking into account only
translational foundation input motion (with zero rotational input motion); and d) consid-
ering the original seismic input motion as translational input motion, i.e., without taking
into account the filtering produced by the pipe pile foundation.

Na

e
Yo

<« Ubq

A 4 OBbp

Figure 5. Ilustration example model

As expected, the seismic action increases the response of the structure in terms of dis-
placements and accelerations at the tower top. Accelerations, in particular, increase by
a factor of 3 due to the arrival of the earthquake. Bending moments and shear forces at
mudline, on the contrary, are less affected by the earthquake, being the environmental
loads the ones that contribute more importantly to the resulting internal efforts. The ro-
tational component of the FIM produces an increase in the seismic response, as observed
from the comparison of the responses computed taking or not into account the rotational
input motion (red and green curves). However, this increase is not very significant when
compared to the oscillations of the response of the system under the rest of loads. Finally,
the difference between considering the original earthquake signal or the filtered earthquake
signal is negligible.
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Figure 6. Lateral FIM (a) and Rotational FIM (b). Obtained from KIF of monopile foundation and
Chi-Chi Earthquake

6 CONCLUSIONS

The paper develops the formulation needed for the implementation of seismic input mo-
tions and new dynamic soil-structure interaction capabilities into the open-source software
OpenFAST, with the aim of facilitating the use of this tool for the seismic analysis of wind
turbines.

Not only horizontal, but also vertical and rotational foundation input motions are con-
sidered. In the ilustration example, horizontal and rotational foundation input motions
are computed taking the monopile kinematic interaction factors into account, and the
relevance of this filtering is also discussed.

On the other hand, the use of lumped parameter models is considered here as a tool to
introduce soil-structure interaction into the model because this approach allows to take
into account, not only the static stiffness of the foundation, but an approximation to its
impedance, i.e., the dynamic stiffness and damping functions.

These capabilities have been implemented in OpenFAST, version 2.2.0, and the code can
be downloaded here: https://github.com/CarlosRomeroSanchez/openfast_2.2.0_seismic .
The authors are now working on the generalization of the formulation to non-uniform
input motions, and its implementation in the latest version of OpenFAST.
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Figure 7. Results corresponding to ilustration example
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