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In this paper, we simplify the error estimation technique developed for the Craig-Bampton (CB) method
(Kim et al., 2014). The original formulation is simplified by neglecting insignificant terms, a new error
estimator is obtained, and thus computational cost is significantly reduced with negligible accuracy loss.

In addition, the contribution of a specific substructure to a relative eigenvalue error can be estimated
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an error control strategy.

using the new formulation, in which the estimated relative eigenvalue error is represented by a simple
summation of the substructural errors estimated. Therefore, the new formulation can be employed for
error control by using the detailed errors estimated for a certain substructure. Through various numerical
examples, we verify the accuracy and computational efficiency of the new formulation, and demonstrate

© 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

In 1960s, component mode synthesis (CMS) was first presented
by Hurty [2]. In the decades since then, various CMS methods have
been developed [3-15]. The CMS methods have generally been
employed to solve large and complex structural vibration problems
efficiently, and their applications have been extended to new areas
of research such as multi-body dynamics, structural health
monitoring, structural design optimization, and real-time control
of dynamic systems [16-19].

In CMS methods, one research issue is how to evaluate the reli-
ability of eigensolutions obtained from the reduced model, when
the exact eigensolutions are unknown. To handle this problem,
several a priori and a posteriori error estimation methods have been
developed [20-23]. Of special interest here, Elssel and Voss [21]
developed an upper bound of the relative eigenvalue error for
the automated multi-level substructuring (AMLS) method [24-26].
Since it is an a priori method and a scalar operation technique, it
requires almost no computational cost. However, although it gives
the tendency of the relative eigenvalue error as an upper bound,
its estimation capability is not adequate for practical use in
engineering problems.

Recently, an accurate error estimator was developed for the CB
method using an enhanced transformation matrix derived
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considering the residual mode effect [1]. Its estimation accuracy
and computational efficiency were tested with various structural
finite element (FE) models (within 5000 DOFs). However, since
the original formulation requires full matrix operations, its compu-
tational cost may become severe in problems with very large DOFs.

In order to improve its computational efficiency, we here pro-
pose a newly formulated error estimator extending the previous
work [1]. First, the original formulation is simplified at the compo-
nent matrix level and some higher order terms are neglected. Then,
we newly define a simplified error estimator, in which the contri-
bution of a specific substructure to a relative eigenvalue error can
be calculated and the summation of the substructural eigenvalue
errors is equal to the total eigenvalue error estimated. Conse-
quently, using the simplified error estimator, we provide two
important advantages (reduction of computational cost and capa-
bility to estimate substructural errors) with negligible loss of
accuracy.

In particular, using the second feature, we can identify the sub-
structural distribution of relative eigenvalue errors, which makes it
possible to handle locally fluctuated eigenvalue errors by adjusting
the number of substructural modes selected. It is important to note
that the concept of the substructural error mentioned here nicely
matches with the key idea of the component mode synthesis
(CMS). That is, a whole model is the summation of its substructural
models.

In the following sections, the CB method, the enhanced trans-
formation matrix, and the previous error estimation method are
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briefly reviewed. We then derive the simplified error estimator,
and propose an error control strategy. Finally, the performance of
the error estimator is tested using a variety of numerical examples.

2. Craig-Bampton method

In this section, we briefly introduce the formulation of the CB
method, see Refs. [1-5] for detailed derivations.

Let us consider a global finite element model partitioned into n
substructures fixed to its boundary interface, see Fig. 1. In the CB
method, the equations of motion for free vibration are given

Mil, + K,u, =0, (1)

M, M. K K. u,
Mg_{MZ MJ’ Kg_[l(z I(J’ “g_{ub}’ )

where M and K are mass and stiffness matrices, respectively, u is

the displacement vector, and (") = d*()/dt* with time variable t.
The subscript g denotes the global structural quantities, and the
subscripts s and b denote the substructural and interface boundary
quantities, respectively. The subscript ¢ denotes the coupled quan-
tities between substructures and interface boundary. Note that M;
and K; are the block-diagonal mass and stiffness matrices that con-
sist of substructural mass and stiffness matrices, M; and K; (for

i=1,2,...,n).
The eigenvalue problem for the global structure is defined as
Ke(,), = 7iMg(9,), fori=1,2,...,Ng, (3)

in which % and (¢,), are the eigenvalue and eigenvector corre-
sponding to the ith global mode, and N, is the number of DOFs in
the global FE model. Note that (¢,), is the mass-normalized eigen-
vector, and % and (¢,); satisfy mass-orthonormality and stiffness-
orthogonality conditions.

Using the eigenvectors obtained from Eq. (3), the global dis-
placement vector u, is expressed by

ug = dq,, (4a)
q,
. q; )
Wlthq)g:[((pg)l ((pg)z ((pg),‘}aqg: forl:1727~--7Ng7
q;
(4b)

where @, is the global eigenvector matrix that contains the
eigenvectors (@,). and q, is the generalized coordinate vector that
contains the generalized coordinates q; corresponding to (¢,)

i

Then, the transformation matrix Ty is constructed by combina-
tion of the fixed-interface normal modes ® and interface-
constraint modes ¥ as

To=[0 ¥, (5)
with

(ON Y. _
“’:M’ ‘":M’ o= [0! @] Yo=-K'K. (6

where ®; is the block-diagonal eigenvector matrix that consists of
substructural eigenvectors, and it is decomposed into ®¢ and @
that are the eigenvector matrices corresponding to the dominant
and residual substructural modes, respectively. Here, ¥, is the con-
straint modes matrix and I, is an identity matrix for the interface
boundary. The superscripts d and r denote the dominant and
residual terms, respectively.

Then, ®; is obtained using the following substructural
eigenvalue problems

K'0" = A'M@"  o? =@ @] fori=1,2,...,n, (7)

where ®? and A® are the substructural eigenvector and eigenvalue
matrices corresponding to the ith substructure, respectively. The
substructural eigenvector matrix ®® is decomposed into the dom-
inant term @’ and residual term ®{.

The constraint mode matrix ¥, in Eq. (6) is defined by

yi
v

¥, — with w9 = —(K?)'K® fori=1,2,...,n, 8)

i)

Cc

in which ¥ is the constraint mode matrix of the ith substructure,
and K is the stiffness matrix of the ith substructure coupled with

the interface boundary. Here, (K”) '
Cholesky factorization of K.

Using the transformation matrix Tp in Eq. (5), the global
displacement vector u, is expressed by

is computed using the

qd

u . ¢ @ ;

u; = |:u::| = Toll with To = |:d:; (I(;s ‘:;c:|7 u= q; ’ (9)
u,

in which q¢ and q. are the generalized coordinate vectors
corresponding to the dominant and residual substructural modes,
respectively.

Neglecting the residual terms in Top in Eq. (9), the global
displacement vector u, is approximated by

(a)

Fig. 1. Interface handling in the CB method: (a) partitioned structure and (b) fixed interface boundary treatment.

(b)
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~ B d d
u~ i, = ToawithTo— | 0 Yol a= ||, (10)
0 I up
in which T, and u are the reduced CB transformation matrix and
reduced generalized coordinate vector, respectively. The overbar

(") denotes the approximated quantities.
The reduced matrices of the CB method could be obtained as

M=TM,To, K=TK,To, a1
and then the reduced eigenvalue problem in the CB method is given
by

K(@); = 4M(@), fori=1,2,... N, (12)

where /; and (@), are the approximated eigenvalues and eigenvec-
tors, respectively, and N is the number of DOFs in the reduced
model (N = Ny + Np). Here, Ny and N, are the numbers of dominant
substructural modes and interface boundary DOFs, respectively.

Using the eigenvectors obtained from the reduced eigenvalue
problem in Eq. (12), u is defined as

in which @ is the approximated eigenvector matrix that contains all
the approximated eigenvectors (¢);, and q is the corresponding
generalized coordinate vector.

In the CB method, using the reduced transformation matrix Ty,
the approximated global eigenvector matrix ®, is defined as

(@) =Topi. (14)

i

®, = To®,

3. Simplified error estimator

In this section, we briefly review the enhanced transformation
matrix that is the key ingredient of the error estimator; then we
summarize the original error estimator for the CB method [1],
and derive a simplified error estimator.

3.1. Enhanced transformation matrix
Substituting Eq. (9) into Eq. (1) and pre-multiplying T, the

transformed equations of motion considering all the substructural
modes are obtained as follows:

Mii + Ku =0, (15)
I 0 (o) M,
M=TM;To=| o r (@)™ |
M{(@f) M(@) M, (16)
A0 0
K=TK,To=|0 A 0|,
0 0 K

where the component matrices are defined by

T
I = (@) My(@!), I = (&))" M(®]), (17a)
Mb = Mb + MC‘PC + TZMU l\A/lc = Mc + Ms‘l’ca (17b)
Al = (@) K (@), AL = (@) K(@]), Ky=K,+K¥e. (17¢)

Note that the dominant and residual eigenvector matrices, ®¢ and
®@;, are orthogonal for the mass matrix M, and stiffness matrix K.
Thus, in Eq. (16), the off-diagonal component matrices

(@) M,(@7), (@) M(@%), (@) K,(@) and (®)'K,(@¢)) become
zero matrices.
Using () = d*()/dt* = —4(), Eq. (15) is rewritten as

A 0 )M | [qf

0 AL —i@)'™M. | | g | =0 (18)

—MI(@%) —MI(®)) K,— M, | LW

From the second row in Eq. (18), q} can be defined
L= (AL — 1) (@) Meu,. (19)

Substituting Eq. (19) into Eq. (9) and neglecting higher order terms
of 4, the global displacement vector u, is approximated by

ug ~ l_lg = T]l_l with T] = To + ).Ta, (20)

in which T, is the enhanced transformation matrix, T, is the CB
transformation matrix defined in Eq. (10).
In Eq. (20), the additional transformation matrix T, is given by

T,= {g F(‘)"'] with F = (@) (A7) " (@) =K, " - (@f)(A%) (@),

(21)
where F; is the static term of the residual flexibility matrix [1], and

K.' and (@) (AY) (@) are the full and dominant flexibility
matrices for substructures, respectively.

It is important to note that the term T, in the enhanced trans-
formation matrix contains the effect of the residual substructural
modes ®;. However, in the original transformation matrix of the
CB method (Ty), the residual substructural modes are simply trun-
cated without any consideration. For this reason, the enhanced
transformation matrix T; can more accurately approximate the
global displacement vector. The enhanced transformation matrix
is essential for developing the error estimation method. However,
T; could not be used to construct the reduced model without a
proper treatment because it contains the unknown 4 [27,28].

3.2. Original error estimator

In CMS methods, to verify the reliability of reduced models, the
relative eigenvalue error could be employed
A L B (22)

Ai Ai

in which ¢; denotes the relative eigenvalue error for the ith global
mode, and the exact global eigenvalue /; and approximated eigen-
value J; are calculated from Egs. (3) and (12), respectively.

From the eigenvalue problem in Eq. (3), the following relation is
obtained

%(tpg)ﬁ(g(tpg)i = (@) Mg(9p,).. (23)

where the exact global eigensolutions, /; and (@,), satisfy the mass-

orthonormality and stiffness orthogonality conditions.
The exact global eigenvector (¢,), can be approximated using

the enhanced transformation matrix T;

(@), = T1¢; = [To + 4Td) ;. (24)

Using Eq. (24) in Eq. (23), the following equation is obtained

1 ;= = R Jp s ) = R

5 P1To + AT Ky[To + 7Talps = @] Ty + 4] My[To + 4]y,
(25)
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and its expansion results in

1 s 17 A it T T —

7 O'Kp; + @I TIK, T, + TK,To + AT K, To)
~ @IM@; + @7 ATIM,T, + ATiM,To + 22 ToM;T,] (. (26)

Since /Kp; = 2; and ¢IM@; = 1, Eq. (26) is rewritten as

— 1~ @IATIMT, + AT MT, + 22T M, T, — TIK,T,

it

~TIK,To — AT.K,To) ;. (27)

In Eq. (27), the scalar terms @/ T)M,T,®; and @/ T;K,T,p; are equal
to @} TuMgTotp, and @7 ﬂl(gTo(p,, respectively. Therefore, Eq. (27)
becomes

—1 =20 T)[4M; — KT, @; + @ To[12M, —

>J|>J\

— 7Kg | T @i, (28)
in which the left side is the relative eigenvalue error ¢&; in Eq. (22).
Using /; instead of unknown /; in Eq. (28), the relative

eigenvalue error ¢; could be approximated as

-1=un;

2

with 7, = 2Q!T) M, — KT, @; + @ T-[12M; — 2K T.@;,  (29)

in which #; is the original error estimator for the ith global mode. It
can be used to evaluate the accuracy of the approximated eigen-
value /J; without knowing the original eigenvalue 4;. Its estimation
accuracy and computational efficiency were tested in previous work
[1]. This general conceptual idea of the error estimator could be also
employed for the DOFs based model reduction techniques [29].

3.3. New error estimator

Only simple matrix and vector operations are required in the
original error estimation method, see Eq. (29). However, when
problems with large DOFs are handled, computational costs may
become significant because there are four matrices of global DOF
size, Mg and K, (N, x N, matrices), and To and T, (N; x N matrices).
To solve this problem, we approximate the original formulation in
Eq. (29), and then newly derive a simplified formulation.

The error estimator #; in Eq. (29) is rewritten as

;= @I 2ATIM,T, — 2T0K, T + Z2TiM, T, — ZTo K, T,] ;. (30)
Using T, in Eq. (10) and T, in Eq. (21), TyM,T, and T;K,T, in Eq. (30)
are represented in the component matrix form as follows

_ 0A . N
TgMgTa:L) AC}WithAC:(CI)f)TMSF,sMC, A, =M'F M., (31a)

b

_ 0B A X
TK,T, = { 0 Bj with B, = (0¢) K,FsM,, By = (¥"K,+K')FM..

(31b)

Since ®? and F,; have orthogonality for the mass matrix M, and
stiffness matrix K;, we can identify that (<I)f)TM5F,s =0 and
((I)f)TI(SFrS =0 in the matrices A. and B.. In addition, using ¥, in
Eq. (6), it is identified that ¥'K;+K’ =0 in B, matrix. Then,
Eq. (31) is rewritten as
0 o0 }

o al (32a)

TIM,T, — [

TIK,T, = 0. (32b)

In addition, substituting T, into TZl(gTa in Eq. (30), we have the
following relation:

TOM,T, = T, K, T,. (33)

Using Egs. (32) and (33), Eq. (30) is rewritten as

_ [0 O _
N =% [ }(p, + Z2QITIM, T, ;. (34)
The approximated eigenvector @; in Eq. (34) can be partitioned as
_ ‘7’5}
=1, 35
o= | (35)

where (@;); and (@,); are the substructural and interface boundary
terms of the approximated eigenvector ¢;, respectively.

Neglecting the second order term of 4; and using Eq. (35),
Eq. (34) can be approximated as

i~ W = %(@p){ As (@), (36)

where y; is a new error estimator. Note that, since (¢); and A, are
Np x 1 vector and N, x N, matrix, we do not need to handle the
matrices of global DOF size.

The new error estimator y; could be more efficiently described
in a substructural component matrix form. The matrices M, and F,
parts of A,, are represented as

M F 0
X M F?
Mc = ’ Frs -

M 0 EY
with FY = (K®)™" — @) (A%) " (@¥)' fork=1,2,....n, (37)
where FY is the static term of the residual flexibility matrix for the

kth substructure, and it is easily calculated by reusing (l(“‘))f1 L0
and A} in Egs. (6) and (7).

Then, A, can be represented by the addition of the substructural
matrix terms

n
Ay =Y A with A = MY FOMY. (38)
k=1
Due to symmetry, F¥ in Eq. (38) can be decomposed into three
parts

T
FO—FP +FY L FY fork=1,2,...,n, (39)
in which F(k) and Fﬂ‘) are the diagonal and upper triangular parts of
F®, respectively.

Finally, using Egs. (36), (38) and (39), the new error estimator k;
for the ith relative eigenvalue error is redefined by

=anﬂ§k>7 U — e 4 2e
k=1
with el =7i(@p) MY F'MY (@), el =7i(p)! MY FOMY (03),,
(40)

where uﬁk) is the estimated substructural error corresponding to the
kth substructure for ith relative eigenvalue error, and the new error
estimator y; is simply obtained by a summation of the substructural
errors estimated.

In Eq. (40), there is no need to calculate the matrix T, that is a
prerequisite of the original error estimation method, and it only

requires substructural component matrices such as M¥ and F®
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Therefore, it is easy to identify that Eq. (40) is much more compu-
tationally efficient than the original error estimation method in Eq.
(29). Details of the computational cost are presented in Section 4.

In addition, it is important to note that the estimated substruc-
tural error ,u§"> in Eq. (40) provides the contribution of the kth sub-
structure to the ith relative eigenvalue error. Using this feature, we
propose an error control strategy to improve effectively the accu-
racy of the global modes having relatively large errors. This strat-
egy will be presented in Section 5.

4. Numerical examples

In this section, to investigate the performance of the new error
estimator, we consider three practical engineering problems
involving a stiffened plate, a cargo hold structure, and a semi-
submersible rig.

All FE (Finite Element) models are constructed using the 4-node
MITC shell element [30-32], and the free boundary condition is
imposed. Here, we use the material property of a mild steel, so that
Young’s modulus E, Poisson’s ratio v and density p are 206 GPa, 0.3,
and 7850 kg/m>, respectively. The frequency cut-off method is
employed to select the dominant substructural modes [3]. All the
code implementations are done using MATLAB in a personal com-
puter (Intel core (TM) i7-3770, 3.40 GHz CPU, 32 GB RAM).

4.1. Stiffened plate problem

Here, we consider a stiffened plate, an important component of
ships (see Fig. 2). Length L, breadth B, and stiffener spacing S are

0.02

Y
0.019

0.019

57

26.0 m, 6.0 m, and 2.0 m, respectively. The stiffener is composed
of a vertical web of height 0.05 m and a flange of breadth 0.02 m,
and the thickness t is 0.019 m. The number of DOFs is 52662 and
the global structure is partitioned into 18 substructures. For two
numerical cases, we use 60 and 200 dominant substructural modes
(Ng = 60 and N4 = 200).

The exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors calculated
by the previous (original) and present formulations are plotted in
Fig. 3 for the two numerical cases. The estimated relative eigen-
value errors are also compared with those calculated by the error
estimation method developed by Elssel and Voss [21],

=2 (41)
|r = |
where J, is the smallest residual eigenvalue of substructures.

Table 1 lists the exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors
corresponding to Fig. 3(a). This clearly shows that the accuracy of
the present formulation is very similar to its original formulation.
Table 2 shows the details of computational cost corresponding to
Fig. 3(a). Compared to the computation time required for the CB
method, the original formulation requires 35.85% of additional
computation time. On the other hand, the present formulation only
requires 2.27% of additional computation time.

Although the error estimation method developed by Elssel and
Voss gives the tendency of the relative eigenvalue error as an upper
bound, its estimation capability is not adequate for practical use in
engineering problems. However, it requires almost no computa-
tional cost, because it is an a priori method and a scalar operation
technique.

T T T T = SR RER !
/
; 98 59 91_3 Ql7 P16
ot bt e Ht Ht bt
it P T T T FH
HH HHHH HHH / HH HHH A
Q, 2, K2 £ Q 2 B
iman ey i Ht H— i m
H ] L T ] L
= o H=H HH T SRR
Q . Q
b HfT e H]v?‘ '||1|Il' I-nl:(y)v

w A

L

Fig. 2. Stiffened plate problem.
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Fig. 3. Exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors for the stiffened plate
problem: (a) Ny = 60 and (b) Ny = 200.

Table 1
Exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors in the stiffened plate problem in Fig. 3

(a).

Mode number Exact Estimated
Previous Present
1 0.00001 0.00001 0.00001
2 0.00016 0.00016 0.00016
3 0.00021 0.00021 0.00021
4 0.00080 0.00080 0.00079
5 0.00125 0.00125 0.00124
6 0.00218 0.00219 0.00217
7 0.00362 0.00363 0.00360
8 0.00149 0.00149 0.00148
9 0.00730 0.00737 0.00721
10 0.00474 0.00477 0.00463
11 0.00404 0.00405 0.00394
12 0.00582 0.00585 0.00567
13 0.00627 0.00629 0.00607
14 0.00269 0.00270 0.00264
15 0.00748 0.00748 0.00721
16 0.00658 0.00668 0.00640
17 0.00609 0.00611 0.00586
18 0.00703 0.00705 0.00672
19 0.00774 0.00778 0.00744
20 0.00843 0.00839 0.00795

Considering symmetric partitioning, the computational cost for
the present error estimator could be reduced more. As shown in
Fig. 2, the substructures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are symmetric with

Table 2
Specific computational cost for the stiffened structure problem in Fig. 3(a).
Items Computation times
[sec] Ratio [%]
CB method 165.24 100.00
Previous error estimator ~ Calculation of the 1.89 1.14
in Eq. (29) residual flexibility
matrix Fy
Calculation of T, 41.12 24.89
matrix
Calculation error 16.23 9.82
estimator 77;
Total 59.24 35.85
Present error estimator  Calculation of the 1.89 1.14
in Eq. (40) residual flexibility
matrix Fy
Calculation error 1.87 1.13
estimator f;
Total 3.76 227
Present error estimator  Calculation of the 0.79 0.48
considering residual flexibility
symmetric matrix Fy
partitioning
Calculation error 0.40 0.24
estimator y;
Total 1.19 0.72

Elssel and Voss's error estimator in Eq. (41) 0.000011 0.0000066

R T e
 TRUAERTELE NERY

s,

Fig. 4. Cargo hold structure problem.

the other substructures. Thus, it is necessary to calculate the resid-

ual flexibility F.; and substructural error ,uf") only for the substruc-
tures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. The computational cost for the present
error estimator, considering symmetric partitioning, is also pre-
sented in Table 2.

4.2. Cargo hold structure problem

Here, a cargo hold structure of an oil carrier is considered
(shown in Fig. 4). The height H, breadth B, length L, and thickness
t are 30.0 m, 50.0 m, 87.0 m, and 0.025 m, respectively. We use
26761 shell elements and 26228 nodes for finite element model-
ing. The number of total DOFs is 157368, and the global structure
is partitioned into 36 substructures. Two different retained sub-
structural mode cases, Ny = 80 and Ny = 290, are considered here.

Fig. 5 shows the exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors
calculated by the previous and present formulations in the two



S.-H. Boo et al./Computers and Structures 164 (2016) 53-62 59

0
( a)1 0
10"
S
5]
o
=1 -2
= 10
>
[
[
2
°
o 10°
=
S
9]
o
10*
—H— Exact
—O— Estimated (Kim et al.)
. —¥— Estimated (Present)
1 0' i i i i i 1 1 1 1 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Mode number
(b) 10° - - - - - : : - : :
10"
S
®
o
3 2
= 10
>
c
[
ke
)
o 10°
=
s
[
o
10
—H— Exact
—O— Estimated (Kim et al.)
. —¥— Estimated (Present)
1 0' 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Mode number

Fig. 5. Exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors for the cargo hold structure
problem: (a) Ny = 80 and (b) Ny = 290.

Table 3
Computational cost for the cargo hold structure problem in Fig. 5(a).
Items Computation times
[sec] Ratio [%]
CB method 686.47 100.00
Previous error estimator in Eq. (29) 374.74 54.58
Present error estimator in Eq. (40) 28.98 4.22

numerical cases. The required computational costs corresponding
to Fig. 5(a) are presented in Table 3. Note that the computational
cost of the original error estimator in Eq. (29) is not small when
the number of DOFs is over 150000. The numerical results demon-
strate the solution accuracy and computational efficiency of the
present error estimation method.

4.3. Semi-submersible rig problem

We consider a semi-submersible rig problem. Breadth B and
column width C are 80.0 m and 20.0 m, respectively. Heights H;
and H; are 50.0 m and 15.0 m, respectively, and length L and thick-
ness t are 110.0 m and 0.018 m, respectively. The structure is mod-
eled using 16800 shell elements and 17009 nodes. The number of
total DOFs is 105054. The global structure is partitioned into 28
substructures, see Fig. 6. Here, two different retained substructural
mode cases, Ny = 54 and Ny = 160, are considered. The estimating
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Fig. 7. Exact and estimated relative eigenvalue errors for the semi-submersible rig
problem: (a) Ny = 54 and (b) Ny = 160.

accuracy and computational efficiency of the present error estima-
tor are verified in Fig. 7 and Table 4. The computational cost is
reduced a lot using the new error estimator.
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Table 4
Computational cost for the semi-submersible rig problem in Fig. 7(a).
Items Computation times
[sec] Ratio [%]
CB method 575.77 100.00
Previous error estimator in Eq. (29) 176.69 30.68
Present error estimator in Eq. (40) 11.95 2.07
Start
Determine

the error tolerance €

v

Identify the global modes
out of the error tolerance ¢

k
Calculate uf )

for each mode

!

Calculate the substructural
contribution \Uf-k)

!

Find the target substructures
having high contributions

!

Select additional substructural
modes in the target substructures

v

Solve the newly
constructed reduced model

Error check No

g <e

Fig. 8. Flow chart for the error control strategy.

5. Error control strategy

In this section, using the estimated substructural errors x*' in
Eq. (40), we suggest an error control strategy to improve the accu-
racy of the global modes having relatively large errors. In this strat-
egy, it is important to calculate the substructural contributions to
the selected global modes, and the substructural contribution is
defined as

k) .uxgk)
u? = 100 [, (42)

i
i

(a)1’ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

1 error tolerance

Relative eigenvalue error
S

10 i
. —H&— Freq. cut-off (54 modes) ‘
10 i i i n T n n
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Mode number
(b)1e° ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ‘
10" error tolerance

Relative eigenvalue error

-7
10 % Error control (14 additional modes)
. —O— Freq. cut-off (86 additional modes)
10' L L n n n n n
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Mode number

Fig. 9. Relative eigenvalue errors for the semi-submersible rig problem in Fig. 7(a):
(a) before applying the error control strategy and (b) after applying the error control
strategy.

where ¥ is the substructural contribution of the kth substructure
to the ith global mode.
The error control strategy is simple. For the global modes of

interest, the substructural contributions ¥ are calculated using
Eq. (42). The target substructures that contain high contributions
are identified, and additional substructural modes are retained
only for the target substructures to construct a more precisely
reduced model. The detailed procedure of the error control strat-
egy is described in Fig. 8. Using this strategy, we can improve the
accuracy of the selected global modes, resulting in an effective
reduced model of small DOFs with desired accuracy.

The error control strategy is tested with the semi-submersible
rig problem considering the case of N; = 54, see Figs. 6 and 7(a).
We assign the error tolerance 1072, and it is observed that the
28th-32th global modes are out of the error tolerance, see Fig. 9
(a). Fig. 10 and Table 5 show the substructural contributions "’
to the 28th-32th global modes, and it is identified that the sub-
structures 2, 4, 5, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 27, and 28 have relatively high
contributions to the 28th-32th global modes. Thus, we designate
those substructures as target substructures. Note that, in Fig. 10,
the substructural contributions are plotted only for substructures
1-14 due to the geometrically symmetric condition.

To improve the accuracy of the global modes out of the error
tolerance, for the selected target substructures, additional sub-
structural modes are retained in the reduced model (2 additional
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Substructural
contribution [%]

Fig. 10. Substructural contributions to the 28th-32th global mode errors for the semi-submersible rig problem in Fig. 7(a).

Table 5

Substructural contributions x//l('” to the 28th-32th global modes for the semi-
submersible rig problem in Fig. 7(a). Underlines denote relatively high substructural
contributions to the 28th-32th global modes and the corresponding substructural
numbers.

Substructural Substructural contributions y* (%)
numbers
vl vie Vo v v

1,15 3.41 3.57 0.04 2.05 1.93
2.16 2.22 2.24 0.16 16.12 15.34
3,17 0.92 0.93 0.10 9.45 9.00
4,18 36.84 37.35 0.09 4.61 4.32
5.19 2.40 2.42 0.16 15.96 15.18
6, 20 3.57 3.73 0.04 2.03 1.91
7,21 0.10 0.08 0.02 0.16 0.15
8,22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
9,23 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
10, 24 0.12 0.10 0.02 0.15 0.15
11, 25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
12, 26 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
13,27 0.00 0.00 19.42 0.14 0.50
14,28 0.00 0.00 19.27 0.14 0.49
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

modes for the target substructures 2, 5, 16 and 19, and 1 additional
mode for the other target substructures). Fig. 9(b) shows the result
after applying the proposed error control strategy, and it is identify
that the relative eigenvalue errors out of the error tolerance are
effectively controlled by the proposed strategy. In Fig. 9(b), it can
be seen that to satisfy the error tolerance, the pure frequency
cut-off method requires 86 additional substructural modes with-
out any strategy, while the proposed strategy requires only 14
additional substructural modes. Thus, it can be concluded that
the proposed error control strategy is very effective for construct-
ing an improved reduced model that has better accuracy with
fewer substructural modes.

Note that, the relative eigenvalue errors corresponding to the
8th, 9th, 13th, and 14th global modes become also more accurate
than before because the selected target substructures also have
high contributions for those global modes.

It is important to note that, in this study, we only focused on the
model reduction error. That is, the discretization error in original
FE models was not considered. The discretization error and its esti-
mation methods have been well studied [33-35].

6. Conclusions

In this study, we proposed a simplified error estimator for the
CB method. The simplified formulation was derived by neglecting
insignificant terms in the original formulation. The error estimator
can be represented in the substructural component matrix level to
improve computational efficiency. An important feature of the new
error estimator lies in the fact that the estimated relative eigen-
value error is simple to calculate using summation of the substruc-
tural errors estimated. The substructural errors represent the
contributions of individual substructures to the relative eigenvalue
errors. Using this feature, we proposed an error control strategy to
improve the accuracy of reduced models efficiently. Through vari-
ous numerical examples, we demonstrated the accuracy and com-
putational efficiency of the simplified error estimator, and a new
error control strategy for it.

In future work, it would be valuable to develop an error estima-
tor applicable to the CB method using the interface reduction tech-
nique and the iterative mode selection algorithms to construct
accurate reduced-order models.
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