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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Conclusions 

Based on the discussion on the results of the analysis and experiments, it can 

some conclusions are drawn like this : 

1. Table 5.1. specified that the difference between acceleration data and 

acceleration sensor data falls at approximately 10%, from floor 1 and 2. 

With that it can be conclucted that it is fairly significant. 

Table 5.1. table difference between acceleration data and acceleration sensor. 

 

2. The results from the findings of this study shows that displacement difference 

Matlab model has 7.4% at first floor and 8.1% at second floor. Also the result 

for displacement experimental has 18.75% at first floor and 13.63% at second 

floor. Therefore it can be concluded between these two methods of 

displacement it has a significant decreasement in it’s values. 

Data Floor Non TLD TLD Differences % 
Displacement (m) 1 0.2270 0.2102 7.4% 
Displacement (m) 2 0.3822 0.3511 8.1% 
Velocity (m/s) 1 2.0592 0.7174 65.2% 
Velocity (m/s) 2 3.3820 1.8998 43.8% 
Acceleration (m/s2) 1 25.4971 22.0436 13.5% 
Acceleration (m/s2) 2 38.6005 35.2546 8.7% 
Acceleration Sensor (m/s2) 1 5.3648 4.7421 11.6% 
Acceleration Sensor (m/s2) 2 5.863 5.0583 13.7% 
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5.2 RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the conclusions and discussion on experimental and numerical 

models, the authors suggest several important points, specifically: 

1. More type of sensor such as displacement sensor and velocity sensor can be 

used to compare more data. 

2. Several dimensions  of tuned liquid damper can be compared to get more 

complete result. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



37 
 

REFERENCES 

Arfiadi Y., 1996, Pengembangan Program Bantu untuk Analisis Struktur dengan 

Menggunakan Matlab, Laporan Penelitian, Program Studi Teknik  Sipil Fakultas 

Teknik, Universitas Atma Jaya Yogyakarta,Yogyakarta. 

Arfiadi Y., 2016, Analisis Struktur dengan Program Matlab dan FreeMat, Cahaya 

Atma Pustaka, Kelompok Penerbit Universitas Atma Jaya 

Yogyakarta, Yogyakarta. 

Arfiadi Y., 2016, Bahan Kuliah Dinamika Struktur Lanjut, Universitas Atma Jaya 

Yogyakarta, Yogyakarta. 

Arfiadi Y and M.N.S. Hadi, 2011, Optimum Placement and Properties of Tuned 

Mass Damper Using Hybrid Genetic Algorithms. Internasional Journal Of 

Optimization In Civil Engineering. Int. J. Optim. Civil Eng.,2011; 1:167-187. 

Banerji et al. (2000), Structural Response Control for Basic Motion Parameters of 

Various TLD and Structures Evaluated Experimentally. 

Banerji, (2004), Tuned Liquid Damper For  Control of Earthquake Response. 13th 

World Conferense on Earthquake Engineering. Voucouver, B.C., Canada August 1-6, 

2004. Paper No. 1666. 



38 
 

Bhattacharjee, Halder, Sharma, 2013, An Experimental Study on Tuned Liquid 

Damper for Mitigation of  Structural Response. Internasional Journal of Advance 

Structure Engineering 2013, 5:3. http://www.advancedstucteng.com/content/5/1/3. 

Chang and W. L. QU2, 1998, Unified Dynamic Absorber Design Formulas for wind-

Induced Vibration Control of Tall Building. The Structural Design Of Tall Buildings. 

Struct. Design Tall Build. 7, 147-166(1998). 

Mondal, Nimmala, Abdulla, Tafreshi, 2014, Tuned Liquid Damper. Proceeding Of 

the 3rd International Conference on Mechanical Engineering and Mechatronics. 

Prague, Czech Republic, August 14-15, 2014. Paper No.68. 

Malekghasemi and Mercan, 2011, Experimental and Analytical Investigation Of 

Rectangular Tuned Liquid Damper (TLD2). RCI Report No. 2011-02. November 

2011. Centre For Resilience Of  Critical Infrastructure. Department Of Civil 

Engineering University Of Toronto. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



39 
 

APPENDIX INPUT AND OUTPUT 

SHEAR STRUCTURE 
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