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() Background (1) Objectives

» To address the technical issue of how to best utilize existing GMPESs in important ranges for

The SCEC Broadband Ground Motion Simulation Platform (BBP) is an important resource for complicated ruptures; areas where there is very little recorded data.
researchers and practitioners who need to use strong ground motion simulations.

The BBP allows a user to generate ground motions for a particular earthquake scenario using physics- > Applicable when: changes in geometry and faulting style can result in unclear definitions for many
based simulation methods, with components including earthquake rupture description and GMPE input parameters
generation, modeling low- and high-frequency wave propagation, and options for incorporating non- (dip, rake, depth, distance, magnitude etc.)
linear site effects.

The BBP project recently completed its first phase after a large-scale set of crustal event validation « We use SCEC BBP finite fault simulations to predict ground motions for a set of scenarios...
exercises. This project (and the associated BBP version) only considers planar finite fault source
descriptions. The study presented here utilizes the validated version of the SCEC BBP, in e ...and use the results as a guide for how to address these special conditions with existing GMPEs.
conjunction with some modifications to account for complex rupture geometries, in order to study
the behavior of GMPESs near these complexities.  We compare the simulation results to the GMPE predictions using multiple rules for defining GMPE

Input parameters for our case study.
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(1) BBP Simulations
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* This observation holds true for both for the strike slip and reverse scenarios.
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