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Abstract 

Ground motion models are the most common means of calculating peak ground motion 
parameters and response spectra in engineering practice.  Where strong motion recordings are 
abundant, these models are empirically derived.  Where the number of recordings is limited, they 
are developed typically from seismological models and constrained using weak motion data.  
The use of seismological models to estimate ground motions in such regions has become the 
paradigm, but there is a large degree of uncertainty in extrapolating weak motion recordings to 
strong motion levels using only seismological models.  As an alternative, Campbell (2003a, 
2004) proposed a hybrid empirical method (HEM) that uses the ratio of stochastically simulated 
ground motions to adjust an empirical ground motion model (EGMM) in one region to use in 
another region with different seismological and tectonic conditions.  By using empirical models, 
the HEM takes advantage of the vast amount of observational data and expertise that has been 
used to develop such models in high-seismicity regions around the world, including Western 
North America (WNA).  In this study, I used the formal mathematical framework described in 
Campbell (2003a, 2004) to derive a new hybrid empirical ground motion model (HGMM) for 
peak ground acceleration and 5% damped linear elastic response spectra for periods ranging 
from 0.01–10 sec in Eastern North America (ENA) and the Central and Eastern United States 
(CEUS).  Ground motions in WNA were estimated from a recent EGMM developed by 
Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) for the PEER Next Generation Attenuation (NGA) 
project.  In the application of the HEM to ENA, differences in stress drop, source properties, 
crustal damping, regional crustal structure, and generic site conditions (amplification and 
damping) between the two regions were taken into account.  Two alternative hypotheses are 
proposed regarding the appropriate near-source geometric attenuation in WNA.  The resulting 
HGMM is considered to be most appropriate for estimating strong ground motions for 
earthquakes with moment magnitudes ranging from 4.0 to 8.0 and for sites with NEHRP B-C site 
conditions ( 30 760SV =  m/sec) located within 100 km of the fault.  Additional guidance is 
provided for extending the model to include the effects of fault mechanism, hanging-wall 
geometry, shallow site response, basin response, and intermediate-to-far field geometric and 
anelastic attenuation. 
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Introduction 

Ground motion models, also known as attenuation relations or ground motion prediction 
equations, are traditionally used to estimate peak ground motion parameters and response spectra 
for site-specific and regional engineering and seismic hazard studies.  The ground motion model 
is a relatively simple mathematical formulation that relates a given ground motion parameter to 
various explanatory variables, such as earthquake magnitude, source-to-site distance, fault 
mechanism, and local site conditions (e.g., Campbell, 2000c, 2003b, 2003c; Douglas, 2003, 
2006; Bozorgnia and Campbell, 2004).  The most common ground motion parameters estimated 
by these ground motion models are peak ground acceleration (PGA), peak ground velocity 
(PGV), and 5% damped pseudo-absolute response spectral acceleration (PSA).  In active tectonic 
areas such as Western North America (WNA), southern Europe and the Middle East, and Japan, 
where seismicity is high and strong motion seismometry is well established, these ground motion 
models are empirically developed from strong motion data.  However, in many regions of the 
world, including Eastern North America (ENA), there are not enough strong motion recordings 
to develop a reliable empirical ground motion model (EGMM).  In these regions, ground motion 
models are usually developed using theoretical or semi-empirical methods. 

Campbell (1985) provides a review of some of the earliest theoretical and semi-empirical 
methods that were used to develop ground motion models for ENA.  One such method, promoted 
mostly by seismologists and referred to as the theoretical method, utilizes simple seismological 
theory and observations to define and calibrate a ground motion model.  One of the most widely 
used theoretical model was developed by Nuttli and Herrmann (1984), who used theoretical 
constraints to define the magnitude and attenuation scaling characteristics of the model and 
calibrated it with limited seismological observations from the Mississippi Valley.  Another such 
method, promoted mostly by engineers and called the intensity method, predicts quantitative 
ground motion parameters from qualitative measures of ground shaking, such as Modified 
Mercalli Intensity (MMI) or Medvedev-Spooner-Karnik (MSK) intensity.  In the intensity 
method, seismic intensity is estimated from an intensity attenuation relationship and the ground 
motion parameter of interest is estimated from a relationship between ground motion amplitude 
and intensity (Campbell, 1986).  These latter relationships have continued to be of interest even 
up through the present (e.g., Trifunac and Lee, 1989, 1992; Wald et al., 1999; Atkinson and 
Sonley, 2000; Ebel and Wald, 2003; Kaka and Atkinson, 2004), except that now they are used 
primarily to estimate seismic intensity from observed or predicted ground motion parameters. 

Around the same time that Nuttli and Herrmann (1984) were developing their theoretical 
ground motion model, seismologists and engineers were devising an alternative stochastic 
method that utilizes more sophisticated seismological models to describe how ground motion 
scales with earthquake source size and source-to-site distance (McGuire and Hanks, 1980; Hanks 
and McGuire, 1981; Boore, 1983).  This method provides a framework for estimating ground 
motion from the fundamental laws of seismology by characterizing a ground motion time series 
as band-limited white noise from which one or more ground motion parameters can be estimated 
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in the time domain using simulated time series or in the frequency domain using random process 
or vibration theory.  Because of its success and simplicity, the stochastic method is now widely 
used to predict strong ground motions in many regions of the world where the number of strong 
motion recordings is limited (Boore, 2003).  One such region is ENA (e.g., Atkinson and Boore, 
1995, 1997, 2006; Frankel et al., 1996; Toro et al., 1997; Hwang and Huo, 1997; Beresnev and 
Atkinson, 1999).  With the improvement of computers, it has become possible to use even more 
sophisticated numerical modeling techniques to simulate strong ground motion using empirical 
or theoretical source functions and 2-D and 3-D wave propagation theory, usually calibrated 
from strong motion recordings (e.g., Bolt, 1987; Somerville, 1993; Anderson, 2003).  I refer to 
this technique as the numerical method in order to distinguish it from the earlier more simplified 
theoretical method.  I am aware of only one ENA ground motion model that has been developed 
using the numerical method (Somerville et al., 2001). 

The stochastic method is simple yet powerful, but ground motion models that have been 
developed using the point-source version of this method lack many of the important 
characteristics that are inherently incorporated in an EGMM.  One of the more important of these 
characteristics is the near-source effect.  This shortcoming has led to the development of the 
stochastic finite-source method (Beresnev and Atkinson, 1998; Motazedian and Atkinson, 2005).  
However, the reliance on any one method, no matter how popular that method might be or how 
many different investigators might apply it, will lead to an underestimation of epistemic 
uncertainty (uncertainty in scientific knowledge).  A complete characterization of uncertainty is 
an important aspect of seismic hazard analysis (e.g., Reiter, 1990; Budnitz et al., 1997; Thenhaus 
and Campbell, 2003; McGuire, 2004).  A true representation of epistemic uncertainty can only 
be achieved through the use of multiple models and methods. 

The reliance of the vast majority of existing ENA ground motion models on the 
stochastic method led me to propose an alternative method that did not depend so strongly on the 
underlying seismological models (Campbell, 2003a, 2004).  This hybrid empirical method 
(HEM) uses seismologically derived regional adjustment factors to estimate ground motion 
parameters in a region where the number of strong motion recordings is limited, which I call the 
target region, from ground motion estimates in a region where at least one reliable EGMM is 
available, which I call the host region.  The adjustment factors are developed from the ratio of 
ground motion estimates calculated from stochastic simulations in each region and, as a result, 
rely only indirectly on the particular method that is used to derive them.  Since the adjustment 
factors account for differences in the source, path, and site characteristics in the host and target 
regions, it is not necessary that the absolute value of the ground motion parameter be known with 
certainty. 

In this paper, I review the mathematical basis for the HEM presented in Campbell 
(2003a, 2004) and use it to develop a new hybrid empirical ground motion model (HGMM) for 
ENA.  The new HGMM incorporates a revised ENA seismological model (Atkinson, 2004; 
Atkinson and Boore, 2006) and a revised EGMM developed from WNA and other worldwide 
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strong motion recordings (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008).  This revised HGMM is 
shown to provide ground motion estimates at small magnitudes that are similar to those predicted 
from single-corner point-source and finite-source stochastic models, both of which use the same 
ENA seismological model as that used in this study.  However, because of its reliance on a well-
constrained EGMM, the revised HGMM provides an alternative means of predicting strong 
ground motion at large magnitudes and close distances as compared to models that are derived 
using the stochastic and numerical methods. 

Review of Existing Ground Motion Models 

A number of ground motion models are presently available for use in ENA.  Ignoring 
those models that were developed using the intensity method, which are no longer considered to 
be credible, the remaining models have been developed using the stochastic, numerical, and 
hybrid empirical methods.  The modern era of ground motion modeling in ENA began in the 
early 1990s with the development of a stochastic ground motion model (SGMM) by EPRI 
(1993).  This model would later become publicly available (Toro et al., 1997) in a landmark 
issue of Seismological Research Letters, which presented in one document all of the ground 
motion models that were currently available for use in North America at the time (Abrahamson 
and Shedlock, 1997). 

The number and use of ground motion models for engineering and government seismic 
hazard studies in ENA has progressed rapidly over the last decade.  The nuclear industry has 
relied mainly on models that were developed using either expert judgment (e.g., Budnitz et al., 
1997; Savy et al., 1999; EPRI, 2004) or the stochastic method (e.g., EPRI, 1993; Silva et al., 
2003).  The most recent versions of the expert-based models were formulated as composite 
relationships, wherein a single ground motion model is created from the weighted ground motion 
estimates of several existing ground motion models.  The weights are varied based on the method 
that is used to develop the model and on the model’s perceived validity over specific ranges of 
the explanatory variables.  Epistemic uncertainty is included through the use of a separate 
probability distribution.  Some ground motion models have been proposed and used only for 
academic research, although some of these models were considered for use in the EPRI (2004) 
composite model.  Such ground motion models include the point-source stochastic model of 
Hwang and Huo (1997) and the hybrid empirical models of Abrahamson and Silva (2001) and 
Atkinson (2001).  Site-specific studies will typically use a variety of models and methods in 
order to quantify epistemic uncertainty. 

The engineering design and construction industries have relied mainly on the National 
Seismic Hazard Maps published by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to define seismic loads, 
often through the use of seismic provisions in the national building codes (e.g., ICC, 2006).  In 
recognition of the importance of epistemic uncertainty in the quantification of seismic hazard, 
the USGS has continued to expand the number and type of ENA ground motion models that it 
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has used in the production of these maps.  For example, Frankel et al. (1996) used only two 
models to develop the 1996 edition of the National Seismic Hazard Maps and both of these 
models were derived using the single-corner point-source stochastic method (Frankel et al., 
1996; Toro et al., 1997).  This number was increased to five for the 2002 edition of the maps 
(Petersen et al., 2002).  Two of these models were derived using the single-corner point-source 
stochastic method (Frankel et al., 1996; Toro et al., 1997), one was derived using the double-
corner point-source stochastic method (Atkinson and Boore, 1995, 1997), one was derived using 
the numerical method (Somerville et al., 2001), and one was derived using the hybrid empirical 
method (Campbell, 2001b).  Seven ENA ground motion models have tentatively been selected 
for use in the 2007 edition of the maps (NSHMP, 2007).  Four of these models were derived 
using the stochastic method (Frankel et al., 1996; Toro, 2002; Silva et al., 2003; Atkinson and 
Boore, 2006), one was derived using the numerical method (Somerville et al., 2001), and two 
were derived using the hybrid empirical method (Campbell, 2003a, 2004; Tavakoli and Pezeshk, 
2005).  All of the stochastic models, except for Frankel et al. (1996), incorporate some form of 
finite-source effects, either by including them directly in the ground motion simulations 
(Atkinson and Boore, 2006) or by applying an empirical correction to the near-source attenuation 
term (Toro, 2002; Silva et al., 2003).  Toro (2002) applied this correction to the single-corner 
model of Toro et al. (1997).  Silva et al. (2003) developed four models using a combination of 
single-corner and double-corner source spectra and constant and variable stress drops.  NSHMP 
(2007) has tentatively selected the single-corner constant stress drop model for the 2007 edition 
of the National Seismic Hazard Maps. 

Background of the Hybrid Empirical Method 

Campbell (1981) introduced a simple yet powerful method to develop a PGA ground 
motion model for ENA that involved modifying an empirical ground motion model for WNA.  
This method was intended to serve as an alternative to the intensity method that represented the 
paradigm at the time (e.g., Campbell, 1986).  He used regional adjustment factors based on 
simple seismological models to account for differences in anelastic attenuation and magnitude 
measures between the two regions.  This was the first application of what would later be called 
the hybrid empirical method (HEM).  A year later, Campbell (1982) used the same method to 
develop a PGA ground motion model for Utah.  Campbell (1987, 2000a) applied a more 
sophisticated version of the HEM to develop PGA and PGV ground motion models for north-
central Utah that took into account differences in stress regime, fault mechanism, anelastic 
attenuation, and generic site conditions between California, the host region, and Utah, the target 
region.  He used these ground motion models to estimate a near-source response spectrum and its 
associated epistemic uncertainty for a postulated large earthquake on the Wasatch fault in the 
vicinity of Salt Lake City, using the spectral shapes of Newmark and Hall (1982). 

The HEM was further refined in the early 1990’s when, at the request of the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (USNRC), I applied it to the development of alternative spectral ground 
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motion models used in the probabilistic risk assessments of two nuclear facilities in WNA that 
were currently under review by the USNRC.  The USNRC staff wanted to use an HGMM to 
supplement the SGMM that the applicants were using to estimate the expected ground motion at 
these facilities.  Based on its success in these studies, the HEM was selected as one of several 
ground motion estimation methods in several high-profile seismic hazard projects; namely, the 
Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee (SSHAC) demonstration project for ENA (Budnitz 
et al., 1997), the Yucca Mountain High-Level Radioactive Waste Repository project in 
southwestern Nevada (Abrahamson and Becker, 1997; Stepp et al, 2001), and the Trial 
Implementation project in the southeastern United States (Savy et al., 1999).  The HEM was 
used to develop alternative ground motion estimates for PGA, PGV and PSA to use as inputs to a 
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA).  For these applications, the HEM took into 
account differences in stress drop, magnitude measures, fault mechanism, anelastic attenuation, 
crustal velocity structure, and generic site conditions between WNA, the host region, and ENA 
and southwestern Nevada, the two target regions. 

The first formal mathematical framework of the HEM was published in a Yucca 
Mountain project report (Abrahamson and Becker, 1997), a 1999 Nuclear Energy Agency 
workshop proceedings (Campbell, 2001a), and a FY2000 USGS research report (Campbell, 
2001b).  The present form of the method, which included a final version of the preliminary ENA 
ground motion models that had been presented in these earlier studies, was published in 
Campbell (2003a, 2004).  Atkinson and Boore (1998) evaluated the HEM and independently 
concluded that an EGMM from California could be reliably modified using the HEM to predict 
strong ground motion in ENA from future large earthquakes.  Atkinson (2001) and Abrahamson 
and Silva (2001) later applied a simple version of the method to develop ground motion models 
for ENA.  Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005) modified the HEM presented by Campbell (2003a, 
2004) to correct what they believed to be inappropriate assumptions regarding the source 
spectrum, stress drop, and focal depth in the development of the ENA-to-WNA regional 
adjustment factors.  More recently, the HEM has been used to develop ground motion models for 
Central Europe (Scherbaum et al., 2005), the Pacific Northwest (Atkinson, 2005), and southern 
Spain and southern Norway (Douglas et al., 2006). 

Mathematical Framework 

The implementation of the HEM requires five steps: (1) the selection of the host and 
target regions, (2) the calculation of empirical ground motion estimates for the host region, (3) 
the calculation of regional adjustment factors between the target and host regions, (4) the 
calculation of hybrid empirical ground motion estimates for the target region, and (5) the 
development of a hybrid empirical ground motion model for the target region. 

The host region should have at least one reliable EGMM that can be used to estimate the 
ground motion parameters of interest.  Both the host and the target regions should have one or 
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more seismological models that can be used to characterize their respective source spectra, 
crustal structure, wave propagation characteristics, and generic site conditions.  Empirical ground 
motion estimates in the host region should be calculated for a suite of ground motion parameters 
and other explanatory variables that will be used to define the ground motion model in the target 
region.  The seismological estimates of ground motion used to derive the adjustment factors can 
be computed using any appropriate ground motion simulation method.  However, the stochastic 
method has been shown to be adequate in all such applications to date (Atkinson and Boore, 
1998; Atkinson, 2001, 2005; Abrahamson and Silva, 2001; Campbell, 2003a, 2004; Tavakoli and 
Pezeshk, 2005; Scherbaum et al., 2005; Douglas et al., 2006). 

One of the strengths of the HEM is its ability to easily provide the quantification of both 
aleatory and epistemic uncertainty.  Aleatory uncertainty represents the inherent randomness in 
the predicted ground motion parameter.  This randomness is the result of unknown or 
unevaluated characteristics of the underlying physical process.  Epistemic uncertainty represents 
the lack of scientific knowledge or the difference in scientific opinion in the equations, 
algorithms, and parameters that are used to model this physical process.  In the mathematical 
formulation given below summarized from Campbell (2001b, 2004), I use a lognormal 
distribution to describe the aleatory and epistemic uncertainty in the ground motion predictions 
and a Gaussian distribution to describe the epistemic uncertainty in the aleatory standard 
deviation.  Following the convention of Benjamin and Cornell (1970), I refer to the mean of the 
natural logarithm of a lognormally distributed ground motion parameter as its median.  In all 
cases, the standard deviations are defined in terms of the natural logarithm of ground motion. 

The median hybrid empirical ground motion estimates for the target region can be 
calculated from the equation 

 
1

ln ( ) ( ) ln ( )
n

t t
jk i jk i jk

i
y w yβ β β

=

⎡ ⎤= ⎣ ⎦∑  (1) 

where 

 ln ( ) ln ( ) ln ( )t h
i jk i jk jky y Fβ β β= + ; (2) 

the superscripts t and h refer to the target and host regions, respectively; the subscript i refers to 
the ith of n empirical ground motion models; jkβ  is the kth value of the jth explanatory variable 
used to derive the individual ground motion estimates, where k quantifies epistemic uncertainty 
in the mean value of the variable; ln ( )h

i jky β  is the ith empirical ground motion estimate in the 
host region; ln ( )jkF β  is the median estimate of the target-to-host regional adjustment factor; 
and ( )i jkw β  is a set of weights whose sum over i must equal unity.  As formulated above, 
multiple ground motion models can be used to estimate ln ( )h

i jky β  as an added element of 
epistemic uncertainty.  However, the method can just as easily be applied to one EGMM at a 
time, in which case the resulting suite of individual hybrid empirical models will represent this 
epistemic uncertainty.  The weights are allowed to vary depending on the particular ground 
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motion model, explanatory variable, and mean value of the explanatory variable.  The set of 
model parameters should take into account the distribution of magnitude, distance, fault 
mechanism, local site conditions, and other explanatory variables that will eventually be used in 
the development of the HGMM. 

The median value of the regional adjustment factor can be calculated from the equation 

 
1 2 3 4

1 1 1 1
ln ( ) ( ) ( ) ln ( , , )

n n n n
t h t h

jk lm op jk lm op
l m o p

F w w Fβ φ φ β φ φ
= = = =

⎡ ⎤= ⎣ ⎦∑∑∑∑  (3) 

where 

 ln ( , , ) ln ( , ) ln ( , )t h t t h h
jk lm op jk lm jk opF Y Yβ φ φ β φ β φ= − ; (4) 

( , )t t
jk lmY β φ  is the seismological estimate of ground motion in the target region; ( , )h h

jk opY β φ  is 
the seismological estimate of ground motion in the host region; t

lmφ  is the mth value of the lth 
seismological parameter in the target region, where m quantifies epistemic uncertainty in the 
value of the parameter; ( )t

lmw φ  is the weight corresponding to t
lmφ , which must equal unity when 

summed over m; h
opφ  is the pth value of the oth seismological parameter in the host region, where 

o quantifies epistemic uncertainty in the value of the parameter; ( )h
opw φ  is the weight 

corresponding to h
opφ , which must equal unity when summed over p; and n1, n2, n3 and n4 are 

the total number of seismological parameters and their corresponding alternative values.  t
lmφ  and 

h
opφ  include those seismological parameters that are required to estimate ( , )t t

jk lmY β φ  and 
( , )h h

jk opY β φ  but that are not explicitly included in the set of explanatory variables, jkβ  (e.g., 
stress drop).  In the general formulation given above, the seismological parameters in the host 
region, h

opφ , are allowed to have epistemic uncertainty.  However, in many applications, this 
uncertainty is expected to be relatively small compared to the epistemic uncertainty in the target 
region, t

lmφ , and can be neglected.  This is because the values of the seismological parameters in 
the host region will usually be well constrained by weak and strong motion data.  If this is not the 
case, this epistemic uncertainty should be formally included.  The summations in Equation (3) 
assume that the values of the seismological parameters in the host and target regions are 
uncorrelated. 

Equation (3) is structured as if t
lmφ  and h

opφ  are defined by a discrete set of values or 
models (defined by the indices m and p in the above equations) with weights of ( )t

lmw φ  and 
( )h

opw φ , respectively.  Discrete distributions are commonly used in the development of a logic 
tree, which serves as the typical technique by which epistemic uncertainty is incorporated in 
seismic hazard analysis (e.g., Thenhaus and Campbell, 2003; McGuire, 2004).  It is also possible 
to model continuous variables in this way as long as they can be defined by a relatively small 
number of discrete values.  If the number of alternative parameter values or logic-tree branches 
becomes too large, it is more efficient to sample t

lmφ  and h
opφ  using Monte Carlo simulation, in 

which case they can be defined by either discrete or continuous probability distributions.  Further 
guidance on the use of logic trees in seismic hazard analysis is given in Reiter (1990), Kramer 
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(1996), Budnitz et al. (1997), Coppersmith (1991), Thenhaus and Campbell (2003), McGuire 
(2004), Bommer et al. (2005), and Scherbaum et al. (2005). 

The mean aleatory standard deviation of ln ( )t
jky β  can be calculated from the equation 

 ln
1

( ) ( ) ( )
n

t t
y jk i jk i jk

i
wσ β β σ β

=

⎡ ⎤= ⎣ ⎦∑  (5) 

where 

 ( ) ( )
1/ 22 2

( ) ( )t h h
i jk i jk iσ β σ β δσ⎡ ⎤= +⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦

; (6) 

( )h
i jkσ β  is the aleatory standard deviation of ln ( )h

i jky β ; h
iδσ  is the additional aleatory standard 

deviation associated with an empirical ground motion estimate when it is evaluated for a specific 
value of an explanatory variable that is not included in the final HGMM; and all other variables 
are as defined in Equation (1). 

The epistemic standard deviation of ln ( )t
jky β  can be calculated from the equation 

 ( ) ( )
1/ 2

22

ln
1

( ) ( ) ( ) ln ( ) ln ( )
n

t t t
y jk F jk i jk i jk jk

i
w y yτ β τ β β β β

=

⎧ ⎫⎡ ⎤= + −⎨ ⎬⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦⎩ ⎭
∑  (7) 

where ( )F jkτ β  is the epistemic standard deviation of ln ( )jkF β .  This latter standard deviation 
accounts for uncertainty in the regional adjustment factor that is not accounted for in the aleatory 
standard deviation defined in Equation (5) and is given by the equation 

 ( )
1/ 2

1 2 3 4 2

1 1 1 1

( ) ( ) ( ) ln ( , , ) ln ( )
n n n n

t h t h
F jk lm op jk lm op jk

l m o p

w w F Fτ β φ φ β φ φ β
= = = =

⎧ ⎫⎡ ⎤= −⎨ ⎬⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦⎩ ⎭
∑∑∑∑ . (8) 

If desired, the total dispersion in an individual estimate of ln ( )t
jky β  can be calculated by 

combining the aleatory and epistemic standard deviations by SRSS using the equation 

 ( ) ( )
1/ 22 2

ln ln( ) ( ) ( )t t t
tot jk y jk y jkσ β σ β τ β⎡ ⎤= +⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦

. (9) 

Although it is rarely used except for analyses involving high-risk facilities (e.g., Budnitz 
et al., 1997; Savy et al., 1999; Stepp et al., 2001), the epistemic standard deviation of ln ( )t

y jkσ β  
can be calculated from the equation 

 ( )
1/ 2

2

ln
1

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
n

t t t
jk i jk i jk y jk

i

wστ β β σ β σ β
=

⎧ ⎫⎡ ⎤= −⎨ ⎬⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦⎩ ⎭
∑ . (10) 
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Ground Motion Model for Eastern North America 

I have used the HEM to develop an updated HGMM for ENA using the general approach 
presented in Campbell (2003a, 2004) and summarized in the previous section.  I selected for the 
target region the area of ENA that Toro et al. (1997) define as the Midcontinent.  It includes the 
region of North America bounded on the west by the Rocky Mountain Front and on the south by 
the Gulf Coast region.  ENA is a good candidate for the HEM because it has a relatively well-
constrained seismological model.  WNA was selected as the host region because of the 
availability of a well-constrained seismological model and a recently revised state-of-the-art 
EGMM.  For this study, WNA represents the shallow crustal region of North America located 
west of the Rocky Mountain Front.  Although most of the strong motion recordings used to 
develop the EGMM come from California, many other relevant recordings come from other parts 
of the world with tectonic characteristics similar to WNA. 

Empirical Ground Motion Estimates in WNA 

The original intent of this study was to use all of the revised ground motion models that 
were being developed for the Pacific Earthquake Engineering Research Center (PEER) Next 
Generation Attenuation (NGA) project (Power et al., 2006, 2008).  However, only the NGA 
ground motion model of Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) had been finalized by the 
conclusion of the current USGS grant period (after several extensions).  As a result, only this 
model was used to derive the empirical ground motion estimates, ( )wna

i jky β , and their 
corresponding aleatory standard deviations, ( )wna

i jkσ β , in the application of the HEM.  It should 
be noted that the generic superscript h used to identify the host region in the general 
mathematical framework presented above has been replaced with wna to designate WNA as the 
host region.  Similarly, the superscript t has been replaced by ena to designate ENA as the target 
region. 

The empirical ground motion parameters were defined as the orientation-independent 
geometric mean of the two horizontal components of PGA and 5% damped PSA for periods 
ranging from 0.01 to 10 sec.  This geometric mean is designated GMRotI50 by Boore et al. 
(2006).  PGA was assumed to represent the value of PSA at the 0.01-sec period, consistent with 
the assumption made by Campbell (2003a, 2004) and Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008), 
hereafter referred to as C03-ENA and CB07-WNA, respectively.  CB07-WNA defines the 
magnitude measure as moment magnitude, M, and the distance measure as the closest distance to 
the coseismic rupture plane, RUPR .  Collectively, M and RUPR  and their corresponding values 
comprise the initial explanatory variable set, jkβ .  These variables were evaluated for moment 
magnitudes ranging from 4.0–8.0 in increments of 0.2 and for rupture distances equal to 1, 2, 3, 
5, 7, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 and 70 km.  The reason for restricting the calculations to near-source 
distances, defined as 70RUPR ≤  km in this study, will become obvious during the discussion of 
the ENA seismological model.  As indicated below, all of the remaining explanatory variables 
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were assigned values consistent with the median parameter values used in the WNA 
seismological model. 

The shallow site response term in CB07-WNA was evaluated for 30 620SV =  m/sec, 
where 30SV  (30-m velocity) is the time-averaged value of shear-wave velocity in the upper 30 m 
of the site profile.  The basin response term was evaluated for 2.5 1Z =  km, where 2.5Z  is the 
depth to the 2.5 km/sec shear-wave velocity horizon in the site profile.  Both of these values are 
consistent with the generic-rock site profile that was used to represent the site conditions in the 
WNA seismological model (Boore and Joyner, 1997).  The fault mechanism term was evaluated 
for 0.5RVF =  to represent an average of strike slip and reverse fault mechanism consistent with 
the use of a single median stress drop in both the ENA and WNA seismological models.  Normal 
fault mechanisms are not expected to occur in the Midcontinent region due to the pervasive 
regional compressive stress field (e.g., Heidbach et al., 2005).  The hanging-wall term was 
evaluated for 90δ = ° (i.e., assuming a vertical fault rupture plane) in order to exclude hanging-
wall effects in the initial evaluation of the model.  As discussed later, there is no reason to 
believe that the site response, fault mechanism, and hanging-wall terms in CB07-WNA are not 
also generically valid in ENA.  Therefore, these terms were added to the final HGMM once the 
analysis was completed.  In C03-ENA, the aleatory standard deviation of each model, ( )wna

i jkσ β , 
was increased by an additional incremental standard deviation, wna

iδσ , for each EGMM in which 
some of the explanatory variables were treated as random variables in the empirical calculations.  
This was not necessary in this study, since all of the explanatory variables in the EGMM were 
evaluated for specific values and the terms involving these variables were included in the final 
HGMM. 

ENA-to-WNA Regional Adjustment Factors 

Based on its success in modeling a wide range of ground motion parameters (Boore, 
2003), I selected the stochastic method together with a point-source single-corner ω-square 
(Brune) source spectrum (Brune, 1970, 1971) to calculate the median seismological estimates of 
the ground motion parameters ( , )wna h

jk opY β φ  and ( , )ena t
jk lmY β φ .  The computer program SMSIM 

(Boore, 1996) was used to perform the calculations.  Atkinson and Boore (1995, 1997), Frankel 
et al. (1996), Hwang and Huo (1997), Toro et al. (1997), and Silva et al. (2003) also used the 
point-source stochastic method to develop ground motion models for ENA.  However, Atkinson 
and Boore (1995, 1997), and later Silva et al. (2003) for two of their four models, used a double-
corner version of the point-source spectrum in their calculations, which resulted in significantly 
lower spectral amplitudes at large magnitudes and intermediate frequencies, or what has been 
called the “spectral sag” (Atkinson, 1993).  Atkinson and Boore (2006) used a finite-source 
stochastic method to revise their previous ENA ground motion model and found that the spectral 
sag was significantly diminished.  They suggested that this sag might have been an artifact of 
using a double-corner source spectrum to approximate finite-source effects.  As I discuss later, 
the difference between a single-corner, double-corner, or finite-fault source spectrum should not 
have a significant impact on the HEM as long as the same spectral shape is used in ENA and 
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WNA.  I calculated the stochastic ground motion simulations for the same values of M and RUPR  
that were initially used to derive the empirical ground motion estimates, assuming that RUPR  
corresponds to the hypocentral distance measure, R, used in the point-source stochastic model 
(Boore, 2003). 

The stochastic method assumes that the Fourier amplitude spectrum (FAS) of ground 
motion can be modeled as Gaussian band-limited white noise using simple seismological models 
that describe the source, path, and site characteristics of this ground motion.  It uses random 
process theory to derive the desired strong motion parameters from an estimate of the FAS and 
the duration of the time series.  The salient features of this method are briefly summarized below 
for completeness.  A more thorough description can be found in Boore (1983, 2003). 

Using notation proposed by Boore (2003), the total FAS of displacement, 0( , , )Y M R f , 
can be calculated from the spectral contributions of the earthquake source, 0( , )E M f , the 
propagation path, ( , )P R f , the site response, ( )G f , and the type of motion, ( )I f , from the 
relationship 

 0 0( , , ) ( , ) ( , ) ( ) ( )Y M R f E M f P R f G f I f=  (11) 

where 0M  is seismic moment, f is wave frequency, R is hypocentral distance, and moment 
magnitude is calculated from 0M  (dyne-cm) by the relationship (Hanks and Kanamori, 1979) 

 0
2 log 10.7
3

M= −M . (12) 

The source term is given by the equation 

 0 0 0( , ) ( , )E M f C M S M f=  (13) 

where 0( , )S M f  is the source displacement spectrum and the constant C is given by the equation 

 3
0(4 )s sC R V F Rπρ βΘΦ= 〈 〉  (14) 

where 0.55RΘΦ〈 〉 =  is shear-wave radiation pattern averaged over the focal sphere; 1 2V =  is 
the partition of the total shear-wave energy into orthogonal horizontal components; 2F =  is the 
effect of the free surface (which strictly speaking is only correct for SH waves); sρ  and sβ  are 
density and shear-wave velocity in the vicinity of the source; and 0R  is a reference distance.  The 
source displacement spectrum for the assumed single-corner ω-square source spectrum is given 
by the equation (Brune, 1970, 1971) 

 
( )0 2

0

1( , )
1

S M f
f f

=
+

 (15) 

where corner frequency (Hz) is given by the equation 
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 6 1/3
0 04.9 10 ( )sf Mβ σ= × ∆  (16) 

where σ∆  is stress drop (bars), sβ  is shear-wave velocity at the source (km/sec), and 0M  is 
seismic moment (dyne-cm). 

For this study, the path term was calculated by multiplying a point-source geometric 
attenuation term, ( )Z R , by a crustal damping term as given by the equation 

 ( , ) ( ) exp
( ) Q

f RP R f Z R
Q f c
π⎛ ⎞−

= ⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

 (17) 

where quality factor, ( )Q f , represents anelastic attenuation and scattering within the crust and 
Q sc β=  is the shear-wave velocity used in the determination of ( )Q f .  The geometric 

attenuation term is modeled by a piecewise continuous function that takes into account critical 
reflections off the base of the crust (the so-called “Moho bounce”), which have been shown to be 
important in characterizing ground motions at intermediate distances in ENA (e.g., Burger et al., 
1987; Atkinson and Mereu, 1992; Somerville et al., 1990, 2001; Atkinson, 2004), in Switzerland 
(Bay et al. (2003), and even under certain conditions in WNA (e.g., Somerville and Yoshimura, 
1990; Campbell, 1991). 

The site term was separated into its amplification, ( )A f , and diminution, ( )D f , 
components as given in the equation 

 ( ) ( ) ( )G f A f D f=  (18) 

where the amplification term was calculated using the quarter-wavelength method (Joyner et al., 
1981; Boore and Joyner, 1991) from the equation 

 ( )
( ) ( )

s sA f
f f
ρ β

ρ β
=  (19) 

where 

 
( )

0

1( ) ( )
( )

z f

f z dz
z f

ρ ρ= ∫ ; (20) 

 ( )
1( )

0

( ) ( ) 1 ( )
z f

f z f z dzβ β
−

⎡ ⎤
= ⎢ ⎥

⎣ ⎦
∫ ; (21) 

 ( )( )
4

fz f
f

β
= ; (22) 

( )fρ  and ( )fβ  are average density and shear-wave velocity to a depth of a quarter-
wavelength, ( )z f , for wave frequency f; sρ  and sβ  are as defined in Equation (14); and ( )zβ  
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is shear-wave velocity at some arbitrary depth, z.  Because of the interdependence between 
( )fβ  and ( )z f , these two parameters must be calculated iteratively. 

The diminution term was calculated using the kappa filter of Anderson and Hough (1984) 
as given by the equation 

 0( ) exp( )D f fπκ= −  (23) 

where the site attenuation parameter “kappa” ( 0κ ) represents the attenuation of ground motion as 
it propagates through the upper few kilometers of the site profile. 

The type of ground motion depends on the ground motion parameter of interest.  The 
calculation of PGA requires the estimation of the FAS of the acceleration time series.  The 
calculation of PSA requires the estimation of the FAS of the pseudo-absolute acceleration time 
series.  The term for ground acceleration is given by the equation 

 2( ) (2 )I f fπ=  (24) 

and that for the pseudo-absolute acceleration time series is given by the equation 

 
2

2 2 2 2 1/ 2

(2 )( )
[( ) (2 ) ]

r

r r

ffI f
f f ff

π
ς

=
− −

 (25) 

where rf  and ζ are the undamped natural frequency and critical damping ratio of a single-
degree-of-freedom oscillator. 

Given the appropriate form of ( )I f , the expected value of PGA and 5% damped PSA, 
which represent the peak values of the appropriate time series, can be calculated from 

0( , , )Y M R f  using random process theory.  According to Cartwright and Longuet-Higgins 
(1956), the peak of a random function can be calculated from its root-mean-square (rms) value 
by the approximate expression (valid for large zN ) 

 0.57722ln
2lnmax rms z

z

y y N
N

⎡ ⎤⎛ ⎞
= +⎢ ⎥⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟⎢ ⎥⎝ ⎠⎣ ⎦

 (26) 

where zN  is the number of zero crossings in the time domain.  The more accurate form of the 
Cartwright and Longuet-Higgins relationship used in SMSIM is given by the equation 

 ( )2

0

2 1 [1 exp( )]max rms ey y z N dzξ
∞

= − − −∫  (27) 

where eN  is the number of extrema in the time domain and z eN Nξ = .  From Parseval’s 
Theorem, rmsy  can be calculated from the equation 
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1 2

2
0

0

1 ( , , )rms
rms

y Y M R f df
T

∞⎡ ⎤
= ⎢ ⎥
⎣ ⎦

∫  (28) 

where rmsT  is the equivalent rms duration.  One of the critical elements of the above relationship 
is the appropriate value to use for rmsT .  This is particularly critical at long periods and small 
magnitudes where the natural period of the oscillator can be longer than the duration of the time 
series.  Methods for estimating rmsT  that take into account the period of the oscillator are 
discussed by Boore and Joyner (1984), Liu and Pezeshk (1999), and Boore (2003).  According to 
Dave Boore (personal comm., 2001), SMSIM uses the method proposed by Boore and Joyner 
(1984), which is given by the equation 

 
3

0 3 1
3

rms gmT T T γ
γ
⎛ ⎞

= + ⎜ ⎟+⎝ ⎠
 (29) 

where sT  is duration of the source; pT  is duration of the path; gm s pT T T= +  is duration of the 
ground motion; 0 1 (2 )rT fπ ζ=  is duration of the oscillator; and 0gmT Tγ = . 

For this study, representative stochastic parameters for WNA, with the exception of 0Q  
and η , were taken from C03-ENA.  The values for 0Q  and η  were revised from those originally 
determined by Raoof et al. (1999) to better agree with the near-source attenuation characteristics 
of CB07-WNA for 5.0=M  and 200RUPR <  km (Figure 1).  The plots in Figure 1 are shown 
only to 100 km to be consistent with the restriction of the HGMM to the near-source region in 
this study.  The revised values are found to be more consistent with those determined by 
Atkinson and Silva (1997) from strong motion data ( 0 204Q = , 0.56η = ) rather than those 
determined by Raoof et al. (1999) from weak motion data ( 0 180Q = , 0.45η = ).  However, these 
differences are not important for the short distances of interest in this study.  I did not find it 
necessary to adjust the previously selected values for stress drop and kappa ( 100σ∆ =  bars, 

0 0.04κ =  sec) after comparing the empirical generic rock response spectrum predicted from 
CB07-WNA with the response spectrum predicted from the WNA point-source stochastic model 
for 5.0=M  and 10RUPR =  km (Figure 2).  The comparison in Figure 2 is made for a relatively 
small magnitude and distance to be consistent with the point-source assumption in the stochastic 
model and to diminish the effects of geometric and anelastic attenuation. 

Representative median values of the ENA stochastic model parameters were updated 
based on the seismological model of Atkinson (2004) as applied by Atkinson and Boore (2006).  
These latter investigators performed stochastic finite-source ground motion simulations for two 
different generic site profiles: a traditional ENA hard-rock profile and a softer NEHRP B-C 
( 30 760SV =  m/sec) profile.  To be consistent with the generic site conditions used in the 
development of the National Seismic Hazard Maps (Frankel et al., 1996; Petersen et al., 2002; 
NSHMP, 2007), I used the NEHRP B-C site profile in performing the ENA stochastic ground 
motion simulations.  This is the same as the NEHRP B-C profile developed by Frankel et al. 
(1996) except that kappa was increased from 0.01 to 0.02 sec (Atkinson and Boore, 2006).  
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There are two notable differences between the stochastic parameters used by Atkinson and Boore 
(2006) and those used in C03-ENA: the median stress drop was reduced from 150 bars to 140 
bars and the geometric spreading coefficient (n in the distance term nR ) was decreased from –
1.0 to –1.3 for distances less than 70 km from the source.  In addition, rupture dimensions and 
hypocentral depth were added as stochastic parameters to represent the location and finiteness of 
the earthquake rupture.  Atkinson and Boore (2006) used a median hypocentral depth of 13 km 
(Ma and Atkinson, 2004) and a median rupture width and rupture length that was 0.6 times the 
rupture dimensions predicted from Wells and Coppersmith (1994) to account for the observation 
that source dimensions are generally smaller in ENA than in more tectonically active regions of 
the world.  The selected ENA and WNA stochastic parameters are summarized in Table 1.  A 
comparison of ENA and WNA amplification factors with and without the effects of the kappa 
filter is shown in Figure 3. 

I have not incorporated epistemic uncertainty in the stochastic parameters used in this 
study.  I recognize that epistemic uncertainty is important, especially in ENA, but the large 
number of calculations that are needed to evaluate this uncertainty did not seem warranted given 
the current use of a single EGMM to calculate empirical ground motion in WNA.  Besides, the 
diverse set of ground motion models that are currently available in ENA are believed to 
adequately capture the breadth in the epistemic uncertainty associated with the estimation of 
ground motion in this region.  Any additional epistemic uncertainty that might be associated with 
the application of the HEM to ENA must await the availability of additional NGA ground 
motion models and their subsequent use in the development of alternative hybrid ground motion 
models for ENA. 

The dependence of the calculated median regional adjustment factors on magnitude and 
distance is shown in Figure 4.  Their dependence on oscillator period is shown in Figure 5.  
Figure 4 indicates that the dependence of the adjustment factors on magnitude is relatively small 
compared to their dependence on distance.  The abrupt change in slope at 70 km reflects the 
transition from a –1.3 to a +0.02 geometric spreading coefficient in the ENA seismological 
model that corresponds to the effects of the Moho bounce.  The less abrupt change in slope that 
occurs at 40 km reflects the transition from a –1.0 to a –0.5 geometric spreading coefficient in 
the WNA seismological model.  The dependence of the adjustment factors on oscillator period 
has a shape much like that of a typical response spectrum, with a peak occurring at periods 
ranging from 0.03 to 0.05 sec. 

Hybrid Empirical Ground Motion Estimates in ENA 

I calculated the median hybrid empirical estimates of ground motion, ( )ena
jky β , from 

Equation (1) for the same set of magnitudes, distances, and ground motion parameters that I used 
to calculate the empirical estimates, ( )wna

i jky β , and the regional adjustment factors, 
( , , )t h

jk lm opF β φ φ .  The hybrid empirical estimate of the mean ENA aleatory standard deviation, 
ln ( )ena

y jkσ β , was calculated from Equations (5) and (6) assuming 0wna
iδσ = .  I also assumed that 
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the hypocentral distance used in the stochastic model, R, could be equated to the fault distance 
measure, RUPR , used in CB07-WNA for purposes of applying the regional adjustment factors 
(Boore, 2003).  RUPR  was calculated from the median hypocentral depth and the rupture width 
versus magnitude relationship listed in Table 1 assuming a vertical fault and a hypocenter located 
in the middle of the rupture plane. 

One important limitation of the empirical ground motion estimates, and therefore the 
hybrid empirical estimates, is their restriction to distances of about 100–200 km.  Because of the 
lower rate of attenuation in ENA, ground motion amplitudes of engineering significance can 
occur at distances of several hundred kilometers.  In order to overcome this limitation, the hybrid 
empirical ground motion estimates used in C03-ENA were supplemented with stochastic ground 
motion simulations for distances ranging from 70 to 1000 km.  This was done by scaling the 
stochastic simulations at 70R =  km for a given magnitude by a factor required to make them 
equal to the median hybrid empirical estimate at 70RUPR =  km for the same magnitude.  These 
adjusted stochastic ground motion estimates were then used together with the hybrid empirical 
ground motion estimates in the regression analysis to derive the HGMM.  There is a significant 
amount of epistemic uncertainty associated with this extrapolation.  Therefore, since epistemic 
uncertainty is not included as part of the present study, I chose not to supplement the hybrid 
empirical estimates with stochastic simulations for distances beyond 70 km at this time and, 
instead, limit the analysis to the near-source region.  An approach for extrapolating these near-
source estimates to larger distances is given in the next section. 

Hybrid Empirical Ground Motion Model (HGMM) 

I used nonlinear least squares regression to calibrate the HGMM using the hybrid 
empirical ground motion estimates within 40 km of the source.  This restriction was used to 
avoid the increase in the rate of attenuation that occurs between distances of 40 and 70 km that is 
caused by the change in the geometric spreading coefficient from –1.0 to –0.5 in the WNA 
stochastic model that is not accompanied by a commensurate change in the spreading coefficient 
in the ENA model (Figure 4).  Since the HGMM was restricted to near-source distances for other 
reasons, as discussed below, I decided not to incorporate this modeled increase in the rate of 
attenuation between 40 and 70 km in order to provide a better overall fit to the hybrid empirical 
estimates out to a distance of 100 km.  If this modeled increase in attenuation had been included, 
the predicted ground motion amplitudes would have been less than those predicted from the 
preferred model beyond 40 km. 

The functional form of the median ground motion model is identical to that used in 
CB07-WNA.  The resulting ground motion model, valid for 4.0 8.0≤ ≤M , 0 100RUPR≤ ≤  km, 
and NEHRP B-C site conditions, is given by the general equation 

 ln mag dis flt hng site sedY f f f f f f= + + + + +  (30) 

where the magnitude and distance terms are given by 
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and 

 ( )2 2
4 5 6( ) lndis RUPf c c R c= + +M  (32) 

and lnY  is the natural logarithm of the predicted median value of PGA (g) or PSA (g), defined 
in terms of the geometric mean horizontal component GMRotI50 (Boore et al., 2006); fltf  is the 
fault-mechanism term; hngf  is the hanging-wall term; sitef  is the shallow site response term; sedf  
is the basin response term; M is moment magnitude; RUPR  is closest distance to the coseismic 
rupture plane (km); and ic  are model coefficients (Table 2).  All of the model coefficients, 
except for the alternative values for 0c  and 4c  listed in Table 2, were determined from the 
regression analysis.  As explained later, the alternative values for 0c  and 4c  were conservatively 
estimated under the assumption that the near-source FAS attenuates as 1.0R−  rather than 1.3R− .  
The source terms fltf  and hngf  and the site response terms sitef  and sedf  are presented in 
subsequent sections of this report. 

The total aleatory standard deviation (natural log) of the geometric mean horizontal 
component (GM) of PGA and PSA is given by the equation 

 2 2 2
GM Fitσ σ τ σ= + +  (33) 

where σ is the intra-event standard deviation, τ is the inter-event standard deviation, and Fitσ  is 
the standard deviation of the fit of the model to the hybrid empirical ground motion estimates 
(i.e., the standard error of regression). 

Some engineering applications require an estimate of the arbitrary horizontal component 
rather than the geometric mean horizontal component of ground motion (Baker and Cornell, 
2006).  Studies have shown that the difference between the median amplitudes of the geometric 
mean horizontal component (GMRotI50) and the arbitrary horizontal component is small enough 
that it can be neglected (Beyer and Bommer, 2006; Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008; 
Watson-Lamprey and Boore, 2007).  As a result, only the difference in the standard deviations of 
these two components needs to be considered as given by the equation 

 2 2
Arb GM Cσ σ σ= +  (34) 

where Cσ  is the standard deviation of the component-to-component variability (e.g., see 
Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 

In CB07-WNA, the intra-event standard deviation was found to be dependent on the 
median value of PGA on reference rock and the 30-m velocity of the site profile in order to 
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account for a reduction in ground motion variability associated with nonlinear site response.  
However, it was also found that for the value of 30-m velocity that corresponds to NEHRP B-C 
site conditions, the model predicted only a relatively small degree of nonlinearity.  As a result of 
this limited nonlinearity and the belief by some seismologists that aleatory uncertainty might be 
somewhat higher in ENA than in WNA, I have chosen to neglect any such reduction in intra-
event standard deviation in this study.  The final standard deviations are listed in Table 3. 

Figures 6 and 7 display the attenuation and magnitude scaling characteristics predicted by 
the HGMM for PGA and PSA at periods of 0.1, 0.2, 1, 4 and 10 sec.  In these and subsequent 
figures, the HGMM is evaluated for 1RVF =  and 0SSF =  (a reverse fault mechanism) except 
where noted.  Figures 8 and 9 display the distance and magnitude scaling characteristics of the 
predicted response spectra predicted.  Also shown on these plots are the hybrid empirical ground 
motion estimates that were used to derive the HGMM.  These figures show that the error 
involved in fitting Equation (30) to the hybrid empirical estimates is relatively small and 
contributes only marginally to the total aleatory standard deviation (Table 3).  The 
overestimation predicted at 70 km and the underestimation predicted at 100 km is the result of 
extrapolating the HGMM beyond the 40 km distance used in the regression.  The misfit between 
70 and 100 km is relatively small compared to the uncertainty in the geometric attenuation terms 
used in the WNA and ENA seismological models and, in my opinion, does not limit the efficacy 
of the model at these distances. 

As discussed previously, epistemic uncertainty was not formally evaluated.  It is the 
experience of this author that the epistemic uncertainty associated with an individual ground 
motion model is not generally used in practice.  For most projects, this uncertainty is either 
evaluated by a panel of experts or is incorporated through the use of multiple ground motion 
models.  There are many such models available for ENA, which alleviates the need to develop a 
separate epistemic uncertainty model.  In other regions where multiple ground motion models do 
not exist, one should use the mathematical framework presented in Campbell (2003a, 2004) to 
formally evaluate epistemic uncertainty. 

Incorporation of Site Effects 

Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) included both a shallow site response term and a 
basin response term in their WNA ground motion model.  The shallow site response term 
accounts for amplification in the shallow part of the site profile and is characterized by the 
explanatory variable 30SV  (30-m velocity).  The basin response term accounts for those aspects of 
site response that were not captured by the 30-m velocity, such as 3-D basin response and the 
inability of a very shallow site profile to fully amplify long-period ground motion.  It is 
characterized by the explanatory variable 2.5Z  (basin or sediment depth).  It is not known with 
certainty whether these site response terms are valid for ENA site profiles.  However, based on 
the discussion the follows, I believe that they can be used to capture first-order site effects in 
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much the same way as the NEHRP site coefficients (BSSC, 2004), but they should not be used in 
place of a site-specific site response study when such a study is dictated by public policy, 
regulatory constraints, or best engineering practice. 

Shallow Site Response Term 

The HGMM presented in this study was developed for NEHRP B-C site conditions using 
the hypothetical site profile developed by Frankel et al. (1996) and the value of kappa (site 
attenuation, 0κ ) recommended by Atkinson and Boore (2006).  These later investigators 
suggested that the nonlinear site amplification model developed by Boore and Atkinson (2007) 
for WNA could be used to adjust their NEHRP B-C predictions to other site conditions.  
Although this is an interesting proposal, these investigators did not provide any evidence to 
support this recommendation.  Nevertheless, their recommendation serves as precedence for a 
similar proposal in this study.  Both the site amplification model of Boore and Atkinson (2007) 
and the alternative model developed by Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) quantify shallow 
site response in terms of 30-m velocity and the value of PGA on a generic reference rock site.  
Therefore, in order for the site factors from these models to be valid in ENA, the following two 
conditions must be met: (1) those layers of the site profiles above the reference-rock velocity 
horizon should have similar linear site response characteristics for the same value of 30-m 
velocity and (2) the soil nonlinearity of the site profiles should be similar for the same values of 
30-m velocity and rock PGA.  It is beyond the scope of this paper to validate these conditions for 
ENA.  However, as indicated below, some data are available that suggests these conditions might 
be met, at least for relatively deep ENA site profiles. 

Hwang et al. (1996) performed a series of site response analyses for several generic ENA 
site profiles that were designed to represent NEHRP Site Classes A, B, C, D and E.  These Site 
Classes correspond to 30-m velocities of >1500, 760–1500, 360–760, 180–360, and <180 m/sec, 
respectively (BSSC, 2004).  They developed time histories for Site Class A using the single-
corner point-source stochastic method and seismological parameters appropriate for ENA and 
ran these time histories through the generic site profiles using the equivalent-linear site response 
computer program SHAKE91.  Hwang et al. concluded from these analyses that their site factors 
for hard rock and rock (Site Classes A and B) were similar to those in the NEHRP Provisions 
(BSSC, 2004), but that their site factors for soft rock, stiff soil, and soft soil (Site Classes C, D 
and E) were generally higher and exhibited much less nonlinearity than those in the NEHRP 
Provisions.  There was somewhat better agreement with the NEHRP intermediate-period site 
coefficient, vF , than for the NEHRP short-period site coefficient, aF . 

EPRI (1993) performed a similar analysis for a generic ENA site profile with a 30-m 
velocity that corresponded to Site Class C.  The input PGA values and the site amplification 
factors were calculated with respect to a reference rock site having a shear-wave velocity of 1830 
m/sec.  Input time histories were developed using the single-corner point-source stochastic 
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method and seismological parameters appropriate for ENA.  EPRI calculated five sets of site 
factors for this generic site profile by truncating the profile at different depths.  In each case the 
bedrock at the base of the profile was assigned a shear-wave velocity of 1830 m/sec.  The site 
factors used in the comparisons presented below are for the deepest (>122 m) site profile.  In 
order to compare these site factors with the site factors in CB07-WNA and with the site 
coefficients in the NEHRP Provisions, I adjusted the input PGA values and site factors used by 
EPRI to represent a Site Class B reference site using simple corrections based on the quarter-
wavelength method.  The site factors for CB07-WNA were evaluated for Site Class C by setting 

30 525SV =  m/sec, which corresponds to the median (logarithmic average) 30-m velocity for this 
Site Class.  The resulting site factors were found to exhibit similar nonlinearity with values that 
were within about 5–15% of the site factors calculated from CB07-WNA.  Both sets of site 
factors were also relatively consistent with those in the NEHRP Provisions.  Silva et al. (1999) 
found a similar agreement between the NEHRP site coefficients and the site factors that they 
calculated using stochastic ground motion simulations, seismological models, and deep site 
profiles typical of ENA and WNA. 

A comparison of the site factors from the five EPRI site profiles clearly shows that their 
linear and nonlinear site response is strongly dependent on the depth of the site profile.  The 
linear (low amplitude) site factors at short periods were found to increase with the depth of the 
profile; whereas, those at intermediate periods were found to decrease with profile depth.  The 
nonlinear (high amplitude) site factors at short periods were found to exhibit less nonlinearity as 
the depth of the profile decreases, becoming nearly linear for the shallowest (3–10 m) profile.  
The nonlinear site factors at intermediate periods were found to exhibit a small amount of 
nonlinearity for the deep profile, but were found to increase with ground motion amplitude for 
the shallower profiles.  This latter behavior represents a progressive shift in the predominant 
period of the site profile to longer periods with a corresponding increase in amplification as the 
ground motion amplitude increases, which for relatively shallow profile depths is not offset by 
site attenuation.  Similar results were found by Savy et al. (1987) for shallow site profiles in 
ENA and by Silva et al. (1999) for shallow site profiles in both WNA and ENA.  Hwang et al. 
(1996) found similar results to those of EPRI, which is consistent with their use of relatively 
shallow site profiles. 

The general agreement among the site factors for Site Class C between CB07-WNA, the 
NEHRP Provisions, and the deep profile of EPRI (1993), together with the conclusions by Silva 
et al. (1999) that site response is similar in ENA and WNA for similar NEHRP Site Classes, 
suggests that it might be reasonable to use the shallow site response term of CB07-WNA to 
modify the ENA ground motions predicted by C07-ENA.  However, as the above results 
indicate, this model is not necessarily appropriate for site profiles shallower than 50–100 m 
either in ENA or WNA.  Interestingly, this same caveat apparently applies to the NEHRP site 
coefficients as well (e.g., Anderson et al., 1996).  Nevertheless, the NEHRP Provisions (BSSC, 
2004) and the International Building Code (ICC, 2006) recommend the use of the same NEHRP 
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site coefficients for site profiles of any depth throughout the United States, even though they 
were developed for relatively deep profiles in WNA (Dobry et al., 2000).  Furthermore, the 
NEHRP site coefficients for the softer Site Classes might need to be revised in lieu of more 
recent stochastic and empirical results (e.g., Silva et al., 1999; Choi and Stewart, 2005; Campbell 
and Bozorgnia, 2007b).  Considering the relatively large degree of uncertainty that is involved in 
applying WNA site response results to ENA, it would seem that either the CB07-WNA site 
factors or the NEHRP site coefficients can be used to account for the approximate generic site 
response characteristics of relatively deep site profiles in ENA. 

In order to use the CB07-WNA site factors with the HGMM developed in this study, one 
needs an estimate of the median value of PGA on reference rock corresponding to 30 1100SV =  
m/sec (represented by the variable 1100A ).  Although this adjustment is nonlinear, the nonlinear 
effects are relatively small and can be neglected, such that 1100A  can be estimated from the 
equation 

 1100 7600.88A A=  (35) 

where 760A  is the median value of PGA for a site with 30 760SV =  m/sec from Equation (30) and 
the 0.88 coefficient was calculated from the linear (second) term in the equation for sitef  given 
below.  Once 1100A  has been estimated, the shallow site response term can be calculated form the 
equation (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008) 
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where 30SV  is 30-m velocity (m/sec); c, n, 1k  and 2k  are theoretically constrained coefficients as 
defined in CB07-WNA; and 3 10k c= , where 10c  is an empirically constrained coefficient from 
CB07-WNA.  The coefficients c, n, 1k , 2k  and 3k  are listed in Table 4.  In the above equation, 
the restriction by Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) that site amplification should be held 
constant for 30 1100SV >  m/sec has been relaxed to 30 1830SV >  m/sec.  This later 30-m velocity 
corresponds to the median shear-wave velocity of bedrock beneath soil profiles of typical sites 
located in ENA (Savy et al., 1987; EPRI, 1993) and, when substituted into the above equation, 
results in site factors similar to those given in the NEHRP Provisions and in Silva et al. (1999) 
for Site Class A.  Site factors for harder sites can be calculated by stochastic simulation using the 
quarter-wavelength method (e.g., Boore, 2003) or by some other suitable method. 
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Basin Response Term 

I am not aware of any studies of 3-D basin response in ENA, so there is no means of 
validating the use in ENA of the basin response term developed by Campbell and Bozorgnia 
(2007a, 2008).  The term was based on intermediate-to-long-period numerical ground motion 
simulations of 3-D basin response in the Los Angeles, San Fernando, San Gabriel, and Ventura 
sedimentary basins of Southern California (Day et al., 2006, 2008).  CB07-WNA extended these 
results to shorter periods and to very shallow depths using empirical regression.  The term is 
considered to be generic to the extent that it is averaged over multiple earthquake scenarios both 
inside and outside the basins, multiple sedimentary basins, and multiple site locations within 
each basin.  However, it should be used in ENA with caution until it can be validated. 

The basin response term is given by the equation (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008) 
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where 2.5Z  is the basin or sediment depth (km), 4 11k c=  and 5 12 3k c k= , where 11c , 12c  and 3k  are 
empirically and theoretically constrained coefficients from CB07-WNA.  The coefficients 4k  
and 5k  are listed in Table 4.  The shear-wave velocity that defines the sediment-depth horizon is 
close to the value that Atkinson and Boore (2006) define as ENA hard rock.  Therefore, depth to 
hard rock can be used as an analog for 2.5Z  when this latter depth is unknown.  Campbell and 
Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) did not find basin effects to be important for depths ranging from 1 to 3 
km.  Apparently, the shallow site response term is sufficient to model both shallow site response 
and basin response over this depth range. 

Incorporation of Source Effects 

Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) include both a fault mechanism and a hanging-
wall term in their WNA ground motion model.  The fault mechanism term accounts for 
differences in ground motion between earthquakes with strike-slip, reverse, and normal fault 
mechanisms.  The reverse-faulting term also distinguishes between buried and near-surface 
rupture.  The hanging-wall term accounts for amplification due to geometric wave-propagation 
effects for sites located on the hanging wall of the rupture plane.  It cannot be known with 
certainty whether these source terms are valid for ENA earthquakes, although ground motion 
simulations conducted by Hermann and Malagnini (2005) do indicate that there are differences 
in near-source attenuation and source excitation between reverse and strike-slip fault 
mechanisms.  Hanging-wall effects are believed to be a geometric aspect of wave-propagation 
from a dipping fault and; therefore, are not necessarily restricted to a specific tectonic regime.  
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Therefore, I believe that the source terms in CB07-WNA can be used to capture first-order 
source effects in ENA.  However, they should be used with caution until they can be validated. 

Fault Mechanism Term 

The fault mechanism term is given by the equation (modified from Campbell and 
Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008) 

 6 ,( )flt RV hng Z SSf k F f F= +  (38) 
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RVF  is an indicator variable representing a reverse or reverse-oblique fault mechanism, where 
1RVF =  for 30 150λ° < < ° , 0RVF =  otherwise, and λ is the rake angle, defined as the average 

angle of slip measured in the plane of rupture between the strike direction and the slip vector; 
SSF  is an indicator variable representing a strike-slip fault mechanism, where 1SSF =  for 
30 30λ− ° < < ° , 180 150λ− ° < < − ° , or 150 180λ° < < °  and 0SSF =  otherwise; TORZ  is the depth 

to the top of the coseismic rupture plane (km); and 6 7k c= − , where 7c  is an empirically 
constrained coefficient from CB07-WNA.  The coefficient 6k  is listed in Table 4.  The minus 
sign in front of 7c  is needed because the term is being used to go from a buried-reverse (the base 
case for the analysis) to a strike-slip fault mechanism; whereas, the term in CB07-WNA was 
used to go from a strike-slip to a buried-reverse fault mechanism.  The depth term, ,flt Zf , has 
also been modified so that the correction is performed only for reverse faults with near-surface 
rupture (i.e., 1TORZ < ).  Such events are rare in ENA, so this latter correction should not be used 
unless there is a valid reason to suspect that rupture will propagate to the surface. 

Hanging-Wall Term 

The hanging-wall term is given by the equation (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007) 
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JBR  is closest distance to the surface projection of the coseismic rupture plane (km), also known 
as Joyner-Boore distance; δ  is average dip of the rupture plane (°); 7 9k c= , where 9c  is an 
empirically constrained coefficient from CB07-WNA; and TORZ  is as defined previously.  The 
coefficient 7k  is listed in Table 4.  The location of the hanging-wall was found by Campbell and 
Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) and by Chiou and Youngs (2007) to be completely defined in terms of 
the relationship between the distance measures RUPR  and JBR , which is additional evidence in 
support of the hypothesis that hanging-wall effects are primarily geometric in nature. 

Model Evaluation 

A comparison of the HGMM developed in this study with all of the ground motion 
models that are currently available in ENA is beyond the scope of this study.  Instead, two sets of 
comparisons are presented.  In Figures 10 to 13, the HGMM developed in this study (C07-ENA) 
is compared with two sets of ground motion estimates: (1) ground motion simulations calculated 
from the single-corner point-source stochastic method using the ENA seismological parameters 
listed in Table 1 (STO-ENA), and (2) ground motion estimates from the stochastic finite-source 
ground motion model developed by Atkinson and Boore (2006) using these same seismological 
parameters (AB06-ENA).  Since all three models used the same ENA seismological model, their 
comparison isolates differences due to the three methodologies.  In Figures 14 to 17, the HGMM 
developed in this study is compared with the author’s previous HGMM (C03-ENA), as 
summarized in Campbell (2003a, 2004), and with the EGMM (CB07-WNA) used to derive the 
empirical ground motion estimates in the present study (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008).  
This later comparison isolates the effects of the regional adjustment factors. 

Comparison with Stochastic Models 

The model comparisons for 5.0=M  in Figures 10 to 13 show remarkable agreement 
amongst the stochastic point-source simulations (STO-ENA), the stochastic finite-source ground 
motion model (AB06-ENA), and the HGMM developed in this study (C07-ENA).  The one 
exception is for 3RUPR <  km, where C07-ENA predicts lower ground motions than the other two 
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models.  The empirical ground motion estimates used to develop C07-ENA are not constrained 
at such short distances for such a small earthquake, so the comparison at these near-field 
distances is not meaningful.  Fortunately, deaggregation studies have shown that design ground 
motions in ENA come from events located more than 3 km from the site.  It is not surprising, 
although it is comforting, to find that the two stochastic models agree so well when the 
earthquake is small enough to be reasonably represented by a point source.  The fact that both 
stochastic models agree so closely with C07-ENA in both amplitude and scaling characteristics 
implies that the ENA and WNA seismological models used in this study accurately represent 
differences in generic source, path, and site characteristics between the two regions. 

All three of the models are also found to agree at large magnitudes for distances 
approaching 70 km.  Where the agreement breaks down is at large magnitudes and close 
distances.  The amplitudes of the stochastic point-source simulations continue to increase 
unabated with increasing magnitude and decreasing distance.  This lack of “saturation” is a well-
known weakness of the point-source model and is the reason that many investigators have 
included empirical saturation terms in ground motion models that have been developed using this 
method (e.g., Toro, 2002; Silva et al., 2003).  Although the stochastic finite-source model and 
the HGMM have similar magnitude scaling characteristics, the HGMM exhibits a larger degree 
of saturation at short distances, especially at short periods.  For example, whereas C07-ENA 
predicts a constant PGA of ~1g for an event of 6.5≥M  at 1RUPR =  km, AB06-ENA predicts a 
constant PGA of ~4g for such an event.  This difference diminishes at longer periods where, for 
example, both models predict a 4-sec spectral acceleration of ~0.2g for an event of 8.0=M  at 

1RUPR =  km. 

Comparison with Hybrid and WNA Models 

The model comparisons in Figures 16 and 17 show that there is a significant difference in 
the spectral shapes of the C03-ENA and C07-ENA hybrid empirical models.  For this 
comparison, C03-ENA was adjusted to Site Class B-C using the magnitude- and distance-
independent adjustment factors recommended in Frankel et al. (1996).  These adjustment factors 
were applied to the ENA hard-rock ground motions predicted from the ground motion models of 
Toro et al. (1997), Somerville et al. (2001), and Campbell (2001b, 2003b, 2004) in the 1996, 
2002 and 2007 National Seismic Hazard Maps (Frankel et al., 1996; Petersen et al., 2002; 
NSHMP, 2007).  For example, the predicted C03-ENA spectral accelerations peak near periods 
(T) of around 0.02–0.04 sec; whereas, the predicted C07-ENA spectral accelerations peak near 
periods of 0.1–0.2 sec.  This difference is due principally to the difference in the value of kappa 
that was used to characterize the ENA B-C site profiles in the two models ( 0 0.2κ =  sec for C07-
ENA and 0 0.1κ =  sec for C03-ENA).  Figure 3 shows the relatively large impact that kappa can 
have on the site amplification characteristics of the FAS.  A similar plot that isolates the effect of 
kappa on the site amplification characteristics of the FAS is given in Figure 12 of Boore (2003).  
The impact of kappa on spectral accelerations predicted using the stochastic method is 
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demonstrated in Figure 3.11 of Boore et al. (1993).  The difference in spectral shapes between 
0 0.2κ =  sec and 0 0.1κ =  sec exhibited in this latter figure is consistent with the observed 

difference in spectral shapes between C03-ENA and C07-ENA. 

Figure 13 shows that the difference between the two models at the longer distances and 
larger magnitudes is due to the greater near-source attenuation predicted by C07-ENA.  This 
directly reflects the difference in the near-source geometric spreading coefficients between the 
ENA seismological model used in developing C07-ENA (–1.3) and that used in developing C03-
ENA (–1.0).  The larger difference in attenuation at large magnitudes reflects the difference in 
the functional forms between CB07-WNA and the empirical ground motion models that were 
used to develop C03-ENA.  Figure 14 shows that the magnitude scaling predicted by the two 
models is similar at very short distances.  However, at longer distances C03-ENA exhibits much 
less magnitude saturation.  This difference in magnitude scaling also reflects the difference in 
functional forms between CB07-WNA and the previous ground motion models. 

One of the more interesting comparisons is between C07-ENA and CB07-WNA.  
Because C07-ENA uses CB07-WNA to derive the empirical ground motion estimates in the host 
region, the differences between the two models correspond directly to the differences between 
the ENA and WNA seismological models as reflected in the ENA-to-WNA regional adjustment 
factors.  Figures 16 and 17 show that the difference in spectral shapes is consistent with the 
larger stress drop ( 140σ∆ =  versus 100σ∆ =  bars) and the lower site attenuation ( 0 0.02κ =  
versus 0 0.04κ =  sec) associated with the ENA seismological model.  However, the observed 
difference in spectral amplitudes was not anticipated based on the current seismological 
paradigm.  Although the predicted value of PSA at a distance of 1 km is larger in ENA than in 
WNA for 1T <  sec and about the same at longer periods, at a distance of 10 km the WNA 
spectra are higher than the ENA spectra for 0.2T >  sec.  At a distance of 30 km the WNA 
spectra are higher for 0.08T >  sec and at a distance of 70 km the WNA spectra are higher at 
virtually all periods.  Figure 15 shows that magnitude scaling is very similar between the two 
models, which suggests that this behavior is due to the difference in the geometric attenuation 
between the two regions as noted in Figure 14.  The higher attenuation in C07-ENA is a direct 
result of the difference in near-source geometric spreading coefficients between the ENA 
seismological model (–1.3) and the WNA seismological model (–1.0).  This difference gets even 
greater between distances of 40 and 70 km, where the WNA seismological model has a 
geometric spreading coefficient of –0.5. 

Discussion 

The model comparisons presented in the previous section point to three factors as the 
principal contributors to differences between the HGMM developed in this study and that 
developed previously by Campbell (2003a, 2004).  These factors are: (1) the difference in site 
attenuation ( 0κ ) used in the previous and revised ENA seismological models, (2) the difference 
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in near-source geometric attenuation ( nR ) used in the previous and revised ENA seismological 
models, and (3) the difference in functional forms used in the previous and revised WNA 
empirical ground motion models.  A fourth issue suggested by Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005) is 
whether the single-corner source spectrum that is used to calculate the regional adjustment 
factors is valid in view of studies that have shown that a double-corner source spectrum better 
matches observed spectral amplitudes at large magnitudes and short distances (Atkinson and 
Silva, 1997, 2000; Atkinson and Boore, 1995, 1997).  Each of these issues is discussed below. 

Site Attenuation 

Frankel et al. (1996) used a kappa of 0.01 sec to develop the site amplification factors 
that Petersen et al. (2002) used to adjust the predicted C03-ENA ground motions on hard-rock to 
NEHRP B-C site conditions.  Atkinson and Boore (2006) revised this value to 0.02 sec, but gave 
no basis for this revision.  NSHMP (2007) attributes the value used by Frankel et al. (1996) to 
“ground shaking studies by J. Fletcher of the USGS observed in a borehole characterized by 
bedrock underlying a stiff soil condition with shear-wave velocity similar to that defining 
NEHRP B-C site conditions.”  However, no specific reference is given for these studies.  Since 
there is insufficient documentation to validate either of the proposed kappa values, I used 
published assessments of 0κ  from the literature to assess which of these two candidate values 
might be more appropriate. 

Kappa is considered to represent the frequency independent attenuation within the top 
few kilometers of the crust (Anderson and Hough, 1984).  It is typically calculated from the 
high-frequency slope of the FAS after correcting for crustal damping.  However, Chapman et al. 
(2003) show that it can also be calculated from the quality factor, Q , through the relationship 
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where Q(z) and β(z) are the quality factor and shear-wave velocity at an arbitrary depth, z , 
within the site profile. 

Before embarking on a quest for an appropriate kappa value for NEHRP B-C site 
conditions, it is useful to review the kappa values that have been proposed for ENA hard rock.  
Silva and Darragh (1995) estimated kappa from template fits of response spectral shapes of 
strong motion recordings in ENA.  They determined a median kappa of 0.007 (0.004–0.016) sec 
from 16 recordings located on ENA hard rock described as granitic plutons, carbonates, and 
Precambrian rock of the Canadian Shield.  This value is somewhat higher than the upper-bound 
estimate of 0.004 sec that Atkinson (1996) determined for the Canadian Shield from small 
earthquakes recorded by the Eastern Canadian Telemetered Network (ECTN).  However, the 
Canadian Shield sites are likely to be underlain by higher quality rock than the average ENA 
hard rock site.  Rock quality can have a significant affect on the value of kappa.  For example, 
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Atkinson (1996) reported kappa values ranging from 0.02–0.04 sec, more typical of soft-to-hard 
rock sites in WNA, for sites in the Charlevoix and Sudbury areas of southeastern Canada, which 
are located on fractured Precambrian rock within an ancient meteor impact crater.  Silva and 
Darragh (1995) found a kappa of 0.025 sec for a “sheared” hard rock site in the 1988 Nahanni 
earthquake area.  Chapman et al. (2003) analyzed recordings of 25 very shallow 
microearthquakes near Monticello Reservoir, South Carolina, and found kappa values that 
ranged from 0–0.018 sec, depending on the parameters used to filter the ground motion, for a site 
that was located on metamorphic and igneous rock.  The travel paths used by Chapman et al. 
were somewhat longer than the “few kilometers” assumed to represent 0κ , so the actual value is 
expected to be somewhat smaller than these estimates.  For the assessments of kappa presented 
below for a generic NEHRP B-C site profile, I will use the median hard-rock value ( 0 0.007κ =  
sec) estimated by Silva and Darragh (1995) to represent the site attenuation in the hard-rock part 
of the site profile.  According to Equation (45), this value of kappa corresponds to an average Q 
of 145–215 for a site profile of 2–3 km and an average shear-wave velocity of 2 km/sec.  
Alternatively, if the travel path extends to the hypocentral region of earthquakes in ENA 
(typically around 10 km) and the average shear-wave velocity is assumed to be around 3 km/sec, 
the implied value of Q is estimated to be 475, similar to the value assigned by Cramer et al. 
(2004) to Paleozoic and older rock beneath the city of Memphis, Tennessee. 

There have been several studies that can be used to infer the value of kappa for a site 
profile representative of NEHRP B-C site conditions in ENA.  Darragh and Silva (1995) 
analyzed three ENA strong motion recordings on sandstone and claystone (ENA soft rock) and 
found a median kappa of 0.017 (0.015–0.018) sec.  Boore and Joyner (1991) developed a generic 
deep soil profile for the Mississippi Embayment to which they assigned a kappa of 0.03 sec to 
that part of the profile located above hard rock.  This profile yields a kappa of 0.015 sec for the 
550 m of the profile that falls below the 30 760SV =  m/sec horizon, corresponding to NEHRP B-
C site conditions.  The kappa for the hard-rock part of the profile that extends from 550 m to a 
depth of 2500 m (i.e., a “few kilometers) beneath the site is estimated by multiplying 0.007 sec 
by the ratio 550/1950, which corresponds to a kappa of 0.005 sec.  Adding this incremental hard-
rock kappa to the value of kappa estimated for the sedimentary column yields a total kappa of 
approximately 0.02 sec.  Silva et al. (1999) struggled with this same issue in their effort to 
reevaluate the NEHRP site coefficients in the NEHRP Provisions.  They concluded that, 
although 0 0.01κ =  sec might be an appropriate value for a relatively shallow ( 91≤  m) generic 
NEHRP B-C profile in ENA, a more realistic deeper profile, typical of Gulf Coast sandstones 
and of mudstones, claystones, and siltstones in South Carolina and the Denver Basin of 
Colorado, should have a kappa of about 0.02 sec.  The hypothetical NEHRP B-C profile used in 
the present study (Frankel et al., 1996) has a depth of 175 m to the 2000 m/sec velocity horizon 
and 455 m to the 2800 m/sec velocity horizon.  Therefore, this profile would correspond to a 
deep profile according to Silva et al. (1999). 
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Wen and Wu (2001) present generic site profiles for the cities of Memphis (Tennessee), 
Carbondale (Illinois), and St. Louis (Missouri).  These profiles have depths to hard rock (shear-
wave velocity 2000>  m/sec) of 1000, 165 and 16 m, respectively.  Carbondale and St. Louis 
have relatively low velocities of 310 m/sec or less above these depths.  Wen and Wu report 
kappa values of 0.063, 0.043, and 0.0076 sec for Memphis, Carbondale and St. Louis, which 
they attribute to Herrmann and Akinci (1999).  Since the Carbondale and St. Louis profiles do 
not have any layers above hard rock with shear-wave velocities greater than 760 m/sec, they 
cannot be used to estimate kappa for NEHRP B-C site conditions.  However, they can be used to 
check the reasonableness of the assumed hard-rock value of kappa.  Using Q values typical of 
similar deposits in Memphis (Cramer et al., 2004), the total kappa for both the Carbondale and 
St. Louis profiles is found to be consistent with a hard-rock kappa of 0.007 0.001±  sec if the 
Mississippian Limestone geologic unit that underlies both of these profiles is assumed to have a 
Q of 100 and the profile for St. Louis is assumed to be composed only of Mississippian 
Limestone (i.e., no soft soils).  Also using Q values typical of Memphis (Cramer et al., 2004), 
slightly adjusted to give the correct total kappa, the 580-m thickness of the Wen and Wu 
Memphis profile that falls below the 30 760SV =  m/sec horizon is estimated to contribute a value 
of 0.018 sec to the total kappa of the profile.  Adding to this that part of the kappa attributable to 
hard rock to a depth of 2500 m yields a total kappa of approximately 0.024 sec. 

Park and Hashash (2004) used ground motion recordings in the Mississippi Embayment 
from the 2001 Enola, Arkansas, earthquake together with a generic 1000-m deep Mississippi 
Embayment shear-wave velocity profile developed by Romero and Rix (2001) to back-calculate 
a small strain damping profile.  They used these velocity and damping profiles to estimate a 
kappa of 0.053 sec for the entire sedimentary column above Paleozoic bedrock.  Using these 
same profiles, I calculated a kappa of 0.009 sec for the 473-m thickness of the Romero and Rix 
sedimentary column that falls below the 30 760SV =  m/sec velocity horizon.  Adding to this the 
kappa of 0.006 sec attributable to the 2027 m of hard rock beneath the sedimentary profile gives 
a total kappa of 0.015 sec. 

Using recordings from microearthquakes in the Summerville-Middleton Place seismic 
zone, Chapman et al. (2003) found kappa values that ranged from 0.035–0.049 sec for a 775-m 
unconsolidated sedimentary profile in the Charleston, South Carolina, area.  Later, Chapman et 
al. (2006) compiled a detailed 830-m deep shear-wave velocity profile for a nearby site in 
downtown Charleston, based on velocity measurements and geophysical investigations 
conducted by several investigators.  Using this velocity profile and the Q values that are 
consistent with the kappa values determined by Chapman et al. (2003) and for similar 
sedimentary deposits in Memphis (Cramer et al., 2004), I calculated a kappa of 0.050 sec for the 
entire Charleston profile and 0.008 sec for the 327-m section of the profile that falls below the 

30 760SV =  m/sec velocity horizon.  Adding to this the kappa of 0.006 sec attributable to the 2173 
m of hard rock beneath the sedimentary column gives a total kappa of 0.014 sec. 
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Cramer et al. (2004) used in-situ measurements to estimate the shear-wave velocities and 
Q values for various geologic units that underlie the city of Memphis and Shelby County, 
Tennessee.  They used these estimates together with the lithology of the Memphis area described 
by Gomberg et al. (2003) to construct a series of site profiles to use in the development of a 
regional site-specific seismic hazard map.  Using a typical 1000-m site profile from these studies, 
I calculated a kappa of 0.049 sec, which when combined with the 0.004 sec value attributable to 
the 1500 m of hard rock below the sedimentary column yields a total kappa of 0.053 sec.  This 
estimate is similar to values found by others for the Mississippi Embayment.  I estimated the 
588-m section of the profile that falls below the 30 760SV =  m/sec velocity horizon to have a 
kappa of 0.013 sec.  Combining this with the kappa of 0.006 sec for the 1912 m of hard rock 
beneath this NEHRP B-C sedimentary column gives a total kappa of 0.019 sec. 

All of the assessments given above indicate that the kappa associated with a typical deep 
NEHRP B-C site profile in the Mississippi Embayment and the Charleston area can be expected 
to have a value ranging between 0.014 and 0.024 sec.  This range is consistent with the kappa of 
0.02 sec recommended by Silva et al. (1999) for a generic NEHRP B-C site profile in ENA.  
However, as Wen and Wu (2001) have found, shallower profiles can have much smaller kappa 
values. 

Looking beyond ENA, perhaps a reasonable kappa analog to a NEHRP B-C site in ENA 
is the 0.026 (0.01–0.060) sec value typical of WNA hard rock (Darragh and Silva, 1995) or the 
range of values (0.016–0.03 sec) typical of volcanic rock in western Nevada (Hough et al.; 1989; 
Su et al.; 1996; Ichinose et al.; 1989), all of which have near-surface shear-wave velocities that 
are consistent with NEHRP B-C site conditions.  The lower end of the range of kappa values for 
these WNA hard-rock sites are similar to the range of values found for deep NEHRP B-C 
profiles in ENA. 

The hypothetical NEHRP B-C site profile proposed by Frankel et al. (1996) has a much 
steeper velocity gradient than either the Mississippi Embayment or the Charleston profiles below 
the 30 760SV =  m/sec velocity horizon that defines NEHRP B-C site conditions.  The 
hypothetical profile attains a shear-wave velocity in excess of 2000 m/sec, or what Atkinson and 
Boore (2006) classify as ENA hard rock, at a depth of 175 m, whereas the Memphis, Mississippi 
Embayment, and Charleston profiles reach this velocity at depths ranging from 800–1000 m.  
The Carbondale profile has about the same depth to hard rock as the hypothetical profile, but 
lacks the steep velocity gradient.  I calculated an independent estimate of kappa for the Frankel 
et al. (1996) hypothetical profile from the inferred values of Q and kappa measured or estimated 
for the deeper NEHRP B-C site profiles.  Using Q values of 25, 50 and 100 for shear-wave 
velocities ranging from 648–1000, 1000–2000, and 2000–3000 m/sec, respectively, I calculate a 
kappa of 0.006 sec for the hypothetical profile.  Adding to this the fraction of hard-rock kappa 
attributable to the remainder of the profile to a depth of 2500 m (0.005 sec) gives a total kappa of 
0.011 sec, similar to the value used by Frankel et al. (1996). 
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Therefore, it appears that the kappa of 0.01 sec used by Frankel et al. (1996) is consistent 
with his relatively shallow hypothetical NEHRP B-C profile.  The issue is whether the profile 
itself is appropriate for defining generic NEHRP B-C site conditions in ENA.  The NEHRP site 
coefficients that are used with the Seismic Design Maps use this generic site condition as its 
reference site condition (BSSC, 2004; ICC, 2006), but they were developed for a typical deep 
soil profile in WNA (Borcherdt, 1994; Dobry et al., 2000).  Therefore, the steep velocity gradient 
and relatively low site attenuation in the hypothetical profile can lead to unrealistically high 
amplification factors at short oscillator periods if coupled with these deep-site-based NEHRP site 
coefficients.  In my opinion, additional research is needed to find an appropriate combination of 
site attenuation and velocity gradient to use in defining a more reasonable generic NEHRP B-C 
site profile in ENA for purposes of seismic hazard mapping.  Until then, I suggest that it is more 
reasonable to use 0 0.02κ =  sec rather than 0 0.01κ =  sec to quantify the site attenuation in the 
hypothetical NEHRP B-C profile defined by Frankel et al. (1996) in order to estimate ground 
motions for generic NEHRP B-C site conditions (i.e., Site Class B-C) in ENA. 

Near-Source Geometric Attenuation 

An empirical near-source geometric spreading coefficient of –1.0 was used in both ENA 
(Atkinson and Mereu, 1992) and WNA (Raoof et al., 1999) to develop the regional adjustment 
factors in C03-ENA.  As a result, the near-source ground motions predicted by C03-ENA were 
found to be consistently larger than those predicted by the WNA ground motion models.  This 
can be seen by comparing the attenuation rates between C03-ENA and CB07-WNA in Figure 14.  
Atkinson (2004), using an expanded weak and strong motion database of 1700 vertical 
components from 186 earthquakes in southeastern Canada and northeastern United States, 
revised the ENA near-source spreading coefficient to –1.3.  By adopting this higher rate of 
attenuation in this study, I found C07-ENA to predict lower ground motions in ENA than in 
WNA at distances ranging from a few kilometers for PSA at 4T =  sec to a few tens of 
kilometers for PGA and PSA at 0.1T =  sec (Figure 14). 

As noted previously, it is actually the relative difference and not the absolute values of 
geometric attenuation in ENA and WNA that is important in applying the HEM.  Therefore, the 
issue is whether the regional difference in geometric attenuation found by Raoof et al. (1999) for 
Southern California and Atkinson (2004) for southeastern Canada and northeastern United States 
is both scientifically defensible and extrapolative to other regions of WNA and ENA.  In order to 
address this issue, I searched the literature to see if I could find other studies that could either 
support or refute a similar difference in geometric attenuation between these two regions.  First, I 
will present results for WNA.  I found that Malagnini et al. (2007) provided additional support 
for the Raoof et al. (1999) geometric attenuation term.  They evaluated 5769 horizontal 
waveforms from 281 small-to-moderate earthquakes in the San Francisco Bay Area and found a 
geometric spreading coefficient of –1.0 for 30R <  km and –0.6 for larger distances.  Recall that 
Raoof et al. (1999) found a spreading coefficient of –1.0 for 40R <  km and –0.5 for larger 
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distances from 820 three-component broadband recordings from 140 moderate-to-large 
earthquakes in Southern California.  Neither study found a near-zero spreading coefficient at 
intermediate distances that would be indicative of a strong crustal reflector.  This might be due to 
the heterogeneous nature of the crustal structure in California; although, the crossover distance 
from body-wave-like to surface-wave-like geometric spreading found at such short distances in 
both regions could also be caused by a combination of weak crustal reflections from a relatively 
thin low-velocity crustal layer and the arrival of surface wave phases (e.g., Boatwright et al., 
2003).  Atkinson and Silva (1997) analyzed 1000 horizontal strong motion components from 43 
moderate-to-large earthquakes in California and found a preferred spreading coefficient of –1.0 
for 50R <  km, 0 for 50 170R≤ ≤  km, and –0.5 for 170R >  km, although they recognized that 
the data could have been just as easily interpreted as having a constant spreading coefficient of –
0.5 beyond 50 km, consistent with the results of Raoof et al. (1999) and Malagnini et al. (2007).  
Further support for a near-source spreading coefficient of –1.0 in WNA is provided by 
Samiezade-Yazd (1993) for the Southern Great Basin (California and Nevada), Atkinson (1995) 
for crustal earthquakes in the Cascadia region (Pacific Northwest and southeastern British 
Columbia), and Herrmann and Dutt (1999) for crustal earthquakes in the Pacific Northwest. 

I also found several supporting studies for relatively steep near-source geometric 
attenuation in ENA.  Sonley and Atkinson (2006) found a relatively low near-source spreading 
coefficient (corresponding to relatively high attenuation) from an analysis of 800 three-
component short-period and broadband recordings from 350 small-to-moderate earthquakes in 
the Charlevoix seismic zone of eastern Canada.  They found a spreading coefficient of –1.36 
within 70 km of the source similar to that found by Atkinson (2004) using a more geographically 
diverse dataset in southeastern Canada and northeastern United States.  Atkinson (2004) 
compared the limited number of horizontal recordings to her model based on vertical 
components and concluded that any differences in attenuation were not statistically significant.  
Jeon and Herrmann (2006) also found a relatively high rate of near-source geometric attenuation 
in southeastern Canada from an empirical analysis of 4519 three-component seismograms 
recorded by the ECTN, but they concluded that the attenuation rate depended on the type of 
component.  They found that the two horizontal components, the vertical component, and a 
combination of all three components had spreading coefficients of –1.3, –1.0 and –1.3 for 

40R <  km and –1.2, –1.2 and –1.0 for 40 60R≤ <  km.  The vertical-component results of 
Atkinson (2004) are consistent with the vertical-component results of Jeon and Herrmann (2006) 
only if her results are dominated by distances greater than 40 km. Similarly, the three-component 
results of Sonley and Atkinson (2006) are consistent with the three-component results of Jeon 
and Herrmann (2006) only if their results are dominated by distances less than 40 km.  Allen et 
al. (2007) found a geometric spreading coefficient of –1.3 within 90 km of the source using 1200 
vertical-component seismograms from 84 small earthquakes in southeastern Australia, a Stable 
Continental Region (SCR) that is considered analogous to southeastern Canada for travel paths 
less than 100 km and frequencies less than 10 Hz (Atkinson and Allen, 2007).  These results 
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would appear to support the vertical-component results of Atkinson (2004) and Jeon and 
Herrmann (2006) only if they are dominated by distances greater than 40 km. 

The above discussion appears to lend additional support for a difference in near-source 
attenuation rates between Coastal California (and possibly other regions of the West Coast) and 
southeastern Canada and northeastern United States, although this conclusion depends on 
whether there is a consistency in both the ground motion components and the distance ranges 
that were used to derive the spreading coefficients (Jeon and Herrmann, 2006), factors that are 
not easily verified from the references.  Furthermore, there is other evidence to suggest that the 
difference in geometric attenuation between horizontal ground motion components in these two 
regions, even if validated, might not be representative of other areas within the same general 
tectonic regions.  For example, relatively high near-source geometric attenuation rates (typically 
spreading coefficients of –1.2 to –1.1) have been observed not only for Switzerland (Bay et al., 
2003), a region that some  consider to be a SCR like ENA, but also for the Erzincan region of 
Turkey (Akinci et al., 2001), the Friuli-Venezia Giulia region of northeastern Italy (Malagnini et 
al., 2002), and the Wasatch Front in Utah (Jeon and Herrmann, 2004), areas considered to be in 
regions of active tectonics.  Conversely, spreading coefficients of around –1.0 have been found 
for other SCRs, such as Central Europe (Malagnini et al., 2000), the Kachchh Basin of 
southwestern India (Bodin et al., 2004), eastern Sicily (Scognamiglio et al., 2005), and the 
Burakin region of southwestern Western Australia (Allen et al., 2006).  It is particularly 
interesting that Samiezade-Yazd et al. (1997) found a near-source geometric spreading 
coefficient of –1.0 for vertical-component seismograph data in the New Madrid region, location 
of the 1811–1812 New Madrid earthquakes (M 7.5–8.0), and not the stronger attenuation rate 
that was found for southeastern Canada and northeastern United States. 

One possible explanation for the observed regional differences in near-source geometric 
attenuation noted above is offered by Herrmann and Malagnini (2005).  Using numerical ground 
motion modeling studies for a crustal model typical of the central United States, these authors 
found that the factors most responsible for controlling near-source ( 40R <  km) geometric 
attenuation were fault mechanism and component type.  Their analysis for the two horizontal, the 
vertical, and the combination of all three components of ground motion resulted in geometric 
spreading coefficients of –1.3, –1.7 and –1.5 for 45°-dipping normal and reverse fault 
mechanisms and –1.3, –1.0 and –1.1 for vertically dipping strike-slip mechanisms.  Interestingly, 
the simulated results for both types of fault mechanisms and the empirical results from 
southeastern Canada (Jeon and Herrmann, 2006) for reverse fault mechanisms consistently give 
a near-source spreading coefficient of around –1.3 for the horizontal components of ground 
motion.  The simulated results also appear to be generally consistent with the spreading 
coefficients reported above for strike-slip events in Southern California (–1.1 vs. –1.0 for all 
three components) and for strike-slip events in New Madrid (–1.0 vs. –1.0 for vertical 
components).  However, the simulated results do not seem to be consistent with the spreading 
coefficients reported above for strike-slip events in San Francisco (–1.3 vs. –1.0 for horizontal 



 36

components) and for normal-faulting events in Utah (–1.5 vs. –1.2 for all three components), 
although these latter results do both support attenuation rates steeper than one. 

Stress maps developed for the United States by Herrmann (2007) and for the world by 
Heidbach et al. (2005) demonstrate the potential impact of the Herrmann and Malagnini (2005) 
simulation results on the attenuation of horizontal ground motion.  According to these maps, 
southeastern Canada and northeastern United States are dominated by reverse fault mechanisms, 
which is consistent with the spreading coefficient of –1.3 used in this study and in Atkinson and 
Boore (2006).  California is dominated by strike-slip faulting, which is consistent with a 
predicted spreading coefficient of –1.3 based on the simulations of Herrmann and Malagnini 
(2005) but is inconsistent with the –1.0 spreading coefficients found by Raoof et al. (1999) and 
Malagnini et al. (2007).  The limited stress data that are available for the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
suggest that this region is likely to be dominated by reverse fault mechanisms, like the region to 
the north, and might be expected to exhibit a relatively high rate of near-source attenuation.  The 
oddity is the Midwest, where the New Madrid area is observed to have a mixture of strike-slip 
and reverse fault mechanisms and the region north of New Madrid is observed to have 
predominantly strike-slip fault mechanisms.  Therefore, according to Hermann and Malagnini 
(2005), these regions would likely have lower near-source geometric attenuation rates than other 
parts of ENA. 

One can only conclude from this diverse range of observed and theoretical geometric 
spreading coefficients that there are large regional differences in attenuation that are not easily 
quantified in terms of simple tectonic environments, such as ENA and WNA.  This means that 
the potential difference in geometric attenuation between WNA and ENA should be treated as a 
significant source of epistemic uncertainty.  It appears that the –1.3 near-source geometric 
spreading coefficient used in ENA in this study is generally appropriate for horizontal ground 
motions in southeastern Canada, northeastern United States, and the Atlantic Coastal Plain, and 
if the theoretical modeling results of Herrmann and Malagnini (2005) are correct, even in the 
Midwest (including the New Madrid region).  However, Herrmann and Malagnini (2005) also 
predict a horizontal near-source geometric spreading coefficient of –1.3 for California, in direct 
contradiction to the results of Raoof et al. (1999) and Malagnini et al. (2007), which appear to 
indicate that the predominantly strike-slip earthquakes in California have a near-source spreading 
coefficient of around –1.0. 

I have attempted to assess the impact of the potentially higher near-source geometric 
attenuation in WNA predicted by Herrmann and Malagnini (2005) by adding the difference 
between the two spreading coefficients (0.3) to the model coefficient 4c  and adjusting 0c  to 
make the predicted ground motion from the alternative model equal to that of the original (base) 
model at a specified reference distance.  I conservatively selected 0RUPR =  as the reference 
distance to make the ground motion amplitudes for the two models the same at the closest point 
on the rupture plane.  Therefore, the only difference in the two models is the constant regional 
near-source geometric spreading coefficient assumed in the alternative model (Herrmann and 
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Malagnini, 2005).  A comparison of the attenuation characteristics predicted by the base HGMM, 
the alternative HGMM, and the WNA ground motion model developed by Campbell and 
Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) is shown in Figure 18.  This figure demonstrates that the constant rate 
of near-source attenuation inferred for the alternative ENA model, as compared to the steeper 
ENA versus WNA near-source attenuation used to develop the base ENA model, results in 
ground motion predictions that are either similar to or greater than those from the WNA model.  
Therefore, the alternative model is a conservative choice given that it always predicts higher 
near-source ground motion.  I leave it to the user to decide how the base and alternative models 
should be weighted for their specific application.  The alternative HGMM can be evaluated by 
replacing the coefficients 0c  and 4c  in Equation (32) by the alternative coefficients 0c′  and 4c′  
listed in Table 2. 

Functional Form 

The functional form used to derive C03-ENA for distances within 70 km of the source 
was the same as that used in the Campbell and Bozorgnia (2003a, 2003b, 2003c, 2004) empirical 
ground motion model (CB03-WNA).  On the other hand, the functional form used in this study 
was taken from the revised EGMM used to evaluate ground motions in the host region (CB07-
WNA).  These two empirical models have very different functional forms as demonstrated in 
Figure 19.  The most notable difference is in the magnitude and distance scaling for 6.5>M , 
where CB07-WNA has relaxed several of the constraints that were imposed by CB03-WNA and 
by a similar EGMM for PGV (C97-WNA) developed by Campbell (1997, 2000b) to compensate 
for the limited amount of near-source large-magnitude data that was available at the time.  These 
constraints were: (1) imposing complete saturation of near-source ground motion with magnitude 
at zero distance for all oscillator periods and (2) imposing a constant far-source attenuation rate 
independent of magnitude.  Using a significantly expanded strong motion database (Power et al., 
2006, 2008), Campbell and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008) found that magnitude saturation occurred 
only at short-to-intermediate periods and that complete saturation occurred only for 6.5>M , 

0RUPR = , and 0.3T ≤  sec.  These investigators also found that the decay of ground motion with 
distance decreased with magnitude.  Because these differences in functional forms had such a 
large impact on the predicted near-source ground motion from large earthquakes, during its 
review of the NGA project, the USGS applied several tests to determine whether the new 
functional form used in CB07-WNA was seismologically justified before it was accepted for use 
in the 2007 revision of the National Seismic Hazard Maps (NHSMP, 2007). 

As part of the USGS review, Frankel (2007) used broadband ground motion simulations 
to test the dependence of ground motion attenuation on magnitude.  He produced synthetic 
accelerograms for earthquakes with magnitudes of 6.5 and 7.5 and distances ranging from 2–200 
km.  He concluded from this study that the CB07-WNA functional form was consistent with the 
magnitude scaling and attenuation characteristics inferred from his broadband simulations.  As 
an additional part of the USGS review, Jack Boatwright (written comm., 2005) used simple 
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seismological theory to provide constraints on the expected magnitude scaling of the far-field 
geometric attenuation term.  These constraints were valid for large-magnitude earthquakes that 
were expected to exhibit near-source saturation at short periods.  In all cases the far-field 
magnitude scaling predicted by CB07-WNA fell within Boatwright’s theoretical constraints 
(Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a).  The USGS also convened a distinguished panel of engineers 
and earth scientists to review the NGA models that were available at the time.  This panel 
concluded from the extensive documentation that was provided to them, which included answers 
to USGS questions that were submitted prior to the panel meeting, that the CB07-WNA 
functional form was scientifically justified (NSHMP, 2007).  The documentation that was 
provided to the panel is summarized in a comprehensive report by Campbell and Bozorgnia 
(2007a).  Appendix B of that report also summarizes the USGS questions and responses as they 
pertain to CB07-WNA. 

One major assumption in the present application of the HEM that has not been validated 
is whether the magnitude saturation characteristics predicted by CB07-WNA are directly 
transferable to ENA.  The finite-source ground motion models of Atkinson and Boore (2006) and 
Somerville et al. (2001), both of which were developed specifically for ENA, do not predict the 
same degree of saturation that is predicted by CB07-WNA and the other NGA models (e.g., 
Abrahamson and Silva, 2007, 2008; Boore and Atkinson, 2007, 2008; Chiou and Youngs, 2007, 
2008), or for that matter, by most of the other recent empirical ground motion models for WNA 
developed prior to the NGA project (e.g., Abrahamson and Shedlock, 1997; Campbell and 
Bozorgnia, 2003).  Even theoretical finite-source models developed specifically for WNA (e.g., 
Somerville et al., 2006) do not predict the same degree of saturation inferred by strong motion 
recordings from large earthquakes in active tectonic environments without imposing an 
additional constraint.  Examples of such constraints include (1) a decreasing stress drop with 
magnitude (Atkinson and Silva, 1997, 2000), (2) a decreasing slip velocity with magnitude 
(Beresnev and Atkinson, 2002), (3) a decreasing “effective” source area with magnitude 
(Halldorsson and Papageorgiou, 2005), and (4) a decreasing strength of fault gauge with 
decreasing depth (Somerville and Pitarka, 2006).  Several investigators offer possible physical 
mechanisms for these constraints.  Somerville and Pitarka (2006) suggest that the observed 
saturation might be the result of rupture within the shallow part of the fault (upper few 
kilometers), which is controlled by velocity strengthening, larger slip weakening distance, larger 
fracture energy, larger energy absorption from the crack tip, lower rupture velocity, and lower 
slip velocity than rupture at greater depths on the fault.  Using ground motion simulations from a 
dynamic rupture model, Schmedes and Archuleta (2007) found that near-field estimates of PGV 
increase to a maximum at a critical distance along the fault related to the rupture width and then 
decreases to an asymptotic value beyond this critical distance.  Another physical mechanism that 
might result in ground motion saturation is the reduction in friction on the fault surface due to 
lubrication by rock melt (Di Toro et al., 2006) and thermal dehydration (Hirose and Bystricky, 
2007), properties that have been observed in laboratory experiments and inferred from exhumed 
faults. 
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The issue is whether the observed and modeled saturation of ground motion and the 
possible physical mechanisms that are used to explain this saturation is be expected in ENA.  
Beresnev and Atkinson (2002) noted that the slip velocity they found to be dependent on 
magnitude in WNA was randomly distributed with magnitude in ENA, suggesting that ENA 
earthquakes might not exhibit the same degree of saturation as WNA earthquakes.  Halldorsson 
and Papgeorgiou (2005) did not see a need to invoke a decrease in “effective” source area for 
earthquakes in stable tectonic environments, such as ENA, as they did for earthquakes in active 
tectonic environments, also suggesting less saturation.  However, there are very few recordings 
from large SCR earthquakes that can be used to test these hypotheses and those that are (e.g., 
1976 6.8=M  Gazli, USSR; 1985 6.8=M  Nahanni, Canada) have very few recordings and are 
arguably located in more active tectonic environments or in transition zones between stable and 
active tectonic environments.  Somerville and Pitarka (2006) argue that buried rupture, typical of 
ENA, is expected to produce higher ground motion than near-surface rupture, typical of WNA.  
This, however, does not rule out the same degree of saturation in the two regions.  As a result of 
the lack of understanding on what physical mechanisms might lead to the ground motion 
saturation observed for large earthquakes in active tectonic environments and whether these 
mechanisms are also valid in stable tectonic environments, I consider the assumption in this 
study that the saturation predicted by WNA ground motion models is transferable to ENA to be a 
viable alternative hypothesis. 

Source Spectral Shape 

Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005) argued that the use of a single-corner point-source 
stochastic model to develop the regional adjustment factors in C03-ENA caused this model to 
underestimate ground motion amplitudes at large magnitudes and short distances.  This 
conclusion was based on several studies that found that a double-corner source spectrum used in 
conjunction with a stress drop that decreases with magnitude and a focal depth that increases 
with magnitude was required to match strong motion recordings from moderate-to-large 
earthquakes in California (Atkinson and Silva, 1997, 2000).  They also noted that Atkinson and 
Boore (1995, 1997) proposed a double-corner source spectrum for ENA, except that this latter 
model assumed constant stress drop with magnitude.  Tavakoli and Pezeshk went on to propose 
that using a double-corner source model would constitute an improvement in the HEM, at least 
as it was applied to ENA by Campbell (2003a, 2004) and, as a result, gave it significant weight 
in their application of the HEM.  Although I do not agree with their hypothesis, for reasons given 
below, their ability to apply the double-corner model does demonstrate the flexibility of the 
HEM in accommodating a wide range of seismological modeling assumptions. 

As mentioned previously, one of the strengths of the HEM is that the regional adjustment 
factors are not sensitive to the exact form of the source spectra or to the absolute amplitudes or 
functional relationships of the seismological parameters that are used in the stochastic 
simulations.  What the HEM is sensitive to is the difference in the spectra and seismological 
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parameters between the host and target regions.  This means that the seismological model does 
not need to produce correct absolute ground motion amplitudes for each region; it only needs to 
provide an accurate ratio of ground motion amplitudes between these regions.  Accurate ratios 
will be obtained if the source spectra and other seismological parameters for each region have 
the same functional relationships, regardless of what these relationships are.  For example, using 
a constant stress drop in each region will produce the same regional adjustment factors as using a 
stress drop that decreases with magnitude in each region as long as their ratios are the same.  The 
reason that Tavakoli and Pezeshk obtained different results than C03-WNA was because their 
alternative double-corner source models in ENA and WNA did not produce ground motion ratios 
that were the same as those obtained using single-corner source models.  The issue is whether 
these regional differences are real or just an artifact of how the seismological models were 
developed. 

Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005) adopted the Atkinson and Silva (2000) double-corner 
stochastic source model for WNA.  Atkinson and Silva made two modifications to the standard 
Brune (1970, 1971) point-source stochastic model in order to better match California strong 
motion data: (1) they used a double-corner rather than a single-corner source spectrum and (2) 
they allowed the hypocentral depth of the equivalent point source to be an increasing function of 
magnitude.  However, neither of these changes significantly affected the simulated ground 
motions at small magnitudes, where the single-corner and double-corner source models were 
found to give similar results.  These modifications were only needed to match the finite-source 
effects of the strong motion recordings at large magnitudes and short distances.  Although 
Atkinson and Silva found that the high-frequency amplitudes of their simulations were consistent 
with a constant stress drop of 80 bars, Tavakoli and Pezeshk incorrectly used a magnitude-
dependent stress drop in conjunction with this double-corner source spectrum in their 
simulations, in direct violation of the model.  Tavakoli and Pezeshk adopted the Atkinson and 
Boore (1995) double-corner stochastic source model for ENA.  This model uses the double-
corner source spectrum developed by Atkinson (1993), which has a different shape than the 
double-corner source spectrum used in WNA even after accounting for differences in stress drop.  
For their ENA model, Tavakoli and Pezeshk used the Atkinson (1993) double-corner source 
spectrum together with a constant stress drop and a hypocentral depth with the same dependence 
on magnitude as that used in WNA.  All of the other seismological parameters were the same as 
those used by C03-ENA.  Therefore, the cause of the difference in the ratios of simulated ENA-
to-WNA ground motion amplitudes between Tavakoli and Pezeshk and C03-ENA is attributable 
to two factors: (1) the use of different double-corner source spectral shapes in ENA and WNA 
and (2) the use of a constant stress drop in ENA and a magnitude-dependent stress drop in WNA.  
The issue is whether these differences are warranted given the available data. 

Due to the limited number of strong motion recordings in ENA, Atkinson (1993) used a 
diverse set of data to derive the double-corner source spectrum that was adopted by Atkinson and 
Boore (1995) and Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005).  The main database was a set of 1500 digital 
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seismograms ( 2.5 6.0≤ <M ) recorded by the ECTN, supplemented with moment magnitudes 
from other sources for the limited number of 4.5>M  earthquakes.  One-Hertz source spectral 
amplitudes for the larger earthquakes were taken from northeastern North American regional 
seismograms compiled by Street and Turcotte (1987) and worldwide intraplate teleseismic 
seismograms compiled by Boatwright and Choy (1992).  High-frequency source spectral levels 
( 4 7≤ <M ) were inferred from a relationship between high-frequency spectral level and felt 
area derived from ENA seismograms and MMI observations.  The 1988 Nahanni, Canada, 
earthquake ( 6.8=M ) and its aftershocks supplied the only set of large-magnitude strong motion 
recordings for her study.  However, since the Nahanni events occurred along the Rocky 
Mountain Front, there is some question whether they truly represent an ENA tectonic 
environment or instead represent WNA tectonic conditions or a transition between WNA and 
ENA tectonic conditions.  The relationship between the lower source-corner frequency ( af ) and 
magnitude was derived from the worldwide intraplate data of Boatwright and Choy (1992) and 
from corner frequencies inferred from the source durations of Somerville et al. (1987).  The 
relationship between the higher source-corner frequency ( bf ) and magnitude was derived from 
ECTN data and, according to Atkinson, was poorly constrained.  The so-called sag in the double-
corner source spectrum observed at intermediate frequencies was also poorly constrained by 
these data.  One of the conclusions of the study was that most 4>M  events have high-frequency 
spectral amplitudes that are consistent with a constant stress drop of approximately 150 bars.  
While the use of such a diverse set of seismological data by Atkinson is admirable, it cannot 
serve as a substitute for strong motion data.  As a result, one needs to exercise caution when 
comparing her results to source models in WNA that are constrained by strong motion data.  This 
caveat, together with the lack of adequate empirical constraints on the high-frequency corner and 
the intermediate-frequency spectral sag, and the questionable validity of the Nahanni earthquakes 
as representing a true ENA tectonic environment, results in a source spectral shape that is 
relatively poorly constrained and is not necessarily representative of ENA strong motion 
characteristics of near-source large-magnitude earthquakes. 

Chen and Atkinson (2002) offered additional insight regarding the potential regional 
differences in source spectral shapes.  They compared apparent earthquake source radiation for 
six different regions: Japan, Mexico, Turkey, California, British Columbia (western Canada), and 
ENA; and found that in all of these regions the apparent source spectra for small-to-moderate 
earthquakes ( 6<M ) showed good agreement with the single-corner point-source omega-square 
(Brune) spectrum with a stress drop of around 100 bars.  A two-corner source model was found 
to better match the spectra for large-magnitude earthquakes ( 6≥M ), especially at intermediate 
frequencies.  For small-to-moderate events, the single-corner and double-corner source models 
were nearly equal and suggested a general similarity between the different tectonic regions 
studied.  Although minor discrepancies appear in some cases, Chen and Atkinson did not find 
noticeable regional characteristics or depth effects associated with the apparent source spectra.  
They concluded that earthquakes of a given moment magnitude appear to have similar source 
spectral levels and shapes over different tectonic regions, where a mixture of tectonic styles may 
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be present within a region.  This conclusion would appear to support a similarity in source 
spectral shapes in WNA and ENA. 

Other investigators have also proposed that source spectral shapes in ENA and WNA 
might be similar or dependent only on differences in stress drop.  Atkinson and Silva (1997) 
found that their empirical source spectrum for California was similar to that found for ENA by 
Atkinson and Boore (1995, 1997) at low frequencies, when differences in crustal properties were 
taken into account, implying that the two regions might have similar source spectra at these 
frequencies.  They also found that the observed corner frequencies, af  and bf , of the double-
corner source spectra in each region where virtually identical, but that the bf –M relationship 
used in ENA predicted higher values of bf  in order to better match the large ENA spectral levels 
at high frequencies, relative to those at lower frequencies in ENA and those at all frequencies in 
WNA.  This inconsistency between the high-frequency spectral amplitudes and the high-
frequency corner frequencies in ENA might reflect an inconsistency in the different datasets that 
were used to derive these two parameters.  These investigators also suggested that the enhanced 
high-frequency amplitudes in ENA are consistent with known differences in stress drop between 
the two regions.  Therefore, these studies also suggest that differences in source spectra, aside 
from those caused by differences in stress drop, might not be important in the development of 
adjustment factors between WNA and ENA. 

Atkinson (2001) went one step further and gave evidence to suggest that there is little, if 
any, difference in the apparent source radiation at both high and low frequencies between ENA 
and California earthquakes with the same moment magnitude.  She cites a comparison of MMI 
data in WNA and ENA by Hanks and Johnston (1992) as suggesting that near-source damage 
levels, and by inference near-source ground motion amplitudes, are similar in the two regions for 
a given moment magnitude.  However, Hanks and Johnston concluded that the MMI data, 
especially at the intensity VII level, are extremely limited and are not of themselves sufficient to 
rule out a possible factor of two higher stress drop in ENA.  Bollinger et al. (1993) performed a 
similar study and concluded that the scatter in the MMI data was indeed large but that, in their 
opinion, it could support a possible factor of two higher stress drop in ENA. 

Atkinson and Boore (1998) used the stochastic method to modify the empirical California 
source model of Atkinson and Silva (1997) for differences in crustal properties and generic rock 
characteristics between California and ENA and found that this modified model matched the 
limited ENA strong motion data almost as well as the stochastically derived ground motion 
model of Atkinson and Boore (1995) and better than many of the other stochastic ground motion 
models that had been developed for use in ENA up to that time.  Beresnev and Atkinson (1999, 
2002) performed finite-fault stochastic simulations of well-recorded moderate-to-large 
earthquakes in both California and ENA and suggested that the observed differences in ground 
motion between these two regions were largely caused by regional differences in crustal 
properties and anelastic attenuation. 
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All of the above studies point to the fact that one cannot disprove the hypothesis that 
source spectral shapes, aside from differences due to stress drop and crustal structure, are the 
same or very similar in ENA and WNA.  One of the strengths of the HEM is that it is not 
sensitive to whether the source spectral shapes are single-corner, double-corner, or have some 
other arbitrary shape; it is only sensitive to whether these shapes are consistent.  Certainly, there 
is ample evidence to support the hypothesis adopted in this study that ENA and WNA source 
spectra have similar shapes. 

For their WNA stochastic model, Tavakoli and Pezeshk (2005) used a stress drop that 
decreased with magnitude in conjunction with the double-corner source spectrum of Atkinson 
and Silva (2000).  Atkinson and Silva did not mention, nor did they require, the use of a stress 
drop parameter in their stochastic simulations.  Moment magnitude, the corner frequencies af  
and bf , and the weight (ε) of the two Brune single-corner source spectra that were derived from 
these frequencies, are the only parameters that were required to completely define the source 
spectrum.  What they found was that the predicted high-frequency response spectral amplitudes 
from the stochastically simulated ground motions based on the double-corner point-source model 
were consistent with those from the single-corner point-source model when a constant stress 
drop of 80 bars was used over the entire magnitude range of interest ( 5.0 7.5≤ ≤M ).  They also 
found agreement amongst the high-frequency amplitudes of stochastic ground motion 
simulations and WNA strong motion data from three independent source models: (1) a single-
corner source model with 80σ∆ =  bars, (2) a double-corner source model, and (3) a finite-
source model based on the FINSIM computer program of Beresnev and Atkinson (1998) with 

1.6s = .  Atkinson and Silva (1997) used the WNA strong motion database to derive parameters 
for a seismological model that was based on a single-corner source spectrum.  They found that 
they needed to use stress drop and kappa values near 120 bars and 0.035 sec for 5.0=M  and 50 
bars and 0.05 sec for 7.5=M  in order to fit these data.  They suggested that the magnitude-
dependence of stress drop might reflect saturation effects attributable to the point-source distance 
measure rather than to real stresses on the fault and that the magnitude-dependence of kappa 
could be interpreted as evidence of soil nonlinearity for typical California sites subjected to 
strong ground motion.  None of these conclusions suggest the need to use a variable stress drop 
with the double-corner source spectrum in order to match strong motion data at large 
magnitudes.  At magnitudes near 5.0, all three methods were found to give similar results, 
suggesting that the double-corner source spectrum and the source spectrum inferred from finite-
source simulations are consistent with a single-corner source spectrum at small magnitudes 
(Atkinson and Silva, 1997, 2000). 

Conclusions 

The ENA ground motion model developed in this study represents a revision of the 
hybrid empirical ground motion model (HGMM) developed by Campbell (2003a, 2004).  It uses 
an updated ENA seismological model developed by Atkinson (2004) and Atkinson and Boore 



 44

(2006) and an updated WNA empirical ground motion model (EGMM) developed by Campbell 
and Bozorgnia (2007a, 2008).  The use of one rather than multiple WNA ground motion models 
was precipitated by a delay in the availability of the suite of empirical models that were being 
developed for the Next Generation Attenuation (NGA) project (Power et al., 2006, 2008).  
However, there are several advantages of using a single EGMM in the implementation of the 
hybrid empirical method (HEM).  For example, Scherbaum et al. (2005) proposed that stochastic 
model parameters should be tailored to a specific EGMM in order to account for differences that 
result from the melding of strong motion data from geographically diverse regions, even if these 
regions are located in similar tectonic environments.  Scherbaum et al. (2006) proposed that the 
ground motion branches of a logic tree used for seismic hazard analysis should be treated as a 
single composite model representing the complete state-of-knowledge and belief of a particular 
ground motion analyst in a particular target region.  As additional NGA models become 
available, they can be applied to ENA using the HEM framework to provide a more complete 
representation of uncertainty amongst this particular class of models. 

The use of the revised ENA stochastic model resulted in a reduction in predicted short-
period ground motions for NEHRP B-C site conditions compared to the previous model 
(Campbell, 2003a, 2004).  This reduction is due mainly to the use of a larger kappa ( 0κ ), a 
stronger near-source geometric attenuation term ( nR− ), and a lower median stress drop ( σ∆ ) in 
the revised model.  The use of the revised EGMM resulted in a reduction in near-source large-
magnitude ground motions due mainly to the use of magnitude-dependent attenuation and the 
incorporation of greater magnitude saturation effects at short periods.  An interesting outcome of 
these modifications is that the predicted ground motion in ENA at distances within 100 km of the 
source can be smaller than the predicted ground motion in WNA for NEHRP B-C site conditions 
if different spectral near-source geometric attenuation terms, derived from weak motion data, are 
used in ENA ( 1.3R− ) and WNA ( 1.0R− ).  Using the more conservative alternative hypothesis, 
based on theoretical modeling studies, that spectral near-source geometric attenuation terms are 
the same in WNA and ENA ( 1.3R− ), the predicted near-source ground motions in ENA are 
similar to or larger than those in WNA at all distances.  As a result of this uncertainty, the 
alternative model should be given significant weight in any seismic hazard analysis that uses the 
HGMM developed in this study.  At larger distances, differences in geometric and anelastic 
attenuation will always result in higher ground motion amplitudes in ENA than in WNA 
regardless of what near-source geometric spreading coefficient is used. 

Although there is a great deal of uncertainty in the values of the ENA stochastic model 
parameters I have used to develop the HGMM in this study, I have shown that the selected 
parameters together with the use of a single-corner source spectrum are reasonable given the 
limited amount of data that are available to constrain them.  I have also shown that the use of 
single-corner source models in ENA and WNA do not lead to unreasonable near-source 
amplitudes, since magnitude saturation effects at large magnitudes are inherently accounted for 
through the use of an appropriate EGMM.  Therefore, in my opinion, the HGMM developed in 
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this study represents a viable alternative to the ground motion models that are commonly used in 
seismic hazard evaluations in ENA as long as its use is restricted to 4.0 8.0≤ ≤Μ , 100RUPR ≤  
km, and NEHRP B-C site conditions (i.e., 30 760SV =  m/sec).  Additional guidance is provided 
for extending the model to include the effects of fault mechanism, hanging-wall geometry, 
shallow site response, and basin response.  If ground motion predictions at longer distances are 
required, they can be made by extrapolating the model using the distance (geometric and 
anelastic attenuation) scaling characteristics of one or more of the existing ENA ground motion 
models (e.g., Somerville et al., 2001; Campbell, 2003a, 2004; Atkinson and Boore, 1995, 1997, 
2006).  This extrapolation can be done using the simplified method proposed by Campbell 
(2003a).  If only one model is to be used for this extrapolation, I would recommend using that of 
Atkinson and Boore (2006), because it was developed using the same seismological parameters 
that were used in this study.  The extrapolation should begin at a distance at which the 
attenuation characteristics begin to include the effects of critical reflections off the base of the 
crust (the Moho bounce), which for the Atkinson and Boore (2006) model occurs at 70 km. 

Several seismological factors were found to have a significant impact on differences in 
the predicted ground motion between the revised and previous HGMM.  These factors include: 
(1) the site profile and site attenuation that is used to represent NEHRP B-C site conditions in 
ENA, (2) the geometric spreading coefficient that is used to represent near-source attenuation in 
ENA, (3) the functional form that is used to characterize the ENA and WNA ground motion 
models, and (4) the assumption that source spectral shape aside from differences due to stress 
drop are similar in ENA and WNA.  Item 2 is particularly important, since there are observed 
regional differences in the geometric spreading coefficients between the Midwest and the 
remainder of ENA that might infer differences in near-source ground motion attenuation in these 
two regions.  More research is needed to reduce the epistemic uncertainty associated with these 
factors.  In the meantime, the HGMM developed in this study, together with the diverse set of 
ground motion models that are already available for ENA, can be used to adequately represent 
the large epistemic uncertainty that characterizes the estimation of ground motion in this region. 
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Table 1 
Median Seismological Parameters Used in the Stochastic Models 

Parameter Western North America (WNA) Eastern North America (ENA)

Source spectrum Brune ω -square point source Brune ω -square point source 

Shear velocity, sβ  (km/s) 3.5 3.7 

Density, sρ  (gm/cc) 2.8 2.8 

Stress drop, σ∆  (bars) 100 140 

Focal depth (km) 8.0 13.0 

Fault width (km) Wells and Coppersmith 0.6 × Wells and Coppersmith 

Source duration, sT  (sec) 01 f  01 f  

Geometric attenuation, 
( )Z R  

1.0R− ; 40R <  km 
0.5R− ; 40R ≥  km 

1.3R− ; 70R <  km 
0.2R+ ; 70 140R≤ <  km 
0.5R− ; 140R ≥  km 

Path duration, pT  (sec) 0.05R     0; 10R ≤  km 
0.16R+ ; 10 70R< ≤  km 
0.03R− ; 70 130R< ≤  km 
0.04R+ ; 130R >  km 

Path attenuation, Q 0.65200 f  0.32893 f  (1000 minimum) 

Site profilea 
(30-m velocity) 

WNA generic rock 
(620 m/sec) 

ENA NEHRP B-C 
(760 m/sec) 

Site amplification, ( )A f b Quarter–wavelength Quarter–wavelength 

Site attenuation, 0κ  (sec) 0.04 0.02 
a WNA generic rock (Boore and Joyner, 1997); ENA NEHRP B-C (Frankel et al., 1996). 
b WNA (Boore and Joyner, 1997); ENA (Atkinson and Boore, 2006). 
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Table 2 
Coefficients for the Base and Alternative Median Hybrid Empirical Ground Motion Models 

T (sec) 0c  0c′  1c  2c  3c  4c  4c′  5c  6c  

0.000 0.780 0.311 0.273 -0.427 -0.191 -2.833 -2.533 0.221 4.77 

0.010 0.723 0.256 0.285 -0.435 -0.189 -2.814 -2.514 0.218 4.75 

0.020 1.293 0.822 0.234 -0.405 -0.179 -2.882 -2.582 0.223 4.81 

0.030 1.555 1.080 0.241 -0.401 -0.183 -2.867 -2.567 0.217 4.87 

0.050 1.200 0.725 0.326 -0.477 -0.192 -2.814 -2.514 0.214 4.87 

0.075 0.981 0.506 0.392 -0.525 -0.233 -2.794 -2.494 0.209 4.87 

0.10 0.703 0.228 0.453 -0.552 -0.264 -2.736 -2.436 0.199 4.87 

0.15 -0.202 -0.677 0.583 -0.595 -0.299 -2.524 -2.224 0.173 4.87 

0.20 -1.064 -1.539 0.665 -0.537 -0.382 -2.359 -2.059 0.158 4.87 

0.25 -1.560 -2.007 0.677 -0.462 -0.448 -2.299 -1.999 0.157 4.43 

0.30 -1.949 -2.371 0.684 -0.394 -0.510 -2.250 -1.950 0.157 4.08 

0.40 -2.315 -2.704 0.677 -0.266 -0.616 -2.238 -1.938 0.158 3.66 

0.50 -3.388 -3.750 0.812 -0.350 -0.584 -2.235 -1.935 0.160 3.34 

0.75 -5.441 -5.764 1.058 -0.528 -0.497 -2.243 -1.943 0.166 2.93 

1.0 -6.813 -7.137 1.228 -0.653 -0.419 -2.266 -1.966 0.169 2.94 

1.5 -8.826 -9.154 1.476 -0.875 -0.273 -2.328 -2.028 0.177 2.98 

2.0 -9.670 -10.002 1.531 -0.819 -0.279 -2.391 -2.091 0.186 3.02 

3.0 -10.357 -10.697 1.504 -0.533 -0.453 -2.489 -2.189 0.198 3.11 

4.0 -10.900 -11.246 1.495 -0.251 -0.685 -2.546 -2.246 0.204 3.17 

5.0 -11.314 -11.664 1.491 -0.028 -0.878 -2.575 -2.275 0.207 3.21 

7.5 -12.069 -12.424 1.488 -0.046 -0.539 -2.596 -2.296 0.209 3.26 

10.0 -12.615 -12.971 1.484 -0.041 -0.322 -2.594 -2.294 0.208 3.28 

PGA is equivalent to PSA at 0T =  sec; model coefficients with a prime should be used 
with the alternative ground motion model that assumes WNA near-source geometric attenuation 
proportional to 1.3R−  rather than to 1.0R− . 
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Table 3 
Standard Deviations of the Hybrid Empirical Ground Motion Model 

T (sec) σ τ Fitσ  Cσ  GMσ  Arbσ  

0.000 0.478 0.219 0.063 0.166 0.530 0.555 

0.010 0.478 0.219 0.061 0.166 0.529 0.554 

0.020 0.480 0.219 0.061 0.166 0.531 0.556 

0.030 0.489 0.235 0.059 0.165 0.546 0.570 

0.050 0.510 0.258 0.052 0.162 0.574 0.596 

0.075 0.520 0.292 0.050 0.158 0.598 0.619 

0.10 0.531 0.286 0.051 0.170 0.605 0.628 

0.15 0.532 0.280 0.053 0.180 0.604 0.630 

0.20 0.534 0.249 0.051 0.186 0.591 0.620 

0.25 0.534 0.240 0.046 0.191 0.587 0.617 

0.30 0.544 0.215 0.042 0.198 0.586 0.619 

0.40 0.541 0.217 0.036 0.206 0.584 0.619 

0.50 0.550 0.214 0.041 0.208 0.592 0.627 

0.75 0.568 0.227 0.035 0.221 0.613 0.652 

1.0 0.568 0.255 0.038 0.225 0.624 0.663 

1.5 0.564 0.296 0.042 0.222 0.638 0.676 

2.0 0.571 0.296 0.046 0.226 0.645 0.683 

3.0 0.558 0.326 0.052 0.229 0.648 0.687 

4.0 0.576 0.297 0.055 0.237 0.650 0.692 

5.0 0.601 0.359 0.056 0.237 0.702 0.741 

7.5 0.628 0.428 0.057 0.271 0.762 0.809 

10.0 0.667 0.485 0.056 0.290 0.827 0.876 

PGA is equivalent to PSA at 0T =  sec. 
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Table 4 
Coefficients for the Hybrid Empirical Ground Motion Model Source and Site Response Terms 

T (sec) c n 1k  2k  3k  4k  5k  6k  7k  

0.000 1.88 1.18 865 -1.186 1.058 0.040 1.122 -0.280 0.490 

0.010 1.88 1.18 865 -1.186 1.058 0.040 1.122 -0.280 0.490 

0.020 1.88 1.18 865 -1.219 1.102 0.040 1.122 -0.280 0.490 

0.030 1.88 1.18 908 -1.273 1.174 0.040 1.123 -0.280 0.490 

0.050 1.88 1.18 1054 -1.346 1.272 0.040 1.124 -0.280 0.490 

0.075 1.88 1.18 1086 -1.471 1.438 0.040 1.125 -0.280 0.490 

0.10 1.88 1.18 1032 -1.624 1.604 0.040 1.127 -0.280 0.490 

0.15 1.88 1.18 878 -1.931 1.928 0.040 1.130 -0.280 0.490 

0.20 1.88 1.18 748 -2.188 2.194 0.040 1.132 -0.280 0.490 

0.25 1.88 1.18 654 -2.381 2.351 0.040 1.303 -0.280 0.490 

0.30 1.88 1.18 587 -2.518 2.460 0.040 1.399 -0.280 0.490 

0.40 1.88 1.18 503 -2.657 2.587 0.040 1.593 -0.280 0.490 

0.50 1.88 1.18 457 -2.669 2.544 0.040 1.663 -0.280 0.490 

0.75 1.88 1.18 410 -2.401 2.133 0.077 1.906 -0.280 0.490 

1.0 1.88 1.18 400 -1.955 1.571 0.150 1.929 -0.255 0.490 

1.5 1.88 1.18 400 -1.025 0.406 0.253 1.974 -0.161 0.490 

2.0 1.88 1.18 400 -0.299 -0.456 0.300 2.019 -0.094 0.371 

3.0 1.88 1.18 400 0.000 -0.820 0.300 2.110 0.000 0.154 

4.0 1.88 1.18 400 0.000 -0.820 0.300 2.200 0.000 0.000 

5.0 1.88 1.18 400 0.000 -0.820 0.300 2.291 0.000 0.000 

7.5 1.88 1.18 400 0.000 -0.820 0.300 2.517 0.000 0.000 

10.0 1.88 1.18 400 0.000 -0.820 0.300 2.744 0.000 0.000 

PGA is equivalent to PSA at 0T =  sec. 
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Figure 1.  Predicted near-source attenuation characteristics for a magnitude 5.0 earthquake in WNA.  
CB07-WNA, empirical ground motion model used to represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 
2007a, 2008); STO-WNA, single-corner point-source stochastic model based on the WNA seismological 
parameters listed in Table 1 (this study). 
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Figure 2.  Predicted response spectra for a site located 10 km from a magnitude 5.0 earthquake in WNA.  
CB07-WNA, empirical ground motion model used to represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 
2007a, 2008); STO-WNA, single-corner point-source stochastic model based on the WNA seismological 
parameters listed in Table 1 (this study). 
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Figure 3.  The effects of site attenuation (kappa, 0κ ) on site amplification factors of Fourier amplitude 
spectra used in the ENA and WNA seismological models (Table 1). 
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Figure 4.  The dependence of ENA-to-WNA regional adjustment factors on magnitude and distance 
calculated from the seismological parameters in Table 1.  Note that the magnitude dependence is 
relatively small compared to the distance dependence. 
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Figure 5.  The dependence of ENA-to-WNA regional adjustment factors on oscillator period calculated 
from the seismological parameters listed in Table 1.  Note that the maximum difference occurs at periods 
between 0.03 and 0.05 sec. 
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Figure 6.  Ground motion attenuation characteristics predicted by the base hybrid empirical ground 
motion model developed in this study: (solid lines) median ground motion model; (solid circles) 
individual hybrid empirical estimates. 
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Figure 7.  Ground motion magnitude scaling characteristics predicted by the base hybrid empirical ground 
motion model developed in this study: (solid lines) median ground motion model; (solid circles) 
individual hybrid empirical estimates. 
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Figure 8.  Response spectra predicted by the base hybrid empirical ground motion model developed in 
this study showing their dependence on magnitude at distances of 1, 10, 30, and 70 km: (solid lines) 
median ground motion model; (solid circles) individual hybrid empirical estimates. 
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Figure 9.  Response spectra predicted by the base hybrid empirical ground motion model developed in 
this study showing their dependence on distance for magnitudes of 5.0, 6.0, 7.0, and 8.0: (solid lines) 
median ground motion model; (solid circles) individual hybrid empirical estimates. 
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Figure 10.  Attenuation characteristics predicted by three ground motion models that were derived from 
the same set of ENA stochastic model parameters listed in Table 1 using different methodologies: (lower 
curve) magnitude 5.0; (upper curve) magnitude 7.0.  C07-ENA, hybrid empirical method (this study); 
AB06-ENA, finite-source stochastic method (Atkinson and Boore, 2006); STO-ENA, single-corner point-
source stochastic method (this study). 
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Figure 11.  Magnitude scaling characteristics predicted by three ground motion models that were derived 
from the same set of ENA stochastic model parameters listed in Table 1 using different methodologies: 
(lower curve) 70 km distance; (upper curve) 1 km distance.  C07-ENA, hybrid empirical method (this 
study); AB06-ENA, finite-source stochastic method (Atkinson and Boore, 2006); STO-ENA, single-
corner point-source stochastic method (this study). 
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Figure 12.  Response spectra predicted by three ground motion models that were derived from the same 
set of ENA stochastic model parameters listed in Table 1 using different methodologies: (lower curve) 
magnitude 5.0; (upper curve) magnitude 7.0.  C07-ENA, hybrid empirical method (this study); AB06-
ENA, finite-source stochastic method (Atkinson and Boore, 2006); STO-ENA, single-corner point-source 
stochastic method (this study). 
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Figure 13.  Response spectra predicted by three ground motion models that were derived from the same 
set of ENA stochastic model parameters listed in Table 1 using different methodologies: (lower curve) 70 
km distance; (upper curve) 1 km distance.  C07-ENA, hybrid empirical method (this study); AB06-ENA, 
finite-source stochastic method (Atkinson and Boore, 2006); STO-ENA, single-corner point-source 
stochastic method (this study). 
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Figure 14.  Attenuation characteristics predicted by (1) WNA and ENA ground motion models that use 
the same functional form (CB07-WNA and C07-ENA) and (2) ENA ground motion models that were 
derived from the same methodology using different stochastic model parameters (C03-ENA and C07-
ENA): (lower curve) magnitude 5.0; (upper curve) magnitude 7.0.  C07-ENA, revised hybrid empirical 
model (this study); C03-ENA, previous hybrid empirical model (Campbell, 2003a, 2004); CB07-WNA, 
empirical model used to represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

A
cc

el
er

at
io

n 
(g

)

PSA(0.1s)

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

A
cc

el
er

at
io

n 
(g

)

PSA(0.2s)

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

A
cc

el
er

at
io

n 
(g

)

PSA(0.5s)

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

A
cc

el
er

at
io

n 
(g

)

PSA(1.0s)

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

A
cc

el
er

at
io

n 
(g

)

PSA(4.0s)

100 101 102

Distance (km)

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101
A

cc
el

er
at

io
n 

(g
)

C07-ENA
C03-ENA
CB07-WNA

PGA



 76

 
Figure 15.  Magnitude scaling characteristics predicted by (1) WNA and ENA ground motion models that 
use the same functional form (CB07-WNA and C07-ENA) and (2) ENA ground motion models that were 
derived from the same methodology using different stochastic model parameters (C03-ENA and C07-
ENA): (lower curve) 70 km distance; (upper curve) 1 km distance.  C07-ENA, revised hybrid empirical 
model (this study); C03-ENA, previous hybrid empirical model (Campbell, 2003a, 2004); CB07-WNA, 
empirical model used to represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 
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Figure 16.  Response spectra predicted by (1) WNA and ENA ground motion models that use the same 
functional form (CB07-WNA and C07-ENA) and (2) ENA ground motion models derived from the same 
methodology using different stochastic model parameters (C03-ENA and C07-ENA): (lower curve) 
magnitude 5.0; (upper curve) magnitude 7.0.  C07-ENA, revised hybrid empirical model (this study); 
C03-ENA, previous hybrid empirical model (Campbell, 2003a, 2004); CB07-WNA, empirical model 
used to represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 
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Figure 17.  Response spectra predicted by (1) WNA and ENA ground motion models that use the same 
functional form (CB07-WNA and C07-ENA) and (2) ENA ground motion models derived from the same 
methodology using different stochastic model parameters (C03-ENA and C07-ENA): (lower curve) 70 
km distance; (upper curve) 1 km distance.  C07-ENA, revised hybrid empirical model (this study); C03-
ENA, previous hybrid empirical model (Campbell, 2003a, 2004); CB07-WNA, empirical model used to 
represent the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 
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Figure 18.  Comparison of predicted attenuation characteristics in WNA with those in ENA assuming 
different near-source geometric attenuation spreading coefficients in WNA: (lower curve) magnitude 5.0; 
(upper curve) magnitude 7.0.  C07-ENA (base), base hybrid empirical model (this study) based on a 
spreading coefficient of -1.0 in WNA; C07-ENA (alternative), alternative hybrid empirical model (this 
study) based on a spreading coefficient of -1.3 in WNA; CB07-WNA, empirical model used to represent 
the host region (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008). 
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Figure 19.  The difference in predicted ground motion in WNA resulting from the relaxation of 
constraints imposed on the functional form.  CB07-WNA, revised empirical model for PGA, PSA and 
PGV (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2007a, 2008); CB03-WNA, previous empirical model for PGA and PSA 
(Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c, 2004); C97-WNA, previous empirical model for PGV 
(Campbell, 1997, 2000b). 
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