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Abstract

Ground-motion models (GMMs) are generally based on the ergodic assumption wherein global averages and aleatory variability from global datasets
are assumed to be applicable at a site of interest. In reality, there are generally systematic differences between the GMM predictions and observed
ground motions at a site of interest. To overcome this issue, non-ergodic (NE) methodologies have become more common in geotechnical practice.
Non-ergodic approaches involve refinement of one or more of the terms in the GMM (i.e., source, path, and site) and allow for the use of a lower
aleatory variability. This poster focuses on practical applications of non-ergodic methodologies. There is a focus on refinement of the GMM site term,
which is the most commonly refined GMM term in practice. The poster presents a case history that illustrates similar trends, wherein the ergodic
models underestimate spectral accelerations at the fundamental site period and overestimate spectral accelerations over other broad period ranges.
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Data and Methodology
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Results and Conclusions

 The NE mean is significantly lower than the ergodic mean at periods less
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