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Q ﬁ*ﬁ Background
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/It has been assumed on the premise that ergodic theory is established about the relationship between
earthquake occurrence probability and magnitude in the hazard evaluation.
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/0On the other hand, there is a report about the examination of non- ergodic in the recent hazard
evaluation and it is taken up as a problem in the latest oversea SSHAC projects.
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/Treatment of non-ergodic
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Oiﬁ%ﬂ@ﬁ Ehks Approach
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/In the non-ergodic discussed in oversea, non-ergodic mean the methodology to assume probability

based on historical activity of the inland faults. In this SSHAC, it is a policy to tuck in as the
conditional probability that is the sites specific of the earthquake in the hazard evaluation.
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/We will write down in a report by accurate expression to examine it as the conditional probability that
is the sites specific of the earthquake, not use the word non-ergodic.
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Q ﬁ*ﬁ Background
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/In precedent overseas SSHAC, there is the example that a weighting methodology by the
quantification method based on the mapping techniques was adopted, although the value based on
the argument of TI is adopted basically.
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/In this SSHAC, we do not use the existing GMPEs but are going to make GMPE specialized in Ikata. It

is not argued whether we should adopt a quantification method of GMPE, validity of the method and
the reflection to any other than GMPE.
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/Detail of the quantification method and its validity and coverage .

<> 1R D5 TE Approach
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/There is no precedent for the adoption of quantification method in Japan.
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/Therefore, we receive explanation about the details of the quantification evaluation technique from an
experiencer in oversea SSHAC, and judge whether we adopt it or not in this SSHAC.
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Resource Expert : Norman Abrahamson
/ University of California, Berkeley

<> %ﬁg_ E Presentation title

[GMPEEDLTRIZ(CHITDEHFDITFE]
/Weighting methodology for LT branch

<> IEIHHH 11@&51,5 Requests
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/Please teach the quantification methods using the mapping techniques.

And based on your experience, I want to have your opinion about target for evaluation and the
coverage in this methods.
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<> $Eﬁ B[ $IE Questions

OGMPE selectiondDfttddFiE (CottondD 3%, Scherbaum®siE) (CDODWTCEHDREEHSEH
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/Please tell your opinion about the other techniques (Cotton, Scherbaum) of GMPE selection.

QY-+ REBDGMPEZ/EMN S D HET CHDIN. TDGEEBMOGMPECEHE CEMITZEITD A
NEVONCEBERZWZIZE0N,

/We are going to make GMPE specific to Ikata site. Do we need to use the weighting methodology
with other GMPEs in this case?

RSWUSTSammondDY Y EITFEZBREASINTULD, TORFEIBEHICDVLWTHBXBELZLY,

/Sammon’s mapping technique was adopted in SWUS. Please teach us the process and reason to
adopt it.
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