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1. INTRODUCTION 

In 2016, a seismic hazard assessment study was performed for the Yankee Doodle Tailings 

Impoundment site (YDTI, latitude 46.034̄N and longitude 112.504 W̄) in Butte, Montana. The 2016 

study, documented in Al Atik and Gregor (2016), consisted of performing probabilistic and deterministic 

seismic hazard analyses for the YDTI site for a reference site class B/C with average shear-wave velocity 

in the top 30 m of the profile (VS30) of 760 m/sec. Horizontal and vertical design response spectra were 

developed for the site along with corresponding design time histories. In addition, a fault displacement 

hazard analysis was performed for the Continental fault intersecting the YDTI footprint. Estimates of 

average and maximum fault displacements were estimated using an informed deterministic approach 

for the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) scenarios on the Continental fault. Given the relatively 

poor characterization of the Continental fault and its impact on the ground motion and fault 

displacement results at the YDTI site, Al Atik and Gregor (2016) recommended that a fault study be 

carried out to determine if the Continental fault is indeed active and to provide a better characterization 

of this fault.  

In 2021, Lettis Consultants International Inc. (LCI) was engaged by Montana Resources, LLP to evaluate 

the Quaternary activity of the Continental and Rocker faults and provide a seismic source 

characterization for these faults for use in seismic hazard analysis. Following the conclusion of the LCI 

study and the documentation of their findings in LCI (2021a, b) reports, the seismic hazard assessment 

and fault displacement analysis for the YDTI site are updated to incorporate changes to the seismic 

source characterization and ground motion characterization models. This report describes the study 

update conducted as part of engineering design work that Knight Piesold (KP) is performing to support a 

permit application for an impoundment raise. Results from this study are expected to be used as input 

to the downstream embankment stability analyses. 

The seismic hazard study update is performed for the same site location as the 2016 study (latitude 

46.034̄N and longitude 112.504 W̄) for the reference site condition with VS30 of 760 m/sec as well as for 

a site-specific VS30 of 420 m/sec. A site location map is shown in Figure 1-1 and the project site layout is 

shown in Figure 1-2. The scope of work presented in this report includes the following tasks: 

1. Perform a literature review to update the relevant seismic sources and ground-motion models 

for the site. 

2. Conduct a probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) for the site using the updated seismic 

source model and ground-motion models. 

3. Conduct a deterministic seismic hazard analysis (DSHA) for the maximum credible earthquake 

(MCE) scenario on fault sources located in close proximity to the site. 
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4. Develop site-specific horizontal acceleration response spectra for earthquake ground motions 

covering the entire range of natural periods of vibration from 0.01 to 10 sec. Response spectra 

are provided for the following hazard levels: 

¶ DSHA 50th and 84th percentile horizontal response spectra for the MCE scenarios 

¶ PSHA uniform hazard spectra (UHS) for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, and 10,000 years 

5. Develop vertical response spectra for the horizontal spectra obtained in (4). 

6. Perform a deterministic fault displacement analysis to evaluate the net average and maximum 

surface displacement that may occur along the Continental fault. 

7. Select and spectrally modify recorded ground-motion time series to be compatible with the 

design horizontal and vertical response spectra obtained from the previous steps for the MCE 

median and 84th percentile deterministic spectra and the 1,000-year return period probabilistic 

target spectra for VS30 of 760 m/sec.  

The next chapters of this report start with an overview of the 2016 study and then describe the inputs, 

methodology, and results obtained for the tasks listed above for this study update. Sensitivity analyses 

are presented to evaluate the incremental impact of the changes in the seismic source characterization 

and ground motion characterization models on the hazard results compared to the 2016 results. The 

selection and development of design time histories are addressed in the last section of this report. 
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Figure 1-1. Site location map (source: KP 2015) 
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Figure 1-2. Project site layout (source: KP 2020) 
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2. OVERVIEW OF AL ATIK AND GREGOR (2016 ) STUDY 

The seismic source characterization (SSC) used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) PSHA for the YDTI site 

was based on the source model developed as part of the 2014 National Seismic Hazard Maps (NSHMs) 

(Petersen et al. 2014) with updates to incorporate fault sources located in the vicinity of the site based 

on Wong et al. (2005). This SSC model consisted of a seismicity-based background model with 

parameters listed in Table 3-1 of Al Atik and Gregor (2016) and fault sources with parameters listed in 

Tables 3-2 to 3-5 of that report. The closest faults to the YDTI site were the Continental and the Rocker 

faults with closest distance to the site of 1.2 and 8.54 km, respectively. The source parameters of the 

Continental and the Rocker faults were based on the Wong et al. (2005) study and are listed in Table 2-

1. Al Atik and Gregor (2016) noted that the Continental and Rocker faults were poorly constrained and 

recommended a study of these faults to improve their characterization given their proximity to the site. 

The ground-motion characterization (GMC) model used in Al Atik and Gregor (2016) consisted of the five 

NGA-West2 ground motion prediction equations (GMPEs): Abrahamson et al. (2014) (ASK14), Boore et 

al. (2014) (BSSA14), Campbell and Bozorgnia (2014) (CB14), Chiou and Youngs (2014) (CY14), and Idriss 

(2014) (Id14) used along with the epistemic uncertainty in the median prediction model of Al Atik and 

Youngs (2014). In addition to the NGA-West2 GMPEs, the stochastic-based GMPE of Wong et al. (2005) 

was included in the logic tree as shown in Figure 2-1. The Wong et al. (2005) model was used only for 

the median prediction and was assigned the aleatory variability standard deviation model of ASK14. The 

Wong et al. (2005) model and the NGA-West2 GMPEs were assigned weights of one third and two 

thirds, respectively, as shown in Figure 2-1. 

The PSHA was conducted using the SSC and GMC source models described in this section for VS30 of 760 

m/sec and uniform hazard spectra (UHS) were calculated for the 475, 1000, 2,475, and 10,000-year 

return periods. Deaggrgeation of the hazard results at these return periods and for peak ground 

acceleration (PGA) and spectral periods of 0.2 and 1 sec showed that, for the return periods of 2,475 

years and shorter, the hazard was attributed to the background seismicity. For the 10,000-year return 

period, equal contribution from the gridded background seismicity and the Continental fault was 

observed. For the deterministic hazard analysis, the logic tree shown in Figure 2-1 was used to calculate 

the median and 84th percentile response spectra for MCE scenarios on the Continental fault with M 6.5 

and rupture distances (Rrup) of 1.2 and 0.1 km. Design probabilistic and deterministic horizontal spectra 

obtained in the 2016 study are listed in Table 2-2 and shown in Figure 2-2. Because of the low slip rate 

on the Continental fault and the fact that the 84th percentile deterministic response spectra were 

consistent with approximately the 100,000-year return period spectrum, the use of the median 

deterministic design spectrum was recommended over the 84th percentile spectrum. Given the 

horizontal spectra shown in Figure 2-2, corresponding vertical design spectra were computed using the 

empirical vertical-to-horizontal ratio (V/H) model of Gulerce and Abrahamson (2011). 

In addition to the ground-motion characterization, estimates of displacement on the Continental fault 

were provided in Al Atik and Gregor (2016). Primary displacement estimates were calculated based on a 

deterministic fault displacement analysis that accounted for the uncertainty in the MCE scenario 

magnitude as well as the uncertainty in the displacement prediction equations (DPE). Median and 84th 

percentile average and maximum displacement estimates were calculated and are listed in Table 2-3. 
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Estimates of off-fault distributed deformation or secondary or triggered deformation that may occur on 

adjacent faults were not considered.  

Table 2-1. Source parameters of the Continental and Rocker faults used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study. 
Weights are given in parentheses. Both faults have a normal style of faulting and zero depth to top of rupture. 

Fault 
Name 

Closest 
Distance to 
Site (km) 

b-
value 

Mmin 
Recurrence 

Model 
Slip Rate 
(mm/yr) 

Mmax 
Dip 

(degrees) 

Fault 
Thickness 

(km) 

Fault 
Length 
(km) 

Continental 
fault 

1.2 0.8 5.00 Y & C 

0.020 (0.6) 6.5 (0.6) 

70 W 

15 (0.6) 

18.2 0.005 (0.2) 6.2 (0.2) 12 (0.2) 

0.120 (0.2) 6.8 (0.2) 18 (0.2) 

Rocker 
fault 

8.5 0.8 5.00 Y & C 

0.020 (0.6) 7.0 (0.6) 55 W (0.6) 15 (0.6) 

43.5 0.005 (0.2) 6.7 (0.2) 30 W (0.2) 12 (0.2) 

0.120 (0.2) 7.3 (0.2) 70 W (0.2) 18 (0.2) 

 
Table 2-2. Horizontal design spectra for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 m/sec in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study. 

 UHS PSA (g) 
Deterministic PSA (g) 

Rrup = 1.2 km 
Deterministic PSA (g) 

Rrup = 0.1 km 

Period 
(sec) 

475 yr 1,000 yr 2,475 yr 10,000 yr Median 
84th 

Percentile 
Median 

84th 
Percentile 

0.01/PGA 0.083 0.124 0.197 0.372 0.416 0.779 0.447 0.837 

0.02 0.085 0.128 0.204 0.388 0.443 0.830 0.472 0.885 

0.03 0.095 0.142 0.227 0.434 0.505 0.951 0.539 1.015 

0.05 0.122 0.185 0.295 0.562 0.652 1.234 0.694 1.314 

0.075 0.156 0.238 0.386 0.739 0.815 1.561 0.864 1.654 

0.1 0.177 0.269 0.434 0.834 0.892 1.723 0.942 1.820 

0.15 0.191 0.287 0.461 0.884 0.908 1.779 0.955 1.870 

0.2 0.183 0.274 0.439 0.843 0.867 1.698 0.912 1.786 

0.3 0.154 0.228 0.360 0.678 0.715 1.411 0.752 1.484 

0.4 0.128 0.187 0.290 0.543 0.589 1.173 0.622 1.238 

0.5 0.109 0.158 0.244 0.455 0.490 0.986 0.518 1.043 

0.75 0.076 0.110 0.168 0.311 0.335 0.687 0.355 0.729 

1 0.057 0.082 0.125 0.231 0.247 0.513 0.264 0.548 

1.5 0.037 0.055 0.083 0.150 0.153 0.321 0.165 0.344 

2 0.027 0.040 0.061 0.110 0.104 0.219 0.112 0.236 

3 0.017 0.025 0.039 0.072 0.064 0.133 0.069 0.145 

4 0.013 0.019 0.028 0.053 0.041 0.086 0.045 0.094 

5 0.011 0.015 0.023 0.042 0.030 0.061 0.033 0.068 

7.5 0.006 0.009 0.013 0.022 0.013 0.026 0.014 0.029 

10 0.003 0.005 0.008 0.014 0.007 0.015 0.008 0.016 
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Table 2-3. Surface fault displacement hazard results on the Continental fault. 

Exceedance Percentile Average Displacement (m) Maximum Displacement (m) 

0.50 50 0.51 0.74 

0.16 84 1.44 2.07 

 

 

 

Figure 2-1. Logic tree for the median ground-motion model used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study. s˃ refers 
to the additional epistemic uncertainty in LN units based on Al Atik and Youngs (2014). M refers to magnitude, 

SOF to style-of-faulting, and T to spectral period. 
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Figure 2-2. Comparison of the UHS (475, 1,000, 2,475, 10,000, and 100,000 years return period) to the median 
and 84th percentile deterministic response spectra for the MCE scenarios on the Continental fault at the YDTI site 

with VS30 of 760 m/sec in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study. 
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3. SEISMIC SOURCE CHARACTERIZATION 

The YDTI site is located in southwestern Montana in the northern margin of the Basin and Range 

province as shown in Figure 3-1. A detailed discussion on the seismotectonic setting of the site region is 

provided in LCI (2021a) and a brief summary of that discussion is given here. Quaternary faulting in 

Southwest Montana has been attributed to the Basin and Range style extension and the migration of 

the Yellowstone hotspot. Seismicity in western Montana is largely concentrated within the Centennial 

Tectonic Belt (CTB), the Northern Interseismic Mountain Belt (NIMB), and the Yellowstone areas. Focal 

mechanism records of events near Butte, Montana, indicate the predominance of normal faulting with a 

component of minor strike-slip deformation. The two largest historic events in the region are the M 7.5 

1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake and the M 7.3 Borah Peak earthquake in Idaho. Both earthquakes are 

associated with normal faulting and occurred north of the Snake River Plain. More recent moderate 

magnitude earthquakes in the region include the M 5.3 1999 Red Rock Valley earthquake, the M 5.6 

2005 Dillon earthquake, and the M 5.8 2005 Lincoln earthquake. 

For this study update of the PSHA for the YDTI site, both the seismicity-based background sources and 

fault sources are updated. The seismicity-based background sources are based on the 2018 update to 

the NSHMs (Petersen et al., 2020). For fault sources, the characterization of the Continental-Elk Park 

fault and the Rocker fault is based on the LCI (2021a, b) fault study. A detailed description of the 

seismicity-based background sources and fault sources is provided in the next subsections. 

3.1 Seismicity -Based Background Model  

The seismicity-based background model used for this study update is based on the smooth gridded 

seismicity model developed by Petersen et al. (2020) as part of the 2018 update to the NSHMs. Similar 

to the 2014 NSHMs, this gridded seismicity model consists of two source types: extensional and 

compressional regime sources. The parameters of the background model used in this study are listed in 

Table 3-1. The closest rupture distance from the individual grid points contained within the sources to 

the site is included in the table. The b-value, activity rate, and maximum earthquake magnitude describe 

the modeled magnitude recurrence within each individual source zone.  On a log scale, the b-value is the 

slope of the Gutenberg-Richter distribution, relating the number of earthquakes in a given area over a 

fixed period of time to the magnitude of those earthquakes. Higher b-values, for example, lead to 

models that generate more small magnitude earthquakes with respect to larger magnitude earthquakes.  

The activity rate for the background sources implemented in this study is defined as the annual rate of 

earthquakes greater than or equal to a minimum magnitude of 5.0 [N(M>5)]. The maximum magnitude 

(Mmax) defines the upper truncation point for the magnitude recurrence models.  The lower truncation 

point is defined by the minimum M 5 for the background model used in the PSHA. The rates of different 

sized-earthquakes are based on a truncated exponential magnitude-frequency distribution. 

The updated seismicity-based background model in Petersen et al. (2020) is based on the development 

of an updated composite, uniform, moment magnitude seismicity catalog for western North America 

which included earthquakes through April 2018. A b-value of 0.8 is used for the background sources 

similar to the 2014 NSHMs gridded seismicity model. To smooth the gridded rates, fixed-kernel and 

adaptive-kernel smoothing methods are used with weights of 0.6 and 0.4, respectively. Similar to the 
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background model in the 2016 study, two alternative Mmax values are selected for the background 

model: M 7.45 and M 7.95 with weights of 0.9 and 0.1, respectively. For the extensional regime source, 

normal and strike-slip style of faulting are used with weights of 0.67 and 0.33, respectively. For the 

compressional regime source, reverse and strike-slip style of faulting are used with weights of 0.67 and 

0.33, respectively. Table 3-1 indicates a decrease in the activity rates of the background model in this 

study compared to those used in the 2016 study. 

Figures 3-2 and 3-3 show contour plots of the seismicity rate (a-value) for the extensional and 

compressional regime background sources, respectively, with respect to the YDTI site location. Each 

figure shows the a-value contours for the fixed and the adaptive smoothing methods. For the 

extensional regime source zone, Figure 3-2 indicates that the fixed smoothing method results in a large 

area of higher seismicity towards the northwest of the YDTI site. The adaptive smoothing method results 

in more concentrated clusters of higher seismicity. Figure 3-3 shows that the seismicity associated with 

the compressional regime source zone is relatively low with the site located in an area of zero a-value 

for the fixed smoothing case. Figures 3-2 and 3-3 indicate that the smoothed gridded seismicity shows 

some spatial differences compared to the background source model contour plots in Al Atik and Gregor 

(2016). 

Table 3-1. Source parameters of the seismicity-based background sources based on Petersen et al. (2020). 
Weights of alternatives are given in brackets. Magnitude recurrence model is the truncated exponential model. 

Top of rupture is at 2 km, dip angle is 45 degrees, and seismogenic thickness is 15 km.  

The seismicity-based background model used in this study update is based on the U.S. Geological Survey 

(USGS) catalog (Mueller, 2019) including earthquakes that occurred through April 2018. A search for 

additional earthquakes that occurred in the site region since April 2018 was performed as part of this 

study to evaluate recent seismicity and the potential need to update the recurrence models of the 

seismicity-based background sources. Specifically, the ANSS seismicity catalog database was searched 

(https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/search/) for events with magnitudes 2.5 and larger since 

May 01, 2018, and through October 24, 2021. The geographical limits of the search are from -115.5 to -

109.5 degrees longitude and 43 to 49 degrees latitude. This search resulted in a total of 1,480 

Source Source Name Smoothing 

Closest 
Rupture 
Distance 
to Site 
(km) 

b-
value 

Mmin 
Activity 
Rate - 

N(M>Mmin) 
Mmax Sense of Slip 

WUSExt 
Extensional 

Regime 

Fixed [0.6] 5.1 0.8 5.00 0.4954 
7.45 [0.9] Strike-Slip [0.33] 

7.95 [0.1] Normal [0.67] 

Adaptive [0.4] 5.1 0.8 5.00 0.5396 
7.45 [0.9] Strike-Slip [0.33] 

7.95 [0.1] Normal [0.67] 

WUSCmp 
Compressional 

Regime 

Fixed [0.6] 102.6 0.8 5.00 0.0096 
7.45 [0.9] Strike-Slip [0.33] 

7.95 [0.1] Reverse [0.67] 

Adaptive [0.4] 5.1 0.8 5.00 0.0124 
7.45 [0.9] Strike-Slip [0.33] 

7.95 [0.1] Reverse [0.67] 

https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/search/
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earthquakes including dependent events, with a largest M of 6.5 for the March 31, 2020, Stanley, Idaho 

earthquake.  

The new seismicity catalog (since May 2018) is then processed to convert the various magnitude scales 

to uniform moment magnitude following the magnitude-scaling relationships in the Mid-Columbia PSHA 

report (JBA, 2012). Following the same approach that was used by the USGS, dependent events are 

identified based on Gardner and Knopoff (1974). The resulting declustered catalog for events since May 

1, 2018, consists of 154 events with 3 earthquakes having magnitude greater than 4. These events are 

plotted in Figure 3-4. A total of 41 earthquakes occurred since May 1, 2018, within 100 km of the YDTI 

site with a largest M 4.2 earthquake at 89.5 km from the site. The closest event is an M 2.9 earthquake 

at a distance of 40.9 km from the site. 

Next, the recurrence parameters of the truncated exponential model listed in Table 3-1 are evaluated in 

light of the additional 154 earthquakes that occurred since April 2018. Given the predominance of the 

extensional regime in the site region, the magnitude-recurrence models of the extensional source with 

fixed and adaptive smoothing models are evaluated. For this source, the cumulative number of 

earthquakes is estimated for the completeness period of the catalog for the different magnitude ranges 

by adding the observed number of earthquakes in the declustered catalog since April 2018 to the 

number of earthquakes predicted using the a- and b-values listed in Table 3-1 for the truncated 

exponential model. The western US completeness model in Mueller (2019) for areas outside of 

California is: M 4+ since 1963, M 5+ since 1930, and M 6+ since 1850. Using the periods of completeness 

for the different magnitude intervals, the cumulative annual rates of events are calculated and 

compared to the truncated exponential magnitude-recurrence model. Figure 3-5 shows this comparison 

for the extensional regime source for the fixed and adaptive smoothing models and indicates that the 

addition of the recent observed seismicity does not change the extensional regime magnitude-

recurrence models used in this study.  
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Figure 3-1. Seismicity and Quaternary faults in the YDTI site region (source: LCI 2021a). 
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Figure 3-2. Seismicity rate (a-value) contour plots for the extensional regime background source for the fixed 
smoothing method (top) and adaptive smoothing method (bottom). 
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Figure 3-3. Seismicity rate (a-value) contour plots for the compressional regime background source for the fixed 
smoothing method (top) and adaptive smoothing method (bottom). 
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Figure 3-4. Seismicity map showing the declustered earthquakes since May 1, 2018, around the YDTI site (red 
pentagon). The magenta circle shows the seismicity within 100 km radius of the site. The rocker, Continental, Elk 

Park, and East Ridge faults are shown in black. 
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Figure 3-5. Comparison of the truncated exponential recurrence model for fixed (top) and adaptive (bottom) 
smoothing for the extensional regime source to the recurrence rates obtained from adding the recent observed 

seismicity (2018 to 2021) to the model. 

3.2 Continental -Elk Park and Rocker Faults  

LCI (2021a) performed a Phase 1 geologic assessment of the Continental and Rocker faults using a 

combination of literature review and data compilation, expert interviews, geomorphic analyses, field 

reconnaissance, and site mapping. This study provided invaluable information regarding the evidence of 

Quaternary activity on the Continental, Rocker, and surrounding faults as well as the seismic 

characterization of these faults for implementation in the PSHA update for the YDTI site. Figure 3-6 

shows the various fault sections that are part of the LCI (2021a) study: Continental, Rocker, East Ridge, 

Klepper, and Elk Park faults. A key finding of this study is that there is strong geologic and geomorphic 
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evidence of Quaternary activity on the Continental fault and limited evidence of activity on the Rocker 

fault. Other key findings from LCI (2021a) are summarized below: 

¶ The Continental fault is Quaternary active with estimated length of 25.7 km. This estimated 

length is greater than the 18.2 km length used in Al Atik and Gregor (2016) resulting in larger 

characteristic magnitude on this fault compared the best estimate of characteristic magnitude 

of 6.5 used in Al Atik and Gregor (2016). 

¶ The East Ridge fault (a fault strand parallel to the Continental fault as shown in Figure 3-6) is 

likely Quaternary active with an estimated length of 8.2 km. This fault was only included as part 

of a sensitivity analysis in Al Atik and Gregor (2016). There is a possibility of linked rupture 

between the Continental and the East Ridge faults due to the close proximity of these faults (< 

1.5 km). 

¶ The Klepper-Elk Park fault (referred to hereafter as the Elk Park fault) is a previously 

uncharacterized Quaternary fault and was not included in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study. 

This fault should be included in this study update. 

¶ The Rocker fault is potentially Quaternary active with a lower slip rate than that of the 

continental fault. The estimated length of this fault is 59.8 km longer than the 43.5 km length 

used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016). 

¶ The southern part of the Elk Park fault and the northern parts of the Continental and East Ridge 

faults appear to form an accommodation zone in the vicinity of the site. Due to the dip reversal 

between the Elk Park fault and the Continental and East Ridge Faults, this accommodation zone 

is likely to represent a boundary to fault rupture (Wesnousky, 2008). However, given the 

complex multi-segment and triggered ruptures of historical earthquakes in Montana, linked 

rupture scenarios between the Elk Park, Continental and East Ridge faults should be considered 

as part of the source characterization of these faults. 

¶ A layered fault source model that balances the slip rate along the Continental, East Ridge, and 

Elk Park faults is recommended for use in the source characterization of these faults. 

Given the findings in LCI (2021a) and the potential complexity of the ruptures on the Continental, East 

Ridge and Elk Park faults, LCI was further contracted to develop an SSC hazard input document (HID) for 

these faults. This HID is documented in LCI (2021b) and provides best estimates and epistemic 

uncertainty in the parametrization of the characterization of the faults evaluated in LCI (2021a). A 

justification of this parametrization is also provided. The resulting logic tree for the Continental-Elk Park 

fault and the Rocker fault is shown in Figure 3-7 and incorporates the key findings from the Phase 1 fault 

study summarized in this section. As shown in Figure 3-7, the logic tree for the Continental-Elk Park and 

the Rocker faults includes nine nodes with one or more branches under each node. Branches connected 

with inclined lines at a dot represent alternative parameters reflecting the uncertainty in the 

characterized parameter. Branches connected by vertical lines, such as rupture scenarios for the 

Continental-Elk Park fault represent all elements of the model and not alternative representations.  

For the Continental-Elk Park fault, two alternative rupture models, Rupture Model A and B, are 

characterized defining the possible rupture combinations of the Continental-Elk Park-East Ridge fault 

sections. Rupture model A considers the accommodation zone between the Continental-East Ridge and 
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the Elk Park faults as a rupture barrier. As a result, the Continental-East Ridge and Elk Park faults rupture 

independently as shown in the possible rupture scenarios of Rupture Model A. The alternative Rupture 

Model B assumes that the Continental, East Ridge, and Elk-Park are structurally connected by the 

accommodation zone. As a result, two linked rupture scenarios are considered for Rupture Model B as 

shown in the logic tree of Figure 3-7. Based on Wesnousky (2008) reporting that normal fault ruptures 

end around structural discontinuities such as an accommodation zone approximately 70% of the time 

(LCI, 2021b), Rupture Models A and B were assigned weights of 0.8 and 0.2, respectively. This weighting 

reflects a significantly higher degree of confidence in ruptures on the Continental-East Ridge and Elk 

Park faults happening independently as opposed to much longer linked ruptures of the Continental-East 

Ridge-Elk Park faults. 

The best estimate slip rate on the Continental-Elk Park faults is set at 0.1 mm/year (LCI, 2021b) assuming 

a single event in 10,000 years compared to a best estimate slip rate of 0.02 mm/year used in Al Atik and 

Gregor (2016). LCI (2021b) notes that the slip rates on the Continental and Rocker faults remain poorly 

constrained. Based on the assumption that fault slip is transferred from the Continental fault in the 

south where the fault is a single strand to multiple overlapping faults in the center to the Elk Park fault 

in the north as shown in the zones in Figure 3-6, LCI (2021b) assigned for each rupture on the 

Continental-Elk Park fault slip rates of 0.05, 0.1, and 0.02 mm/year with weights of 0.6, 0.2, 0.2, 

respectively. 

A summary of the parameters presented in the logic tree in Figure 3-7 is given in Table 3-2. Best 

estimate dip angle for the Continental-Elk Park fault is 70 degrees similar to the dip angle used for the 

Continental fault in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016). The dip direction of Rupture Model A scenarios is 

listed in Table 3-2. The Continental and East-Ridge ruptures dip towards the site (i.e., site located on the 

hanging wall of these ruptures) while the Elk Park fault ruptures dip away from the site in the East 

direction placing the site on the footwall of these ruptures. For Rupture Model B, a change in dip 

direction from west to east occurs between the continental and the Elk Park sections. The 

implementation of this change in dip direction within a single rupture in the PSHA program is discussed 

in Section 6.1. 

The fault lengths and fault rupture lengths of the scenarios considered are based on the LCI (2021a) fault 

mapping. The characteristic magnitude for each rupture source is estimated in LCI (2021b) based on 

empirical relations between rupture dimensions and magnitude. Epistemic uncertainty around the best 

estimate of the characteristic magnitude is incorporated as shown in Table 3-2 and Figure 3-7. For 

Rupture Model A scenarios, the best estimate characteristic magnitude ranges from 6.6 to 6.8 while the 

characteristic magnitude for Rupture Model B scenarios is 7.0. We note that the characteristic 

magnitude used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study for the Continental fault had a best estimate of 

6.5. Two magnitude recurrence models, the maximum magnitude and the Youngs and Coppersmith 

(1985) characteristic magnitude models, are used in LCI (2021b) with weights of 0.3 and 0.7, 

respectively. 

For the Rocker fault, the seismic source characterization is relatively simple with a single segment fault 

rupture. The best estimate dip angle is 55 degrees similar to the dip angle used in Al Atik and Gregor 

(2016). The dip direction is towards the west dipping away from the site, putting the site on the footwall 

of the Rocker fault. The slip rate is 0.02 mm/year (best estimate) similar to the slip rate used in Al Atik 
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and Gregor (2016). The characteristic magnitude is 7.1 (best estimate) compared to M 7 used in Al Atik 

and Gregor (2016). 

The SSC of the Continental-Elk Park and Rocker faults based on LCI (2021b) and presented in Figure 3-7 

and Table 3-2 is implemented in this PSHA update for the YDTI site. The closest rupture distance from 

the source shown in Table 3-2 are listed in Table 3-3. As shown in Table 3-3, the closest Rrup distance 

from the Continental-Elk Park fault to the site is 1.43 km from the west dipping segments (dipping 

towards the site) CF-S + CF-C + CF-N. For Rupture Model B, two closest distances are listed for the west-

dipping and east-dipping segments. The closest distance to the Rocker fault is 7.14 km. 

Table 3-2. Source parameters for the Continental-Elk Park and the Rocker faults (source: LCI, 2021b). The style-

of-faulting is normal. Weights are given in brackets. 

 

Table 3-3. Closest Rrup distance from the rupture scenarios on the Continental-Elk Park and the Rocker faults to 

the YDTI site. 

Fault Name Continental-Elk Park Fault 

Rocker 
Fault 

Rupture 
Model 

Rupture Model A Rupture Model B 

Rupture 
Scenario 

CF-S + CF-C 
+ CF-N 

CF-S + 
ERF 

Elk-C + 
Elk-N 

Elk-N 
LS-1 (CF-S+CF-
C+CF-N+Elk-N) 

LS-2 (CF-S to 
ERF to Elk-C 

to Elk-N) 

Closest Rrup 
to the Site 

(km) 
1.43 3.26 3.15 8.62 

8.62 (E) ς  
1.43 (W) 

3.14 (E) ς  
3.26 (W) 

7.14 
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Figure 3-6. Fault sections part of the LCI (2021) study. Abbreviations: ERF = East Ridge fault, KP = Klepper fault, 
LSF = Lucky Strike fault, and CF = Continental fault) (source: LCI 2021b). 
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Figure 3-7. Continental-Elk Park and Rocker faults seismic source characterization logic trees (source: LCI 2021b). 
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3.3 Other Faults  

In addition to the Continental-Elk Park and the Rocker faults, other fault sources that were used in Al 

Atik and Gregor (2016) are included in this study update. These faults are primarily based on Petersen et 

al. (2014) and are within 200 km of the YDTI site. These faults are shown in Figure 3-8 and their 

parameter characterization is listed in Tables 3-4 to 3-6. The Georgia Gulch fault is the closest from this 

set of fault sources to the YDTI site located at a closest rupture distance of 49 km. We note that the 

2018 update to the NSHMs (Petersen et al., 2020) used the same fault sources as in Petersen et al. 

(2014). As a result, the characterization of these fault sources remains unchanged in this study update. 

We also note that hazard results by source type in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study indicated that 

these fault sources have a small contribution to the total hazard at the YDTI site. 

Petersen et al. (2014) modeled fault rupture as full-source rupture and floating partial-source ruptures 

that generate earthquakes with M 6.5 to the magnitude of the full-source rupture.  These two models of 

rupture are given weights of 0.667 and 0.333, respectively. The magnitude recurrence for the full-source 

ruptures is modeled with the maximum magnitude model as a truncated normal distribution with a 

standard deviation ( )̀ ƻŦ лΦмн ŀƴŘ ǘǊǳƴŎŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŜƴŘ ŀǘ нˋΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘǊǳƴŎŀǘŜŘ ŜȄǇƻƴŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ 

with a minimum M of 6.5 is used to model the magnitude recurrence on the partial-source ruptures. A 

b-value of 0.8 was used for all sources. The Well and Coppersmith (1994) relations were used to assign 

maximum magnitudes for the full-source ruptures of the faults. All the faults included in this analysis 

have normal sense of slip. Each fault source extends from the ground surface to a depth of 15 km and is 

assigned a dip angle of 50 ° 15 degrees. Slip rates on these fault sources were estimated using a 

geologic-based model with weight of 0.8 and two equally weighted geodetic-based models (Bird 2013 

and Zeng and Shen 2013) with a total weight of 0.2. 
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Table 3-4. Source parameters of other faults sources used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study based on Petersen et al. (2014). Weights are given in 
parentheses. All faults have a normal style-of-faulting, top of rupture is at 0 km, seismogenic thickness is 15 km, and b value is 0.8. 

Fault 
Number 

Fault Name 

Closest 
Distance 
to Site 
(km) 

Mmin 
Recurrence 

Model 
Slip Rate 
(mm/yr) 

Recurrence 
Interval 
(yr) (1) 

Activity Rate - 
N(M>Mmin) (2) 

Slip Rate / 
Recurrence 
Interval / 
Activity 

Rate 
Weight 

Mmax 
Dip 

(degrees) 

Fault 
Length 
(km) 

667 
Georgia 

Gulch fault 
49.2 5.00 Max Mag (1) 

0.040 14006 n/a (0.8) 6.42 (0.6) 50 W (0.6) 

14 0.360 1575 n/a (0.1) 6.22 (0.2) 35 W (0.2) 

0.050 11338 n/a (0.1) 6.62 (0.2) 65 W (0.2) 

678 
Helena 

Valley fault 
82.1 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.013 57143 0.000023 (0.8) 6.60 (0.6) 50 S (0.6) 

20 0.050 14925 0.000087 (0.1) 6.40 (0.2) 35 S (0.2) 

0.010 74627 0.000017 (0.1) 6.80 (0.2) 65 S (0.2) 

655 
Madison 

fault 
94.1 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.522 4951 0.000285 (0.8) 7.45 (0.6) 50 W (0.6) 

111 0.510 5051 0.000278 (0.1) 7.25 (0.2) 35 W (0.2) 

0.480 5376 0.000262 (0.1) 7.65 (0.2) 65 W (0.2) 

671 
Canyon 

Ferry fault 
87.7 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.170 6993 0.000107 (0.8) 6.92 (0.6) 50 SW (0.6) 

39 0.070 16920 0.000044 (0.1) 6.72 (0.2) 35 SW (0.2) 

0.220 5376 0.000139 (0.1) 7.12 (0.2) 65 SW (0.2) 

644 
Blacktail 

fault 
97.1 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.039 31546 0.000025 (0.8) 6.94 (0.6) 50 NE (0.6) 

40 0.030 41153 0.000019 (0.1) 6.74 (0.2) 35 NE (0.2) 

0.050 24691 0.000032 (0.1) 7.14 (0.2) 65 NE (0.2) 

645 
Sweetwater 

fault 
99.3 5.00 Max Mag (1) 

0.052 10373 n/a (0.8) 6.38 (0.6) 50 NE (0.6) 

13 0.100 5405 n/a (0.1) 6.18 (0.2) 35 NE (0.2) 

0.060 9009 n/a (0.1) 6.58 (0.2) 65 NE (0.2) 

648 
Red Rock 
Hills fault 

123.3 5.00 Max Mag (1) 

0.222 2041 n/a (0.8) 6.27 (0.6) 50 W (0.6) 

11 0.180 2519 n/a (0.1) 6.07 (0.2) 35 W (0.2) 

0.220 2058 n/a (0.1) 6.47 (0.2) 65 W (0.2) 

(1) Recurrence interval was used for the maximum magnitude model 

(2) Activity rate was used for the truncated exponential model 
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Table 3-5. Source parameters of other faults sources used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study based on Petersen et al. (2014). Weights are given in 
parentheses. All faults have a normal style-of-ŦŀǳƭǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǊǳǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀǘ л ƪƳΣ ǎŜƛǎƳƻƎŜƴƛŎ ǘƘƛŎƪƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ мр ƪƳΣ ŀƴŘ ō ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛǎ лΦу όŎƻƴǘΩŘύΦ 

Fault 
Number 

Fault Name 

Closest 
Distance 
to Site 
(km) 

Mmin 
Recurrence 

Model 
Slip Rate 
(mm/yr) 

Recurrence 
Interval 
(yr) (1) 

Activity Rate - 
N(M>Mmin) (2) 

Slip Rate / 
Recurrence 
Interval / 
Activity 

Rate 
Weight 

Mmax 
Dip 

(degrees) 

Fault 
Length 
(km) 

641 
Red Rock 

fault 
137 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.653 1372 0.000667 (0.8) 6.73 (0.6) 50 E (0.6) 

27 0.100 8929 0.000102 (0.1) 6.53 (0.2) 35 E (0.2) 

0.820 1092 0.000839 (0.1) 6.93 (0.2) 65 E (0.2) 

603 
Beaverhead 

fault 
150.2 6.50 Trunc Exp (1) 

0.157 n/a 0.000319 (0.8) 7.00 (0.6) 50 SW (0.6) 

134 0.310 n/a 0.000631 (0.1) 6.80 (0.2) 35 SW (0.2) 

0.210 n/a 0.000428 (0.1) 7.20 (0.2) 65 SW (0.2) 

642 
Emigrant 

fault 
151.2 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.326 4926 0.000168 (0.8) 7.12 (0.6) 50 NW (0.6) 

57 0.170 9259 0.000087 (0.1) 6.92 (0.2) 35 NW (0.2) 

0.420 3759 0.000215 (0.1) 7.32 (0.2) 65 NW (0.2) 

656 
Hebgen-Red 
Canyon fault 

157.6 6.50 
Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.653 10299 0.000094 (0.8) 7.30 (0.6) 50 SW (0.6) 

25 1.250 5376 0.000181 (0.1) 7.10 (0.2) 35 SW (0.2) 

0.730 9174 0.000106 (0.1) 7.50 (0.2) 65 SW (0.2) 

643 
Centennial 

fault 
155.5 6.50 

Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.914 1862 0.000504 (0.8) 7.17 (0.6) 50 N (0.6) 

64 0.910 1869 0.000501 (0.1) 6.97 (0.2) 35 N (0.2) 

1.390 1224 0.000766 (0.1) 7.37 (0.2) 65 N (0.2) 

698 Jocko fault 160.8 5.00 Max Mag (1) 

0.104 5814 n/a (0.8) 6.47 (0.6) 50 NW (0.6) 

16 0.220 2770 n/a (0.1) 6.27 (0.2) 35 NW (0.2) 

0.100 6098 n/a (0.1) 6.67 (0.2) 65 NW (0.2) 

(1) Recurrence interval was used for the maximum magnitude model 

(2) Activity rate was used for the truncated exponential model 
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Table 3-6. Source parameters of other faults sources used in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study based on Petersen et al. (2014). Weights are given in 
parentheses. All faults have a normal style-of-ŦŀǳƭǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǊǳǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀǘ л ƪƳΣ ǎŜƛǎƳƻƎŜƴƛŎ ǘƘƛŎƪƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ мр ƪƳΣ ŀƴŘ ō ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛǎ лΦу όŎƻƴǘΩŘύΦ 

Fault 
Number 

Fault Name 

Closest 
Distance 
to Site 
(km) 

Mmin 
Recurrence 

Model 
Slip Rate 
(mm/yr) 

Recurrence 
Interval 
(yr) (1) 

Activity Rate - 
N(M>Mmin) (2) 

Slip Rate / 
Recurrence 
Interval / 
Activity 

Rate 
Weight 

Mmax 
Dip 

(degrees) 

Fault 
Length 
(km) 

699 Mission fault 173.4 6.50 
Max Mag (0.667) 
Trunc Exp (0.333) 

0.418 5435 0.000208 (0.8) 7.36 (0.6) 50 W (0.6) 

92 0.280 8065 0.000139 (0.1) 7.16 (0.2) 35 W (0.2) 

0.430 5263 0.000214 (0.1) 7.56 (0.2) 65 W (0.2) 

602 Lemhi fault 189.9 6.50 Trunc Exp (1) 

0.287 n/a 0.000642 (0.8) 7.00 (0.6) 50 SW (0.6) 

147 0.310 n/a 0.000693 (0.1) 6.80 (0.2) 35 SW (0.2) 

0.380 n/a 0.000849 (0.1) 7.20 (0.2) 65 SW (0.2) 
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Figure 3-8. Fault sources in the vicinity of the YDTI site used in Al Atik and Gregor (2016) and based on Petersen 
et al. (2014). The Continental-Elk Park and Rocker faults are shown in Figure 3-6. 

 

  



27 

 

4. GROUND MOTION CHARACTERIZATION 

As discussed in Section 2.0, Al Atik and Gregor (2016) used the 5 NGA-West2 GMPEs (ASK14, BSSA14, 

CB14, CY14, and Id14) and Wong et al. (2005) for the median prediction of ground motions given 

earthquakes in the YDTI site region. The NGA-West2 GMPEs were used along with their respective 

standard deviation models while Wong et al. (2005) was used with the ASK14 standard deviation model. 

The epistemic uncertainty model of Al Atik and Youngs (2014) was used to incorporate the epistemic 

uncertainty in the median prediction of the 5 NGA-West2 GMPEs. In this study update, an evaluation of 

the 5 NGA-West2 GMPEs, Wong et al. (2005), Akkar et al. (2014), and Boore et al. (2021) models is 

performed for applicability to the YDTI site region. This evaluation consists of a review of the datasets 

used in the development of these GMPEs, applicability limitations, comparisons of GMPE ground-motion 

predictions to empirical recordings in the study region, as well as comparison of predicted response 

spectra for hazard relevant scenarios for the YDTI site. 

Similar to the GMPEs evaluation in Al Atik and Gregor (2016), the NGA-West2 GMPEs were favored 

because of the large uniformly processed datasets used to develop these models as well as their 

applicability to a wide magnitude and distance range. These GMPEs are considered the standard state of 

practice for ground-motion prediction from earthquakes in active tectonic regions. In general, these 

GMPEs are considered well suited for the tectonic environment in the YDTI site region. One potential 

drawback for the application of the NGA-West2 GMPEs to the YDTI site region is the relatively small 

subset of ground-motion data from normal earthquakes relative to strike-slip and reverse earthquakes 

in the NGA-West2 database. As a result, additional GMPEs (Akkar et al. 2014, and Boore et al. 2021) that 

have a larger subset of empirical data from normal earthquakes are evaluated for applicability to the 

YDTI site. For the NGA-West2 GMPEs, we note that Id14 is limited in its applicability to distances within 

150 km and VS30 җ 450 m/sec. Given that the hazard at the YDTI site is required for a reference VS30 of 

760 m/sec as well as a site-specific VS30 of 420 m/sec, the Id14 GMPE is less suited for use in this study 

update. 

Wong et al. (2005) is a stochastic-based GMPE developed specifically for eastern and western Montana 

to compensate for the lack of region-specific models. A point-source stochastic model was used to 

model earthquakes with M 5.5, 6.5, and 7.5 in the distance range of 1 to 400 km to generate a 

simulation database of ground motions. A single-corner source model with variable stress drop was used 

for western Montana. The final regression model given this database, which is a function of magnitude 

and rupture distance, is applicable to soft-rock site condition with VS30 of 760 m/sec. This GMPE is less 

suited for this study update given the need to develop ground motions for the site-specific VS30 of 420 

m/sec. Moreover, the lead developer of this model recently recommended that Wong et al. (2005) not 

be used for the YDTI study update given that this model is derived based on stochastic simulations while 

other models such as the NGA-West2 GMPEs are better constrained by a large set of empirical data 

(Wong 2021, personal communication). 

Akkar et al. (2014) is a pan-European GMPE developed based on ground-motion recordings from crustal 

earthquakes in Europe and the Middle East. This GMPE is applicable to earthquakes with M җ 4, distance 

up to 200 km, spectral periods of 0.01 to 4 sec, and a range of site conditions.  This GMPE is evaluated 

for inclusion in this study update based on the relatively large dataset of ground-motion recordings from 

normal earthquakes used in its model development. Similarly, the Boore et al. (2021) GMPE is a recent 
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ground-motion model developed for application to Greece. It is based on a relatively large number of 

ground-motion recordings from normal earthquakes compared to strike-slip and reverse earthquakes 

and is, therefore, evaluated for inclusion in this study update. While both Akkar et al. (2014) and Boore 

et al. (2021) GMPEs include a relatively well-constrained style-of-faulting term for normal earthquakes, 

these two GMPEs are developed for a different tectonic environment than that of the YDTI region. 

Including these models in this study update would require a more careful evaluation of their 

applicability to Montana and the development of potential host-to-target region adjustments to these 

models to render them more applicable to the YDTI region. 

Similar to the 2016 study, we compare ground-motion recordings from earthquakes in the YDTI region 

to median ground-motion predictions from the 8 GMPEs discussed in this section. In addition to the 

recordings from the M 6 Helena (mainshock and aftershock) and the M 5.6 Dillon earthquakes used in Al 

Atik and Gregor (2016), we add recordings from the 2005 M 5.8 Lincoln earthquake. The Helena and the 

Lincoln earthquakes have a strike slip faulting mechanism while the Dillon earthquake has a normal style 

of faulting. Some of the recording stations of these earthquakes do not have measured VS30 values and 

are assigned nominal VS30 of 550 m/sec. The empirical recordings ranged in distance from around 3 km 

(Helena mainshock and aftershock) to 266 km. Comparisons of GMPEs median predictions to these 

recorded ground motions did not indicate specific and consistent trends related to the applicability of 

these GMPEs to the empirical recordings from the YDTI region. In general, response spectra from the 

NGA-West2 GMPEs tended to be comparable to the recordings from the Dillon earthquake particularly 

at short distance but did not fit very well some of the other recordings. Similar observations are made 

regarding the Wong et al. (2005), Akkar et al. (2014), and Boore et al. (2021). Predicted median response 

spectra from these GMPEs did not consistently agree well with the empirical recordings. 

The 8 candidate GMPEs discussed in this section are also evaluated for hazard relevant scenarios for the 

YDTI site. Comparisons of median predictions and standard deviations of these GMPEs are evaluated for 

the MCE scenarios on the Continental fault (M 6.8 earthquake scenario from Rupture Model A and M 7 

scenario LS-1 from Rupture Model B) and a gridded seismicity-based earthquake scenario with M 6 and 

distance of 30 km.  

Figure 4-1 (top) presents a comparison of the median ground-motion predictions of the 8 candidate 

GMPEs for the M 6.8 MCE Rupture Model A01 (CF-S+CF-C+CF-N) scenario on the Continental fault for a 

VS30 of 760 m/sec. This MCE scenario is at an Rrup distance of 1.43 km from the YDTI site with the site 

located on the hanging wall. Figure 4-1 (bottom) shows a comparison of the total standard deviation of 

the candidate GMPEs for this earthquake scenario. For median predictions, Figure 4-1 (top) shows a 

wide range of predictions from the 5 NGA-West2 GMPEs, particularly at short periods. This larger 

epistemic uncertainty from the NGA-West2 GMPEs is expected for this scenario earthquake given the 

lack of empirical data in the NGA-West2 GMPEs from normal earthquakes and at very short distances. 

We also note that the Id14 GMPE shows a somewhat unusual spectral shape at periods less than 0.05 

sec with median predictions outside of the prediction range from the other NGA-West2 GMPEs for 

periods less than 0.03 sec. At long periods greater than 0.75 sec, the median prediction from Id14 falls 

below the range of predictions from the rest of the NGA-West2 GMPEs. Figure 4-1 (top) shows a 

different spectral shape for the median prediction of Wong et al. (2005) (wea05) compared to the NGA-

West2 GMPEs with the peak of the spectrum shifted to shorter periods and predictions exceeding those 

of the NGA-West2 GMPEs for periods 0.04 and 0.1 sec and periods of 1 sec and larger. The median 
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prediction from Akkar et al. (2014) GMPE (Aea13) generally follows that of ASK14 with the values falling 

below the median prediction of the rest of the models at long periods greater than 0.5 sec. The median 

prediction from Boore et al. (2021) (Bea21) follows that of BSSA14 with values exceeding those of the 

rest of the GMPEs at periods greater than 1 sec. Comparing the standard deviation of the candidate 

models for this scenario, we note that Wea05 has a larger standard deviation compared to the rest of 

the models. The standard deviation of this model is not considered reliable due to the use of stochastic 

simulations in the development of this model. The Aea13 standard deviation is also larger than that of 

the NGA-West2 GMPEs. This is due to the predominance of small magnitude data used to develop this 

model and the homoscedastic nature of its standard deviation. 

Figure 4-2 shows a comparison of the median predictions (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the 8 

candidate GMPEs for Rupture Model B LS-1 scenario earthquake on the Continental fault for VS30 of 760 

m/sec. Using the generalized coordinates 2 system (GS2), the closest point from the site to the rupture 

surface is on the west dipping part of this rupture (CF-S+CF-C+CF-N) with an Rrup of 1.43 km.  Similar 

observations can be made on the comparisons in Figure 4-2 as those made on Figure 4-1 given the 

similarity of the 2 earthquake scenarios. Figures 4-3 and 4-4 show similar comparisons of the 8 

candidate GMPEs for a scenario with M 6 and distance of 30 km with the site located on the hanging 

wall and footwall, respectively, for VS30 of 760 m/sec. For this scenario, Wea05 shows similar median 

predictions for the site location on the hanging wall and the footwall. This is due to the absence of a 

hanging wall term in this GMPE. For the site location on the hanging wall, Figure 4-3 shows that the RJB-

based BSSA14 GMPE has the largest median prediction compared to the rest of the GMPEs. For both 

hanging wall and footwall cases, Wea05 has low median predictions compared to the rest of the GMPEs 

over the entire period range. For the footwall case, Figure 4-4 shows that the median predictions from 

Wea05, Aea13, and Bea21 are the low range of predictions from the candidate GMPEs for the footwall 

case. 

Based on the need to develop ground motions for a VS30 of 420 m/sec along with the evaluation of the 

candidate GMPEs presented in this section, we select 4 NGA-West2 GMPEs for use for this study. These 

are: ASK14, BSS14, CB14, and CY14. We do not select Id14 because it is not applicable for VS30 of 420 

m/sec and because of its unusual spectral shape for very short distances as shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-

2. Similarly, Wea05 is only applicable for VS30 of 760 m/sec and is based on stochastic simulations and 

not empirical ground motion data. Based on that and the recommendation from Wong (2021, personal 

communication) not to use Wea05, we do not include Wea05 for this study update. The Aea13 and 

Bea21 GMPEs are not selected despite the abundance of normal faulting events in the datasets used to 

develop these models. We do not select these GMPEs because they are region-specific and would 

require a more careful evaluation and the potential development of host-to-target adjustments for 

applicability to southwest Montana. Similar to the 2016 update, we use the Al Atik and Youngs (2014) 

epistemic uncertainty model for the GMPE median prediction. The GMC logic tree for the YDTI study 

update is shown in Figure 4-5. 
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Figure 4-1. Comparison of the median prediction (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the 8 candidate 
GMPEs for the Continental-Elk Park fault Rupture Model A01 (CF-S+CF-C+CF-N) scenario with M 6.8, Rrup of 1.43 

km, and VS30 of 760 m/sec. 
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Figure 4-2. Comparison of the median prediction (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the 8 candidate 
GMPEs for the Continental-Elk Park fault Rupture Model B-LS1 (CF-S+CF-C+CF-N+ELK-N) linked scenario with M 

7, Rrup of 1.43 km, and VS30 of 760 m/sec. 
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Figure 4-3. Comparison of the median prediction (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the 8 candidate 
GMPEs for a gridded seismicity normal earthquake scenario with M 6, Rrup of 30 km, and VS30 of 760 m/sec and 

with the site located on the hanging wall. 
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Figure 4-4. Comparison of the median prediction (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the 8 candidate 
GMPEs for a gridded seismicity normal earthquake scenario with M 6, Rrup of 30 km, and VS30 of 760 m/sec and 

with the site located on the footwall. 
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Figure 4-5. Logic tree for the median ground-motion model used in this study. s refers to the additional 
epistemic uncertainty in LN units based on Al Atik and Youngs (2014). M refers to magnitude, SOF to style-of-

faulting, and T to spectral period. 
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5. SITE CONDITIONS 

The update of the PSHA and DSHA for the YDTI site is performed for the reference site class B/C with VS30 

of 760 m/sec consistent with the 2016 study. For this reference site condition, basin depths to shear 

wave velocity horizons of 1 and 2.5 km/sec (Z1 and Z25), needed as input to the NGA-West2 GMPEs, are 

assigned based on the average empirical relationships between these depths and the VS30 value of 760 

m/sec. Default Z1 and Z25 depths for VS30 of 760 m/sec are 0.045 and 0.607 km, respectively. 

In addition to the reference site condition, the PSHA and DSHA are also performed for the site-specific 

condition at the YDTI site. Based on the recent site investigations at the Horseshoe Bend (HsB) area 

situated at the downstream embankment toe of the YDTI and documented in KP (2019 and 2020), a VS30 

value of 420 m/sec is selected as representative of site-specific conditions at the YDTI site for this study 

update (KP 2021, personal communication). To estimate the corresponding Z1 and Z25 values, the VS 

profiles obtained from the recent downhole seismic testing at boreholes DH18-03 and DH18-04 shown 

in Figure 5-1 are evaluated. These VS profiles extended to a total depth of about 77 m and are shown in 

Figure 5-2. Both DH18-03 and DH18-04 VS profiles encountered VS greater than 1000 m/sec allowing for 

a site-specific estimate of Z1. The average site-specific estimate of Z1 from the two VS profiles is 0.058 

km and is listed in Table 5-1 along with the default Z1 value of 0.337 km for VS30 of 420 m/sec. A site-

specific estimate of Z25 is not possible given that the measured VS profiles did not encounter a VS 

horizon of 2,500 m/sec. As a result, the site-specific Z1 of 0.058 km and the default Z25 estimate of 

1.196 km are used in this study for VS30 of 420 m/sec. We note that the use of a site-specific Z1 that is 

shallower than the default value is expected to lead to a reduction of the median ground motion for 

periods greater than about 0.5 sec compared to the ground-motion prediction obtained using the 

default value Z1 for the ASK14, BSSA14, and CY14 GMPEs. The Z25 estimate is only used in the CB14 

GMPE.  

 

Table 5-1. Estimates of Z1 and Z25 values for VS30 of 420 and 760 m/sec for the YDTI site. 

VS30 (m/sec) 
Site-Specific Z1 

(km) 
Site-Specific Z25 

(km) 
Default Z1 (km) Default Z25 (km) 

420 0.058 - 0.337 1.196 

760 - - 0.045 0.607 
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Figure 5-1. 2019 Horseshoe Bend site investigation seismic cone penetration test and drillhole locations (source: KP 2020)
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Figure 5-2. Measured VS profiles from downhole seismic testing at DH18-03 and DH18-04 boreholes.
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6. HAZARD RESULTS 

Probabilistic and deterministic seismic hazard calculations are carried out using the computer program 

HAZ45.2 (Abrahamson and Gregor, 2015). This PSHA program follows a standard state of practice 

approach for probabilistic seismic hazard analysis given a seismic source model and a ground-motion 

model. A sigma truncation value of 8.0 is used for the PSHA and sources within a maximum distance of 

300 km are included. The minimum magnitude used in the analysis is 5.0. Mean Hazard curves are 

computed for the following suite of spectral periods: PGA (0.01 sec), 0.02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.05, 0.075, 0.1, 

0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.75, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 7.5 and 10.0 sec. Based on this suite of 

hazard curves, uniform hazard spectra (UHS) are computed for the suite of return periods of 475, 1,000, 

2,475, and 10,000 years. Estimates of the mean magnitude, distance and epsilon values associated with 

the suite of return periods are also computed and presented for the site. Binned magnitude and 

distance contributions to the hazard for the suite of return periods are computed and presented below. 

Given the logic trees for the seismic sources and the ground-motion models, fractile hazard curves and 

fractile UHS are computed and presented below. These fractile curves allow for an evaluation of the 

uncertainty in the mean hazard results based on the epistemic uncertainty characterization of the 

seismic source and ground-motion models. 

Given the changes in the source characterization of the seismicity-based background model, the 

Continental, and the Rocker faults as well as the changes in the GMC model compared to the 2016 

study, we first present a sensitivity analysis showing the incremental impact of these changes on the 

PSHA results. This is followed by a presentation of the PSHA and DSHA results and comparisons for this 

study update. 

6.1 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Sensitivity Analyses 

Using the GMC model of Al Atik and Gregor (2016) shown in Figure 2-1, probabilistic seismic hazard 

calculations are performed for the updated source model presented in Section 3 of this report. This 

sensitivity analysis allows for an evaluation of the isolated impact of the updates to the SSC model on 

the PSHA results. These updates involve the characterization of the seismicity-based background model, 

the Continental, and the Rocker faults. Figure 6-1 presents the hazard results from this run compared to 

the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) PSHA results for the gridded seismicity, Continental, and Rocker faults as 

well as for the total hazard at PGA and periods of 0.2, 1, and 3 sec for VS30 of 760 m/sec. 

Using the 2016 GMC model, Figure 6-1 indicates a reduction in the hazard results for the updated 

seismicity-based background source compared to the 2016 background source at PGA and periods of 

0.2, 1, and 3 sec. This is supported by the observed reduction in the 2018 NSHMs results at the YDTI site 

compared to the 2014 NSHMs results. The update of the Rocker fault characterization leads to a 

reduction in the hazard results at PGA and periods of 0.2, 1, and 3 sec compared to the 2016 results for 

this fault. This reduction in the hazard for the Rocker fault does not lead to a noticeable change in the 

total hazard at the YDTI site due to the low contribution from the Rocker fault to the hazard at the site. 

The updated characterization of the Continental-Elk Park fault leads to an expected increase in the 

hazard from this fault at the site compared to the 2016 results for this fault as shown in Figure 6-1.  
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The change in the total hazard due to the update of the SSC model compared to the 2016 model is also 

shown in Figure 6-1 and is represented by a decrease in the hazard at short return periods (large annual 

probability of exceedance) and an increase at long return periods (low annual probability of 

exceedance). The decrease in the hazard at short return periods is driven by the update to the 

seismicity-based background source while the increase at long return periods is driven by the update to 

the Continental fault characterization. Figure 6-2 shows the ratio of the UHS obtained using the updated 

SSC model with the 2016 GMC model to the UHS from Al Atik and Gregor (2016) for periods of 0.01 

(PGA), 0.2, 1, and 3 sec for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, 5,000, and 10,000 years. For the short 

return periods of 475 and 1,000 years, Figure 6-2 shows a reduction in the UHS on the order of 2 to 10% 

at periods of 0.01 to 3 sec due to the update of the SSC model. For return periods of 1,000 to 10,000 

years, Figure 6-2 shows an increase in the UHS on the order of 2 to 16% as a result of the updated SSC 

model. 

Next, we evaluate the impact of updating the GMC model from the 2016 model shown in Figure 2-1 to 

the one used for this study update shown in Figure 4-5. For this sensitivity analysis, we use the updated 

SSC model and we run the analysis for VS30 of 760 m/sec. Figure 6-3 shows the comparison of total 

hazard results as well as results by source type for PGA and spectral periods of 0.2, 1, and 3 sec based on 

the change in the GMC model. This figure indicates an increase in the hazard results at PGA and periods 

of 0.2 and 1 sec due to the use of the 4 NGA-West2 GMPEs compared to the 5 NGA-West2 models and 

Wea05. At period of 3 sec, a reduction in the hazard is observed with the updated GMC model. Figure 6-

4 shows the ratio of the UHS obtained using the updated GMC model relative to the 2006 GMC model at 

spectral periods of 0.01 (PGA), 0.2, 1, and 3 sec and for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, 5,000, and 

10,000 years. As observed in the comparison of the hazard curves, Figure 6-4 indicates that, for VS30 of 

760 m/sec, the UHS values are larger using the updated GMC model compared to the 2006 GMC models 

at short spectral periods. This increase is on the order of 6 to 18% for the 475-year return period and 5 

to 11% for the 10,000-year return period. At the spectral period of 3 sec, a reduction in the UHS of about 

16% is observed.  

Finally, a comparison of the hazard results at the YDTI site obtained using the updated SSC and GMC 

models for VS30 of 760 m/sec to the results in the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) study are shown in Figure 6-5 

for PGA and spectral periods of 0.2, 1, and 3 sec. This figure reflects the combined impact of updating 

the SSC and GMC models compared to the 2016 study results. This update leads to a general increase in 

the total hazard at PGA and spectral periods of 0.2 and 1 sec. At period of 3 sec, the study update leads 

to a reduction in the total hazard compared to the results from the 2016 study. Figure 6-6 shows the 

ratio of the UHS obtained using the updated SSC and GMC models to the UHS of the 2016 study for VS30 

of 760 m/sec. For short spectral periods Җ 1 sec, Figure 6-6 shows an increase in the UHS for this study 

update. This increase is Җ с҈ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ птр-year return period and on the order of 20 to 24% for the 

10,000-year return period. At the long return period of 10,000 years, this increase is due to the increase 

in the hazard due to the update of both SSC and GMC models. At the spectral period of 3 sec, the study 

update shows a decrease in the UHS on the order of 4% for 10,000-year return period to 19% for the 

475-year return period. 
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Figure 6-1. Comparison of mean annual probability of exceedance by source type at PGA (top left) and periods of 
0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), and 3 sec (bottom right) using the updated SSC model and the GMC model 

of Al Atik and Gregor (2016) compared to results from the 2016 study for VS30 of 760 m/sec. Solid lines are for 
the updated SSC model and dashed lines are for the PSHA results of Al Atik and Gregor (2016). 
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Figure 6-2. Ratio of UHS at periods of 0.01 (PGA), 0.2, 1, and 3 sec obtained using the updated SSC model and the 

GMC model of Al Atik and Gregor (2016) to the UHS from the 2016 study for VS30 of 760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-3. Comparison of mean annual probability of exceedance by source type at PGA (top left) and periods of 
0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), and 3 sec (bottom right) using the updated GMC model compared to the 
GMC model of Al Atik and Gregor (2016) for the updated SSC model and for VS30 of 760 m/sec. Solid lines are for 

the updated GMC model and dashed lines are for the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) GMC model. 
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Figure 6-4. Ratio of UHS at periods of 0.01 (PGA), 0.2, 1, and 3 sec obtained using the updated GMC model and 
to the UHS obtained using the Al Atik and Gregor (2016) GMC model for the updated SSC model and for VS30 of 

760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-5. Comparison of mean annual probability of exceedance by source type at PGA (top left) and periods of 
0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), and 3 sec (bottom right) for this study update (solid lines) compared to 

the Atik and Gregor (2016) results (dashed lines) for VS30 of 760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-6. Ratio of UHS at periods of 0.01 (PGA), 0.2, 1, and 3 sec from this study to the UHS from Al Atik and 

Gregor (2016) for VS30 of 760 m/sec.  

6.2 PSHA Results 

Probabilistic mean hazard curves from this study update are shown in Figure 6-7 for PGA and spectral 

periods of 0.2, 1, and 3 sec for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 m/sec. The hazard curves are shown by 

source type for the important sources controlling the hazard at the site. Figure 6-7 indicates that the 

seismicity-based background source controls the hazard for return periods less than 2,475 years at all 

spectral periods shown. For return periods greater than 2,475 years, the Continental-Elk Park fault (also 

referred to as Continental fault) become the dominant contributor to the hazard at the 4 spectral 

periods shown. For the seismicity-based background source, Figure 6-7 shows the total hazard from the 

gridded seismicity as well as the hazard from the extensional and compressional regime sources that 

make up the total hazard from the gridded seismicity. Figure 6-7 indicates that the extensional regime 

source is the largest contributor to the hazard from the gridded seismicity with a negligible contribution 

from the compressional regime source type. Similarly, the total hazard from the Continental-Elk Park 

fault is shown in Figure 6-7 along with the hazard from Rupture Models A and B that make up the total 

hazard from this fault. Figure 6-7 indicates that the Rupture Model A is a biggest contributor to the total 

hazard from the Continental fault with a negligible contribution from the linked Rupture Model B 

sources. This is expected given the 80% and 20% weights assigned to Rupture Models A and B, 

respectively. Finally, Figure 6-7 show a minor contribution to the hazard from the Rocker fault. 

Given the hazard curves for the full suite of spectral periods, the computed uniform hazard spectra 

(UHS) for the YDTI site at return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, and 10,000-year return periods are listed 

in Table 6-1 and shown in Figure 6-8 in log-linear and log-log scales for VS30 of 760 m/sec. The dominant 

scenarios characterized in terms of the mean magnitude, distance, and number of standard deviations 

of ground motion (epsilon) are shown in Figure 6-9 and listed in Tables 6-2 to 6-4 for return periods of 

475, 1,000, 2,475, and 10,000 years and for VS30 of 760 m/sec. As expected, Figure 6-9 indicates that the 

mean magnitude increases and the mean distance decreases with the increasing return period hazard 

level. For the ground motion at periods greater than 1 sec, Figure 6-9 shows that the mean magnitude 
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(M 6.6 to 7.0) is larger than that at shorter periods and the mean distance also increases compared to 

the shorter spectral periods.  Mean epsilon increases with the increasing return period level but is 

generally below 1. 

The binned magnitude and distance contributions to the 475-year hazard level are shown in Figure 6-10 

for the YDTI site for PGA and spectral periods of 0.2, 1.0, and 3.0 sec. Similar plots are shown in Figure 6-

11 to 6-13 for the 1,000, 2,475, and 10,000-year return periods, respectively. At PGA and spectral period 

of 0.2 sec, the 475 and 1,000-year deaggregation plots show that the background sources in the distance 

range of 10 ς 50 km and magnitude range of 5.0 ς 6.5 are the controlling sources of the hazard at the 

site. At spectral periods of 1 and 3 sec, the 475 and 1,000-year deaggregation plots show a more diffuse 

distribution of significant contribution from the background sources over the distance range of 10 ς 150 

km and magnitudes 6.0 to 7.5. For the 2,475-year return period and at PGA and period of 0.2 sec, the 

controlling distance is less than 30 km and controlling magnitude is in the range 5 to 7.5 reflecting 

contributions from both the background source and the Continental-Elk Park fault.  The controlling 

magnitude range shifts to 6.0 to 7.5 for the longer spectral periods at the 2,475-year return period. For 

the 10,000-year return period, the controlling magnitude range is M 6.0 ς 7.0 and distance less than 10 

km at all spectral periods shown, reflecting the strong contribution from the Continental-Elk Park fault at 

this return period. 

Table 6-1. Horizontal mean UHS for 5% damping for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 m/sec. 

Period (sec) 475-yr PSA (g) 1000-yr PSA (g) 2,475yr PSA (g) 10,000-yr PSA (g) 

0.01/PGA 0.0876 0.1359 0.2276 0.4514 

0.02 0.0898 0.1397 0.2345 0.4690 

0.03 0.0995 0.1552 0.2616 0.5315 

0.04 0.1132 0.1775 0.3006 0.6072 

0.05 0.1270 0.1998 0.3399 0.6856 

0.075 0.1612 0.2555 0.4349 0.8905 

0.1 0.1831 0.2906 0.4961 1.0029 

0.15 0.1986 0.3155 0.5414 1.1012 

0.2 0.1923 0.3035 0.5211 1.0632 

0.25 0.1765 0.2756 0.4688 0.9636 

0.3 0.1598 0.2469 0.4160 0.8666 

0.4 0.1312 0.1995 0.3324 0.6864 

0.5 0.1116 0.1679 0.2775 0.5748 

0.75 0.0776 0.1155 0.1894 0.3986 

1 0.0553 0.0822 0.1346 0.2872 

1.5 0.0346 0.0509 0.0820 0.1721 

2 0.0242 0.0357 0.0573 0.1192 

3 0.0139 0.0205 0.0328 0.0684 

4 0.0092 0.0136 0.0217 0.0449 

5 0.0066 0.0098 0.0158 0.0322 

7.5 0.0037 0.0055 0.0087 0.0166 

10 0.0024 0.0036 0.0058 0.0109 
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Table 6-2. Mean magnitude for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 m/sec for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, and 
10,000-year return period. 

 Mean Magnitude  

Period (sec) 475-yr 1000-yr 2,475yr 10,000-yr 

0.01/PGA 6.16 6.19 6.26 6.38 

0.02 6.15 6.18 6.26 6.38 

0.03 6.14 6.17 6.24 6.38 

0.04 6.11 6.15 6.23 6.36 

0.05 6.10 6.14 6.22 6.35 

0.075 6.08 6.12 6.20 6.34 

0.1 6.08 6.12 6.20 6.34 

0.15 6.12 6.16 6.25 6.36 

0.2 6.16 6.21 6.29 6.40 

0.25 6.22 6.26 6.33 6.44 

0.3 6.26 6.30 6.36 6.47 

0.4 6.36 6.39 6.43 6.51 

0.5 6.44 6.46 6.48 6.55 

0.75 6.55 6.56 6.57 6.59 

1 6.60 6.62 6.62 6.62 

1.5 6.71 6.72 6.70 6.68 

2 6.77 6.78 6.76 6.72 

3 6.84 6.85 6.82 6.77 

4 6.89 6.89 6.87 6.81 

5 6.92 6.92 6.90 6.85 

7.5 6.99 7.02 7.02 6.99 

10 7.03 7.06 7.07 7.07 
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Table 6-3. Mean distance (km) for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 m/sec for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, and 
10,000-year return period. 

 Mean Distance (km)  

Period (sec) 475-yr 1000-yr 2,475yr 10,000-yr 

0.01/PGA 38.65 26.93 16.96 9.41 

0.02 38.46 26.86 16.97 9.21 

0.03 38.00 26.72 16.85 8.59 

0.04 37.12 26.21 16.37 8.71 

0.05 35.92 25.33 15.70 8.86 

0.075 36.24 25.79 16.59 8.73 

0.1 35.96 25.75 16.47 9.26 

0.15 36.55 25.62 16.45 9.60 

0.2 38.50 27.17 17.09 9.81 

0.25 41.49 30.10 19.02 10.00 

0.3 45.15 32.64 20.49 9.76 

0.4 52.77 37.73 23.07 11.32 

0.5 58.70 43.42 26.92 11.92 

0.75 68.50 51.48 31.47 13.09 

1 74.63 55.25 33.57 13.85 

1.5 85.30 64.88 40.31 16.55 

2 91.08 71.34 46.22 17.99 

3 97.85 76.95 49.82 19.83 

4 101.19 80.63 53.99 21.72 

5 102.86 83.33 57.32 24.73 

7.5 114.51 97.38 75.47 45.39 

10 121.87 107.80 88.79 62.21 
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Table 6-4. Mean number of standard deviations of ground motion (Epsilon) for the YDTI site for VS30 of 760 
m/sec for return periods of 475, 1,000, 2,475, and 10,000-year return period. 

 Mean Epsilon  

Period (sec) 475-yr 1000-yr 2,475yr 10,000-yr 

0.01/PGA 0.18 0.24 0.39 0.82 

0.02 0.17 0.23 0.38 0.81 

0.03 0.18 0.25 0.39 0.82 

0.04 0.20 0.26 0.41 0.82 

0.05 0.22 0.29 0.43 0.84 

0.075 0.25 0.33 0.49 0.93 

0.1 0.26 0.34 0.51 0.93 

0.15 0.24 0.31 0.46 0.89 

0.2 0.24 0.29 0.43 0.86 

0.25 0.27 0.31 0.43 0.84 

0.3 0.32 0.35 0.45 0.84 

0.4 0.40 0.42 0.47 0.81 

0.5 0.48 0.48 0.52 0.82 

0.75 0.58 0.57 0.56 0.79 

1 0.60 0.60 0.56 0.78 

1.5 0.65 0.67 0.63 0.80 

2 0.65 0.68 0.67 0.81 

3 0.63 0.68 0.66 0.78 

4 0.58 0.65 0.65 0.78 

5 0.56 0.63 0.66 0.81 

7.5 0.51 0.66 0.80 1.04 

10 0.41 0.61 0.81 1.10 
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Figure 6-7. Mean annual probability of exceedance by source type at PGA (top left) and periods of 0.2 sec (top 

right), 1 sec (bottom left), and 3 sec (bottom right) for this study update for VS30 of 760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-8. Uniform mean hazard spectra for the YDTI site in log-linear scale (top) and log-log scale (bottom) for 

VS30 of 760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-9. Mean magnitude (top left), distance (km) (top right), and epsilon (bottom) for the YDTI site for VS30 of 

760 m/sec.  
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Figure 6-10. Magnitude-distance contribution to the 475-year return period hazard at PGA (top left) and periods 
of 0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), 3 sec (bottom right) for the YDTI for VS30 of 760 m/sec. 
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Figure 6-11. Magnitude-distance contribution to the 1,000-year return period hazard at PGA (top left) and 
periods of 0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), 3 sec (bottom right) for the YDTI for VS30 of 760 m/sec. 
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Figure 6-12. Magnitude-distance contribution to the 2,475-year return period hazard at PGA (top left) and 
periods of 0.2 sec (top right), 1 sec (bottom left), 3 sec (bottom right) for the YDTI for VS30 of 760 m/sec. 








































































































































































