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Introduction
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Figure 2: Map of stations and earthquakes in eHVSR inversions to compare against array-
based inversion results and several proxy models (Figure 4).

Proxy Model Comparison

Figure 1: Flow chart describing data types and processes to produce a

new magnitude estimate for EEW. H VS R I n Ve rS | O n S

Wh u Se V ? HVSR inversions are performed via the code developed in Nagashima et al. (2014). This
y 830 . code allows inversion of S-wave velocities from a single site’s H/V spectrum and an initial . . . . .
. .. : , road coverage of Vg;, proxy and velocity models provides an alternative to local recording for
model. This inversion is performgd at 10 sites and converted to dML and compared against determining a Vg;, value at a site. This is valuable for sites with minimal seismicity or high noise levels
Vo4 IS Ubiquitous in site characterization for geotechnical applications. the reference dM, values alongside the converted dM, values derived from array-based that may make HVSR inversions difficult. We are in the process of comparing the different models to

Inversion values described in Yong et al. (2013) and the proxy models (Figure 4). We plan to determine the best fit when converted to dM,.

While less descriptive than a full velocity model, it provides a single
perform additional eHVSR inversions to further our study.
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