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When engineers can discuss seismic concepts in simple language
it helps facilitate informed discussions witﬁ decision makers and
the general public regarding earthquake risk. Using easy-to-re-
late-to ideas, this presentation will bring complex seismic
concepts into language that we can all understand.

- A key part of the presentation will be understanding the difference between
magnitude and ground shaking and understanding that it’s all about the shake in
the quake.

- This presentation will help architects, structural engineers, building officials,
building owners, and the public become more conversant in seismic language and
the intent of modern seismic building design. The presentation is based on a

for: Building Owners well-received presentation given at the 2018 NASCC Steel Conference.
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Insurance Industry - Participants will leave this presentation with a better understanding of key seismic

Structural Engineers concepts and be able to have more meaningful discussions about seismic risk.
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Other Utah Locations — S¢

Logan 0.971 1.058
Brigham City 1.467 1.372
Ogden 1.373 1.362
Provo 1.144 1.323
Manti | 0.638 0.635
Cedar City 0.702 0.777
St. George 0.499 0.509
Vernal 0, 297: 0.317
Monticello 0.156 0.179
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Other Utah Locations — S,

Logan " 0.311 0.353 0.042 18%
Brigham City 0.521 0.488 -0.033
Ogden 0.499 0.497 -0.002
Provo 0.427 0.496 0.069
Manti 0.186 0.199 0.013
Cedar City 0.216 0.250 0.034
St. George 0.153 0.165 0.012
Vernal 0.091 0.082 -0.009
Monticello 0.054 0.057 0.003
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Sample Changes, Sy
(Short Period Buildings)

Location Spe A B B Default
Measured | Unmeasured
T T e y B _+99§ - ::,_:

Brigham City -6% -6%
Murray A% A%
St. George +2% 2%
Monticello: +15%  +16%

Sample Changes, Sy,
(Long Period Buildings)

Logan | ] e 7 _
(51>0.2) |+14% +~*39"| m e s ___| wws _| .
Brigham City = P .
Murray o 1% o B wan (S 2 -
im0l | W w oo () v
St. George . .

(51<0.2) +8% +7% +8% -2% +12% +12%

Monticello. .. a0 ey o L iy -
lsyeog). | o 8% 6% % +5% 5%

* Site-specific ground motion hazard analysis is required
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