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PEER Approach
1. Develop robust 
methods for GMSM.
2. Identify other 
community GMSM 
procedures.
3. Develop robust 
technique for 
comparison.
4. Compare 
nonlinear response 
predictions for 
various methods.
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Current Efforts
The PEER GMSM working 
group is currently: 
- Performing an objective 
evaluation of 17 prevalent 
GMSM methods.
- Collaborating closely with 
over 20 researchers, to 
establish community 
consensus. 
- Using the findings to 
provide guidance for 
defensible ground motion 
selection.

Impact

- PEER findings have led to 
important modifications to the 
NEHRP provisions.
- Community consensus was 
developed at the 2006 
COSMOS annual meeting, 
regarding use of scenario-
based target spectrum.
- PEER ground motion 
methods are already being 
utilized in the performance-
based design of tall buildings 
in California.
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Current 
methods 
lead to 
inconsistent 
predictions; 
findings 
depend on 
which 
selection 
method is 
utilized.

Method 1: Neglecting Spectral Shape

Method 2: Accounting for Spectral Shape
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Problem

Neglecting proper 
spectral shape leads 

to gross 
underprediction of 
collapse capacity.
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