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From recent lessons, it is evident that earthquake prediction is immature and impractical as of now.
Under the circumstances, seismic hazard analysis is considered a more practical approach for earthquake
hazard mitigation, by estimating the annual rate of earthquake ground motions (or seismic hazard)
based on seismicity and other geological evidences. Like other earthquake studies for the high-seismicity
region around Taiwan, this study aims to conduct a new seismic hazard assessment for the region using
the well-established FOSM (ﬁrst-order second-moment) algorithm, on the record of 55,000 earthquakes
observed in the past 110 years. The new seismic hazard analysis from a different perspective shows that
the annual rate for earthquake-induced PGA to exceed the current design value (i.e., 0.23g) in two major
cities in Taiwan should be relatively low, with it no greater than 0.0006 per year. Besides, the FOSM
estimates were found very close to those with Monte Carlo Simulation (MCS), mainly because the
skewness of the three random variables (i.e., earthquake magnitude, location, and model error)
considered in the probabilistic analysis is not very large.
& 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Since it is challenging to predict an earthquake’s magnitude,
location and time, seismic hazard analysis is considered a more
practical engineering solution for earthquake hazard mitigation
[1]. But before introducing the analysis, it is worth clarifying the
deﬁnition of seismic hazard in the ﬁrst place: Rather than casualty
or economic loss induced by earthquakes, seismic hazard refers to
the annual rate of earthquake ground motions, such as an estimate
of PGA 40.1g¼ 0.01 per year. In other words, seismic hazard
analysis aims to develop a site-speciﬁc earthquake-resistant
design based on earthquake data (e.g., seismicity) around a site.
Nowadays, Deterministic Seismic Hazard Analysis (DSHA) and
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA) are the two representative approaches, with many case studies reported in the last
few decades [2–5]. On the other hand, new seismic hazard
assessments were also reported recently [6–8]. For example, based
on earthquake intensity data in the last 500 years, Liu et al. [6]
quantiﬁed seismic hazards in North China from a different perspective than the conventional PSHA and DSHA.
The region around Taiwan is known for high seismicity. In
average, more than two thousand earthquakes with magnitude
greater than 3.0 are occurring around this region. Under the
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circumstances, a variety of earthquake studies for the region were
conducted, including seismic hazard assessments [2,3], earthquake
early warning [9,10], active fault investigation [11,12], and earthquake risk assessment [13].
As a result, the key scope of this study is to perform a new
seismic hazard assessment for this high-seismicity region, using
the FOSM algorithm to estimate the annual rate of earthquake
motions with the statistics of major earthquakes in the past 110
years. Not only was the new FOSM seismic hazard assessment
proved as robust as that with MCS, but the results of the case study
are valuable to earthquake-resistant designs in Taiwan.
This paper in the following is organized with an overview of
probabilistic analysis, the seismicity around Taiwan, and local
ground motion models, followed by the case studies for two major
cities in Taiwan. In addition, the seismic hazard estimates from the
FOSM computations were compared to those from MCS, showing
the two are almost the same, mainly attributed to the low
skewness of input random variables (i.e., earthquake magnitude,
location, and motion attenuation) considered in this probabilistic
analysis.

2. Probabilistic analysis
Unlike deterministic analysis, usually the analytical solution of
a probabilistic analysis is difﬁcult to develop. As a result, several
algorithms were developed to solve a probabilistic analysis,
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ln PGAðgÞ ¼  3:25 þ 1:075M w  1:723 lnðD þ 0:156expð0:624M w ÞÞ þ ε

ð4Þ

where V½X i  is the variance of Xi, and C½X i ; X j  is the covariance
between Xi and Xj. (Like mean values, both are the input data of
the probabilistic analysis.) In addition, ð∂Y=∂X i Þ denotes the derivative of Y against Xi at the mean value of Xi. Note that when any of
two input variables in a probabilistic analysis are considered
independent of each other (covariance ¼0), the variance of Y can
be calculated as follows in a FOSM analysis [14]:
( 
)
n
∂Y 2
V½Y ¼ ∑
V½X i 
ð3Þ
∂X i
i¼1

2.2. Monte Carlo simulation or MCS
MCS is considered a more reliable method for performing a
probabilistic analysis [14], commonly used in a variety of studies
[15–17]. For a performance function Y ¼ f ðX i sÞ, the algorithm of
MCS is to generate random values of Xis based on their probability
distribution observed, then substituting them into the function
Y ¼ f ðX i sÞ to obtain a random Y value. With the calculation
repeated for a number of times, the mean value, standard deviation, and other statistics of Y can be estimated based on a series of
Y values generated with MCS [14].
Although the algorithm of MCS is relatively simple, it involves an
enormous computation because of the iterative randomization.

A total of 57,141 main shocks
recorded since 1900
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In summary, Eqs. (1)–(3) present the key algorithms of the
FOSM probabilistic analysis, which is derived from the Taylor
expansion on the performance function Y ¼ f ðX i sÞ.
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Understandably, E½X i  is the mean value of Xi, the input data of a
probabilistic analysis.
On the other hand, based on the FOSM algorithm, the variance
of Y (denoted as V[Y]) can be approximated as follows [14]:
( 
)


n
n
n
∂Y 2
∂Y ∂Y
V½Y ¼ ∑
V½X i  þ 2 ∑ ∑
C½X i ; X j  ; for i oj
∂X i
i¼1
i ¼ 1 j ¼ 1 ∂X i ∂X j

Fig. 1 shows the locations of more than 55,000 main shocks with
ML Z3.0 (local magnitude) around Taiwan since 1900. Note that this
earthquake catalog has been studied and used in a few earthquake
studies for Taiwan. For example, a statistical study on the data found
that the magnitude of major earthquakes around Taiwan should be a
random variable following the Gamma distribution or lognormal
distribution [19]. Besides, a seismic hazard analysis derived from the
seismicity was also reported, a new methodology different from the
conventional PSHA and DSHA [7].
The key features of the catalog were summarized as follows.
First, the raw data provided by the Central Weather Bureau Taiwan
were subjected to a double-link declustering procedure [20] to
remove dependent shocks. As a result, the catalog only contains
the main shocks around Taiwan since 1900. Second, analyses
showed that the ML Z3.0 data in the catalog are not complete
until year 1978, but for ML Z 5.5 earthquakes, the data are
complete since 1900 [19].
As any seismic hazard assessment, ground motion models are
the performance function of such an analysis. Generally speaking,
ground motion models are an empirical relationship characterizing the correlation between earthquake ground motion (e.g., PGA)
and earthquake magnitude and source-to-site distance combined.
In Taiwan, several ground motion models were developed with
earthquake data around the region [21,22], and used in recent
seismic hazard assessments [2,3,21]. In the following seismic
hazard analysis, we also adopted a local ground motion model
that was frequently used in earthquake analyses for Taiwan
[2,3,21], as follows:
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First-order second-moment or FOSM is a well-established
algorithm for probabilistic analysis, derived on the basis of the
Taylor expansion. Therefore, “ﬁrst-order” implicates that the terms
up to the ﬁrst order of a Taylor expansion are only retained in the
calculation; on the other hand, since variance is the second moment
of a random variable in statistics, “second-moment” means that
FOSM aims to compute the variance of a target variable to quantify
the uncertainty of a problem.
As a result, given the performance function denoted as Y ¼ f ðX i sÞ,
where Xis are input random variables, the mean value of Y (denoted
as E[Y]) can be approximated as follows based on the FOSM algorithm [14]:


ð1Þ
E½Y  ¼ f E½X 1 ; E½X 2 ; …; E½X n 

3. Seismicity around Taiwan and ground motion model

M ou

2.1. The FOSM algorithm

Therefore, when the performance function Y ¼ f ðX i sÞ is complex,
say it takes “one day” to calculate Y given Xis, MCS then becomes less
of a practical method to solve the probabilistic analysis, with the
“one-day” calculation needed to repeat for a number of times [18].

dl e

including MCS, FOSM, and PEM (Point Estimate Method), among
others [14]. Understandably, each algorithm has its own advantages and disadvantages. For example, although MCS is considered
a more reliable method, its enormous computation process makes
it impractical when the performance function is too complex.
On the other hand, although FOSM and PEM disregarding the
information about a variable’s probability distribution are more
computationally efﬁcient than MCS, the key limitation in the two
algorithms is their accuracy, especially when input variables
considered in the probabilistic analysis are highly skewed or
asymmetrical [14].
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Fig. 1. The spatial distribution of the seismicity around Taiwan since 1900.
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M L ¼ 4:53  lnðM w Þ 2:09

ð5Þ
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where Mw is moment magnitude, D is the source-to-site distance
in km, and ε is the model error following the normal distribution
with mean ¼0 and standard deviation ¼ 0.577.
Since earthquake magnitudes were in different units adopted
by the earthquake catalog (in ML) and the ground motion model
(in Mw), a conversion relationship is also needed for this study.
Similarly, a local conversion model developed with the earthquake
data around Taiwan was used in this study [23]:

sample size = 307
mean value = 6.12
standard deviation = 0.68
skewness = 2.02
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50
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4. FOSM seismic hazard assessment
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As other seismic hazard assessments, only major earthquakes
are considered in the analysis, given that small and moderate
events are unlikely to cause structure damages. On the other hand,
an earthquake, even a large one, that occurs very far from a site is
unlikely to cause damage at the site either. As a result, in this study
we employed 5.5 Mw and 200 km as the threshold values for
deﬁning a major earthquake, following recent seismic hazard
assessments for Taiwan [3,7].
From the earthquake catalog, Fig. 2 shows the spatial distribution of 307 major earthquakes (Mw Z 5.5 and D r200 km) around
the center of Taipei, the most important city in Taiwan. In other
words, the annual rate of such an event around Taipei is about
2.8 per year. We then performed statistical analyses on the 307
events. As shown in Fig. 3, the histograms illustrate the distribution of magnitude and distance of the 307 earthquakes. Accordingly, the mean magnitude and its standard deviation and
skewness (i.e., third moment of a variable) are 6.12, 0.68, and
2.02, respectively. On the other hand, the mean distance and its
standard deviation and skewness are 128.95, 38.67, and  0.43,
respectively.
With such input data and the ground motion model given in
Eq. (4), we then used the FOSM algorithm in Eqs. (1)–(3) to
calculate the mean PGA induced by such a major earthquake, as
well as its standard deviation. The analysis shows that the mean
PGA and its standard deviation are 0.01g and 0.0139g, respectively.
That means when a major earthquake with Mw Z 5.5 within
200 km from Taipei occurs, in average the expected ground
shaking at the site would be 0.01g in PGA, with standard deviation
equal to 0.0139g.
Next, we can calculate the exceedance probability against any
of a motion (e.g., PGA ¼ 0.1g, 0.2g …). The calculation is on the basis
that PGA is a random variable following the lognormal distribution
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Fig. 3. The magnitude and distance distributions of the 307 major earthquakes
around Taipei since 1900.

[24]. As a result, the exceedance probability against a given motion
yn can be computed as follows [24,25]:


ln yn  μln PGA
PrðPGA 4yn Þ ¼ Prðln PGA 4 ln yn Þ ¼ 1  Φ
ð6Þ
σ ln PGA
where Φ denotes the cumulative density function of a standard
normal variate (i.e., mean ¼ 0 and standard deviation ¼ 1); μln PGA
and σ ln PGA are the mean and standard deviation of lnPGA, which
can be calculated based on the following equations, with those of
PGA from previous FOSM seismic hazard analyses [25]:
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μln PGA ¼ ln μPGA 
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Fig. 2. The locations of 307 major earthquakes with Mw Z 5.5 occurring within
200 km from Taipei since 1900.

Note that μPGA and σ PGA are the input data in this computation,
for calculating μln PGA and σ ln PGA in order to compute PGA exceedance probabilities expressed in Eq. (6). With the two equations,
μln PGA and σ ln PGA in this case study were calculated as  5.133 and
1.032, given μPGA ¼ 0:01 and σ PGA ¼ 0:0139. As a result, when a
major earthquake with Mw Z 5.5 within 200 km from Taipei
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Fig. 4. The annual rate of PGA of exceedance in Taipei estimated with the FOSM
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years, and a local ground motion model.
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ð9Þ

where v is the annual rate of the major earthquake, and as
mentioned previously the PGA exceedance probability can be
calculated with Eq. (6). According to the seismicity since 1900, in
this case study the annual rate of the major earthquake (i.e.,
Mw Z 5.5 and D r200 km) around Taipei was found at 2.8 per year.
Therefore, Fig. 4 shows the annual rate of PGA of exceedance up to
0.5g for the study site, based on the FOSM seismic hazard analysis.
For example, the annual rate for PGA to exceed the current design
value of 0.23g is about 0.0006 per year, corresponding to a return
period around 1700 years.
With the same input data and methodology, we carried out
another case study for Kaohsiung City in south Taiwan, the second
most important city in Taiwan. From the same earthquake catalog
shown in Fig. 1, we found that there were a total of 184 major
earthquakes (Mw Z5.5 and D r200 km) occurring around the city
since 1900, corresponding to an annual rate of 1.67 per year. Fig. 5
shows the magnitude and distance distributions of the 184 earthquakes. For magnitude, the mean value, standard deviation and
skewness are 6.21, 0.68, and 1.21, respectively; for distance, they
are 137.68, 40.98, and  0.17.
With the earthquake statistics and the same ground motion
model (i.e., Eq. (4)), we also used the FOSM algorithm to calculate
the mean PGA and its standard deviation for this case study. The
result shows that when a major earthquake around the city occurs,
the ground shaking in PGA is expected to have a mean value of
0.0098g, with standard deviation equal to 0.0135g.
Similarly, considering the earthquake rate ¼1.67 per year based
on the seismicity since 1900, Fig. 6 shows the annual rates of PGA
of exceedance up to 0.5g, following the calculations shown in
Eqs. (6)–(9). For example, the annual rate of PGA 4 0.23g around
the city of Kaohsiung is around 0.0003 per year, corresponding to a
return period about 3400 years.
In summary, Table 1 tabulates the FOSM seismic hazard assessments for the two cities in Taiwan, mainly derived from the
statistics of major earthquakes recorded in the past 110 years. Like

Number of events

λðPGA 4 yn Þ ¼ v  PrðPGA 4 yn Þ
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Fig. 5. The magnitude and distance distributions of the 184 major earthquakes
around Kaohsiung since 1900.

1x100

Annual rate of PGA of exceedance

occurs, for example, there is a 0.02% probability for PGA to exceed
0.23g at the study site, based on the mean PGA and its standard
deviation estimated with the statistics of such major earthquakes
occurring in the past 110 years.
Following the framework of PSHA, we then estimated the
annual rate of PGA of exceedance, denoted as λðPGA 4 yn Þ, by
taking the annual earthquake rate into account [24]:

Annual earthquake rate = 1.67 per year
Mean PGA = 0.0098 g
Standard deviation = 0.0135 g

1x10-1

1x10-2

1x10-3

1x10-4

1x10-5
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3
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0.5

PGA (g)
Fig. 6. The annual rate of PGA of exceedance in Kaohsiung estimated with the
FOSM seismic hazard analysis based on the statistics of major earthquakes in the
past 110 years, and a local ground motion model.

PSHA, the analyses take into account the uncertainties of earthquake magnitude, location, and motion attenuation, but with a
different methodology than PSHA and DSHA. The result shows that

J.P. Wang, Y.-M. Wu / Soil Dynamics and Earthquake Engineering 67 (2014) 251–256

0.5

Table 1
Summary of the statistics of the major earthquakes (Mw Z5.5 and Dr 200 km)
around two major cities in Taiwan, and the results of the FOSM seismic hazard
assessments.

Numbers of major earthquakes since 1900
Annual rate of major earthquakes
Mean
Magnitude (Mw)
Standard deviation
Skewness
Distance (km)
Mean
Standard deviation
Skewness
PGA (g)
Mean
Standard deviation
Annual rate of PGA 40.23g

307
2.80
6.12
0.68
2.02
128.95
38.67
 0.43
0.0100
0.0139
0.0006

0.4

sample size = 50,000
mean = 0.0114 g
standard deviation = 0.0175 g

Kaohsiung
184
1.67
6.21
0.68
1.21
137.68
40.98
 0.17
0.0098
0.0135
0.0003

0.3

PGA (g)

Taipei

255

0.2

0.1

0.0
0

the annual rates for PGA to exceed the current design value (i.e.,
0.23g) in the two cities are no greater than 0.0006 per year,
implicating that the current earthquake-resistant designs implemented in the cities should be robust with reasonable conservatism.
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Fig. 7. The result of MCS solving the same probabilistic seismic hazard analysis for
Taipei, based on the statistics of major earthquakes since 1900.
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5. Discussions

sample size = 50,000
mean value = 0.0108
standard deviation = 0.0161

0.4

5.1. How reliable the FOSM estimates?
PGA (g)

0.3

As mentioned previously, unlike MCS, FOSM probabilistic
analyses do not fully utilize the statistics of input variables, so
that the FOSM estimates might not be very accurate especially
when input variables are highly skewed or asymmetrical [14].
However, there is no guidance how to judge whether the FOSM
algorithm should be adopted for a speciﬁc problem. Therefore, in
order to evaluate the accuracy of the FOSM results of the study, we
performed MCS on the same problem and made a comparison
between the two.
The MCS calculations of the study are summarized as follows.
As any MCS, the ﬁrst step is to generate random input parameters
(here are magnitudes, distances, and model errors) based on their
probability distribution. For example, for generating a random
earthquake magnitude, the histogram shown in Fig. 3a would be
based on.
The next step is to substitute the three random parameters into
the performance function (i.e., Eq. (4)) to obtain a random PGA
motion. With the randomization repeated for a number of trials,
the MCS can reliably estimate the statistics of the target variable
(here is PGA). Realizing that the sample size is the key to MCS (the
larger, the better), we employed a sample size as large as 50,000 in
the following analyses.
Fig. 7 shows the 50,000 PGA samples generated with the MCS
about the seismic hazard assessment for Taipei. Accordingly, the
mean PGA and its standard deviation are 0.0114g and 0.0175g,
respectively, which are close to the FOSM estimates in 0.01g and
0.0135g. On the other hand, Fig. 8 shows the Monte Carlo
Simulation for Kaohsiung, suggesting that when a major earthquake around the city occurs, the mean PGA and its standard
deviation should be around 0.0108g and 0.0161g, respectively, also
close to the FOSM estimates in 0.0098g and 0.0135g.
The reason the FOSM and MCS estimates close to each other
should be attributed to an overall low-skewness of the three input
variables. That is, the skewness of earthquake magnitude and
distance (Figs. 3 and 5) is not particularly high in this probabilistic
analysis, with the skewness of the model error (ground motion
model) equal to zero because it follows the normal distribution
that is perfectly symmetrical.
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Fig. 8. The result of MCS solving the same probabilistic seismic hazard analysis for
Kaohsiung, based on the statistics of major earthquakes since 1900.

5.2. Robustness of seismic hazard analysis
It has been pointed out that not a seismic hazard assessment is
perfect without challenge [26], so that the robustness of a seismic
hazard analysis is not related to methodology, but to a transparent
and repeatable process [27]. Besides, it must be noted that a
complex method (e.g., PSHA) is not necessarily more reliable than
a simple one (e.g., DSHA), considering the natural randomness in
earthquake not fully understood [26,27]. Therefore, like many
others, this FOSM seismic hazard assessment, which is repeatable
with the same input data, is a new, scientiﬁc reference to the levels
of seismic hazard in the two major cities in Taiwan.

6. Conclusions
The region around Taiwan is known for high seismicity, so that
earthquake studies such as seismic hazard analysis are valuable to
earthquake hazard mitigation in Taiwan. From a different perspective, this study reports a new seismic hazard assessment for two
major cities in Taiwan, mainly based on the observed seismicity
since 1900, with the use of the well-established FOSM algorithm
to solve the probabilistic analysis considering the uncertainties of
earthquake magnitude, location, and motion attenuation.
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The result shows that the annual rate for earthquake-induced
PGA to exceed the current design value (i.e., 0.23g) is relatively low,
with it equal to 0.0006 and 0.0003 per year around Taipei and
Kaohsiung, respectively. As a result, from the record of the seismicity
since 1900, the new seismic hazard assessment from a different
perspective than PSHA and DSHA provides a new, scientiﬁc reference to the levels of seismic hazard in the two cities, and offers some
support to the robustness of the current earthquake-resistant design
implemented in Taiwan.
Acknowledgements
We appreciate the valuable comments of the Editor and
Reviewers, making this submission much improved in so many
aspects. We are also thankful for the kind support from the Central
Weather Bureau Taiwan for providing us their earthquake database.
References
[1] Geller RJ, Jackson DD, Kagan YY, Mulargia F. Earthquake cannot be predicted.
Science 1997;275:1616.
[2] Wang JP, Huang D, Yang Z. The deterministic seismic hazard map for Taiwan
developed using an in-house Excel-based program. Comput Geosci 2012;48:
111–6.
[3] Wang JP, Huang D, Cheng CT, Shao KS, Wu YC, Chang CW. Seismic hazard
analysis for Taipei City including deaggregation, design spectra, and time
history with Excel applications. Comput Geosci 2013;52:146–54.
[4] Moratto L, Orlecka-Sikora B, Costa G, Suhadolc P, Papaioannou C, Papazachos
CB. A deterministic seismic hazard analysis for shallow earthquakes in Greece.
Tectonophysics 2007;442:66–82.
[5] Roshan AD, Basu PC. Application of PSHA in low seismic region: a case study
on NPP site in peninsular India. Nucl Eng Des 2010;240:3443–54.
[6] Liu J, Wang Z, Xie F, Lv Y. Seismic hazard assessment for greater North China
from historical intensity observations. Eng Geol 2013;164:117–30.
[7] Wang JP, Brant L, Wu YM, Taheri H. Probability-based PGA estimations using
the double-lognormal distribution: including site-speciﬁc seismic hazard
analysis for four sites in Taiwan. Soil Dyn Earthquake Eng 2012;42:177–83.
[8] Panza GF, Irikura K, Peresan A, Wang Z, Saragoni R. Advanced seismic hazard
assessment. Pure Appl Geophys 2011;168:1–9.

[9] Hsiao NC, Wu YM, Zhao L, Chen DY, Huang WT, Kuo KH, Shin TC, Leu PL. A new
prototype system for earthquake early warning in Taiwan. Soil Dyn Earthquake Eng 2011;31:201–8.
[10] Wu YM, Kanamori H. Development of an earthquake early warning system
using real-time strong motion signals. Sensors 2008;8:1–9.
[11] Huang SY, Rubin CM, Chen YG, Liu HC. Prehistoric earthquakes along the
Shanchiao fault, Taipei Basin, northern Taiwan. J Asian Earth Sci 2007;31:
265–76.
[12] Lin CW, Hsu CY, Yu TD. The Chiuhsiungken fault: a candidate to trigger a
hazardous earthquake in western Taiwan 2007;30:390–402.
[13] Wang JP, Wu MH. Risk assessments on active faults in Taiwan. Bull Eng Geol
Environ (In-Press) http://dx.doi.org/%2010.1007/s10064-014-0600-1.
[14] Abramson LW, Thomas SL, Sharma S, Boyce GM. Slope stability and stabilization methods. 2nd ed.John Wiley & Sons, Inc; 2002; 420–54.
[15] Moghaddasia M, Cubrinovskia M, Chaseb JG, Pampanina S, Carra A. Effects
soil–foundation–structure interaction on seismic structural response via
robust Monte Carlo simulation. Eng Struct 2011;33:1338–47.
[16] Wang JP, Lin CW, Taheri H, Chen WS. Impact of fault parameter uncertainties
on earthquake recurrence probability by Monte Carlo simulation—an example
in central Taiwan. Eng Geol 2012;126:67–74.
[17] Yazdani A, Shahpari A, Salimi MR. The use of Monte-Carlo simulations in
seismic hazard analysis in Tehran and surrounding areas. Int J Eng Trans C:
Aspects 2012;25:159–66.
[18] Wang JP, Yang Z, Huang D. New pole-searching algorithm with applications to
probabilistic circular slope stability assessment. Comput Geosci 2013;51:83–9.
[19] Wang JP, Chan CH, Wu YM. The distribution of annual maximum earthquake
magnitude around Taiwan and its application in the estimation of catastrophic
earthquake recurrence probability. Nat Hazard 2011;59:553–70.
[20] Wu YM, Chiao LY. Seismic quiescence before the 1999 Chi-Chi, Taiwan Mw
7.6 earthquake. Bull Seismol Soc Am 2006;96:321–7.
[21] Cheng CT, Chiou SJ, Lee CT, Tsai YB. Study on probabilistic seismic hazard maps
of Taiwan after Chi–Chi earthquake. J Geoeng 2007;2:19–28.
[22] Lin PS, Lee CT, Cheng CT, Sung CH. Response spectra attenuation relations for
shallow crustal earthquake in Taiwan. Eng Geol 2011;121:150–64.
[23] Wu YM, Shin TC, Chang CH. Near real-time mapping of peak ground
acceleration and peak ground velocity following a strong earthquake. Bull
Seismol Soc Am 2001;91:1218–28.
[24] Kramer SL. Geotechnical earthquake engineering. New Jersey: Prentice Hall
Inc.; 1996; 117–33.
[25] Ang HS, Tang W. Probability concepts in engineering: emphasis on applications to civil and environmental engineering. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons,
Inc; 2007; 172–9.
[26] Mualchin L. Seismic hazard analysis for critical infrastructures in California.
Eng Geol 2005;79:177–84.
[27] Klugel JU. Seismic hazard analysis—Quo vadis? Earth Sci Rev 2008;88:1–32.

