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(1. INTRODUCTION N
For time history non-linear analyses, current building code provisions require (or recommend) the selection of input ground motions that are compatible with the
target design spectrum over a wide range of periods. The target design spectra are usually defined or derived from uniform hazard spectra (UHS), as it is the case
of the Italian Building code NTC18. Alternatively, spectra derived using conditional hazard methodologies (e.g., Baker, 2011; Bradley, 2012) can be used to target a
more physically sound description of the expected spectral acceleration at a given site. Advances in digital signal processing and computing power have facilitated
the adoption of these procedures, particularly those based on the conditional mean spectrum (CMS).

The objective of this study is to examine the applicability of CMS-compatible input motions for the analysis of non-conventional geotechnical systems, specifically
pile-supported wharves. Such systems comprise two interacting components with markedly different dynamic characteristics: liquefiable ground and the wharf
structure. This complexity complicates the optimal choice of the CMS conditioning period (Tc). To address this, the study investigates the impact of ground motion

\ selection procedures, based on NTC18 and CMS approaches on the seismic response of a large-diameter pile-supported wharf. Y,
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2. CASE STUDY . . .
Large diameter (2m) pile 2D Fully coupled SET1.7 single component fecords compatible with SET 2. 7 single component
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3.1 GROUND MOTION SELECTION - CMS

Sa(T): from the rotated horizontal component
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4. RESULTS

-
} Preliminary results are shown for the analyses that employed input motions selected

according NTC18 and following a CMS approach with Tc equal to the 1D fundamental
period of the ground.
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