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ABSTRACT

This study presents the development of two new sedimentary velocity models for the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area (SFBA) to improve the near-surface representation of shear-wave velocity (VS) for
large-scale, broadband numerical simulations, with the ultimate goal of enhancing the representa-
tion of the sedimentary layers in the Bay Area community velocity model. The first velocity model
is stationary and is based solely on VS30; the second velocity model is spatially varying and has
location-specific adjustments. They were developed using a dataset of 200 measured VS profiles.
Both models were formulated within a hierarchical Bayesian framework, using a parameterization
that ensures robust scaling. The spatially varying model includes a slope adjustment term modeled
as a Gaussian process to capture site-specific effects based on location. Residual analysis shows
that both models are unbiased for VS values up to 1000 m/sec. Along-depth variability models were
also developed using within-profile residuals. The proposed models show higher VS in the San
Jose area and Livermore Valley compared to the USGS Bay Area community velocity model by a
factor of two or more in some cases. Goodness-of-fit (GOF) comparisons using one-dimensional
linear site-response analysis at selected sites demonstrate that the proposed models outperform the
USGS model in capturing near-surface amplification across a broad frequency range. Incorporat-
ing along-depth variability further improves the GOF scores by reducing over-amplification at high
frequencies. These results underscore the importance of integrating data-driven models of the shal-
low crust, like the ones presented here, in coarser regional community velocity models to enhance
regional seismic hazard assessments.
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Data-driven Characterization of Near-Surface Velocity in SFBA

1 Introduction

Three-dimensional earthquake ground motion simulations were long constrained to low frequencies due to compu-
tational cost [Olsen et al., 2006, Graves and Pitarka, 2010, Bielak et al., 2010]; over the last decade, however, the
continuous growth of high-performance computing systems has made higher frequency simulations an increasingly
realistic target [Taborda and Bielak, 2013, 2014, Bielak et al., 2016, Pinilla-Ramos et al., 2024, McCallen et al., 2024].
This fact has motivated researchers to refine existing source, geology, and velocity models to capture source, path,
and site effects of deterministic broadband ground motion simulations over a finer resolution [e.g., Shi and Day, 2013,
Taborda et al., 2012, Roten et al., 2014, Seylabi et al., 2019, Savran and Olsen, 2016]. In particular, the literature sug-
gests that small-scale variations in the shallow velocity structure causing localized scattering and nonlinear sediment
behavior may significantly affect the amplitude and frequency content of ground motions, especially in the frequency
range of engineering interest. This emphasizes the need for a more accurate representation of the shallow crustal layers
in large-scale numerical models.

Weathered rocks and sedimentary deposits in the shallow crust and their transition to the stiffer bedrock are frequently
represented by smooth functions of shear wave velocity with depth [e.g., Small et al., 2017], which are typically
determined independently from the deeper velocity structure, and are sometimes based on shallow geotechnical and
geophysical investigations. Ely et al. [2010] tackled this issue by proposing a smooth geometric function, the so-
called geotechnical layer, parameterized by the time-average shear wave velocity at the top 30m (VS30), to represent
the shear-wave velocity profile (VS) at the top 350 m. Shi and Asimaki [2018] used a set of nearly a thousand profiles
in California to develop a sediment velocity model (SVM) up to a depth-to-shear-wave-velocity of 1 km/sec (Z1.0)
using an analytic expression which is a function of VS30. Among other differences from Ely et al. [2010], the Shi and
Asimaki [2018] model and its variants did not predefine a fixed depth of convergence between sediments and basement
rock, allowing for impedance contrasts that respect the basement rock geometry and enabling the simulation of realistic
basin edge effects, as demonstrated by Taborda et al. [2016]. More recently, Marafi et al. [2021] proposed a velocity
model for the Cascadia by using 218 profiles and modifying the model by Shi and Asimaki [2018] to incorporate both
VS30 and Z1.0 as input parameters to represent better the deeper velocity structure for the region of interest.

The current USGS 3-D Geologic and Seismic Velocity Models of the San Francisco Bay Area (SFBA) region com-
prises a high-resolution model of 290 km by 140 km by 45 km volume surrounded by a coarser grid spanning 650 km
by 330 km by 45 km volume. The finest grid size in the detailed seismic velocity model is 100 m in the horizontal
direction and 25 m in the vertical direction [Aagaard et al., 2020], which inevitably limits the capabilities of earthquake
simulations to capture site effects. The initial version (SFVM v.05.0.0) was designed to simulate wave propagation for
the 1906 (Mw=7.9) San Francisco and the 1989 (Mw=6.9) Loma Prieta earthquakes, as well as a series of hypothetical
(Mw=7.9) earthquake scenarios on the San Andreas fault [Aagaard et al., 2008a,b]. Subsequent evaluations revealed
systematic biases in the synthetic waveforms produced by the model, which were addressed through updates to the
SFVM v.08.3.0 to enhance accuracy and consistency. The updated version has since been used in various studies
focusing on the effects that earthquake source processes, coupled with 3D path and site effects, have on the spatial
variability of ground motions [Hirakawa and Aagaard, 2022]. The last version of SFVM is version v.21.1, released
recently based on the final modifications on v.08.03. This final version includes adjustments made to improve the
accuracy of ground-motion predictions in the SFBA region. These adjustments were made by analyzing geologic
structures and experimenting with synthetic motions to match observed ones [Hirakawa and Aagaard, 2022].

In this study, we present two new sedimentary velocity models intended to refine the representation of the shallow
crustal velocity structure in the USGS velocity model for the Bay Area. Our models use measured Vs profiles in the
region to reduce biases in the upper few hundred meters. The first model is stationary, namely providing the median
shear-wave velocity profile as a function of VS30 independent of location. The second model is spatially varying,
namely accounts for the profile’s location in addition to the site’s VS30. Compared to state-of-the-art sediment velocity
models: (i) our models are explicitly constrained based on VS30 and are based on robust scaling relationships that
improve model performance, particularly outside the range of available data, and (ii) our spatially varying model
accounts for location-based systematic differences in velocity scaling.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section: Velocity Profile Datasets provides an overview of the
VS profiles in the Bay Area region that were used in the model development. Section: Model Development describes
the formulation and statistical framework employed for both the stationary and spatially varying velocity models.
Section: Results presents the trained models, evaluates their data fit, and addresses issues pertinent to the interface
between our SVMs and the USGS SFBA (i.e. where does the SVM stop and the USGS SFBA start) as well as their
along-depth variability. Section: Evaluation explores the implementation of the proposed models to enhance the near-
surface velocity representation of the USGS SFBA velocity model and evaluates their relative ability to capture site
amplification under the assumption of 1D site response. Section: Conclusions highlights the key findings of this study.
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Figure 1: Locations of the compiled profiles used to develop the proposed VS models.

We should also note here that this study is a continuation and, as such, supersedes the sedimentary velocity model
presented in Tehrani et al. [2023].

2 Velocity Profile Datasets

The Vs profiles were compiled from five sets of profiles within the SFBA, including 13 profiles from Yong et al.
[2013], 92 profiles from Boore [2003], 29 profiles collected by California Geological Survey, three profiles measured
by LeRoy Crandall and Associates, and 63 profiles obtained from the web portal shear-wave velocity profile database
(VSPDB) [Kwak et al., 2021]. The composite dataset comprises 200 profiles with locations shown in Figure 1. The
profiles from Yong et al. [2013] were derived using noninvasive methods, those from Kwak et al. [2021] were based on
both invasive and noninvasive methods, and the rest were obtained using invasive techniques [e.g., suspension logging,
cross-hole, and down-hole tests, Shi and Asimaki, 2018]. Previous studies have indicated that noninvasive shear-wave
velocity profiling techniques can produce similar results to invasive techniques [Boore and Brown, 1998, Boore and
Asten, 2008, Brown et al., 2002, Rix et al., 2002, Stephenson et al., 2005, Bas et al., 2022]. Therefore, all profiles are
used to develop the proposed models.

The VS30 and maximum depth distribution of the compiled profiles are shown in Figure 2. Most profiles span a VS30

range between 140 and 740 m/sec, with the minimum VS30 being 105 m/sec and the maximum being 1825 m/sec. The
maximum depth of most profiles is less than 100 m, with 60% being less than 50 m deep and 30% being between 50
and 100 m deep.

3 Model Development

This section outlines the parameterization of the median velocity profile, followed by a discussion of the regression
methods used for the stationary and spatially varying models.

3.1 Parametrization

The analytical expression for the median velocity profile is based on Shi and Asimaki [2018] (Equation 1). The
selected relationship maintains a constant shear-wave velocity VS0 down to a depth z∗ of 2.5m, and it follows a power
function below that depth. The parameter k controls the slope, while the parameter n dictates the curvature of the
velocity profiles. For n = 1, the profile is linear; for n > 1, it is convex; and for n < 1, it is concave.

V S(z) =

{
VS0 for z ≤ z∗

VS0(1 + k(z − z∗))1/n for z > z∗
(1)
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Figure 2: Distributions of VS30 and maximum depth of the profiles used in the model development.

An added feature of our model, compared to previous studies, is that VS0 is evaluated explicitly, constraining the
time-average shear wave velocity of the top 30 meters of the median profile to match the target VS30:

30∫ 30

0
1

V S(z)
dz

= VS30 (2)

By integrating this equation analytically and solving for VS0, we obtain:

VS0 = VS30





(1+(30−z∗)k)1/n+2.5k(1− 1
n )−1

z∗k(1− 1
n )

for n ̸= 1

z∗+ 1
k ln(1+k(30−z∗))

30 for n = 1
(3)

This constraint ensures that the VS30 of the generated profiles matches the input VS30 exactly while reducing the
number of scaling relationships that need to be determined, resulting in a more stable regression.

The scaling parameters n and k are next modeled as functions of VS30. The parameter n is represented by a sigmoid
function (S(x) = 1/(1+exp(−x))) that asymptotically approaches unity for low VS30, and s2 for high VS30 (Equation
4). On the other hand, k uses a combination of a sigmoid and hinge function (H(x) = x ln(1 + exp(x))), which
converges to exp(r1) for low VS30, and increases with an r3 slope in log-log space for high VS30 (Equation 5). These
relationships were based on trends observed in k and n in Shi and Asimaki [2018], Marafi et al. [2021] (Figure S1
in the electronic supplement). The sigmoid and hinge functions were preferred over the high-order polynomials used
in previous studies because they achieve more robust scaling near the data limits, eliminating the large oscillations
typically caused by polynomial fits. To minimize trade-offs, k and n were constrained to share the same sigmoid
scaling (VS30scl = (ln(VS30) − VS30ref )/VS30w), with VS30ref controlling the midpoint and VS30w the width of the
transition between low and high VS30. The common transition parameters ensure that VS0 follows a monotonically
increasing scaling with VS30.

n = 1 + s2 S(VS30scl) (4)

k = exp [r1 + r2S(VS30scl) + r3VS30 wH(VS30scl)] ; (5)

Both the stationary and spatially varying velocity models were formulated as hierarchical Bayesian models. In
Bayesian statistics, the uncertainty of the model parameters (θ) before observing the data is expressed by the prior
distribution (p(θ)). The uncertainty of the model parameters informed by the available data is quantified by the poste-
rior distribution (p(θ|y,x)), where y is the response variable (here, ln(VS)) and x are the conditional variables (here, z
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and VS30). The influence of the data is captured by the likelihood function, which is defined by the probability density
function of the velocity model:

L(θ) = pdf(y|f(x, θ), σ2) (6)

where f(x, θ) represents the median velocity profile in log space, and σ is the standard deviation of the model residuals.

Bayes’s rule provides the means for calculating the posterior distribution based on the prior distribution and likelihood
function as:

p(θ|y,x) ∝ L(θ)p(θ) (7)

which we evaluated numerically using the computer software STAN [Stan Development Team, 2023].

Based on preliminary exploratory analyses, the residuals between the measured and median velocity profiles for both
models were defined in log space, assuming they follow a normal distribution:

ϵ = ln(VS)− ln(V S) (8)

ϵ ∼ N (0, σ) (9)

where VS are the shear wave velocity observations, V S represents the median profile values at the same depths, and σ
is the standard deviation in log space. The assumption that the residuals are log-normally distributed is also supported
by previous studies, including Shi and Asimaki [2018] and Marafi et al. [2021].

The following sections detail the development of the two models. Subsection: Stationary Model outlines the develop-
ment of the stationary model, while Subsection: Spatially Varying Model describes the development of the spatially
varying model.

3.2 Stationary Model
The stationary velocity model is formulated as follows:

yij = fstat(xij , θi) + ϵij (10)

where yij is the jth velocity observation, in log space, of the ith profile. The term fstat represents the median
prediction of the stationary model, and ϵij is the model’s misfit. The input parameters for fstat include the depth to
the middle of the layer (xij) and the array of conditional variables for the profile in question, which for the stationary
model is solely VS30.

Next, the prior distributions in the regression of the stationary model are defined.

The midpoint of the VS30 scaling, VS30ref , is modeled with a normal distribution that has a mean of 5.7 and standard
deviation of 0.1:

VS30ref ∼ N (5.7, 0.1) (11)

In linear space, the median value of the midpoint is 300 m/sec while the 16th and 84th percentiles are 270 and 330,
respectively.

The width of the transition was modeled using a gamma distribution with shape and scale parameters of 2.0 and 0.5,
respectively:

VS30w ∼ Gamma(2.0, 0.5) (12)

A gamma distribution was chosen as the prior because its support is on the positive side of the real line, ensuring that
VS30w remains physically meaningful. The prior mean is one, with the 16th to 84th percentile ranging from 0.35 to
1.68.

The prior distribution for the change in curvature as a function V s30 is a log-normal distribution with a mean of 2.0
in logspace and a standard deviation of 0.3:

s2 ∼ LN (2.0, 0.3) (13)

A negative s2 would imply a concave median profile as VS30 increases (i.e., as velocity profiles become stiffer), which
was deemed unphysical based on simple overburden pressure effects on material stiffness and, by extension, shear
wave velocity. The log-normal distribution has a strictly positive support, resulting in median VS profiles that are
convex for the entire VS30 range. The median, 16th, and 84th percentiles for this prior distribution are 7.40, 5.48, and
9.96, respectively.

An uninformative prior is used for r1stat, which controls the slope of VS at low VS30. The coefficient r1stat corre-
sponds to r1 in Equation 5 for the stationary model. It is modeled using a normal distribution with a mean of zero and
a standard deviation of 5.0:

r1stat ∼ N (0.0, 5.0) (14)

5



Data-driven Characterization of Near-Surface Velocity in SFBA

A zero value for r1stat represents a unit slope for VS with depth (i.e., exp(r1stat)), while the 16th and 84th percentiles
correspond to slopes of 0.001 and 150, respectively, covering a broad range of plausible values.

The rate of slope change for profiles with intermediate VS30 is controlled by r2stat, which follows a log-normal
distribution with a log-mean of 0.5 and a standard deviation of 0.5:

r2stat ∼ LN (0.5, 0.5) (15)

Similar to r1stat, r2stat corresponds to r2 in Equation 5 for the stationary model. A prior with positive support ensures
an increasing VS slope for higher VS30, consistent with findings from previous studies [Assimaki et al., 2014, Marafi
et al., 2021].

The coefficient r3 controls the rate of change at high VS30. An exponential prior distribution is used to penalize
unnecessary model complexity [Simpson et al., 2017, Lavrentiadis et al., 2021]:

r3 ∼ Exp(2.0) (16)

The exponential distribution has most of its mass near zero, ensuring a minimal rate of slope change unless there is
significant evidence in the empirical data supporting a more complex model.

The standard deviation for the misfit is modeled with a log-normal distribution, with a log-mean and standard deviation
of −1.0 and 0.6, respectively:

σ ∼ LN (−1., 0.6) (17)

The 16th to 84th percentile spans the range from 0.2 to 0.65, covering the range of standard deviations of previous
models.

3.3 Spatially Varying Model
One limitation of the stationary model is that the standard deviation may be overestimated due to the incorporation of
any systematic differences between velocity profiles with similar VS30. The spatially varying model aims to address
this by separating the within-profile variability from the systematic effects. It accomplishes this task by including a
spatially varying slope adjustment (δBr), which is a function of the profile’s location (Equation 18). No spatially
varying adjustment was included in the curvature of the profiles, n, due to the small dataset size, which does not allow
for the differentiation of such an effect from a slope adjustment. Additionally, no spatially varying adjustment was
included in VS0 as it is fully determined based on VS30, k, and n parameters (Equation 2).

yij = fsvar(xij , θi, δBri) + ϵij (18)

The mean k − VS30 scaling is adjusted from the stationary model to account for the systematic effects (Equation 19).
Specifically, δr1svar modifies the slope of the VS profiles at low VS30 relative to the stationary model, while δr2svar
adjusts the slope of the VS profiles at intermediate to high VS30.

r1svar = r1stat + δr1svar
r2svar = r2stat + δr2svar

(19)

The updated k−VS30 scaling, which includes both the mean and profile-specific adjustments, is presented in Equation
20. The scaling terms for low and intermediate VS30, r1 and r2, correspond to the adjusted values r1svar and r2svar,
respectively, while the scaling term r3, for high VS30, remains fixed at its stationary model value. A new r3 term was
not estimated for the spatially varying model due to the limited number of stiff profiles in the dataset.

k = exp [r1 + r2S(VS30scl) + r3VS30 wH(VS30scl) + δBr] (20)

The δr1svar, and δr2svar adjustments are modeled with normal priors with zero mean and 0.2 standard deviation
(Equation 21). The zero mean ensures that the k− VS30 scaling remains the same as the stationary model unless there
is significant evidence from the data to suggest otherwise.

δr1svar ∼ N (0.0, 0.2)

δr2svar ∼ N (0.0, 0.2)
(21)
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The spatially varying term, δBr, is modeled as a Gaussian Process with a zero mean and a kernel function, κδBr (⃗ts, t⃗
′
s).

The zero mean ensures that, away from the profiles in the training dataset, the slope of the generated profiles remains
consistent with the average slope for the given VS30. The kernel function encodes the site-specific information, allow-
ing it to learn the length scale and the magnitude of the spatial variability in the slope of the VS profiles.

δBr ∼ GP (0, κδBr
(x⃗s, x⃗s′)) (22)

The kernel is modeled with a negative exponential kernel function:

κδBr
(x⃗s, x⃗s′) = ω2

δBr exp

( |x⃗s − x⃗s′ |
ℓδBr

)
(23)

where ωδBr controls the size, ℓδBr controls the length scale of the spatial variability, and |x⃗s − x⃗s′ | is the euclidean
distance between s and s′ profiles.

The length scale of variability is modeled using an inverse gamma prior distribution with shape and scale parameters
of 2.0 and 50.0, respectively:

ℓδBr
∼ InvGamma(2.0, 50.0) (24)

The inverse gamma distribution has positive support, ensuring the length scale remains physically meaningful. The
16th to 84th percentile spans from 15 to 70 km.

The scale of the spatial variability is modeled using a centered half-normal distribution with a standard deviation of
0.02:

ωδBr ∼ T (0, )N (0.0, 0.02) (25)
The zero lower truncation limit ensures the standard deviation remains positive, while the zero mean and small standard
deviation concentrate most of the prior distribution’s mass near zero. This allows for spatially varying curvature only
if the data provide significant support.

4 Regression Results
This section presents the results of the stationary and spatially varying models, followed by the along-depth correlation
model and the SVM termination criteria.

4.1 Stationary Model
Table 1 summarizes the estimated coefficients of the stationary model. Coefficients VS30ref , VS30w, r1, and σ are es-
timated with the smallest uncertainty, followed by r2 and s2, which have wider posterior distributions. The coefficient
r3 has the largest uncertainty. The terms r2, r3, and s2 control the slope and curvature scaling for stiff profiles (i.e.,
large VS30), where the training dataset is scant. This suggests that future data collection efforts focused on stiff sites
will have the greatest impact on refining the VS(z) model scaling. Figure S2 in the electronic supplement displays the
trace plots and full posterior distributions of the Markov chains, indicating good model convergence.

Table 1: Posterior distributions of stationary model coefficients
Coefficient VS30ref VS30w r1 r2 r3 s2 σ
Mean 6.5045 0.4368 -2.2960 5.4669 0.4236 7.1685 0.3759
Median 6.4990 0.4354 -2.2986 5.3966 0.3886 7.0741 0.3759
5th Percentile 6.3505 0.3866 -2.4135 3.9247 0.0335 5.7509 0.3686
95th Percentile 6.6780 0.4916 -2.1700 7.2551 0.9193 8.9065 0.3834

The scaling relationships for k, n, and VS0 of the stationary model are presented in Figure 3. Subfigure 3a shows the
slope scaling as a function of VS30. For soft profiles (VS30 < 200 m/sec), the median profile converges asymptotically
to a 0.1 slope. As VS30 increases, the median profiles become steeper. The rate of slope change is highest for
intermediate VS30 values (300 < VS30 < 800), while for VS30 above 1000 m/sec, the rate of change decreases.
Subfigure 3b presents the curvature scaling as a function of VS30 where similar trends to k−VS30 scaling are observed.
At low VS30 values, the profiles have little curvature, n asymptotically reaches unity, while the curvature of the median
profiles increases for larger VS30. For very stiff profiles, the curvature of the profiles asymptotically converges to 8.
The VS0 − VS30 scaling as defined by the k and n scaling relationships is presented in Subfigure 3c. The derived
relationship follows a marginally concave trend in log-log space and is approximately a factor of two below the one-
to-one line.

The stationary model residuals, arranged as a function of depth, VS30, and shear-wave velocity, are presented in
Subfigures 4a, 4b, and 4c, respectively. Additionally, the along-depth residuals for different VS30 and profile depth
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3: Scaling relationships for the stationary model; subfigure (a) VS30 versus k scaling, subfigure (b) VS30 versus
n scaling, and subfigure (c) VS30 versus VS0 scaling.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4: Stationary model residuals versus depth on subfigure (a), versus VS30 on subfigure (b), and versus VS on
subfigure (c). Error bars indicate the median, 16th, and 84th percentiles.

bins are provided in the electronic supplement (Figures S3 and S4). The near-zero mean of the binned residuals across
all figures suggests that the model is unbiased for VS < 1000 m/sec. A slight deviation in the binned residuals is
observed at higher shear-wave velocities, as shown in Subfigure 4c. This behavior can be attributed to higher shear-
wave velocities corresponding to bedrock layers beneath the Bay Area sedimentary layers. Accurately modeling these
stiff layers would require an additional branch in the median velocity model (Equation 1) to capture the VS −z scaling
within the rock layers. Nonetheless, since the proposed model primarily aims to represent the basin layers, this misfit
occurs outside the scope of the current model.

Regarding the model’s misfit, the approximately equal spacing between the 16th–50th and 50th–84th percentiles across
all bins suggests that a symmetric distribution, such as a normal distribution, is appropriate. Additionally, the constant
width of the 16th to 84th percentile range in bins with a large number of data points indicates that using a constant
standard deviation with respect to depth and VS30 is reasonable.

t

4.2 Spatially Varying Model
Table 2 summarizes the coefficients for the spatially varying model. The coefficients r1 and r2 are adjusted relative to
those in the stationary model, with r1 being approximately 0.3 units smaller and r2 about 0.54 units larger than their
counterparts in the stationary model. The standard deviation of the spatially varying model is roughly 25% smaller
than the stationary model, highlighting the importance of properly capturing profile-specific effects. The magnitude of
spatial variability for δBr is 0.31 units, with a correlation length of 1.91 km. Figure S5 in the electronic supplement
presents the trace plots and full posterior distributions for the slope adjustments and hyperparameters of the spatially
varying term, indicating good model convergence, similar to the stationary model.

8
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Table 2: Posterior distributions of spatially varying model coefficients
Coefficient VS30ref VS30w r1 r2 r3 s2 σ ℓδBr (km) ωδBr

Fixed Value 6.4990 0.4355 - - 0.3897 7.0713 - - -
Mean - - -2.6097 5.9316 - - 0.2807 1.9471 0.3159
Median - - -2.6102 5.9329 - - 0.2807 1.9104 0.3156
5th Percentile - - -2.7168 5.6428 - - 0.2746 1.4690 0.2860
95th Percentile - - -2.5012 6.2179 - - 0.2869 2.5526 0.3458

Figure 5 presents the scaling relationships for the spatially varying model. Subfigure 5a shows the slope scaling as a
function of VS30. The profile-specific slope estimates are represented by circular markers, with error bars indicating
the posterior standard deviation. Overall, these estimates align well with the global scaling relationship. Subfigure 5b
presents the curvature scaling versus VS30, which is kept the same as the stationary model. Subfigure 5c displays the
shear-wave velocity at the top of the profiles as a function of VS30. The profile-specific VS0 adjustments reflect the
deviation of the profile-specific slope from its scaling relationship to satisfy the VS30 constraint.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: Scaling relationships for the spatially varying model; subfigure (a) VS30 versus k scaling, and subfigure (c)
VS30 versus VS0 scaling.

The within profile residuals are summarized in Figure 6; they are depicted versus depth in subfigure 6a, versus VS30

in subfigure 6b, and versus VS in subfigure 6c. Furthermore, they are depicted as a function of depth binned by VS30

and profile length in the electronic supplement (Figures S6 and S7). The mean of the binned residuals is close to zero,
indicating that the model is unbiased with respect to depth, VS30, and layer VS . Although there is still some bias at
higher VS values (VS > 1000 m/sec), it is smaller than the stationary model. Additionally, similarly to the stationary
model, the nearly constant distance from the mean to the 16th and 84th percentiles, as well as the constant width
between these percentiles, suggest that a symmetric distribution with a constant standard deviation is appropriate.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: Spatially varying model within profile residuals versus depth on subfigure, (a) versus VS30 on subfigure (b),
and versus VS on subfigure (c); error bars indicate the median, 16th, and 84th percentiles.

9
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The spatial variability of the slope adjustment is shown in Figure 7. Subfigure 7a presents the median estimate of
δBr, while Subfigure 7b presents its posterior uncertainty. Around the Bay Area estuary, δBr is negative, indicating a
gentler slope (i.e., a slower increase of VS with depth). In contrast, inland, in the San Francisco peninsula, San Mateo,
and East Bay, δBr is positive, corresponding to steeper profiles. Due to the relatively short correlation length, the
uncertainty in δBr does not display significant spatial variability.

Aggregating δBr by surface geological unit does not reveal any systematic trends in the average values (see Figure S8
in the electronic supplement). This outcome is expected, as surface geology is correlated with VS30, which influences
the median slope (Equation 20). Instead, the surface geology appears to impact the variability of the slope adjustment
within each class. The highest variability is observed in artificial fill, alluvium (Quaternary and Holocene) deposits,
and offshore profiles, while older Pleistocene and Pliocene units exhibit lower variability. An exception is seen with
profiles in the Franciscan Complex, which also display significant variability. Future studies should evaluate a more
complex correlation structure that accounts for adjustments within and between geological units.

(a) (b)

Figure 7: Spatially varying slope adjustment term, δBr, (a) median value, (b) uncertainty.

4.3 Along-Depth Correlation
The along-depth correlations for both models were determined through semivariogram analysis using an exponential
covariance. Table 3 summarizes the estimated along-depth correlation length (r) and semivariance (s) for the stationary
and spatially varying models while the raw semivariograms and model fits are shown in Figure 8. In both models, the
estimated correlation lengths are approximately 10 m. As expected, the semivariance of the spatially varying model is
smaller than that of the stationary model.

To reduce the computational cost, the along-depth correlation structure was determined separately from the lateral
spatially varying component. Capturing both correlation structures in a single regression would require manipulating
covariance matrices the size of the total number of velocity layers. In the current implementation, the spatially varying
term (δBr) is modeled with a covariance matrix based on the number of velocity profiles, while the semivariogram
analysis computes the semivariance of the model residuals within each profile. This approach effectively produces a
pseudo-3D SVM, where the two horizontal dimensions are decoupled from the vertical one. The two orders of magni-
tude length-scale difference between the correlation length in the horizontal plane (2km) and vertical direction (10m)
support the presence of a sedimentary depositional environment and further strengthen our assumption of decoupling
the two directions. Still, Future studies should focus on capturing the full 3D correlation structure, especially in tran-
sition zones such as alluvium fans and basin edges where the ratio of correlation lengths will be closer to one, using
more efficient regression methodologies and denser velocity observations.

4.4 The Sediment Velocity Model - Basement Rock Interface
Determining the appropriate conditions for transitioning from the sediment velocity models to the underlying basement
rock models, in this case, the USGS SFBA community velocity model, has been an ongoing challenge in previous
studies. For example, Ely et al. [2010] prescribed a fixed depth where the two models connected seamlessly; Shi and
Asimaki [2018], on the other hand, prescribed an upper limit of VS30 applicability on their SVM, beyond which the
community velocity model was valid, allowing for impedance contrasts to form at the interface. In this work, attempts
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Table 3: Along-depth semivariogram parameters; Correlation length (r) and semi-variance (s).
Model Coefficient r (m) s
Stationary Estimate 11.9293 0.0820

Standard error 2.9375 0.0037
Spatially Estimate 11.9778 0.0607
Varying Standard error 2.1545 0.0020

(a) (b)

Figure 8: Along-depth semivariogram for (a) stationary model, (b) spatially varying model; circular marker represent
the empirical semivariance while the solid line represent the semivariance model fit.

to identify a specific depth or a shear-wave velocity at which the empirical data and the SFBA model converged were
unsuccessful (Figures S9 and S10 in the electronic supplement).

For this reason, we recommend following the sedimentary velocity model until a shear-wave velocity of 1000 m/sec
is reached or until the rock layer underlying the basin is encountered. To prevent any negative impedance contrast–
where the VS of the shallow layers exceeds that of the underlying layers–the maximum VS value between the SVM
and USGS SFBA models should be adopted. Beyond these thresholds, the USGS SFBA model should be applied.

5 Model Evaluation
The model evaluation is divided into two subsections: first, the horizontal cross-sections of the proposed models
are compared with the USGS model; next, we evaluate their impact on site amplification through a one-dimensional
site-response analysis.

Figure 9 presents a comparison of the cross-section at 50m depth across four models: the stationary model, the spatially
varying model conditioned on the available data, the spatially varying model without any data conditioning, and the
USGS SFBA model. Additional cross-sections at 10 m and 100 m depth are provided in the electronic supplement
(Figures S11 and S12). The VS30 input for both the stationary and spatially varying models is obtained from Wills
et al. [2015].

The most notable differences between the proposed models and the USGS model occur in the South Bay and Livermore
Valley, where both the stationary and spatially varying models suggest higher shear-wave velocities. Differences in
the South Bay are more pronounced at shallower depths, while in Livermore, they become more significant at greater
depths. Comparisons at 10, 50, and 100 m depth between the stationary and spatially varying models with the USGS
SFBA velocity model are presented in the electronic supplement (Figures S14 to S16). These differences could be the
underlying factor explaining the findings by Pinilla-Ramos et al. [2024], who reported over-amplification of seismic
waves in these regions based on 3D simulations when compared to observations; although, a new set of 3D simulations
with the proposed models would be required to test the hypothesis.

An additional observation is that, as Subfigures 9a, 9b and 9d show, in regions with limited profile observations, the
stationary and spatially varying models are similar; however, near measured velocity profiles, the conditional spatially
varying model smoothly deviates from the stationary and unconditional spatially varying model to capture site-specific
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slope adjustments. Additionally, Subfigures 9c and 9e display the VS uncertainty from δBr in the spatially varying
models. In both cases, the largest uncertainty occurs in regions with low VS30 values due to the shallower VS − z
slopes. Subfigure 9c also demonstrates how including the velocity profiles in the conditional model reduces uncertainty
compared to the unconditional model for sites in the vicinity of velocity observations.
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Figure 9: Velocity model cross session at a depth of 50 m: (a) mean VS of the stationary model, (b) mean VS of spatially varying model conditioned on available
velocity profiles, (c) VS uncertainty of spatially varying model conditioned on available velocity profiles, (d) mean VS of the unconditional spatially varying model,
(e) VS uncertainty of unconditional spatially varying model conditioned on available velocity profiles, (d) VS of USGS San-Francisco Bay Area velocity model.
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5.1 Site Response Analysis
We lastly conducted a series of linear site-response analyses to evaluate the proposed models’ performance in terms of
predicting near-surface amplification relative to the USGS SFBA velocity model under 1D site response assumptions.
We specifically performed four sets of site-response analyses: one using the measured velocity profiles as the ground
truth and three others using the stationary, spatially varying, and USGS models evaluated at the same locations as the
observed profiles.

The comparison between the alternative models was based on the goodness-of-fit (GOF) measure proposed by Shi
and Asimaki [2017], which considers peak-ground acceleration (PGA), peak-ground velocity (PGV), peak-ground
displacement (PGD), Arias intensity, significant duration, Fourier amplitude, and spectral acceleration to assess the fit
between the models and ground truth conditions. A score of zero indicates a perfect match between the model and
reference conditions; a positive score indicates an overestimation of intensity measures (IMs) relative to the reference
conditions, while a negative score indicates an underestimation of IMs. An ensemble of Ricker wavelets was used as
input outcrop motion for the site-response analyses. The generated ground motion has a flat frequency content from
0.1 to 10.0 Hz, allowing for comparison of the velocity profiles over a wide range of frequencies (Figures S17 and S18
in the electronic supplement). Comparisons for the stationary and spatially varying models were performed both with
and without along-depth variability, sampled with the covariance described in Subsection: Along-Depth Correlation.
An example of the profiles used in the site-response analysis is provided in Figure S19 in the electronic supplement.

Figures 10, 11, and 12 present the GOF scores for the stationary, spatially varying, and USGS SFBA models, respec-
tively, relative to the ground truth profile measurements. The comparison is made across three frequency bins: 0.01
Hz to fP , fP to 2fP , and 2fP to 10 Hz, where fP represents the frequency corresponding to the first fundamental
mode of each profile, calculated using the quarter-wavelength approximation:

fP =

(
4

n∑

i=1

dzi
VSi

)−1

(26)

where VSi and dzi are the shear-wave velocity and thickness of the ith layer, respectively. The frequency bins are
defined in terms of fP rather than fixed values to account for the varying heights and stiffness of different profiles,
which result in different resonant frequency ranges. The quarter-wavelength approximation was chosen over a full
wave propagation definition as it is simpler to compute in forward applications.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 10: Average goodness-of-fit (GOF) scores for the stationary model profiles with along-depth variability; gray
dots represent the GOF scores of individual profiles, black squares indicate the mean GOF values for each VS30 bin,
and error bars show the 16th to 84th percentile range; (a) Frequency bin: f ∈ [0.01, fP ) Hz, (b) Frequency bin:
f ∈ [fP , 2fP ) Hz, (c) Frequency bin: f ∈ [2fP , 10) Hz.

Figure 10 shows that the stationary model captures the mean amplification (i.e., the moving average of the GOF
score is near zero) in the 0.01 to fP frequency range across the full range of VS30 values. It also recovers the average
amplification in the fP to 2fP frequency bin. This comparison, at the same time, highlights that along-depth variability
has a more pronounced impact in amplifying high frequencies shown with the wider 16-84th percentiles.

Similar trends are observed in the GOF comparisons for the spatially varying model (Figure 11). Note that this model
results in a reduction of the GOF range by approximately 10% for both the 0.01 to fP and fP to 2fP frequency bins.

Higher modes, represented by the 2fP to 10 Hz frequency bin, show an overestimation of amplification for soft to
medium stiffness profiles (VS30 < 400 m/sec) in both the stationary and spatially varying models. However, for
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 11: Average goodness-of-fit (GOF) scores for the spatially varying model profiles with along-depth variability
and uncertainty in the slope adjustment factor δBr; gray dots represent the GOF scores of individual profiles, black
squares indicate the mean GOF values for each VS30 bin, and error bars show the 16th to 84th percentile range; (a)
Frequency bin: f ∈ [0.01, fP ) Hz, (b) Frequency bin: f ∈ [fP , 2fP ) Hz, (c) Frequency bin: f ∈ [2fP , 10) Hz.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 12: Average goodness-of-fit (GOF) scores for USGS SFBA velocity profiles; gray dots represent the GOF
scores of individual profiles, black squares indicate the mean GOF values for each VS30 bin, and error bars show
the 16th to 84th percentile range; (a) Frequency bin: f ∈ [0.01, fP ) Hz, (b) Frequency bin: f ∈ [fP , 2fP ) Hz, (c)
Frequency bin: f ∈ [2fP , 10) Hz.

stiffer profiles, the spatially varying model achieves a better fit. Since the proposed models are approximations of the
background medium velocity, it is expected that they are unable to accurately capture modal shapes beyond the first
mode.

A similar comparison, excluding along-depth variability, is provided in the electronic supplement (Figures S20 and
S21). Comparing the two cases shows that incorporating along-depth variability increases the range of GOF scores
within each profile in the medium- and high-frequency bins while also reducing over-amplification at high frequencies.
This reduction is due to the scattering of high frequencies caused by small perturbations of the velocity profiles,
demonstrating the importance of considering the along-depth variability in site-response analyses intended to develop
statistical models.

The same evaluation using the USGS SFBA velocity profiles is shown in Figure 12, which shows a wider scatter of
GOF scores at low frequencies and an underestimation of near-surface amplification in the medium and high-frequency
ranges. This underestimation is expected, given the coarseness of the USGS SFBA model (with a vertical resolution
of 25 m in the top 400 m), which limits its ability to capture the softer layers near the surface.

These results suggest that modifying the shallow layers using the proposed stationary or spatially varying model could
potentially enhance ground motion predictions for a wide range of frequencies of engineering interest. Incorporat-
ing along-depth variability will further improve these predictions in the high-frequency regime. Three-dimensional
validation simulations are necessary, as mentioned above, to validate this hypothesis.
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6 Conclusions
Two data-driven velocity models conditioned on VS30 were developed in this study using a set of velocity profiles
collected from the San Francisco Bay Area. The first model follows a stationary assumption where VS30 fully char-
acterizes the median scaling. The second model relaxes this assumption by incorporating a spatially varying slope
adjustment based on the profile’s location, allowing for better capture of profile-specific effects.

The median profile scaling adopts the functional form by Shi and Asimaki [2018], which defines the median VS versus
depth as a function of the shear wave velocity at the surface (VS0), slope (k), and curvature (n). In the stationary
model, the parameters k and n are expressed as functions of VS30, while in the spatially varying model, k also varies
with the profile’s location. A sigmoid function is used for the n − VS30 scaling, and a composite sigmoid and hinge
function is used for the k − VS30 scaling, with both k and n relationships sharing the same sigmoid scaling. This
formulation minimizes trade-offs between slope and curvature while providing a more robust extrapolation beyond the
data range than polynomial fits. New to previous studies, the VS0 − VS30 scaling is computed analytically to satisfy
the VS30 constraint, reducing the number of unknown coefficients and ensuring that the input VS30 matches that of the
generated profiles.

The spatially varying model is derived from the stationary model to maintain consistent scaling in the absence of
site-specific information. The slope adjustment (δBr) is modeled as a zero-mean Gaussian process with a negative
exponential kernel function, ensuring that the VS − z scaling smoothly transitions to capture profile-specific effects
near measured profiles while following the global scaling elsewhere.

Residual analysis indicates that both the stationary and spatially varying models are unbiased with respect to depth
and VS30, with a small deviation observed at high VS values (above 1000 m/sec). This deviation likely occurs when
profiles extend into the underlying rock layers, which would require a different VS − z scaling. As the proposed
models are intended for sedimentary layers, this misfit lies outside the scope of the current model. The profile-specific
adjustments in the spatially varying model result in a 25% reduction in residual standard deviation compared to the
stationary model.

The spatial trends of the slope adjustment indicate that, for the same VS30, profiles around the Bay Area estuary have
gentler slopes (i.e., slower increase in VS with depth) compared to the global model. In contrast, profiles further
inland in the San Francisco Peninsula, San Mateo, and South Bay regions show a faster increase in VS with depth. A
classification of slope adjustments based on surface geology revealed no systematic trends, but greater variability was
observed in younger formations.

Along-depth semivariogram analyses determined the correlation length to be approximately 10 m for both the station-
ary and spatially varying models.

Developing data-driven interface criteria between the sedimentary models and the USGS SFBA model was unsuccess-
ful. Therefore, it is currently recommended to use the sedimentary models until a shear-wave velocity of 1000 m/sec
is reached, then transition to the USGS SFBA velocity model. To prevent negative impedance in the transition region,
the maximum of 1000 m/sec and the USGS SFBA velocity should be used.

Updating the USGS SFBA velocity model with either the stationary or spatially varying model, using the VS30 es-
timates from Wills et al. [2015] and the aforementioned termination rule, results in a stiffer velocity structure in the
South Bay and Livermore Valley. These adjustments align with recent 3D simulations [Pinilla-Ramos et al., 2024],
which observed over-amplification of seismic waves in these regions compared to observations.

Lastly, goodness-of-fit (GOF) comparisons with one-dimensional site-response analyses between the actual profiles
(treated as reference conditions), the stationary model, the spatially varying model, and the USGS SFBA veloc-
ity model demonstrated that the proposed models capture site amplification more accurately, for frequencies up to
twice the fundamental frequency of the profiles, as approximated by the quarter-wavelength method. Incorporating
along-depth variability expands the GOF range within each profile at medium and high frequencies and reduces over-
amplification at high frequencies due to scattering effects.

Future studies should focus on the transition between SVMs and community velocity models, emphasizing the basin
edges. Expanding the dataset of VS observations and developing a more advanced correlation structure that simulta-
neously accounts for horizontal and along-depth, as well as within and between geologic unit correlations, is expected
to enhance near-surface velocity characterization further. Incorporating refined near-surface characterization and un-
certainty in 3D earthquake simulations will provide valuable insights into regional seismic hazard assessments.
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Data-driven Characterization of Near-Surface Velocity in the SFBA:

A Stationary and Spatially Varying Approach

Lavrentiadis G., Seylabi E., Xia F., Tehrani H., Asimaki D., & McCallen D.

Figure S1 compares the k, n, and VS0 scaling between the proposed model, Shi and Asimaki (2018), and
Marafi et al. (2021). In Subfigure (c), the black dotted line represents the one-to-one line; the region above
this line corresponds to VS0 values greater than VS30, indicating unphysical scaling.

Figure S2 displays the Markov-chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) trace plots and posterior distributions for the
hyperparameters of the stationary model.

The along-depth residuals of the stationary model are shown for different VS30 bins in Figure S3, and for
various maximum profile depths in Figure S4.

Similarly, Figure S5 presents the MCMC trace plots and posterior distributions for the hyperparameters of
the spatially varying model.

The along-depth residuals of the spatially varying model are shown in Figure S6 for different VS30 bins and
in Figure S7 for different maximum profile depths.

Figure S8 illustrates the distribution of the spatially varying slope adjustment term, δBr, categorized by
geologic unit.

Figure S9 presents the misfit between the direct VS observations and the USGS SFBA community velocity
model as a function of depth and measured shear-wave velocity in Subfigures (a) and (b), respectively. Figure
S10 compares the misfit between the VS observations and the USGS model, grouped by VS30.

Figures S11 and S12 provide comparisons of the different velocity models at depths of 10 and 100 m. Subfigure
(a) shows the cross-section of the stationary model; Subfigures (b) and (c) display the median value and
uncertainty of the spatially varying model conditioned on the available data; Subfigures (d) and (e) show the
median value and uncertainty of the spatially varying model without conditioning on any data; and Subfigure
(f) presents the cross-section of the USGS SFBA community velocity model.

Figures S13 and S14 present the percentage difference between the stationary and spatially varying models
compared to the USGS SFBA velocity model at depths of 10, 50, and 100 meters. Similarly, Figures S15
and S16 display the shear-wave velocity ratio between the stationary and spatially varying models and the
USGS SFBA model at the same depths.

Figures S17 and S18 show the input time history used for the site-response analysis and its corresponding
frequency content.

Figure S20 presents the goodness-of-fit (GOF) score for the stationary model without along-depth variability.
Figure S21 presents the GOF score for the spatially varying model without variability.
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Figure S1: Comparison of k, n, and VS0 scaling between the proposed model, Shi and Asimaki (2018) and
Marafi et al. (2021); the black dotted line in subfigure (c) corresponds to the one-to-one line; the region
above this line corresponds to VS0 greater than VS30.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

(g)

Figure S2: Monte Carlo Markov Chain for posterior distributions of stationary model for:
(a) VS30ref , (b) VS30w, (c) r1, (d) r2, (e) r3, (f) s2, and (g) σst.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure S3: Stationary model residuals versus depth for different VS30 bins. (a) VS30 ∈ [100, 400) m/sec, (b)
VS30 ∈ [400, 800) m/sec, (c) VS30 ∈ [800, 3000) m/sec.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure S4: Stationary model residuals versus depth for different velocity profile depths (zmax) bins. (a)
zmax ∈ [0, 50) m/sec, (b) zmax ∈ [50, 100) m/sec, (c) zmax ∈ [100, 250) m/sec (d) zmax ∈ [250, 500) m/sec.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e)

Figure S5: Monte Carlo Markov Chain for posterior distributions of spatially varying model for:
(a) δr1, (b) δr2, (c) ℓδBr (d) ωδBr (g) σsvar.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S6: Spatially varying model residuals versus depth for different VS30 bins. (a) VS30 ∈ [100, 400) m/sec,
(b) VS30 ∈ [400, 800) m/sec, (c) VS30 ∈ [800, 3000) m/sec.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure S7: Spatially varying model residuals versus depth for different velocity profile depths (zmax) bins. (a)
zmax ∈ [0, 50) m/sec, (b) zmax ∈ [50, 100) m/sec, (c) zmax ∈ [100, 250) m/sec (d) zmax ∈ [250, 500) m/sec.

Figure S8: Distribution of the spatially varying slope adjustment term, δBr, binned by the geologic unit;
the square marker indicates the mean value, the circular marker represents the median value, and the error
bars show the 16th and 84th percentiles.
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(a) (b)

Figure S9: Missfit between the VS observations and the USGS SFBA community velocity model; (a) obser-
vation - USGS misfit versus depth and (b) observation - USGS misfit versus layer’s shear-wave velocity.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S10: Missfit between the VS observations and the USGS SFBA community velocity model for different
VS30 bins; (a) VS30 ∈ [100, 400) m/sec, (b) VS30 ∈ [400, 800) m/sec, (c) VS30 ∈ [800, 3000) m/sec.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Figure S11: Velocity model cross session at depth of 10 m: (a) mean VS of the stationary model, (b) mean VS of spatially varying model conditioned on
available velocity profiles, (c) VS uncertainty of spatially varying model conditioned on available velocity profiles, (d) mean VS of spatially varying model
unconditional on any data, (e) VS uncertainty of spatially varying model unconditional on any data, (d) VS of USGS San-Francisco Bay Area velocity model.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Figure S12: Velocity model cross session at depth of 100 m: (a) mean VS of the stationary model, (b) mean VS of spatially varying model conditioned on
available velocity profiles, (c) VS uncertainty of spatially varying model conditioned on available velocity profiles, (d) mean VS of spatially varying model
unconditional on any data, (e) VS uncertainty of spatially varying model unconditional on any data, (d) VS of USGS San-Francisco Bay Area velocity model.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure S13: Percent difference between the stationary and USGS SFBA velocity models ((VS,stat −
VS,USGS)/VS,USGS). Positive values indicate higher VS in the stationary model, while negative values indi-
cate higher VS in the USGS SFBA model. Map views at (a) 10 m, (b) 50 m, and (c) 100 m depth.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S14: Percent difference between the spatially varying and USGS SFBA velocity models ((VS,svar −
VS,USGS)/VS,USGS). Positive values indicate higher VS in the spatially varying model, while negative values
indicate higher VS in the USGS SFBA model. Map views at (a) 10 m, (b) 50 m, and (c) 100 m depth.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S15: Shear-wave velocity ratio between the stationary and USGS SFBA velocity models
(VS,stat/VS,USGS). Ratios greater than one indicate higher VS in the stationary model, while values below
one indicate higher VS in the USGS SFBA model. Map views are shown at depths of (a) 10 m, (b) 50 m,
and (c) 100 m.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure S16: Shear-wave velocity ratio between the spatially varying and USGS SFBA velocity models
(VS,stat/VS,USGS). Ratios greater than one indicate higher VS in the spatially varying model, while values
below one indicate higher VS in the USGS SFBA model. Map views are shown at depths of (a) 10 m, (b) 50
m, and (c) 100 m.

Figure S17: Ricker wavelet ensemble used as input for site-response analysis.

Figure S18: Frequency content of input motion for site-response analysis.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure S19: Example velocity profiles used in the site-response analysis; The solid black line represents the
measured velocity profile, the dashed black line represents the USGS SFBA model at the same location, the
orange line indicates the mean stationary model and the blue line shows the spatially varying model; (a)
comparison of the measured profile with the USGS SFBA model, stationary model, and spatially varying
model, including uncertainty due to the slope adjustment (δBr), (b) Comparison of the measured profile with
the stationary model, incorporating along-depth variability, (c) Comparison of the measured profile with the
spatially varying model, including both δBr uncertainty and along-depth variability.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S20: Average goodness-of-fit (GOF) scores for the stationary model mean profiles; gray dots represent
the GOF scores of individual profiles, black squares indicate the mean GOF values for each VS30 bin, and
error bars show the 16th to 84th percentile range; (a) Frequency bin: f ∈ [0.01, fP ) Hz, (b) Frequency bin:
f ∈ [fP , 2fP ) Hz, (c) Frequency bin: f ∈ [2fP , 10) Hz.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S21: Average goodness-of-fit (GOF) scores for the spatially varying model mean profiles; gray dots
represent the GOF scores of individual profiles, black squares indicate the mean GOF values for each VS30 bin,
and error bars show the 16th to 84th percentile range; (a) Frequency bin: f ∈ [0.01, fP ) Hz, (b) Frequency
bin: f ∈ [fP , 2fP ) Hz, (c) Frequency bin: f ∈ [2fP , 10) Hz.
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