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(1) What magnitude of acceleration is required to force a receiver to track less than 4
satellites?

(2) If loss of lock occurs, was it caused by accelerating the receiver, or moving the an-
tenna, or some combination of both?

(3) Do different GNSS receiver models have similar tracking performance during strong
shaking?

on tracking characteristics of new GNSS hardware will be high-
lighted. Five receiver models from four manufactures were
evaluated using an all-electric 3-axis shake table. Simulated
ground motions from the February 2010 Chile earthquake were
reproduced at three magnifications with maximum amplitudes
of approximately 0.6g, 4g, and 7g. A high-pass filter was used to
remove large low frequency ground motions due to limitations
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Results:
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