Slip inversion on the creeping thrust fault using
geodetic data and repeating earthquakes
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Chihshang fault - what do we know so far ?
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Chihshang fault - what do we know so far ?

The spatial distribution of creeping section
at Chihshang fault is well-coincided with the
previously found repeaters and earthquake
swarms

But it can not well-explained the
mechanism of two most recent M>6 events.

Less model resolution at depth below 10 km

Original checkboard Inversed checkborad
1
24 24}
0.9
2381 238}
0.8
236 236}
0.7
2341 23.4}
0.6
23.2F 05 2321
23+ - H0.4 23}
228} - 0.3 228}
226 - 0.2 22 6t
22.4 - 1941 204 - Ho.1
' ‘ (Thomas et al., 2014)
a b
1 1 1 1 J o 1 1 1 1 J 0
121 1212 1214 1218 1218 122 121 1212 1214 1216 1218 122

25°

24°

23"

22° -

youail ejlueN

.
-
. ‘e
- f:.
.. L
. N
o

Eurasian
Plate

Longitudinal
valley fault

Ryukyu
trench

S-N (km)

120°

121°

/.

Interseismic coupling map
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Intergrade slip at depth with repeating earthquake data can improve the
resolution at depth (at least where the repeater occurred)
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How much the joint inversion enhances our understanding of aseismic and seismic faulting?

And with the regional seismicity development in time, how much this study contributes to
seismic hazard estimates on the fault?
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Modelling slip at depth Fault geometry
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Result - Interseismic coupling

This study
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Result - Interseismic coupling

This study
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Result - Interseismic coupling
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