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Discriminating between natural 
and anthropogenic earthquakes: 
insights from the Emilia Romagna 
(Italy) 2012 seismic sequence
Matteo Albano  1, Salvatore Barba  1, Gabriele Tarabusi1, Michele Saroli1,2 & Salvatore 
Stramondo1

The potential for oilfield activities to trigger earthquakes in seismogenic areas has been hotly debated. 
Our model compares the stress changes from remote water injection and a natural earthquake, both 
of which occurred in northern Italy in recent years, and their potential effects on a nearby Mw 5.9 
earthquake that occurred in 2012. First, we calculate the Coulomb stress from 20 years of fluid injection 
in a nearby oilfield by using a poroelastic model. Then, we compute the stress changes for a 2011 Mw 
4.5 earthquake that occurred close to the area of the 2012 mainshock. We found that anthropogenic 
activities produced an effect that was less than 10% of that generated by the Mw 4.5 earthquake. 
Therefore, the 2012 earthquake was likely associated with a natural stress increase. The probability of 
triggering depends on the magnitude of recent earthquakes, the amount of injected water, the distance 
from an event, and the proximity to the failure of the activated fault. Determining changes that are 
associated with seismic hazards requires poroelastic area-specific models that include both tectonic and 
anthropogenic activities. This comprehensive approach is particularly important when assessing the risk 
of triggered seismicity near densely populated areas.

In recent decades, increasing numbers of anthropogenic earthquakes have caused unexpected damages1, 2, wor-
rying populations around the world and requiring better management of the increased risk. Several scientific 
studies have modelled the physical phenomena that are associated with increased anthropogenic earthquakes and 
seismic hazards1, 3–9. However, different approaches have led to different results and interpretations, suggesting 
that the descriptions of physical phenomena are subject to considerable uncertainty. Moreover, assessments of the 
relative seismic risk that is associated with natural and anthropogenic causes are often accompanied by scepticism 
in the scientific community10. We investigate the relationship between hydrocarbon activities in northern Italy 
and the initiation of a nearby Mw 5.9 earthquake that occurred in 2012. Given the lack of knowledge regarding 
the crustal stress levels and rupture thresholds, we compare the stress perturbations from the hydrocarbon activi-
ties with those from an earlier natural earthquake of Mw 4.5 that occurred in 2011. This comparison enables us to 
analyse whether the triggering mechanism of the 2012 earthquake was natural or anthropogenic.

Anthropogenic earthquakes have been widely acknowledged by the scientific community11 and are commonly 
referred to as induced or triggered seismicity12. These earthquakes are labelled induced when anthropogenic 
activities significantly perturb in situ stresses in small rock volumes far from large pre-existing faults. Both the 
number and magnitude of earthquakes increase with the total injected or extracted fluid volume4, 13. Earthquakes 
are labelled as triggered when industrial activities perturb tectonic structures that are already affected by crustal 
stresses. In this case, small stress changes can be significant because they disturb unstable (nearly critical) fault 
systems and may stimulate large earthquakes. The maximum size of a triggered earthquake depends on the total 
volume of injected fluid and the size of the affected tectonic structures14.

The increases in earthquake rates and seismic hazards in recent decades have been associated with the growth 
of certain industrial activities12, 15, 16. Such activities include mining17, hydrocarbon production, fluid withdrawal 
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or injection18, drilling, hydrofracturing19, geothermal operations20, and reservoir impoundment21. Assessing these 
new and frequent seismic hazards requires a better understanding of the associated earthquake generation mech-
anisms in both known seismic areas and areas that are commonly considered aseismic13.

The occurrence of induced or triggered seismicity has often been associated with or attributed to the pro-
duction of hydrocarbons15, 18, 22. In the hydrocarbon industry, hydraulic fracturing and crude oil extraction are 
acknowledged as common causes of induced earthquakes; however, wastewater disposal in deep formations can 
weaken pre-existing faults and trigger large earthquakes2, 13.

The presence of active faults makes anthropogenic earthquakes difficult to study. In fact, the generation mech-
anisms and magnitudes of triggered earthquakes depend on several factors. These factors include the volume 
of the injected fluids, the extent of the perturbation13, the geometries and orientations of the fault planes, the 
hydraulic connections between the injection and extraction zones and the fault planes15, and the magnitude of 
the tectonic stress field.

Fault rupturing and the likelihood of subsequent seismicity are often modelled by using the Mohr-Coulomb 
failure criterion23. In this case, the critical shear stress τc (i.e., the stress that causes the fault to slip) is proportional 
to the normal stress σ according to equation (1):

τ µ σ= + ⋅c (1)c

where c is the inherent shear strength of the rock, μ is the coefficient of internal friction, and σ is the normal 
stress. According to this criterion, fault failure occurs when the shear stress τ reaches the critical value τc, i.e., 
when the normal stress decreases or the shear stress increases12.

The sum of the changes in the normal and shear stresses defines the Coulomb stress change (hereinafter 
ΔCFS; see the Methods section for details). The spatial distribution of early aftershocks is approximately cor-
related with the coseismic Coulomb stress change of major natural earthquakes. Aftershocks are more likely to 
occur where the static stress increases and less likely where the stress decreases23–25. This behaviour suggests that 
earthquakes advance toward failure in regions of increased static stress.

Fault parameterization controls the ΔCFS; however, the input data, model assumptions, and modelling pro-
cedures that are used in source models have inherent uncertainties. These uncertainties propagate into random 
and systematic uncertainties in the calculated stress changes. Additionally, these uncertainties are often underes-
timated or neglected, rendering the inferred stress changes unreliable24.

The Coulomb stress approach has also been used to study anthropogenic earthquakes26, 27. In these cases, 
point-like fluid injection sources are used, often with a detailed knowledge of subsurface properties, at least near 
the source. The modelled stress perturbations are typically smaller than natural crustal stresses, except in some 
cases near the injection point. Anthropogenic operations such as fluid injection/extraction are time-dependent 
processes because of operational constraints; however, the ΔCFS also depends on the subsequent crustal pore 
fluid diffusion28, 29 far from the injection point. Accordingly, appropriate hydraulic and strength parameters must 
be selected for the model.

Additionally, the fault stress before the perturbation is unknown and difficult to determine. The in situ fault 
stress is particularly difficult to define; thus, determining whether a particular anthropogenic disturbance in 
the Coulomb stress is of practical use is challenging. This uncertainty may also create difficulty in determining 
whether an earthquake results from natural or anthropogenic causes, especially in seismically active areas. ΔCFS 
values as low as 0.01 MPa can trigger earthquakes23, 30, as can higher ΔCFS values31. Such small values suggest that 
the faults that were involved in the event were nearly critically stressed previously7.

The 2012 earthquake sequence that occurred in the Emilia-Romagna region (Italy) is representative of such 
an event. This event had relevant social, cultural, emotional and economic effects and caused severe damage in 
many localities, especially to historical centres and factories, resulting in more than 4 billion euros of damage32. 
Additionally, twenty-seven people were killed, hundreds of people were injured, and more than 40,000 were 
evacuated.

The Emilia-Romagna region is characterized by an NE-verging thrust system33, 34 (Fig. 1a) that originated 
from the Cenozoic collision between the European plate and the Adria plate35. These thrusts represent the frontal 
portion of the Northern Apennines fold-and-thrust belt36 and are assumed to generate earthquakes up to magni-
tude 6.1 at depths of 2–10 km37, 38. The largest historical earthquakes occurred more than 500 years ago (e.g., Mw 
5.5 on November 17, 1570 and Mw 4.7 on March 17, 1574)39.

The Emilia seismic sequence has been attributed to the activation of two segments of the Ferrara-Romagna 
thrust system: the Ferrara thrust, which was responsible for the Mw 5.9 event on May 20, 2012, and the Mirandola 
thrust, which was responsible for the Mw 5.7 event on May 29, 2012 (Fig. 1b and c)40, 41.

These deadly earthquakes have drawn considerable attention from around the world because of the potential 
connection between the mainshock rupture and the hydrocarbon activities on the Po plain42. In fact, the seis-
mic sequence occurred along an active thrust system that partially overlaps the Cavone oilfield (Fig. 1b), where 
hydrocarbon-related activities have occurred since 1980. The oil production in Cavone peaked in 1982 and then 
declined because of the depletion of the reservoir (Supplementary Figure S1). Twenty-two wells have been drilled, 
and the most recent data (2014) reported that four wells are still productive43. Since 1992, an increasing amount 
of water has been extracted with crude oil and reinjected via the Cavone 14 well (the purple well in Fig. 1b). The 
injection depth is deeper than the production well depth, terminating in the deep aquifer beneath the oil/water 
interface in the crystalline basement at a depth of approximately 3335 m43. Wastewater reinjection activities con-
tinued until before the mainshock, with a mean yearly injection rate of approximately 1.3 × 105 m3/yr and a peak 
of 2 × 105 m3/yr in 2004 44 (Supplementary Figure S1).

The effects of the depletion and injection activities at the Cavone oilfield have been studied by using seismo-
logical44, numerical45, 46, and probabilistic approaches3. The ICHESE panel44 found a correlation between the 
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increased production/injection activities and the seismicity rates before the May 20th event. These researchers 
concluded that these activities could not be excluded as a potential trigger of the Emilia seismic activity. Further 
analytical and numerical models45, 46 found negligible or negative stress changes in the hypocentre area of the May 
20th event. These results exclude static stress changes from injection and production activities as potential triggers 
of the 2012 earthquake sequence. Similarly, a more recent study3 concluded that the depletion-induced stress rate 
of the Cavone oil field likely did not cause the May 20, 2012 mainshock, and water reinjection was ruled out as a 
possible triggering mechanism because of the presence of highly impermeable layers.

We focused on water reinjection when studying the Emilia case to investigate the effects of stress changes 
on nearby tectonic structures from only fluid injection. We used a first-order finite element numerical model to 
assess the relative effects of anthropogenic activities and natural earthquakes on the stress field at the location of 
the 2012 Emilia earthquake.

We assumed that the injection well and mainshock causative fault were hydraulically connected, and we 
neglected the presence of production wells. This choice represents the worst-case scenario. We compared the 
stress field perturbations with those from natural earthquakes to quantify the effect of injection-induced stress 
changes. Additionally, we considered the Mw 4.5 event that occurred on July 17, 2011. A search of historical data47 
showed that this event was the largest reported earthquake in the past 450 years within a radius of 40 km from 
the 2012 mainshock, thereby constituting our reference earthquake. Additionally, this event activated the same 
structures that were responsible for the earthquake on May 20, 2012 (see the Methods section for details).

In this comparison, the lack of knowledge regarding the initial stress state is a more relaxed condition because 
we assume similar geometries and initial stress states for both modelled phenomena. The relative stress changes 

Figure 1. (a) Main thrust alignment in Italy. (b) Detailed map of the study area (black box in panel a). Location 
of the 2012 Emilia seismic sequence with respect to the Cavone oilfield and the production/injection wells. The 
yellow stars are earthquakes larger than ML > 5.0. The two mainshocks are represented by yellow stars with red 
(05/20/2012 event) and green (05/29/2012 event) outlines. The cyan star indicates the position of the July 17, 
2011 event. The tectonic structures represent the main thrusts (continuous lines) and back-thrusts (dashed 
lines) of the Ferrara (blue), Mirandola (red) and Pede-Apennines (black) systems75. The orange and brown 
dashed lines represent the cross sections of the DIFF and EQK models, respectively. (c) Simplified geological 
cross-section of A-A’ in panel b. The units in this section are as follows: 1- Quaternary layer, 2- Pliocenic-
Miocenic layer, and 3- Triassic-Lower Cretaceous layer. This figure was created with Surfer® from Golden 
Software, LLC (www.goldensoftware.com) and Adobe Illustrator (www.adobe.com).
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do not refer to the original state but to the difference between the changes from natural earthquakes and anthro-
pogenic activities. The phenomenon that causes the highest stress increase is the most likely candidate that trig-
gered an earthquake in the area of the May 20, 2012 hypocentre.

The calibrated finite-element model can easily be improved to include geometrical complexities, material 
heterogeneities, and the dependencies of material parameters on the stress-strain path, allowing the model to be 
applied to different scenarios with various levels of complexity.

Results
Numerical modelling. We built a fully coupled, 2D poroelastic finite element model (Fig. 2a) to alternatively 
simulate the effect of fluid injection and the 2011 earthquake slip in the area of the May 20, 2012 earthquake 
hypocentre (see the Methods section for details). The model comprised three horizontal strata and no faults. The 
model was biphasic with a homogeneous and continuous solid skeleton that represented the rock mass and pores 
that were filled with water. The equivalent geomechanical properties are reported in Table 1.

Different loads and solving phases were applied to the meshed geometry in Fig. 2a to simulate the stress 
changes from injection activities (hereinafter called the DIFF model) and the 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake (hereinaf-
ter called the EQK model).

Figure 2. (a) Finite element geometry for the DIFF and EQK models. The yellow star identifies the May 20, 
2012 earthquake hypocentre. The rollers constrain zero displacement normal to the boundary. The dashed 
red arrow identifies the symmetry axis of the DIFF model (corresponding to the Cavone 14 well). (b) Detailed 
illustration of the injection area of the DIFF model with the position of the memory gauge43. (c) Detailed 
illustration of the fault plane for the simulation of the Mw 4.5 earthquake. These figures were created with 
Surfer® from Golden Software, LLC (www.goldensoftware.com).

Parameter Name Symbol

Value

Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3

Elastic parameters
Young’s modulus E (Pa) 4 × 109 1 × 1010 9 × 1010

Poisson’s ratio ν 0.23 0.25 0.2

Hydraulic parameters
Permeability k (m2) 5 × 10−12 1 × 10−15 9 × 10−15

Porosity n 0.05 0.05 0.05

State parameters Density ρ (kg/m3) 2200 2350 2700

Table 1. Elastic, hydraulic and state parameters that were adopted in the numerical model.
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The DIFF model simulated fluid injection at the Cavone 14 well and computed the stress changes in the 
surrounding medium. The model geometry (Fig. 2a) crossed the Cavone 14 well and the 2012 earthquake 
hypocentre area (Supplementary Figure S2); this model is axisymmetric, with the cylindrical symmetry axis 
corresponding to the Cavone 14 well (the left side of the model in Fig. 2a and Supplementary Figure S2). The 
injection occurred approximately 3335 m below the surface (Fig. 2a and b). First, the initial stress and pore pres-
sure conditions were established by applying a gravity load. The modelled pore pressure distribution at the end 
of this phase linearly increased with depth, which matched the in situ measurements at the Cavone 14 well43 
(Supplementary Figure S3). Then, injection via the Cavone 14 well was simulated by applying a constant point 
flux of 1.28 × 105 m3/yr over 20 years (Fig. 2b). The discharge corresponded to the mean volume of water that was 
reinjected at the Cavone 14 well since 1992 (Supplementary Figure S1).

The EQK model simulated the stress changes from the earthquake on July 17, 2011. Plane-strain analyses are 
typical when modelling thrust faults of different sizes48, 49 and in studies of fault reactivation and induced seismic-
ity50. In our case, the perturbing earthquake was very small (Mw 4.5), which enabled us to adopt a plane-strain 
approximation. The fault was modelled using a contact interface with no friction, dipping 24° and extending 
approximately 900 m (red line in Fig. 2c). The modelled cross section was oriented perpendicularly to the fault’s 
strike (approximately 114°; EQK model in Supplementary Figure S2). This assumption was acceptable because 
the 2011 and 2012 events belonged to the same tectonic structures and had very similar strike (+/−10°) in the 
time-domain moment tensor solutions51. The slip was simulated by applying loads at the upper and lower edges of 
the fault (Fig. 2c). These loads had the same magnitude and direction but opposite effects. First, the initial distri-
butions of stress and pore pressure (equal to the DIFF model) were established by applying the gravity load. Then, 
the 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake was simulated in the coseismic and postseismic phases. In the coseismic phase, the 
loads were applied to the upper and lower faces of the interface (red line in Fig. 2c). The magnitudes of the loads 
were selected to create a maximum slip of approximately 7–8 cm along the fault plane (Supplementary Figure S4). 
In the postseismic phase, no further slip was applied to the fault plane; thus, only the pore pressure re-equilibrium 
from the coseismic pressure changes and the relative stress changes was calculated over 308 days prior to the 2012 
mainshock (i.e., from July 17, 2011 to May 20, 2012).

Pore pressure and Coulomb stress changes. We calculated the ΔCFS values for both the DIFF and 
EQK models (see the details in the Methods section). The ΔCFS was calculated on preferential thrust planes that 
struck 114° and dipped 40° counterclockwise with respect to the horizontal according to the mean retrieved dip 
and strike angles of the fault that was responsible for the event on May 20, 201240, 48, 52. We assumed a positive sign 
convention for the tension and a negative convention for the compression in the model. We plotted the results in 
the entire domains of the DIFF and EQK models to consider uncertainty in the location of the fault, noting that 
the fluid pressures only reduced the normal stresses on the potential slip or rupture plane53.

In the DIFF model, the 20-year injection increased the pore pressure. The overpressures were approximately 
14 MPa at the injection point (Fig. 3a). Then, these pressures rapidly decreased as the distance from the injection 
well increased because of the loss of the hydraulic head (Supplementary Figure S5). At the injection point (point 
1 in Fig. 3a), the overpressures rapidly grew (solid blue line in Fig. 3c). Indeed, the maximum overpressure was 
reached approximately 4 years after the start of the injection, i.e., Δp/Δpmax = 1 (solid green line in Fig. 3c). At 
3 km from the injection well (point 2 in Fig. 3a), the magnitude of the overpressure was lower because of the loss 
of the hydraulic head (blue dashed line in Fig. 3c). The delay from fluid diffusion caused the pore pressure to 
increase gradually rather than spiking. Moreover, a nearly constant overpressure occurred 18 years after the start 
of the injection (Δp/Δpmax = 1; green dashed line in Fig. 3c). At a greater distance, the overpressures were even 
smaller but continued to increase with time, given a constant injection rate (Supplementary Figure S5).

The overpressures and the resulting fluid diffusion modified the stress field and caused the Coulomb stress to 
change. A ΔCFS peak of approximately 3 MPa was reached at the injection point after 20 years (Fig. 3b). Then, a 
net decrease occurred at a certain distance (Supplementary Figure S6) according to the overpressure decay. Stress 
changes less than 0.2 MPa were observed 3 km from the Cavone 14 well (point 2 in Fig. 3b).

Near the injection location (point 1 in Fig. 3b), a ΔCFS peak of approximately 1.5 MPa was observed approx-
imately four years after the start of the injection (solid red line in Fig. 3c and Supplementary Figure S6b). This 
increase was partially caused by the rapid increase in the shear stress from the elastic deformation of the solid 
skeleton (positive Δτ in Supplementary Figure S6b) but primarily by the pore pressure increase, which reduced 
the normal stresses on the fault plane (positive Δσ′ in Supplementary Figure S6b). At greater distances (point 
5 in Supplementary Figure S6a), the ΔCFS increase was initially governed by the elastic deformation of the 
solid skeleton. Indeed, both the shear stresses and normal stresses increased (positive Δτ and negative Δσ′ in 
Supplementary Figure S6c). After approximately five years, the normal stresses began to decrease because of the 
arrival of the pore pressure pulse, i.e., Δσ′ began to increase, becoming positive after approximately 12 years. The 
computed ΔCFS values were transient and continued to increase because of the delay in the propagation of the 
pressure waves.

In the EQK model, the coseismic pattern of compression and dilation in the medium created a 
“bulls-eye”-shaped distribution of underpressures and overpressures, reaching approximately ± 5 MPa close 
to the fault (Fig. 3d). This pressure distribution was transient: the poroelastic effect prevailed initially, and 
mechanical deformation persisted over time. Indeed, the overpressures at points 3 and 4 (solid and dashed blue 
lines in Fig. 3f) reached nearly ± 3 MPa in the coseismic phase and later dissipated as fluid diffusion led to the 
re-establishment of hydrostatic conditions during the postseismic period, or after approximately 30 days. The 
required time to reach hydrostatic equilibrium depends on the hydraulic properties of the medium. In our case, 
the pore pressure distribution after 308 days (i.e., on the day of the May 20, 2012 event) corresponded to the initial 
hydrostatic pressure.
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Figure 3. (a) Fluid overpressures after 20 years of injection at the Cavone 14 well (DIFF model; panel b in 
Fig. 2). (b) Coulomb stress changes after 20 years of injection at the Cavone 14 well. (c) Temporal evolution 
of the overpressures (Δp), overpressure ratio (Δp/Δpmax) and ΔCFS at points 1 and 2 in panels a and b. (d) 
Coseismic fluid overpressures and underpressures immediately after the simulated Mw 4.5 earthquake (EQK 
model; panel c in Fig. 2). (e) Coulomb stress changes ten months after the July 17, 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake. 
(f) Temporal evolution of the overpressures (Δp) and ΔCFS at points 3 and 4 in panels d and e. The figures 
were created with Surfer® and Grapher® from Golden Software, LLC (www.goldensoftware.com). For context, 
the relative positions of the blown-up illustrations in (a), (b), (d) and (e) from Figs 3 and 4 are given in 
Supplementary Figures S5–S7.

http://www.goldensoftware.com
http://S5
http://S7


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7Scientific RepoRts | 7: 282  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-00379-2

The ΔCFS in the EQK model at the time of the earthquake on May 20, 2012 exhibited positive and negative 
lobes close to the fault (Fig. 3e) with local values around ± 6 MPa. The stress perturbation became negligible 
(ΔCFS < ± 0.2 MPa) approximately 2 km from the plane (Supplementary Figure S7). This ΔCFS pattern was 
produced by the elastic stress change from only coseismic slip. The coseismic excess pore pressures with respect 
to the hydrostatic load were transient and rapidly dissipated. Indeed, the overpressures affected the ΔCFS during 
the first 30 days after the earthquake (solid and dashed red lines in Fig. 3f) but were negligible during the May 20, 
2012 earthquake. However, the medium deformation was assumed to be permanent, and the mechanical stress 
changes persisted one year after the earthquake.

We compared the computed ΔCFS distributions from the DIFF and EQK models for the event on May 20, 
2012, i.e., 20 years after the injection began at the Cavone 14 well, and the computed values 308 days after the 
earthquake on July 17, 2011. Given the difference between the numerical approximations in the DIFF and EQK 
models, the comparison was only performed at the location of the May 20, 2012 event, i.e., approximately 20 km 
from the left side of the model, where the DIFF and EQK models intersected (dashed violet line in Fig. 4 and 
Supplementary Figure S2). We drew ΔCFS profiles along three horizontal sections at depths of 4, 6, and 8 km 
(sections 1, 2, and 3 in Fig. 2a). These sections crossed the area of the event on May 20, 2012, which was located 
at a depth of approximately 6 km and was 19 km from the Cavone 14 well (yellow star in Fig. 2a and violet dashed 
line in Fig. 4)54. The maximum ΔCFS from the DIFF model was approximately 0.3 MPa near the injection point 
and decreased to less than 0.01 MPa at a distance of approximately 20 km (profiles 1, 2 and 3 in Fig. 4). The Mw 4.5 
earthquake on July 17, 2011 produced positive and negative ΔCFS values; i.e., the stress increased in some areas 
and decreased in others. The stress perturbation extended more than 5 km from the fault. The positive ΔCFS 
values were greater than 3 MPa close to the fault (profile 3 in Fig. 4) and approximately 0.04 MPa at a distance of 
4 km (e.g., see profile 1). The peak ΔCFS was 0.2 MPa at the hypocentre of the May 20th event (intersection of the 
violet dashed line and profile 2), i.e., more than ten times larger than the ΔCFS from fluid injection. Thus, the 
relative effects of the two phenomena depended on the distance between the mainshock and the oilfield or the 
reference earthquake.

Discussion
The ΔCFS from the injection in the hypocentre area of the May 20th event was approximately 5–10% of the ΔCFS 
from the 2011 earthquake (Fig. 4). Thus, the injection at Cavone 14 contributed much less to advancing the 
Ferrara thrust toward failure than a natural earthquake. Therefore, the triggering of the Mw 5.9 earthquake on 
May 20, 2012 was likely caused by a natural stress increase rather than anthropogenic activities.

It is worth discussing the significance of the results regarding the assumptions that were used to develop the 
model. We assumed a continuous, constant, 20-year injection flux. In reality, the injection activity was discon-
tinuous and characterized by a quasi-periodic cycle of three days of injection and two days off. The associated 
cessation of injection produced a sudden pore pressure drop in the borehole. However, at the distances of interest 
(i.e., more than 5 km), this cyclic effect was delayed by several tens of days55 and smoothed by the slow diffusion 
of the pressure field away from the borehole. In fact, the peak pressure often occurred in the far field when pres-
surization at the injection point had terminated1, 56.

Figure 4. ΔCFS comparison between the DIFF and EQK models along horizontal sections 1, 2, and 3 in 
Fig. 2a. This figure was created with Grapher® from Golden Software, LLC (www.goldensoftware.com).
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For simplicity, we also modelled the injection without considering the extraction of crude oil in nearby wells. 
Experimental and geological considerations support such an assumption. According to Segall57, the stresses from 
oilfield depletion cause reverse faulting above and below the reservoir, while normal faulting occurs along the 
flanks of the oilfield. In our case, the structure that was responsible for the May 20th event was located more than 
10 km from the Cavone oilfield (Fig. 1a) and in an area where oilfield depletion may have promoted normal fault-
ing instead of thrusting; thus, the effect of reservoir depletion was likely negligible in this case3, 44, 45. The presence 
of a low-permeability layer between production and injection wells and the absence of interactions, at least for 
intermediate periods, between production and injection wells43 suggest that the oil reservoir and the deep aquifer 
were hydraulically disconnected. Thus, we disregarded the hypothesis of using a net injection rate (i.e., the differ-
ence between the total injected and total produced quantities). Moreover, neglecting the production wells led to 
an overestimation of the pore pressure in the medium. Thus, the modelled changes in the anthropogenic stress 
defined the worst-case scenario, which can be compared with natural stress changes from the 2011 earthquake.

We assumed that the medium was fully saturated (Skempton coefficient B = 1). This hypothesis is acceptable 
because fluids at seismogenic depths can be considered water or similar to water28. Nonetheless, smaller values 
of B can be found, especially for low confining pressures (i.e., close to the surface) and for saturated sedimentary 
soils. For rocks, B values lower than one are commonly associated with the presence of a small percentage of gas 
bubbles, which fill voids that comprise the unconnected porosity of the medium or are trapped inside fluids that 
fill the interconnected pores. These bubbles modify neither the fluid pressure distribution with depth, which 
remains hydrostatic, nor the fluid diffusion, which continues to obey Darcy’s law. However, a mechanical com-
pression of a porous medium with B less than one produces lower overpressures. Indeed, some of the volumetric 
strain is accommodated by the compression of the gas bubbles. Consequently, the calculated overpressures and 
the ΔCFS in the DIFF model represented an upper boundary with respect to the expected values. In the EQK 
model, the ΔCFS at the time of the 2012 event was only caused by the permanent elastic deformation of the 
medium. Thus, a change in the overpressure amplitude did not affect the ΔCFS pattern in Fig. 3e.

The results of this model were dependent on the assumed permeability. Indeed, the permeability for Layer 3 
(Table 1) was back-calculated by fitting the experimental data of a pumping test in the study area (see the Methods 
section for details). However, the calibrated value was representative of depths of 3–4 km, while the confining 
pressure at seismogenic depths (6–10 km) was high and fractures tended to close; thus, we could expect a lower 
permeability58. However, low permeability means a high loss of the hydraulic head; therefore, the calculated over-
pressures and ΔCFS for the DIFF model at the 2012 earthquake hypocentre overestimated the real values. For the 
EQK model, a change in the permeability could have affected the diffusion process but did not modify the ΔCFS 
pattern at the time of the 2012 event because of the permanent elastic deformation of the medium.

Our poroelastic model does not include long-range effects such as channel flow, near-borehole fracturing 
effects, or dynamic effects7, 8, 59. This choice is justified because the relatively small pore pressures at depth during 
the operative injection43 (approximately 14 MPa in Figure S8b) did not induce significant hydrofracturing or frac-
turing close to the borehole (see the Methods section for details). Significant long-range effects were also averted 
because the thrust system in the study area consisted of several thrusts and back thrusts that were not connected. 
The unmodelled effects were represented by the difference between the experimental and modelled curves for the 
calibration of the finite element model (Figure S8b; RMSE of approximately 0.85 MPa).

Finally, we neglected the effect of the temperature gradient from the injected water at depth; however, the 
temperature gradient in the study area produced negligible stress changes in the surrounding medium45.

Another important issue is determining whether the Mw 5.7 earthquake on May 29, 2012 was advanced 
toward failure by the activities in the Cavone oilfield. Although this topic is not the focus of this study, some find-
ings can be noted. The earthquake occurred along the SE edge of the Cavone oilfield, approximately 10 km from 
the Cavone 14 well (Fig. 1a). The injection-induced ΔCFS (approximately 0.05 MPa in Fig. 4) was only a fraction 
of the approximately 0.6 MPa of pressure from the May 20th event40. The rupture of the Mirandola thrust (the May 
29th event) was likely triggered by the additional stress load that was redistributed after the Ferrara thrust broke 
(the May 20th event). However, the fault approached failure because of the 0.05 MPa of force rather than only nat-
ural stresses; thus, the May 29th rupture area could have increased under the same pre-existing tectonic stresses. 
The trigger could be considered tectonic, but fracture propagation may have been facilitated by the increased pore 
pressure, resulting in a slightly larger rupture area.

The ΔCFS distribution in the EQK model was affected by uncertainties because this result was dependent on 
the relative locations of the 2011 and 2012 earthquakes, their fault geometries, and the assumed friction coeffi-
cient. In our case, the uncertainties of the hypocentres were estimated to be approximately 5 km. The uncertainties 
in the location of a moderate-size earthquake depend on the geometry and quality of the seismic network and 
knowledge of the subsurface structure. However, such uncertainties mainly affect the relative locations of ΔCFS 
peaks but not their magnitudes. Consequently, we can still assume that the effect of anthropogenic activities at the 
Cavone oilfield was negligible compared to natural stress changes from low-magnitude earthquakes.

A variation of 10° in the strike and rake yielded insignificant changes in the stress field. The most sensitive 
parameter was the fault dip. We evaluated that a change of 10° in the target fault dip (i.e., 30°, 40° and 50°) yielded 
a change up to 20% in the ΔCFS for the DIFF model, leaving the sign unchanged (Supplementary Figure S9a and 
b). For the EQK model, the ΔCFS pattern slightly rotated, thus producing variations in the sign and amplitude 
of the ΔCFS, especially at point 3, which was very close to the fault (Supplementary Figure S10a). However, the 
adopted fault dip (40°) was well constrained40, 60, and therefore, the conclusions of our study remain unchanged.

A change of 0.1 (i.e., μ = 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5) in the friction coefficient did not affect the sign of the ΔCFS for both 
the DIFF and EQK models, while the ΔCFS amplitude varied by less than 25% (Supplementary Figures S9c and 
d and S10b).
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The ability to trigger an upcoming earthquake depends on the criticality of the fault, namely, how close the 
fault is to failure. Therefore, we must appreciate that the size of Coulomb stress changes does not necessarily 
exclude the importance of fluid injection on future earthquakes.

The main result of our analysis suggests that moderate-magnitude earthquakes perturbed the stress levels of 
nearby seismogenic faults more so than anthropogenic activities. Stress perturbations are based on the magni-
tude of the perturbing earthquake, the distance between the shock and the target fault, and the fault geometry 
and kinematics. This conclusion can be generalized and suggests that stresses and pressures must be accurately 
modelled when injection activities occur in seismogenic areas. However, evaluating only the amplitude of the 
anthropogenic ΔCFS cannot exclude the importance of fluid injection on future earthquakes because the ability 
to trigger an upcoming earthquake depends on how close the fault is to failure, which is unknown. Consequently, 
high-resolution seismic networks must be deployed and maintained to reduce the uncertainties that are associ-
ated with earthquake locations and mechanisms. Only knowledge regarding the relative effects of moderate-size 
earthquakes and pore pressure variations can be used to assess seismic hazard changes in areas that surround 
oilfields. Additionally, intervention protocols, which can sometimes fail, benefit from these prior evaluations 
that consider the locations, magnitudes, and geometries of the different earthquake scenarios. The modelling 
complexity is case dependent and based on the geometrical, mechanical, and hydraulic characteristics of the area. 
Given the large potential differences, modelling must be re-performed when earthquakes that differ from typical 
scenarios occur during oilfield activities.

Our model showed that the injection activities at the Cavone oilfield had a negligible influence on triggering 
the Emilia Romagna seismic sequence in 2012. Thus, the seismic hazard from the Ferrara thrust was not signifi-
cantly increased by activities in the Cavone oilfield, at least when compared to natural stress perturbations from 
a previous tectonic earthquake. However, this result presumes that the assumptions of the model were correct.

The debate regarding the anthropogenic triggering of large earthquakes and their effect on society continues. 
Regardless of the seismic activity in a region, the seismic risk must be quantified and managed in populated areas 
because of subsurface exploitation. Both numerical experiments and field tests can describe the physics of anthro-
pogenic earthquakes19, 56, 61. However, most models predict changes in the rate of recurrence and not the rate itself, 
therefore, seismic hazard changes must be quantified on a parametric basis in terms of varying seismicity rates9. 
Forecasting the maximum magnitude of a potential trigger based on the calculated rate of change is difficult. 
Nevertheless, strategies that involve a given threshold (e.g., the “traffic light system”) have been implemented to 
manage the risk from enhanced geothermal systems5, 20, 62–64. These strategies are often empirical and based on the 
real-time seismic monitoring of the maximum magnitude and (sometimes) rate. If the magnitude of the triggered 
earthquake surpasses a given threshold, injection activities are reduced or shut down. However, these strategies 
are only effective during the early stages of the injection process. In fact, the effectiveness of reducing the injection 
rate at the wellhead diminishes with time and space as the pore pressure front migrates away from the injection 
point1, 13, 56. This complexity illustrates one of the advantages of the physical modelling approach that is described 
herein, which can be implemented in real time to improve the current traffic light approach.

Methods
Relocation and slip estimation of the July 17, 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake. On July 17, 2011, an Mw 
4.5 earthquake occurred on the Po plain. The earthquake was felt extensively in the same area as the 2012 Mw 5.9 
mainshock. The location of the 2011 earthquake was affected by significant uncertainty (up to 20 km) because 
the Po plain has relatively few seismic stations (because of the high level of seismic noise) and is characterized by 
large heterogeneities in velocity models. However, the macroseismic intensity patterns of the earthquakes that 
occurred on July 17, 2011 (Mw 4.5) and May 20, 2012 (Mw 5.9) were similar, with maxima in identical or nearby 
villages and intensities that decreased similarly65. Moreover, the focal mechanisms were similar. These similarities 
suggest that the hypocentres of the Mw 4.5 and Mw 5.9 events were spatially proximate. Therefore, we modelled 
the 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake as a potential stress perturbation of the 2012 earthquake. We simulated the slip of an 
approximately 900-m-wide fault plane by using a plane strain approximation. Additionally, multiple forces (edge 
loads) were applied to the thrust fault, resulting in a coseismic slip of approximately 7–8 cm.

The mean slip of the Mw 4.5 earthquake on July 17, 2011 was estimated by using equation (2)66:

= ⋅M G S u (2)0

where M0 is the seismic moment, G is the shear modulus, S is the fault plane surface, and u  is the mean slip on 
the fault plane. We assumed a fault area of 2–2.5 km2, which corresponds to a length of 2.2–2.8 km and a width of 
900 m. The adopted shear modulus of G = 37.5 GPa was consistent with the stiffness parameters of layer 3 in 
Table 1. The seismic moment was estimated by using equation (3)67:

= ⋅ − .M M2
3

(log 9 81) (3)w 10 0

where Mw corresponds to the moment magnitude of the earthquake on July 17, 2011.

Finite element modelling. The finite element model grid extended 70 km from the injection location and 
20 km deep. The mesh comprised eight-node, isoparametric, arbitrary quadrilateral elements (2498 elements). 
The grid had an element size of approximately 0.2 km close to the injection point and the fault discontinuity 
(Fig. 2b and c). Then, the element size increased to approximately 1 km near the lateral and bottom edges of the 
domain.

The mechanical boundary conditions consisted of orthogonal fixities at the bottom and sides of both models. 
For the hydraulic boundary conditions, an atmospheric pressure condition was set as the pore pressure at the 
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surface, while the lower edge was assumed to be impermeable in both the DIFF and EQK models. In the DIFF 
model, a prescribed nodal mass flow rate was applied to the left side at a depth of 3335 m to simulate the water 
injection (Fig. 2b). The left edge was also set to be impermeable because of the axial symmetry condition. The 
right edge of the model was assigned a hydrostatic pore pressure condition because this edge was located far from 
the injection point. However, we found that the hydrostatic boundary condition had a negligible effect on the 
pore pressure pattern.

In the EQK model, the fault was modelled with a straight, 900-m-long contact interface with no friction, 
where the upper and lower mesh elements were allowed to slip. The slip between the upper and lower mesh 
elements was simulated by applying uniform edge loads along the top and bottom edges of the contact interface 
(Fig. 2c). The edge loads were used to simulate only the coseismic slip, and no further external loads were applied 
during the postseismic phase. The magnitude of the edge loads was calibrated to reproduce a mean relative dis-
placement of approximately 7–8 cm (Supplementary Figure S4)

The pore pressures on both sides were assumed hydrostatic. Additionally, the pore pressure perturbation from 
the simulated slip was localized around the dislocated fault and was not affected by the hydrostatic boundary 
condition.

The developed finite element model solves linear-poroelastic relationships68 by using the commercial software 
MSC Marc 2015 69. Specifically, the presence of fluids within a medium is modelled by introducing two quantities: 
the pore fluid pressure p and the mass content m of diffusing fluids per unit volume of porous solid. For a poroe-
lastic medium, the constitutive equations are as follows70:

ε σ ν
ν

σ δ ν α
ν

δ= −
−

+
+

+
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(1 2 )

1 (4)ij ij kk ij ij
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3
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Equation (4) relates the stresses and strains in a poroelastic medium, while equation (5) relates the change in 
fluid mass per unit volume to both the mean stress (σkk) and pore pressure changes. G and ν are the drained shear 
modulus and Poisson’s ratio, respectively; εij and σij are the strain and stress tensor components, respectively; p is 
the pore pressure; B is the Skempton coefficient; ρ is the fluid density; m is the fluid mass content; m0 is the fluid 
mass content for a reference state, which is the product of the fluid density ρ and the volume fraction of the pore 
space (i.e., the porosity n); δij is the Kronecker delta; and α is the Biot coefficient.

The fluid flow q is governed by Darcy’s law (equation 6), where k is the intrinsic permeability of the medium, 
η is the fluid viscosity, ρ is the fluid density, and p is the pore pressure:

ρ
η

= − ∇q k p
(6)

We assume that the fluid is water with a density ρ = 1000 kg/m3, viscosity η = 0.001 Pa·s, and bulk modulus 
K = 2.2 × 109 Pa. Darcy’s law is only applicable to laminar flow. The flow motion is empirically laminar at flow 
rates less than approximately 0.5 × 105 m3/day, and becomes turbulent at flow rates greater than 105–1.5 × 105 m3/
day71. At the Cavone 14 well, the maximum injection rate of approximately 5.26 × 102 m3/day (Figure S1) satisfied 
the laminar flow condition.

We assumed that the solid skeleton in the current formulation was incompressible (α = 1) and that the pores 
were fully saturated (B = 1). The other material constants that had to be determined were the drained shear mod-
ulus G, the drained Poisson’s ratio ν, the permeability k, the porosity n and the density ρ.

The geometry of the model outlined the main characteristics of the subsurface in the investigated area 
(Fig. 1c). Several thrusts that were buried below the Quaternary sedimentary layers dissected carbonatic and 
arenaceous lithologies and Pre-Pliocene and Post-Pliocene successions33, 72, forming a complex joint system in 
which the stiffness, strength, and hydraulic properties of the material depend on the stress field73. Moreover, the 
behaviour of the geomaterial is strictly dependent on the intrinsic and state features of the materials, such as the 
local geometric and rheological anisotropies, joint density and orientation, and previous stress paths, which sig-
nificantly influence the mechanical and hydraulic properties at the scale of tens of metres.

The selection of model parameters depends on the model size. We adopted an equivalent continuum 
approach74 in our kilometre-scale model. Following this approach, we assumed that the rock strata were isotropic, 
homogeneous and continuous and derived the equivalent parameters from the geomechanical properties of both 
intact rock and joints.

From a hydraulic perspective, the horizontal permeability is much greater than the vertical permeability 
because of the presence of horizontal shear stresses and fractures that are typically oriented parallel to the shear. 
Therefore, we emphasized the hydraulic connection between the injection point and the May 20th hypocentre area 
by assuming a single permeability value that approximately represented the horizontal flow. We considered three 
strata in both the DIFF and EQK models: an upper Quaternary layer (Layer 1), a middle Pliocene-Miocene layer 
(Layer 2), and a lower Jurassic- Triassic layer (Layer 3)75.

Model calibration. The model parameters are listed in Table 1. The elastic and state parameters that we used 
were consistent with those that were employed in other models of the study area48, 76. The hydraulic parameters 
require further discussion because they affect the magnitude, distribution, and temporal variation in the pore 
pressures. According to rock samples and conductivity tests, the values of the intrinsic permeability and porosity 
were extremely heterogeneous, ranging from 1 to 1000 mD (milliDarcy) and from 0.5 to 20%, respectively43, 44. To 
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properly calibrate the hydraulic parameters, we analysed the results of a pumping test that was performed at the 
Cavone 14 well in 2014.

The pumping test at the Cavone 14 well was performed from May 13, 2014 to June 16, 201443. An injection test 
was established in three steps:

 A. Injection fall-off at the Cavone 14 well (May 13, 2014).
 B. Ninety-six hours of injection (May 23–27, 2014) with a constant discharge of 600 m3/h.
 C. Injection closure for 480 h (May 27-June 14, 2014).

During the test, the pore pressure was measured with a memory gauge approximately 90 m above the bot-
tomhole depth (Fig. 2b). The profiles of the static pore pressure (Supplementary Figure S3) and temperature were 
measured during the installation (May 16, 2014) and removal (June 16, 2014) of the memory gauge.

The interpretation of the experimental pore pressure profile (Supplementary Figure S8a) highlighted the 
following findings: (i) Over short periods, the absence of a mechanical skin at the wellbore suggested that the 
well operations did not damage the rock. A high-permeability zone was also detected that extended approxi-
mately 100 m from the well (less than the minimum dimension of the mesh). (ii) Over intermediate periods, a 
dual-porosity behaviour was observed. The fractured rock exhibited different matrix and fracture porosities, and 
the fractures governed the fluid flux. (iii) Over extended periods, the results reflected a partially confined reser-
voir. Then, we adopted a constant permeability value in our model that represented a uniform fault distribution 
inside the medium, which is typically used when modelling dual-porosity reservoirs64. Finally, we back-analysed 
the pumping test results by using the DIFF model.

The pore pressure that was measured at the memory gauge (Supplementary Figure S8a) was influenced by 
variations in the long wavelength pressure because of the injection fall-off during phase A. This variation was 
removed for a comparison with the numerical results (Supplementary Figure S8b).

We simulated the pumping test in three phases. During the first phase, hydrostatic conditions were established 
for the stresses and water pressures (Supplementary Figure S3) by applying a gravity load. During the second 
phase (corresponding to step B), the injection was simulated by using a constant discharge of 600 m3/h for 96 h. 
During the last phase (corresponding to step C), the injection was stopped, and the decrease in pore pressure was 
monitored for 480 h at the grid node that corresponded to the position of the memory gauge (Fig. 2b).

We varied the hydraulic parameters to reproduce the pore pressure trend that was measured by the mem-
ory gauge during steps B and C. The results, which were expressed via pore pressure increases based on the 
hydrostatic pressure (Supplementary Figure S8b), exhibited a good fit between the modelled and measured pres-
sures (RMSE = 0.85 MPa). The calibrated hydraulic parameters are given in Table 1. The retrieved parameters fell 
within the experimental ranges of the intrinsic permeability and porosity and were typical of a semi-pervious 
aquifer77. A sensitivity analysis was conducted by varying the hydraulic and mechanical parameters that were 
adopted in the model. The elastic properties of all the layers and the hydraulic constants of layers 1 and 2 did not 
significantly affect the calculated pore pressure, and the results were more sensitive to the parameters of the layer 
that was directly involved in the injection. In fact, varying the hydraulic parameters by one order of magnitude in 
layer 3 significantly changed the magnitude and shape of the pore pressure curve. Thus, calibrating the poroelastic 
parameters by back-analysing the in situ data was a crucial step in our modelling approach.

Calculation of the Coulomb stress change. The Coulomb stress changes were calculated at faults with a 
specified orientation of 40° from the horizontal. We assumed a reference system in which the x-axis, y–axis, and 
fault displacements were horizontal and the fault planes were vertical and parallel to the z-direction (Fig. 2a). 
Within this reference system, the stress on a plane at an angle ψ from the x-axis is given by equations (7) and (8)23:

σ σ ψ σ ψ ψ σ ψ= ⋅ − ⋅ + ⋅sin 2 sin cos cos (7)xx xy yy33
2 2

τ σ σ ψ τ ψ= − ⋅ + ⋅
1
2

( ) sin2 cos2 (8)yy xx xy13

where τ13 is the shear stress (which is positive in the slip direction), and σ33 is the normal stress (tensile stress is 
positive) on the fault plane. The variables σxx, σyy, and τxy are the normal and shear stresses that were calculated by 
using our numerical models in the reference system in Fig. 2a.

Thus, the change in the Coulomb stress is given by equation (9) 29, 30:

τ µ σ τ µ σ∆ = ∆ + ⋅ ∆ + ∆ = ∆ + ⋅ ∆ ′CFS p( ) (9)13 33 13 33

where Δp is the pore pressure change that is computed by the model and Δσ′33 is the effective normal stress. We 
assume a positive sign convention for tension and a negative convention for compression in this model; thus, a 
positive ΔCFS indicates fault weakening.

Selecting a proper friction angle is not straightforward. Friction coefficients are highly variable in the field 
and laboratory. Values of 0.6–0.8 typically refer to undisturbed or reconstituted rock specimens that are tested in 
laboratories with confining stresses that are lower than crustal stresses78. These values can be effectively used to 
simulate the near-surface failure behaviour of rocky materials79.

In this study, the rock mass was not intact but was jointed and fractured. Additionally, this rock mass was sub-
jected to high confining stresses. The presence of joints and high confining pressures substantially reduce the fric-
tion angle80. Values of 0.3–0.4 are typical of fault zones81, 82; therefore, we selected a friction coefficient of μ = 0.4.
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However, the choice of a different friction coefficient did not alter the results of our study. In fact, we do not 
discuss the Coulomb stresses in terms of absolute values (which depend on the selected friction coefficient). 
Instead, we compare the Coulomb stress changes from two different phenomena. Consequently, choosing an 
appropriate friction coefficient is a second-order problem.

References
 1. Baisch, S. et al. A numerical model for fluid injection induced seismicity at Soultz-sous-Forêts. Int. J. Rock Mech. Min. Sci. 47, 

405–413 (2010).
 2. Keranen, K. M., Savage, H. M., Abers, G. A. & Cochran, E. S. Potentially induced earthquakes in Oklahoma, USA: Links between 

wastewater injection and the 2011 Mw 5.7 earthquake sequence. Geology 41, 699–702 (2013).
 3. Dahm, T., Cesca, S., Hainzl, S., Braun, T. & Krüger, F. Discrimination between induced, triggered, and natural earthquakes close to 

hydrocarbon reservoirs: A probabilistic approach based on the modeling of depletion-induced stress changes and seismological 
source parameters. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 120, 2491–2509 (2015).

 4. Bourne, S. J., Oates, S. J., Van Elk, J. & Doornhof, D. A seismological model for earthquakes induced by fluid extraction from a 
subsurface reservoir. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 119, 8991–9015 (2014).

 5. Convertito, V., Maercklin, N., Sharma, N. & Zollo, A. From induced seismicity to direct time-dependent seismic hazard. Bull. 
Seismol. Soc. Am. 102, 2563–2573 (2012).

 6. Horton, S. Disposal of Hydrofracking Waste Fluid by Injection into Subsurface Aquifers Triggers Earthquake Swarm in Central 
Arkansas with Potential for Damaging Earthquake. Seismol. Res. Lett. 83, 250–260 (2012).

 7. Maillot, B., Nielsen, S. & Main, I. Numerical simulation of seismicity due to fluid injection in a brittle poroelastic medium. Geophys. 
J. Int. 139, 263–272 (1999).

 8. Main, I. G., Li, L., Heffer, K. J., Papasouliotis, O. & Leonard, T. Long-range, critical-point dynamics in oil field flow rate data. 
Geophys. Res. Lett. 33, 1–5 (2006).

 9. Petersen, M. D. et al. Incorporating induced seismicity in the 2014 United States National Seismic Hazard Model—Results of 2014 
workshop and sensitivity studies. US Geological Survey open-file report 1070 (2015).

 10. Boschi, E. ICHESE e ancora ICHESE (ci sarà pure un giudice a Berlino). Il Foglietto della Ricerca.  Available at: https://www.
ilfoglietto.it/l-angolo-di-boschi/4066-ichese-e-ancora-ichese-ci-sara-pure-un-giudice-a-berlino.html (Accessed: 30th July 2016) 
(2016).

 11. Davies, R., Foulger, G., Bindley, A. & Styles, P. Induced seismicity and hydraulic fracturing for the recovery of hydrocarbons. Mar. 
Pet. Geol 45, 171–185 (2013).

 12. McGarr, A., Simpson, D. & Seeber, L. Case histories of induced and triggered seismicity. Int. Geophys 81, 647–661 (2002).
 13. McGarr, A. et al. Coping with earthquakes induced by fluid injection. Science (80-) 347, 830–831 (2015).
 14. McGarr, A. Maximum magnitude earthquakes induced by fluid injection. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 119, 1008–1019 (2014).
 15. Ellsworth, W. L. Injection-Induced Earthquakes. Science (80-) 341, 142–149 (2013).
 16. Wilson, M. P. et al. Anthropogenic earthquakes in the UK: A national baseline prior to shale exploitation. Mar. Pet. Geol. 68, 1–17 

(2015).
 17. Cook, N. G. W. Seismicity associated with mining. Eng. Geol. 10, 99–122 (1976).
 18. Suckale, J. Induced seismicity in hydrocarbon fields. Adv. Geophys 51, 1976–1984 (2009).
 19. Clarke, H., Eisner, L., Styles, P. & Turner, P. Felt seismicity associated with shale gas hydraulic fracturing: The first documented 

example in Europe. Geophys. Res. Lett. 41, 8308–8314 (2014).
 20. Majer, E. L. et al. Induced seismicity associated with Enhanced Geothermal Systems. Geothermics 36, 185–222 (2007).
 21. Gupta, H. K. A review of recent studies of triggered earthquakes by artificial water reservoirs with special emphasis on earthquakes 

in Koyna, India. Earth-Science Rev. 58, 279–310 (2002).
 22. Yeck, W. L., Block, L. V., Wood, C. K. & King, V. M. Maximum magnitude estimations of induced earthquakes at Paradox Valley, 

Colorado, from cumulative injection volume and geometry of seismicity clusters. Geophys. J. Int. 200, 322–336 (2014).
 23. King, G., King, C. P., Stein, R. S. & Lin, J. Static Stress Changes and the Triggering of Earthquakes. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 84, 

935–953 (1994).
 24. Woessner, J., Jónsson, S., Sudhaus, H. & Baumann, C. Reliability of Coulomb stress changes inferred from correlated uncertainties 

of finite-fault source models. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 117, n/a-n/a (2012).
 25. Mallman, E. P. & Parsons, T. A global search for stress shadows. J. Geophys. Res. 113, B12304 (2008).
 26. Catalli, F., Meier, M. A. & Wiemer, S. The role of Coulomb stress changes for injection-induced seismicity: The Basel enhanced 

geothermal system. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 72–77 (2013).
 27. Deng, K., Liu, Y. & Harrington, R. M. Poroelastic stress triggering of the December 2013 Crooked Lake, Alberta, induced seismicity 

sequence. Geophys. Res. Lett. 43, 8482–8491 (2016).
 28. Piombo, A., Martinelli, G. & Dragoni, M. Post-seismic fluid flow and Coulomb stress changes in a poroelastic medium. Geophys. J. 

Int. 162, 507–515 (2005).
 29. Cocco, M. & Rice, J. R. Pore pressure and poroelasticity effects in Coulomb stress analysis of earthquake interactions. J. Geophys. Res. 

107, 2030 (2002).
 30. Harris, R. A. Introduction to Special Section: Stress Triggers, Stress Shadows, and Implications for Seismic Hazard. J. Geophys. Res. 

103, 24347 (1998).
 31. Deng, J. & Sykes, L. R. Triggering of 1812 Santa Barbara Earthquake by a Great San Andreas Shock: Implications for future seismic 

hazards in southern California. Geophys. Res. Lett. 23, 1155 (1996).
 32. Anzidei, M., Maramai, A. & Montone, P. The Emilia (northern Italy) seismic sequence of May-June, 2012: preliminary data and 

results. Ann. Geophys. 44 (2012).
 33. Pieri, M; Groppi, G. Subsurface geological structure of the Po plain, Italy. (CNR, 1981).
 34. Ori, G. G. & Friend, P. F. Sedimentary basins formed and carried piggyback on active thrust sheets. Geology 12, 475 (1984).
 35. Boccaletti, M., Corti, G. & Martelli, L. Recent and active tectonics of the external zone of the Northern Apennines (Italy). Int. J. Earth 

Sci. 100, 1331–1348 (2011).
 36. Vannoli, P., Burrato, P. & Valensise, G. The Seismotectonics of the Po Plain (Northern Italy): Tectonic Diversity in a Blind Faulting 

Domain. Pure Appl. Geophys. 172, 1105–1142 (2015).
 37. MPS Working Group. Redazione della mappa di pericolosità sismica prevista dall’Ordinanza PCM 3274 del 20 Marzo 2003, 

Rapporto Conclusivo per il Dipartimento della Protezione Civile. 65 (2004). Available at: http://zonesismiche.mi.ingv.it. (Accessed: 
24th March) (2015).

 38. DISS Working Group. Database of Individual Seismogenic Sources (DISS), Version 3.2.0: A compilation of potential sources for 
earthquakes larger than M 5.5 in Italy and surrounding areas. INGV Available at: http://diss.rm.ingv.it/diss. (Accessed: 3th March 
2015) (2015).

 39. Rovida, A., Camassi, R., Gasperini, P., Stucchi, M. & A. Rovida, R. Camassi, P. Gasperini, M. S. CPTI11, the 2011 version of the 
Parametric Catalogue of Italian Earthquakes. Available at: http://emidius.mi.ingv.it/CPTI. (Accessed: 21th April 2015) (2011).

 40. Pezzo, G. et al. Coseismic Deformation and Source Modeling of the May 2012 Emilia (Northern Italy) Earthquakes. Seismol. Res. 
Lett. 84, 645–655 (2013).

http://www.ilfoglietto.it/l-angolo-di-boschi/4810-non-si-possono-del-tutto-escludere-scosse-rilevanti.html
http://www.ilfoglietto.it/l-angolo-di-boschi/4810-non-si-possono-del-tutto-escludere-scosse-rilevanti.html
http://zonesismiche.mi.ingv.it
http://diss.rm.ingv.it/diss
http://emidius.mi.ingv.it/CPTI


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

13Scientific RepoRts | 7: 282  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-00379-2

 41. Cesca, S. et al. Source modelling of the M5-6 Emilia-Romagna, Italy, earthquakes (2012 May 20–29). Geophys. J. Int. 193, 1658–1672 
(2013).

 42. Cartlidge, E. Human Activity May Have Triggered Fatal Italian Earthquakes, Panel Says. Science (80-). 344, 141–141 (2014).
 43. Laboratorio di monitoraggio Cavone. Risultati del Programma di prova di interferenza/iniettività. Available at: http://labcavone.it/

documenti/27/risultati_del_programma_di_prova.pdf. (Accessed 15th January 2015) (2014).
 44. Styles, P. et al. Report on the Hydrocarbon Exploration and Seismicity in Emilia Region (ICHESE Report). 213 Available at: http://

mappegis.regione.emilia-romagna.it/gstatico/documenti/ICHESE/ICHESE_Report.pdf. (Accessed: 21th March 2015) (2014).
 45. Astiz, L. et al. On the potential for induced seismicity at the Cavone oilfield: analysis of geological and geophysical data, and 

geomechanical modeling. 139 Available at: http://labcavone.it/documenti/32/allegatrapporto-studiogiacimento.pdf. (Accessed: 30th 
March 2015) (2014).

 46. Juanes, R. et al. Were the May 2012 Emilia-Romagna earthquakes induced? A coupled flow-geomechanics modeling assessment. 
Geophys. Res. Lett. 43, 6891–6897 (2016).

 47. ISIDe Working Group. Italian Seismological Instrumental and parametric Database. Available at: http://iside.rm.ingv.it/iside/
standard/index.jsp. (Accessed: 5th August 2015) (2010).

 48. Tizzani, P. et al. New insights into the 2012 Emilia (Italy) seismic sequence through advanced numerical modeling of ground 
deformation InSAR measurements. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 1971–1977 (2013).

 49. Murphy, S. et al. Shallow slip amplification and enhanced tsunami hazard unravelled by dynamic simulations of mega-thrust 
earthquakes. Sci. Rep. 6, 35007 (2016).

 50. Rutqvist, J., Rinaldi, A. P., Cappa, F. & Moridis, G. J. Modeling of fault reactivation and induced seismicity during hydraulic 
fracturing of shale-gas reservoirs. J. Pet. Sci. Eng. 107, 31–44 (2013).

 51. Pondrelli, S. et al. The Italian CMT dataset from 1977 to the present. Phys. Earth Planet. Inter. 159, 286–303 (2006).
 52. Govoni, A. et al. The 2012 Emilia seismic sequence (Northern Italy): Imaging the thrust fault system by accurate aftershock location. 

Tectonophysics 622, 44–55 (2014).
 53. Gudmundsson, A. Elastic energy release in great earthquakes and eruptions. Front. Earth Sci. 2, 1–12 (2014).
 54. Carannante, S. et al. The May 20 (MW 6.1) and 29 (MW 6.0), 2012, Emilia (Po Plain, northern Italy) earthquakes: New 

seismotectonic implications from subsurface geology and high-quality hypocenter location. Tectonophysics 1234, 1–17 (2015).
 55. Talwani, P., Chen, L. & Gahalaut, K. Seismogenic permeability, ks. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 112, 1–18 (2007).
 56. Mulargia, F. & Bizzarri, A. Anthropogenic triggering of large earthquakes. Sci. Rep. 4, 6100 (2014).
 57. Segall, P. Earthquakes triggered by fluid extraction. Geology 17, 942–946 (1989).
 58. Ingebritsen, S. E. & Manning, C. E. Geological implications of a permeability-depth curve for the continental crust. Geology 27, 

1107–1110 (1999).
 59. Zhang, X., Koutsabeloulis, N. C., Heffer, K. J., Main, I. G. & Li, L. Coupled geomechanics flow modelling at and below a critical stress 

state used to investigate common statistical properties of field production data. Geol. Soc. London, Spec. Publ. 292, 453–468 (2007).
 60. Cheloni, D. et al. New insights into fault activation and stress transfer between en echelon thrusts: The 2012 Emilia, Northern Italy, 

earthquake sequence. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 1–25, doi:10.1002/2016JB012823 (2016).
 61. Guglielmi, Y., Cappa, F., Avouac, J.-P., Henry, P. & Elsworth, D. Seismicity triggered by fluid injection-induced aseismic slip. Science 

(80-). 348, 1224–1226 (2015).
 62. Bommer, J. J. et al. Control of hazard due to seismicity induced by a hot fractured rock geothermal project. Eng. Geol. 83, 287–306 

(2006).
 63. Mignan, A., Landtwing, D., Kästli, P., Mena, B. & Wiemer, S. Induced seismicity risk analysis of the 2006 Basel, Switzerland, 

Enhanced Geothermal System project: Influence of uncertainties on risk mitigation. Geothermics 53, (133–146 (2015).
 64. Underground Injection Control National Technical Workgroup. Minimizing and Managing Potential Impacts of Injection-Induced 

Seismicity from Class II Disposal Wells: Practical Approaches. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/r5water/uic/ntwg/pdfs/induced-
seismicity-201502.pdf. (Accessed: 15th September 2015) (2014).

 65. Tosi, P., Sbarra, P., De Rubeis, V. & Ferrari, C. Macroseismic Intensity Assessment Method for Web Questionnaires. Seismol. Res. 
Lett. 86, 985–990 (2015).

 66. Aki, K. & Richards, P. G. Quantitative seismology. (University Science Books, 2002).
 67. Hanks, T. C. & Kanamori, H. A moment magnitude scale. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 84, 2348–2350 (1979).
 68. Biot, M. A. General Theory of Three-Dimensional Consolidation. J. Appl. Phys. 12, 155 (1941).
 69. MSC Software Corporation. Marc 2015 Volume A: Theory and User Information. Available at: http://www.mscsoftware.com/it/

product/marc. (Accessed: 3th May 2015) (2015).
 70. Segall, P. Earthquake and volcano deformation. (Princeton University Press, 2010).
 71. Verga, F. Encyclopaedia of hydrocarbons Ch. 4, 527–551 (Treccani, 2005).
 72. Maesano, F. E., D’Ambrogi, C., Burrato, P. & Toscani, G. Slip-rates of blind thrusts in slow deforming areas: Examples from the Po 

Plain (Italy). Tectonophysics 643, 8–25 (2015).
 73. Carminati, E., Scrocca, D. & Doglioni, C. Compaction-induced stress variations with depth in an active anticline: Northern 

Apennines, Italy. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 115, 1–17 (2010).
 74. Sitharam, T. G., Sridevi, J. & Shimizu, N. Practical equivalent continuum characterization of jointed rock masses. Int. J. Rock Mech. 

Min. Sci. 38, 437–448 (2001).
 75. Boccaletti, M. et al. Carta sismo-tettonica della Regione Emilia-Romagna, scala 1: 250.000 e note illustrative. (Selca, 2004).
 76. Carminati, E. & Vadacca, L. Two- and three-dimensional numerical simulations of the stress field at the thrust front of the Northern 

Apennines, Italy. J. Geophys. Res. 115, B12425 (2010).
 77. Bear, J. Dynamics of Fluids in Porous Media. Soil Sci. 120, 162–163 (1975).
 78. Byerlee, J. Friction of rocks. Pure Appl. Geophys. 116, 615–626 (1978).
 79. Albano, M. et al. Gravity-driven postseismic deformation following the Mw 6.3 2009L’Aquila (Italy) earthquake. Sci. Rep. 5, 16558 

(2015).
 80. Marsal, R. J. Mechanical properties of rockfill (eds R.C. Hirschfeld, R. C. and S.J. Poulos, S. J.) 109–200 (John Wiley & Sons Inc., 1973).
 81. Reasenberg, Pa & Simpson, R. W. Response of regional seismicity to the static stress change produced by the loma prieta earthquake. 

Science 255, 1687–1690 (1992).
 82. Iio, Y. Frictional coefficient on faults in a seismogenic region inferred from earthquake mechanism solutions. J. Geophys. Res. Solid 

Earth 102, 5403–5412 (1997).

Acknowledgements
This research was supported by the FP7 project APhoRISM (code: D88C13000990006) and the project MIUR-
FIRB “Abruzzo” (code: RBAP10ZC8K_003).

Author Contributions
M.A. and S.B. conceptually developed the study, performed the finite element analyses, and wrote most of the 
manuscript. G.T. and M.S. contributed to the geological assessment of the study area and provided geological 
data. S.S. wrote portions of the manuscript. All the authors discussed the validity of the results and implications.

http://labcavone.it/documenti/27/risultati_del_programma_di_prova.pdf
http://labcavone.it/documenti/27/risultati_del_programma_di_prova.pdf
http://mappegis.regione.emilia-romagna.it/gstatico/documenti/ICHESE/ICHESE_Report.pdf
http://mappegis.regione.emilia-romagna.it/gstatico/documenti/ICHESE/ICHESE_Report.pdf
http://labcavone.it/documenti/32/allegatrapporto-studiogiacimento.pdf
http://iside.rm.ingv.it/iside/standard/index.jsp
http://iside.rm.ingv.it/iside/standard/index.jsp
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2016JB012823
http://www.epa.gov/r5water/uic/ntwg/pdfs/induced-seismicity-201502.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/r5water/uic/ntwg/pdfs/induced-seismicity-201502.pdf
http://www.mscsoftware.com/it/product/marc
http://www.mscsoftware.com/it/product/marc


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 4Scientific RepoRts | 7: 282  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-00379-2

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at doi:10.1038/s41598-017-00379-2
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2017

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-00379-2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Discriminating between natural and anthropogenic earthquakes: insights from the Emilia Romagna (Italy) 2012 seismic sequenc ...
	Results
	Numerical modelling. 
	Pore pressure and Coulomb stress changes. 

	Discussion
	Methods
	Relocation and slip estimation of the July 17, 2011 Mw 4.5 earthquake. 
	Finite element modelling. 
	Model calibration. 
	Calculation of the Coulomb stress change. 

	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 (a) Main thrust alignment in Italy.
	Figure 2 (a) Finite element geometry for the DIFF and EQK models.
	Figure 3 (a) Fluid overpressures after 20 years of injection at the Cavone 14 well (DIFF model panel b in Fig.
	Figure 4 ΔCFS comparison between the DIFF and EQK models along horizontal sections 1, 2, and 3 in Fig.
	Table 1 Elastic, hydraulic and state parameters that were adopted in the numerical model.




