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Determination of earthquake 
epicentres based upon invariant 
quantities of GRAce strain gravity 
tensors
farzam fatolazadeh1 ✉, Kalifa Goïta1 & Rahim Javadi Azar2

Investigation of regional and temporal variations in Earth’s gravitational field that are detected by 
the Gravity Recovery and climate experiment (GRAce) twin-satellites may be useful in earthquake 
epicentre determinations. This study focuses on monthly spherical harmonic coefficients that were 
extracted from GRACE observations, which were corrected for hydrological effects to determine 
earthquake epicentres. For the first time, we use the concept of deformation of Earth’s gravity field 
to estimate invariant components of strain tensors. Four different earthquakes (Iran, China, Turkey, 
Nepal) were analysed that occurred between 2003 and 2015 and under different hydrological regimes. 
Wavelet analysis was explored as a means of refining and reconstructing tectonic signals forming 
the disturbance gravitational potential tensor in the GRACE gravity field models. Dilatation and 
maximum shear were extracted from these tensors and used to map earthquake epicentre locations. 
Both components reached their maxima during months of the earthquakes (respectively, 11.78 and 
4.93, Bam earthquake; 61.36 and 169.10, Sichuan-Gansu border earthquake; 2415.80 and 627.93, 
Elazig earthquake; 98.71 and 157.37, Banepa earthquake). For the aforementioned earthquakes, we 
estimated their respective epicentres in the ranges: ϕ = 29°–29.5° λ = 58.5°–59°; ϕ = 32.5°–33° λ = 
105.5°–106°; ϕ = 38.5°–39° λ = 39.5°–40°; and ϕ = 27.5°–28° λ = 85°–85.5°. Overall, these results 
agree well with values from other sources. the advance that is provided by our method compared to 
other research is the ability of determining earthquake epicentres with magnitudes ≤7.5 based upon 
GRAce observations. However, the approach is of limited use for very deep earthquakes.

Earthquakes are natural geophysical processes that occur in certain locations across the surface of the globe. 
These seismic disturbances are found at the boundaries between tectonic plates (inter-plate) and in rift zones 
within plates (intra-plate). The rigid crust (whether continental or oceanic) and upper mantle constitute litho-
spheric or tectonic plates, which are cooler solid slabs of rock that ride on the hotter, more fluid deeper mantle. 
The surface tremors that characterise earthquakes result from gradual accumulation of strain and stress that is 
incurred when friction retards the movement of deeper rock strata from sliding against one another along a fault 
plane in opposing directions. When opposing fault faces are locked together, the continued movement of the sur-
rounding lithosphere materials will continue to exert shear strain, i.e., energy that is stored, given that fractures 
can no longer extensively propagate along the fault to release the pressure. Given that the rocks cannot move 
freely, they deform (i.e., undergo dilatation1) and produce energy (like a sponge being squeezed), until they finally 
rupture. The accumulated energy that is released suddenly in the rupture is propagated as seismic waves. These 
waves spread outward through the surrounding crust from its initiation point or focus. When the waves reach 
the surface of the crust, they result in the shaking motions that we associate with an earthquake. The focal point 
at which the rupture occurs deep within the Earth is called the hypocentre, and the point on the Earth’s surface, 
which is located immediately above the hypocentre, is referred to as the epicentre of the earthquake.

Earthquake engineering is an ongoing and clearly important scientific endeavour in practical seismology. 
Scientists have used a variety of methods that can determine the time, location, and severity of an earthquake2–4. 
Traditional approaches for determining the epicentre of an earthquake, such as the triangulation method require 
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at least three seismic data stations. This method uses the time difference between the earthquake and a monitor-
ing station when each receives incoming P-waves and S-waves. The epicentre location then can be determined by 
drawing circles around each seismograph location based on these time differences, and locating the unique point 
where they intersect5.

A new era in earthquake science debuted with the launch of twin-satellites in 2002, i.e., GRACE (Gravity 
Recovery And Climate Experiment), which is based upon gravimetric measurements. In fact, an earthquake 
generates a redistribution of mass and, consequently, causes localised variation in Earth’s gravity field. GRACE 
satellites are capable of detecting these changes due to earthquakes. Sun and Okubo6 used dislocation theory for 
the first time to determine that on average, GRACE could detect an earthquake with a minimum magnitude of 7.5 
on the Richter scale. Numerous studies following this idea investigated deformations in the form of surface dis-
placements due to different earthquakes. Most combined GPS and GRACE data to observe co-seismic crustal ver-
tical dilatation or subsidence7–15. Also, Chen et al.16 and Xu et al.17 further considered the effects of post-seismic 
deformation. All of these studies used analytical models or observations to understand tectonic deformation that 
was related to earthquakes.

In contrast to existing studies, the use of gravimetric data to aid the determination of an earthquake epicentre 
is a new idea. Hence, our motivation is to investigate its first-time implementation using GRACE observations. 
Two main questions are of interest: Is it possible to determine an earthquake epicentre using GRACE data? If yes, 
how do the magnitude and depth of the earthquake influence the process? Our objective is to propose an alterna-
tive method for locating lower magnitude earthquake epicentres based upon the deformational strain in gravity 
space that can be easily observed from satellite gravity data. Therefore, we propose a new and innovative approach 
for determining the invariant components of strain tensors of earthquakes using gravimetric observations.

We used the Global Land Data Assimilation System (GLDAS18) with an updated dataset (version 2.1) to remove 
hydrological effects from signals containing changes in mass distribution, thereby revealing tectonic signals in the 
remaining mass changes. First, GRACE data contamination from seasonal variations was reduced to improve tec-
tonic signal extraction. We computed wavelet coefficients of the gravity signals from both hydrology and GRACE 
observations to filter and localise the desired signals based upon expansions of a Legendre polynomial in the fre-
quency domain. The desired signals then were inserted into the gravity strain tensor to calculate dilatation and shear 
values. By considering two long periods before and after the earthquake, we determined the epicentre point of four 
different earthquakes. Last, the effect of earthquake depth on the estimated gravity strain components was consid-
ered. We added data from four other events, including two severe earthquakes (> 7 in magnitude) with great depth, 
to test the sensitivity of our model to the geometric depth parameter of the earthquakes.

case study tectonics
Eight different active seismic zones were considered in this study. The first four earthquakes are used to test the 
ability of the proposed approach to determine epicentres. Our criteria for choosing these areas included a long 
period of coverage, various hydrology disturbances, and seismic areas that were located on continents rather than 
oceans. Based upon these elements, we selected the Bam earthquake, which occurred in southeast Iran in 2003, 
the Sichuan-Gansu border earthquake that occurred in central China in 2008, the Elazig earthquake in eastern 
Turkey in 2010, and the Banepa earthquake in central Nepal near the Himalayas in 2015. Locations of these earth-
quakes are indicated by numbers 1 to 4 (red colour) in Fig. 1. We further describe some aspects of seismology 
that are related to these areas, including the general geological situation of the earthquake area, seismic records, 
tectonic conditions, and the earthquake mechanism (Table 1).

Four different major earthquakes that were characterised by great depth and magnitudes greater than 7, and 
which were located in Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey, were selected to better understand effects of earthquake depth 
on our proposed approach. Their locations are numbered 5 to 8 (green colour) in Fig. 1. Table 2 summarises the 
main characteristics and locations of the major earthquakes that were considered.

Methodology
One of the most important areas of research in geodesy is modelling of Earth’s deformation at local and global 
scales. Together with the study of causative factors that are involved in deformation and the provision of various 
computational methods for determining crustal displacements19. In deformation analysis, the Earth’s properties 
are usually compared under two situations: the reference or Lagrangian state (before deformation) and the 

Figure 1. Locations of eight selected earthquakes. (1) Iran (Bam); (2) China (Sichuan-Gansu); (3) Turkey 
(Elazig); (4) Nepal (Banepa); (5) Iran (Khash); (6) Pakistan (Southwestern); (7) Turkey (Eastern); (8) Iran 
(Southeastern).
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current or Eulerian state (after deformation). The Earth-fixed three-dimensional Cartesian coordinate system of 
points on the ground is described as 

→
=R X Y Z, ,  in the Lagrangian state. In the Eulerian state, it is described as 

→ =r x y z, , . The Cartesian coordinates of the displacement vector between these two states is denoted as 
→

= → −
→

+
→( )U U U U r R b, ,i j k , where 

→
b  is the translation vector between the origins. In terms of displacement 

vectors, Lagrangian linear strain tensors (eyz) and Eulerian linear strain tensors (eyz) over the Earth’s crust would 
be expressed as follows20:
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In the literature of continuum mechanics, the theoretical concept of strain analysis is well known for its lack of 
dependence on the coordinate system. Grafarend and Voosoghi21 introduced this concept to Earth surface defor-
mation analysis by exploring variations in the geometry of the surface through displacement fields that were 
computed from space mission measurements. This method is referred to as deformation of the gravity field of the 
Earth. A straightforward way of defining deformation in the gravitational field is to compare two different gravi-
tational vector fields near a fixed point in space. Consider such a point, 

→
=R X Y Z, , , and two different disturbing 

potential fields, T (before deformation) and t (after deformation), with the corresponding gravity disturbance 
vectors that are assigned to each: T R

R

( )Γ
→

= ∂
→

∂
→  and t R

R

( )γ→ = ∂
→

∂
→ . Let these gravity disturbance vectors represent 

Euclidean coordinates in two corresponding gravity spaces. We used these coordinates to describe the strain in 
gravity space. The Lagrangian form of the gravity strain tensor22 is:

Name Bam Earthquake
Sichuan-Gansu border 
earthquake Elazig earthquake Banepa earthquake

Country Iran China Turkey Nepal

Regional geology Alluvial fans and 
argillaceous sandstones

Precambrian granitic rocks, 
sandstone and limestone

Anatolian 
Metamorphic 
Massifs and Basalt

Basement rock, 
gneiss, quartzite, 
phyllite
and limestone

Time (UTC) 01:56:52 09:49:17 02:32:34 06:15:22

Date 26 December 2003 5 August 2008 8 March 2010 25 April 2015

Magnitude 6.6 6.2 6.1 6.1

Depth (USGS) (km) 8.5 6 12 10

Latitude, Longitude 28.995°N
58.311°E

32.756°N
105.494°E

38.864°N
39.986°E

27.628°N
85.540°E

Mercalli intensity 
scale IX (Violent) VII (Very Strong) VIII (Severe) VII (Very Strong)

Name of the Fault The Bam Fault The Longman Shan Fault The East Anatolian 
fault The Gorkha fault

Fault Plate Solution Strike-slip Thrust Strike-slip Strike-slip

Reasons for the 
earthquake

Combination of a small 
component of reverse-
motion and strike-slip 
motion on the fault

As the Indian plate moves 
northward, it collides with 
Eurasian plate and continues 
moving forward into China

Displacement of 
left-lateral and 
right-lateral strike-
slip on a northeast 
and northwest 
striking slip of the 
Anatolian fault

Collision of Indo-
Australian and Asian 
plates

Table 1. Seismological properties of the case studies (USGS).

Name 83 km East of Khash, Iran Southwestern Pakistan Eastern Turkey Southeastern Iran

Date 16 April 2013 18 January 2011 23 October 
2011 20 December 2010

Magnitude 7.7 7.2 7.1 6.7

Depth (USGS) (km) 80 68 18 12

Latitude, Longitude 28.033°N
61.996°E

28.777°N
63.951°E

38.721°N
43.508°E

28.412°N
59.180°E

Mercalli intensity scale IX (Violent) VII (Very Strong) IX (Violent) VIII (Severe)

Table 2. Specifications of the selected great depth earthquakes (USGS).
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In this study, we used the Lagrangian strain formulation in numerical computations. These gravity strain 
tensors may be formulated using second-order space derivatives of the disturbing potential (gravity gradient 
disturbances). Let:
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According to Eqs. 5 and 6 we have:
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The GRACE satellite is able to recover the gravity changes in terms of spherical harmonic coefficients. Indeed, 
spherical coefficients are the solution to the partial differential equation of the disturbance potential that satisfies 
the Laplace equation23.

∑ ∑ ∑ϕ λ ϕ λ=
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with spherical coordinates ϕ λr( , , ), and fully normalised geopotential spherical harmonic coefficients ∆ αCnm . 
We fixed the radial coordinate at =r a, where =a 6371000 m is the mean Earth radius. We used monthly geo-
physical coefficients of GRACE release-5 that were processed by the Center for Space Research (CSR05, University 
of Texas Austin), which are produced on the maximum degree and order 60. These are publicly available. As is the 
case in other studies, the GRACE coefficient with degree 2 and order 0 with its large errors was replaced by the 
coefficient that was obtained from Satellite Ranging Laser (SLR)24. These coefficients also contain mass variation 
due to seismic and hydrological effects25. Therefore, the removal of hydrological effects is an integral part of the 
process to obtain refined signals that are related to the earthquake. Hydrological variables were derived from the 
Noah Land Surface Model process level-426, which was obtained from GLDAS-2.1 model simulations for the 
study period (temporal resolution: 1 month, spatial resolution: (1°). The simulations contained 36 land surface 
fields from 2000 to present18,27. They include the most effective hydrological variables, such as surface runoff, 
subsurface runoff, soil moisture content from surface to 2 m depth, canopy water content, and surface snow 
amount. No data for groundwater were provided in the GLDAS model. Yet, we assumed the effects of this compo-
nent are negligible. The correction process consisted of converting the hydrological signals from their space 
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(water layer thickness) to gravity space. This conversion is performed by applying Love numbers28. All of these 
were transformed, in turn, to coefficients through harmonic analysis, to maintain consistency with GRACE 
observations. The corresponding coefficients were subtracted from GRACE coefficients to obtain data that were 
corrected for hydrological effects:

∆ = ∆ − ∆α α αC C C (11)nm
Corrected

nm nm
Hydrology

Unfortunately, GRACE has limited precision in determining locations due to its low spatial resolution. Panet 
et al.29,30 introduced localised wavelet analysis to reconstruct regional spatiotemporal potential changes in the 
form of GRACE coefficients. In comparison with Fourier transformations, wavelet functions decompose the main 
signal to extract its regional behaviour at different frequencies by transfers in time and expansion or compression 
(scale change) in amplitude. Spherical wavelets are a special type of wavelets that form radial base functions over 
the sphere by increasing the signal-to-noise ratio over the region. In this regard, their scaling properties are 
described by a scaling function. In this study, a non-orthogonal cubic polynomial was considered as a scale func-
tion (φ̂J), together with its wavelet (Ψ̂J), based upon the following equations:
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These wavelets were inserted directly into Eq. (9) to reconstruct the disturbing potential (T).
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Considering Lagrangian formulation, we defined the following scenarios: i) Before the earthquake, each target 
month would be considered the current disturbing potential (t), whilst the mean of the two years prior to the 
earthquake would be considered as the reference disturbing potential (T). ii) After the earthquake, each target 
month would be considered the current state disturbing potential (t), whilst the mean of the two years following 
the earthquake would be considered as the reference disturbing potential (T).

Then, with = =
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Since the strain is a symmetric tensor, only six components are required to specify it at a given point31:

ε ε ε
ε ε ε
ε ε ε
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E
(17)
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21 22 23

31 32 33

In general, ε11, ε22, and ε33 represent the components of elongation in the three coordinate directions. The 
off-diagonal components of the strain tensor are related to angular deformation (or shear) of pairs of lines that are 
initially oriented in three coordinate directions. The cubical dilatation is the trace of the strain tensor and repre-
sents the body volume change that is incurred during deformation. According to the Lagrange strain tensor, dil-
atation (D) and shear (SH) are respectively computed such that:

∑ϕ λ ε ϕ λ= = +
=

D g g( , ) ( , )
(18)i

ii max min
1

3

ϕ λ ε ϕ λ ε ϕ λ= − = −SH Trace g g( , ) ( ( , )) 4det( ( , )) (19)max min
2

where gmax and gmin are the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of strain gravity tensor. Dilatation components 
display isotropic features, which are not dependent upon direction. However, the maximum shear is non-isotropic 
and, therefore, geometrical interpretation of the maximum value of shear is a key factor in earthquake epicentre 
determination.

To determine an earthquake’s epicentre using GRACE data, we introduced the following method. The average 
two years prior to the year of the earthquake are considered as the current state, whilst the average of the two years 
after the year of the earthquake can be considered as the reference state. The decision to use two years may be 
explained by signal processing concepts. As previously mentioned, dilatation and shear can be computed from the 
gravity gradient changes that are extracted from GRACE data. Taking the second derivative of the data, however, 
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weakens the signal32. To analyse mass change details that are induced by an earthquake, we need to consider 
a long period of time. Therefore, we assumed that considering changes over two years would be reasonable to 
acquire these details. By constructing a gravity strain tensor from GRACE observations, as explained above, the 
maximum shear appears at the earthquake’s epicentre. Generally, the best results are achieved when the reference 
year is considered as a year in which a large mass change (usually in the form of earthquakes) has not occurred 
in and around the study area. We tested our method on four different seismic areas with various hydrological 
disturbances to provide a more comprehensive analysis surrounding the computation of the location of the earth-
quake’s epicentre.

To investigate uncertainties in epicentre results, we proposed a method for estimating the contributions of 
errors that are induced by the GRACE observations in the computation of dilatation and maximum shear. More 
precisely, we defined upper/lower and right/left bounds of the errors for the maximum shear values. In each 
case, the interval size between the bounds depends upon the location of the maximum shear in the earthquake’s 
region, and its changes in surrounding areas. In order to define these bounds, we examined the changes in maxi-
mum shear using different window sizes. In all cases, a size of 1° was found to be sufficient. Outside this 1° range, 
changes in maximum shear appear to be either negligible or nonexistent. To illustrate the process, let us consider 
the case of the Bam earthquake. According to the position of the epicentre, two profiles of maximum shear were 
computed in the longitudinal direction. The first one was for the lower bound situated at 28.5°N, while the sec-
ond was for the upper bound at 29.5°N. The difference between the maximum shear values of the two profiles 
indicates the uncertainty in the north-south direction. The same process was used to compute the profiles in the 
latitudinal direction. The profiles were computed for the left and right bounds, located respectively at 58°E and 
59°E. The difference that was found between their maximum values was considered as the uncertainty in the 
maximum shear in the east-west direction.

In practice, in mathematical geodesy, a region will be defined in terms of the uncertainties, which normally 
is an error ellipse. This region is a confidence area that is based upon maximum errors according to coordinate 
axes. This assumption does not hold in this study, since the maximum shear is an invariant parameter of the strain 
tensor, and is not dependent on a coordinate system. Under these circumstances, defining an error ellipse does 
not make sense. The solution is to use an alternative approach that produces similar uncertainties in all directions.

In this regard, Hoover33 introduced an algorithm for the true determination of positioning and navigation. He 
determined the probability of having the true position inside a confidence circle. We used this idea here to cal-
culate the radius rcc of that confidence circle, the centre of which corresponds to the estimated epicentre position 
for a given earthquake, and radius to maximum error of the shear in all directions. Let us consider respectively ash 
and bsh as the errors on maximum shear values in the east-west and north-south directions, as explained above. 
The ratio Csh between these errors can be computed from the following equation:

=C b
a (20)sh

sh

sh

As the margin of errors increases, the diameter of the error circle will increase. To ensure that this circle would 
cover the entire error region, we used a 95% confidence level by defining a scale coefficient (K) in Eq. 21, which is 
then used to compute the radius rcc of the confidence circle (Eq. 22):

= . + . + . + .K C C C1 960790 0 004071 0 114276 0 371625 (21)sh sh sh
2 3

= .r K a (22)cc sh

Results and Discussion
As mentioned in the previous section, removal of hydrological signals from GRACE observations is necessary to 
retrieve tectonic signals. Following the methodology that was previously explained (Section 3), as a first step, we 
computed long-term mean gravity changes due to the hydrological effects for a period of about 4 years over the 
study regions (i.e. 2 years before the earthquake occurrence and 2 years after). Differences between each month 
and a mean of the whole period (4 years) were considered to compute these anomalies. The time series of these 
gravity variations for each earthquake are shown in Fig. 2a in green color. As expected, they display seasonal 
patterns due to the cyclic nature of hydrological features (e.g. precipitations). The maximum values of the changes 
are reached in the month of earthquake (which is materialised by the vertical red line in time series of Fig. 2). 
Because Bam and Banepa earthquakes happened in the last days of the month, the maximum changes occurred 
the following month.

In a second step, we mapped the gravity variations due to hydrological effects in the specific month of each 
earthquake. Figure 2b shows the pattern of these variations over the four different seismic areas that were con-
sidered. The maximum gravitational changes apparently occurred near the tectonic areas. As shown on Fig. 2b, 
a positive gravitational change occurred in the vicinity of all the earthquakes, showing significant anomalies in 
land surface states. These may be explained by high precipitation or other components of the water budget in 
each area during the earthquake month. Table 3 shows the maximum gravity variations in each case. The values 
vary from 0.51 to 1.94 µGal (1 Galileo = 1 cm/s2). This highest value was found for the Chinese earthquake. From 
the literature, the maximum gravitational changes that have been recorded for the most severe earthquake in the 
21st C. are about 10 µGal for both the Sumatra earthquake in 2004 (M 9.2) in Indonesia, and the Tohoku-Oki 
earthquake 2011 in Japan (M 9.0)34,35. Other severe earthquakes, such as Maule earthquake 2010 (M 8.8) in Chile, 
recorded a gravity change of about 5 µGal36. Accordingly, the values of gravitational changes that were introduced 
by hydrological effects, which were computed in this study for the four earthquakes considered (Table 3), appear 
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non-negligible, particularly in the case of China. If applied to the case of Chile, such values would introduce 
errors varying from 10 to 20% of the total gravitational changes. Therefore, removing the effects of hydrological 
contributions from the monthly mass variations that were measured by GRACE is required to improve earth-
quake signal retrieval.

In the third step, we have corrected the hydrological effects on all the entire time series considered in the 
study (not only for the months of the earthquakes). Gravity variations were computed after these corrections. The 
results are shown in Fig. 2c for each earthquake. As it can be seen on this figure, the correction of hydrological 

Figure 2. Computed mean gravity changes for the different sites: (a) Gravity changes due to hydrological 
effects; (b) Spatial variations of gravity changes due to hydrological effects in the month of the earthquake; (c) 
Gravity changes after the corrections of the hydrological effects.
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effects has almost removed the seasonal pattern in the mass variations signals. The jump of the gravity values 
related to the occurrence of the earthquake can be easily observed in each case in Fig. 2c. Sichuan-Gansu border 
earthquake exhibits the maximum variations as expected (about 4 µGal). Positive and negative changes in Fig. 2c 
translate the expansion and contraction in the two sides of the fault plane of each earthquake, confirming the 
seismic signals.

Using the monthly gravity variations computed after the hydrological effects corrections (Fig. 2c), the invari-
ant components of the strain gravity tensor were calculated in the periods that were considered (two years prior to 
and two years after the main earthquake). The method that was used for the computations is detailed in Section 3. 
Figure 3 indicates the maximum values of dilatation and shear for the four earthquakes. The calculated dilatation 
and shear are averaged over the region under consideration. We have shown only a period of six months before 
and after the earthquake (Fig. 3), because calculated values of the dilatation and shear were very low outside this 
window. The timeframe for each event is as follows: Bam earthquake, July 2003 to June 2004 (since there is no 
GRACE observation data for June 2003); Sichuan-Gansu border earthquake, February 2008 to February 2009; 
Elazig earthquake, September 2009 to September 2010; and Banepa earthquake, November 2014 to November 
2015.

As shown in the time series for each earthquake in Fig. 3, the values of dilatation and shear (no measurement 
unit) reach their maxima at the earthquake occurrence time. For the Bam earthquake, the amount of dilatation 
and shear before the earthquake is insignificant. However, as the date of the earthquake approached, the values 
started to change, and increased steadily in the two months prior to the earthquake. Since the Bam earthquake 
occurred in late December 2003, maximum values appeared in January 2004, due to the monthly availability of 
GRACE data. After the earthquake, the dilatation and shear dropped dramatically toward their original states. 
The same behaviour could be observed for the Elazig earthquake. The behaviours that were observed seem logical 
in relation to the Earth’s physical properties. They can be explained by the viscoelasticity of tectonic plates, which 
return to their original states, after being transformed into the inner layers of the Earth37. As no earthquake event 
occurred between February and June 2004 in the Bam area, dilatation and shear remained constant, as shown 
in Fig. 3. The time series of the Elazig earthquake shows the same trend as the Bam earthquake. Yet, values of 
dilatation and maximum shear are not significant for the periods outside the earthquake occurrence month. This 
could be explained by the fact that during the two-year period considered, only the earthquake of 8 March 2010 
occurred in the Elazig locale and vicinity. Therefore, dilatation and shear remained negligible before and after the 
earthquake.

Although the maximum value of dilatation and shear occurred in the month of earthquake for the other 
two earthquakes, the process is not linear. This behaviour can be affected by the occurrence of small earthquake 
events. For the Sichuan-Gansu border and Banepa earthquakes, Fig. 3 also shows an increase in gravity tensor 
components as the events approached, with decreases thereafter. This response is particularly true with respect 

Bam earthquake Sichuan-Gansu border earthquake Elazig earthquake Banepa earthquake

Maximum gravity 
variations (µGal) 0.55 1.94 0.62 0.51

Table 3. Maximum gravity variations due to hydrological effects over the regions that were affected by earthquakes.

Figure 3. Time series of invariant components of strain gravity tensors over each earthquake location.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64560-w


9Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:7636  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64560-w

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

to the dilatation component. When compared to the other two earthquakes, the values of the gravity tensor com-
ponents remained much higher and significant during the whole year for both Banepa and Sichuan-Gansu, with 
some small exceptions. In fact, 62 lower magnitude earthquakes occurred near the China site during the time 
frame under consideration, while 33 events were recorded around the Nepal site38. Both areas were very active 
during the time period studied here, and this is well reflected in the GRACE-based approach that we proposed. 
Yet, Fig. 3 did not clearly show the severe earthquake (magnitude 7.9, depth 20 km), which occurred near the 
Sichuan-Gansu border on 15 May 2008. This suggests a possible influence of earthquake depth on the gravity 
strain components. This issue will be addressed in the subsequent section with different cases.

As dilatation and shear reach their maximum values at the earthquake occurrence time, determining the 
epicentre could be possible. Therefore, we applied our method, as explained in Section 3. Accordingly, we consid-
ered an average two years before and after the earthquake year as the reference and current states, respectively, to 
form gravity strain tensors and compute maximum shear and dilatation for each earthquake. Figure 4 shows each 
earthquake epicentre location obtained using the approach. As both the maximum shear and dilatation produced 
the same result, only those that were extracted using maximum shear are presented. The cyan circle indicates the 
epicentre location that was provided by USGS. The black square outline surrounding the yellow-colored pixel 
(pixel with maximum shear) includes the location of the epicentre determined by our method.

It must be noted that large deformations caused by earthquakes are typically highly localised, with associated 
signals residing in high frequency bands39. Unfortunately, due to the altitude of GRACE, retrieval of reliable 
gravitational changes is only feasible in the low-to-medium frequency bands, because of an aliasing problem 
with higher wavelengths40. Therefore, applications of spaceborne gravimetry to earthquake studies are seriously 
limited by the satellite’s current spatial resolution (1° by 1°). To smooth the decay speed of the spectrum in the 
gravitational and gradient changes that were observed by GRACE, together with the deformation that was asso-
ciated with the earthquake, we implemented wavelet analysis to localise our data and improve the resolution (see 
Section 3). In the localisation method, we assumed that the preferred location of the epicentre of the earthquake 
corresponds to the centre of the main cell that has been identified with the maximum shear value. Yet, the epi-
centre could actually reside anywhere inside the cell. As a result, the method is not able to determine a definite 
position for the epicentre. Alternatively, the result is given in terms of ranges of latitude and longitude comprising 
the point. In general, Fig. 4 clearly shows that the locations of maximum peaks in the invariant components of the 
strain gravity tensor are very close to the earthquake epicentre, as determined by USGS.

With a little greater focus on Fig. 4, it can be noted that several cells of different colours are present, especially 
for the Bam area, which may be explained by the fault kinematic concept in continuum mechanics. The different 
coloured cells that are related to the Bam earthquake show changes in slip rate41. This pattern yields the direction 
of the dominant fault line in the region, which is in south-north direction in this case. Moreover, this rate change 
can be also seen in the Chinese earthquake area, showing that the Sichuan fault line is oriented in a southwest to 
northwest direction.

The comparison between the locations that were determined in this study and the epicentre coordinates that 
were provided by three different sources is presented in Table 4. The three sources are the USGS, the International 
Seismological Centre-Global Instrumental Earthquake Catalogue (ISC-GEM), and the International Institute of 
Earthquake Engineering and Seismology (IIEES). Promising agreement is generally found.

We used the only available authoritative sources (USGS, ISC-GEM and IIEES) to validate our computed 
results for the epicentre of each earthquake. As mentioned above, the spatial resolution of the GRACE dataset 
makes it impossible to accurately determine the location of the epicentre8. Therefore, the most reasonable method 
for validating the results is to consider ranges of differences in terms of distance. The approximate differences 
between our method for computing the longitude and latitude of each earthquake epicentre and other sources are 
displayed in Table 5. As shown, these differences are smaller than the dimensions of a GRACE cell in both the lat-
itude and longitude directions, indicating that the approach performs well. The differences in longitude direction 
appear quite higher than those found in the latitude direction. Further investigations will be needed in forthcom-
ing studies to improve the results in the longitude direction. The spatial resolution of GRACE data remains one 
of the major limitations of the proposed method. The use of optimisation methods such as a genetic algorithm or 
neural network with real-time seismic data from other sources could eventually lead to better spatial resolution 
for GRACE through downscaling, and contribute to resolve the major limitation of the approach proposed.

error analysis
As explained in Section 3, the profiles of maximum shear were computed using bounds located at 0.5° apart 
from the epicentre, in order to estimate the uncertainties both in north-south and east-west directions. Figure 5 
shows the variations of the maximum shear in latitude and longitude directions. The changes appear quite small 
in general.

Table 6 shows the corresponding uncertainties computed. Since the shear is a non-unit invariant parameter, 
the values of the uncertainties are unitless. The maximum errors were observed in latitude direction for all the 
examined earthquakes, except for Sichuan-Gansu in China, which display the higher errors on the longitude axis. 
Overall, the errors found are very small on both axes (less than 1.5%). The resulting computed confidence circle 
radius are also indicated in Table 6, in terms of maximum errors on the shear parameter. The values are very weak 
for Sichuan-Gansu and Elazig earthquakes, and remain less than 3% in any case. This indicates that the proposed 
approach is robust and performs well.

Effect of earthquake depth. Sensitivity analysis of gravitational changes as a function of fault parameters 
is a well known process in earthquake mechanism42. In this study, we wanted to understand whether the earth-
quake depth could affect the epicentre location determined by the proposed approach. As indicated in Section 3, 
we applied the method to four different earthquakes cases with depth varying from 12 to 80 km (See Table 2). The 
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results are compiled in Fig. 6. It can be clearly seen that the estimated epicentre positions lack accuracy for deep 
earthquakes. In fact, despite their higher magnitudes (greater than 7), the epicentres determined respectively for 
the Khash (80 km depth) and Southwestern Pakistan (68 km depth) earthquakes are far from their real positions. 
In both cases the distance of separation is near 200 km. However, the epicentre for shallow earthquakes (less than 
15 km in this study) could be determined with reasonable accuracy, according to GRACE spatial resolution. This 
includes the initial four earthquakes considered, whose depths were between 6 and 12 km (Table 1), plus Southern 
Iran (12 km depth, Table 2). For Eastern Turkey (depth 18 km), the distance to the real epicentre position is about 
80 km. This is far better than the distance found for deep earthquakes (depth >60 km), but less accurate than the 
results found for more shallow events with depth less than 15 km. Overall, it could be concluded from the analysis 

Figure 4. Epicentre determined for each earthquake based upon maximum shear (yellow square). Cyan circle 
shows the epicentre that was extracted by UGGS. First row from left to right: Bam, Sichuan-Gansu border. 
Second row from left to right: Elazig, and Banepa.

Bam Earthquake
Sichuan-Gansu 
border earthquake Elazig earthquake

Banepa 
earthquake

USGS ϕ = ° ′ ″28 59 42
58 18 39 6λ = ° ′ . ″

ϕ = ° ′ . ″32 45 21 6
105 29 38 4λ = ° ′ . ″

ϕ = ° ′ . ″38 51 50 04
λ = ° ′ . ″39 59 9 6

ϕ = ° ′ . ″27 37 40 8
λ = ° ′ ″85 32 24

ISC-GEM ϕ = ° ′ ″28 51 00
λ = ° ′ ″58 15 00

ϕ = ° ′ ″32 44 06
λ = ° ′ . ″105 30 50 4

ϕ = ° ′ ″38 47 24
λ = ° ′ ″40 01 48

ϕ = ° ′ . ″27 40 23 88
λ = ° ′ . ″85 41 16 08

IIEES ϕ = ° ′ ″29 00 36
λ = ° ′ ″58 15 36

ϕ = ° ′ ″32 48 00
λ = ° ′ ″105 28 48

ϕ = ° ′ ″38 52 12
λ = ° ′ ″39 59 24

ϕ = ° ′ ″27 36 36
λ = ° ′ ″85 50 06

Our approach ϕ = 29°–29.5°
λ = 58.5°–59°

ϕ = 32.5°–33°
λ = 105.5°–106°

ϕ = 38.5°–39°
λ = 39.5°–40°

ϕ = 27.5°–28°
λ = 85°–85.5°

Table 4. Comparison between the locations of earthquake epicentres according to from our method and other 
sources.
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that the GRACE-based approach is sensitive to earthquake depth. It appears better for shallow depth events (less 
than 15 km), occurring in a magnitude range of 5 to 7. This is consistent with a previous study of Fatolazadeh et 
al.43 who reported that increasing earthquake depth generates weakened gravity changes. It also explains why 
the GRACE-based approach did not capture clearly the severe earthquake of magnitude 7.9 and depth of 20 km, 
which occurred near the Sichuan-Gansu border in 15th May 2008 in China (Fig. 3).

Data Source
Distance in latitude and 
longitude, respectively(km)

Bam earthquake

USGS 18-87

ISC-GEM 29-103

IIEES 23-90

Sichuan-Gansu 
border earthquake

USGS 28-54

ISC-GEM 26-54

IIEES 33–53

Elazig earthquake

USGS 15–58

ISC-GEM 23–56

IIEES 14–59

Banepa earthquake

USGS 42–55

ISC-GEM 41–70

IIEES 54–83

Table 5. Differences in epicentres computed by our method and other sources.

Figure 5. Maximum shear profiles in latitude (left column) and longitude (right column) directions. First to 
fourth row: Bam, Sichuan-Gansu, Elazig and Banepa.

Bam region
Sichuan-Gansu 
border region Elazig region Banepa region

Error (longitude profile)
Error (% of total shear)

0.0077
0.60%

0.0063
0.62%

0.0064
0.62%

0.0018
0.17%

Error (latitude profile)
Error (% of total shear)

0.0144
1.28%

0.0034
0.33%

0.0143
1.38%

0.0074
0.71%

Radius of Circle error
Error (% of total shear)

0.0296
2.64%

0.0161
1.58%

0.0289
2.80%

0.0146
1.40%

Table 6. Uncertainties computed for shear component over epicentre (no unit).
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conclusion
Our approach brings new findings in the use of invariant components of gravity strain tensor, including dilatation 
and shear, extracted from GRACE satellite gravimetric observations to determine earthquakes epicenters location. 
The approach is based on the second derivatives of potential changes as gravitational gradient changes of monthly 
geophysical coefficients of GRACE data along with the GLDAS model and localised wavelet analysis. The results 
showed that the values of dilatation and shear increase by approaching the earthquake time and reach their maxi-
mum at the occurrence of the earthquake. Due to GRACE data structure and spatial resolution, epicenter location 
can only be expressed in terms of range of latitudes and longitudes. Hence, for the four different earthquakes con-
sidered to demonstrate the applicability of the approach, epicenter was estimated in the range of ϕ = 29°–29.5°, 
λ = 58.5°–59° for the Bam earthquake (Iran), ϕ = 32.5°–33°, λ = 105.5°–106° for Sichuan-Gansu border earth-
quake (China), ϕ = 38.5°–39°, λ = 39.5°–40° for Elazig earthquake (Turkey), and ϕ = 27.5°–28°, λ = 85°–85.5°  
for Banepa earthquake (Nepal). All the results are in good agreement with authoritative referenced sources, with 
distance differences less than the spatial resolution of GRACE; indicating thus the potential of the approach. The 
correction of hydrological effects from GRACE data is important for a better computation of tectonic signals in 
the approach presented. The resulting gravity strain tensor components showed a clear linkage with earthquake 
event. Even small magnitude earthquakes (5 to 6) manifest themselves with slight variations in maximum dila-
tation and shear values. Therefore, according to the cases tested, GRACE seems able to detect earthquakes with a 
magnitude of less than 7.5. However, most accurate results were found for only shallow depth earthquakes (less 
than 15 km). The effects of depths and other geometric parameters of the earthquake should be further addressed 

Figure 6. Location of epicentre obtained (black square) compared with the main earthquake indicated in a 
red circle. The top row shows deep earthquakes (left: Khash, right: Southwestern Pakistan), and the bottom 
row shows shallow earthquakes (left: Eastern Turkey, right: for Southeastern Iran). The scale indicates a range 
between maximum (epicenter location) and minimum shear.
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in forthcoming studies to better define the domain of applicability of the method. The coarse spatial resolution of 
GRACE data constitutes a limitation for accurately determining epicenter location, as it falls somewhere inside 
the identified cell with maximum shear value. Downscaling approaches may eventually improve GRACE spatial 
resolution and help to have a better location of earthquakes epicenters using the approach.

Data availability
Spherical harmonic coefficients of GRACE are available at ftp://podaac-ftp.jpl.nasa.gov/allData/grace/L2/CSR/
RL05/. Information on the seismic event mentioned in the paper can be found in the USGS earthquake catalog 
from https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/search/. Hydrological parameters of the GLDAS model version 
2.1 can be downloaded from https://hydro1.gesdisc.eosdis.nasa.gov/data/GLDAS/GLDAS_NOAH10_M.2.1/. 
Moreover, all Matlab codes used in this study are accessible from the first author (corresponding author) upon 
scientific request.

Received: 16 February 2019; Accepted: 17 April 2020;
Published: xx xx xxxx

References
 1. Shestakov, N. V. et al. Modeling of coseismic crustal movements initiated by themay 24, 2013, m w = 8.3 okhotsk deep focus 

earthquake. Doklady Earth Sciences 457(2), 976–981 (2014).
 2. Lomax, A., Virieux, J., Volant, P. & Thierry-Berge, C. Probabilistic earthquake location in 3D and layered models. Advances in 

Seismic Event Location, 101–134 (2000).
 3. Waldhauser, F. & Ellsworth, W. L. A double-difference earthquake location algorithm: method and application to the northern 

Hayward fault, California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America 90, 1353–1368, https://doi.org/10.1785/0120000006 
(2000).

 4. Růžek, B. & Kvasnička, M. Differential Evolution Algorithm in the Earthquake Hypocenter Location. Pure. Applied Geophysics 158, 
667–693, https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00001199 (2001).

 5. Spence, W. Relative epicenter determination using P-wave arrival-time differences. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America 
70, 171–183 (1980).

 6. Sun, W. & Okubo, S. Coseismic deformations detectable by satellite gravity missions—A case study of Alaska (1964, 2002) and 
Hokkaido (2003) earthquakes in the spectral domain. Journal of Geophysical Research 109, B04405, https://doi.
org/10.1029/2003JB002554 (2004).

 7. Tesmer, V., Steigenberger, P., Van Dam, T. & Mayer-Gürr, T. Vertical deformations from homogeneously processed GRACE and 
global GPS long-term series. Journal of Geodesy 85, 291–310 (2011).

 8. Tanaka, Y. S., Heki, K., Matsuo, K. & Shestakov, N. V. Crustal subsidence observed by GRACE after the 2013 Okhotsk deep‐focus 
earthquake. Geophysical Research Letters 42, 3204–3209, https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL063838 (2015).

 9. Zou, R. et al. Seasonal hydrological loading in southern Tibet detected by joint analysis of GPS and GRACE. Sensors 15, 
30525–30538 (2015).

 10. Pan, Y., Shen, W. B., Hwang, C., Liao, C. & Zhang, T. & Zhang, G. Seasonal Mass Changes and Crustal Vertical Deformations 
Constrained by GPS and GRACE in Northeastern Tibet. Sensors 16, 1211 (2016).

 11. Gu, Y. C., Yuan, L. G., Fan, D. M., You, W. & Su, Y. Seasonal crustal vertical deformation induced by environmental mass loading in 
mainland China derived from GPS, GRACE and surface loading models. Advances in Space Research 59, 88–102 (2017).

 12. He, M. L. et al. Temporal–spatial surface seasonal mass changes and vertical crustal deformation in south China block from GPS and 
GRACE measurements. Sensors 18, 99 (2017).

 13. Wang, L., Chen, C., Du, J. & Wang, T. Detecting seasonal and long-term vertical displacement in the North China Plain using 
GRACE and GPS. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 21, 2905–2922, https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-21-2905-2017 (2017).

 14. Wu, Y., Zhao, Q., Zhang, B. & Wu, W. Characterizing the Seasonal Crustal Motion in Tianshan Area Using GPS, GRACE and Surface 
Loading Models. Remote Sensing 9, 1303, https://doi.org/10.3390/rs9121303 (2017).

 15. Li, S., Shen, W., Pan, Y. & Zhang, T. Surface seasonal mass changes and vertical crustal deformation in North China from GPS and 
GRACE measurements. Geodesy and Geodynamics, In Press, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geog.2019.05.002 (2019).

 16. Chen, J. L., Wilson, C. R., Tapley, B. D. & Grand, S. GRACE detects coseismic and postseismic deformation from the Sumatra– 
Andaman earthquake. Geophysical Research Letters 34, L13302, https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL030356. (2007).

 17. Xu, C., Su, X., Liu, T. & Sun, W. Geodetic observations of the co- and post-seismic deformation of the 2013 Okhotsk Sea deep-focus 
earthquake. Geophysical Journal International 209, 1924–1933, https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggx123 (2017).

 18. Rodell, M. et al. The Global Land Data Assimilation System. Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society 85, 381–394, https://doi.
org/10.1175/BAMS-85-3-381 (2004).

 19. Fritsche, M., Döll, P. & Dietrich, R. Global-scale validation of model-based load deformation of the Earth’s crust from continental 
watermass and atmospheric pressure variations using GPS. Journal of Geodynamics 59–60, 133–142, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jog.2011.04.001 (2012).

 20. Voosoghi, B. Intrinsic deformation analysis of the Earth surface based on 3-dimensional displacement fields derived from space 
geodetic measurements, Ph.D. thesis, Institute of Geodesy, University at Stuttgart, Germany (2000).

 21. Grafarend, E. W. & Voosoghi, B. Intrinsic deformation analysis of the Earth’s surface based on displacement fields derived from 
space geodetic measurements. Case studies: present-day deformation patterns of Europe and of the Mediterranean area (ITRF data 
sets). Journal of Geodynamics 77, 5–6, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-003-0329-2 (2003).

 22. Dermanis, A. & Livireratos, E. Applications of deformation analysis in geodesy and geodynamics. Reviews of Geophysics and Space 
Physics 21, 41–50, https://doi.org/10.1029/RG021i001p00041 (1983).

 23. Eshagh, M. & Abdollahzadeh, M. Software for generating gravity gradients using a geopotential model based on an irregular semi 
vectorization algorithm. Computers and Geosciences 39, 152–160, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2011.06.003 (2012).

 24. Cheng, M., Tapley, B. D. & Ries, J. C. Deceleration in the Earth’s oblateness. Journal of Geophysical Research. Solid Earth 118, 
740–747, https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50058 (2013).

 25. Tapley, B. D., Bettadpur, S., Ries, J., Thompson, P. F. & Watkins, M. M. GRACE measurements of mass variability in the Earth system. 
Science 305, 503–505, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1099192 (2004).

 26. Niu, G. Y. et al. The community Noah land surface model with multi parameterization options (Noah-MP): 1. Model description and 
evaluation with local-scale measurements. Journal of Geophysical Research 116, D12109, https://doi.org/10.1029/2010JD015139 (2011).

 27. Beaudoing, H. & Rodell, M. NASA/GSFC/HSL-GLDAS Noah Land Surface Model L4 monthly 1.0 x 1.0 degree V2.1, Greenbelt, 
Maryland, USA, Goddard Earth Sciences Data and Information Services Center (GES DISC), https://doi.org/10.5067/
LWTYSMP3VM5Z (2016).

 28. Agnew, D. C. Earth Tides, University of California San Diego, CA, USA (2007).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64560-w
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/search/
https://hydro1.gesdisc.eosdis.nasa.gov/data/GLDAS/GLDAS_NOAH10_M.2.1/
https://doi.org/10.1785/0120000006
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00001199
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JB002554
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JB002554
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015GL063838
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-21-2905-2017
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs9121303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geog.2019.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL030356.
https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggx123
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-85-3-381
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-85-3-381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-003-0329-2
https://doi.org/10.1029/RG021i001p00041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2011.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50058
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1099192
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010JD015139
https://doi.org/10.5067/LWTYSMP3VM5Z
https://doi.org/10.5067/LWTYSMP3VM5Z


1 4Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:7636  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64560-w

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 29. Panet, I. et al. Co-seismic and postseismic signatures of the Sumatra December 2004 and March 2005 earthquakes in GRACE 
satellite gravity. Geophysical Journal International 171, 177–190, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2007.03525.x (2007).

 30. Panet, I. et al. Upper mantle rheology from GRACE and GPS postseismic deformation after the 2004 Sumatra Andaman earthquake. 
Geochemistry Geophysics Geosystems 11, Q06008, https://doi.org/10.1029/2009GC002905 (2010).

 31. Ranalli, G. Rheology of the Earth, Second edition. Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada (1995).
 32. Ramos, I. J. S. & Polyakov, A. Signal differentiation by means of algebraic techniques and sliding mode techniques. Research Report 

Inria, hal-01413612. (2015).
 33. Hoover, W. E. Algorithms for confidence circles and ellipses. NOAA technical report, Charting and geodetic services, Rockville, 

MED. September (1984).
 34. Wang, L., Shum, C. K. & Jekeli, C. Gravitational gradient changes following the 2004 December 26 Sumatra-Andaman Earthquake 

inferred from GRACE. Geophysical Journal International 191(3), 1109–1118, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2012.05674.x 
(2012).

 35. Matsuo, K. & Heki, K. Coseismic and postseismic gravity changes of the 2011 Tohoku-Oki Earthquake from satellite gravimetry. 
Geophysical Research Letters 38(7), 1–4, https://doi.org/10.1029/2011GL049018 (2011).

 36. Han, S. C., Riva, R. E. M., Sauber, J. M. & Okal., E. Source parameter inversion for recent great earthquakes from a decade-long 
observation of global gravity fields: EARTHQUAKE SOURCE INVERSION FROM GRACE. Journal of Geophysical Research 
Atmospheres 118(3), 1240–1267, https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50116. (2013).

 37. Moresi, L., Dufour, F. & Mühlhaus, H. B. Mantle Convection Modeling with Viscoelastic/Brittle Lithosphere: Numerical 
Methodology and Plate Tectonic Modeling. Pure and applied Geophysics 159, 2335, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00024-002-8738-3 
(2002).

 38. Martin, S., Hough, S. E. & Charleen, C. Ground Motions from the 2015 Mw 7.8 Gorkha, Nepal, Earthquake Constrained by a 
Detailed Assessment of Macroseismic Data. Seismological Research Letters 86(6), 1524–1532, https://doi.org/10.1785/0220150138.
ISSN0895-0695 (2015).

 39. Simons, F. J., Dahlen, F. A. & Wieczorek, M. A. Spatiospectral concentration on a sphere. SIAM Review 48, 504–536, https://doi.
org/10.1137/S0036144504445765 (2006).

 40. Han, S. C., Jekeli, C. & Shum, C. K. Time‐variable aliasing effects of ocean tides, atmosphere, and continental water mass on monthly 
mean GRACE gravity field. Journal of Geophysical Research 109, B04403, https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JB002501. (2004).

 41. Zhang, X. et al. Changes of slip rate and slip‐plane orientation by fault geometrical complexities during fluid injection. Journal of 
Geophysical Research 124(8), 9226–9246, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JB017856. (2019).

 42. Fatolazadeh, F., Raoofian Naeeni, M., Voosoghi, B. & Rahimi, A. Estimation of fault parameters using GRACE observations and 
analytical model. Journal of Geodynamics 108, 26–39, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2017.05.004 (2017).

 43. Fatolazadeh, F., Voosoghi, B. & Raoofian Naeeni, M. Computation of the changes in gravitational gradient components from 
GRACE observations and analytical model. Acta Geodaetica et. Geophysica 51(4), 643, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40328-015-0152-2 
(2016).

Acknowledgements
This work was funded by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada 
(NSERC), and Université de Sherbrooke, Canada. We are grateful to GRACE team for providing the data, NASA 
for the Global Land Data Assimilation System (GLDAS), and USGS for earthquake data catalog.

Author contributions
F.F. proposed the idea of the research, designed and performed the experiments, analysed the results on GRACE 
and wrote the paper; K.G. reviewed the paper and improved the quality of language. R.J.A. investigated the 
geodynamic structure and fault activity of the Bam earthquake.

competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to F.F.
Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.
Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2020

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64560-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2007.03525.x
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009GC002905
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2012.05674.x
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011GL049018
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50116.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00024-002-8738-3
https://doi.org/10.1785/0220150138.ISSN0895-0695
https://doi.org/10.1785/0220150138.ISSN0895-0695
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0036144504445765
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0036144504445765
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JB002501.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JB017856.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40328-015-0152-2
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Determination of earthquake epicentres based upon invariant quantities of GRACE strain gravity tensors
	Case study tectonics
	Methodology
	Results and Discussion
	Error analysis
	Effect of earthquake depth. 

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 Locations of eight selected earthquakes.
	Figure 2 Computed mean gravity changes for the different sites: (a) Gravity changes due to hydrological effects (b) Spatial variations of gravity changes due to hydrological effects in the month of the earthquake (c) Gravity changes after the corrections 
	Figure 3 Time series of invariant components of strain gravity tensors over each earthquake location.
	Figure 4 Epicentre determined for each earthquake based upon maximum shear (yellow square).
	Figure 5 Maximum shear profiles in latitude (left column) and longitude (right column) directions.
	Figure 6 Location of epicentre obtained (black square) compared with the main earthquake indicated in a red circle.
	Table 1 Seismological properties of the case studies (USGS).
	Table 2 Specifications of the selected great depth earthquakes (USGS).
	Table 3 Maximum gravity variations due to hydrological effects over the regions that were affected by earthquakes.
	Table 4 Comparison between the locations of earthquake epicentres according to from our method and other sources.
	Table 5 Differences in epicentres computed by our method and other sources.
	Table 6 Uncertainties computed for shear component over epicentre (no unit).




