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SUMMARY OF RECENT ACTIVITIES

Introduction

Vertical crustal movement information has been derived from releveling
data collected by the National Geodetic Survey (NGS) in the western U.S. Our
objective is to determine to what extent this data base can contribute to our
understanding of geodynamic phenomena with emphasis on earthquake prediction
and seismic hazard evaluation. After critically examining the crustal move-
ment information from a geodetic perspective, the leveling results are inter-
preted in view of other relevant geophysical and geological data.

This report describes the more significant accomplishments of our
research effort, concentrating on results achieved during the past six months.
Our most recent work has been directed towards a reevaluation of Southern
California releveling observations (because of their importance for the
earthquake prediction problem) from the perspective supplied by analysis of
leveling throughout the entire U.S. Previous tectonic interpretations of
certain leveling measurements in Southern California (including some of
those used to define the Palmdale Bulge and preseismic deformation for the
1971 San Fernando earthquake) are significantly in error because they failed
to adequately account for spurious influences (ground water effects, system-
atic errors). Using newly developed techniques and reliability criteria
we have identified those southern California observations which appear to.
reflect tectonic deformation. Because tectonic deformation can often be
separated from spurious effects, the releveling data base remains a valuable
source of information on neotectonic activity with important implications for

earthquake prediction and seismic hazard evaluation.



Recent Results (for details of particular studies see appropriate appendix)

I. Neotectonic Deformation, Near Surface Movements and Systematic Errors

in U.S. Releveling Measurements: Implications for Earthquake Prediction

Analyses of U.S. releveling measurements indicate that derivative crustal
movement estimates may reflect tectonic deformation, near-surface movements,
and/or systematic errors. Discriminating the contributions of these factoxrs
is especially crucial for unambiguous geodetic detection of possible precursory
seismic deformations. While reliable leveling measurements of co-seismic and
post—-seismic movements are well documentea for some of the larger (M > 6)
dip-slip earthquakes, leveling evidence for pre-seismic motion is generally
sparse and often ambiguous. Subtle earthquake-related motions may be masked
by both aseismic movements and systematic errors. For example, deep magnma
injection and surficial groundwater withdrawal are two mechanisms which
have been documented to cause surface movements which, under some circum-
stances, could be misidentified as seismic~related. Of more concern, perhaps,
are systematic measurement errors. Topography dependent errors afe an
exceptionally troublesome type, perhaps affecting as much as 20% of U.S.
leveling. However, other varieties of systematic error also contribute to
the uncertainty. Discrepancies between leveling and tide gauge data and
within nets of leveling alone suggest large, long baseline accumulations of
error. In many cases, aseismic and erroneous contributions cannot be
unequivocally determined ex post facto. However, a comprehensive examination
of the NGS crustal movement data base, representing a large sampling of the
entire U.S. Level Net, provides perspective and criteria needed to begin
to recognize movement directly related to earthquake activity.

Perhaps the most extensive set of relevant measurements exists in



southern California, where much attention has recently been focused,
Reevaluation of some of these leveling observations indicates that while some
appear to reflect tectonic deformation, others are suspect because of indi-
gations of systematic errors and/or near-surface, non-tectonic movements,
Specifically, possible preseismic movements reported for the 1971 San Fernando
earthquake in the vicinity of the earthquake fault as well as approximately
30 km northwest of the epicenter may be due to systematic errors. Movements
near the San Gabriel fault, initially ascribed to the Palmdale Bulge and more
recently to preseismic effects of the 1971 San Fernando earthquake apparently
reflect near-surface sediment compaction due to water table fluctuations.
Similarly, there is strong evidence of contamination by rod calibration
errors in the releveling observations used to define the southwestern portion
of the "Palmdale Bulge'" (Llano to Azusa, California). The reality of the
"Palmdale Bulge" itself must be questioned in view of this reevaluation,

In contrast, possible tilting southwest of Palmdale between 1961 and 1964

is not easily related to systematic errors or near-surface movements and

thus may represent tectonic deformatioﬁ. Whether this tilt anomaly was

due to preseismic effects of the San Fernando earthquake or a mechanically

separate tectonic event is presently unknown.

II. Elevation Changes Near the San Gabriel Fault, Southern California

Analysis of repeated leveling observations in the vicinity of the San
Gabriel fault in Southern California indicate subsidence immediately south
of the fault relative to points to the north, south, and east. These
observations were previously interpreted as reflectiﬁg tectonic motions
associated with either the 'Palmdale Bulge' or with preseismic effects of
the San Fernando earthquake. Relative subsidence between 1953 and 1964

reaches approximately 9 cm and extends over a distance of more than 20 km.
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Subsidence occurs directly above the Saugus aquifer and shows a temporal
correlation with the history of water level decline within the aquifer, The
degree of subsidence of individual benchmarks is roughly proportional to the
product of aquifer thickness and water level decline at the location of the
benchmarks. These observations strongly suggest that movements of the
surface near the San Gabriel Fault, previously inferred to be of tectonic
origin, actually result from near surface sediment compaction within the

Saugus basin.

IIT. Time Behavior of Vertical Crustal Movements Measured by Releveling

in North America: A Geologic Perspective

I some areas geodetically determined rates (* mm/yr) are comsistent in
sign with geologic trends but 10 - 100 times faster. Although the reliability
of some of the leveling results is open to question, this "rate paradox"
suggests that any real contemporary movements are episodic or oscillatory.

In the U.S. midcontinent oscillatory movements with a period of approximately
3000 years are implies. Deformation in the Rio Grande rift (New Mexico and
Texas) and at Hegben Lake (Montana) has constant direction and similar rates
for the past 50 - 100 yr (excluding the 1959 coseismic movement at Hegben
Lake), though geologic evidence indicates transitory behavior in the long
term (=10,000 years). In Oregon and Washington, 10-50 yr span releveling
shows more or less constant-rate landward-tilt of the relatively aseismic
coastal ranges that is consistent with the deformation rate of marine terraces
(230,000 yr) and underlying strata (36,000,000 yr). 1In contrast to the 50 -
100 yr span constant rates above, releveling in some seismically active

areas (e.g. Alaska and California) suggests rapid rate changes. However the
examples presented here suggest that in areas free of major earthquakes,’

rates from releveling, although high in a geologic sense, can likely be

extrapolated for 50 years.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In spite of laudable progress in developing sophisticated new geodetic
methods (e.g., VLBI, Laser Ranging, GPS) releveling measurements continue
to be the most accurate (over appropriate distances) and widespread source
of information on contemporary vertical movements of the continental cfust.
As such they constitute an important input to the earthquake prediction
problem. Previous investigations clearly demonstrate the potential of the
technique for monitoring subtle earth movements. However, it is equally
clear that releveling estimates of crustal movement are influenced by near-
surface movements and as yet poorly understood systematic errors which
can obscure or be mistaken for tectonic deformation. Thus, uncritical
interpretation of releveling observations can lead to erroneous tectonic
conclusions, which in the case of earthquake prediction could entail serious
social ramifications. The checking techniques (e.g., circuit closure analysis)
and reliability criteria developed by our group, represent an attempt to
quantify specific procedures for evaluating the tectonic significance of
particular leveling data sets. Although not foqlprpof, these procedures
have proven effective in a number of cases at discriminating tectonic
movements from suspect effects. However, even when spurious effects can be
eliminated, relating observed deformation to preseismic mechanisms may be
quite difficult because of the limited understanding of precursory phenomena
and the general inability to distinguish them from vertical movements due to
other causes (e.g., magmatic activity, isos;atic movements, orogenic deforma-
tions, etc.). Integrating other geophysical and geological information with
the leveling results, a major part of our program, is an essential element
for proper interpretation.

Substantial progress has been made towards evaluation of releveling



T

evidence for tectonic activity in the U.S, Yet, the implications of many of
these measurements remains unclear. Our new techniques for identifying
spurious observations and the massive releveling program currently underway
by the NGS, hold considerable promise for resolving many of the remaining
interpretational problems. Our future effort has been greatly facilitated
by the installation of a fully automated leveling data base at the NGS,

and development of programs specifically designed for geodynamic analysis

at Cornell. The social and scientific importance of understanding
contemporary movements of the crust is at least as great now as it was when
work on this problem began at Cornell. They require that the remaining
uncertainties concerning proper interpretation of releveling observations

be resolved so that this information can be effectively applied to earthquake

prediction and seismic hazard evaluation.
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NEOTECTONIC DEFORMATION, NEAR SURFACE MOVEMENTS AND
SYSTEMATIC ERRORS IN U.S. RELEVELING MEASUREMENTS:
IMPLICATIONS FOR EARTHQUAKE PREDICTION
by
Robert Reilinger and Larry Brown
Department of Geological Sciences
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853

Abstract

Analyses of U.S. relevel%ng neasurements indicate that derivative
crustal movement estimates may reflect tectonic deformation, mnear-surface
movements, and/or systematic errors. Discriminating the coantributions of
these factors is especially crucial for ﬁnambiguous geodetic detection of
possible precursory seismic deformations. Wnile reliable 1leveling
measurements of co-seismic and post-seismic movements are well documented
for some of the larger (M > 6) dip-slip earthquakes, levelinz evidence for
pre-seismic motion is generally sparse and often ambiguous. Subtle
earthquake-related motions may be maéked by both aseismic movements and
systematic errors. For example, deep magma injection and surficial
groundwater withdrawal are two mechanisms which have been documented to
cause surface movements which, under some circumstances, could be
misidentified as seismic-related. Of more concern, perhaps, are systematic
measurement errors. Topography dependent errors are an exceptionally
troublesome type, perhaps affecting as much as 20% of U.S. leveling.
Howaver, other varieties of systematic error =also contribute to the
uncertainty. Discrepancies between lev.-ling and tide gauge data and witﬂin
nets of leveling alone suggest large, long baseline accumulations of error.
In many cases, aseismic and erroneous contributions can not bhe

unequivocally determined ex post facto. However, a comprehensive



examination of the NGS crustal movement data base, iepresenting a large
sampling of the entire U.S. Level Net, provides perspective and criteria
needed to begin to recognize movement directly related to earthquake
activity. Re-examination of certain observations from southern California
illustrate both the effectiveness and limitations of this approach. It is
clear that more frequent, more extensive, and better counstrained
observations are needed before leveling achieves its full potential in

earthquake prediction research.

Introduction

Vertical movements of the earth’s crust are comménly expected to
accompany the various phases of strain buildup and release associated with
najor earthquakes. Observations of vertical co-seismic and post-szismic
movenents using precise leveling are well-documented. However, reports of
preseismic movement in the U.S. are rare and, as will be argued,
questionable. Recognition of true pre-seismic motion is complicated by
systematic leveling errors, near—-surface non-tectonic processes (e.g.,
fluid withdrawal), the general lack of sufficiently redundant and extensive
surveys, and the fact that significant changes in elevation have been
identified which are unrelated to earthquakes. Such "noise" could easily
hide a pre-seismic signal. Considerable wuncertainty exists as to the
extent and magnitude of these obscuring '"movements". Direct determination
of their effects is often extremely difficult. However, some perspective
on these problems can be obtained from empirical analyses of existing
leveling (Figure 1). Such an analysis forms the basis of this report.

Perhaps, the most extensive set of relevanﬁ meaasurenents exists 1in

southern California, where mnuch attention has recently been focused.
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Reevaluation of some of these leveling observations in light of empirical
criteria developed froa broadsr analysis using most of the available U.S.
releveling indicates that while some appear to reflect tectonic
deformation, others are suspect because of indications of systematic errors
and/or near-surface, non-tectonic movements. Specifically, possible
preéeismic movements reported for the 1971 San Fernando earthquake in the
vicinity of the earthquake fault as well as approximately 30 km northwest
of the epicenter may be due to systematic errors. Movements near the San
Gabriel fault, 1initially ascribed to the Palmdale Bulge and more receatly
to preseismic effects of the 1971 San Fernando earthquake apparently
reflect near-surface sediment compaction due to water table fluctuations.
The reality of the "Palmdale Bulge" itself has been questioned because of
evidence of topography related systematic errors (Jackson and Lee, 1979;
Strange, 1980). In contrast, possible tilting southwest of Palmdale
between 1961 and 1964 1is not easily related to systematic errors or near-
surface movements and thus may represent tectonic deformation. Whether
this tilt anomaly was due to preseismic effects of the San Fernando
earthquake or a mechanically separate tectonic event is presently unknown.
This paper reviews some of those‘ factors that must be considered when
attempting to extract tectonic information, especially that relevant to
earthquake prediction, from historic releveling observations. Evidence for
the extent and nature of systematic errors, non-tectonic movements, and
tectonic deformation (both earthquake related ' deformation and tectonic
novenents unassociated with earthquakes) from U.S. releveling measuremeats
is presented. Specific criteria to help recognize suspect movements are
developed and illustrated with their application to a reevaluation of

certain southern Californmia leveling results of particular interest to the
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earthquake prediction problem.

Systematic Errors in Leveling

At the root of much of the current debate regarding leveling-derived
estimates of crustal motion is the prevailing uncertainty as to the role of
systematic measurement efrors. In particular, systematic errors which
accunulate with relief have become a central issue in crustal movement
research . While errors of this typs have been known to geodesists for
some time (e.g., Bomford, 1971), their influence has been considered toco
small to be of concern in most geodetic applications. However, new field
experiments carried out by the National Geodetic Survey (NGS: Holdahl,
1980) and empirical analyses (Brown et al., 1980) confirm earlier
suspicions (e.g., Savage and Church, 1974; Brown and Oliver, 1976; Citron
and Brown, 1979; Jackson and Lee, 1979; Chi et al., 1980) that topography-
induced systematic errors are largef and more common than heretofore
established and consequently that such errors can be and probably have been
misinterpreted as tectonic motions of the crust.

Topography-correlated errors can arise from improperly calibrated
leveling rods and from unequal atmospheric refraction of the foresight and
backsight readings. The effects of these two sources of error should
differ in a number of respects and thus in principle can be distinguished.
For example, ficticious movements resulting from rod calibration errors
should correlate rather closely with detailed topography, and change
nagnitude only where rod pairs are changed. In contrast, atmospheric
refraction will be independent of the rods wused in the survey-.
Furthermore, refraction errors can be expected to accumulate in a more

complex manner because refraction depends on a variety of parameters which
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nay vary sigunificantly during the course of a given survey (e.g., .near
surface temperature gradients, individual sight lengths, wind, etc.). In
addition, because of procedural changes (a tendency towards shorter sight
lenzths in newer surveys) atmospheric refraction should more often than not
result in ficticious movements which show a positive correlation with
topography (i.e., high areas will appear to be rising) while errors due to
rod miscalibration should have mno preference . for positive or mnegative
correlations. In practice, these distinctions are not always easy to draw.
However, a preliminary survey of NGS releveling estimates of elevation
change which correlate with topography indicates that about 757% displaf
positive correlations. Furthermore, the -'suspected errors seem too large

and too common to be attributed to rod miscalibration. For these reasons,
refraction appears to be the more pervasive source of elevation correlated
error.

The expected magnitude for refraction error is a point of considerable
uncertainty. According to one approximation (i.e., Kukkamaki, 1938), this
error is proportional to the height difference between benchmarks, the
temperature -difference between 0.5 m and 2.5 m above the ground, and the
square of the sight length used in the observation. Figure 2 shows
representative values for refraction error using constants.given by Holdahl
(1939). For reasonable temperature differences (1-2 degrees C) and sight
lengths (25-75 m), errors as large as 30-40 m©mm or more can easily
accunulate over height differences of 100 m (300-499 ppm). Since
refraction error will usually have the same sign, its effect should tend to
cancel when differencing surveys to conpute movement. This rationale has
often been wused as an argunent for ignoring the effect. However, if

.

surveys are conducted using different sight lengths and/or under different
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nicrometeorological conditions, the refraction effect will result in what
appear to be movements that correlate with relief;

Exémples of apparent movement correlating with elevation ar« numeroué
(Brown et al., 1980). Approximately 207 of U.S. releveling observationé
show visual correlations between apparent movement and topography; The
magnitude of the effect often reaches 30-40 mm per 100 m change iﬁ
elevation. Although, correlation with topography alone is insufficientAto
varrant rejection of a tectonic interpretation (e.g., see Reilinger et al.,
1977), it is clearly grounds for suspicion. For example, Figure 3a shows
apparent vertical movements and terrain along the route from Colorado
Springs to Leadville, Colorado based on surveys conducted in 1925, 1953,
and 1954. The reversal of the 1953-1925 apparent tilt for the period
1954-1953 and the close correlation with terrain (Figure 3b) sirongly
suggest elevation correlated error. Since elevation-dependent errors may
contaminate a significaant portion of the NGS releveling data base, éhe
possibility of such errors must always be considered prior to invoking
tectonic explanations for afparent movements which correlate with relief.

Topography dependent error is not the only type of systematic error
affecting U.S. leveling measurenents. Table 1 1lists a number of areas
where comparison of repeatad leveling measurements show large systematic
discrepancies which may be due to errors in the observations. Theée

xamples occur in areas of generally subdued relief, thus ruling out

elevation-correlated errors. If leveling errors are solely responsible for
thaese disarepancies, whatever their cause, they range in magnitude from .3
an/ka to 1 mm/km arnd remain systematic (i.e., accumulate nonotonically) for
distances ranging from about 190 km to over 500 km.

Figure 4 shows three different estimates of elevation change (assuming
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constant rates of wmovement over the time period between levelings) alorng
the east coast of the U.S. from Maine to Florida: 1) from unadjusted
leveling measurements; 2) from tide gauge records (squares); and 3) from
the same levelinz observations adjusted with standard 1least squares
procedures for «consistency with other repeated leveling lines which form
circuits extending inland from the coast (tide gauge data were not used in
the adjustment, Jurkowski et al., 1979). The leveling measurements span an
approximately 30 yr. time interval. The fact that the relative movement
between Maine and Florida is substantially reduced through the adjustmeat
and the fact that the adjusted leveling profile is more consistent with
tide gauge data (although serious discrepancies still remain) indicate that
the regional mnorth-south tilt results from systematic errors in the
leveling observations. The error remains more or less systematic over
distances of 1000°s of kilometers, and on some sections (e.g., 1800-2600
ka) reaches .5 rm/km.

Comparison of 1leveling and tide gauge estimates of crustal_movement
along the west coast of the U.S. between Astoria, Oregon, and Crescent
City, California show similar discrepancies (Brown et al., 1980). Unlike
the east coast profile, apparent crustal movements along the west coast
were derived from only two surveys and were thus not subject to possible.
temporal bias due to stringing together segments covering different time
intervals. For the west coast profile, the north-south error reaches .3
m/km and remains systematic over a distance of 2330 kn.

The cause of the apparent errors in these coastal surveys is presently
unknown . The substantial reduction of the apparvent tilt indicated by the
east coast profile when adjusted with inland data suggests that the error

may be related to the proximity of the leveling route to the coast (i.e-.,
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the error did not effect, or had less of an effect, on profiles further
inland)}. Alternatively, the predominantly north-south orientation of the
coastal profiles way suggest unequal lighting or other factors which are
believed to preferentially accumulate primarily .on .north-south 1liunes
(Bomford, 1971). UV

Suspect movements are not restricted to coastal profiles. For example,
consider the large apparent tilt across the U.S. midcontinent identified by
Brown and Olivaer (1976) from releveling between Davis Junction, Illiunois
and Willard, Ohio (Figure 5). This tilt is perhaps the largest apparent
movement defined by leveling in the eastern U.S. The tilt anomaly shows no
relationship to geologic structure and is inconsistent with movements
inferred from comparisons of water level gauges in the great lakes (Brown
and Oliver, 1976). Figure 5 shows the results of a loop closure analysis
(see Chi et al., 1980 for discussion of method) for circuits including the
Davis Junction to  Willard route. The fact that misclosures are
considerably larger whem the circuits are closed with the 1967-1969 surveys
between Davis Junction and Willard than with the 1930-1947 surveys, even
though the remainder of the loop was surveyed more closely in time to the
1967-1969 interval, suggests that the large apparent tilt of the interior

be
plains may/due to systematic error and not real ground motion- Such an
error would have to reach 1 mm/km and remain systematic for distances of
well over 500 km.

In both the coastal and interior examples cited above, the
discrepancies are characterized by consistent accumulation over large
distances. Although the net effect over a profile can be large, the tilt

rates 1involved are rather 1low, especially when compared with those

exhibited by unequivocal examples of real movement. Tilt may therefore be
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the more diagnostic parameter in evaluating reliability of crustal movement

estimates.

Near-Surface Movements

In addition to systenmatic errors, releveling mwmeasureuments are
influenced by near-surface movements which can mask, or be mistaken for
deep-seated tectonic motion. Table 2 lists some near-surface effects which
can be inmportant in crustal movement studies. Benchmark instability and
surface failure (e.g. nine collapse) are often easily identified or of
such local extent that they are not a serious problem for regional tectonic
studies. Such effects can, howaver, complicate local investigations - for
example, of movements near earthquake faults. In fact near-surface soil or
sediment compaction due to earthquake ground-shaking may be responsible for
the predominance of subsidence over uplift near many earthquake faults
(Savage and Hastie, 1966). Subsidence due to surface 1loading and fluid
withdrawal is, in general, easily related to human activity. In fact,

leveling has proven quite effective at monitoring such movements, with

important engineering applications (e.g., Poland and Davis, 1969).

=4

However, near-surface movemnents, and din particular movements due to
variations of water levels in aquifers, appear to be more widespread than
previously reported. In addition, such effects can be subtle and

subsequently nmisidentified as tectonic deformation.

Figure &6 shows releveling profiles in the. U.S. which indicate
subsidence relative to surrounding areas and which overlie aquifer systems
whalch have experienced variations inm water levels due either to pumpiag or
natural causes. These movements may therefore represent sediment

compaction associated with these water 1level wvariations, and are
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consequently suspect as indicators of tectonic wmotion. It is interesting
to note from Figure 6 that these apparently near-surface movements are
quite common in southern California, affecting much of the area peripheral
to the Palmdale Bulge. Arguments will be presented later suggesting that in
at least one case such groundwater subsidence in southern California has
been misidentified as tectonic uplift.

A particular example, not previously reported, which dillustrates
criteria which can be used to recognize near-surface sediment compaction is
the relative subsidence of the Los Angeles basin. TFigure 7 gives a map of
the L.A. Basin showing contours of basement depth and the location of a
leveling route traversing the basin. Also shown are the elevation changes
along the leveling route and the history of water level decline measured in
an observation well near the centeerf the basin. Subsidence near the
center of the basin reaches 15 cm relative to the periphery and extends
over a distance of 40 km. The observed subsidence correlates spatially
with aquifer geométry and temporally with the history of water 1level
decline. In addition, the magnitude of the effect (i.e., the ratio of
subsidence to water level decline) is comparable to observations in other
areas (Poland and Davis, 1959). Had the relationship between aquifer
geometry and subsidence not been noticed, it 1s possible that these

measureaents could have been misinterpreted as tectonic motion.

Vertical Movements and Earthquakes

In spite of the substantial difficulties associated with releveling
estimates of crustal movement, sone of which have been described in
previous sections, the capability of the leveling technique for monitoring

tectonic earth movements is well established. In a2 unumber of cases,
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relatively subtle earth movements (i.e., tilts few x 10_6 rad and tilt
rates few x 10*8 rad/yr) have been identified. In this section we briefly
review releveling evideance for earthquake related deformation in the U.S.
and use specific examples to illustrate some of the criteria employed to
identify real tectonic movements.

The best examples of tectonic deformations measured by leveling in the
U.S. are vchuose in the vicinity of major earthquakes. Figure 8 and Table 3
review those U.S. earthquakes for which vertical movements have been
reported. All of these earthquakes are associated with faults that have a
significant component of dip-slip movemant (with the possible exception of
the 1940 Imperial Valley earthquake). Up to the present, there is no clear
evidence from U.S. releveling measurements for permanent vertical
deformation associated with purely strike-slip faulting although present
observations are not sufficient to rule this out.

The most obvious vertical movements are those accompanying the
earthquake (coseismic). Coseismic deformation has been well-documented for
several of the larger (M > 6) normal and thrust earthquakes which have
occurred in areas of preexisting geodetic control (Table 3). Observed
movements range in magnitude from a few cm to a few m depending on the size
of the earthquake and the proximity of the leveling measurements to the
epicentral area. In general, coseismic movements are well explained by
elastic dislocation theory (Savage and Hastie, 1965) although complications
can arise from such factors as near-surface soil or sediment compaction due
to ground shaking.

Post-seismic vertical movements have also been obsarved by releveling
for some of the larger dip-slip earthquakes (see Table 3). These movements

are usually smaller than associated coseismic movements; however 1like
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coszismic movenents they can often be identified by their close spatial and
temporal association with earthquakes, and in some cases surface faulting-
Where sufficient observations exist, post-seismic deformation rates appear
to decrease exponentially from the time of the earthquake. For example,
movements near Anchorage following the 1964 Alaska earthquake are shown in
Figure 9 (Brown et al., 1977). The Alaska earthquake, one of the largest
events ever recorded, occurred where the oaceanic Pacific plate 1is being
thrust under the continental North Americaa plate at a rate of over 5 cm/yr
(Plafker, 1972). Savage and Hastie (1966) and Hastie and Savage (1970),
using a dislocation model of thrust faulting, showed that the coseismic
displacements were consistent with low-angle thrusting- Post-seismic
movements near Anchorage (Figure 9) amounted to as much as 0.55 m of land
uplift at an exponentially decreasing rate duringz the decade following the
earthquake. Additional evidence fér deformation following the Alaska
earthquake was reported by Prescott and Lisowski (1977) from analysis of
detailed leveling arrays on Middleton Island in the Gulf of Alaska. Tilts
associated with the Alaska post—seismic movements were on the order of 10-—5
to 10 = rad. There is still considerable debate as to the mechanisn
responsible for post-seismic movements, but at least some of the
observations appear consistent with after-slip on the fault, or an
extension of the fault that ruptured during the earthquake, althouzh other
explanations have been proposed (e.g., Nur and Mavko, 1974; Scholz, 1972).

While co-seismic and post-seismic movements are well established fqr
at least some earthquakes, clear evidence for preseismic deformation from
U.S. releveling measurements is quite rare. This may be due to a lack of
appropriate measurements as opposed to the absence of such novements since

it is unusual to have multiple levelings of sufficient proximity prior to
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an earthquake. Precursory vertical movenents have been sugzested froa
leveling measuremants for only three U.S. earthquakes: the 1959 magnitude
7.1 Hebgen Lake, Montana, the 1971 magnitude 6.4 San Fernando, California
and the 1973 magnitude 6.0 Point Mugu, California earthquakes (see Table
3). The evidence for preseismic movement near Point Mugu is marginal,
both because the proposed movements are barely significant relative to
random error estimates and because the area was subject to surficial
subsidence due to groundwater withdrawal during the period of interest
(Castle et al., 1977). The 1971 San Fernando earthquake is exceptional in
that significant releveling was available for the epicentral area prior to
the earthquake. These observations were analyzed after the earthquake and
were interpreted to indicate precursory movements (Castle et al., ‘1974).
However, reevaluation of the relevant leveling observations, described in a
later section of this paper, cast some doubts on the reliability of these
measurements and hence on their tectonic significance. Reilinger et al.
(1977) found evidence for possiblé precursory uplift throughout a broad
region surrounding the area of major co-seismic movement of the 1959 Hebgen
Lake earthquake which apparently accumulated at a rate of 3-5 mm/yr (Figure
10). The =zone of uplift is defined by five independent elevation change
profiles derived from 12 independent surveys. Althougzh three of the five
aovement profiles show positive correlation with topography (i.e. high
areas going up), one shows a negative correlation and one shows no
correlation; yet all indicate 'a consistent sense of movement. This
consistency argues strongly against elevation correlated errors as the
cause of the observed uplift. The doning stands out distirnctly in relation
to movenments in surrounding areas, and shows a close spatial correlation

with the zone of major co-seismic deformation and aftershock activity for
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the 1959 ecarthquake (Figure 10). In additiom, the geodetically measured
deformation is consistent in sign with Cenozoic deformation deduced from
geologic structure (Reilinger et al., 1977). Tilts associated with this
uplift range from 3 - 7 x 10——6 rad with associated tilt rates between 1 - 3
x 10 rad/yr. Although Reilinger et al. (1977) suggest that doming began
prior to the earthquake, because of the limited number of pre—-earthquake
leveling measurements, it is impossible to prove that the activity was
precursory (i.e., doming may have accompanied, and/or immediately followed
the earthquake). Brown et al.(1978) suggest a pre-seismic interpretation
of uplift din western Texas, although they favor an alternative tectonic

explanation. Thus leveling evidence for vertical movements preceding any

U.S. earthquake is relatively weak in both quantity and quality.

Other Tectonic Deformation

Recognizing real tectonic deformation from releveling, although
necessary, is not sufficient grounds to infer that they are directly
relevant to the earthquake prediction problem. Earthquake related
novenents mnust be separated from movements due to other deep seated
processes, such as isostatic adjustments and magmatic activity. Both of
these mechanisms are believed, on the basis of observational evidence, to
rasult in contemporary vertical movements which are sufficiently rapid to
be detected by releveling measurements-

Movemants due to subsurface magmatic activity are not restricted to
volcanically active regions (e.g., Hawaii, Iceland, Japan), having been
reported in Yellowstone National Park (Reilinger et al., 1377; Pelton and
Smith, 1979), and the Rio Grande rift (Reilinger et al., 19%)) as well.

Crustal wuplift in the Central Rio Grande rift illustrates tectouic
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deformation which appz=ars to be unrelated to major earthquake agtivity.
The existence of an active magma body beneath the central Rio Grande vift
was inferred primarily on the basis of geophysical, and some geological
information (Sanford et al., 1977). The magma body is believed to counsist
of a thin sill at a depth of about 20 km (Figure 11). Elevation change
profiles along the routes shown in Figure 1l are given in Figure 12. All
three profiles indicate uplift of the area overlying the magma body. The
observed wuplift is Dbelieved to be due to tectonic deformation and not
measurement errors or near-surface movements because: 1) uplift is defined
by three independent elevation change profiles; 2) while the two east-west
profiles show a rough negative correlation with topography near the area of
uplift, the north-south profile shows no correlation, thus ruling out
elevation~dependent errors as the primary cause of the observed movements;
3) the Belen to Amarillo profile demonstrates that the uplift of the rift
is anomalous relative to points to the east; &) geomorphic evidence for
post-Pliocene deformation (Backman and Mehnart, 1978) is consistent in sign
with the geodetic observations; 5) anomalous uplift occurs directly above

the magma body; and 6) modeling studies indicate that uplift could result

from activity within the magma body. If uplift is accumulating more or
less continuously as suggested (Reilinger et al., 1980), it is
characterized by an average rate of 4 m/yr, with corresponding tilt

-8
rates of 5 to 10 x 10 . rad/yr. If independent evidence for an active
nagma body beneath the area of uplift were not available, these movements

might have been attributed to an impending earthquake.



PAGE 16

Reliability Criteria

The selected cases described above demonstrate both the utility and
limitations of geodetic 1leveling to detec; tilts of a few x 10"6 rad and
tilt rates of a few x 10~8 rad/yr. Thus while non-tectonic influences .
(e.g. systematic error) can obscure real earth movement, the technique has
clearly proven effective at nonitoring relatively subtle tectonic
deformation. It is essential, however, that individual releveling
observations be examined in detail for possible countamination by systematic
errors and near surface movements prior to invoking tectonic explanation.
Particularly useful quantitative  techniques include comparison  of
foresight-backsight readings (e.g., Savage and Church, 1974) and loop
closure analysis (e.g., Chi et al., 1980). In addition, the following
qualitative criteria, some of which were dillustrated by the previous
examples, have proven useful for evaluating the reliability of particular
data sets (Brown et al., 1980): 1) magnitude relative to possible errors
(since many errors remain poorly understood this is equivalent to
determining whether the movements in question stand out in relation to
"background noise’); 2) consistent temporal behavior when multiple
levelings are " available (e.g., Alaska); 3) relations with independent
geophysical or geologic estimates of recent movement (e.g., tide guage,
lake levels, tilt meters, horizontal movements, geomorphic evidence, etc.);
4) consistent movements when multiple leveling lines cross a given feature
(e.g., Hebgen Lake, Rio Grande rift); 5) correlation with geologic
structure and tectonic activity (e.g., Hebgen Lake )3 6) lack of
correlation with topography ruling out possible elevation correlated
errors; 7) lack of relationship to possible near-surface processes (e.g.,

f£luid withdrawal, reservoir impoundment, etc.); 8) lack of relationship
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between apparent movenmants and procedural changes (changes in sight
lengths, rod or instrument changes); and 9) consistency of inferred

mechanism with tectonic setting (e.g., Alaska).

A Case Study: Southern California Releveling Measurements

Much attention has recently been focused on leveling in southern
California, where there is both considerable concern about future
earthquakes and an abundance of leveling observations. Using the above
reliability criteria, developed through analysis of the much broader data
base of U.S. releveling, we have reevaluated some of the observations used
to deduce pfeseismic movements for the 1971 San Fernando earthquake as well
as the Palmdale Bulge. Our reevaluation, representing a different
perspective, suggests that many of the southern California measurements are
significantly affected by both topography-dependent errors and near-surface
movements. On the other hand, at least some of the observations may
reflect real earth movements. Thus, the configuration of the Palmdale
Bulge will, at the very least, require revision in light of improved
understanding of those factors which can influence releveling measurements.
However, since certain spurious effects may be isolated, the southern
California releveling data remain an important source of information on
contemporary tectonic activity.

In our analysis of southern California releveling observations, data
nave been displayed in terms of relative movements, or tilts, for
sequential time intervals along the pertinent segments of the leveling
routes. This contrasts with previous 2ttempts to tie the obhservations to a
tide gauze 1in order to relate movements to sea level. Analyzing tilts

minimizes the effects of systematic errors, which can accumulate to rather



PAGE 18
substantial amounts over the 100-200 ko distance to the tide gauge, éﬁd és
will be demonstrated, greatly simplifies interpretation of the
observations.

Figure 13 shows those leveling routes in southern California for which
crustal movement information has been investigated for this study.
Possible preseismic movements of the 1971 San Fernando earthquake were
reported by Castle et al. (1974) and Strange (1980) in three areas: in the
vicinity of the earthquake fault (segment B), .30 km northwest of the
epicenter (segment A), and just north of Saugus (along segment A).
Vertical movements prior to the 1971 earthquake were also reported in the
area south of Palmdale. (segment C). Although the movements south of
Palrdale were not believed to be precursory to the earthquake (Castle et
2l., 1974), they subsequently were used in defining the "Palmdale Bulge"
(Castle et al., 1976).

The sequence of movements along segment B crossing near the area of
surface faulting are shown in Figure l4. Coseismic movement counsisting of
subsidence south of the San Fernando Fault and uplift north of the fault
are clearly indicated for the 1969-1971 interval. These wmovements are
roughly consistent with elastic rebound accompanying . thrust faulting
(Savage et al., 1975). Possible preseismic tilting up to the north is
indicated by the profiles for the time intervals 1955-1951, 1941-1964, and
1954-1965. Apparently no tilt accumulated along this section from
1955-1969. Figure 132 shows relative wmovenments between points near the

[o4

eads of this profile segment plotted as a function of time. The tenmporal

consistency of these movements is, in itself, normally evidence that the
neasurenents reflect real movements. However, there are two reasons to

suspect systematic error, and in particular refraction errors, vtather than
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true ground motion.

Exanination of the profiles in Figure 14 indicates that the observed
tilting correlates with topography. This correlation, although suggestive,
is not sufficient to confirm systematic evrror because real movements can in
some cases correlate with relief (e.z., Reilinger et 21., 1977). However,
the sequence of apparent tilts between 1955 and 1959 show a systematic
relationship to‘the sight lengths used for different surveys (Figure 15b)};
a relationship that is consistent with that expected from refraction errors
(Holdahl, 1980). The 3°C temperature difference that results in a good fit
to the observations, although somewhat high for a daily average, is not
unreasonable for the spring and summer wmonths in southern California- In
view of the possibility of such refraction errors, the tectonic
significance of the sequence of apparent tilts shown in Figure 14 remains
ambiguous.

Figure 16 shows profiles of relative elevation change for sequential
time intervals crossing the two areas of reported preseismic deformation
northwest of the epicenter (Segment Aj; Figure 13). During the 1953-195%
interval the main deformation consisted of subsidence in the vicinity of
Saugus relative to points farther north (ruled area of plot). This
novement was originally attributed to the Palmdale Bulge (Castle et al.,
1975) and more recently to preseismic effects of the San Fermnando
earthquake (Strange, 1930). However, analysis of releveling measurements
taroughout the Saugus Basin indicates that relative subsidence shows a
close correlation with the geometry of the Saugus aquifer and the history
of water level decline (Reilingew, 19%0). This relationship 1is shown
graphically in Figure 17. These observations strongly suggest that

subsidence above the Saugus aquifer results from near-surface sediment
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conpaction due to fluctuations of the water level within the underlying
aquifer and not from tectonic deformation. This result is particularly
important to the current controversy surrounding the "Palmdale Bulge"
since, unlike many of the measurements defining the Bulge, tﬁose in the
Saugus area do not correlate with relief.

The other large possible movements shown in Figure 16 occurred between
1965 and 1968 and Dbetween 1963 and 1959. These observations were the
primary evidence wused to infer pre-earthquake slip at depth on the fault
(Thatcher, 1975). The 1965-1958 movements consisted of uplift of the north
section relative to the south by about 6 cm. The 1968*1969 movements were,
in esssnce, a reversal of the 19565-1968 movements. The important point is
that both sets of apparent movements were depeﬁdent upon the 1968 survey.
This is illustrated by the bottom-most plot in Figure 16, which shows the
zeneral absence of movement for the 1955-1969 interval.  Therefore, either
we were fortunate enough to catch preseismic deformation at a tima of
significant deflection (1968), and again when the movements had exactly
reversed themselves (1969), or the 1968 survey was 1in error. While
oscillatory movements may have occurred, the possibility of errors in the
1968 survey is at least as likely, particularly in light of the now suspect
results south of the epicenter, and similarly suspect trends identified in
leveling observations in other parts of the country.

The  possibility  that refraction errors countaminate  leveling
measurements south of the epicenter naturally raises the question as to
whether this same effect is respoansible for the apparent error in the 1958
survey northwest of the earthquake. The steep tilts indicated by the
1955-1968 and the 1953-1969 movemeat profiles occur where there is a

corresponding steep slope in topography (25 to 40 km). However, the
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topographic slope 1is so steep (>.04 rad) that only short gight—lengths
could be used, making it unlikely that atmospheric refraction coupled to
sight-lengths was a signiéicant effect. Unusual near-surface temperature
differences at the time of the survey, or other elevation-correlated
errors, such as miscalibrated leveling rods (Jackson and Lee, 1979) may
have affected these observations.

Movements along the leveling route C. in Figure 13 were originally
believed to be unrelated to the earthquake. This counclusion was based on
the observation that the movements south of Palmdale showed no teamporal
relationship to the movements which were believed to be preseismic ia
origin (Castle et al., 1974). The movements south of Palmdale do not
appear to be due to either systematic errors or near-surface effects and
thus may represent tectonic deformation.

Figure 18 shows the sequence of relative movements along the survey
route south of Palmdale. The major tilt event occurred between 1961 and
1964 and amounted to more than 10 cm of relative movement over a distance
of 20 km. This corresponds to a tilt of 5 X 10.—6 rad. The general absence
of movements for the 1955-1961 interval (uppermost movement profile in
Figure 18), the 1964-1955 interval and the 1965-1971 interval (bottom two

rofileé) attests to the reliability of all of these surveys (i.e.,
comparison of the 55 or 61 surveys with any of the later surveys will give
roughly the same result). This implies that the 1951 to 1954 tilt event is
in fact defined by five independent surveys. In adiition, the tilt anomaly
2oes not show & strong correlation with topography (i.e., the direction of

t-

ting does not reverse vhere the topographic slope raverses) .

Turthermore, the sequence of relative movenents show no relationship either

to chaages in leveling rods or to changes in sight lengths. This evidence
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suggests that the apparzat tilting sou:zh of Palmdale reflects real crustal
novements. Whether the tilt anomaly was a precursor to the Saa Fernanido

earthquake or represented a mechanically separate event 1is presently

unknovmn .

Discussion and Conclusions

In spite of laudable progress in developing sophisticated new geodetic
methods (e.g., VLBI, Laser Ranging, GP3) releveling measurements continue
to be the most accurate (over appropriate distances) and widespread source
of information on contemporary vertical movenments of the continental crust.
As such they constitute an important input to the earthquake prediction
problemn. Previous investigations, a few of which have been described here,
clearly demonstrate the potential of the technique for monitoring subtle
earth movements. However, it is equally clear that releveling estimates of
crustal movement are influenced by near-surface movements and as yet poorly
understood systematic errors which can obscure or be mistaken for tectonic
deformation. Thus, uncritical interpretation of releveling observations
can lead to erroneous tectonic conclusions, which in the case of earthquake
prediction could entail serious social ramifications. The checking
techniques (e.g., circuit closure  analysis, foresight-backsight
comparisons) and reliability criteria illustrated im this study, represent
an atteampt to quantify specific procedures for evaluating the tectonic
sizgnificance of particular leveling data sets. Although not foolproof,
these procedures  have proven effective in a number of cazes at
discriminating tectonic movements from suspect effects. Howaver, even when
spurious effects can be eliaminated, relating observed deformation to

preseismic mechanisms may be quite difficult because of our limited
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understanding of precursory phenonena and our general inability to
distinguish them from vertical movemeats due to other causes (e.g.,
ragmatic activity, isostatic movements; orogenic deformation, etc.).
Furthermore, the sparse distribution of leveling surveys in both space and
time, even in areas like southern California, makes it highly unlikely that
precursory movements for all but the largest earthquakes will ever be
detected. In order for leveling to become wmore than an accidental
ceatributor to earthquake prediction, a systeumatic leveling program
designed for geodynamic rather than geodefic objectives is needed to
develop the observational background required to recognize possible

preseismic movement.

Acknowledcements

We thank the National Geodetic Survey for supplying the leveling data
used for this study. Greg Jurkowski, Christie Chi, and Dave Miesen
provided technical assistance. This research was supported by TU.S.
Geological Survey Grant 14-08-0001-17625, NASA Grant NAG5-%40 and USKRC
contract AT (49624-0367). Contribution No. 684 of the Department of

Geological Sciences, Cornell University.



REFERENCES -7 24

Bachman, G.E., and Mzshnert, H.H., 1978, New K-Ar data and the late Pliocene
to Holocene geomorphic hisﬁory of the central Rio Grande region, New

Mexico, Geol. Soc. Amer. Bull., v. 89, p. 283-292.

Bomford, G., 1971, Geodesy, third ed., England, Clarendon, Oxford, 226 p.
Brown, L.D., 1978, Recent vertical crustal movements along the East Coast

of the United States, Tectonophysics, v. 44, p. 205-231.

Brown, L.D., and Oliver, J.E., 1976, Vertical crustal movements from leveling
data and their relation to geologic structure in the eastern United

States, Rev. Geophys. and Space Physics, v. 14, p. 13-35,

Brown, L.D., Reilinger, R.E., Holdahl, S.R., and Balazs, E.I., 1977, Post-—

seismic crustal uplift near Anchorage, Alaska, Jour. Geophys. Res.,

v. 82, p. 3369-3378.
Brown, L.D., Reilinger, R.E., and Hagstrum, J.R., 1978, Contemporary uplift of

the Diablo Plateau, West Texas, from leveling measurements, Jour. Geophyé.

Res., v. 83, p. 5465-5471.

Brown, L.D., Reilinger, R.E., and Citron, G.P., 1980, Recent vertical
crustal movements in the U.S.: evidence from precise leveling, in

Earth Rheology, Isostasy and Eustasy, ed. N.A., Morner, Joha Wiley and

Sons, p. 389-405.
Brown, L.D., Miesen, D.L., Reilinger, R.E., and Jurkowski, G.A., 1980, Geo-
detic leveling and crustal movement in the U.S.: Part I, Topography

and vertical motion, E®S, Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, 1980 Spring

Meeting Program, Changes and Corrections, pg. 4.

Burford, R.0., Castle, R.O., Church, J.P., Kinoshita, W.T., Kirby, S.H.,
Ruthven, R.T., and Savage, J.C., 1971, Preliminary measurements of
tectonic movement, in The San Fernando, California Earthquake of

February 9, 1971, U.S. Geol. Surv. Prof, Pap., 733, p. 80-85.




Castle, R.O., Alt, J.N., Savage, J.C., and Balazs, E.I., 1974, Elevation
changes preceding the San Fernando earthquake of February 9, 1971,
Geology, v. 2, p. 61-66.

Castle, R.0., Church, J.P., and Elliott, M.R., 1976, Aseismic uplift in
Southern California, Science, v. 192, p. 251-253.

Castle, R.O., Church, J.P., Flliott, M.R., and Savage, J.C., 1977, Preseismic
and coseismic elevation changes in the epicentral region of the Point

Mugu earthquake of February 21, 1973, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., v. 67,

po 219"'2310
Chi, S.C., Reilinger, R.E., Brown, L.D., and Oliver, J.E., 1980, Leveling

circuits and crustal movements, Jour. Geophys. Res., v. 85, p. 1469-1474,

Chi, S.C., Reilinger, R.E., Brown, L.D., and Jurkowski, G.A., 1980, Geodetic
leveling and crustal movement in the U.S., Part II, Non-tectonic

influences, E®S, Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, v. 61, p. 210.

Citron, G.P., and Brown, L.D., 1979, Recent vertical crustal movements from
precise leveling surveys im the Blue Ridge and Piedmont provinces,

North Carolina and Georgia, Tectonophysics, v. 52, p. 223-236,

Hastie, L.1., and Savage, J.C., 1970, A dislocation model for the Alaska

earthquake, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Apmer., v. 60, p. 1389-1392,

Holdahl, S.R., 1980, An assessment of refraction error and development of

methods to remove its influence from geodetic leveling, Final Technical

Report Contract 14-08-0001-17733, USGS, 18 p.

Jackson, D.D., and Lee, W.B., 1979, The Palmdale Bulge - An alternate

interpretation, E®S, Trans. Am. Geopays. Union, v. 60, p. 810.

Jurxowski, G. Brown, L.D., Holdahl, S.R., and Oliver, J.E., 1979, Map of apparent

vertical crustal movements for the eastern United States, E®S, Trans. Am.

Geophys. Union, v. 60, p. 315.




Kaariainen, E., 1953, On recent uplift of the earth's crust im Finland,

Suom. Geodeettisen Laitoksen Julka, v. 42, p. 1-106.

Kukkamaki, T.J., 1938, Uber die nivellitsche refraktian, Publication of the

Finnish Geodetic Institute, No. 25, 48 p.

Lofgren, B.E., 1966, Tectonic movement in the Grapevine Area, Kern County,

California, U.S. Geol. Surv. Prof. Pap. 550-B, p. BS5-Bll.

Lofgren, B.E,, 1979, Changes in aquifer-system properties with groundwater

o L

depletion, in ed., S.K. Saxena’ Evaluation _and Prediction of Subsidence,

American Society of Civil Engineers, New York, New York, p. 26-45.
Miller, R.W., Pope, A.J., Stettner, H.S., and Davis, J.L., 1970, Crustal
movement investigations, Operational data report, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Coast and Geodetic Survey, DR-10.
Myers, W.F., and Hamilton, W., 196%, Deformation accompanying the Hebgen

Lake earthquake of August 17, 1959, U.S. Geol. Surv. Prof. Paper 435,

p. 55-98.
Ni, J.F., Reilinger, R.E., and Brown, L.D., 1980, Vertical crustal movements

in the vicinity of the 1931 Valentine, Texas, earthquake, Seisr. Soc.

Am, Bull., in press.
Nur, A., and Mavko, G., 1974, Postseismic viscoelastic rebound, Science,
v. 181, p. 204-206.
Parkin, E.J., 1948, Vertical movement in the Los Angeles region, 1906-1946,

Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, v. 29, p. 17-26.

Pelton, J.R., and Smith, R.B., 1975, Recent crustal uplift in Yellowstone.
National Park, Science, v. 206, p. 1179-1182.
Pitt, A.M., Weaver, C.S., and Spence, W., 1979, The Yellowstone Park earth-

quake of June 30, 1975, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., v. 69, p. 187-205.




"Sanford, A.R., and others, 1977, Geophysical evidence for a magma body in the
cirust in the vicinity of Socorro, New Mexico, in Heacock, J.E., ed.,

The Earth's Crust, AGU Monograph 20, p. 385-403.

Savage, J.C., and Hastie, L.M., 1966, Surface deformation associated with

dip slip faulting, Jour. Geophys. Res., v. 71, p. 4897-4904.

Savage, J.C., and Church, J.P., 1974, Evidence for postearthquake slip in
the Fairview Peak, Dixie Valley, and Rainbow Mountain fault areas of

Nevada, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am., v. 64, p. 687-698.

Savage, J.C., Burford, R.O., and Kinoshita, W.T., 1975, Earth movements from

geodetic measurements, Calif. Div, Mines and Geol. Bull., v. 196, p. 175—186.

Savage, J.C., and Church, J.P., 1975, Evidence for afterxslip on the San

Fernando fault, Bull. Seiswol. Soc. Amer., v. 65, p. 829-834.

Savage, J.C., Lisowski, M., Prescott, W.H., and Church, J.P., 1977, Geodetic
measurements of deformation associated with the Oroville, California

earthquake, Jour. Geophys. Res., v. 82, p. 1667-1671.

Scholz, C.H., 1972, Crustal movement in tectonic areas, Tectonophysics,

v. 14, p. 201-217.
Strange, W.E., 1980, The impact of refraction correction on leveling inter—

pretations in California, E8S, Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, v. 61, p. 367-

368.

Terzaghi, K., and Peck, R,B., 1967, Soil Machanics in Engineering Practice,

John Wiley and Sons, New York, 729 p.

Thatcher, W., 1976, Episodic strain accumulation in Southern California,
Science, v. 194, p. 651-695.

Whitten, C.A., 1957, The Dixie Valley-Fairview Peak, Nevada, earthquakes

of Decerber 16, 1954: geodetic measurements, Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am.,

v. 47, p. 321-325.

27



Plafker, G., 1969, Tectonics of the March 27, 1964 Alaska earthquake, U.s.

Geol. Surv. Prof. Pap. 543-1, p. 1-74.

Plafker, G., 1972, Alaskan earthquake of 1964 and Chilean earthquake of 1960:

Implications for arc tectonics, Jour. Geophys. Res., v. 77, p. 901-925.

Poland, J.F., and Davis, G.H.,, 1969, Land subsidence due to withdrawal of

fluids, in Reviews of Engineering Geology II, p. 187-269.

Prescott, W.H., and Lisowski, M., 1977, Deformation at Middleton Island,
Alaska, during the decade after the Alaska earthquake of 1964, Bull.

Seismol. Soc. Am., v. 67, p. 579-586.

Reilinger, R.E., 1980, Elevation changes near the San Gabriel Fault, Southern

California, Geophys. Res. Lett., in press.

Reilinger, R.E., and Oliver, J.E., 1976, Modern uplift associated wi;h a
proposed magma body in the vicinity of Socorrq, New Mexico, Geologv;
v. 4, no. 10, p. 583-586.

Reilinger, R.E., Citron, G.P., and Brown, L.D., 1977, Recent vertical crustal
moverents from leveling data in southwestern Montana, western Yellowstome

National Park, and the Snake River Plain, Jour. Geophys. Res., v. 82,

P. 5349-5359,

Reilinger, R.E., Oliver, J.E., Brown, L.D., Sanford, A.R., and Balazs, E.I.,
1980, New measurements of crustal doming over the Socorro magma body,
New Mexico, Geology, v. 8, p. 291-295.

Rinehart, E.J., Sanford, A.R., and Ward, R.M., 1979, Geographic extent and shape

of an extensive magma body at mid-crustal depths in the Rio Grande rift near

Socorro, New Mexico, (in) Riecker, R.E., ed., Rio Grande Rift: Tectonics

and Magmatism, Washington, D.C., Amevican Geophysical Umnion, p. 237-251.

28



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Figure 1.

Figure 2.
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TABLE AND FIGURE CAPTIONS

Magnitude of systematic discrepancies between levelings in areas

of subdued relief.

Near surface effects on leveling estimates of crustal movement.
Earthquakes for which vertical crustal movements have been reported

from releveling observations. Maximum amplitude of observed movements,

.and typical dimension of area effected are also given.

Leveling routes for which crustal movement information has been

obtained in the U.S.

Magnitude of refraction error (Rz) normalized by height difference (AH)

versus sight length (L) for various temperature differences.. Based on

relationship and theoretically determined constant given by Holdahl (1980).

a) Profiles of apparent elevation change and topography from
Colorado Springs to Leadville, Colorado. Reversal of apparent
tilt and correlation with topography strongly suggest elevation
correlated error.

b) Apparent elevation change versus elevation difference for 1954-1953
profile in Figure 3a. Correlation coefficient (r) and regression
slope (magnitude of error) are also shown.

Elevation change profiles along east coast of U.S. (map at right).

Unadjusted profile based on observed elevations from leveling assuming

constant velocity movement (modified from Brown, 1978). Adjusted

profile is same data adjusted by other leveling lying inland from

coast (tide gauge data not used in adjustmeqt). Squares show similar

profile derived fronm tide gauges.



Figure 5.

Figure 6.

Figure 8.

Figure 9.

Figure 10.

igure 11.

tri

uQ

Figure 12.

Leveling locops used to investigate apparent tilting between Davis
Junction, Illinois and Willard, Ohio. Elevation change profilé and
topography along Davis Junction to Willard route shown at right.
Misclosures are also given.

Location of elevation change profiles which indicate subsidence
possibly due to groundwater effects. Shaded areas represent pre-
viously published cases of near surface subsidence.

Map of Los Angeles basin. Contours indicate depth to basement (Ft),
heavy dashed lines are faults, stippled areas are bedrock outcrops,
heavy solid line (San Pedro to Los Angeles) is leveling route -
crustal movements for period 1955-1964 shown below map. Asterisk
shows location of observation well for which water level history is
shown at right.

Locations of U.S. earthquakes for which releveling evidence of crustal
movement has been reported. Numbers refer to Table III.

Elevation changes and topography between Anchorage and Whittier
following 1964 Alaska earthquake (modified from Brown et al., 1977).
Profiles are tied to sea level at Anchorage. Elevation chaunge versus
time for benchmark near center of uplift is shown at right. Note
exponentially decreasing uplift.

Contours of elevation change (1 mm/yr and 5 mm/yr contours shown) for
doming of Hebgen Lake region.

Locations of leveling routes and benchmarks (dots) in Soccoro-~
Albuquerque, New Mexico area. Outline of mid-crustal magma body is
also shown (from Rinehart et al., 1979).

Profilas of elevation change and topography used to infer uplift

above Soccoro magma bodv. Dates of leveling are indicated at the top

" of each plot.
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NEAR SURFACE EFFECTS

I. BENCH MARK INSTABILITY

A, FROST HEAVE
B. SOIL MOISTURE AND TEMPERATURE
C. - HUMAN DISTURBANCE

II. SURFACE FAILURE -

A, LAND SLIDES
B. MINE AND CAVERN COLLAPSE

IIT. LOADING

A. RESERVOIR IMPOUNDMENT
B. BUILDING SETTLEMENT

Iv. FLUID WITHDRAWAL (WATER, OIL, GAS)
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