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ropy Structural imaging: Low velocity layer (LVL) atop the underthrusting Indian plate. Low velocity = weak layer.

1. How does this affect coseismic displacement?
2. Is this layer anisotropic?
Tackle with geodetic modeling and receiver functions.

Interpretation: Significant fabric develops within sediments carried on the underthrusting Indian plate, creating an anisotropic strength
profile that affects seismic observations as well as geodetic observations, modeling, and inversions. The 1sotropic assumption may there-
fore lead to bias in fault observations from both fields.
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slip interface predicts more coseismic slip.

InSAR inversion underpredicts horizontal GPS
displacements; better fit with weaker fault layer.

using coseismic slip model from 60 GiPa fault layer using coseismic slip model from 30 GPa fault layer
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