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INTRODUCTION RESULTS
Determining the distribution of on-fault and off-fault deformation is essential : ) : ' ) : : : : :
for understanding seismic hazards. Here, we estimate the contributions Max. Shear Strain Rate Dilatation Rate o Comparison with seismic strain rates
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We inverted surface strain rates for both on-fault and off-fault sources. The |, O Distance from fault (km) = Our findings highlight the critical role of distributed deformation in
inversion employed least squares estimation and a Monte Carlo ap- 2 shaping interseismic strain rates and the need to incorporate
proach, generating a posterior distribution of slip deficit rates on 3D 35°N 2 off-fault processes into earthquake hazard models.
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