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Key Points:

0 Comprehensive, joint s&hic and geodetic analysis of 32 M>=6 global earthquakes to test
earthquake early warning (EEW) performance

0 Seismicallytriggered geodetic algorithms provide more accurate source estimates and
ground motion predictions than seisroicly EEW systems

0 A coupled system predicts shaking more accurately on-atggon basis and provides
higher cost savings performance

Abstract

Geodetic earthquake early warning (EEW) algorithms complement-paimte seismic
systems by estimating fatfiniteness and unsatated moment magnitude for the largest, most
damaging earthquakes. Because such earthquakes are rare, it has been difficult to demonstrate that
geodetic warnings improve ground motion estimation significantly. Here, we quantify and
compare timeliness amtcuracy of magnitude and ground motion estimates in simulated real time
from seismic and geodetic observations for a suite of globi@lyibuted, large earthquakes.
Magnitude solutions saturate for the seismic EEW algorithm (we use ElarmS) while nin&Ela
triggered Geodetic Alarm System-{&mS) reduces the error even for its first soluti@isaking
intensity (MMI) time series calculated for each station and each event are assessed based on MMI
threshold crossings, allowing us to accurately charaetevarning times pestation. We classify
alerts and find that MMI 4 thresholds result in only 12.3% true positive (TP) alerts with a median
warning time of 16.3 20.9 s for ElarmS, but 44.4% TP alerts with a longer median warning time
of 50.2+ 49.8 s fo G-larmS. The geodetic EEW system reduces the number of missed alerts for
thresholds of MMI 3 and 4 by over 30%. If-l&rmS was triggered instantaneously at the
earthquake origin time, the performance statistics are similar, with slightly longer wamésg t
and slightly more accurate magnitudes. By quantifying increased accuracy in magnitude, ground
motion estimation, and alert timeliness; we demonstrate that geodetic algorithms add significant
value, including better cost savings performance, to EE\i¢1s\gs

1 Introduction

The concept underpinning earthquake early warning (EEW) is to detect and characterize
earthquakes as soon as possible after they initiate in order to warn ahead of the arrival of strong
ground shakingAllen et al.,2009a). Ideally, E®&/ should be a grounthotion (GM) warning
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system as it is knowledge of the expected intensity of shaking that is most important to a user. In
fact , that wuserds actions often depend on t he
United S keAlerte BEWV syStana currently uses earthquake source parameters in
combination with a GM model to provide warnings. Therefore, the success of the EEW system
depends on accurate earthquake source characteristics (origin time, location, magnitude; and fault
finiteness) in order for the GM estimates themselves to be accurate. Here, we use data from 32
large (M>6) globally distributed earthquakes to evaluate the accuracy and timeliness of earthquake
magnitude and ground motion estimates when comparing seisthgeadetic EEW systems. We

find that for large earthquakes the performance is much improved when including information

from geodetic algorithms.

Traditionally, EEW systems use features of elastic waves recorded on inertial
seismometers to estimate the miagge and epicenter of an earthquakéegn et al.,2009a). The
ShakeAl ert Sy st e+sdurse Irifegrated Code dBPK), fBroekample, uses the
amplitude of the first few seconds of the P wave arrival on several seismic statesisriate
source parameter€fiung et al., 2017 It has been noted that this approach leads to saturation, an
underestimation of the magnitudes of large eveats.(Hoshiba & Ozaki2014). This is due to
saturation of accelerations at higher frequenitigbe epicentral region of an earthquake. Inertial
sensors used by EEW algorithms provide unreliable measurement ctowefmequency
displacementsBoore and BommeR005;Melgar et al.,2013).Meier et al.(2016) found that the
first few seconds of the wave, as recorded by inertial sensors, do not contain enough information
to forecast growth of the earthquake into a very large M8+ event. For example, during the 2011
Mw9.0 TohokuOki, Japan earthquake, first and final alerts issued 8.6 s and 118 srigin
time underestimated the final magnitude by 1.8 and 0.9 magnitude units, respektbatijpb et
al., 2011). This saturation resulted in underestimated ground motions in the greater Tokyo area
and timely, but severely underestimated, tsunaminings- including amplitudes and geographic
extent Hoshiba and Ozakk014).

Blewitt et al. (2006) first proposagsing geodetic measurements to overcome magnitude
saturation after severe underestimation of the 2009.81Sumatra earthquake by lepgriod
seismic observations within the first hour after the event. Based omrihple, nstead of
traditional seismic data (velocity and acceleration), geodetic EEW algorithnmsbasevations
collected by Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS). G&®®e conceptualized as strong
motion displacement sensors capable of mesasentat the longest periods down to the static or
permanent offset at 0 Hielgar et al.,2013. Since the 2004 Sumatra earthquake and tsunami,
many GNS$Shased techniques havedn developed and improved to estimate source properties
for earthquake and tsunami early warning in-teak (e.g.,Allen & Ziv, 2011; Grapenthin &
Freymueller, 2011; Colombelli et al., 2013; Grapenthin et al., 2014a,b; Minson et al., 2014;
Crowell et al, 2016;Kawamoto et al., 2017x history of geodetic early warning methods and
their development can be foundBock and Melgaf2016.

Seismic systems, as compared to geodetic, are also more limited by network configuration
as they require good azinmatl coverage and dense station spacing-aduetwork and edgef-
network events, i.e., those with poor azimuthal coverage, are often severely mischaracterized both
in location and magnitude. This limitation is demonstrated by the performance of sexmc p
source (e.g., Elarm@llen et al.,2009b) and seismic finktault algorithms (e.g., FDer, Bose et
al., 2012) during replays of the eof-network Mv7.2 El MayorCucapatoccurringsouth of the
US-Mexico borderWhen replaying the earthquake usinmgyothe stations operating in ret#ine
within the US in 2010, both ElarmS and Bar resulted in severe event mislocation and magnitude
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underestimatiofRuhl et al. 2017). Geodetic systems, however, successfully characterized the El
Mayor-Cucapah eventsing a similar (USnly) network geometry(Allen & Ziv, 2011,
Grapenthin et al.2014a;Ruhl et al. 2017). Chung et al. (2017presented EEW results for recent
earthquakes using two versions of ElarmS (E2 and E3). That work showghileathe number

of missed and false events is substantially reduced in E3, both versions demonstrate that missed
and false events are primarilyoge which originate outside of network boundaries (e.g., offshore)

or in sparse network areas (e.g., eastern Oregon and Washington). Siululanky,replays of a
simulated M,8.7 megathrust earthquake on the offshore Cascadia subduction zone, ElarmsS first
locates the event offshore with an initial magnitude of ~8 before relocating it to within the network
and lowering the magnitude to ~7. Geodetic fifigalt results for this simulation as well as the El
Mayor-Cucapah event are more robust in this regard demonstrate its ability to accurately
estimate magnitudes of offshore, -@itnetwork events based on the first alerts produced from the
seismic algorithm(Ruhl et al.,2017. It is worth noting that in the western US several M>7
earthquake hazards sknear the edges of and beyond the footprint of thetimalEEW seismic
network; for example, in the Cascadia subduction zone to the west, on crustal faults in the Basin
and Range and Walker Lane to the east, and to the south and north of the cotdi§udus
provide a true westoastwide system, we must extend the seismic network beyond the footprint
of interest or include geodetic data to ameliorate some of the issues with limited network
configurations.

To provide coverage for the full range of daymg earthquakes (M6+) in the US, several
groups have developed EEW algorithms that make use of GNSS data. Three of these are currently
being tested for implementation into ShakeAlerttaBnS, BEFORES, and-GAST (Grapenthin
etal., 2014aMinson et al.2014; Crowell et al., 2016)n this work, we will focus on performance
of the GlarmS algorithm (sedurray et al, 2018for a comparisongnd makehe data freely
available so that other algorithm developers can conduct similar evaludten&eodeti@Alarm
System (GlarmS) was the first operational rdahe geodetic system in the United States
(Grapenthin et al.20143, and has been running in réahe since the beginning of May 2013-
larmS analyzes GNSS position time series in-tiéad, determies static offsets, and performs a
leastsquares inversion for slip usiray priori fault geometries determined by the initial event
location and magnitude provided by the ShakeAlert seismic algor{fbolsmbelliet al.,2013.

G-larmS operates as taiggered systemand is coupled to the seismic poisburce
algorithms of ShakeAlerT hus, our goal is taonduct enego-end tests of the seismic only and the
coupled seismic and geodetic systems with real &déause a suite of large (M>6) earthquakes
worldwide for which we have wavefornigom both seismic and geodetic sites to test both the
seismic (ElarmS) and geodetic systemsldfnS). We quantify the timeliness and accuracy of
seismic and geodetic magnitude and ground motion EEW alertthefdehowthat the additional
information and accuracy achieved by using availabletneg GNSS data has substantial added
value and that geodesy has an important role to play in providing warnings for the largest, most
damaging earthquakes and their associadzdads.

2 Data

We test the EEW algorithms using 32 earthquakes from around the world ranging in
magnitudefrom Mw6.0 (2004 Parkfield) to M2.0 (2011 Tohoktoki) andwith variable quantity
and quality of seismic and geodetic data (Tabld ¢ database dominated by subduction zone
megathrust events but includes continental stsike (e.g., 2016 M7.0 Kumamoto), intraplate
normal (e.g., 2017 MB.2 Tehuantepec), and other rerbduction zone events (e.g., 2016M™8
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Nepal). The number otations of each data type vary from a few to hundreds; both seismic and
geodetic records (either real or synthetic) exist for 29 of the 32 earthquakes. We do not have
seismic data for the 20104.7 Mentawai earthquake, the 20W4,7.7 Iquique, Chile aftshock,

or the 2015Mw7.3 Nepal aftershock, for completeness we include these events as part of the
geodetic analysis. ThMw8 . 7 A CascadiVaD0A 3A0baywardd4Hz0o eart
simulations of scenario events for which we have synthetic seismigesmbktic dataMelgar et

al., 2016,Rodgers et aJ 2018). For theMw6.9 Nisqually 2001 event we have actual recorded

seismic data as well as synthetic GNSS data from a slip inveiGiowéll et al, 2016). In the

following two sections, we discuss theaiés of seismic and geodetic data used in this study.
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Table 1.List of earthquakes and their source parameters used in this study.

MNumber of Number
Event Nam e, Country Origin Time (UTC)* Longitude Latitude (krzn) Mw  Geodetic of Seismic Mechanism
Sites Sites

1 Tohoku2011, Japan 2011-03-11T05:46:24 142.3720 38.2970 30.0 9.0 815 (288) 211 Reverse
2 Maule2010, Chile 2010-02-27T06:34:14  -72.7330 -359090 350 88 27 7 Reverse
3 Cascadia001300, USA (Synthetic) 2016-09-07T07:00:00 -1246160 458638 198 8.7 62 10 Revarse
4 [llapel2015, Chile 2015-09-16T22:54:33 -71.6540 -31.5700 290 8.3 58 40 Reverse
5 Tokachi2003, Japan 2003-09-25T19:50:06 143.9040 41.7750 27.0 8.3 368 (189) 313 Reverse
6 Tehuantepec2017, Mexico 2017-09-08T04:49:19  -93.8990 150220 474 8.2 7 88 Normal
7 Iquique2014, Chile 2014-04-01T23:46:47  -70.7690 -196100 250 8.1 40 55 Revarse
8 Ecuador2016, Ecuador 2016-04-16123:58:36 -79.9220 03820 206 /.8 21 21 Reverse
9 Kaikoura2016, New Zealand 2016-11-13T1102:56  173.0540 -42.7370 150 7.8 39 34 Strike-Slip
10 Nepal2015, Nepal 2015-04-25T06:11:25 84.7310 232310 82 78 7 4 Reverse
11 Ibaraki2011, Japan 2011-03-11T06:15:34 141.2653 361083 43.2 7.7 1149 (432) 278 Revarse
12 Iquique_aftershock2014, Chile 2014-04-03102:43:13  -70.4930 -205710 224 7.7 17 0 Reverse
13 Mentawai2010, Indonesia 2010-10-25T14:42:22 1001140 -3.4840 200 7.7 13 0 Reverse
14 N.Honshu2011, Japan 2011-03-11T06:25:44 1448940 378367 340 7.7 1148 (230) 387 Normal
15 Melinka2016, Chile 2016-12-25T14:22:26  -74.3910 -43.5170 300 7.6 58 12 Revarse
16 Nicoya2012, Costa Rica 2012-09-05T14:42:08 -85.3050 100860 400 7.6 9 14 Reverse
17 hwate2011, Japan 2011-03-11T06:08:53 142.7815 39.8390 31.7 7.4 1149 (338) 216 Reverse
18 Miyagi2011A, Japan 2011-03-09T02:45:12 143.2798 383285 83 7.3 892 (263) 291 Reverse
19 N.Honshu2012, Japan 2012-12-07T08:18:20 144.3153 37.8158 46.0 7.3 978 (196) 430 Revarse
20 Nepal_aftershock2015, Mepal 2015-05-12T07:05:19 86.0660 27.8090 150 7.3 5 0 Reverse
21 ElMayor2010, Mexico 2010-04-04722:40:42 -115.2800 322590 10.0 7.2 137 465 Strike-Slip
22 Miyagi2011B, Japan 2011-04-07T14:32:43 141.9237 38.2028 60.7 7.1 1137 (381) 386 Reverse
23 N.Honshu2013, Japan 2013-10-25T17:10:18 144.5687 37193 56.0 7.1 59 (59) 349 Revarse
24 Puebla2017, Mexico 201/-09-19T18:14:38  -98.4890 185500 450 /.1 18 79 Normal
25 Hayward4Hz, USA (Synthetic) 2017-01-01T00:00:02 -122.2850 379638 171 7.0 2301 {231) 2301 Strike-Slip
26 Kumamoto2016, lapan 2016-04-15T16:25:05 130.7630 327545 125 7.0 277 (245) 230 Strike-Slip
27 Aegean2014, Greece 2014-05-24T09:25:02 253890 402890 12.0 6.9 6 139 Strike-Slip
28 Nisqually2001, USA {(Synthetic Disp.) 2001-02-28T18:54:32 -122.7270 471490 51.8 6.9 26 63 Normal
29 E.Fukushima2011, Japan 2011-04-11T08:16:12 140.6727 369457 6.4 6.6 1146 (476) 260 Normal
30 Lefkada2015, Greece 2015-11-171T07:10:07 20,6002 386650 107 6.5 23 4 Strike-Slip
31 Mapa2014, UsA 2014-08-24T10:20:44 -122.3100 38.2150 11.0 61 224 (222) 560 Strike-Slip
32 Parkfield2004, USA 2004-09-28T17:15:24 -1203700 358150 7.9 6.0 13 309 Strike-Slip

*Dates are formatted as year-month-day.

2.1 Seismic Data

Seismic data was collected from various sources for a total of 29 out of 32 earthquakes.
The 24 Mw7.7 lquique, Chile aftershock and the 2(0M&7.3 Nepal aftershock do not have
seismic data and we were unable to include seismic data from theN2@AG Mentawai,
Indonesia earthquake. We format the data into miniseed format in Sl units (cm/s /s) ands
create channel files specifying, among other things, the units, sample rates, and gains of each
channel. Using the accompanying channel fiddsywaveforms for each event are combined and
rewritten into one or morBarthworm taniplayer files to ke used for realime replays.

For the 200IMw6.9 Nisqually, 2004 M6.0 Parkfield, 2010Mw7.2 El Mayor-Cucapah,
and 2014Mw6.1 Napa earthquakes we downloaded acceleration and velocity waveforms in
miniseed format along with channel files directly from tffec@l ShakeAlert test suiteqochran
et al, 2017). For each of these, waveforms begin two minutes prior to origin time and are a total
of seven minutes long. Sampling rates range from 40 to 200 sps, depending on the instrument type.
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Two events have onlgynthetic seismic data. Thew8 . 7 A Cascadi a001300c¢c
simulated megathrust earthquake on the Cascadia Subduction zone offshore of Oregon,
Washington, and Californid&{hl et al.2017). Acceleration waveforms (50 sps) begin one minute
prior to origin time and are a total of 8.66 minutes long. TReM 0 A Haywar d4Hz o0 ear
a simulated strikalip rupture initiating on the dowdip extent of the Hayward fault in Northern
California (Rodgers et al., 2018). Velocity waveforms sampled at 40 sps and with frequencies up
to 4 Hz were obtained frolRodgers et ali2018); each begins 2.0 seconds before origin time and
has a total duration of approximately 1.5 minutes.

The remaining eants are downloaded or obtained from local earthquake authorities in each
country of origin (see Acknowledgements). Waveform lengths and sampling rates vary on a
stationby-station and networky-network basis; some are triggered stations that beginté&ét
wave.

2.2 Geodetic Data

The geodetic dataset consists of higte GNSS observations for 29 real earthquakes
worldwide from the open datasetMklgar and Ruhl (2018)The displacement waveforms were
calculated in a uniform fashion using the precise point positioning appro&smngfet al(2013).

The overwhelming majority of the recordings are collected at 1 sps but a few (20712 K
Mayor-Cucapah, 2012 W/.6 Nicoya, 2014 M6.1 Napa, and 2015 WM.8 Nepal) have some 5
sps recordings. These data were resampled to 1 sps foithu§& larmS which currently processes
data by the integezpoch. The data were processed intehgiMr perchannel texfiles to mimic
the realtime trackRT format previously used at the Berkeley Seismological Laboratory.

We also use synthetic displacemelaita for three additional earthquakes. The7M
AHayward4Hzo displacement data were created
Rodgersetal 2018) and described in Section 2.1. Tl
developed using a hybridemistochastic approach developed Blelgar et al. (2016) and
described irRuhl et al(2017). TheNisqually 2001 earthquake is a real event in Washington state
that was recorded seismically, but displacements were simulat€ddwmell et al.(2016). For
these events, data from multiple stations are rewritten into oneotitieéeed horizontal and one
vertical component text file per event.

3 Methods

First, we replay seismic data from each earthquake through the ElarmS EEW algorithm in
simulated reatime to estimate event magnitudes, epicentral locations, and origin times. We then
usethe seismicfirst | ert s, as well as fAperfectodo alerts (
the Geodetic Alarm System {f@armsS) and generate distributed slip amaignitude evolution time
series. Using those results, medict shaking intensity (MMI) time series for each seismic station
for each event to compare to the observations. Finally, we employ anrtividshold approach
(Meier, 2017) to accurately charads warning times on a patation basis, thus enabling
classification of true positive, true negative, false positive, and false negative alerts for each event.
Below we discuss the details of ElarmS (Section 3.1ar@S (Section 3.2), and the MMI
thredhold method used for classifying raahe alerts (Section 3.3).
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3.1 Seismic Alerts: ElarmS

ShakeAl er t 0 ssouxe algorithmgEPICi$ a derivative of the Earthquake
Alarm System (ElarmS), a netwebdased EEW algorithm developed at the Benkele
Seismological Laboratory (BSL) over the last 10 yeadke( et al.,2009a Kuyuk et al.,2014).
Because there are only minor functional differences between EPIC and ElarmS, we test our dataset
using the latest version of ElarmS currently operating @tB8L Chung et al., 2017 ElarmS
identifies and associates triggers and locates events epicentrally assuming a fixed depth or set of
depths (8 and 20 km used in this study). Next, the algorithm estimates event magnitudes based on
P wave amplitudes andstié@nces to its estimated epicenter. ElarmS then generates earthquake
alerts when a minimum of 4 stations with at least 0.2 s of data meet-sggoific spatial
constraints (e.g., station density is taken into consideration).

We create earthquake taplayer files and channel files containing all data for each
earthquake and run them through ElarmsS in simulated real time. When ElarmS identifies an event,
it outputs estimates of origin time, magnitude, and location, as well as solution information such
asnumber of stations. As additional stations trigger and seismic data develop, ElarmS refines and
adjusts its source parameters and issues updated alerts. We retain a list of alert parameters in a
separate log file for each event.

3.2 Geodetic Alerts: éarmS

The Geodetic Alarm System {l@rmsS) incorporates reéime GNSS data into EEW
systems Grapenthin et al.,2014a). In real time operation,-@&mS continuously analyzes
positioning time series and is capable of ingesting both relative displacementin@sasahd
absolute positions from precip®intpositioning (PPP) solutions. During an earthquake, the
ShakeAlert seismic system issues event messages containing hypocenter and origin time that
trigger GlarmS to estimate static offsets epdhepoch at ach site. Simultaneously, it inverts
these static offsets for distributed slip on a fiidalt. The latest version of-&rmS builds a linear
fault using regiorspecific a priori geometries and, in addition, attempts to fit the event by
imposing slip o nearby known faults, allowing for complex geometries. In the first case, G
larmS centers the model fault plane on the earthquake hypocenter provided by ShakeAlert and
allows the fault to grow symmetrically based on scaling relationshifeslg and Coppemith,

1994). Model fault plane orientations are predefined for expected tectonic regimes based on

| ocation and Greenbdbs functions are calcul ated
event in the San Francisco Bay Area, it will be modeledguinear San Andreas fault (SAF)

parallel, SAF conjugate, and SAF splay-(G/degrees from SAF) geometries. For the latter case,
socal l ed o6catalog faultsdé are built into the
UCERE3, Field et al., 2018lab1.0, Hayes et al, 2012). Therefore, for the San Francisco Bay

Area example, an event in Oakland, CA is modeled with slip imposed onto the San Andreas and
Hayward faults (separately) as well as on the growing, linear regional geometries. One benefit of
using catalog faults i s-computed for@xec stahod sets Savimgc t i o n
computation time during inversion. Another benefit is that curving faults such as megathrusts or
complex strikeslip faults (e.g., big bend of San Andreasltfacan be modeled more accurately

than with the linear tectonic regime faults. At each epoch, the geometry that minimizes the model
misfit to the data is selected as the preferred solution. A detailed description of the original
algorithm can be found iGrapenthin et al(2014a, b) and previous performance with synthetics
offshore Cascadia can be foundRuohl et al.(2017).
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In both replay (real events) and simulation mode (synthetic eventajns is run in two
separate steps, rather than simultangoestimating offsets and finitiault parameters as in the
reattime system. The first module is the Offset Estimator (OE), which calculates and stores the
co-seismic (static) offsets, and the second is the Parameter Estimator (PE) that actually eaverts th
offsets for slip on a finite fault. This separation is more efficient in an offline, persomgluter
based implementation. We run both the OE and PE twice: once using ShakeAlert XML messages
created from the seismic first alert to triggeta®nS (desgbed in Section 3.2.1), and then again
using messages containing the exact hypocente
larmS (Section 3.2.2).

The GlarmS OE uses the ShakeAlert style XML event message to determine a start time
for offsetestimation at each station within a specific radius based on the event location, magnitude,
origin time, and a configurable wave speed. Because static offsets typically arrive with the S wave,
choosing a sheawave velocity (~3 km/s) is often the preferred recommended approach.
However, a comparison of findkault solutions based on offset estimations started at estimated P
wave and S wave arrival, respectively, showed that starting the offset estimation earlier resulted
in damping of early offsets antherefore, damping of the fintault solutions Ruhl et al. 2017).

This is acceptable since neand intermediatéield oscillating dynamic displacements can
sometimes inflate initial static displacement (i.e., offset) estimates. Also, using avidetsty

can account for error in origin times and locations (i.e., prevent missing initial offsets) and may be
more representative of average crustal velocities for deeper events. In this paper, we use a velocity
of 5.2 km/s for all events, regardlesslatation or tectonic setting.€armsS then calculates and

stores the mean displacement amplitude before the calculated start time. These are subtracted from
average displacements following the start time to estimate static offsets.

For the real earthquakewe reformat the data into dirour GPS time series for each
stationcomponent and store them in text files in GPS time units (i.e., without leap second
adjustments). These are ingested in batches by the OE intfemteealtime replays and offsets
are written to additional log files to be ingested later by the PE. For the simulated displacement
data sets, we store horizontal displacement data for all stations in orerdened text file and
vertical displacements in another. Random nois€.6 cm ad + 4.0 cm for horizontal and
vertical components, respectively) is added to the displacements as they are read and offsets are
estimated and written into individual log files. Once all offsets are calculated, the PE reads the
offset logs and begins theslinversion in real time based on the ShakeAlert XML message and
the regionspecific fault configurations.

G-larmS calculates earthquake magnitudes at each epoch based on the overall fault
geometry and amount of slip imposed on it. Outputs inclsidefault geometries and the
magnitudes of strikslip and dipslip components of slip per subfault. We simplify this
information by calculating a surfageojected perimeter around the subfault patches that have slip
greater than 40% of the maximum slipe wnsure this perimeter includes the hypocenter, even if
it is located on a subfault that has less than 40% of the maximum subfault slip amount. This is used
to calculate distances to the fault necessary for GM prediction. We then calculate the dominant
rake of the overall fault based on the amount of stslkgand dipslip and characterize the solution
as a rectangular fault with pure and uniform reverse (90), nor8@| dextral {180), or sinistral
(180) slip. This information is used for GM preddsti(see Section 3.3).
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3.2.1 ElarmSTriggered GlarmS

For a true reatime comparison, we first trigger-@rmS using the ElarmsS first alerts.
These are referred thr oughoeTuggered Bleart m&d sawmldutiin
We use the magnitie, epicentral location, and origin time of the first ElarmS solution to build the
XML event messages for each event; depths are fixed to either 8 or 20 km, depending on the first
alert. GlarmsS replays always begin at the origin time, therefore soluimnsalculated for each
epoch as soon as the estimategdde reaches the closest GNSS station. Because geodetic sites
may be closer than seismic sites, this may result in unrealistically timed solutions (i.e., before the
ElarmS solution exists). Therefonwe remove all solutions before the ElarmS first alert plus one
epoch.

3.2.2 PerfectlyTriggered GlarmS

I n addition, w e -lacnES solutibns: assumiiiigpthatr wie ekrowv exactdy
where each earthquake occurs at exactly the origin time. Thesefemed throughout the text
and f i gur e<driggesed @l PaerrnfSeoc tsloyl ut i ons. We use M6.0

each event as well as the exact depth as reported in the published catalog locations (Table 1). We
employ this approach to assehow much the simulated retithe environment degrades a
Aperfectodo solution.

3.3 RealTime Alert Classification: MMFThreshold Approach

Earthquake early warning is inherently agrommd t i on war ning system
actions depend on the level of shaking intensity expected at their individual sites, rather than on
the magnitude or location of the earthquake. Because most algorittougleprthe latter
information without grounanotion estimates, it is difficult to assess an EEW system based on
source parameters alone. Instedéjer (2017) suggested to develop quantitative metrics, such as
warning time, and to classify alerts using shgkintensity thresholds on a pstation basis. We
follow that approach and assess our results with respect to ground motion in addition to comparing
magnitude estimates.

First, we process the data by converting each seismic waveform to instrumentiéédlodi
Mercalli Intensity (MMI) time series using the methodvgbrden et al(2012) and combine the
three ground motion directions to obtain one maxirMMI envelope for each station. Next, for
the predictions, we compute peak ground velocity (PGV) and greaikd acceleration (PGA) for
each station from the ElarmS, ElarAiiggered GlarmS, and Perfectiyriggered GlarmS
solution time series at each epoch. For all three solution types and for all global earthquakes in our
study, we use the ground motioregiction equations ohbrahamson et alASK14, 2014). For
both GlarmS and ElarmS we use the same sjtecific V530 value extracted from a slopased
global database from the USG84Id & Allen 2007). We use dip and rake angles simplified from
the GlarmS finite-fault solutions based on the average rake of the subfaults. The dips are 15°, 90°,
90°, and 60° for any fault with primarily reverse @ip, normal dipslip, sinistral strikeslip, and
dextral strikeslip, respectively. The simplified rakesea0°, 180°;180°, and-90° for each fault
type, respectively. The GM estimates are controlled by varying only three input parameters: each
algorithm uses its own Mestimate peepoch, sitespecific distance metriciB and fault width
W. Rssis the clogst horizontal distance to the surface projection of the ruptul@ (&) or point
source location (ElarmS). For the twel@mS solutions, we calculatedusing the fault perimeter
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described in Section 3.2. We then calculate width W for all solutioms fhe pure rakes andwM
estimates using empirical relationships frivells and Coppersmiiti994). All other parameters
are held constant for GM predictions calculated for all three algorithms.

We calculate and store PGA and PGV values as time seried bagée solutions that
update each epoch. PGA and PGV are converted and combined into a maivhiuemvelope
time series in the same manner as the observations. We compare the observed and predicted MMI
time series with respect to a specific MMI threshotda perstation basis at all the available
seismic sites for any given event. If both the observations and predictions exceed the specified
MMI threshold, thewarning time(WT) is defined as the time difference between the observed
threshold crossing arttie time at which the threshold crossing was first predidted.instance,
long warning times indicate that the prediction came well before the site experienced shaking
equivalent to the MMI threshold. A short warning time, on the other hand, meansltat
thresholdexceeding shaking follows quickly after its prediction. If the WT is negative, the
thresholdcrossing ground motion alert was issued after actual ground motion already exceeded
the threshold. All of these cases are classified as true pss{iiV®), even if late. We calculate
median WTs for all TP sites. If neither the observations nor predictions cross the threshold, no WT
is calculated and it is classified as a true negative (TNjueed experience. If the observation
crosses the thresholait the prediction does not, no WT is calculated and it is classified as a false
negative (FN). And finally, if the prediction crosses the threshold, but the observations do not, no
WT is calculated and it is classified as a false positive (FP). Classgilerts into these four
categories allows quantification of the performance of an EEW system in the GM space (Meier,
2017). We repeat the MMhreshold calculations for all seismic station sites for all events using
the ElarmS, ElarmSriggered GlarmS,and PerfectlyTriggered GlarmS solutions for thresholds
from MMI 3 to 7.

We do not include fiHayward4Hzo0o in the MMI .
at very close distances and would dominate th
hand, includes only 40 seismic sites over a range of distances and their influence on statistics is
therefore representative of real observations.

4 Results

ElarmS results were obtained for 26 out of the 29 earthquakes with seismic data. Thus, we
have a otal of 26 firstalert triggers from which we recovered Elarmhfggered GlarmS
solutions. The 2016 W.8 Ecuador, 2015 W.8 Nepal, and 2011 Wf.7 N. Honshu, Japan
earthquakes did not produce seismic alerts due to poor station coverage or very faggisttre
few closest stations. We were able to compute Perf@cifigered GlarmS results for all 32
earthquakes. In the following sections, we first discuss the timeliness and accuracy of magnitude
estimates from the three algorithms, then presentMN# -threshold results and discuss the
timeliness and accuracy of the réiahe alerts. Throughout this section, we use2@&5 M.6.5
Lefkada, 2017 Mw7.1 Puebla, 2012 Mw7.6 Nicoya, 2011 Mw7.7 Ibaraki, 2015 M8.3 lllapel, and
2011 My9.0 Tohokuoki earthquake as examples to illustrate the performance of the various
algorithms over a range of magnitudisaddition to spanning the magnitude range that we tested,
these events are recorded on as few as four and up to hundreds of stations and also exditit differ
focal mechanisms: Lefkada is a continental stale earthquake, Puebla is a relatively deepintra
slab normal earthquake, and the remaining four are reverse events. Individual rethstsefaiix
events are shown in Figures 1, 5, and 6; resuitalf@ther events are available in the Supporting
Information (Table S1, Figures $32). Figures 2, 3, 4, and 7 compile results for all events from
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which statistics are computed.
4.1 Accuracy and Timeliness of Magnitude Estimates

Magnitude time serieslgtted for ElarmS (blue), Elarm®riggered GlarmS (red), and
PerfectlyTriggered GlarmS (magenta) solutions in Figure 1 demonstrate the algorithm
performance for the six example earthquakes. Geodetic magnitude estimates tend to approach the
final magnitude (green), tracking modeled magnitude evolutions derived from published moment
rate functions (black, Figure 1). The difference between the blue ElarmS magnitude estimates and
the red and magenta-l&rmS solutions tends to increase with increasing magmiftopleft to
bottomright in Figure 1), revealing saturation in the seisomty solutions. Magnitudéinned
and averaged errors also show a significant increase in ElarmS magnitude saturation beyond M7.5,
while magnitude errors for-@&rmS are more dde with respect to increasing magnitude (Figure
2).

Figure 3 demonstrates the significant magnitude accuracy improvement by comparing
estimates at three stages: the first time an alert is available (i.e., the first alert), the alert at 30
seconds after @in time (if available), and the final alert in the replay (Figure 1, Table S1). Alert
times are calculated relative to origin time. For ElarmS, the final alert time is the last update
produced shortly after the last triggered station arrives. For bddhn@s runs, all solutions were
estimated until 180 seconds after origin time, which is the final solution time. ElarmS magnitude
errors are1.0+1.0 for the first alert0.71+0.75 at 30 s, anf.50+0.83 at the final update. ElarmS
Triggered GlarmS magriude errors are0.62+0.86 for the first alert0.26+0.73 at 30 s, and
0.14+0.65 at the final update around 180 s. Pertdailygered GlarmS magnitude errors are
1.3+0.78 at the first alertp0.40+£0.80 at 30 s, and.001+0.33 at the final update &80Ls. The
better accuracy of both ElarmBiggered and Perfectyriggered GlarmS results are reflected
by the clear 1:1 ratio in the two bottom right panels of Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Magnitude estimates compared to real magnitudes for each ltgdat the first alerts

(left column), alert at 30 s (middle column, where available), and at 180 s (or the final alert, right
column). Top row subplots show ElarmS magnitude estimates, middle panels show-ElarmS
triggered GlarmS magnitude estimates, andttom panels show Perfecttsiggered GlarmS
magnitude estimates. Dashed lines show 1:1 ratio in all subplots. Events are colored by the First
Alert time in all three columns and maintain the same shape.

G-larmS provides an improvement of ~0.5 magnitud#s, on average, by 30 s after origin
time for all events (Figure 3). This improves with increasing magnitude as shown in Figure 2 and
is often present in first alerts far earlier than 3B6-tarmsS first and finatalert magnitude estimates
are both stistically more accurate than ElarmS magnitude estimates, but as expected, the
triggered geodetic algorithm takes longer, on average, to issue its first alerts than the seismic
system (Figure 4a). Mean first alert times for ElarmS and Elarnggered GlarmS are 22 s +
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13.7 sand 31 s + 20.5 s, respectively (Table S1 and Figure 4). Figure 4a does show that-short first
alert times are achievable for the triggered geodetic system and that the bulk of the distribution
indicates comparable first alert times the respective algorithms.

Figure 4. Histograms of (a) first alert times and (b) true positive warning times for ElarmsS (blue)
and Elarm&riggered GlarmsS (red) results with an MMI 4 threshold.

4.2 Accuracy and Timeliness of Ground Motion Estimates

In order to understand, from the euaser perspective, whether the improved, but delayed,
geodetic earthquake characterizations are useful, we study the MMI performance of each solution.
To demonstrate the technique, we show the MMI envelopes for twoinlssations per example
earthquake with distances noted in Figure 5. The maltred curve with a black center line is
the MMI envelope of each station and the gray shaded area shows the WT for-tbeetdest
using a threshold of MMI 4. The shadaka spans from the time that either ElarmS or ElarmS
Triggered GlarmS MMI predictions exceed the MMihreshold to the time when the data exceeds
the same threshold. Sometimes the final shaking is overestimated (Figure 5a) and other times it is
underestimted (Figure 5b), but the threshold approach enables us to look at accuracy in terms of
binary alert classification. Even though ground motions may be ovemderestimated, as long
as they are above or bel ow t beseful and cobsglered Ar e s h ¢
success or true alert (made up of TPs and TNs). Geodetically inferred TP alerts are correctly issued
for all 12 site examples in Figure 5; ElarmS, however, did not predict ground shaking stronger
than the threshold at the bottaight five stations. This means that, at least at these locations, it
never issues a warning for users who will experience shaking greater than MMI 4.

Alert classifications for all stations recording the six example events are shown in Figure
6 with anMMI 4 threshold. For the smallest event, the 201N Lefkada earthquake, there is
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