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Fig 4. Five well spaced multi-station combinations (5, 10, 20, 40, 168)  Fig 5. Comparison of velocity waveforms generated by dynamic Fig 7. Four optimal multi-station combinations Fig 8. Comparison of PSV and slip between true model and
model (black) and best estimated model using 20 stations (red) at four estimated models via optimal station tests

low frequency (< 1Hz)

Four designed optimal station combination (e.g. Iida 1990) in Fig 7. were tested, and we want to investigate whether the circle distributed

We carried on the multi-station tests, and five well-spaced station combinations used (Fig. 4). Fig 5 compared the velocity waveforms generated stations could improve the source inversion results. As shown in Fig 8 9 & 10, the stations extremely close to fault could fit the waveforms

by dynamic model and best searched model using 20 stations at low frequency, and waveforms by other models are all quite close to observed well but have relatively large slip error. The stations with uniform azimuthal distribution around a rupturing fault and certain epicentral dis-

ones. And we compared the estimated kinematic source parameters of five multi-station combinations, the location of asperity is same to the tance could not give the best both source image and small waveform fitting at the same time.

true model for all the five station combinations, but the estimated subfaults with large peark slip velocity are not exactly the same as true model

among the five models. ; 5
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clent to obtain a stable solution, consequently number of station 1s less important. Mayor priority has to be given to the azimuthal distribution

models. This suggests that radiation pattern play important role in the selection of stations. rupture model are studied in many Literatures (e.g. ) Vr vs Vr ) Vr vs Vmax
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