5 Modeling the Relationship Between Changing  _ZZ\

University of Golorado Terrestrial Water Storage and Seismicity CIRES
1.2Quelyn Bekkering, -2Kristy F. Tiampo, '3R. Steven Nerem, 4°Ben Livneh

'Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, 2Dept of Geological Sciences, University of Colorado Boulder, 3Colorado Center for Astrodynamics Research, 4Dept of
Civil, Environmental, and Architectural Engineering, University of Colorado Boulder, *Western Water Assessment, University of Colorado Boulder

Background and Research Goals .. NP Figure 4 (below). Cumulative Event Rate plotted
California’s central valley is one of the largest \E AL L e " cuwcatnat rom 1900 = 2022, vive e
agricultural centers in the United States. This R e S 1 | | | |
has resulted in heavy reliance on groundwater *'7 aadi gk Sk o e i auitin |
pumping of the Central and San Joaquin valley e ol
aq UiTers. . . . s , ,‘%% __ “ \ grid points
L N R g T g ol Y ; =

This project aims to understand the
relationship between changing terrestrial water .
storage (TWS) due to groundwater pumping,

recipitation changes, and climate change

actors and their potential affect on associated =
mass change, stress states, and earthquake
occurrence at multiple scales. To examine this
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